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N ABSTRACT

2

.

The conce‘pt of externalities generated by p;iblic facilities land i:he
practicé of public involvement, a means- of “ addressing these
externalities, are examined and subsequently described in light of Par;llncs
Canada's experience. It is assumed that effective public involvement
translates into effective handling of externalities.. It is proposed,
bagsed on Parks Canada’'s institutionalized public involvement in ité
.planning framehérk for national parks and on sevgral specific park
planning cases, in particular that for the Management Plan of Batoche
National Historic Site, that Parks Canada is addressing externalities

fairly effectively. -



‘ RESUME

Le concepf. des facteurs externes' engendrés pérr les installationé
publj.c;ues et la participation publiqmlJe, de méme qu'un'méyen de les
'_t.r‘aiter',' :‘aont-examinés .et décrits en fonction des activités de Parcs
Canada. Oh pﬁr‘t du pr‘incipe que la par"c:i_c:i;pa.tion efficace du public se
traduit par une 'intégratiéu‘e\f'jicace des facteurs externes. On conclut,
en se f‘ondént sur les activitgs de participafion publique organiséea par
Parcs Canada dans le cadre-d¢ la planification des parcs nationaux et
sur'"l‘examen de plusieurs cas{ précis, surtout le plar; de gestionrduqliou

historique naticnal de Batoche, que Parcs Canada traite les facteurs

oxternes de fagon assez efficace.
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* 1. INTRODUCTION

Publiec facilities prqduce spill-over effects on third parties or

non-consumers‘of facilities. These splll-over effects are called
externalities and arise when a contract between two parties has some

effect on a third party that is excluded from a decision-determining

3 .

role in the group whose -consent is necessary for. the tramsaction t
occur. Agency institutionalized public involvement offers a means of

addressing externalities in decision-making.
' <

This thesis describes a public agency's €fTd '.ﬁémely }hose 6f¥

Parks Canada, to incorDOﬁate through institutionalized pu
ment, externality considerations in its decision-making and consequently
its planning relative to the establishment and operations of {ts primary
publtiec facilities, ﬁémely national parks and éet of'pug}ic facilities,
namely its system of national parks- _ '

The principal contract causing externalities ‘is Parks C;nadé's
delivery of its mandate to protect Qignificant exgmples of Canada'p eul-
tural and natural heritage for all times and to encourage public under-‘
standing, appreciation and enjoyment of this_heritage. This mandate is
achieved for the most part by the establishment and operation of a
system of national parks of cultural and natural themes. The locational
dimension of the delivery of Parks Canada's dual and often contradictory
mandate produces a wide range of spill-over effects on a wide range of
non-consumers that by definition incorporates the global‘biosphere.

Chapter 2 of the thesis reviews public facility location literature

which develops the nebulous concept of externalities and which proposes
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publié involvement as a means to address externalities and its inherent
locational conflict in decision-making. . Chapter 3 ‘reviews mainstream

publie 1involvement literature and focuses on the public involvement

theory, processes and practice. Chapter 4 }ntroduces Parks Canada the
agency and its institutionalized public involvement ‘framework supported

by’ a brief description of several public involvement cases reldted to

the establishment, planning and operations of national paﬁks:ﬂﬁcﬁéﬁter_Sn

-} :
3

¢ “provides an in-depth description of a spécific public. invqlﬁbhgﬁg‘
program, namely that conducted for the dévelopment of the'?Batbghe
National Historiec Site management plan which is a long-term blueprint .

for the development and operations of .a @ational park. Chapter 6

summarized the thesis by reviewing key findings. ‘\

The thesis proposes that ef}eéhive publiec involvement in an_
agency's planning and decision—making.translates into effective handling
of eiternalities. It is concluded, based on Parks Canada's institution-
alized publie involvement in its planning and’decision-making framework
for national parks and on $Several case studies in park planning, in
pargqcﬁlar the é;se involving the planning of Batoche National Historic
Site, that Parks Canada's public involvement is fairly effective. It is
inferred therefore, that Parks Canada is addressing externalities fairly
effectively.

7

It is hoped that by reinforcing and pursuing the public involvement
dimensions of publie fucility 1location théory ithat a better
understanding of décision—making regarding pﬁblic facilities will be
generated ;onsequently resulting in better decision-making in an area

that generates numerous spill-over effects, sometimes dramatic, on

individuals who are not the principal consumers of the facilities.
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2. PUBLIC FACILITY LOCATION  ANALYSIS AND EXTERNALITIES:

THE NEED POR PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

hY

.

" Emergence of Public Facility Location Theory '

’ L4

The separate treatment of public facility location theory from
privéte facility 1location theory formally came to age with Teitz

.- s;(1968), Teitz recognized as a consequence of the public dimension, that

L "public facility location theory should not only be concerned with

locational efficiency but also with the distributive impacts of the
faciiity system and the influence of the political dimension on public
decisions. Teitz uses a simple static model aimed at consumption-
maximization of a zero—briced good supplied from a given spatial
distribution of'serv§ce facilities. His objective was both to map out
the terrain for further study and to respond to the peculiar demands of
a theory dealing with publiec systems. Teitz concedes that his model
does not consider political variables, and that he 1s more concerned
with an efficiency approach although the former plays a very important
role.

Teitz's paper provided a great deal of stimulus for subsequent
research. It included an attempt to improve Teitz's medel by making the
construct a more tractable mathematical 'programming framework. This
modelling improvement allowed for the 1inclusion of a more specific
incorporg}ion of the location variable, a wider range of socilal welfare
surrogates as objective functions and the addition of a hierarchical
organization in the facility set. Examples of the develcopment of this

approach are: * Rojeski ang//;;Velle {1970), ReVelle and Swain (1970),

~ : ’ o

—
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Austin et él. (1970), ReVelle et al. (1970), Calvo and Marks, (1973),
McGrew and Monroé (1975), Wagner and Falkson (1975), ahd Papageorgiéu
(19782. For exapple, in the case of high-level noxious facilities such
as high-level nuclear waste facilities, models were developea based on
»

phyéical location c¢riteria such. as seismic stability, hydrological
variability, geological com;osition of scils and isolation from urSan
centres (Ford et al., 1979; Cohon et al., 1979: Keeney, 1980).

Dear (1978) generalizes that although many ‘of these authors.were
aware of the politieal aspects of public decisions, their analytical
formMulations aimost entirely‘focused upon the substantL;e aspects of the
location problem, which is mainly concerned with the characteristies of
demand and supply in the provision of p;blic goods and facilities.
These writings seemed to be an adaptation or offshoot of a locatiocnal
model approach coimed location-allocation systems/problems that surfaced
in the early 1960's. It involved t;; applied and operational aspects of
the pure location theory, which is mostly private sector oriented and
dealt with location-allocation problems in. mathematical form with
computer solution. Lea (1973) elaims that the 1literature on this
combinatorial problem resulted in much of .the research being dirécted
toward devising new wor slightly wvariant computational schemes af

algorithms and - has led to a large and increasing number of articles

solely applying old techniques to new problems.

Conflict Strategies and Externalities
In reaction to the programming approaches, a more comprehensive

approach to public facillty location also surfaced in the early 1970's
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with the introduction of such factors as locational ceonflict and

conflict strategies, both usually respénding to externalities creaﬁed
- N

.

by the facility .

Much of the literature on urban conklict and public facility
location conflict claim that most, if not all of the conflict caused by
the NIMBY (Not in ‘My Back Yard) syndrome is gener#ted by externdlities .
(Pushchak and Burton, 1983; Farkas, 1981; O'Hare, 1877). The term is

‘ .

dealt with 1loosely as being synenymous with spillover effects,
neighbourhood effecté, third party effgcts. free-rider costs anﬁ
benefits, unanticipated effecté-and most broadly speaking as {indirect’
costs. Externalities arise when'a contract between twd persons ;ilé
have some effect on a third person.. An externaliéy wili exiat whenever
at least one person who is affected by a transaction is excluded from a
decision-determining roles+in the group whose c;nseﬁt is necessary for
the transaction to occur. An externality may be an "actual phvéical
cost or benefit™ of a facility bht‘applied to a thHird oarﬁy who 13 not a
consumer of the good or service.” In general, there‘aée two aroups of
externalities: negative extérnalities psually associated with noxinus
or controversigl facilities and positive externalities, often assoctated
with salutary or non-noxious facilities. In most cases, both kinds of
externalities occur with either type of facility, and one kind of
externality usually outwelighs the other. |

Aside from paradigms derived.from distinetly Marxist tradition of
class sﬁruggles (Harvey, 1973; Harvey, 1978; Newton, 1978), much Qr the

literature tackles the problem by locking at externallitiea and conflict

in terms of conflict strategies. Conflict‘strategies involve strategies



of decisionlmakers and that of the "opposition", be it negative or

-

supportive.
- In a follow-up article to Austin, Smith and Wolpert (1970),
Mumphrey, Seley and Wolpert (1971} introduce the concept of facility

package which implies that the measurement of -the total cost of locating

a controversial public facility should not only include minimal physical-

cost but Bpposition cd;t. Opposition cost in turn should be the sum off
short-run politibal placation cost, which usually responds to powerfgl
gr@up opposition, and long-run welfare distribution cost, wh;ch accounts
for possible future oppositiod of the most impacted g;oupé_ﬁq_similar
projeéts. The ;elfarg distribution concgpt implies thaf. the process
should ignore existing poweé bases and should grané the most powers teo
those most- disadvantaged, mos; impacted by negative' extérnalities
resulting .from the 1pcatx?nal décision, The basis of the argument is
that traditional least-cost solutions ta thefbrobiem of locating public
facilities with significant- spatial externalities ﬁend't;‘be'coStly in
the long rtn when decision-makefs fall to gnticibate opposition and look
beyond immediate power struggles and thé.predictaplé results of their
present actions. The authors admit that they do not present a fully
operati;nal model as it would reqﬁire resoiutioh bf,difficult}conceptual
and measurement problems which unfortunately they do ndt iéentify or

¥
desacribe.

~

A critical point raise¢ in this literaturéuis the identification of

the groups to be placated by decision-makers. Concessions to whom is:

the problem raised by Austin,  Smith and Wolpert (1970), Mumphrey, Seley

and Wolpert (1971) and WOlper}, Mumphrey and Seley (1972). Are the

p—

‘4



P —

nei‘éhb_orhood or outsider power groups (usually comm.e-r'cial) to be
placated in the short run or are the most impacted.‘usually 1ow;income
éroups to be placgt?d in the long-run? Identificat&on'with support¥rs
of a\project, such as business interest groups who claim representation
éf‘ a cm:nmun‘ity, can als.o be an-attractive strategy to declsion-makers.

Seley and Wolpert (1974) illustrate a successful application of
purposeful' ambiguity &wn decision-makers for the construction of an
iﬁterstat!‘highway through a mostly black residential and commercial
neighbourhood of Nashville, Tennessee. Strategies of applying
misinformation, vagueness, secrecy and unfounded promisesa*succeeded to a
point that community opposition never had a real chanpe to make a dent
in the project. A gaming const%uct is inﬁerenb'in sqch straﬁeqies since
the use of purposeful ambiguity is determined by the ability of the
impacted group(s) to act and by the resources of the decision-pakers.
Tﬁose resources are formidable and should not be discounted fin
conflicts. Pub%icity (propaganda), time, goodwili, exp;rtise, tactics
of co-opting community leaders are somé of the many resources available
to decision-makers.

Because of the conflict- that can be generated by externalities it
ig gereralized that decision—make;s locate public facilities In areas of
jeast resistance. Pushchak and Burton (1983, p. 69) describe the

process in’the case of low-level nuclear waste facilities as follows:
"The conventional process usually produces a @et of candidate
sites using technical siting criteria with one site selected
by formal or informal siting methods (benefit-cost analysis is
the formal methcd usually employed}. The chosen site is moved
through the political process by log-roiling — the trading of
political decisions; by consensus formation — with political
factions shifting support between candidate sites until
consensus, id established: or by coercion — the preemptive
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siting of facilities as an exercise of céntral political

power.6 In Canada, compensation has been paid only after a

facility has been built, and then only to those who have shown

specific and material damages and have met other eligibility

conditions...throughout the =siting process decision-makers .

attempt to endure the opposition that has. been generated.”

The victims of these locational costs are usually and likely from
low-income neighbourhoods with low levels of participation or politicél
acuity. Wolpert (1976) argues that in the multiple site case; a
regressive, {inequitable siting occurs, resulting in a clustering of
multiple facilities in one location. In order to avoid or reduce
conflict, a location s chosen where populations are less able,
economically, or politically, to oppose it.

In the cases of salutary facilities, the locational problem for
decision-makers becomes one of denying competing sites rather than
finding areas of least resistance (Reynolds and Honey, 1970).

- In the 1ate'70's, Michael Dear and co-authors approach with renewed
Hdetermination the comprehensive model of publie faecility location.
Starting in 1977, their articles focus on locational conflict resulting
from externalities (Dear, 1977a,b,c; Dear, Fincher and Currie, 1977;
Dear and Long, 1978; Dear, Taylor and Hall, 1980).

Dear {1978) strongly argues in the comprehensive model tradition
that the procedural component of public location {political and
administrative procedures} must be taken into account by decision-makers
who, according to Dear, tend to only lock at substantive components
(optimal cost arrived at by supply and -demand). Community opposition to
a set gf‘racilities or a facility 1itself, because of its externality
producing acpivities, can force deletion of certain facilities from a

set, thus producing a serious distortion in the optimal spatial pattern

or produce modifications to the facility. Opposition takes on the form



of, an indirect, unanticipated externality-induced outcome. . Dear
identifies three different kinds of strategies: those‘of the decision-
makers to avoid conflict; those used by the -impacted groubs dﬁring a
confliet, and the ensuing reactive strategies of Jéc;sion-maker%QI
_Examples présented of decision-makers' strategles agpe: a low
profile approach aimed at coerciné the cormunity into resignations, the

fly-by-night . strategy; and the risk aversion path ‘of least resistance

where concessions 4re made.

According tdeear {1978}, the low profile approach of educating or
coercing a community can take on the form of government initiated formal
participation where c¢itizen participation is institutionalized in the
planning process. The approach can easlily be strongly biased toward
deCiSiOﬂ—mERE?S- ‘Dear's comprehensive apg;oach in this article s
normative and does not offer a way of measuring the c¢onfliet and 1ts
effect.

Among their most valuable resources, decision-makers usually have
time, especially relative to their opposition. As demonstrated by a
case study in Dear and Long (1978}, community opposition can lese its
initial momentum and its consolidation c¢an be defused if the situation
is prolonged. Community fatigue sets in.

Impacted grouﬁs strategies literature seems, in part, to be deriven
from economic theory on exit and voice, e.g. Hirschman (1970). Dear and
Long (1978) present a heuristic model of community strategies composed
of five variables or options: exit (leave district), volce (community-
initiated legal action), resignatiom (apathy), illegal action (viclence,

threats) and formal participation (government initiated}. Dear and Leng
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admit that though the model they present seems fully testable, the
methodological problems (e.g. of sampling the exit groups) are
. conéiderablé. There is also concern expressed over the dichotomy
between individual and group actions in thq'strategic model and the
extent to which the model can be 1legitimately utilized in a wider
cdnflict context. .

Exit i3 portrayed as a very weak strategy. It would almost take
mass exit for it to be noticed by decision-makers. The exit message
might not be clear because of in-migration, Exit is also not viable for
low-income groups who generally are not very mobile in the sense .of
improving their situation.

In the literature, voice 1is almost always presented as the best
course of action. Dear and Long (1978) say that voice can be exp;essed

by formal community action such as a petition, a 1lobby of elected

representatives, media use and the formation of local resident groups to

present a united front. Voice does however require resources such as
effort, money, 1implicit opportunity and time. Time can defuse
opposition. Voice is wusually not effectively used by low-income

communities.

Within the search for a comprehensive approach to publie facility
locations, Dear also attempts with mixed success to define, identify and
measure externalities, In 1977 articles by Dear? two main groups of
externality fields are presented (Dear, 1977a,b,c). The first group
includes user assoclated externalities which, in ﬁﬁrn. are broken down

into personal user externalities (i.e. stigma associated with living tin

public housing) and exogenous user externality {i.e., benefits aof

-
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mulpiple cboices offered by living in an urban environment). The second
broade field involves neighbourhcod associated externalities. Nonuser
perception of these externalitles determines the extent and intensity of

neighbourhood antagonism toward a particular facllity or service. In

‘Bear (1979}, a third externality field 1is identified -- the

Jurisdictional. Related spillovers arise because the impact of
government decision-making is often difficult to confine within its own
juri§dictiona1 boundaries. According to Dear, much of what goes on in a
city, pa;ticularly in a political arena, can be interpreted as an

attempt to organize the distribution of externality effects to gain

income advantage. " -

Problem of Measuring Externalities

Measurement or the operationalization of loecational conflict is by
far the weakest aspect of the material reviewed. It seenlls to be the\
missing link in the normative andqdescriptivé approaches presented by
the wvarious authors. There are two interrelated components to the -
problem. The firat involves the identification and measurement »¢ the
externality and the second the measurément of the ronflict.generated by
the externalities. The latter has already been dealt wi.t]_’l in thin
section and was shown to be limited to a normative and desariprnive
effort.

In the 1late 1970's, Dear and co-authors attempt _to meanure
externalities in two ways. The. first one involveé the possibility of
identifying an externality throdgﬁ the perception of neighbouring

communities. Dear, Fincher and Currie (1977) attempt to accomplish this
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by . proposing thé use of“ 1) Multidimensional Scaling (MDS) which
identifies the attributes by which the external effects are percéived by
the ‘observer, and 2) semantic-differential technique which measures the
respondents rating of a facility with respect to those designated
attributes. The technique 1s subsequently not applied and appears to be
extremely complex and very resource consuming. Dear, Taylor anq Hall
(1980) wuse an attitudinal survey to show that community health
facllities generaté externality fields that 1included such effects as
fear of negative impacts. However, it was found that the spatial extent. .
of this externality éffect seemed oqu concentrated near the facility.
It was also concluded that opposition to such facilities may be limited
to a voeciferous minqrity. . E
Dear alsc attempts. to mea;ure exfernalities by opricing their
effect. In Boeckh, Dear and Taylor {1980} an attempt was made at
meagzring the effect a mental facility(ies) had on propefty value in
order to-substantiate community fear of such a facility. It was found
that there was no significant effect on price of housing in surrounding
neighbourhoods and that the distance from the facility, the facility
type and the number of facilities had no significant e%fect on prices.
This suggests some fundamental problems with.the concept of externality.
Were they not looking at a noxious enough facility? Is it a question of
the degree of noxiousness? Even if they had found a sighificant change
in. ﬁroperty value, could it not be the result of other factors not

associated with the facility? How are positive externalities coalesced

with negative externalitiea?

\
&
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An interésting approach to measuring externalities and therefore
dealing with the NIMBY Eroblem is suggested by Pushchak and Burton
(1983). t involves prior compensation through negotiation before -the
siting dedision is made. The authors c{i}m that there is evidence to
suggest prior qompensation for risk is a cﬁst-effective means or'making
a siting decision in cases where there are multiple cagdidate sites for
the haéardous facility. The authors also argue that prior compensation
can inérease cost-effectiveness of compensation schemes by exerting
downward pressure on monétary and non-monetary demands through
competition among canditate sites. Several difficult prerequisites must
be met however: the facility safety and health hazards are perceived to
te at a mininum; the local Epmmunity must have a significant level of
control in negotiations and the local negotiating body must legitimately
represent the interests of the community.

"The authors' provisc that there must be certain prereﬁuisites

is c¢hilling comfort. Is the nuclear industry reduced to

buying peace?" (Hamre, 1984, memo)

Can equity ;nd opposition be hought? Can this concept be extended

w-p
beyond the siting of nuclear waste facilities?

N

Conclusion: The Need for Public Involvement

A comprehensive approach or theory to public facility location and

its application remainI; Xtruggle for future research and study. There
is little doubt howeveé that public facilities create externglities or
_ spill-over effects on non-consumers of the facility. The application of
this concept to national parks is valld given the locational dimension

of these facilities pursuant to a " mandate of conservation and

recreation. The effected non-consumers c¢f a park are numerous.
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. The brincipal consumer of a park, the park visitor, can also be an
impacted non-consumer by residing in a community affected by t;;
externalities of a park such as local direct and indirect employment and
probleﬁ§ and benefits caused by tourists. The protection or
conservation dimension of a park can make visitors non-consumers of
areés of the park and thus impact on visitor experience by limiting
access and services. Conservationists act on behalf .gof the environment,
which is, in a manner of speaking, a third party impabted by visitor use
of.th; park. Expropriatiecn is probably the- most acute example of a park
inddced externality. The spill-over effects of parks can represent
economic benefits for some people and loss of livelihood for others.

A public‘facility sety .in this case a system of national pafks, not

only produces externalities but- - alsc often concentrates and increases
them because. of a tendency to cloister public facilities. Public
facilities tend to clgister where there is‘least potential for community
resistence which {is usually the case of poorer neighbourhoods. This
distorts the socially equitabie distribution of noxious éacilities'and
their negative spillfover effects. Similarly, ‘national parks have a
tendency to be established on federal lands instead of on provineial
lands which 16Vlee protracted and costly negotiations. The federal
lands path of least resistance expléins in part the cloistering of:
national parks in the Rocky Mountains and in the north. Both are cases
of pre-provincehood contrel by the federal government over natural
reaources. The result 1is a distorted system of national parks and an
increased level df externalities. .In the case of the Rockies there are

intense splll-over economic benefits and high-visitation problems. In

the case of the north, spill-over effects can include fewe®™ new parks
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and less maintenance and uﬁgrading of existing pa;ks in the south
because limited resourcesiavailable to Parks Canada are channeled nofth
to parks virtually inaccessible to most Canadians. Norﬁhern parks can
also have the nebulous spill-over effect of giving southerners a good
feeling from the knowleége o} the“existencp.of_vast tracks of pristine
wilderness for all times or the negative feeling from knowing that their
tax dollars are being used to set asidé from mainstream ecqnomic
activity;\fotentially rich renewable and noq-renewable resources. The
noerthern clustering of parks also concentrates negative and positiée
apill-over effects on northerners including Indian and Inuit peoples.
How is the fragile northern economy strongly based on the land and 1its
fragile physical enviroqgsﬁt effected by national parks?

Invariably - all Canadians are affected non-consumers of parks by
virtue of their externality producing locational dimensions. Non-
consumers include a myriad of environmental, recreational and tourist
associations, native and cultural groups, political entities at’ loeal,

-

provineial and federal 1#vels, property ‘owners, farmers; fishermen,
. ]

hunters and even the international community. Public involvement offers
these non-consumers a {means of incorporating and of possibly
internalizing externalities in the decision-making of national parks.
Good bublic involvement, it can be argued, leads to a better\treatment
of externalities and thus to better decision-making.

The next chapter of the gpesis'reviews the main themes of public

involvement theory, process and practice in order to determine what is

considered as good publie involvement. It 1is no coincidence that public
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involvement eyolvedlhlmost simultangously w;Fh publiec facility location

analysis. Both government agencies and the public ‘struggle with .

externalities ang public involvement has grown out of this struggle as a

’

means, although very imperfect, of addressing externalities.

Publie facility location analysis and ensuing concepts provide yet
another perspective on the rationale and processes of public
involvement, even in natural resources management. Although focused on
an urban environment, the locational literature deals with some of the
fundamental principles of public envolvement and attempts to solve some
of the major problems 'raisgd in the "pure" involvement  literature
described in chapter 2. The connection with the latter is based, in
part, on the premise that decision-making usually has a locational
dimension and that public invélvement is an essential ingredient in
determining long-term COSti’ such as opposition costs. Participation
perceived as a confl}ct strategy from both an ageﬁcy and community
perspective surfaces in the 1ocalional literature. The concept of
externalities, third party effects of a decision, is introduced in the
locational theory whereby public involvement is a means by whiéh the
agency can identify and possibly absorb negative impacts caused by
externalities. The NIMBY (Not In My Back_Yard) syndrome and its public
invoivement dimension pervade the locational theory. A distinction is
mace between the siting of noxious, low-level noxious and salutary
public facilities. Options to public involvement are also presented.
Location theory contributes to‘the understanding of broader mechanisms
underlying mainstream institutionalized and pitizen activated public

involvement.
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3. PUBLIC INVOLVEMERT — CONCEPT AND PROCESSES

Introduction

5

The previous chapter identified public inv Lﬁément as a means of
addressing externalities generated by public facilities. This chapter
Wwill attempt to convey a comprehensive underétanding ,d} the complex
issue of public involveéent, especially as it “re¥ates to natural
resources/management. Public involvement literature is'pfolific, varied;
often confusing and, at times, contradictory. However, consensus can be
deciphered on key issues, app;oaches and problems. This common ground
of agéeement on puBlic involvement Wwill be highlighted. This chapter
is, in a sense, aﬁ dnnota£ed bibliography operationalized and organized
so as to render a broad subject matter manageable and useful. It will
provide éﬁe empirical and normativé framework required to describe and
analyze Parks Canada's public involvement efforts which in effect,

address externalities created by its bublic facilities, namely national
parks.

This chapter provides a definition of public invol;ement: tracegs
its theoretical origins in democratic thecry; identifies the scope of
public involvement and its rationale; deals with the dilemma of
representativeness, that 1s, with the concern cften expressed about who
participates; describes the .prominent public iﬁvolvement typologies and
mo@els that have led to institutionalized public involvement within an
open planning framework; discusses the application of some of the most
common public involvement techniques; and ident{fies areas in wfich moat

public involvement programs fail, namely the analysis and evaluation of
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public input and the evaluation of public involvement programs. The
chapter concludes with major observations on what constitutes good
public. involvement according. i’.o the literature. If public involvement
iz a means of addressing extérnalities, then good public inveolvement is
essential to effectively address externalities.

A Practice in Search of a Definition pnd Theory

Both a definition and éspec&ally a general theory of -public.

involvement have eluded the consensus of prabpitioners and remain
unresplved despite of the intensive amount of resources devoted to
public 1involvement applications and analysis. Symptomatic of ‘this

failure 1is a literature that tends to be aither descriptive or

(]

prescriptive and usually lacking in empirical application. Even th

(—“\
"The term public participation — and its numerous surrogatéh,

such as c¢itizen participation, public involvement, communifly
participation, citizen involvement, and c¢itizen action - has
assumed a wide variety of possible meanings in recent years.

To anyone attempting to survey the scene, it aseems as though

the meaning and use of the term has broadened almost in direct
proportion to the number of cases that has occured.” (Burton

and Wildgoose, 1977, p. 5)

terminology of publie involvement is unclear.

TN

For the purposes of this thesis, public involvement and publiec partici-
pation and other surrogates are used synonymously.

Definitions of public involvement, as with {ts surrogates, are
numerous, in fact prolific. Each author, who bothers to define the term
being used, tends to mould the aefinition to suit the purpose of the
work at hand. Burton and Wildgoose (1977, p. 5) present two extremes of

the definiticn of public involvement.



. "At one extreme, publie participation has come to mean any
activity undertaken by groups of citizens which are not part
of the formal government structure of our society... At the
other extreme, public participation is defined more narrowly
as: "a " component of the democratic system which permits
non-elected members of the community to exercise some control
over decision-making which goes beyond elections." (Bureau of
Municipal Research, "Citizen Participation in Metro Toronto:
Climate for Cooperation?", Civie Affairs Bulletin, January
1975)

The latter, more narrow extreme, is preferred by‘the writers as it
emphasizes: decﬁsion-making that is normally carried out within the
ypublic sector; the involve&ent of non-elected and non—aﬁpointed members
of thg COmmunity;oand a degree of control over decision-making by these
non-elected and non—appointed members of the community, which goes

a

beyond voting in elections. Heberlein (1976) also favours a more: narrow
approach defining public involvement as the kind of involvement managed
by the agency, that is, involvement in the execution’ of a apecific

project or policy, rather than the king of 1issues dealt with by the

legislature.

Arnstein's (1969) landmark article involving a typology of levels
of participation radically Qefines participation in ; vein of ‘social
reform and redistribution of wealth. It is aimed at the social and
class inequities in the’ United Statés, especially in an ‘urban
environment. It is a tooﬂ/for the have-nots to obtain justice, a share
of the Pie: The Canadian Council-of.Resource and Environment Ministers
{1974), an institution responsible for promoting the Man and FResources
Conference Programme, endorses Arnstein's power sharing definition of
public involvement in decision-making.

The preferred approach of Burton and Wildgoose (1977) to a

definition of public invclvement or participation is more representativa
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s . : . .
of the literature and of the general underatanding of the concept. It

is this understanding Qhat prevails in this thesis.

The lack-of consensus and the relative confusion sqrrounding the
usage of the concept of public involvement are rooted, in part,-in an
agelold battle between the tuwo fundamental schools of political thoug@t
of participatory and representative democraéy-h

Classical participatory democracy embodies the teachings of
Aristotle and the philosophy of Rousseau and the normative theory ﬁut
forward by Mill (1910). More recently, advocacy for participatory
democracy can be found 1in Bonello and Roussopoulos (1971), Thayer
(1972), R.B. Gibson (1975), and very convineingly in Pateman (1972).
Pateman establishes a strong case against .the contemporary
representative or "pluralist” theories of democratic society and as
Sewell (1979, p. 20) concludes 1in his anﬁotation of ﬁer work :
"Pateman's critiéue is the nemesis of pluralist theory." Klosterman
(1985) also exposes deficiencies of the pluralist argument.

Representative democracy is embodied in the pluralist theory, and
1s coined as contemporary'democratic theory cor the "dominant theory"™ of
democracy. It argues that decision-making and planning are the result
of the political bargaining process between competing groups in the
political arena. The pluralist argument can be found in Berlesoﬁ
(1954), Schumpeter (1956}, Dahl (1956), Lindblom (1959), Sartori (1562),

-
Eckstein (1966), and Wildévsky (1973)}. Contemporary democratic theory
is based on empirical observations of the practical functioning of
democrécy whereas declisions affecting the masses are made by an elite

power group who has the interests of society at heart. GCovernment and

¢
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planning rely on existing political bargaining processes between formal

[y

and " informal groups. Rejai (1967, p. 21) re-emphasizes the benefits

-

derived from the emergence of pluralist theory, chief among them being

that "demorcratic theory has been improved in that it is’ now more

faithfully descriptive of actual political conditions.” ';arry (1972)
provides a c¢ritique of the theor; .énd philosophy of  political
participation by critically examining the expectation that participation
will develop throggh' local government or through direct community
action. Parry's volume of"napers arising from a seminar at tHe
University of Manchester has the Jﬁifying theme that there'is a contrast
petween reality and aspiration in political participation. Kelso £1978)
synéhesizes recent empirical studies to establish a normatfﬁewdefence of
pluralism as a'ppeory of democracy.

Somewhere betwéeﬁ the two theories -of democracf can likely be found
the theoretical framework which explains public ;nvolvement. Cook and
Morgan (1971} explored this middle ground when they claimed that
although democracy can be increased through participation, participatory
democracy remains largely an ideology, not a panacea. It would seenm
that public _partipipation ensures that the reality of representative
democracy is made more reéponsiblé and responsive in that it helps the
governing elites ta inject into their decisi®ns, public attitudes,
preferences and concerns. Qlsen GHQ?B) concludes that public participa-
tion acts as a bridge between participatory and representative democracy
because it allows the public opportunities to have continuling

interaction and dialogue with peoliticians and others making decisions

affecting dheir lives.
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Rationale for Public Involvement

There are. many reasons given for the advenpl of publie involveﬁ:ent.
'I'lhey. range' in scope from democratic idealism and power sharing to trying
"' to determine public preferences on an issue so as to idéntif‘y‘
externalities and therefore possibly avoid costly opposition and reduce
negative impacts. This section provides some of the raticnale given for
the phencmenon of public involvement. Alse, general areas requirin;
public involvement and issues normally excluded from public involvement
are discussed.

Willeke (197da) identifies public participation as a synthesis of
© concepts taé;n (rom communication theory, socioclogy and social
psychology, and political science. Similarly public involvement
advocates are grouped by Wengert (1976) according to perceptions of
participation as policy, as strategy, as communicatidn, as éocial
therapy and as confiict resolution. Participation as policy is
advocated because increasing participation is simply a matter of sound
and desirable policy to be implemented 1in as many ways as possible
whereby participation is a goal to be sought and a right to be 'involved
in decisions that affect vyou. The stratégy advocates perceijve
barticipation as a manoceuvre to accomplish objectives. Participation
as communication 1implies more participation in order to improve
information 1inputs and administrative decisions. Participation as
social therapy 1is assocliated, according to Wengert, with the so-called
"War on Poverty". - The-” perception lof participation as conflict

resolution 1s seen as a way to reduce tensions and conflicts. It is

assumed that sharing points of view increases understanding and weakens
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a tendency towards dogmatic assertions and ‘reduces personal biases and

mis‘trust. ’

Sewell and O'Riordan (1976) ide tif?' two faétors underlying
pressures for public,participati.on a process they equate to power
sharing. This position 1s also rongly held by Arnstein (1969), the
Canadian Council of Resource and Environmental Ministers (197T4) and
Wolpert (1976). One factor given 1is the failure of past plans or
policies to identify correctly the desire of the public. Projects have
\ei%her failed -to deliver the intended benefits or have caused
unpredicted -economic, social ;r environmental éqnsequences. They cite
‘as e#éhples the Spadina H{ghway in Toronto, the Churchil}—Nelson
diversion scheme in Manitoba and the Bennett Dam on the Peace River in
British Columbia. The second related factor proposed by Sewell and
0'Riordan involves the ethic that in a democratic society, individuala

a

have a right to be informed and consulted, and to express views oOn

\\\\matters which affect them personally such as large resource development

EEEEMes like highways, airports, and other noxiocus public facilitiaes,
Heberlein (1976) claims that as trust in decisien-makers erodes,
the demand for participation tends to increase. Spiegel (1969) refers
to a citizen thresheld of tolerance. Heberlein identifies two factors
in natural resources decisions which reduce the level of trust and lead
to an increased demand for public participation. The first factor
relates to the variety of potentially conflicting uses of a natural
resource. In this context, almost any decision «will leave 3some group

feeling that the organization did not respond to its needs. The second

factor relates to the rapid change in public values assoclated with the
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environmental crises. This has created new nontraditional intérest

groups with little\ﬁ%ust in the administration and which have not yet
3

been fntegrated into.the pluralistic process.

Olsen (1976)$groups the reasons for public pafticipatidn demand in
park planning under three major headings: social change, unresponsive-
ness of government and the United Stated example of a strong tradition
of public involvement. Social change relates to higher education
levels, advances 1in communication technology, espeé?%lly the media,_
increased mobility and awaréeness of the public, increased affluence and
leisure time, an environmental awareness revolution, the. redefinition
and questioning of the goal of growth for parks, ‘and finally, the
effects of rapid changes in society which have created a need for social
interaction and a sense of belonging which can partially be saﬁf&{igd by
getting involved. Stinson (3971) -exposes public involvement. as a
counter measure to technological growth. 0Olsen (1976) also cliims that
gover;ment cannot be responsive to individuals, communities ang cultures
without their diréct input, given the political process and bureaucracy
which are now involved directly in people's lives.

Priscolt (1975a), Pross (1975), Weik .(1979) and Waddell (1981
similarly describe the emergence of the public participation movement as
being ? result of: 1) the recognition thdﬁ—social dhoice decisions were
no longer being made in instituticonal legislative environments but in
less accountable administrative and planning environments, and of 2} the
growiﬁg gap between Jjurisdictional boundaries and social choice

decisions, especially those concerning resources. A recent study by the

Canadian Environmental Advisory Council qgcommends among other measures
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greater public participation to bridge a gap between the diversity of
public views and the ability of the federal government to reflect both

this diversity and essential national priorities.

"This gap is the result of various causes, including the size
of the country, the existence of different levels of political
responsibility for policy-making, the lack of information on
environmental questions avallable to the ‘citizenry, and the
extreme variety of messages originating from the public. Also
contributing to this problem is the lack of a nationwide
network of representative associations which can readily
agsess or coordinate the wide range of public attitudes about
. environmental affairs." (Garigue, 1978)

v '
Lucas (1976, p. T4) cites from an envirommental impact task force

—

report four reasons for public participation:

"1. Affected persons  likely to  be unrepresented in
envirconmental assessment and decision processes are
provided an opportunity to present their views;

2. Members of the public may provide useful additional
information tp the decision-maker, especially when values
are involved that cannot be easily quantified;

3. Accountability of political and administrative decision-
makers is likely tc be reinforced if the process i3 open to
public view. Openness puts pressure on administration to
follow the required procedure in all cases.

4, Public confidence in the reviewers and decision-makers is
enhanced, since citizens can c¢learly see in every case that
all issues have been fully and carefully considered. 3"

According to Lucas, the last two reasons suggest that one of the
chief wvaluez of public participation is that it provides a means for
serutinizing znvironmental decisions.

T. O'Riordan (1976) claims public involvement helps to make a
decision environment — a set of rules, roles and procedures which guilde

pehavior and shape expectations which can be established only under

P .
certain conditions. His conditions are: that society i3 willing to

give 1{ts support to a policy to allccate power and determine sociallL
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values; that there is legitimization for exerting power and executing

decisions _(suppert and ~réaffirmation in the validity of its measures
through ‘elections, rgferenda, publie hearings, etec.); and that there is
political- consensus among all actors, inecluding the public, over the
mechanism through which objectives éan_be attained.

To the United States National Park Service (1978), public
involvement 1is .sbecifically intended to solve problems. The agency
relates public involvement to its role of providing goods and services
and to the best long-tecp interest of the American people.

The United States Forest Servige (1973, p. 13) identifies t%e needs
for public involvement more broadly as follows:

"Public participation is not an end in itself, but a means to

better decisions, primarily, through improved understanding of

the relative values the public places on alternative uses of
the National Forests. ‘

We hope that increasing public participation in decision-
making will reduce ex facto confrontations. But more than
that is at issue. Public involvement provides a forum whereby ¥
citizens can assist . effectively in setting goals for
management of their lands. And with a more accurate
assessment of public desires, professional managers can better
achieve these goals.™

Objectives of public invelvement, stated and perceived, reveal much
about its rationale. A citizen participation handbook, designed for
planners and managers by the Institute for Participatory Planning
(1978), approaches public participation pragmatically and gives fifteen
objectives of a citizen participation program aimed at resﬁonsibility,
responsiveness and effectiveness. g

"The CP OBJECTIVES having to do with RESPONSIBILITY are: A

. ESTABLISH THE LEGITIMACY OF YOUR AGENCY ‘//
MAINTAIN THE LEGITIMACY OF YQUR AGENCY ///

2.
3. ESTABLISH THE LEGITIMACY OF YOQUR PROCESS
b, MAINTAIN THE LEGITIMACY QF YOUR PROCESS



5. ESTABLISH AND MAINTAIN THE LEGITIMACY OF ALL HAJOR
ASSUMPTIONS AND EARLIER DECISIONS.

The CP QBJECTIVES bearing on RESPONSIVENESS are:

6. GET TO KNOW ALL OF THE POTENTIAL AFFECTED INTERESTS

7 LEARN TO SEE THE PROJECT THROUGH THEIR EYES

8 IDENTIFY PROBLEMS

9. GENERATE SOLUTIONS

10. ARTICUCATE AND CLARIFY THE KEY ISSUES.

The following. CP OBJECTIVES bear on your EFFECTIVENESS:

11. NURTURE AND PROTECT YOUR GCREDIBILITY

12. HAVE ALL INFO THAT YOU NEED TO COMMUNICATE TO THE VARIOUS

INTERESTS RECEIVED AND UNDERSTOOD BY THEM

13. RECEIVE AND UNDERSTAND, ALL INFO- THAT THE VARIOUS
- INTERESTS NEED TO COMMUNICATE TO YOU

14. SEARCH FOR CONSENSUS

15. MEDIATE BETWEEN POLARIZED INTERESTS." (Institute for
* Participatory Planning, 1978, p. iv.1)

The United States Forest Service 1lists six appropriate public-

involvement objectives:

"1, Make better resource-management decisions that will win
better public acceptance. '

2. Educate the public about the issue, the alternatives and
the tradeoffs.

"3, Determine the degree of public support for and interest in
various management alternatives.

4. Tdentify additional management alternatives.

5. Develop a good working relationship with the public that
will carry over to future issues.

6. Get additional resource-management information (particu-
“larly for unusual, specialized resource situations.)"
(Hendee et al., 1973, p. 18)

Heberlein {1975} outlines four different functtons
institutionalized public involvement can serve, nanely, 1} informa-
tional,. 2) interactive, 3) assurance and 4) ritualistic-legalistic.

Heberlein presents a workable table of adequacy measures for the vartgus
© forms of public involvement _}n .serving the four functions and in
attaining publie involvement representativeness.

In their analysis of the Canadian public participation experience,
Burton and Wildgoose (1977) identified seven objectives and grouped 96

cases studied according to these objectives.
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"In only 18 "cases was_ the ‘6bjective' to provide facilities
and/or services through signiﬁ}cant direct public involvement.
In 28 cases, many of them adversary, the objective of the
participation was specifically te influence policy. In two-
thirds of the cases, the objective was to generate
information: and in almost half of these ‘this was the sole
objective. Clearly, much more detailed analysis must be made
before Jjumping to conclusiona. - Pqeliminary obser ion,
however, seems to suggest that many Canadian cases of| publie
participation have not progressed beyond the stage of jseeking
information to identify alternatives which will en be
evaluated and determined by those who make up the fo 1 power
structure." (Burton and Wildgoose, 1977, pp. 17-18) '

Perception of public involvement objectives are as important, if
not more so, than stated objectives. The U.S. Forest Service
performed a simple survey of their staff to see what they thought were
the objectives of public involvement. To educate the public about the
issue, to obtain additional resource-management information and to
identify additional management alternatives were most often chosen as
objectives. It is interesting'to note that most officers rejected the
objective that. public involvement was to develop support for Forest
Service plans. When asked to estimate the extent to which each of: the
checklist objectives was échieved, the response was more consistent:

"The three objectives which the officers reported they most

nearly achieved were "make better resource management

decisions that will have better public acceptance" (55%),

"determine the degree of public support for and interest in

various management alternatives" (55%), and "develop a good

working relationship with, the public that will carry over to
future issues™ (53%)." (Hendee et al., 1973, p. 1T)

These findings concerning objectives conform to the findings of
Burton and Wildgoose. The majortty of the cases involved the central
objective of seeking information to identify alternatives that will then

a

be evaluated and decided upon by the deciding agency.
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Sewell.and Phillips' (1979) review of some 28 cases in Fanada found
major differences in the perception of public participation gaals among’
three groups isolated,' namely agency personnel, ciiizen group
representatives and private citizens, and independent observers. . With a
few exceptions,-agency representatives appear to regard public ?2§9§ve-
ment as little more than a means of providing ah indication of the

'public's percéptions of problem and preferences for potential solutions.
Citizen group representatives have a much broader set of objectives.
These included a means to reduce the power of planners and buréaucrats.
to ensure influence on the design and implementation of plans and
regulations by those affected, and top ensure that minority rights are
taken intc account. These groups also saw therapeutic and education
value in par;icibation. Tt was found that independent observers
émpha;ized pragmatic goals such as the improvement of the efficiency of
tﬁe planning and policy-making processes.

%he demand for public participation can alsc be expla!ﬁéd in
relation to the "NOT IN MY BACK YARD" (NIMBY) syndrome associated with
noxious or hazardous facilities. NIMBY, local entrenched opposition
using means such as protest, pqlitical opposition, legal. and - even
militant aection, has on many occasions caused delays, escalated costs
and cancelled projects. .The foronto region, for example, has the legacy
of the much publicized Spadina Expressway project, the Fickering Airport
project gpd thelDarlington Nuclear Generating Station, where opposition

£
was sustained and vigorous.

.

One of the reasons often overlooked “for the demand for public

participation ig not only a question of wanting to.be involved to ensure
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minimization of negative 4inputs so of*c:en assigned to public facilities
but aiso one of maximizing positive impacts either in association with_a
noxious faecility or u'ritl.'n‘ a non-noxious or salutary facility. In the
. former cade, an exampie would be an exi:r-essway that benefits an outlying
satellite community at the exp.ense of communities through which it
passes. A salﬁtary facility, such as passive park or greenbelt will in

fact increase the value of property adjacent to such a faeility. A
- N

-
-

-school 1oéated oneg block away is an attractive real estate a§set but
something td be avoided adjacent to a residentiai prope:ty. ReynBlds
and Honey (19]8) claﬁm that 1in ‘cases 'of salutary facilities, the
locational problém for decision-makers becomes one of denying competing
sites rather than finding areas of ieast r;sistance. In such cases,
public involvement becomes a means of getting a piece of the pie.

As an appropriate ending to this section and in order to provide a
realis;ic perspective on public participation it is important to point
out. some of the general criticism and support that abounds 1in the
literature. -

The literature does not lack in explicit coverage of the benefits
of public participation. Borton et al. (f9™) professes a basis for
public participation that includes confidence and trust in the planning
process, common perceptions of problems, and involvement of participants
in planning activities. Lee (1971) claims public partic{bation is
beneficial because it generates commitment, widens the range of

'
alternatives tested and the support for the final proposal, and 1is
educational for all involved. Connor (1972a) sees it as an effective

method of reducing and preventing conflict and results in planners being
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more@sensitive to their oﬁerating environment. The United States Forest
Service (1973} states it is a valuable aid to land management planning
and a2 conflict minimizing or preventing mechanism in policy formulation
and decisioﬁ-making. Tinkham {197%) claims participation is important
in goal setting, definition of wvalues, aesthetic¢ considerations,
evaluafioﬁs of alternativeé, definition of needs and provision of
pertiﬁent historic data. Brineh (1975) calls for a well informed
public, ready and capable of mafing informal communication at the right
time. Kure (1979) and Shor (1977) generalize and state that public
participation, ideally, “should aid the operation of demoeratie systems
and contribute to sound decision-making by afrordiﬁg individuals and
‘groups e&ual, direét communications witﬁ government as well as with
other groups and industry, exposing the broadest range of concerns and
pro;iding opportunities for information exchange. Priscoli (1977)
equates public involvement with social impaqt analysis as it helps
planners to identify perceived losses and gains of affected parties.
Taking into account some of the representativeness weaknesses of publi=e
inVolvementé Priscoli {1978) claims it nonetheless provides a measure of
government effectiveness; can provide planners with 1{insight into
perceptions of cost/benefit of govetnmerit projects; and is a wé& of
mobilizing a regionally affected constituency which cuts across state,
local and international jurisdictional boundarieé.

Public involvement, it would seem, is financially sound.

"McIntosh (1977) notes that costs for public participation,

including those associated with physical and financial access=,

while substantial, are frequently accompanied by otherwisa

unknown financial benefits, including public education, better

decision-making, and public acceptance of projects (Estrin,

1977, p.87; Aron, 1979, p.429 and 480, Sadler, 1979, p.10 &
1.7 (Waddell, 1981, p. 14). :
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"There has been criticism of participé%bry decision-making on

the ground that it delays reaching decisions, that its costs

outweigh its benefits and that it introduces irrelevant or

unreliable information to the discussion. We, however, say

with confidence that the advantages of participation far out—

weigh these criticisms.” (Lysyk et al., 1978, p. 51)

Smith (1979) hails public involvement as a reassertion of ﬁhe human
spirit. On the other hénd, public “involvement literature héa been
criticized by Burke (1968) as a principal’ source of conflict and
uconfusioﬁ, by Wengert (1976) as a practice in search of a theory, and by
Rosenbaum (1976) as rampant‘positigism- Estrin (1979), O'Riordan and
0'Riordan (1979} and Waddell (1981) eriticized publie involvement,
especially publice hearinés, for usu;lly occurring with the public‘in a
position of weakness, since government and industry possess superior
resources, including informational, technical, and financial.

More{/specifically, the Haussman (1975) study of a public
involvement program in the Thame; River .Basin, Ontario, £round that
public participation did not resolve the existence of a gre;t deal of
disagreement over certain issues, both between and within occupational
groups, and that satisfying public expectations presents complex
management problems. In a report on the Ottawa River anference held in
1970, Polluticn Probe (7970) emphasizes that the difficulty of obtaining
a consensus con environmental problems increases rapidly as the number of
interests begin to expand, and that, ét the same time, trﬁditional
positions become increasingly entrenched. Wengert (1976) believes that
when there is a clear diversity of interests, public'participation will
likely create confrontation and polarization.

In an analysis of ten cases in which public groups have responded

to perceived threats, Caldwell, et al. (1976) conclude that public
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involvemeﬁ; is an adversa_rial pr'ocesé, often requiring resolution
through the courts, and that government organizations, not the private
sector, aré often the single worst enemy :? the énvironment. Priscoli's
{1975b) study of perceptions regarding problem solving in water
resources planning questions the contention that citizen involvement
enhances the flow of effective communications.’ ﬁis findings indicate
that although infordation pay.be transferred, a better understand{ng is
not usually generated; that citizens and planners often.have opposing
views of their interaction, and that the‘ simultaneous creation of
alienation due to high expectations and 1ineffective COmmunication is
possible. A similar finding was made by Mitchell (1971) in a case st@dv
of some behavioural aspects of water pollution and decision-making in
southwestern Ontario. The findings suggest that significant differences
exist in perceptions of professional decisionTmakgrs and the lay publid
regarding both the nature gf the pollution préblem and the public role
in ‘the managerial process. )

Axworthy (1975) and Heberlein (1976) probably_ say 1t besat as %o
whether citizen involvement has a place in today's decision-making.

"Instead, it 1{is frequently a frustrating process yielding

minimum rewards. Despite this deficiency, itas role i=s

essential, adding a new dimension of awareness to the legis-

lative arena." (Sewell, 1979, p. 65: review of Axworthy)

"Public involvement will not make the decision for the
‘manager. If anything, the competing and conflicting desires

illuminated by citizen involvement are 1likely to make
decisions even more difficult.” (Heberlein, 1976, p. 197)

A ’
Scopg of Public Involvement
In terms of public involvement scope, that {s when and where it

should occur, Helerlein (1976, p. 198) claims that there is little
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demand for public involvement with regard to all matters that affect the
public.

"In fact, there is usually very little such demand. ’As Reidel

pointed out, "There is no widespread clamor for an expanded

public role in fixing standards for the licensing of surgeons

or plumbers, even though these matters touch the lives of most

people at one time or another.”

Burch Jr. (1976) puts inte proper perspective the difference
between publiec involvement: in ecological and conservation Issues and
public involvement in an urban setting, a critical difference in light
of the case being analysed in this thesis. Ecological issues it would
seem are not first in the minds of the masses.

"Further, it would seem that in democratic societies
ecological issues are not of central concern to the masses

and have even® lower priority among their leaders.® For
example, Delbert Miller's study7 of the visible decisionmakers

"in megalopolis found that their interest in environmental
matters was low, far below matters such as poverty, trans-
portation, and crime and did not significantly increase even
after increased media attention to environmental issues.B"
{Burch Jr., 1976, pp. 43-44)

According to this adthor'conserﬁation groups do not have the Tirn
of a social movement such as the labor, prohibition eor Civil Rights
movements. |

Burch Jr. (1976) alsc argues that four resource decision areas
(population, terfitory, food and energy) are closed to wider
participation. These aﬁeas are the final and essential prercgative of
the State and of the private sector. \

In Canada, as elsewhere, the legal case for public participation is
the true measure of when and where public involvement may occur.

"Regulatory and management 'decisions by publiec resource and

environmental agencies require a basis in law. This legal

authority may be found in constitutienal decuments, in
legislation, in Jjudge-made law, or 1in convention based on
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unwWiritten constitutional doctrine. Since the asaccpe of -

consultation by such agencies is an element of the decision-

making process, rights of members of the public to participate

in agency decisions, if these rights are to be enforced, must

have an explicit legal foundation."™ (Lucas, 1976, p. 73)

Lucas's (1976) selective review of Canadi;ﬂ“?ederal and provincial

_environmental legislation and a comprehensivegreview of case law leads
him to conclude that citizens' rights to participate 1in decisions by

resource and environmental manég;;;ii agencies are not extensive.

"There 1is also evidence that agencies "with discretion to

permit opportunities for public participation are generally

either not doing so effectively or not doing so at all. In
" particular, participation has been extremely limited at the
important issue formulation astage of agency decision
processes. There are also few rights or opportunities to
participate in implementation and enforcement of . agency

decisions.”" (Lucas, 1976, p. 102)

According to Lucas, the effectiveness, of public participation
through litigation, legal action through the courts, is severely limited
by: the narrow and  technical locus standi accorded to litigants in
Canadian courts (to get into court the plaintiff must establish that he
i3 a person aggrieved in the sense that he has suffered special or
paeculiar damage beyond that suffered in common with the rest of the
public); the lack of access to information; restrictive -formal
procedures; narrow technical scope of review; substantial costs and
cautious and conservative Canadian judges who protest legisiating. VYet,
as will be shown in the section on public involvement mechanisms,
litigation is favoured by several authors.

A

Legislating the right to publie participation, not Just the

discretionary opportunity granted by the bureaucracy, is recommended by

many autﬁors; reviewed. In his case study of a campers' association

battle against an expansion of trailer park and brief analysis of other
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cases, Wilkinson (1976) concludes that legislation should be reviewed in
order to eliminate obstacles, open channels, and generally enhance
opportunities for participation. The 1973 Man and Resources Conference
strongly recommended legislated public involvement in. the Canadian
environmental decision-making process.

Similarly, The Ontarjo Select Committee on the Ontario Municipal
Board (1972) called for amendments to appropriate statutes that would
require all ﬁunicipalities to involve the public in local decision-
making beﬂoré councils decide on issues in;olving planning or capital

¢

expenditures,

e

/”)j

~

Problems of Representativenesss Who Partiéépagg;? /
The qOestion of whe . participates in pu#iié\\involvement programs
ratses commeonly expressed concerns and p#o?}gms associated with public
{dentification, public motivation and the central 1issue of public
representation. Who should participate? How i3 partiecipation
solicited? Who actually participates, and more ;ﬁportantly,'are those
participating representative of the public at' large? This section
synthesizes the literature found on these Qgquestions of partic{pation
representativeness, especially as they relate to resource management.
According to the literature presented 1in this section, i‘ vast,
ma jority of Canadian society_does‘not participate in public inVOl;ement
programs. Are most Canadians therefore entirely excluded from the
plapning and decision-making processes supported by public involvement?

Does the general lack of participation of the public,at large and active

involvement of a privileged minority mean that public involvement



37

ﬁrograms are néf'worthwhile and, if anything, misiead deciﬁion-makérs in
their quest of the public interest? . g

Who participates? There ig widespread belief that public meetings
are unrepresentative of the general population in terms of demographic
characteristics. Jackson and Shade (1973). found that those who
participated in public meetings tended to have higher incomes and more
education. Wagar and Folkman (1974) argue that we hear more strongly
the views of tﬁose people who make an effort to be heard rather than a
balanced cross-section, and Glass (1972) claims that, given these
trends, Uopinion surveys are the only means br prdﬁiding reliable
information con citizens' attitudes, evalugtions and needs. According to
Guntry and Heberlein (3984, op. 175), at a symposium on “itizen
Participation Evaluation held 1in Washington, D:?.. in February 1980,
both researchers and géve?nment citizen participation specialists aeemed
résigngd.to the idea that citizen participation is "just an extension of
intereét_ group politics and ‘that meetings ecannot be representative.”
Guntry an; Heberlein's analysis of three cases found that each study
showed some differences 1in demographic characteristics betwsen the
meeting participants and the general population sample.

-

"The characteristics that differed were not the same in each
study. In two of the three field tests, meeting particlpants
had more education. There were no differences in age across
the three studies, whereas 1income, marital status, and asex
differences were found 1Iin one case each." {(Guntry and
Herberlein, 1984, p. 180)

A social-economic profile of conservation group memberahips Aalsno
reveals a divergence from that of the public at large. Burch Jr.,
(1976) convincingly argues that neither of the two main theoretical

perspectives on social power, namely elitist or pluralist, seem to

adequately account for the power of conservation groups.
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Burch argues that, based ép receht studies, conservation issues
might be better described as cutting across a variety of power centrés,
none of which 1a centrally interested nor centrally opposed to
conservation issues.

Burch describes three factors which make participation\in natural
resource decisiop an activit;\ for the select few who accept the
established rules. | The first is that conservation issues and their
supporters are part of thg existing system of authority because they cut
acreoss the central concérns. of various 1local, military and corporate
" power structures. Secﬁndly, this tradition ié joined by the emerging
class of youthful, salaried, college educated persons which provide
"cadres ﬁostly likely to join voluntary associations, to understand the
rules of the game which gu&de government agencies, to sapeak the _same
language as the public bureauérats, to have higher expeétations about
gover;;ent Performance, and to attach greater importance to life style
than to level of living issues" (Burch Jr., 19%6, pﬁ.ING—U7). Thirdly,
according to Burch, the trend in North American 1ife to remove resource
and aesthetic 1ssues from ;he market and placing them under legislative
controls. has created a new professional cadre of planners and soeial ana
bloleogical sciencg entrepreneurs; who develop a stake 1in encouraging
certain forms of conservation so as to discover new resource problems
and create new constituencies to stabilize their professional position.
Burch Jr. (1976) pragmatically claims that the predominant participation
of middle class persons in conservation issues is a fact of life, rather
than a matter of moral concern and he sees conservation, like most

soclal reform such as free schooling, free parks and fair housing, as

the property and vision of the middle class, not the masses.
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Olsdn's (1976) 1literature review on public participation als;)
indicates an exclusiveness of participants; He cites Cantu (19f3), whé
provides a variety 6? réasons why the disadvéntaged, éinbrity groupé'and
inne?_city dwellers have not been actively invélved in park development
in the past. Like Burch, . Olsen also refers to. the research of
Harry et al. (1971) on conservétion groups in the United States, which
‘shows that organized conservationists tend to be of the upper middle
social class. Relating these trends to Canada, Elder (1975) "argues
that many of the ﬁark—related issues which appear to be of widespread

concern to the general publie focus in reality on 'relative trivia’',

that is "thf en joyment B{;remote wilderness areas by middle class North
Americans who can afford to go there" (Olsen, 1976, p. 11). National
parks, because of either their remoteness or expensive restauraﬁis.and
motels and expensive récreational activities such as ski{ng, camping,
canoeing and wind—surfing, as ;ell as historic parks, because of their
academic and cultural appeal, tend to cater to and therefore interest
the middle and higher income Brackets.

No matter what the agency does or how hard it tries to solieit

public invélvement,. gpe percentage of the total population that
] R ’"‘l
participates is almost alwhys very small. O'Riordan {19T71a} divides the

public into four groups, namely, the unaware, the unaffected, the
fatalists and the active participants. According to Olsen, 1t 1is
unlikely that the first three groups will- be reached by an extensive
participation program. As for active participants, O'Riordan identifies
two general types of public action groups, namely, 1) expressive groups,

those who are motivated to become involved due to a desire to protect
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their own narrow intérest, ‘e g. business~-associations and wilderness
élubs,‘ and 2) instrumental gﬁoups which have a broader interest in

environmental quality as a whole, e.g. conservation organizatipns and

- ’

anti-pollution groupa.

Concerning non-governmental environmental agencies, the Canadian .

Environmental Advisory Council describes a bleak organizational picture,
especially at é national level.

"Hundreds of groups interested in -environmental matters exist
in Canada, ranging from local Chambers of Commerce to
professional. asscciatiocons. While recognizing that each of
these groups has a legitimate interest in the protection of -
the environment, Council has taken as the starting point of
its evaluation the activities of those groups which have the
furthering of environmental quality as the basic reason for

their existence. This reduced the number of groups to be
considered and demonstrated that few of them are involved in
the overall development of environmental policy. The great

majority of environmental groups "are local associations
focusing on a single project, whose action is limited to the
‘municipal or at the most the provincial level of government.
There are therefore few well-structured national associations
Wwith a permanent staff and a capacity to speak for a signifi-
cant segment of the Canadian populaticon in the shaping of a
national policy." (Garigue, 1978, p. 25)

The Counecil identifies the most significant weaknesses of

g

environmental groups as follows:

"i) an absence of permanent staff, weakening competence or
knowledge as well as the level of activities;

i1} an absenee of contact between associations limiting the
range of collaboration;

111) difficulties in obtalining relevant information or
gservices for documentation of problems faced by member-.
ship; '

iv) unreasonable reliance on energy, time and funds
volunteered by thelr most dedicated members;

v) difficulty in develop¥fi activities in fields which are
dominated by comtroversial or even purely economic
intereats, where solutions demand protracted research.”
(Garigue, 1978, p. 2%

This section, which has looked at who participates, will now deal

with the 1issue of who should participate, and how to 1identify and
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motivate them. In their-analysis of the InternationallJoint Commission
Roseau River public participation program, Ho and Quinn (1976) stress
the problem of determining who should participate, which in this case is
compounded by the difficuléies of iﬁcorporating public interests because
of the international jurisdictional constraints. In a pollution related
public involvement study, O'Riordan (197 1) éxposes the problem of
solicitfng public involvement,’ especially when dealiﬁé with very
complex ang mundane issues. In this case, which involved domestic
sewage discharge in the Okanagan reg%ﬁn, an opinion survey revealed that
many residents were pessimistie aboyt the efficacy of their opinions o;

the issue. This ﬁégative\perception probably contributed to a lack of

involvement in this and many similar cases.-

-

Many solutions are put forward in conjungtion with the
identification.of the who should participate dilemma. Vindasius LLé?“)
emphasizes the agency identification of local leadershig. Similarly,
the United States Army Corps of Engineer;'(1976a) stresses the agency
identification of‘ publics, =staff and idfluential members of the
community. Wiebe (1575) suggesta sthe development of a sogial profile
which ascertains the identity of various publics, thelr motivation and
‘the techniques su;table for each group. The groups scught should
include the innovators and opinicon makers. Wiebe remarks that the
achievement of meaningful public involvement requires senlor agency
support. The emphasis on involving leaders, {.e. influential community
members, i3 itself a serious problem 1in public involvement as this

approach has certainly contributed to the privilegef participants

trend.



C Willeke (1974b) prescribes that ‘the identification of publics

requires the deliﬁitatioh of location, interests, sodial and demdg}aphic

characteristics, and the formulation of téchniques on how an agency may
commupicatg:with them. Willeke categor;zes three groups of identificé-
tion techniques 1) self-identification achieved . through petition,
appeal, public hearings, election, suit protest énd publiecity; 2) staff

identification invelving the analysis of associations, gnd geographic,

t

demographic, historic and comparative identification, .and, 3) third

party identification, achieved by asking ihdividuals and groups to
identify groups and individuals they feel should be involved.

Other solutions to sueh publie parkicipatibn problems as
identification and 1involvement Llevel usually‘ call for more funding,
disclosure of pertinent information and encouragement of interest groups
(Axworthy, 1975). Schoop and Hirten (1971) suggest that the release of
non-techntcal} layman ievel informatiop hélps to diversify and increase
involvement.

" A normative approach termed "positive solicitation" by Heberléin
(1975) 1is suggested by Kloman (1974), who identifies -the following
groups to be contacted: |

"1. technical and professional experts who might be involved

¢ in a " planning project of a given area (planners,

managers, consultants, profeasional organizaticns, etec.);

2. the educated elite who might possess some sophistication

on. the proposed planning project (universities, research
. agencies, specialized government departments, etc.):

3. the general public or some representative sampling
thereof (visitors =— all seasons, local and regional
residents, disadvantaged groups, cross-section of ages,
etc.); ' .

4. public interest groups which serve as channels for public
oplnion (conservation/preservztion groups, historical,

archaeclogical societies, etc.);
5. special interest groups (local taxpayers, wllderness
© groups, tourist associations, developers, etc.);

3
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directly &nd indirectly impacted; real and perceived.

6. ' the key decision-making leadership in public and private
sectors (elected officials at all levels; administrators,

community leaders, ete¢.)." -(cited in Olsen, 1976,
pp. 67-88) :
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The Citizen Partiéipi}ionﬂﬂaﬁdq§ok's (1978) sixth objective is to

get to know all of the potentially affected interests including those

—

An_inberest is

defined by the Handbook as "an individual, a group of individuals, a

corporation, an institution, — or any other entity that shares a single,

internally consistent value system relative to the 1issue .at hand"

(Institute for Participatory Planning, 1978, p. iv-8).

Of particular interest and relevance to Parks Canada {s the section

of 'the Unitgd States National Park Service Guidelines on Public

Involvement that deals with the identification of publics and the public

interest. ot

"Individual park units will maintain a card file of 1loeal
citizens, groups, and officials who have personally, or by
virtue of their office, taken an interest in the resdurce and
its management. Care should be taken to restrict the content
and uses to be made of the name and address file in compliance
Wwith provisions of the Rights to Privacy Act of 1974 and other
applicable 1legislation and policy. The identification of
publics must not be derived only from such records, but also
from an anticipation of potentially interested citizens based
on the possible content of the future plan. General notifica-
tion 1intended to stimulate and discover otherwise unknown

publiecs must supplement these records." (U.5.N.P.S., 1978,_

Chapter 2, p. 9)

A chart for 1identifying publics 1is presented In the

U.5.

Guidelqs’s. The table lists the many possible interests and attempts to

relate them teo the propesal 1in terms of either 'belng directly

¢

or

indirectly affected and beneficially r adversely affected by the

problems and solutions. The list of tinterests {includes: property

owners, users, concessionaires, environmentalists, conservationists,

T
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advisocy groups, sportamenls groups, recreation groups, professional

groups, businessmengi ) news media, - 1ndustriaiists, educational

institutions,:farm organizations, labor unions, electeq officials, civié
groubs, federal government ggencies, state government agencies, local
government agencies and others such as park, regioﬁal and other agency

s£aff. | F

J. O'Riordan's (1976} study -of a seemingly successful publie
involvement program of the Okanagan basin study is not only interestiné‘
because of the public participation techniques used bdt.also beg§use of )
the attempt to integrate wvalley opinion thrdﬁgh citizéﬁ task férces
consisting’ of four types of citizens. The citizen types include:

"1)‘0;ganized public ~ interest group rep;esentatives; 2) Unorganized

public = concerned citizens; 3) Special interest groups — native people,

technical people; 4) Local politicigfis™ (0'Riordan, 1976, p. 184). The
specific interéjts groups represented included:" tggiohal districts,s
irrigation disi{icts, students, service organiéatidns} agriculturalists,
conservationist F chambers of commerce, industrialists, unionzs, motels
and toﬁrist “ associations, professional groups, and religiocus
institutions. Although by the end of the study more than 1500 péople
were on the mailing list, an estimated 15,000 people watcﬁed or listened

to the seminars via television‘ and radio, and more than 200

presentations were made at the seminars, only a small fraction of the

lpopulation effectively participated through the citizen task forces.

- "It ©became obvious during the course of the study that
effective citizen participation (defined as continuous inter-
action between citizens and study personnel) could only be
achieved by a small fraction of the wvalley community. The

challenge was %0 ensure that this group (task force) repre-
sented as broad a cross-section of community interests as
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possible. In fact, only about 75 ecitizens of the valley popu-
lation of 115,000 sat on the first round of task forces. This
total was reduced to 25 for Task Force Seven and further
reduced 4o seven for the preparation of the final report that
was supposed to represent valley-wide preferences."
{0'Riordan, 1976, p. 192) ¥

It was found that feedback techniques such as open debate of the
final report were helpful in that they supported the representative
cﬁaracter of the results.

Another important representative check was made.dhring the Okanagan
program. A random survey of a broad cross-section of the community was
done to assess if the views expressed (some 600 written and oral state-
ments) during the information oriention meetings held at the beginning
of the program represented the opinions at large. In most respects the
survey results backed up the opinions expressed at these meetings, and
showed that a large majority of residents belonged to one or more
community inieﬁest Eroups.

More recently, a study which applied sample survey techniquea to
three public participation programs found that the opinions expressed at
the hearings, meetings, and workshops were repregsentative of the general
publie opinion.

7

"Perhaps the most surprising finding was that for the twenty-

seven policy 1items examined, the meeting participants had

opinions similar to the sample of the general population...The
findings -from these three studies indicate that public

meetings may be a useful and wvalid togl for capturing a

reasonably accurate picture of public opinion on a variety of

issues. Although meeting participants may differ on some
demographic characteristics, their opinions do not seriously
mislead the planner who is attempting to ascertain the
prevailing opinion among the general public." (Guntry and
Heberlein, 1984, pp. 180-181)

It would be erronecus without further study to relate the results

of public involvement programs' public input to the opinions of the
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public at large. As was the case of the Okanagan program, the programs
citeh above were likelf well éanaged programs involving good information
'dispersal and retrieval, and an analysis and evaluation system that
promoted a well-informed and well-répresented public on clearly defined
{ssues. ,

Concerning the representativeness dilemma, Heberlein (]97§) remarks
that given the pluralistic processes at the legislative level, decisions
are not made independently of the pﬁblic will. - He alsoc claims that
decision-makers, as members of .society, have some feeling fér public
opinidn. -Olsen {1976, p. 150}, in lreferences to’ the work of Curran
(1971) states that "some writers claim that the overall structure of a
bureaucracy is more reprensentative than the public usuaily found at
bublic meetings, and that such a resource should be ta;ped ét an early

stage in the plaﬁning process.”

Perhaps Priscoli (1978) sums up well the representative problem of

public involvement when he gereralizes that no one public involggaﬁazfx\\
?

program c¢an claim to have represented the people and that planners
should ncot allow a public involvement program exclusivé sovereignty over
their interpretation of the pubiic will. Priscoli claims opublic
involvement does not substitute for the representétive political process
but complements it. To this author, public involvement provides a
measure of government effectiveness.

One of the 1literature voids related to the question of who
participates is that it tends not to {dentify who should participate
beyond lists of groups or persons of influence. This is a conclusion
put forward by Wengert's (1971, p- 62) analysis of public participation

in water resource planning.

L



*In water planning more emphasis has been placed -on listening
to the publie, or providing an opportunity for persons or
groups with influence to express themselves. Perhaps more
adequate would be the identification of those affected by
plans and proposals, to solicit their views.m™

The answers to the initial §ueétion in this sect;;n df who partici-
pates Treveal many fundamentally inherent flaws to publie” involvement
programs. A sméll segment of sééiet}\“uaually middle.class and h(gher,
with either selfish or altruigtic reasons, participates in resource
management related. public involvement programs. A well managed program
seemingly can overcome unrepresentativeness and can dgltver general
public opinion. As a rule however, as Qengert (1976j remarks, public
participation should be seen, as? narrowly constrained to the classic
statement of elite theory which is the "iron rule of oligarchy,”
formulated by ‘the French sociologist Robert Michels. In this 1light,
Wengert c¢oncludes that "There is no substitute for a policy which aeeks
the public interest" (Wengert, 1976, “p. 39). It can be contended,

however, that a well managed public involvement program seeks the public

interest.

Public Particiﬁation Models and Programs

This section presents the 1literature on the prominent models and
typologies of public involvement and promotes the concept of publie
involvement programs.

The usual starting point for any research {n public tnvolvemen: ts
Sherry R. Arnstein’s 1969 article "A Ladder of Citizen Participation”.

Arnstein develops a typology of eight progressive levels of

participation. They are: 1) manipulation and 2) therapy described as
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levels of non-pégﬁiciﬁation becéuse the real objective i3 to enable
-pouerhblders to .educate oé cure the participants; ' 3) informing,
4) consultation and 5) placation identified as varying degrees of
tokenisﬁ because citizens lack the po@er to ensure that their views will
be headed, as the power to decide remain§ the right of the powevho;deﬁs;
6) partnership,.T) delegeted power and finally 8) citizen control which
are“described as degrees of citizen power -— "have-no£ Eitizéﬁé obéain
the majority of éecision—maktng seats, or full managetial power."
Arnstein equates citizen control with have-not citizens' control.
According to the author, citizen control is the only way to attain
effecﬁive citizen participation. trnstein's model .prescribes an ideal
goal dhile providing a spectrum of public involvement categories in
. s
k{der to better understand the real world. Sewell (1979) states that
ﬁuch of the literature that has since appeared disputes Arnstein's view
of "effective public involvement.

Spiegel and Mittentﬁal (1968) dffer a similar typology whereas a
refinement of Arnstein's typology is found in the proceedings of the
1973 Man and Resources Conference. The typSlogy ~elies on flve
progressive public involvement stgps entitled models, namely: i) the
information model where an authority makes a decision and informs the
public about ity 2) the persuasion model Qhere‘ an authority makes a
decision then persuades the public to accept it 3) the consultation

model where an authority defines the problem, presents it to the public,

invites comments and suggestions and then makes a decision; 4} the

partnership model where an authority prescribes the limits and, within

these 1limits, citizens share and may even assume the decision-making

‘.



O

ug

responsibility and; 5) the citizen control model where citizens have

full rights tg participate in and assume the responsibility for

_degisions (The Canadian Council of Resource and Environment Ministers,

1974, p. 14). The working groups at the conference repogted that there
was ‘no correct or preferred wodel foq citizen participation; however,
they sFrongly voiced the'opinion that a minimum acceptable model would
fall within the consultative category. The citizen control model was
not' supported at the conference. Participants felt that current
structures. of political, ,bureaucratic and citizen groups are not
compatible with this méde}. |

Farrell et al. (1976) provide one of the most eiaborate and useful
reviews of models of citizen p;rticipation Qhereby the different types
of involvement, - persuasion through te self-determinism are dEscussed in
terms of: process, objectives, tue roles of citizens and the authority,
Per$onhe1, skills, resource requirements, duragion, risk. and
consequences. As will be discussed further in the section on profgram
evaluation, t%the authors actually present a framework fqr public
involvement program evaluation.

Downs (1972) contributes towards the understanding eof public
involvement a five stage cycle which he calls "issue attention‘cycle."
fo illustrate this concept he uses the issue of ecology. He sﬁggests a
bleak picture of the American public and administration concerning
potential status quo deétabiltzing issues such as'those aasociated with
ecoloéicai problems. His conclusions include: the great capacity'or
the,American'public to become bored with an issue, and the desire of

most citizens and the government not to confront the need for major
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social changes in the U.S. The'f‘ive 'cy‘cles are: 1)} the pre-problem
sta;ge where a pr:obl‘em has not caught the publie attention% 2} the
alarmed discovery and euphoric enthusiasm stage; 3) the realization of
the cost of significant pi*ogres; stage; U) the gradual decline of
intense public interest stage:; and f;inally; 5) 'the post problem s-tage'
wheée the problem remains in limbo until it is drawn back into an issue
or falls out of the potential political agenda. For these reasons,
Downs claims that no major environmental programs are 1ikely:to rgcéive
long-sustained publiec attention or support.

Of eritical and-central impeortance to this thésis are models which,
illustrate the degree and timing of public involvement w{thin the
planning process that supports decision-making. The open planning model
is usually referred to in the literature and used by 'most resource
management agencies when planning a major developmeﬁt or when
formulating a position.or.policy of importance. The opén planning model
~integrates public involvement, usually in the form of a prégram, whereby

——

some form of public involvement occurs at formal benchmark events or

milestones of the »planning process. In the literature, three such
benchmqus requiring publie input remain constant, .namely and
sequentially: 1) plan/ initiation, 2) alternative plans or decision
options, and 3) draft plan or course of .action. Within an open

decision-making model, formal institutionalized public involvement
accounts for the word "open" within the term and {s an integral part of
planning and decision-making. Planning in this regara differs from
decision-making in that the acﬁivities leading up to a decision or final

courgse of action is considered planning although decisidns are taken at

-
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every step of the planning process. Within the open planning model that

supborts decision-making, public irput resulting from public involvement

.

programs is but one, albeit important, consideration for decision or
policy-makers, depending on. the case. The Spen planning ‘model falls
within Arnstein's informing, consultation and placation 1levels of his
participation model and within the consultation level of the 1978 Man
and Hesouréés Conference typology on public involvement.

Wilkinson (1976), who identifies three functional categories of
participation, namely, education/information, review/reaction and inter-
_action/dialogue argues that the concept of opén planning would seem to
involve these important elements. According to Wilkinson, .open planning
involves: f) program or plan 1initiation, 2) review by government
bodies, interest groups and the generél public; 3) presentation and
explanation of detailed plans to all concerned parties: 4) public
participation on detailed plans; 5) incorporation of comments and
revision of plans; 6) interim report of . alternatives; 7) report
submitted to‘government and public for review and detailed discussion;
‘and 8) fiinal review and authorization by responsible agency. The latter
stage involves refusal or acceptance. A similar but more simplistin
open planning model was proposed " at the 1973 Man and Resources
Conference (The Canadian Council of Resource and Environmental
Ministers, 1974, p. 15). N

The United States Natioﬁal Park Services illustrates in fts public
involvement guidelines an open planning model that provides for three
levels of public dinvolvement programs and corresponding applicable

techniques. A low level program 1{s cdesigned for actiona or plans



. - . ' . 52

involving 1local interests but 1little controversy. A moderate level
public- involvement program is considered appropriate for 1loecal to
regional interests and moderate controveﬁsy. A high level program is
appropriate when complex, controversial issues are involved and -when the
range of publie interests is widespread. = .
"For high level publie invof‘%menﬁ programs, public
involvement tools are used at frequent intervals to insure the
public has an opportunity to contribute to the emerging plan.
Frequent and systematic ©public involvement opportunities

encourage members of e public to keep pace with the evolu-
tion of the plan." (@.S.N.P.S., 1978, Chapter 2, page 15)

Similar open planning variations involving{ élternqtives .that
attempt to legitimize the planning process and institutionalize public
involvement are found in: Bishop (1970), who calls for citizen
participation in establishing the planping procedures and approaches to
be used; McMeiken and Laureckas (1972), who state that the public
participation function should be in a prominent position in management
organizations; Connor (1972a, 1972b, 19T74a, 1976, 197Ba and 1278b), who
progressively elaborates the open planhing approach. and incorporates a
social impact assessment; D'Amore (1977), who applies to the Saint John
Human Development Project a systems-approach to publie invelvement that
consists of a "total concept™ of four phases: awareness, 1issue
ldentification, goal formulation, and organizational design; Sargent Jr.
(1972), who describes the planning approach used by the Army Corps of
Engineers as "fishbowl planning" and which more recently proposes and
trains for a féur-stage planning process for water resources planning
that integrates public involvement and consists of problem
ldentification, formulation of alternatives, impact assessment and

evaluation (U.3. Army Corps of Engineers, 1976b). ~=
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Almost all of the: literaéure ,dealiné with public involvement
stresses, early involvement by the public. The 'U.S. Highway Research
Boar;d (1970) states early community involvement in t.ine decision process
is 1mperativé.. Sargent Jr. (1972) attributes the EJ'.Sf Army Corps of
Engineers! sqccess‘ Mith ité' planning approach to early public '
1nqpivement. Dean (16%3) jdentifies four important required eleménts'of
participation programs as follows: begin early in the planning process;
provide .opportunity for continuing involvement: ensure that citizen
views and ideas resﬁit in some perceivable change: provide .sufficlent
information, including information about the decision-making process,
and plan and monitor opportunities for citizen participation. Wengert
(1974) pinpoints early involvement in the process at the stage bhefore

L
formulation and operation, but after basic policy and program decisions
héve been made. Tinkham (1974) advocates that every agency planner
should develop a rapport with the publ{c at an early stage so that
socially unacgeptable or unfeasible plans can be digcarded early.
According to Tinkham, public participation is most vimportant at the
goal-setting and alternative chotce stages. Ho and Quinn (1976)
concléde ‘in a study of a flooding problem and of the management
strategies employed, that there exist® a need for greater preliminary
dissemination of information to the public prior to planner-public
contact. ‘

Much of the publiec inveolvement literature 1is agency oriented, ras
oppésed to public oriented, that is, it involves institutionalized

publiceparticipation programs within the open planning model. Jsually

such programs lead to a cooperative type of participation as opposed’to
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. . 1
an adversary type of participation that 1is 1likely to be publie

w

initiated.

Connor (19742) provides a handbook for citizens and government
officials to aid in the preparaﬁion of a public participation proéram
suitable for their issues -and situations: The ;uthor presents a co-
operative or open planning model program carried out by a progressivé

‘agency and a non-cooperative or adversary program where citizen

organizations are active despite government discouragement.

. ]
As Burton and Wildgoose 4397?) point out in their analysis of 96

e e

Canadian public participation cases, 57 wére of a cooperative type, 27
of an adversary type and 11, mixed. The latter category refers to
situations that may have been initially cooperative or adversary, but
Phat evolved substantially into the other. No real conclusion can be
drawn for these gtatistics exceﬁt these guarded comments.

"Somewhat c¢ontrary to the writers' expectations, the numbers
of adversary and mixed cases are relatively high. It was
thought, intitially (sic), that the relatively high numbers of
adversary cases might reflect the evolution of publiec partici-
pation during the past decade or so. That is, it was thought
that the wave of c¢itizen activiam that characterized the
middle and late 1960's would have generated a large number of
adversary situations; but that cases from the early 1970's
would reflect more d¢ooperative ventures. There does appear to
be some substance to this thought, but the evidence is by no
means wholly convincing. There are several significant cases
of adversary situations from recent years. Everything being
conaidered, however, it is most significant to note that the
ratio of cooperative to adversary cases is 2-to-1." (Burton
and Wildgoose, 1977, p. 16-17) '

Only eleven of the cases analysed by Burton and Wildgoose dealt
with environmental planning/management isaues. 0f these, ten are
categorized cooperative and one mixed, being codperative and adversary.

-~

Of the five cases dealing with parks and recreation 1issues, three are
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designated cooperative, one as adversary and one‘ as mixed, being
initially adveﬁsary,- then becoming cooperative. . Almost él}. of ‘the
~3ixteen cases referrea to involved information generation and identifi-
cation of alternatives. After recommending Elder .(1975) and citing
Lowenthal (1972}, Burton and Wildgoose (1977), poinf'out that the role
o§3public participation in the arena of environmental management appears

to be increasinély integrated through policy and 1legislatien in

government decision-making.
Szablowski's (1971) conclusions concerning the future of public

involvement in the administration of the province of Ontario reveai

[

reasons why public involvement will likely not increase much beyond the
status quo of institutionalized participation within the open planning
model, which is limited to informing and consulting.

"Firstly, traditional attitudes and beliefs in the. legislative
process--"supremacy," federalism, administrative seérecy, and
the neutrality of the bureaucratic sector--all stand 1in the
way of developing a public participation theory. Secondly,
the mainstream political culture does not stress equality of
legitimate access to .public decisional units. It requires a
low intensity of participatory political commitment,
consistent with the tenets of electoral polities. . Thirdly,
access to the decisional units of the executive/bureaucratic
system continues to be governed by the process of legitimation
subject . to the prevailing structural and orientational
conformism. And, finally, the main thrust of the Ontario
government is organizational engineering. This cannot result
in increéaed publiec participation if {its principal objectives
are efficlency, effectiveness and productivity and 1f its
ethos i3 confined to procedural and technological values.™®
(Sewell, 1979, p. 60) :

It can probably ‘be assumed, although subject to furtaer research,
that these traditional and structural restraints of the executive and
bureaucracy of Oﬁtario apply to the other provinces and to the federal
government. Institutionalized open planning progably' incorporates

realistic optimum publiec involvement.
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Public Involvement Techniques : ;@ -

Within institutionalized' publie involvement programs and citizen

LY

activated public involvement, 'numercus techniques for publie involvehent

’

are akailable both to agencies and to the publie. Much has been wr;ﬁten

about the pros and cons and the when and how of the techniques. They

range from informal contacts to forffal hearings and litigation, from

informatian bulletins to elaborate media campaigns.

Normally, 1involvement _techniqués are hcomponents ~of a publie
involvement p;ogram which, in turn, is integrated into a planning and -
decision-making process. The order, frequency, magnitude and scale of
the techniques are determined by the objectives-of the process, by the
level or importance of the development envisaged and by the -inhefent
comple;ity and controversy. Ideally, the objectives‘involve an optimﬁm
decision concerning a project or policy direction‘aé opposed to simple.
approval of a proposal. How much public¢ involvement to invite is inter-
related with the objectives of the exercise. For example, Parks Canada
has a policy to seek local, regional and national input on park manage-
ment plans. The techniques used 5hould,$e efficient and effective where
program goals are concerned.

A mix of public involvement mechanisms 1is usually.advocated in the
literature (U.S. Naiional Park . Service, 1978: Tinkham, 1974;
Priscoli, 197%a).

The range of possible public involvement techniques inkludes among
others: votes aﬁd referenda, public hearings, ballot boxes, public mass

meetingsa, open feetings, working meetings, task fofces, the Delphi

technique, forums, advisory groups, surveys, an ombudsman, gaming and

]
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role-playing, = "drpp-ins®, expept"péheiling, telecommunications-media,
participant observaﬁion, direct mail, cooptatidn and placation, infqrméL
. . L]

contact, and_ad hoe bﬁmmittees.. These‘afe usualiy égency oﬁtions, where'
the agency controis.\IBeyond_paﬁtictpating in.these programs, the pubi}c
has an array-of ‘involvement techniques including: petitions, lobbying,
exit, and more direct confroﬁtatiﬁn such as sit-ins, use of media,

threats, illegal actions (sabotage) and litigation.

-

The Burton and Wildgoose (1977) analysis Qf‘Cénédian cases found
that the wvast majority'of_cases e@ployed:morq‘than'one technique:

"The most pecsistent technique employed in public participa-
tion in Canada“)has been the public meeting - large and small.-
{It proved impdhsible in analysis to'distinguish between the
two kinds). Neaﬂixjtwo—thirds of the cases made use of public
meetings. Also 1 tant ‘has been -the . use of advisor'yJ
groups/task forces, technical advice, workshop? and telecom-"
munications, including‘\\newsletterr newspa&g}s, radio,
television and film. ‘The\v§st ma jority of cases, of course
employed more_ than one technique. What may be éalled the more
esoteric tecﬁhiques - parti;\pant observation, role playing

. and gaming, and expert panélling — ‘have remained almost
totally unused. Somewhat surpﬁisingly, in view of the number
of adversary cases noted earlier, there has been relatively
little use of petitiona, direct confrontation and litigation
(although a form of legal instrument — publie¢ hearings — has
been employed in 9 instances). The vérsatile,.but costly and
time-consuming technique of surveys has been used a total nf
13 times. The referendum plebiscite has occurred @qn only
three occasions. In sum, it seems that public participation

*- in Canada 1is still i the relatively unsophisticated state
‘exemplified by public meetings.".(Burton and Wildgoose, 1997,
p. 19-20) .o

Brinch (1975) differentiates between public.information techniques
and public response techq}ques. Similarly, Wiebe (1975} identifies two
catégories or phases for public involvement: namely, public information
and public part}cipation, A dichotomy to the techniques does surface {n
the 1itera£ur¢ fof providing information to the public and for obtaining

information in terms of data and preferences.
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Literature offering some analysis of numergus participation
‘techniques is prolific. Yukubousky (1973) discudses fifty pubiié
participation progranm .techniques and Hendee, et al. (1973} describe
eleven -common techniques. Burton and Wildgoose (1977) provide several
definitiong of teehn;ques and deacribe their pres and .cons. The
Institute for .farticipatory Planning (1978) extensively describés
numerous techniques' as part ‘of :; course fof agency participatién
m@nagérs. The U.S. Nati;nal Park Service (1978) gives staff guideliﬁes
for technique application. Th;s'aggncy‘groups its techniqueé unéer the

headings of day-to-day activities of an on-going nature and benchmark

events 1in association with the planning process. Wengert (1974)
provides an analysis of varioys participations. Vindasius (1974)
o

provides techniques in handy tabular form according to scope,

specificity, degree of two-way communication, level of publie éctivity
and agency staff time requirements. Miigggjtern' (1976) describes
d{fferent approaches and their reléted tgchniques including traditional
poliﬁical approaches such asr-votes and 'referendums, comﬁunity-based

approaches such as citizen advisory committees, user need survey

approaches such as surveys, stmulations and gaming and the usage of

~outside expert resources such as expert panelling. Olsen (1976)
=l ,“-J

-proposes some fifty-seven techniques to-Parks Canada for its planning

1

process. Priscoli (1975a) also presents an evaluation of methods other
than public hearings. Connor (19782 and 1978c) provides an excellent
overview of techniques within the framework of publiec. inveolvement models
. .
NN
Appendix 1 provides a review of the most commor techniques. . What

previously, discussed.

surfaces in the revﬁgy of techniques is criticism of formal public

r

i

5
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R
hearingg and support for-a mix of involvemeq&ytechniques, uéually within

an open planning rfrémework, making use of the vast communication

o i ~ - .
opportunities of the media. It is important to build and reach a well-

iﬁformed public capable - of ?epresqntiQi and presenting the public

_ interest. -

A

Anslysig and Evaluatioﬁ:of Public.I;put _ )
. The analysis and evaluation of pﬁblic inputs, two distinct and
critical components of public involvement programs, are weak areas of
the literature reviewed. How dogyou effectively and efficiently analyse
and interpret the informatiaon overload often producea by public
involvement? .

The U.S. National Forest Service has probably made thg most comﬁrﬂ—
hensive contribution and concerted effort toward the development and
implementation of a systematic approach to public input analyais and
evaluation. Both are considered by the Service as separate p%ocesses nfl
involvement. The process of analysis "summarizes and displays the
nature, content, and extent of input rece@ved. Analysis 1is objeciive,
delivering information ;ﬂom citizen to decision-makers without any
judgement as to its value or worth", whereas the eva}uation process is
described as subjectivé and 1involves the pﬁocess in whieh "input is.
interpreted_aﬁnd welghed by decisionmakers™ (Clark and Stankey, 1976,

p. 214), Appendix 2 outlines U.S. National Forest Servicea approach

which was also covered extensively by Olsen (1976}.
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Evaluation of Public' Involvement Programs

Methods and types of evaluation,. evaléation medels, éfficiengy,
effectiveness, effort, effectiveness c¢riteria, goal achievement, opera-
tionallor impact evaluation, equity, benefit/costs, and conflict resolu-
tion are some of the many terms fdund in the literature that deals with
the evaluation of public involvement. Appendix 3 provides a revigw.of'
this 1literature thch proposes’ evaluation frameworks of varyihg
sophistication. 'W‘:t is important to retain 1is that some publié
involvement program evaluation be undertaken by agencies 1in order to
improve this method of addressing ekternalitiés.

|
éonclusion ‘

This chapter presented the major- themes, concerns and components,
of the vast and diverse literature on public inveoclvement. An attempt to
address externalitfes permeates the }tterature. The 1{issues raised are
complex and often confusing, and pose more questions and problems than
provide answers and solutions. Publie involvement is a relatively new
phenomenon lacking a universally acceptable theory. Public involvement
is demanding and difficult to understand, and even more so to undertake.
. Yet, in spite of all its deficlencies it is argued that public involve-
ment is necessary and worthwhilg.

- .

The benefits of publie iﬁvolvement, however, only outweigh. thz
costs’ if there 1is effective and efficient public involvement. ﬁithoug
effective ;;d efficient public involvement, the current éxperimentation,
which i3 often clumsy, ill-conceived and subject to abandonment, will

lead to further criticism and to a failure of this only available means

of significant participaﬁory democracy.
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As implied by Lucas (1978), public involvement challenges the
statué quo of the Canadian polity‘encompassing a pluralistié decision-
making process of elite interaction and of lobbying for resources. It

must succeed against a sometimes apathetic silent majority lacking an

entrenched tradition of ,activist-participaticn, against a 1legislative

'Eradition of supremecy and ultimate authority as principall# xpzéssed'
. . LW

by the executive made up of cabinet, the inner-cabinet and the

mandarins, and against a bureaucracy which cherishes a tradition of vast

discretionary powers to interpret and exercise the legislative. and

executive will. ™ . *

Lucas (1978) identifies * five prerequisitesf to effective publ%c
participation, namely, 1) a degree of citizen  activism, 2} the
existence of citizen group organizations, 3) a legal foundation
providing rights and ddties for public involvement, Y4) political and
administrative.d&scretionary.powers whiech favor public involvemdgnt and,
5) access to informaticn and resources, which is essential to the
existence of an active and well-informed public. Concerning the
relevance of these basic conditions, for effective public involvement,

Lucas writes:

"Effective puhblic participation is not likely to occur in the
absence ~f tne five factors discuased. However, some of the
factors are more important than others. Clearly, for anything
at all to happen, some basic level of publiec education, infor-
mation and citizen activism is required. But to be effective,
thege’ must also be a positive policy response from the
decision-making agency in the exercise of 1{its discretionary

powers.

Legal rights and correlative duties on agencies to permit
participation may assist in moving towards the ideal. But
such rights are not a complete solution. Discretion will

still remain in the interpretation by the agency of its duty
to consult or initiate participation. Thus, if attitudes that
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favor participation are not developed among decision-makers,
even legal duties may be carried out in a restrictive and
token manner." (Lucas, 1978, p. 53)

Lucas éoncludes, as he_claims‘with otheré, that a generai theory of
participation is inappropriate, since participation dgpends on the type
.of 1issue, the decision-maker and the locale, and should therefore be
tailored to each Qecision-making area. This contextual tailoring should
not preclude however the universal application of some of the common
findings put forward in this chapter. - .

An effective and efficient public involvement program Trequires
“well-informed parties, not only on the issues at stake but on the
objectives and role of public involvement, and on its Tlimitations.
Institutionalized public involvement must c¢learly state its consultative
nature and its role in decision-making. The open planning approach
favours effective public involvement if the whole of the program is well
conducted with good information input, output, analysis and evaluation.
This means effective use of the various public involvement techniques
and of the media. The 1literature demonstraped that a good publie
involvement program usually means 'good representation o% the general
puélic. A good program will result in savings in the long run. Towards
all of these ends, some form of public involvement program evaluation is
mandatory.

Since public involvement provides tae principal means for b&th Ehe
agency and thé'public to addreés externalities {t is imperati;e that it
be done in an efficlent and effective way. ‘

The next chapters describe Parks Canada's public invelvement effort

which in effect describes its efforts to address externalities.
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. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN PARKS CANADA

Introduction ) ) 4
—Institutionalized- public involvement: operates within parameters
set by the legal, fiscal, structural and procedural aspeets‘of" the
agency. Publie involvement does not operate in a vacuum. It is but
one, albeit i;npor{tant, consideration of de'ci.;sion—ma.king. This ‘chapter
describes public involvement in Parks Canada by situating {t in the
general decision-making process which guides the establishment,
development and operations of Canada's national parks. |

The first section of the chapter introduces Parks - Canada and
describes how it operates. The second section describes the parf
planning process as it is the prinecipal vehicle for meamngful_ public
iﬁvolvement ‘{n Canada's national parks and sltes. The third section
gives an overview of Parks Canada's public involvement effort.: The
fourth section focuses on public involvement in the planning process.
The final section of the chapter reviews .a number of cases of publie
invelvement in the planning process.

It 3hould be noted that in this and subsequent chapters, much of
the language or terminology used 1is that of Parks Caxl'zada, the agency,
the bureaucracy. Inconsisteacies in the usage of the terminoclogy in the
'various documents referénced were numercus and confusing, however every
effort was taken to reduce this bureaucratese to a working minimum.
Explanation of tr;e ter:ﬁlnology is also provided where appropriate. It

should also be noted. that structural reorganizations are prolific and

almost continuous in government agencies. Parks Canada was no exception

1/



: 64
dhring the formulation of this ﬁhesis. Also noteworthy is the fact that
procedures and processes are reédily subject to review and change. The
Park planning f)rocesses of Parks Canada, for example, are currently
un'dfergoing'an elaborate review that will likely be co'mpleted sometime in

1485.
/

Parks Canada —-Oﬁérational Framework

Parks Canada, Known as the Parks Canada Program, is one of six
services that make up Caqadé's Department of the Environment.1 The
primary objective of the‘ Department is ﬁto preserve and enhance the
quality of the environment for the benefit of present and future genera-
tions" (Environment Canada, 1982a, p. 1-2). rPaﬁks Canada's objective

is:

"To protect for all times those Places which are significant
examples of Canada's natural and cultural heritage and also to
encourage public understanding, appreciation and enjoyment of
this heritage in ways which 1leave it unimpaired for future
generations." (Environment Canada, 1982b, p. 11)2
' s .
In 1981-82 the DOE total budget outlay was $626,912,000 whereas
Parks Canada's share was $2061,964,000 ({(Environment Canada, 1983a,
p- 58). The Main Estimateg figures of 1982-83 for the Department were
$706,222,000 with 11,625 person-years, Parks Canada accounting for
$263,281,000 and 5,058 person-years eof this total, broken down as

follows (Environment Canada, 1982a, pp. 1-9 and 7—3):3

$(000) Person-Years

National Parks 146,183 2,615
National Historic Parks N

and Sites 53,484 1,216
Agreement for Recreation

and Conservation {Canals) 39,200 717
Administration 2“,200 510

Program totals 263,281 5,058
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Rgrks Canada administers some 13,000,000 hegtares“(Environment
Canada, 1982a, p. 7-1) of land protected as 31 National Parks, B3
National Historie Parks and Sites, nine Heritage Canala and four
Co-operative Heritage Areas (Environment Canada, 1984a,° p. 1).u These
operations attracted over 25 million visits in 1981-82 (Environment
Canada, 1983a, p. 32).

Parks Canada is highly decentralized, both in terms of reéouﬁces
and decision-making. It is a.,three-tiered organization: national,
regional and field. Approximately 10% of the staff is in program heéd-
quarters, 15% in ngional offices and 75% in parks, sites and canals

{Eovironment Canada, 1982a,_p. 7-1). . The five regional offices are:

L it
REGION LOCATION RESPONSIBILITY

Atlantic "Halifax Newfoundland, Nova Scotta, Prince
Edward Island, New Brunawick

Quebec Quebec Quebec

Cntario Cornwall Ontario

Prainie Winnipeg Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Northwest
Territories and Yukon Territory

Western Calgary .. Alberta, British Columbia

ﬁ?ogram. headquérters (Hull, GQuébec) 1is responsible Afor broard
policy formulation, program cooréination, systems planning an ‘long—
range research. The regioﬁal offices, ;hich are organized into planning
and operations‘divisioqs;;are responsible for site {mplementation and
development, day-to-day direction of parks, sites and canals, specific
applied research, operational planning and  direction (Environment
Ganada, 1981a). )
The regioﬁél director's responsibilities are central to under-

standing the level of management decentralization in Parks Canada. This

person 1is responsible for the ovefall operations of the parks,' sites,

bl ~
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canals and Agreements for Recreation apd Conservation within the reglon.
The‘director is_the principal épc;kesman for Parks Canada in each region
and reports -directly to the Asasaistant beputy 'Minisj;er (A.D.M.} of Parks
Canada. The regional directors sit with the Parks Canada headquarters
directors on the Program Management Committee (ﬁ.M.C.)- Headed by the
A.D.M., the P.M.C. meets a few times a year and deals with policy
matters and importapt operational issues.5

There seéms to‘be a general consensué that program headquarters
perform an advisory and mo.nitoring' function for the A.D.M., ;nq responds

CY

to central agencies such as the 'I;reasur-y Board Secretariat and to the
political arena of governm.ent.:- The bureaucratic action, the .r'eal
bureaucratic power appears to be in P.M.C. and more specificélly, flows
between the A.D.M. and the regional directors.

At the field level, each park, site or canal %\s managed by a
superinte;dent who, in turn,.works closely with the Section heads of
maintenance, interpretation, visitor services, waéden services and
administration. Park operations are essentially grouped into four
functions, namely, 1) Resource Protection and Management, 2) Informa-
tion, Interpretation and'Visito;hServices, 3) Maintenance, and U4) Park
Management. Being the Parks Canada's spokesman at field Ilevel, the
sdperintendent figures prominently in public relations with communities
in énd around the park. The superintendent reports directly to the
regional director; however, communications of a staff ana sometimes line
naturé exist with the regional assistant direct;rs of Operations aqd of
Planning and Development.6 Overall, the regional office and the field
work closely together; however, the regional director is the authority

on all operations, planning and developmenﬁ in the region.
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Parks Canada is by no means autonomous. The Parks Canada program

is a service or program within Environ&ent Canada.7 The A.D.M; reports
to the 'Deputy Minister of .Envigahment Canada, who reportg‘ to ;Fhe
Minister, and the‘Minister in turn, reports to Cabinet and Parliament.
This simple report;ng model is in.practiCe a complex myriad of manage-
ment, policy and budgetary processes.that are in a c0nE1nudus flux.

This section has provided a cursory_presentation of the management
and decision framework of ?arﬁs Canéda. It provided, in part, the
general political, bureaucratie and financial background needed  to
better understand the broader environment in which public involvement

operates.

Planning Process for Parks ,,

In the case of Parks Canada, pérk es;ablishment. planning,
development and management is ultimately .achieved through the
implementation of a park management plan. Each Parks Canada fleld
operation has, or will have, "a managemeng plan, which 1is an approved
public document that outlines in general terms the raison d'étre and
resources of the park or site and 1its proposed development and
operations for ten to fifteen years. '

Implementation' and updating included, a management plan' is the
principal output of Parks Canad;'s ;nstitutionalized planning process
for its parks and sites. It ié the means of implementing Parks Can;da's
policies in the field within its régional context.

Figure 1 presents the planning process for both National Parks and

National Historie Parks and Sites, which conceptually involves three



68

FIGURE 1 ' PLANNING PROCESS FOR NATIONAL PARKS
AND BATIOHAL HISTORIC PARKES AND SITES
¥ ] X >
PROGRAM : System Plans Corporate | | °. Regional
CONTEXT _ . . Program Plans Program Plans
. | - 1 I
f 1
i : B ] :
’ National Parks National Historic Parks or Sites
e } ]
Park Purpose and ) . . |
Objectives Statement. Themes & Objectives l
” Terms of Reference - -1
‘ : for: Management
PARK Planning Program Guidelines 'I
MANAGEMENT L
PLANNING : I
PROCESS ' Data Base & Analysis |
] Development
Concept(s)
Synthesis and Alternative - i
-* Plan Concepts
Park Management Plap
- - T
——————— —_—— L
|Area Plan Concepts|
| (National Parks) |
- T T T - o _
[ 1
IMPLEMENTATION Sub-Activity bevelopment,
(ACTION PLANS) Plans : Facility, Site Plans

Progra ms/QOperations

Adapted from: 1) Parks Canada, Natjonal Historic Parks & Sites Branch,
A Planning Framework for National Historic Parks and Sites, PRM-40-1,
Volume 3, Part 3, Section 3.21, File €-3730-133 (Hull, Quebec:
National Historic Parks and Sites Branch, January 12, 1979; 2) Parks
Canada, National Parks Branch, Community and Cooperative Activities
Division, National Parks Management Planning Process Manual (Hull,
Quebec: Community and Cooperative Activities Division, 1982);
31) Parks Canada, ARC Branch, Planning Division, Planning Processes in

Parks Canada: An_ARC Discussion Paper (Hull, Quebec: Planning
Division, Document No. 10798, June, 1980).
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broad phases, namely, Program Context, Park Managemeht Planning Pfocea§ :

——

and Implementationf Although there are feweq,steps shdwn for National

Historic ?arks and Sites in the Park Management .Planning Process, this_

diffprence is more conceptual thaq real. National Historic Pérks and
Siies mﬂagégment planning framework deséryped_ in Indian and _Northern
Affairs (1979a) 1is currently being revised in 1line with the more
-recedtly developed National Parks planning framework (énvironment
Canada, ;982c). .It is for this reason, ﬁnd others relating to the
understanding of the role of‘public involvement in Parks.Canéda, that
tée thesis examines the management planning process of both National
Parks and National Historic Parks and’Sites, although the principal case

dy of Batoche belongs to the latter activity.

Program Context is the title given to the first broad phase of the

-,

planniﬁg process and it consists of three ‘levels of input 1labelled :

Corporate Program Plans, System Plans and Regional Plans.

‘ Corporate Program Plans involve what was covered in the previous
section, thgt is senigr level 1input from Parks Canada, Environment
Canada and the federal government. In its simplest form, it involves
resourcé allocation and the setting of priorities as influenced by legal
(legiélaﬁion and p&licy), fiscal (availability of funds) and political
{government priorities) considerations.

Regional Program Plans establish priorities and directinn fnr earh

region within the broader requirements of corporate plans.
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System Plans incorporate planning for a system of parks and sites
represedt&tiﬁe of Canéda's cultural and natural heritage.

"System ‘planning is required, in part, so that corporate
program decisions may be made and priorities established on a
natlonal basis . . . System planning will provide a defini-
tive statement of mnational parks purpose within the national
context, a first level of resource information to be used in
park management planning, and a summary of conditions /for
management planning (e.g. negotiated commitments), sodio-
economic studies and profiles of regions in which parks exist
and assessments of potential 4impacts and loecal regions."
{Environment Canada, 1982¢, p. 12)

In the case of National Parks, system planning means a systematic
program directed at establishing national park areas in each of the 48
natural regions of Canada, 6f which there are 39 terrestrial (land
theme) and.é marine identified. Revised-and reprinted several time{,
the Indian and Northern Affairs (1972a; "National Parks System Planning
Manual" and the Indian and Northern 'Affairs {1976a) "Natural Areas of
Canadian Significagée" are the backbone documents guiding this objective
which, in practice, is the ideal first level selection step for
establishing new parks. There 1is currently a Nation%l Parks and
National Marine Parks System Planning Process Manual in an advanced

draft form. It defines System Planning as follows:
L

"System - planning — the process whereby natural areas of
interest for national parks and marine parks are identified,
potential parks are selected, and new parks are established.
This includes defining marine and terrestrial regions and the
resources and processes representative of, or -distinctive
within visually and scientifically defined natural regions.
The selection of potential park areas, development of park
concepts including boundary options, draft guidelines for the
protection and use of proposed park areas, interim park
purpose and objectives and a preliminary land acquisition
strategy are ptepared prior to the development of a final park
agreement setting out the terms and conditions for establish-
ment of the new park." (Environment Canada, 1984d, p. 12)

¥
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The proposed manual identifies -eight system blanning process:"
steps, namely and sequentially: .f) area identification, 2} selection of

potential;ﬁark, 3) public park feasibility assessment, %) development of

~

‘new park proposaly 5) neéotiation and approval of park agreement,

6) ;and assembly and boundary su}vey, (2] preparation of interim manage-

S

ment guidelinee, -and 8) inclusio?)gf park in National Parks Act. The

—

: \
- . 3 ",
manual, however, qualifies these \general process steps . for the

)

establishment of most parks.

&
Establishing new parks is a long term process. As outlined in
this manual, the systems planning process follows 'a logical
sequence based on a cautious approach and glven -favourable
political, social, and economic conditions steps in the
process could be combined or omitted, or time frames could be
reduced." (Environment Canada, 19844, p. 2)

In the case of National Historic Parks and, Sites.‘systéﬁ planning
..1s not as well documented as that of National Parks, however'th; Parks
Canada Policy provides some guidance. It reliés on a'systém of historic
parks ‘and sites. which can wunderline the association at different
historic locations, of periods aqd themes -and will t;ke into account:
the degree of historic resources currentiy'protected or threatened; the
geogfaphic balance of national historic parks thfﬁuggout Capada; a,
balance of historié theme3; activities and capabilities of otﬁer public
d private agenciés ‘responsible for preserving aspects of Canada's
hi?}oric heritage: and ‘international criteria for the ﬁrotectinn nf
historic resources.
There are stri?gent Selection criteria for poteptial HNational

.

Historie Parks such as: the place must possess ihtegrit; and include

.

the .original site and significant authentic historic resources. It is

_.foteworthy, as c¢lited below, that' c¢osg “of development 1is a s3selecticn

o
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, "vi) it.will be possible to protect the historic résourqes
including . their authentic envircnment within .the lands
available and at an acceptable cost." (Environment Canada,
1982b, p. 28) : '

D' The actual identification of persons, places and events of national

-

&

historic sig'ﬁiricance for the. purposés‘ of a Nationé’{ Historic Park or

Site is based on the 'i'ecognmendation o'f‘ the Historic Sites and Monuments
AY -

"Bogrd of Canada. This 17 member advisory body to_ the Ministér was

created ' in 1919 by Order-in-Council and .obtained a atatutory base in
' ' ' : ¢
1953 under the Historic Sites and M@auments Act. The Board receives

written submissions from, the pubﬁic (and Parks Canada) cqncerning‘

persons, places and events which might qualify as being of national
L . a

historic significance. There is a close working relationship with Parks

”

Canada, as 4t performs a quasi-secrétarial ,role for the Board. The
current Director of National Historic Parks and Sites Branch is also

Secretary of the Board:. Parks Canada also undertakes much of the

research of the Board. '
v1.3, Parks Canada will gndertake detailed research Iinto
historic significance of persons, places. and eyents to assist
the Historic Sites and Monuments TBoard of (anada." .
{Environment Canada, 1982b, p. 28)

- a

Park Management Planning Process is the lébel‘éttached to the next

%

broad phase oof "the plénning process.‘! JFirst, the National Parks

management planning procasé,rand second, the NationéP‘Historic Parks and
Sites management planning process will be briefly-descriped.

The HNational Parks Mahagemeht Plénning Process 1involves several

-

. i L] .
ateps leading to the Park Management Plzan, namely, they development..of

1

tﬁe Park Purpose and Objectives Statement, of the Terms of Reference for

i

- Planning Program, of the Data Base and‘Analysiﬁ,,and of the Synthesis

~ v

and Alternative Plan Concepts. { . .

R
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The Park Purpose and Objectiveé' Statement is a public document
which gives: the physical, legal, soclal, economic and operational
description of the park; the thematic purposes of the park within the
syéfem;iand the long-term objectives of the park.

The Terms of Reference for Planning Program is a document approved
by the regional director that spells out who, where, what, when and how
the planning program {0 develop and produce the Management Plan will be
carried out. Financial guidelines for possiblé development are given.
Also, the terms of reference document identifies the planning project
manager, tne composition of the planning team and its responsibilities
and authorities.

% The development of Data Base and Analysis involves the compilation
of existing information and the obtention of needed information to
complete a sound data base and analysisﬁ

"The data base can be ocategorized under broad topics such as

legislation and policies, national and regional relationships.

regional soccio-econemic information, park resources and public

uses, wants and needs. Within the content of such ‘oapics,

information is "required on natural and cultural resources,

resource sensitivities, soclo-economic characteristics of use
and users, recreation capabilities, 1interpretive potentials,
land use relationships, policies and park operations, and the

results of pubdlic consultations.” (Environment Canada, 1982q, -
p. 19} . .

Synthesis and Alternative Plan Concepts development require thﬁ
combination:an& summarization of Fhe data'ang’analysis into a synthesin.~
Using thg synthesis. Slternatiﬁe plan concepts are developed.- They
outline the protection of park resources, visitor use, and the type and
character of public and private facilities nécessary  to support and
administer-aétivities. A plaﬁ concept is then selected and Ehaped into

Y - .
a Park Management Plag. It represents the many decisions made by

'management during the planning process.  The national parx management

rl
- -

. - . .
A} - s
r o : - . C\
S . .
: o -
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planning process "will be completed in a maximum period of & calendar
years,; with about 3-5 years allowed for resource inventory and analysis,

o

and\two years for planning with one year overlap" (Environment Canada,
1982¢, p. 27). )
For WNational Historic Parks and Sites, the management planning
process steps are also identified according to their products, which
_are: ‘ the TheﬁeS' and Objectives, the Management Guidelines, the
Development Concepts and the Park Management Pian.
The Themes and Objectives of a National Historic Park -and Site
! provide the historical rattpnale and the national context and identify
the objectives for the conservation of historical resources and the
interpretaticon of the themes. The—~Themes and Objectives is equivalent
to the National Parks'_?arké Purpoze and Objective Statement.
The. Management Guidelines stdtement provides the direction and
) guidance for tbe selection and'implementation of the planning program.
The scope and content ié very similar to the Terms of Reference for
Plagning Program of National Parks. |
The Developm;nt Concept stagets putposé is to recomrfend ote park
or site development c¢oncept through the evaluatioﬁ" of a. range of
feasible alternative-concéﬁts.'
Finally, the Park Mandgement Plan is formulated. based on the
dnvélopment concept selected. |
The final broead phaselof the planning process for National Parks
and Nattional Historic Parks a;d Sites intolves the implementation of the
k) ., Park management plan.a Before the final output of on-the-ground program
delivery, 'capital development‘fand day to day operatioﬁs 1n the park,
1 . there ;re several planning steps which refine the generél stﬁ;teqteﬁ rnd

) ) //’tAR€ODosals of the management  plan. These . micro  level

T h‘“\\
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plans include ‘sub-activity plans such as those roelating fo viai.tor
éervices and interpretation. These are prepared as ucurrently with plans
involving capital development such’ as development, site and facility
plans. These involve products such as pre-desig? briefs, siée or area
development plans, engineering and architecture plans, specifications
and cost estimates. Although detailed in nature, these micro level
blans should not be underestimated in terms of impact on the park, as
they, probably more than, tﬁe management plan, determine thefphysical
B

outcome of a park or site.

Both HNational Parks Qed National Historic Parks and Sites planning:

proceases have alternative approachesk to the management planning

process. v :

In the case of National Parks, the altérnative approach involves
the development of Interim Man;gement Guidelines. qrgag}are developed
where parks—~do not have an immediate prospect of a park management plan.
Interim Managemenf‘Guidelin;§:~ére based on cleékly déf{ned ob jeatives

“and are essentially restrictive regarding development pressures. and

objectives. | -

"Interim manhagement guidelines are operational in character
and do not requnre a systematic synthesis and formulati of
alternatives based  on an evenly developed data base: They ™

should ve produced relatively quickly ({(one calendar year or -

less) and it should be the responsibility of the superintend-
ent to praduce them ip consultation with resource management
specialists.” (Environment Canada, 1982c, p.'“T)

The Natlonal Hlstorlc Park@ and Sltes planning documﬁnr (Indian and
.
Northern Affairs, 1979é Pp. 23-27) outlines three alternative

approaches to the planning process: .o
‘. T A
; - .

Alternative I 1. Themes and Db fectives
. s + ”

. 2. Maragement Guidelines

g
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' ' 3. Development Concepts . R ‘-_

4, Managément Plan

C:\ ' 5. Action Plans (Implementation)

~

\‘. .
Alternative II 1. Theme; and Objectives

2. Management Guidelineh'
3. Interim Plans S . o
4. Action flans.(lmplementation)
5. Management Plan (future)
6. Action Plans (future) {Implementation)
Alternative III 1. Themes and Objective;
2. Management Guidelines 0 P
3. Develophént Synmary
4. Action Pians (Implementation)
. a4
Alternagi@e I, desc;ibed earlier, shows the steps which should
ideally be fgllowgd. - Alternative II |is iﬁplemented wjkn it ‘is not.

feasible to produce a full Management Plan; for exampl%, there may be

insufficieht lead time or information to prepare .a” Management Flan.

Altefnative "L\ occurs in the event that a Park or Site has beef

-

rementally develoded to the point where little or-*no option is left
[ 4

fdr the work remaining to be done.

preparation either. a Management Plan or an Interim Plan.
However, thert is still the need to ensure that the content
within w the final stages should take place 1is fully
understoo "(Indian:and Northern Affairs, 1979a, p. 23)

" "In such an gvent there is little point in undertaking the

It is Parks Canada's policy to: have a managemenf plan for each o
, | ,

. v ' ¥
its fteld operations. At presentf’ﬂational Parks have 11 approved Park -
S .
¢ h
* N .
- K . ' _ &

/

~ : R

L

-
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Hgna&emeﬁt Plans, two Interim Management Plans and four Provtéional
Master Plans, which are older versions of Interim Management Plans. It
is estimated that, by the Summer/Fgll of 1985, 23 Park Management Plans
will have been produced, and that the remaining six parks in the system

will be operating under Interim Management Plans.?

Unfortunately, . an updated «Management Plan’ status #ébort is not

available for Natipnal Historic Parks and Sites. Howeveg, this activitf

is functicning under similar pressure to .have 'manégement plans or at
least interim plans for all field locations by - 1985, which 1is Parks

Canada's Centenniai — an indication of the importance attributed to

~ 10
management plans.

Ty
Public Involvement in Parks Canada — Overview

Parks ®&3nada, as a government a%ency. has a relativel& }ong tradi-
tion of public involvemeﬁt, both'formhl and informal, in its policy and
decision-making, 1its planning and development~ and in its oderations.

For &he most part, this is explained by Parks Canada's figdd level

i

economic, social and political connection ,with communities in and #round
parks and sites, the support and oppositione-of heritage amd recreaticnal

interest groups and by thé multitude éf jurisdiétions, especially

. *
federal and provineial, involved 4in cultural and natural resources and

~— ’
in 1:§§reat*qd._ . In order to expand the system of parks in the =arly

S
1970%,

5, -
8, to undertake 1important capital developgénts and to generally
gerve a better educated and environmentally aware public,figrks Canada

N
began some 15 years ago_to‘instttutiqnalize publiec {invelvement. - Today,
some form of publie involyement oceurs in each broad phaée of .the
- a .- V
planning process.

N4 L3
. W .

1
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opportunities in Parks Canada, ﬁamely at“‘the departmenfal policy

-

deveiopment levei, at  the begulatory level, at the park esgablishment

level and at the park'méhagement plan development level. The latter is

-

the focus of the thesis: : .

.~

The - first level of public involgemgnf now occurs at the
Departmental level. Enviror{ment ‘(fanada- launched, with the release in
1981 of its Policy for Public Conétltation and Informhtion Availability,

a program to meet with the public on a regular basis in order to discuss

'|

There are currently four major institutional;zed publie 1nvolvement-

. . . A
environmental  issues and concerns, including programs, policies an

regulations at headquarters and in the regions. These meetings are

- principally intended- to <cover the Program Context. of the -planning
f HY . .

~ process, that is, the Corporate Pra?n Plan, t'he‘Regionai Progrém Plap
. - .
z'ind\to some extent, System Plans. Thele public meetings also invariably

deal with the implementatic‘;n aspect of the plafining process.

"The Public Consultation and Information Availabilify Policy
will seek continuing discussions and a spirit of 'openness
between officials and the public, with the public contributing .
at the earliest possible stages toward development of
prokrams, policies and regulations. This dialégue will be’
encouraged through a framework for convening regulay public
meetings. The policy should:complement and be complemented by
other formgl or informal channels of communication, as well, as
speaific gublic consultation policjes and activities within
the services. “ It is not a substitute for channels of communi-

cation to the Minister.!% (Environment Canada, 1981b,”
brochure) ! *’H\‘ '

InfoF:iiisn} Avallability ' is that the Department will féimburse
. ‘ ‘ ' - %

100 pércent—of the direct transportation ,costs incurred by an interest

group or professional associatlon in sending - one repregentative to a

designated meeting.

wa

., ‘ ‘.
An  fmportant component»fﬁlthe Policy for Public Consultatﬁy{and_
v .

-

A.G
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To qualify, a public interest group or professional association
must satisfy the following requirements:

"1. Be a non-profit organization with an interest in the
policies and program of Environment Canada.

2. Indicate a financial need and be willing fo make available . -

\ a financial statement and budget, if requeskéd. s
3. Indicate the reasons for wishing to atfend a designated
meeting for whioh financial assistance is being equested.' »

4. Participate at the designated meeting." ¢
Canada, 1981b,1pnachure)

The first Headquarters Annual Public Consultation Meeting was held
Septeﬁbgr 21-23, 1982. The agenda was as follows: plenary% sessions on
the Environment Canada Strategic Plan and concurrent discusgion sessions

‘'on  acid rain; National -Parks planning; weather, climate and man ;

[

an watér isSwes; hazardous wastes; forest management and renewal,

nservation strategy; other issues (Environment Canada, 1982d,
B .

. 3-uy. 12

"Industrialists, academ;cs, environmentalists, private
citizens and representatives of several public intefest groups
came to Ottawa in large numbers last September to discuss
Environment Canada's policies and programs.” (Environment
Canada, 1982e, bp. 3-4) ’

e —

More thaﬁ half of the:over 100 groups who attended‘ represented
environmental and wildlife conservation interlsts. Six‘<UhFVersities
sent partiéipantsf The industrial sector includ~d participants from
,DOMTAR, Ab%tibi ‘Pribe. tIL, Honda Motor Corporatiop and SUNCOB.

Professional’ groupé included the Mining Aﬁsdqiation of Canada, the
. . .‘ 0
Tourism Industry Association, the Consumers' Assoclation of Canada and

1

the-Canadian‘ﬁedical Association. - ‘Thrée native peoples' organizations

-
. L3

also participated. .

There were 22 non-governmdntal participants at the National Parks

Planning sessions. Some of the reéomm ndations made were that: Parks

Canada ben'given more representation ! the senior management of the
. ’ . . : -

d

— > . |r
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. Depar;ment; and that public consultation on the establishment of new
natidnal pgrks be national,inot Just local‘ﬁEnv;ronment'Canada; 1982r,
p. 6). o

. Follow-up to ﬁhe meetiﬁg included'an interim draft report which was
\\\;;Stributed at the c¢lose of the_meeting,'a more detaiied report mailed
in December, 1982, to all participants and a formal reply to recommenda-

tions, mailed to participants by mid=-January, 1983.
Envi;onment Canada's regional public consultation meetings were
concﬁfréntly held during September aﬁd October; 1982. ©One-day meetings

were held in 19 cities across Canada, covering topics which ranged from

the DOE Strategic Plan ;o more regional concerns such as recycling and

~
)

‘Jforest management inleitish-Columbia and the environmental impacts of
offshore develapment in the Atlantic Regions. The meépingé were well
attended ana numerﬁrs briefs were tablgd by various groups. The
meetings were prolific in terms of recommendations: fop example,
1il'recommendations came ou; of the four Atlantic grovincial meetings.

Anotne; round of meetings was held in the Spring of 1983. More
ﬁhqn 200 people attended the second annualrheadquafters meeting held in
Ottawa on May b-5, The Strategic Plan was again tackled and workshops
covered acid rain, p;rks and tourism, foréstry, water, wildlife habitat,
nuclearrenergy aﬁd lead {n gasoline (Environment Canada, 1983b).  The

1983" regional’ meetinéb weré held during October and November fﬁf‘

Winnipeg, Regina, Edmonton and Yellowknife. .

It would be ‘premature to determine the impact -of these ‘public

involveﬁent meetings. However,' it would seem, .given ‘the number of

groupa participating at these meetings and the extensive resources beiopg

used by the Department, that this public i{nvolvement program fis

meaningful. Further 'study {s needed to confirm thts assumptton-w

.

“ . Lo
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At the Parks Canada Program level, public involvement is extenaive

.

and touches most significant activities of the Program. Broad

statements on the requirement forrpublic involvement are numerous.

There is even statutory guidance, albeit very weak and subject to
wide discretionary application, eﬁéquraging public involvement. In an

. ‘ ‘ - _
Act to amend the National Parks Act, Chapter 11 of the Statutes of

Canada, 1974, Section 10, which deals with iLhe establishment of several
National Par*i\zjference is made tc public hearings:

“(3)Thg Minister shall, at such time or times as helconsiders
appropriate in the development of National Parks in the areas
described in subsection hold public hearings' in relation

to the plans for the (development of those Parks." (Canada,
1978, p. 13) '

The Parks Canada Polic contains many references t3 public

involvement. This document tatement, approved by the Minister in
Séptember, 3979, was itself éubject to extensive public involvement. 1In
fact, the approved version 'was the eleventh attempg at the document
first drafted January, 1976, and originating in 1961-62. In March,
1976, a discussioh seminar on draft #2, attended by a cross-section of
outside expe;ts, was held at Carleton University. Draft #8 was
distributed in April, 1978, to 300 interest groups and indivtd;als. .

s
fellowed in November of that ysar by seminars open to ‘the publie in

Winnipeg, Toronto, Vancouver, Halifax, Calgary, Ouébeé and Ottawa/Hull.

Subsequent to the agproval and distribution of the policy, the document

- . . )
eéntitled "Response to Public Comments on the Parks Canada Policy" was

given wide distributian in October, 1979 (Environment Canada, 1979a).

ording to the Parks Canada Policy, public participation ~is a

- 5

am policy-. ' ' : o



"Parks Canada will provide opportunities for public participa-
tion at national, regional and local levels, in the develop- .
.ment of policies and plans.” (Environment Canada, 1982b,
p. 13) . ) R

According to the Policy, -public Views will be’ scught on major

issues such as national policies, new park establishment, park
a : '

management plans and large new development proposals. The. public
par;iéipation mechanism used varies depending on ﬁhe situation.

."Therefore opportunities for public participation will be
provided in a variety of ways: public information, meetings,
workshops, questicnnaires, interviews, public hearings,
seminars, publications, or advisory committees." (Environment °*
Canada, 1982b, p. 13) ‘

The Polic} lists_fundamental'principles for public participation: .

"For public participation to be effective, certain principles
are fundamental:

*public discussion prior to final dec151ons,.

*¢lear and accurate information;

*indication of areas requlring decisions and relevant
policiles,. legislation and agreements;

*adequate notice and time for public review;

ccareful consideration of public input;

*information on the nature of comments received and on Parks
Canada's responsét“to participants." (Environment Canada,
1982b, p. 13)

’

According to the Pa5ks Canada Policy, each major actiyity, such "as

National Parks, National Historic Parks and Sites and Heritage Canals,

v

is guided‘ by policy- statements requiring - public participation in

conjuncticn with the establishment and the planning of parks, sites .and
[ . ’ “

-

canals. The Policy gives the following explanatioﬁ for the reasoning
. Y

- * ' s

behind Parks Canada's.support for public involvement:

"Public participation presents numerous advantages. It allows
people interested in heritage 1issues .to meet and exchange
information and points of view. Citizens' ideas and comments
can provide valuable .input to the poliey making and planning
process. Public 1input becomes an integral part of this
process and results in better declisions. - Through such
participation, there can be a better understanding of the
objectives of “fParks Canada and 1] ased ‘public support
essential for heritage proj{_ection‘(Envirénment\ Canada,
13826, p. 13V



Public Involvement in the Planning Process ot .
The Rational Parks planning process, has 'a fairly . consistent
genéral épproach to publie involvement. The minimum number of
participation points at which opportunities should be accorded at the -

System Plan stage, the Parks Purpose "and Objectives  Statement, the

Synthesis-and Alternative Plam Concepts and the Park Management Plan.

. "This is an indication of minimal commitment but "publiecs"
could be invoLved in all product steps illustrated in the
national park planning process diagram. The extent, manner
and responsibility for public involvement will be specified in
the terms of reference." (Environment Canada, 1982c, p. 38)

The National Parks Management Planning Process Manual states the

public input requirement in ibs elaboration of each step of the planning

process as follows:

For the System Plans stage:

"A form of public consultation must be provided at the system

planning stage so that - national, regional  and loral
considerations are accounted for." (Environment Canada, 1982c,
p. 13} - '

3

Elaborate public‘involvemen? programs have occurred in recént years
in the establishment of new natioﬁ;l parks. ‘These. h;ve virtully
occurred, hpweyer, in a wvacuum of guidelfnes, functioning on an aa hoc
basis under regiopal regponsibility. 'Tﬁe lprqposed National Parks and

National Mar] ' Parks System Planning Process Manual (Environment

‘Canada, 1984d) referred to earlier, not only identifies in detail the

sequence of steps in’ establishing a new park, but .5130 offers A
comprehensive‘ treatment of institutionallzed' public involvement ih
guppbrt of the planning.procesé.' The timing, the intenqity,_the publies
and the kind or nature of\public iﬁvoiQement are clearly.identified.” It
is unlike?y that the document will survive approyai withou}‘the deleting

/
/
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of this tteét;ent of'puﬁlic‘involvemeht. The fihal and approved System
quanniné Process Manual - is expec;éd\)to limit public involvement to
generil .statements. This is also the ‘case of the second draft.‘of
revised Nation%l Parks Hapasement'?ianhingaPpocess Manual (énvironment
Canada, 198l4e). It is _curfently believed that sﬁécific gﬁidan;é for
public involvement will Se- provided ;Igéwheré,‘ as yet ‘unAetermined,
than in the tyo plaﬁning manuals pnder revision.

For the Parks Purpose and Objectives Statement ﬂManagement Planning

Process):

"Publie participation is required during formulation of a park
purpose. and objectiveS statement." (Environment Canada, 1982¢,
p. 15} o ) - ' . .

The Terms of Reference of the Manageméat Planning Program arE'to-

_specify and identify the level and type of public involvément. The. Data
M € e of ~ The Data

Base and #nalysis to provide information oh the results of publie

consultatiﬁn. which by this stage would have occurred at the Systems
Planning level and during. the preparation of the Park Purpose énd

Objectives statement. In the preparation of the Synthesis and

[N

Alternative Plan_ Concepts, public wants are to be summarized in the

5; . ynthésis, The only mention of pupi;g_ participation in the Manual's

elaboration of Manageément Plans ‘is that the plan must {identify and

address the concerns of those segments of the public who will be
+ . N i

L3

affected by,.or will affect, the mznagement of the park. The National

Parks Managemeht Planning Manual does .not elaborate on the timing or

- . -
' L)

R LR . L . i
' mechanism of public participation.
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In practice, the key public input occurs in the selection of the
alternative plan concept whlch will form the basis oP a Hanagement Plan,

which, in turn, is to be subjected to public revreu.‘ In. contradiction

to the open planning model approach; there is rarely an orflctal,draft

Fl ' .

i management plan submitted for public review., As will be shoun later

{

meanlngful _public input usually ‘stops at the al!ernative concept stage.

-

from ‘which® an- approved final management plan is developed and
distributed. The Hanagement Plan is usually accompanied by a Management-

Plan Summary document and by a Management Plan Public ” Consultatton

- - -

Summary document.. . . ' R )

It is noteworthy that there is a Management Plan Revteu and amend—_

C

ment, process and relevant general directions proclaiming the ‘need for -

public participation : - . :
) ‘ R ) ' )
"Public participation will occur:

B N ¥ O amendment 1is being ;consideredl far arr approved
management plan,

11} {f in the opinLon of the directcr of thepreg{on. public
involvement would be desirable in a plan revision." '
(Environment. Canada, 1982c¢, p. 76). >

In ‘the casa of National Historic Parka and Sites, the publie

{nvolvement component of theé. management plannifg process is bas‘eally

.

the ‘same as for National Parks. " Indian d Northern Affairs (19779a),

the planning framework document for Nationaf:Historic_Parks and Sites,

however, 1is not as. explicit as‘gx# thé role and "benchmarkh of publin
v " 1 ‘ : - )
involvement, ), The* document, which ts a directive in3tead of .a manual,

hag a total of éleven weak and obscure references, to qullc'involvement.

RN

, . . ‘ » '
- In most gases, it requires. the~.dobument3'>produced for meach planning
. s - . ) ’

' - . R
stage to consider public views, attitudes -and expectations ldent!fied

. -
r

L

.
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' I T ' :
‘through the publie participation process, which is not elaborated in

this directive or elsewhere.
In - this planning directive, there 1is no 'mention of pbbiié{
participation at the first stage of the management planning précéss,'

( . . .
that is, EP the preparation of the Themes and Objectives document. Tg¢

next_%tage, entitled Management Guidelines, identifies the level an&.the

-

type of -public dinvolvement considered. appropriate- and cons1dérs

"influences exterior to the site, such as development pressures in the

vicinity) perceived relationship in the region, politiecal sehhitivitiés

A\

df&gihe roject” (Indian and Northern Affairs, 1979a, p. 6),; . The

oy

De opméét Concepﬁs phase must document and consider publiﬁz views

identified through the public participation process and take  into

account public attitudes and expectation3’ regarding deve;opment "and

alternative concepts. Alternative concepts are not always presented to

the public. e -

Implementation oé;ﬁublic inyolvement in Parks Canada i{s handled for .
the'most part by thé.b;blic participation coordinators of the regions.
Each.region has a public participation coordinator, who, in the case of
the management planning process, works closely QIEh\Lpe blanning team,

which is headed by a project manager. Individual parks are represented

by superintendents on the planning team. The superintendents actively

.participate in most of the public involvement activities of their park.

Program headquarters is for the most part not involved in public

‘ involvement unless there is a politically sensitive dimension which

atﬁracts the Minister's attention, or an 1issue which takes on

significant national impocp{;ce. There is 1little if no coordination of

P

public involvement AaY a/national level, nor national standards baeyaond
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‘those already mentioned, which for all intemnts and purpqées a%e'

meaningless. Public participation, as a Parks Canada. activity, is a
completely decentralized function inconsiétently and ‘differently
implemented by- the regions. Input gathering, diésemination, apalysis

and evaluation, and °‘program evaluation are entirely handled at thé.

‘regional level, where public participation coordinaters have varying

’

authority and responsibility,  especially with regards to pladners.
According to a second draft (November 198B4) of a revised National Parks
Management Planning :Proceas Manual, the responsibility for the public
participation program rests with' the regional Public Participation
Coordinator and the responsibility for integrating results of the public
participation program within the planning program is that of the
Planning Team Leader, designated for the park management plan in
question (Environment Canada, 1984e, pp. 31-32).
SELECTED CAS OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN
PARK PLANNING — OVERVIEW

Master Plans — Emergence of Public Involvement inm Park Planning

Developed in 1968, a public hearing policy was instituted in 1970
on the provisional master plans for national parks, the predecessar to
current management plans. '~ They were not however public hearings as
formally defined, but rather large formal puttlic meetings.

"The intent of the Hearing Programme was, geherally, to

solicit public opinion and involvement in the planning and

development of national parks. The public was advised through

press, radio and television that a hearing was to be held.

Sixty days prior to a scheduled hearing, information kits

explaining .the park proposal were majz available at various

locations to the pubjjc. At the héaring, the public were

invited to give short veérbal submissions of their position, or

written statements relating to the proposed plan. A summary
of all copments received was then prepared by the Branch and
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sent to all participants, after whicﬂ Parks . Canada .issued a
documtent outlining their reaction and comments on the informa- !
tion provided by the public." (Olsen, 1976, p. 142) '

?rom April, 1970, to Fqbruary,'197", the gEQIic Hearing P;ogrammé
involving National Park provisional master plans was impleaented. The
first hearing was held April 1, 1970, to review the plan for Kejimkujik
National Park in Nova-Scotia. The provisional'méstér plan was pres;;téd
by the Chaifﬁan as a concept with the 1n£ention that the process of
consultatioﬁ and dﬁalogue-would shape the finél master glan {Indian and
Northern Affairs, 1970a,b,c}. Heérings followed at Cape Breton Highlands
National Park in Nova-Scotia (Indian and Northern Affairs: 1970d,e,r;
i971a), Fundy National Park 1in New-Brunswick, (Indian and Northern
Affairs: 1970g,h; 1971b), Forillon National Park {Indian and Northern

Affairs: 5971c: 1973a) and La Mauricie National Park (Affaires

indiennes et du Nord, 1972) in Québec, and Prince Albert Natiomal Park

"in Saskatchewan (Indian and Northern Affairs: 19701; 1971d,e: 19773b;

197531, : _ ' . L
Betwqen April 16-=26, 1971, the then National and Historic Parks
Branch held puplic-hearings in Calgary, Edmonton and Vancouver on the
provisional master plans of the four contiguous Rocky Mountain Parks,
namely, Banff, Jasper, Kootenay and Yoho National Parks k(Indian and -
Northern = Affairs:’ 1969; 1971f,g,h). The Banff Natlonal Park
p;ovisional.master plan's inclusion of a massive visitor services centre
]

proposal at Lake Louise incorporating an all-season mountain village
asparked such controversy and public pressure that a separate publin
hearing was held from March 9 to 11, 1972, in Calgary to specifically

deal with the March 25, 1970, Memorandum of Intent signed between the

Crownn and Village  Lake Louise Ltd. BSubsequent to the  hear'ng's
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discussiopfand review of more éﬁén 2;500 briefs submitted, the Ministér'
anéounced on July 12, 1972, in Calgary, the government's deéisiob ﬁot to

approve .the Léke Louise pr;ject.f Similar éon£rgversy surrounded a

proposed. major expansion of downhill ski facilities at Sunshine Village,

Banff National Park (Indian and Northern Affairs: 1972b, 1973c; 197A;;i
1975b, 1976b, 1978a; Environment Canada, 1982g,h: Rouse, 1972¢ O'Brien,"
1973; Herrero, 1979; Slcan, 1979; Touche, 1979; White, 1979).

The Lakg Louise project rejecticn made it clear that Parks Capada;s
approach to publiec consultation had to be reshaped. Lake Louise was’
more é cage of failure of the public consultation to resglve opposing
views. Public consultation had created confro;%ation "which led to
polarization rather than problem solving. It was also a case of public
input at the decision making level and not at the planning or policy
making level.

Overall, the Public Hearing Programme experiment is. described as
follows: o

"Generally speaking, these programs failed to gain public

support for the plans presented. In fact, public opposition

was so strong that plans presented to the hearings were not
formally adopted.

These ' results probably reflect many factors. The
subjects of the hearings were' invariably prepared plans
presented in published form. Such materials were likely
construed as evidence that the agency had already decided on
the plans. There was 1little opportunity for the ordinary
citizen to participate.”™ (Houle, 1978, p. 41) :

Early in 1974, Indian and Northern Affairs {1974b) proposed policy
guldelines to improve the public consultation process with the objective
of structuring a public participation process that responded to changing
public concepts of involvement while ensuring the integrity of the Parks

Canada decision-making process. The proposed - policy set the ground

rules for the public participation approach that survives to this day.



Public involvement was Heéentralized to the regions and parks and
institutionalized in key?bhaées_gq the - ongoing management procéss that
would now.reﬁuire alternative ‘concepts to be presented to the pdblic.

This latter strategy would'give:the 6ublic choices hopefully mitigating- .

-

‘'opposition and .polarization over issues. Decentralization of the .

process wé§~ designed to ahaﬁe‘ Ppublic partiecipation tai}ored to_suit

-

- individual p@rk and regional'situations. This decentralization explains

- M
v -

the current lack of natlonal standards for publiec participation noﬁed

-

w.

earlier. -

# S;nce 19%?,';here;hage been humerous publie consultation exercises
in conjunctign with tbe master planning process or more recentlﬁ,
'qanagementv%lanning proéess. One of the first teats of the new approach -
was that of the brov;%ionalﬁ master plan for Riding Mountain Natlonal |

Park- in Manitecba. The program, which began late in 1974, ended in 1

February, 1977, with the officialiy approved plan (Indian and Neorthern

- -

Affairs: 197%¢, 1975c¢c, 1975 & 1976, 1976c, 1977a,b: Davidsor;’, 1979,

Kariel, 1979; MacFarlane, 1979). The stages of the process were: as

L)

f'ollows:

"Public participatioh was tc help establish the data base and
identify the issues(’to be resolved through planning in the
firs stage, Information Exchange. The next step, Concept
Review, would involve an analysis of the expanded data base
and preparation of alternative plan concepts by Parks Canada.
Participants in turn were to provide evaluation of the

alternatives. © The results from this second stage would be
evaluated and organized into a set of best plan proposals by
the agency. These too would be evaluated by citizen partici-

pants, and the agency alike’ in the third stage, Plan
Evaluation, prior to the preparation and approval of the f1n11
park plan by Parks Canada." (Houle, 1978, p. 43)

The techniques of the Riding Mountain Natieonal Park Master Planning

public participation included: media announcements in daily newsapapers



i

. ' l - | ) .
nd television ~1nterv ews, citizen-

“across Canada, region@l - radio

ubmissions‘ or attendaqne at public ’
\ 3

national 'and regiona} interests,_;
i

.parflcipation "by way oﬂ written
» \ . \‘
meetings, mailing lists\_spanning

information packages, fordhl infon ﬁion meetings and hlliday infdrmall

sdrop-ins in various locatidps, and \n\blic feedback sessions involving

presentation of briers and \staheme ks by individuals and organized

!

‘ groups. Houle (1978) emarks that 1 rge formal\meetings dominated the

-

process, and since all ublic'meétiné Qgsaions were held 1in he. region,

i

| fhe end result was ap approved

regional participation -p edominateH.

plan, produced close to Nchedule, whlich received a good easure of

publie ~input' and support. Accordin to Houle (1978) some "3,200

. , - * - -
information packages were distributed in the first stage. approximately
* - . 4 ) -

2,400 people attended the  Information Exchange meetings, and

approximately BOO attended the Concept Review. Thé mailing,list for the

CF

program grew from an initial 300 to é 200 A questionnaire survey

distributed at the end of the program produced 288 responsds (18 per
. \J’)J& .
cent return) with over 90 per zent’ ranking the best plan proposals as's

1

good?tplexcellent {Houle, 1978,>p. ug).
Point Pelee Hational Park Hanagement Plan : )

with the approval in 197§ of the Management Planning,Proéess for
Nétional Parks. public inyolvemenﬁ along the lines of tne gporﬁach taken
in’ Riding Mountain National Park bename policy. There are often
variances to the .model. especially in recent years. Tnign_snmetimes

depends on the initial existence of a provisional master pian -or on the

complexity and controversy'o}\envtsaged developments.
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In 1977 Parks Canada initiated a review .of the 1972 Mastér &1an or ’

‘ fa e y
; Point Pelee Nitional Park in order to deyelop a management plan (Indian

IS

o
-

- and Northern Affairs,v1978b, Enuironment Canada, 1981e, 19821,j) The

. - T -
- . IR S ;\__

E) development of the management plan was - undertaken in fourqphases and
-. ”'oontained three opportunities for»public involvement. Public 1nput was'

» it -

D
nobtained during Ehe first three pﬁases of the planning process. - .
. . . M"Th phase procesS—Thtiudeg a ;.’#;; :g. .
P . the preparation, of background materials {Phase I); fﬁ_" Py <.

- the formulation of- alterdative Park plans (Phase II); .
* the preparatlon of- the Draft Management Plan (Phase III)
and - s
_* the . preparation of this. - ‘Management Plan (Phase IV);
. (Environment Canada, 19821, p. 109) L7 . "
-~ . R _—

_ During phas& I two ‘open houses were held and meetings were héld with

» provincial and national interest groubs and with. the Point Pelee
ﬁationai Park,Advisory Committee.
.. “The;pre;iminary_stage of.public consultation was designed to:
_ S F inform the . publi¢ that ~ a Management - Plan was being
Lo developed; ) : o - -
. .*-provide the publie; with an opportunity to examine .the
- technical information that had been completed on the Park
resources and usés, and :
.* to identify the. public's.ideds, comments, and concerns w{th
! ~regard ' to” the future: use "and development: of the Park."
- (Environment’ Canada, 19821, p. 109) '
Phase I concluded in October 1978 with the issuence to interested

members of the‘publioiof‘airramework paper developed with the comments

$ obtained from- the- public in 1977, technical data and Parks Canada's

review ‘of the 1972 Master Plan (Indian and Northern Affairs, 1978b).
The framework paper discussed issues and problems to be addressed in the
plan and outllned-a general approach for the resolution. It was the

“basifs for the development of alternatives.

"*-r"ﬂ'
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“Phase 11, whiah 1asted about two years, involved the detelopment

——

.and aubmission to-the publie of” alternative park plans. Parks Canada and

a consulting’fipm developed four pneliminary development concepts that

* 4 ]

~one general ooncept con31dered most

(Lan plan Collaborative Ltd., 1979). .Based: on

ﬁ;thislone concept,v;hree ssible park pIans were developed and summarized

intota document.ﬂ it was pn ented to the public late in 1978. /‘

’“A comment sheet, .and information handout illustrating ‘the*

.'hf-‘ 'proposals, was produced and circulated to those on our mailing

. ‘_list and to 'all .other dnterested .parties. Four‘ogen houses-
. Were. held in December- TQ?@'in Léemington, the.Park, Windsor

-..., and. Toyonte. Tomnc interested parties were encourageéd to

‘forward their comments ‘to Parks Canada. Over 90 responses
- with, 350 comments were rece1ved. A record of these comments
' . and a summary “with Parks' Canada responses for Phase II are
- —-availapble irt separate documents.“ . (Environment Candda, "1982i,
- .-p 111 . \ s g :

~

Phase 11 was initiated' nith the analysis and evaluatianm of the

-
r

three_park plansg .and the public comments received. This resnlted in the:

¥ - -

identification of‘the most de51rable plan, which was documented a% the

Dra?t Management Plan. In 1982, the Draft Management Plan-wae'circulated

to tpe"public for final review and comments (Environment Canada, 19810).&

r »

The public provided ‘more than 30 different comﬁenta . which, were

i

considened in preparing, the Flnal Management Plan. A aeparate document

summarized the public’s comments on the draft plan and;?arks'Canada‘s

. response.

During phase IV, the hohase ITI puhlic comments were taken into
account in the final revision and editing of the Management,Plan that -
obtained ‘the Minister's approval in 1982, Parks Canada‘also.produced as
a -aeparate docnment a summary of the three phases of the public
consultation program and (Parks Canada's response. A -section of 'thel

report entitled Highlights of Public Comments lists some 30 specific

publiec comments under the following categories: protection of park

o

B
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fesgurceé, .1n%erpretayion;,_recreation activities,  visitor cirépfhtion,
H ..;’ . - L - .

- support- and visiypr fdcilities and parking and .roads.’ Thé:30ié&mments

.

are;glaimeqﬁlo beid’Summary of. those received during the thfgé pﬁasdb

-

. review.: " The -table also provides a Parks Canada response in terms of f:

’ “YFS“ or’ "Nd"' to the inqd;porqpigﬁ of the specific comments 1ﬁ ‘thé

management plan. ~Moreover, there are, in many cases, specific comments

-

‘made bj Parks Canada alongside the public .comments (Environmgnt\Canaaa, -

1982h, p. 129). o ' _ o

» ‘e
: - ]
o -

-7 / ~ ‘ v .'n‘

St. Lawpencp Islands Nétioﬁal Park Hﬁnagement Plan .o

- \‘

The as.yet incomplete St. Lawrence Islands National Park manag

planning process is an example  of the significant infldence._pdbriﬁ g ﬁ.

’

[

LY

" involvenment, initially_ in the form of opposition foiloweq by " -,

"
1

. N u N . h -
consultation, can have on an original proposal.1 In 1975, proposdls to®

expand the Park from 3 square miles tc 30 square miles receivéﬁ-

uﬁfavourabLe puﬁlicity and very strong opposition, especially f}om'iocal:-

i

1and and cottage owners of this prestigicus recreational area. -.A'pa;f
manaéement plan - will likely soon be released incorporati?g-‘nuﬁgrouﬁ
capiﬁal d%velopment schemes and equally significant, the extenston or :
the park to oniy 3.6 square miles, on a "willing buyer-willing éellér“’
basis only. The history of this case 1is worthwhile exploring in éorg
detail"és it pro#ides insighi ihto the nature of public ihvolveﬁent;
‘especiélly ‘the use of citizen cpmmittees, in the management‘ pianning

’

process.
In resﬁonse to the opﬁosition to -the 1975 proposal, the Minister
formed a citizens' committee, the St. Lawrence Islands National Park

Advisory Committee {SLINPAC), to advise him on the future of the park.

ement* v
T + LAY
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Subsequent to 4. public conéu;tabinn program, the Advisory Committee

L

xeleased a report in 1918 which recommended that

only

K

" the park expand to

twg‘ to five squane miles and not to t)e initially proposed

30 square miles; Parks Canada onrdinate its plans with the province of .

b “

Ontario (the St. Lawrence Park Commission), as part of an ~overall

-

concept involving a THousand Islands Heritage Area which would stress

interpretation as a ‘primary . function and a close relationship between

prese

Park

-

accep

rvation, education and recreation (St. Lawrence Islands Nat{dnal

Advisory Cemmittee,. 1978}..'3 Most of the recomméndations

ted by Parks Canada and the government of Ontario.

were

In response to the SLINPAC report, an on-going advisory committee,

the Thousand Islands Her*tage Advisory Committee, was set up to

Parks

]

—_— PN

“‘-_
Canada and the 3t. Lawrence‘ Parks Commission 1implement

]

help

the
&

fhousand‘Isladds Heritage Area. In July, 1881, the Committee comonleted

the Thousand Islands Heritage Area Concept,

. nated

which stressed the coordi-

development _and management -of the area's: heritage resources

(Thoueahd Islands Herytage ‘Area Advisory Committee, 1881).

prepa

The

ration iof a management plan fo~ the St. Lawrence Islands Naticnal

L.

Park which would tHcorporate %ppropriate elements of the Heritage Are:x

Conce

“commi

ot thereafter became Parks (Canada's means to implement the federal

tment in the qoncept.

A

"The concept was completed in July 1981 and contains,

commitments from government agencies and the private sector

for the coordinated development and management of the area's

heritage resources. Parks Canada and the Ontario St. -Lawrence

‘Parks Commission will play a lead role in 1implementing the

concept. The Parks Commission will coordinate provincial
involvement, and Parks fafiada will implement federal
commitments in the concept through, the development of .a
management plan for 3t. Lawrence Islands National Park. ' This
management plan will involve the newly formed St. Lawrence
Islands Advisory Committee." (Environment Canada, 1982%, p. 3)



.-
Ay

-’/—_‘_'_

-
TN ]
o

In’ June, 1982, .the new citizens' committee entltle_c! the

>

' St. Lawrence Islands Advisory Committee (SLIAC) was .set up ;basically

from sthé membership of. the previous citizens' cormn'fl.t.tes_-.1'5 - SLIAC's role -
1§“to obtain public input on the management planning process ;ﬁd to
~advige the Superintendent on, the ‘preparation and implementation of the '

park management plan and on public concerns (Environmeﬁt' Canada, 19821).'.

The citizens' committee is but orne of three formal public involvement.

. .

mechanisms Being used in the managemént planning process of the park,
" the other two,being the issuance of Newsletters and the holding of Open T

Houses by Parks Canada. It .is noteworthy that although the advisory

[}

committee's meetings are open to the public, they are not'rormal public -

hearings, as the -committee considers park management issues referred to

it by Parks Canada- _ .

1

The * management —planning proéess for the St. Lawrence Islandn

- ’

National Park involved four main steps subject to some form of formal
public review. The public consultation strategy initially proposed -is

illustrated by Figure 2 (Environment Canada, 1982m).

It is fnteresting to note tﬁht: Newsletter No. 1, actﬁally.dated

fumgust, 1982, provided the Pérk-Purpose and Objectivés Statement of the

Parks and did not solicit the public's view of what it should be:

Newsletter No. 2, actually d&ted January,‘1983, provided the i{ssues and T

Ministerial commitments, whereby soliciting comments within thing

™, .. ' -

\\\Nframework; Newsletter No. 3, actually dated July, 1983, presented Parks
L . -

- Canada's preferred COndept and no other alternatives as 1nitially_

intended. The submission of one concept instead of the usual three

alternatives is not uncommon practice, even though there i3 no allowanoe

R Y
for it in the existing Management Planning Process Manual. Proviginn
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. FIGURE 2. ST. LAWRENCE ISLANDS NATIONAL PARK MANAGEMENT

Management Planning
-Process Steps

1.-Define the Purpose
and Objectives of
the Park (Park
Purpose and
Objectives Statement)

\
2. Collect information
and identify park.
concerns {Data Base
& Analysis)

3. Develop alternative
concepts for the
Park (Synthesisd and

CAlternative Plan
Concepts) - actually
one concept.

4, Develop a Park
Managenent Plan
based on the' most
suitable concept.

Source: arks Canada,
Public Consultation

v

- ' & -

PLANNING PROCESS

~ Form of Public Invalvement

- Newsletter No. 1, July, 1982

-~ Newsletter MNo. 2,,September, 1982

- Newsletter-No. 3, April, 1983

- Open Houses (in Park, Toronto, Ottawa

and Xingston) June, July & August
— Newsletter No. ¥ (feedback on
comments received} November, 1983

- Advisory Committee review of fina
draft Management Plan, March, 198

- Newsletter Né. 5 (highlights of d
Minagement Plan) April, 198U

Ontdrio Region, Publie Consultation

1983

1
q.

raft

Division,

Strategy - S5t. Lawrence Islands. National Park

Management Plan, Mavy,

1982,

.

)
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for a preferred concept 1is- however made. in the-.proposed revised manual
where "in some cases it may be concluded that there are no alternatives
and one specific'concept will be produced"” (Environment Canada, 1984e,

pp. 18-19). This was 1likely the case for the St. Lawrence Island

National Park Management Plan, given the earlier refinement of scope and

‘-._dﬁhoice and the size of park. A one-concept approach could however be

stressed as an exception and require clear and public justification. At
the time of writing, a fourth newsletter highlighting a draft of the
management plan had been ‘eirculated, a summary of publis commente—
produced and, in August, 1984, a manageﬁent plan was submitted for

Ministerial approval which, as -of~ October, 1984, had not yet been

obtained.

L
Four Mountain Parks Block Management Plan
Probébly the most elaborate {spme W\ years), expensive (some

-

$1.1 million) and controversial management planning process ani publie
<
Hyvolvement pregram is that of the Four Mountain Parke quck Management
Plan which, at time of wﬁiting,' December,' 1684, is ipcomplete and
subject to, controversy. Covering Banff, Jesper, Yoho and Kooﬁenéy‘
National Parks, the block management plan, which will "contain general
statements of direction, 11l set the framework within which individual
park management plane will then be developed" (Environment Canada,
1984f, p. 2). It is a renewed attempt (the previous one, in the early
70's, ended up with the Lake Louise controversy) to map out the glneral
future development of the area. From the outset, it should be pointed.

out that these parks epitomize the duality of Parks Canada's mandate,

namely conservation and recreation, and that both are Fepresented by




-
&>
/

' exceptionally strong and infl,uential groups, inherently polarized. r ‘I'his N

s problem is f‘urther *complicated by the existence in the-aree of‘ tue two

-, -a-_;

national park towns or tounsites of Banff and Jasper -whereuthere. is a

[
b . UTUINIPRN

permanent population,' y.ear ~round services and Iarxtensive- 'inunicipaI u—

v

: inf‘rastructure. A brief descrip&ion of the planning progra;n and a- few

..vf)‘{ : 15‘

rhe - l - 'w-- .

.comments will be made Here. However, the F"o_sn- Mduntgin Park Block‘w

- . e .'..

Management Plan Prbgram meri,ts f‘urther studv and. ,.s,er:l.aus evaluagion, as o
." . ’ o -

- pa—
" . .r_. ,‘15. - ‘-"

*it embraces, probably mor'e than any other planning exercise concluded or

-- I, '-‘
: -’

proposed, most of‘ the strengths? weaknesses and prob]:ems associated’,wit?lr

LR L

Parks ,.Canada s : management' < planning and institutionalized public,

. -4 -

involvement. It will and should centainly be the sub;ject ‘of much
w "'..- \-

Wk ;-_

academic activity 'and,-ﬂ hOpef‘ully, internal e‘valuation. Figure” 3

- ,,"v'-' i T '
“{llustrates a schematic~~ interpretation of the process proposed and of‘
& the process which actuall‘y occunred' to date. L SR %o a -
¥, Y - g ¥ 20 '. o) ..,

The planning program began in 1981 and led to meetings of the first

phase of. the public partigipation program which- were held in the spring

a

of 1982 to introduce the planning program to ther public, identify issues

fed

« g

et

of concern, and obtain‘~ f‘eedback on the draft, Purpose and Objectives T

Statement (Environment Canada, 19814g, P 6).) P..xblic fnput on this stage .

v

involved public meetings, an sextensive mailingr list, letters and -

- ~

telephone calls. " A document oalled a Public ‘In'put Chart surf‘acea

-
- —‘,

subsequently and. provided a- Lengthy» list of questions and concerns or

> * -

.suggestions made by the public and corresponding responses by Parks N

Canada, all grouped unde,r Spveral headings (Environment Canada, 1982n,_

- . -t

pPp. 1 ay. The do‘cument d’oes not— analyze or summarize, or indjcate-

. s

(ohangés to the draf‘t );"ur:pose ahd Objectives Statement. It created an )

L.

¢ - ~ -

awareness of issues and nof lf,arks Canada s way of thj.nking and general

positions on these issues.

- -

r ~~ -

e

RS A
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PROPOSED AND ACTUAL PLANNING PROCESS FOR THE

FOUR MOUNTAIK PARKS PLANNING PROGRAM

Program introduction
Draft purpose and,

objectives statement
Issue identification

I‘—Phaae 1 Public input

LI— Data Base and Analysis

(background papers}’

Planning Options
{Alternative Plans)

Four Mountain Parks
Management Plan

Plan Summary
Issued

Park Management Plan
(Final preparation of
individual park plans;
would include public
review of plans prior
to approval) -

Partially

adapted from:

Phase 2 Public input

- | Phase 3 Public input

Proposed

Spring 1982

Spring f983

Spring 1984

Minister's approval
(Fall 1984),

Actual

March-April, 1982
March-May, 1983

June-July, 1984

L LT

Draft Four Mountaln
Parks Management
Plan entitled "A
Planning Scenario
for Four Mountain
Parks Block {(draft)"
Fall, 1984

Public input
{(invitational
meetings only)
November and
winter 1984

—eet

Four Mountain Parks
Management Plan’

¥

Parks Canada, Western Region,

(Minister's approval
proposed for early 1985)

A Planning

Scenario for the Four Mountain Parks Block (draft), Calgary, Alberta:

1

Parks Canada,

Western Reglon,

"Participation

Novembes, 1984, p.
Newsletter — -Four Mountain Parks Mdnagement  Planning Program”,

Dctober, 1983, p. 1.
H\\__‘_

—_—

{

n

™



.Phase II meetings of the participation program; held in the spriﬁé '
of 1983, were preceded by background papers, sent on_request, aimed at
outlining the current status and implications of various plaﬁning

1ssues.. ”

: {
"Scheduled, public meetings were held in Calgary, Red Deer,
Edmonton, Hinton, Jasper, Banff, Field, Golden and Radium
during March, 1983. These meetings were organized into two’ °
sessions: open house sessions which gave everyone a chance to
browse through the information and displays, and small discus-
sion gréhps which brought people together to analyze and
explore specific "topics such as resource protection, back-

, country management and recreation.

Additional meetings, which were requested by specifiec groups
of interested people, were held 1In Victoria, Vancouver,
Castlegar, Cranbrook, Edmonton, Calgary and Jasper...

There was also an awareness program run by staff in the four
parks this summer . The .main purpese of this program was to
make .park visitors more aware of the Four Mountain Parks
Management Planning Program, and to provide opportunities for
these visitors to let Parks Canada know how they felt about
the parks." {Environment Canada, 1983¢, pp. 1-2)

ﬁearly.1,000 peo%le participated in Phase II meetings and bgtween
100 and 150 written submissions were mailed to Parks Canada (Environment
Canada, 1983d, p: 1). The feedback' product of.this public input was a
Newsletter  containing summarf paragraphs dealing with & broad planning
areas, namely: the planning programs, resocurce protection, backcountry
management, recreatiqn, cqmmunication; frontcountry accommodations, the
role of\iowns and visitalr serviée centres, transportation and others
SEnvironment Canada, 1983¢). A Publie Input Summary'Document; basically
a newsletter, was also producéd (Environment .Canada, 1983e). It
included the above summary péragraphs as well as the gpecific.comments

and suggestions_ generated by the public. This summary of public

comments sguggested no position by Parks Canada and analysis was limited

Lo general statements such aé: "there was strong support for..., most

who commented felt that... the suggestion repeated most fﬁequentlv...
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_many ‘of thbse' w?o commented..." (Environment Canada, 1983e, pp. 3-6).

No response by Parks Canada was made, as in the case of the Public Iﬁput

.

Chart of the first phase.

Phase III of the Jprogram, which occurred in the summer of 1984,
became the_most,gkitiﬁal and controversial, involving the public review

of three optiocns. ?hese were based on the comments received in the

-

previous two phases and input from other government agencies that could

be considered within the contéxt of Parks Canada's policy.

"Each option was applied to the seven frontcountry dgér—
‘accessible) and four backcountry areas that made up the four®
parks. These options, while consistent with policy, differ
" with respect to the number and type of visitor factlities -
development, the visitor capacity of the parks and the degree

of mitigation of resource impacts required." (Environment
Canada, 1984g, pp. 1-2)

Each option was based on a central concept or theme incorporating
varying lepnals of facility development and use. Optlon A, described as
'g.imited Response to ﬁemand"; was the -low-growth choice emphasizing

resource proteqtibn'of the parks, and called for only in-fill develop-
- ' QA . s '
ment of new hotel apd motel rooms in  Banff and Jasper. Option B,

! - 1 . * .
described as "Accommodate Increased Demand", would allow for expanslon

of existing facilities, but few new ones.
"Option B represents most closely the existing management
approach. Trade-offs between resource protection, use and
development would continue to be made. Accommedating more use
and development in areas where these activities currently
occur would bpe favoured as long as it was environmentally

acceptable." (Environment Carhda, 1984h, Planning Options,
p."5)
Optidn C, entitled ™Accommodate Increased Demand", would involve

promoting the parks as national and international tousist destinatiocns
and allowing large-scale exﬁansion and construction of new facilities.
- "To help achieve this, the existing facility infrastructure

would be expanded and new facilities provided. While develop-
ment would continue td occur in an environmentally sensitive
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manner, a higher degree of resocurce impact may occur i.n
"¢, assoclation with this option. Active resource management may

be required in response to these impacts." (Environmént

Canada, 1984h, Planning Opttons, p. 5)

.'I'he public participation program involved mailing 2,500 of: the
elaborate option packages “to selegé groups and individuals. Each
package contained 12 editorial pb—fis_;hed and high quality dacuments that
provided an overview and addressed key planning areas of the parks.1
Each of the latter documents contained an options matrix edef‘-ining the
consequences of the options. 'The feedback mechanism consisted of é
mail-back quesﬁionnaire foh each planning area, which basically asked to
select an opt£0n and make genqul comments. A postage pre-paid pre-
addressed envelope was also provided.

The public participgtion program also” included open houses held in

_June, 1984, in Edﬁonton, Jasper, Field, Calgary, Invermere, Banf?f,
. {
Victoriavand\Vancouver and, as with the other phases of the planainrs
process, an advertising campaigﬁ.involving local radio and newspapers.
The open houses attracted almost 1,500 persons, and 3,060 response forms
‘were received by the end of -August, 1984 (Environment Canada, 19%8.g,
p. 0).

Parks Canada's position seemed obvicus: the middle—réad, status
quo compromise of Option B. Public preference alsc seemed predictable
and the whole planning process and publickinvolvement appeared orcﬁer—
trated %or a final selection of Opticon B, with some variations to aconm-
modate extreme - and powerful pressures towards either of the other two
Options.

However things did not happen as could be expected. A polariza-
tioh of response developed, thé majority towards Option A, while

Option C supporters, the pro-development types, who apparently had not

actively participated before, expressed their interests.
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The -June public hggrings made it épparent _that participants

favoured Option A. Criticism &f the program mounted. Accusations of .

ket

environmentalist takeover .and unrepresentativeness of real publig

‘opinion surfaced in the media (Calgary Herald, June 23, 1984; Globe and

Mail, Oct..19, 1984 and Nov. 24, 19&3). ’ .o

v - -

Before the deadline for receiving public comments, initially

-

July 27 and later extended to August 30, 1984, the Parks Canada Steering
Committee for the planning program met in Jasper, July 17-19, 1984, to
discuss the options and develop an .initial block scenario which favoured-

Options B and C. This meeting outraged environmentalists, who claimed

pﬁblic input was not being considered.

"Before the deadline for receiving public comment, senior park
planners met in Jasper and produced a draft document entitled
Plan Scenaric for the Four Mountain Park Block, whielw
;described itself as "largely ‘consistent with .the concebpts
outlined in Options B and C of the planning package.

Although only 300 to U0OO0 of the 3,380 public responses
had been received,- Mr. Pike said the draft document has since
been changed and "increased emphasis has been placed on our
resource protection mandate. We have (made) and will continue
to make, changes to the suggested direction based on publin
input." (Globe and Mail, Nov. 24, 1984, p. unknown)

In the final analysis of the 3,060 respodses received prior tn
September 4, 1084, 49%- selected Option A, 33%, Option B and 6%,

Option C (Environment Canada, 1984g, p. 8).

By October, 1984, Parks Canada announced a new round of public
m¥etings by invitation only {(alsa ecalled adviaory, clonel-ian-~ e
O

{pvitational meetings) to be held in falgary and Ottawa in Decamhnr,
1984 The meetings would discuss the revised version of the planning
scenarioc for the parks, in fact a draft management plan for the four

mountain parks.



*A ®block plan™ scenario has bBeen drawn from the -opfions.
reviewved and commented on by the general publie, government

" agencies and special interest,groups during the summer. It
will be the focus of invitational meetings to be called by
Parks Canada late in November.

"The meetings to be held in Calgary and Ottawa, are
intended to ‘bring together people from a broad spectrum of
inE@rests to discuss and advise on how well the block plan
fits : the expectations of Canadians and to recommend on any -
need for adjustments", the director said...

He noted that concern has been raised publicly over a
preliminary draft of the blpck plan developed by Parks Canada
officials whilé the public consultations were still in
progress in July. "The contention is that the plan do€s not
conform to the general direction indicated by those who
responded - thrdugh questionnaires handed out at open house
meetimgs ~ in Alberta and British Columbia, and through
individual briefs. ¥

Kun said that "advice also came to the planning team from
meetings with senior provincial and federal government
officials as well as meetings with special interest groups".
Kun said he believes the planning team has‘:me a good job of
reflecting: the total input in the current version: of the
plan." {Environment Canada, 1984f, pp. 1-2)17

The_yeleased draft document and its companion document -(Environment

Canada, 1984i)-call for a "block ®irection" combiningselemgnts of alt

the Options despite the publiec input which strongly favoured low-growth.

"Viewed cqllectively, the block direction statements, which
contain elements from pach of the three planning options, are
an assertion of Parks Canada's continued cOmmitment to the
preservation - and protection of 'the natural environment of .the
parks and to their effective management . within the parks
regional setting." (Environment Canada, 1984g, p. i)

e
»

On the ohe hand, acaordiqg te the S3cenario document, over 95% of

) - -
the parks' lands would be designated and managed as Zone II Wilderness
lands. Snowmobiling would be prohibited and park airfields closed. The
total area devoted to visitor accommodation in the f»ontcountrv, other
than campgrounds, would not be increased. On the other hand, develop-
mentii?f existing services and facilities within presently establi;hed

boundaries would be allowed Iin order to accommodate increase in” use and

expand the range of appropriate park oppeortunities.
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"An inereaég .in " the supply of visitor accommodation would '

oceur through the development of new hotels and motels in the
town of Banff and Jasper, the expansion of existing outlying

106

commercial acqommodation operatlions, to the capacity ol *.

existing leasehold areas (which would set defineable limits),

the expansion -of existing campgrounds, the establishment or

several new campgrounds and mingr’ expansion of the system of

hostels. A modest ‘increase in the number of backcountry tratl

shelters, alpine huts and, on a pilot basis, commercial ..lodges

would occur. New facilities would be situated in discrete and

environmentally appropriate areas, and their use would . occur.
under controlled circumstances. Existing shelters, huts and

lodges _would be upgraded and, where appropriate, expanded.®

(Environment, Canada, 1984g, p. ii) |

-

It is noteworthy that the selected scenario draft document situates

the ;&1e of public involvement in the decision—making process.

L3

"It should be noted that, while public consultation plays an
meortant ‘role in Parks Canada's decision-making framework, it
is only one of four major factors taken into consideration.
The other three parameters include: =
i) Legislation and policy (the National Parks Act, Parks
Canada Poliey);
i1} Natural resources (the flora, fauna, landscapes) that
make up the parks; and
iii) National and regional relationships (the existing land
uses in the parks, travel and visitation patterns and the
role of the parks in the mational park system).
All these factors, plus Parks Canada's own responsibility and

- expérience as a land managing agency contribute to the final

decision and recommendations that constitute a park management

plan, or in this case, a draft plan scenario." (Environment .

Canada, 19&“3, p. 6)°

A very recent article in Maclean's magazine sheds some light on

program:

"As for the survey results, coordinator Pike declared:. "4We
are not engaged in a voting process. We do not plan by vote”,
But Pike rejected environmentalista' charges that Parks Canada
misled- them — aod othe~ Canadians — by ignoring their
suggestions  for wilderness conservation. He admitted that
officials agreed on a policy last July before studying all the
submissions on the future of the Rocky Mountain parks, but he
added that his officials had sampled a wide range of public
opinion. Declared Pike: "We were under a deadline that said
we had to have a document on the minister's desk by the end of
Saptember. alling an electicon chaneed thav."

vd

what transpired, how the public inpur was regarded and the status nf the
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The transfer of power from the LiberaX® o the
Conservatives and complaints about Parks Canada's latest
attempt to shape the future of mountain wilderness_have given
the environmentalists a second chance to influence planning.
The new Tory Environment minister, Suzanne Blais-Grenier will
announce the extent of development permitted in the parks by

... early next year, but her officials -say they plan to meet with
environmentalists, academic business people and interested.
- individuals in Ottawa, ngzary and - Vancouver until early
December before presenting their recommendations. Neither
aide expects easy discusasions. As Plke said: "What should a

park be? There is no easy answer." (Legge, 1984, p. unknown)

Irrespective of the final outcome, the Four Mountain Parks
management’ planning program réises many questions that can only
partial;y' be answered here without further research into what
transpired, incluﬁing the role of internal political pfessure to meet
deadlines and of the other 1influences or  pressures which occurred
outside of th; mainstream public involvement program. Even with an
optimum planning and public involvement program, it is unlikely that a1l
Jintereéted parties would have been satisfied with the results. However,
some of the 'current controvergy could "have been mitigated, if not
avoided, because {t seems to mostly focus on procedural matters.
Bésica;}g, the rules of the game were not spelled-out from the
beginning;.and some'basic rules were not respected. The role of public
involvement 1in decision-making was apparently only clearly defined
towards the end or‘the process. The drafting of a final plan, before
publie input deadlines on options, was an obvious faux-pas, posgsibly

«  created by unrealistic deadliines. This was an infringement on even the
most passive'form of public involvement in the decision-making process.
Changing the rules in midstream, a# is the case with the current

invitational review of an unpopular draft plan, undermines credibility

in the process, although it shows flexibility. However, it can also be
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perceived as a mechanisﬁvto gain public support for an unpopular plan,

-

0y

to identify small compromises, and to legitimize,. at least in

s
-

appearance, a final plan which contradicts the publie opinion'obtatned

during the planning process. =

It 1is difficult to understand why a draft management. plan publie

" review was not initially built.into the process, given the complexities

of the issues and the divergent publics interested. This would have

allowed for open refinement at the most critical-point of the planniﬁg

process.

A ’

It is difficult. to understand why Option A was developed, given -the
subsequent decision to contradict public opinion. It ecan be déduced
that this was not a viable option. Only viable options,. .‘ in this
case, OptioAs B and C, should be formﬁlated and presented to the public.
In this way, public eﬁergies would be spént ‘on viable or feasible
options and the public would be more positively active war at least
percelved more active in décisianmakiﬁq. It can be assumed that pro-
development forces'strongly influenced th; process after theﬂdevelopment
of options. If this was the case, it should have .occurred in the
formative stage of the options. All publies, majér actors and maier
influénqes should be involved as early as possible in the planning

process.

Riding Mountain National Park Management Plan Review

A final example of National Parks management plannink publis
involvement is the Riding Mountain National Park Plan "review program"

of the master plan approved in 1977. The plan review process {is

-

illustrated by Figure N,




FIGURE 4.

Source:

.no. 1 (Winnipeg, Manitoba:

The

follows:

(1)

.(2)

(3}

PLAN HEVIEW PROCESS — RIDING HDURTIIN
HATIONAL PARK

Identifying Plan Review Issues

<J

Public Review and Comment

<J

Assessment of Public Input

*

<

Preparing Recommendations to Resolye Issues

<

Publie Review and Comment

<4

Making Final Recommendations and Prepdring
. an Updated Park Plan

-
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Parks Canada, Prairie Region, Plan Review Program Newsletter

process for Riding Mountain National Park is described

Parks Canada sataff prepared a list of possible changes to
the management plan based on concerns raised by the
public and park staff since 1977.

This 1list 1s presented to the public through this news-
letter and opinion is reqhested. As well, the public is
asked to identify "other 1issues which they would like
examined.

Public reattion 1is analyzed and summarized for each issue
raised.

4

Supply and Services Canada, 19B4), p. 2.

as
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(4) Each issue is reviewed considering public input, and
~ specific recommendations are made.

(5) These recommendations are again presented .to the public

for assessment in newsletter form and comments are
solicited. '

(6) A final recommendation is formulated on each issue and a
revised management plan is prepared and submitted to the

f: - Minister for approval. It is anticipated that this

A process will be i;gplqted "by early 1985." (Environment
Canada, 19843, p.

Thé main purpose for raising this case is bwofola, 1) tb.describe
the plan réview process, and 2) to ‘bring ﬁo light an iqgeresting
apgroacp to publié involvement ad@pted in 'Riding Mountain. Alcoﬁtraét
was let to the public in 1983 for a public consultation co—ordinato} t§
agsist Parks Canada in carrying out the publiec participation program.

"This individual will-serve a role in providing information to
the public, serving as a catalyst to encourage public partici-
pation and carrying out administrative and professional tasks
related to the public involvement program. This individual
will serve {n a role that is independent from the actual plan
review process, thereby ensuring that the public input 1is
treated®in an objective fashion. The public participation
co-ordinator will report to a committee composed of the park
superintendent and the Chief, External Liaisen, ‘in Prairie
Regional Office. Day-to-day direction will be provided by the
park superintendent in ‘frecognition of the co-ordihator's
‘location in the park." (Environment Canada, j983f, p. 28)

John Whitaker, a known conservationist from a community near the

park, was awarded the contract. Although a form of cooptation, such an

approach to public involvement should be encouraged and merits, in this

‘case, a thorough evaluation from both ~the agency ahd public points of

*
. N
view.

e

D TN T
Les Forges du Sainﬁayaurice National Historie Park Management Plan
’ A .
The s}te of leg Forges du Saint-Maurice located immediately north

of Trois-Riviéres wds acquired by the federal government in 1973. Three

years of research produced in 1676 a provisional master plan incorpo-



ratiqg three development opbions which supported a development concept . -
responding to the themes and obJectives of the park (Aff‘asres indiennes '

et .du Nord, 1978). Published in .1979, the draft management plan IR

-~
[

entitled "™Naticnal Historie Park, Les Forges du’ Saint-Magr"lcea -

’

development concept" described the. three development options,‘ namely:"~ -
.,

1) an open exposure of the veétige_s, 2) the restitution of historical *

structures and landscapes, and 3) the creation of ‘symbclic structureg

within \the historical landscape (Indian™~and Northern Affairs, 1979b). "
- ' . -

The proposed development concept represented the implementation of | e

SR ] . . L

Option 3. It called for a -foqr-tiebed development‘uinvolvtn;; ‘the
stabilization of tne most eignificant or dest presenved Vestigeehon t§e~ i
‘site; the addition of a symbolic structure on top of these"’drivileged
vesntgee; the\uﬁreservatipn of, other excavated vestiges with suitable
on;Oiﬁe internretationi and the . redevelopment 'df 'tpe historical _
_ 1andscabee J(Envlnonment Canada, 1981d). Option 3 was essentially the
most ambitiouys and innovative.

T . ’ . »

Between February 12 and Merch 29, 1979, Parks Canada held a total
of eight public hearings in the Trois-ﬁiviéres region; The aime:of Ene
publiec consuttation was to gain .support for the option and coqeept~ e
rayoured by Parks <Canada. “Some fikteen groups or-organiéetlona weﬁe’
invited and eleven_accepted;_namely: le Conseil munic1pal de la v1lle 'T- #

de Trois-Riviéres: 1'Association tourlsthue du coeur du Quebec, ‘la ‘_ﬂ

Chambre de Commerce de Troia-Riviéres: 1la Conférence 'administratiVen

(région OU); le -Conseil des monuments et sites du Québec Céhaeiﬁne‘de

Trols-Riviéres); le Conseil régional de la culture (Mauricie/Bots- -

.- ]
- e

Franesf; la Société de conservation et d'animation du patrimoine; 1a
Société d'histoire régionale de Trois-Riviéres; 1'Université du Québec i

Trois-Riviéres; 1'Union regicnale des Caisses populaires Desjardina; le



~

e : : “a ' . - . - ’

. .

ﬂgoﬁité'ﬁg'citdyéns dulvillage_de Saint-Mighel-dég;Eorges (Environnemgnt

; Cénadé, 1679). . ThHese groups embodied interests in cultural heritage and

" in- economic benefits. .

»

T . fIt_ §é ihéevesting to note that option 2 initially. received

‘”;.:QVarQhelhing spontaneous support. ‘' Optiom 2 involved the reconstructton

o

., of. “the -village .in ‘a fashion similar to the Upper Canada Village

L ,.épproﬁqb{ w&ile option 3 involﬁed futuristic, {nnovatiye and symbolic

n_stbuctqrés oh,top:of the original foundations. It 1is noteworthy' that
* -many of the economic. intérest groups favoured a mix of options 2 and 3,

.;heféas"the Sdéiété de -conéervation et dranimation du patrimoine de’
TfonQRiyiéﬁes supquted optionIB‘aﬁd the Société d'histoire régionaln
-:dg 'Tréiisifié%es- strongly éupportgd option 2. The economic interest
_~gr€up§fsegmmi_fai&}x flexiﬁié;rag.long as the selected option ensured
locai contracﬁs.éAd.job§ténq‘sﬁimqlateditourism. =
Thé 'epd 'perUQt,,.FHe  Ménagement Plan, was a certain mix of
options 2 and .3, witﬁ ontiqn.3‘pred091nating the site, a compromise that
strongly favoured Parks Fahada's position or .develgpment',concept and

" .

accepted by ,those concerned (quironment Canada, 1981).

’ ghicﬁ coqld.be
fhe <Trofs-RiviEréé"meetidgqx'seemed deminated by design by Parks
‘..Cénada-.and‘.interést’ é%ogps énd-_assopiations. The general publin,
| élthoggh representeg bf .the‘:in;ergst groups, did not have an active

. . ™~
voice in the planning process of Les Forges.

Fort Malden Hafiona} His£0h1¢ Park Management Plan
Fort Maldéﬁ Nétionél Historic Paék Management Plan was approved in
1983. Established in 1796 néar the mouth of the Detroit River, today

the 'Fort' is located in the Town of Amherstburg, in southuwestern
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.. Ontario. Established as a National Park- in iguo,,its 1§8 setting, is

. - d et
comprised of restored\barracks and the remains of earthworks. They tell

the story of this once important military post._

process of the site was as follows.‘. ,1, -~

’ 2 N . . o
T e

-

-

"The planning process .at- Fort Malden began with ‘the prepara-

tion of themes and objectives in accordanca with the
.established Planning Ffamewor¥ for Historic Parks and Sites
(Appendix A). The fhemes _and objectives provide the

historical rationale ahd natld%al context for development of

the Park so that its resources will be conserved, commemorated
and interpreted, in an appqoprjate manper. Following fromg, the
themes and objectives, a proposal for a Management Plan was
publicly discussed thgough Parks Canada's public consultation
program (Appendix B). Comments received at that time are
reflected in this documenf, the Management Plan for Fort
Malden National Historic Park." (Environment Canada, 1983g,

p. 1)

-t

The management planning '

The Fort Malden Management Plan consists of a tonphased

s

implémentapion invoiving iﬁprovements to visitor services, structures
- .

and -
limited expansion of the park boundatry.

was -as follows:

~

intgrpretatibn within éxist;ng boundaries, and. providing’ for some

('..
The public'consulfétion_pfogram

informal meetings with identified interest groubs and’

officials of the Amhertsburg community, . such  as tHé@‘Tqyn Council,

'

Pladhyng__Boa%d, Historical Society ahd adjacent propertv owners:

[ N T L

preparatidn of the planning ;proposals summary entitled [Fort Malden

.r

National Historic Park - Propésal for Q,Ma@égement'Plam"; presenfation

-1
!

of the summaby'tb key representatives of the Amherstburg ‘community and

all the adjacent prope"ty owngrs in pessonal meeting witﬁ Park staff:

’

- .r.,

A

public open houseé to all members of Ehe pub11C' meet*ngs between the

L

Superintendant ‘and ‘representatives .af the Town Cogncilﬂ‘and

B
-

Amherstburg Historical Society. The.management plan claims?

Fiz, £

"All comments received on the Propo§gls For a Managgment Plan

were considered in the final preparation of th1s Managpment
Plan.” (Eavironment Canada, 19835,49 32)

=

the

+

]
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T ‘The Fort Maldert Management plan provides a property aequieition -

policy whieh could not possibly be rejected by potentially arrected

-
. i

property owners.

) . - "Property would only be acqu1red under the following clrcqu
- Hw stances: .
1. Private properties necessary to embrace ' the remaining 4
o earthworks should be acquired.if and when they are offered
- for sale by the owner.
2. Propertles would only be purchased at the time thev are
g } offered if funds are available and if the purchase price,
' is fair and reasonable. :
- 3. Any municipal properties indicated as desirable for !
-t acquisition (road allowances) would only be pursued with
) a the support and approval of the Amherstburg Town Council."
AP . “{Environment Canada, 1983g, p. 36)

L]

Fort3Chamb1y National Historic Park Management Plan-

The Fort Chambly HNational Historic Park public consultation
program held during the month of julp; 1979, on the draft management
plan that outlined the propoeee development of the fort producee;
nappreciable changes to the proposal. Six changes are outlined .1n 3

. separate sect{on of the Repprt on the Public Consultation Prorgram. DSome

are as follows:

R "In accordance with the wishes of the population of the
> . Richelieu-South Shore area and the planning of the indterpra-
- tation program, an exhibition hall will be dedicated to the
i interaction between the m*lltarv presence at Chambly and the
- - development and popularity of the region. The restoration
" concept for fhe fort (replication of the historic volumetry of
. - the 1750s will be applied to the whole of the fortified work.
e w e However, the south wing will be "faithfully" reconstructed in
', regards to thé inside architectural treatment, so as to create
- * a proper historical- atmosphere.” (Environment Canada, 197%h, .
‘e T ’ *

- ; = , . -

LT . . A totil of. five public meetings were held between July 17 and 24,

1979, and of the 30 groups invited in the: Richelieu-3outh Shaore area, -

several groups participated, including seven muninipal aouncils, =seven
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A

societies, four media grdups, the ‘regional tburiﬁﬁ Eﬁgocié-

e

. historical

tion -and the "population- of .Chambly” (Environment . Canada, 1972b,

PP 7-85. |

- . . . lﬂ f -
.

Sir Geqrge-@tignqe Cartier'ﬁational Historic Park Management Plan
"The De@glopment;Concebt ofltke Sir Georée;Etienne Car}ier Nationél
T - ' 'HiétoriC'Park, located on_NotrejDame Street;in Montreal, cdlled for the
réhabilitation of tge %xteri&r volume.and interior spaées:of the "east

houseﬂ/”ﬁﬁile-the "west house" would be restored to its state at the

ST [
time .Cartier and' his family  occupied it, between 1862 and 18T
28

I

(Environment Canada, 19820, p. 13) In response to, the guasi
unanimoué opinibns expreésed during the public meetings and in the
written briefs and letters, Parks Canada thanged a part of the initial
proiect, notably the architectural design of the residence.

MHowever, with rare unanimity, the public and the groups

consulted expressed strong reservations about the _proposed

concept, bringing up some objections on matters of princinle

and sityating the problem of architectural intervention in a

primarily 0Old Montreal perspective."” (Environment Canada,

What this means is that the architectural concept proposed for the
exterior of the Cartier residence will be redefined along the- lines of
preservation/rehabilitation of the present feorm of the building. The
restoration of the west wing to its state at the time Cartier occupied

it will not occur. .This represents a very significant dive?gence from

an tnitial_proposalf
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Proposed Bruce Peninsula Rational Park

Introduction

]

One . of the fnost_hsuccessful and effective public involvement
programs-undertaken by Parks Canada is the elaboélrate loc¢al - publie
donsultation effort to determine support for the feasibility of
establishing a new national park on the Bruce Peninsula in Ontario.
Noting that the effort is but the first phase of publie involvement on
the ?:roposed park, it is an achievement deserving rﬁuch more than 'a
descripti\}e mention in a section of‘.a thesis. This phas‘ of public
involvgment.on the Bruce proposal lasted about two years and resulted in
1) a wéll—informed‘ and exceptionally wefl-represented public generally
supporting, undér certain conhitions, the establishment of a park, and
2) with the federal government and-Lhe province'of Ontario in a position
to confidently negotiate with local public support (with condi_ttons) the
establishment of a national park on the Bruce Peninsula. The success of
the Bruce propogél shadows Parks Canada's percei@ed. if not real,
failures in coﬁjunction with the estaﬁl}shment of Kouchibouguac National
Park in the early 1970's.

Much of the content of this section is derivéd from Environment
Canada (19831i), entitled “Bruce Péninsula National Park ° Proposal,
Summary of the éublic Consultation Programme, Phase I‘—- Lncal Review,
Decem.ber- 1981-June 1983'," which was in large part based on the
comprehensive report,\ Councils of 3t. Edmunds ™ and Lindsay Townahios
(1982), entitled "Fipdings of the Joint Committee of Councils 1in St.
Edmunds and Lindsay ToWnshipé Regarding Local Public Opinion on the

Proposed National Park. This reliance on one document 13 justified by

{ts quality, organizaticn and apparent obiectivity.

O
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'Backgrouna

."

As a conseguence to two contracted studies completed early in 1981,

the northern Bruce Péninsula was identified ard selectéd by Parks Canada

»

as a "Natural Area of Canadian Significance (NACS), representative of
the West St. Lawrence natural Region because of the Hatural "features

typical of southwestern Ontario, and because it exhibits "such

.

outstanding beauty as the Escarpment c¢liffs along the Georgian Bay

shoreline and its associated plant communities, excellent opportunities
for outdoor recreation, and a riech cultural heritage™ (Lemon and
MacFeeters, 1983, p. 3).

"By the late 1970's several NACS throughout the West
St. Lawrence Lowlands natural region had been 1identified.
Although the areas all contained representative features, many
of them were not suitable sites for parks because of existing
urban development and other incompatible land wuses. - The
choice was narrowed to either the Bruce Peninsula site or the
western portion of Manitoulin Island 1inecluding Cockburn
Island. In the end, the present study area on the Bruce was
determined to be the site with the greatest feasibility to
become a naticnal park because of its proximity to major popu-
lation centres, its year round accessibility, and the fact
that 45% of the land was already publicly owned." (Lemon and
MacFeeters, 1983, p. U)

Public Consultation Program

In September 1981, the Ontario Mintstry of MNatural Resources
approved Parks Canada's request to conduct a public examination of the
feasibility of establishing a mational park on the Bruce Peninsula. 1In

October, 1981, agency officials met 1individually with the ‘Reeves of

'St. Edmunds and Lindsay Townships respectively and the Warden of Bruce

County to discuss the basis of the park proposal. The park study area,

some 57,000 acres of land, is within the houndaries of these corporate

bodies. ¢
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6n Deqegber.2, 1981, the Minisier of the Environment issued a press
‘release to all newspapers in Ontario, announcing the proposed
establishmen? of an appointed ministefial advisory commgﬁlee
(Eﬂviponment lCanada, 1981e). It would function as a locally based
ébnsultative committe? and would seek public Views on the propose%xpark.
He also stressed that land acquisition would be done only on the basis
of ;oluntary sale. On Deceﬁber 1%, 1981, Parks Canada ;pened a
storefront information office in Tobermory, a town on the tip of the
Bfucé, and by Deggmber 31, 1961, mailed to each ratepayq} in St. Edmunds

x

and Lindsay Townships an information package:of the study area.19

Following meetings and _discussiaons with local area residents, Parks

L

.

Canada agreed to delay the appointment of a. ministerial advisnry
committee to allow the Townships of St. Edmunds and Lindsar =on
opportunity to determine the views of local residents concerning the

proposal.

"A Joint Township National Park Study Committee was appninted

by St. Edmunds and Lindsay Township Councils. Of the nine

committee members, five represented St. Edmunds and four

represented Lindsay. The ipitial meeting was held on

January 23, 1982...During their 9 months of existence, the

study Committee met 117 times tec discuss a wide range of

topies.™ (Environment Canada, 1983i, p. 3720

From February® to August, 1982, the Study Committee hell 1.
information open houses attractiqg some 1225 people and responded -
hundreds of written.enquiries, including 700 comment sheets it received
subsequent to their dissemination and availability throughout the publie
consultation program. During its existence, the Study Committeer was

responsible for most of the mail-outs during the public cgnsultation

program. These included 5 major mail-outs to about 3500 peraons each.
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"The mallfhg 1list was developed from or iheluded ratepayer
listings, local interest groups, letters received by Parks
- Canada and the Park Study Committee, elected officials and
natignal and provincial conservation interest groups. The
mailing 1ist comprised about 3500, the majority of whom were
from the local area." (Environment Canada, 1983i, ps 8) ’

"The mailings included Committee newsletters, 13 Parks Canada Facf
Sheets,21 a map of the study area, a University of Guelph study, Kruspe

and Hiltz (1982)22 and the results of the Committee's work, -including

r
the Township Council's recommendation and conditions 3}. Park

:

establishment. The Study Comﬁittee also engaded the Institute of
Environmental Resegrch to undertake a public opinibn survey which was
dtsgributed to all eligible voters, U,200 person§x in Lindsay and
St. Edmunds Townships.z3 The Committee also distributed a survey on
behalf of People Opposed to th; Park Proposal (P.O.P.P.).Zu ‘P.O.P.P.
was formed in July, 1982. It organized a formal publiec meeting that
attracted about 300 people.

"A group of citizens with common feelings formed P.O.P.P. -
People Opposed to the Park Proposal. The prime objective of
P.0O.P.P. was to oppose the proposal by making their objections
and the reasons behind them as widely known as possible.
P.0.P.P. held public meetings and mailed out a questionnaire
(see Study Committeé Repert for details and examples). Their
most 1loudly voiced objection related to feelings that the
S5tudy Committee had not completed adequate research and there-
fore could not offer correct information to help residents
form an opinien on the propesal.” (Environment Canada, 19831,
p. W)

Opposition to the proposal took on the form of a petition fo} a
vote on the park, a petition ealling for an outright NO to the park
proposal, a P.0.P.P. survey, placard-carrying demonstrateors, and a
hardcore oppoSition of .huhters who remained constant throughout the
public méetings. The opposition is mainly .explained by local residents'
deep distrust of government. 'The Minister of the Environment wrote to

the two township reeves in April, 1982, to reassure them of his positian

S
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on the isqué of . expropriatian, and other issues and to make the

following comment about distrust. -
"The final issue ihvolves .a' general "thread of concern which,
seems to run through a)l .of the others and that is a sense of
vdigtrust”. There 4=“probably little that I can say in a few
1ines which would’ substantially alter that and I can only
suggest that we Xe judged by our actions, I have said that we
want the viéws of the people of the Bruce to guide our actions
with respect to the establishment. of a park. I have directed
that these views be obtained through an open, all cards on the
table, public consultatlon process." (Environment Canada,
1983i, p. Appendix 3, p. 3)22

Opposition was also fed by a genuine fear of the park's impact on
;urél lifestyle, a fear of the unknown, and by concern of more direct

~

‘negative impact on hunting, trapping and commerciq; fishing. Fear of
increased vandalism ;nd of decreased privacy were also behind the
opposition. On November 8, 1982, municipal elections were held in the
two townships. In Lindsay, ‘the Reeve and Council were replaced by
people with‘anti-park sentiments and the election returned basicnlly n
pro-park Council Jin St. Edmunds Township™ (Environment Canada, 17834,

D 5).26

By October, 1982, when the 3Study Committee made its repoél Lo
Council, 50,625 personal contacts were made on the park proposil. The
table cited belew provides a brgakdown on the nature nf the contacts

-(Envirqnment'canada, 1983i, p. 10).

Total Personal Contacts

Public Open Houses (13} 1,524
* .Mailings (including the Insti tuto
of Environmental Research) . 42,900
Parks Canada Storefront Visitors 1,900
General Enquiries (Parks Canada) 2,000
Presentations (41 presentations by
Parks Canada to various groups; 2,300

personal contacts 50,625 .
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Contact by outside intérest groups during the consultation was also

extensive and, with the exception of hunting and fishing associations,,
N .

ggnerally‘févourablg‘to the proposal. The groups included municipal and -

fity councils, conservation and naturalist groups, trail groups, hunt ing
nd - fishing associations, a commercial fisheries association, sport
diving groups, an artist association, a campground association and a

propgrty owners association.

lthough their views were of intere® to the Committee, they
were not reflected in the Committee’'s final report if they,
resided outside of the Townships." (Environment Canada, 198314,

p- T“-{)

The media coverage of the Bruce proposal was extensive. From
\ =l . .
December, 1981, to the Spring of 1983, there were 304 newspaper,

magazine "and \journal articles of direct relevance to the proposal.
3

N .

Extensive radio\coverage by CF0S3, Owen Sound, wa;\krovided, including
A\

two radio open line orograms. Television coverage by the primary

AY

\
viewing station for\the Peninsula provided news coverage of the propesal

and included visits to several open houses by news crews (Environment

Canada, 1983i, pp. 11-12). ,

Public opinion

The comment sheets made awvailable throughcut the consultation
program were used by the .Study Committee to help determine publie
opininn in ‘percerftages and identify issues. Of the 750 commdnt sheetn
received by the Committee, 58.5% were in favour of the park and 28.1%
opposed. Property Owners, who acccunted for 631 of the comment sheets,

registered 55.5% support (Environment Canada, 19831, p. 13).

4

-
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Of the 246 letters received by Parks Canada from all parts of

»

Ontario, 68.0% favoured the park (Environment Canada, 19831, p. 14). | |

~ The public opinion survey by thé Institute of Environmental
Research received an: incredible 6&% reéponse rate. Of those who
responded, 37.21‘6pposed the park, 33.6% were in favour and 2§f§$ were
Qonditionallj in favour (Environmenﬁ-Canada, 19831, p. 15}, .

The P.0.P.P. survey received 1005 views, with 58% opposed and 2%

in favour 6f the park proposal (Environment Canada, 19831, p. 209,

o ‘
Opposition to the proposal was generally expressed 1in the terms

“cited earlier in this section. Support came with the belief that a

national park would preserve the area and provide local econcmic éﬁd

tourism benefits.

Final Outcome of the Consuitation Program

On Ochber. 7, 1982, the Study Committee recommended to a fioint
meeting of the two locéi township councils that thej approved the pn%k
proposai subject to certain coqditions being met.

On October 12/13, 1982, the Councils of kindsay and St. Edmunds

Townships wrote to John Roberts indicating the general conditinnal

2
asunport.

GThe conditions were printed in a newsletter format anr
Aistributed to ratepayers in the Townships and to outside
individuals and interest groups who had exoreased an fnterest
in the proposal on the Parks Canata Bruce Paninsula mailine
list." {Environment Canada, 19831, p. 5)

On December 15, 1982, the Minister of the Epvironment wrote En the
. p _ A
Minister of the provincial Ministry of Natural Resources, asking Lo

brgin federal/provincial negotiations "leading to a federal/provincial

L
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agreement té_establish a national park and, on June 9, 1983, received a

! ’

favourable response. . -
At the time of writing, April, 1985; it is known that a $90,000
Parks Canada soc{q-economie - study of the proposed park, yet to be

finalized, has been'Qndertaken by a consultant. The study focuses on

. . . ' . e 1?3

..

the differences betweén"two 5 to 10 years projected scenarios, one

including a national park ‘and fhe-other, without a national park. It
would also seem that the Cdupcilsf conditions for the establishment of a

park have never- beén given ‘an official response and that government

financial restraint: programs “may preclude forrrseveral yeérs the

-

establishment of a national park dn‘the Bruce Peninsula.

-
i



ENDNOTES — CHAPTER 4
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1. The.Departmen; of the Environment officially came into being

on June 11, 1977, following proclamation of the Government

A s - Organi-zatipn Act, 1970.° On June 5, 1979, Parks Canada was moved
- from the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development to

L . become part of Environment Canada (Public Service Re-arrangement

"and Transfer of" Duties Act; June, 1979, and July, 1979, and
Order-in-Council PC~1979- 1617).

re 1

“ The six ,services of Environment Canada are: the
Environmentalj Protection Service, the Atmospheric Environment
Service, thé Canadian Forestry Service, the Environmental

. Conservation Servica, Parks Canada, and Finance, Personnel and,
: Administration. -

"The Department of the Environment is also known by the short
-, . form Environment Canada and by the abbreviated form DOE. For
reasons of expedlency DOE is often used in this paper.

2. : This objectiqe is derived frdm the Nat1ona1 Parks. Act, R.S.
. ¢N.-13 amended by 1974, c. 11.  The two sections of pertifhence ro
: - - the program objectives: are: :

1) "The National Parks of Canada are hereby
dedicated to the- people of Canada for their “henefit,
' education and enjoyment, subiject to this Act and the
~ Regulations, and the National Parks shall be maintained
and made use of so as to leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations.” R.S., C. 189, S. 4.

. 2) "The Governor in Council may set apart any land
the title to which is vested in Her Majesty, Aas 2

. National Historic-Park to: (a) commemorate an historic
event of national importance, or (b) preserve any
historic landmark or anv ob ject of historic,
prehistorig’ or _scientific interest of national
importance, and may from’ time to time make any changés
in the areas. so set apart that he may consider
expedient.” R.S., C. 189, S. 10.

. The Parks Canada objective is achieved:

"_ by operating and maintaining the current system of

Mational Parks, National Historic Parks and 3ites and
Heritage Canals;

- by.aommbmorating with plaques and monuments, persons,
places and events of national historic slignificance;

- by entering into cost-sharing agreements with other
levels of government and private organizations to
acquire and restore structures of national historic
significance; ‘

- by acquiring and establishing new parks to provide a
more complete representation of Canada'sa significant
natural and cultural resources;



, - . establish ood-operative heritage areas which: protact
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- by acting in’ conjunction with other ageqpies -

and present - significant natural _ and * eultuval

resources; and  © - Pl e e

- by - developing policies =and approaches which will
foster the protection of .the Canadian Heritage Rivers

Systems, Heritage Buildings, and Canadian Landmarks.; A

(Environment Canada, 1984a, Appendix B, P 1)

parks, and to encourage public understanding, ; -~
~appreciation dnd.enjoyment of this natural heritage“sdi '
- as to leaye it wunimpaired for future generations.t -

(Environment Canada, 1982b, p. 38) o T

Parks Canada's objective for National Historic Parks 15" . I f
. "To protect far ‘all time hlstorlc regousrces at
. places associated with persons, places and events of <
national historic significance in a system of national .
historic parks,- and- to encourage public undepstandlng,
appreciation and enjoyment of this h1stor1ca1 herltage
so as to leave it unlmpalred for future generatlons‘?
(Environment Canada, 1982b, -p. 28)

Parks Canada's. objectlve for Natlonal Historic Sltes is O .
"To encourage ' public understanding of- Canada * 5 '

_hlstorlcal heritage by commemorating persons, places -tw‘,

and . events. of national historic 51gn1flcance wlth -
plaques, monuments or hy other .means funded by cosb—~

sharing agreements." "(Environment Canada, 1982bﬁ P~ 22) “7,_:

Parks Canada's objective for Heritage Canals is: Lot
"To .encourage public understanding and enjoyment of
Canada's natural and cultural heritage by protectlng
for all time the heritage resources. of certain ",
federally operated canals and by operating these canals
for recreational wuse."_  {(Environment Canada, 1982b, _

Parks Canada's objective for Mational Parks is: . - B J
’ "To protect, .for' all time r presentative natural- £
areas of Canadian significanCe in/ a system of national . B

T

“p. 50) . C. o

S ’ " "

Parks = Canada's  objective for’ -Agreements for Recreation -and -

Conservation 1is: . . .
"To protect ’significant natural ' and cultura] ;f
resources within certain heritage areas _ and ‘QO .
encourage public use, understanding and. recreationat -.
. enjoyment of such areas by acting in conjunction with-

other & governments, organlzatlons and 1nd1V}du31§ =
- through agreements for recreation and conservatiom."
* . (Environment Canada, 1982b, p. 54) e T
3. The 1984-85 budget figures are available as.follows

. (Environment Canada, 1984a, Appendix B, p. 5):

L

ath
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S s . _Resoufcés By Planntng_Element (1984-85)
ST R Million $ Person-Years
. ““Operation. of Nat.ionail‘arid' Ll “ oo
- " Historfec Parks-amd Camals . ' i $224.0°° 3,578
Lo ~Development ‘of ‘the National e
« Tt .and Histobic Parks System el - 53.5 617
- ' Program Managemént Services “ l? © ' 38.8 * 695
L Sl T $316.3 4,890
. Bl - . N A
. . " The "planﬂing eléhenté“' breakdown represents a means of
- Cae st claEsifylng how Parks Canada™s mandate is met, namely: 1} the
i ’ establishment *angd devglopment of parks which takes place over a
finite period and 2)'the opération of a park which is ongoing.
‘ _The so-called th;rd planning ' element of Program Management
-'*‘;ﬁ &Servmces is common to- the .other two planning elements.  The
structure of -the Parks Canada Planning Element 1is as follows
~ . » - {(Environment Canada, 1984a, Appendix B, p. 3):
LI | Operatioﬁ'af ) IT Development of the II1 Program Manage-
LT . National and Historic® Natiohal and Historic ment Services
. Parks and Canalsg- . Parks Systenis
- o 1. Resource Protection V. Legislation and 1. Executive Manage-
o . and Management ' Policy . ment
v 2. Informat1on,,Inter- 2. Research and |, 2. Adm1n1str1t10n-
L. L pretation and Planning ’
LT . Visitor Services . N .
3. Maintenance of 3. ‘Acquisition, Con- 3. Engineering and
" Park Facilities servation and Architectural
. o= - Development of Services
: Nationally '
" Significant

Heritage Places
- + b, Townsite Services ‘
' {Banff & Jasper)

o 5. Parks Management
o 6. National Battlefields
Commission

4. : Concerning the 31 National Parks, the fnllowing elaboration

s 'obtained Aug. 29/84 - from Mr. Gerry Dore of Legislatinn and Pali~y

Division, National Earks Branoh, is noted:

_ ) "There are currently 31 natural parks administered

¥ , by Parks Canada. Twenty-twoe of these have formally
D been established under the National Parks Act. - There

. are three national park reserves in the north (Kluane,

Nahanni and -Auquittuq) and authority to establish thase

reserves as full national parks s contained in the

&
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'National 'Parks Act Onc:e - 4 settlement of , any rights,

‘utles or' interests’ i’n and to the lands has -.been. -

. achieved with aboriginal peoples. ' There .are also ™ * -
“three, pr-oposed national parks (Pacific_ Rim, Puka,skwa

. 'and -Gros Morne) fér which .there 1is authortty’ £
..establish as full’ nat:.bna.l parks under the Natjonal
-Parks Act .once -land . acquisitions . and” -boundary -
descriptions have béen completed. Authority - in.the

.. Act i3 currently - befng _sought to establish,. . by-

proclamation, Grasslapds . National - Park in
. Sagkatchewans The last twq of the natural parks were
. recently established by legislation separate of :the

National Parks Act. The legislation had. the -effect
of amending the National ‘Parks Act and, as a result,
the Mingan Archipelago National Park Reserve and the
Northern Yukon National Park were '§§ﬁablished.
Details for the latter are- prgvided in the Aug. 13
memorandum to P.M.C. (Program Management Committee)"

Of the .83 National Historic Parks and Sites, there are
36 National Historic Parks ranging in size from the Fortress of

Louisbourg complex to¢ -a single building unit such as the Riel

House in Winnipeg and aﬁ ma jor National Historic Sites,
physically distinguishable frdém National Historic .Parks in most
cases either by being in a leéiss complete state of development or
by being open to the public only part of the year. The remainder
consiste of sites whieh Parks Canada has made a commitment to
acquire and develop, or which have been acquired and await
development or completion of development (Environment Canada,
1984b) .. .

Cooperative Heritage Area is a generic term applied to areas

with significant 'cultural and natural significance egtablishéd :

through agreements for recreation and conservation with other
governments, organizations and individuals. The four agreements
referred to are: the Red River Heritage Area: the Alexander
Mackenzie Heritage Trail, the Canada-Ontario-Rideau-Trent-Severn
Agreement, and the Qu'Appelle Valley Agreement (Environment
Canada, 1984c¢). *

The Parks Canada Management Committee comprises the A.D.M.,
the Director General of Program Management, the 5 Reglonal
Dirgctors and the Headquarters Directors of National Parks,
National Historic. Parks and Sites, Program Planning and
Evaluation, Engineering and Architecture, Finance and Informatien
Services. At the director level, there is also a Program Policy
" Advisor. .

Line and staff refers to the reporting nature of the
position. A line function involves a direct reporting linkage in
a hierarchy, wherea; a staff function describes an advisory role.
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There is, for example, the Management Committee of

_ Environment Canada, which is the ‘senior . executive and policy-

making body of the Department.. It determines goals and
priorities of the Department and deals with allocating resources.
Chaired by. the Deputy Minister, this Committee includes seven
ADM's, five DQE regional director generals, the director general
of Information and the Science Advisor.

In the case of National Parks, there -is also an optional step
in the planning préocess, immediately following the issuance of a
management plan, known .as Area Plan Concept. This is a micro-
management plan which deals with one specifie area of a park that
warrants particular attention. This was the case of the Slims
River Valley .in Kluane National Park because of the nature of the
development proposed for this environmentally sensitive area.

The remaining six Nétional Parks that will 1likely be
operating under Interim Management Plans are: Kouchibouguac,
Fundy, Georgian Bay Islands, Grasslands, Nahanni and Pacific Rim.

According to Environment Canada (1982¢) it is a Parks Canada
program objective to complete a management plan for each National
Park for 1985.

~r

The poliey alss requires the services of the Department

concerned with regulatory activities to obtain public comment on

significant Regulations proposed. The procedure 1is to seek
comment on three common principles: the reason why a Regulation
is being considered; the alternative regulatory optioni the
rationale for the selection of a particular option. I'm May,
1983, the Division responsible for Regulations fin National Parks
released an internal document entitled: "Publie <Ceonsultation
Procedures to be Used in the Development and Revision of
Regulations Made Under the National Parks Actd. The document
acknowledges a variety of techniques to be used depending on the
complexity of the HRegulation (for example, public meetings,
correaspondence by letter or by telephone). "At the very minimum,
public <comment on proposed new regulations or changes to
regulation will be requested in Part I of the Canada Gazette.™
According to the document, this policy on Regulation originates
from recommendations made in 1980 by the 3tanding Joint Commitree
on Regulations and Other Statutory Instruments, which found
procedures currently 'in use in the development of subordinate
legislation in Canada deficient in the area of public involvement
at the developmental stages.
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The agenda of -this meeting was based on a response from the
publid to an invitation issued in the Spring 1982 issue’ of the
departmental information bulletin (Environment Update) to
participate in the setting of the agenda and format for the
meeting.

The planning directive is in fact extremely confusing, even
for "the most seasoned bureaucrat, because of its organization.
The. 27 page, side-by-side bilingual document has a total of
122 sections. The sections are a compilation of headings,
seétions, subsections, - sub-subsections ete ... using a numerical .
and alphabetical system, both in the upper and lower case, and in
the arabic and roman numerical systems. The directive is,
accorgding to my . 9 years as a c¢ivil servant, the. epitome of
bureaucratic mumble. ‘

St. Lawrence Islands National Park 1is Canada's smallest
national park at 3 square miles. It is located on the
St. Lawrence river, between Kingston and Brockville. ‘Hﬁe Park

« consists of 16 islands, parts of 5 cther islands, a malnland base

and numerous rocky shoals.

The Committee is made up of repre;gntatlves from the Thousand
Islands Associationm, the Thousand Islands Area Residents
Association, the Township of Front of Leeds and Landsdowne, the
Township of Front of Escott, the Township of Front of'Yonge, the
Gananoque Chamber . of Commerce, the Eastern Ontario Travel
Association, the” Thousand Islands Chamber of Commerce, the
Federatinn of Ontario Naturalists and the National -and Prov1n01a1
Parks Association.

The documents were high quality newsletters containing

o photographs, graphs and maps entitled and numbered as follows:

(all dated June, 1984 having the Parks Canada heading . and a Four

Mountain Parks Logo.) .
"Planning Option - An Overview - Four Mountain Parks - Jaspér,
Banff, Xootenay, Yoho". ] )
"Fronteountry Planning Options: Yellowhead Corridor".
"Fronteountry Planning Options: Jasper Townsite Region®.
"Frontcountry Planning Options: TIcefield Parkwav™.
"Frontcountry Planning Options: Lake Louise-Bow Valley
Parkway™. ‘ :
"Frontcountry Planning Options: Banff Townsite Region".
"Frontcountry Planning Options: KXootenay National Park".
"Fronteountry Planning Options: Yoho National Park™.
"Backcountry Planning Options: Jasper National Park".
"Backcountry Planning Options: Banff National Park".
"Backcountry Flanning Cptions: Kcotenay National Park".
"Backcountry Planning Ootions: Yoho National Park"™.
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The preliminary list contained 26 names representing -various

interests covering pro-development and conservationist . factions, '+

including the Sierra Club, Chambers of Commerce and Tourism
Canada.

Four Alberta conservation groups, the Alberta -Wi;dlifé
Association, the Calgary-Banff chapter of the Natlonal Provinecial
Parks Association of Canada, the Sierra Club's Alberta group ang
the Bow Valley HNaturalists joined under the banner of Parks for
Tomorrow, a national coalition of conservation groups, and
boycotted the Calgary invitational meetings, while some national
conservation groups boycotted Tmeetings in Ottawa. On the other
hand, " the Tourism Industry Association of Alberta presented a
brief at the Calgary meeting requesting a freeze on the .
Management Plan because it "failed to adequately consider the
very important role tourism plays in the parks"

Information on the above paragraphs were taken from newspaper
articles,. probably Calgary, circulated at work, for which there
was no date, etc... The titles however are: . "Albertans boycott
meeting over parks! and "Tourism groups urge park development".

Sir George-Etienne Cartier, lawyer, politician and Prime
Minister ‘'of (United Canada, was a principal Father of
Confederation.

The information package included the press release, a map of
the Study Area and the booklet Environment Canada (1981¢).  The
hooklet answers 16 questions covering issues such as the purpose
of a national park, land acquisition, the mnational park
establishment process and opportunities for involvement including
a contact name and toll free line number to ™"talk’ about the
project™. '

Basic travel expenses of members of the Committes were billed
te the two Councils who, in turn, sent the involices to AParkn
Canada. Parks Canada's financial assistance to .the Committee,
which included reimbursement of mailing costs, was dellberately
"arms . length” in order to stand-up to public serutiny and to
maintain the objective credibility of the Committee.

The 13 fact sheets explaining Parks Canada policy were mailed
in two batches, that is, six in May, 1982, and seven in June,
1982. Titles of these one page fact sheets were: Public

‘Consultation; Employment; Management Plans/Buffering; Boundariesa;

Hunting, Trapping, Lumbering, Mining and Fishing; Land
Acquisition & Access to Private Lands; Process of Establishing a
National Park; What is a National Park; Benefits of a National
Park; Resource Management; Municipal Grants; National Park Fees;
Roads and Access. :
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This independent study, undertaken in January, 1982, py'_d

’ group of students from the University of Guelph under the

supervision of Professor Stewart G. Hilts, was submitted in
April, 1982, to the local National Park Study Comhittee. It
attempted to deal with economic, land related and miscellaneous
isues related to the proposed park. The study often quoted Parks
Canada Policy pertainings to these issues. It's attempt tg
ascertain the park's impact on the local economy (agriculture,
forestry, mining, cottages, fishing and hunting) is not very
professional or scientifiec. Statements 1like T"the bendfits
derived from the park would offset any loss incurred"™ are common
throughout the report but not well substantiated. A convincing
argument for the national park is put forward in a section which
crudely outlines a comparison of alternative future possibilities
for the area. ) '

The Councils/Study Committee paid for this survey and sent“
the bill, some $14,000, to Parks Canada, according to 2 prior

‘agreement between the oparties. At the request of :the

Councils/Study Committee, Parks Canada provided technical advice
in establishing the terms of reference for the survey contract.
Parks Canada’'s assistance to the Study Tommittee was also at the
latter's request (e.g. help respond to the 700 comments returned
to the Committee). Although the Study Committee had initially’
intended to conduct some study of bublic opinion, the survey was
probably prompted by a 600 name petition, put together in June,
1982, calling for a secret ballot-type vote on the park proposal.

The P.O.P.P. survey was apparently of questionable scientific
value, drawn-up by P.0.P.P. membership and ‘interpreted by
P.O.P.P. leadership. The Council did not assign much
credibility to the findings of the survey.

This appendix is a copy of a letter dated April 7, 1982, from
John Roberts, Minister of the Environment, to the Reeve of
St. Edmunds Township and the Reeve of Lindsay Township.

Subsequent to the election, Lindsay Township did not
officially withdraw from the proposal, but reserved judgement on
the proposal until after the completion of a socio-economic studv
qhd upon completion of federal/provineial negotiations.

The Study Committee recommendations, which constituted the
Councils' conditions, cover 22 {issues ranging from private
property to employment poliey. The conditions reinforce the
local distrust for government, any government.
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5. BATOCHE NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT .

v
.

- -;..\;',
¥

Introduction

The previous chapter pr-ovid%d a cursory description of ad hoc exam-

ples of public involvement’' in the planning process of Parks Canada
within an historical and present day context. The chapter focused on
processes‘and facts and offered little analysis. An almost journalistic
style was favoured in order to ‘provide some comparative baWwkground and
general overview of the evolution and application of both planning,
especially for managemegg“glans, and of public involvement i;'nationnl
parks and national hisgéric parks and sites.
The pufposé of this chapter {is to provide a more exhaustive &

description of one case in manageﬁent planning, namely that of the
recently cq?pléted program of Batoche National Hiétoric Site. Thae

sectiongs ) cus on the impact and role of public involvement in the

fanagement planning process of Batoche was chosen because

unlike most historic park and site cases, it conforms.to the classin npen

planning mocdel and management planning process preseribed by Pa~ks
“

Canada's guidelines. Batoche was also selected because of f[irst-hand

knowledge of the site and issues acquired during a year snent in the

Parks -Canada Prai~ie Regional 0Office.

Historical Significance of Batoche
Batoche HNational Historic Site is a relatively unknown place o

most Canadians living east of Manitoba and a relatively well known and



sometim;zs ‘emoticnally 1important place to many Canadians living in the

L] .

Prairie provinces. ~ Batoche is a shrine to the Metis of Canada ‘who, in

conjunction with the history of the Prairies, are desecribed .as followsi

"The Metis peogle in the Northwest were descendents.of French-
Canadian voyageurs and Cree and Saulteaux women  who had

" married & la fagon du pays in the mid-eighteenth century."

Metis

had settled in the Hed River valley,

(Environment Canada, 19833, 2 p. leaflet)

"Marriage of fur traders with Indians had mingled the blood of
Cree- and Chippewa with that of French-Canadian .and Scot and

created a- new society, neither Indian nor White, yet sharing

traits of both. Around the trading posts the halfbreeds grew
up to learn the skills and follow the occupation of their
fathers while preserving their associations with .their
mothers' tribes. They bgcame buffalo hunters, freighters and
boatmen, finding livelihood without compromising their freedom
and indépendence." {Environment Canada, 1981g, p. T '

The history of Batoche is tied into the tragic history of the

1

that began in Manitoba. By the mid-nineteenth century, the Metis

in their customary 1long narrow

river lots that created cohesive communities and social solidarity.

When

the Hudson's Bay Company sold the West to the Canadian'Govérnment

in 1869, the latter did not recognize this .Metis 1land tenure and
proceedéd to survey this land ° into sections of 640 acres for
teading and sale. In desperation, the Metis, under the leadership

homes

of enigmatic Louis Riel: a Metis schoolteacher, undertook a coup d'Erar

and

AY

formed a preovisional government. This persuaded the Canadian

Government to create the province of Manitoba in 18M™ and recognize the

Metis

occup

land claims by setting aside 1,400,000 acres for their -eventunl

ation. For many reasons, including new social and economic

circumstances imposed on them, the Metis did not take advantage of the

\

> .
land " grant and drifted West, while Riel had been banished from Canada

for s

ome bloodshed du-ing the uprising.

al
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The Metis- developed a Red River counterpart on the banks of the
. South Saskatchewan River. It is here that‘ihe village of Batoc%e grew
out of a ferry crossing built by Xavier Letendre; where the Carlton

Trail, a main tnade route between Fort Garry and Fort Edmontbn, met the
. N N .
South Saskatchewan.

"Part of a larger district known as the St-Laurent
Settlement, Batoche contained farms laid out in river lots,
according to Metis custom. The Metis were involved in
freighting, trading, cattle raising and some farming. By 1885
the community numbered about 500. i

Batoche maintained a traditional sense of ddentity well
after the turn of the century, but inevitably the villare lost
its commercial basis and by 1915 only one store remained."
(Environment Canada, 19833)

Within fifteen years,-ﬁetis land tenure was once again threatened
by westward expansion, and despite many peaceful grievinces, the

Canadian Government, once again proved to be inflexible and remote.

Riel was broﬁght back to lead the Metis and a handful of Indians in an

armed rebellion intended to repeat the previous strategic success

obtained earlier in Manitoba. This was not to be the case, as initial
bloodshed drove the East to passion and to swift military solutidns.

"Five significant confrontations marked the 1885 insurrectinn,
Wwith the North-West Field Force involved in four; Fish Creek,
Cut ¥nife Hill, Batoche and Frenchman's Butte. Duck Lake was
a skirmish between the Metis and the North-West Mountnd
Police, while at Frog Lake, Big Bear's Cree Indians attacked
the local white population.” (Environment Canada, 1983j)

The battle at Batoche, which involved 800 fanadian Forces, 100
Metia and n handful of Indians, marked the end of the Metis Rehellinn
and of Louis Riel and the Metis as a éeparate nation and way of life.

"Canadian soldiers, under the leadership of General Middleton,
arrived an May 9, 1885 and laid siege to Batoche. After a
four-day battle, the outnumbered Metis were defeated and their
leader, Louis Riel, surrendered. This encounter marked the
end nf effective Metis {involvement in the Northwest Rebellion.
Later, as a result of unfavourable market conditions and
changes n transportation patterns in YWestern fanada, Batoche
also 16st 1its position of economic primacy. Railroads
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‘supplanted trails and ferry crossings as the principal means
of overland transport. A new agricultural economy and

increased immigration ultimately displaced the Metis.™
(Environment Canada, 1982p, p. 2)

Site Location and Descriptién

Bétoche National -‘Historit Site 1is located in North-Central
Saskatchewan, qbaat_BS km northeast of Saskatoon, and 80 km gouthwest of
Prince-‘Albert, and is most of the way accessible via two excellent
provincial highway;. Locally, there is a good to fair 'highway that
actually tFavekses the eastern portion'bf the site. Figure 5 situates
Batoche.

It is a relat%yelv undeveloped, and’ unpretentious Qquiet place.
comprising some 2,700 ;cres {1,080 hectares), physically and scenically
divided by the South Saskatchewan River. This silt laden meandering
river has gorged the land surface to impressive depths. The river is
flankad by unstable gullies and marked by numerous eddies. The site's
horizon is dominated by grazing and haying fields and by wooded strips
of land.

\\\Eigurg 6 provides an overview of the major historic interpretive
units of Batéche and helps-to situate their pre-1985 development whinh
is restFiFted to two ;reas on the eastern side of the river, pamelv thn
zareba-scenic vista area at the southern‘entrance of the site, and the
c%urch-rectory sector near the middle of the site.

The zareba-scenic viéta area comprises a stopping vista offer}nq |
remarkable view of the river, a run-down wooden homestead building known
as the Carcn farmstead, and the earthworks oé the zereba. Located near

the zareba (a partially ploughed-under pentagonal .milita"y feature

called Middleton's Trenches) the vista has a smnll parking facility and
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a smalll ou@d&or orientation Néxhibitﬁ mgde' up of a few display,‘banels

[] ) - )
mounted on concrete gonstruction. s L _ , i .

The* second developed. area, the church-rectory sector, is dominated

by a typical one-hundred,yéar-old rural white wooden church with steeple

of Req River frame constructiqn, a similarly constructed rectory poorly
performing as a ' museum, a ;udimentary wooden administration building and
mzintenance structures of dubious 1950 vintage and a similarly.ackward
" church-schoclhouse used for masses, ﬁhich doubles as a vend6r-of'Hetis:
crafts and souvenirs and junk snacks dﬁr*ng-the visitcr season. The
28,000 visitors a year are also serviced by a small parking lot adjacenﬁ}
to tha‘church and by two earth-pit toflets and a small picnic area. The
nearby parish historic cemetary is étill in use and 1is popular "with
Gisitors. as Gabriel Dumont, Louis Riel's military stfateqtst' and
leéader, i3 buried iheqe along with six Metis who died {n'the battle.

In the northwesﬁ‘ sect{on of the eést ‘portion of the site, some:
two km from the church,. there reﬁains‘a few foundat®dons and cellars nf

the farmer village of Batoche; Tt once spread over the two banks of the

river, along the Carlton'trail, and was linked by a2 ferry. The village
! .

was at the confluence of the east-west Carlton Trail, which once served
as th% major land route between Upper Fort Garry (Winnipeg) and. Fort
Edmonton, the end of the historic north-south Huﬁboldt Trail. Extant
portions of both trails, especially the Carlton: ére on the sitn. Tho
West Village of Batoche is oniy accessible by an indirect low grade farm
access road. There i{s no permitted public use of this area.

The ‘rifle pits are the most abundant Qemaining testimonies of the
1885 battle. The Cana&ian (Middleton) pits are concentrated along the

river banks near the vista. Mumerous.Metis pits still exist on the west
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stde. However, where the battle occurred, between the chur.'ch‘ e_&f._the
villége, oﬁiy'two pits have survived the plow that glso elimihateﬁ$the :ﬂ‘

once numerous enforesSted areas where the pits were located. “Thew,
ra - . - >. f":‘

battlefield appears today as nothing more than an open. field éarkedgpy

.'1.
riverlot boundaries. h o ' o s
] . - . .
o * e,
Site Evolution — Land Acquisition and In-holding; ,-‘ - ) -~ ':;Qi

Deliberations of the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of-Cal_ri‘ada.F

i

1

regarding Batoche date back- to 1920, with the first action being'tﬁg":\
4 .

-

placing of a plaque on the site in 1925. However, it was not unE&l 1952 ¢

.that Baboche ~as off101ally declared a Natlonal Historic S*te, aIthough

~

e

the Middleton trenqhes were so declared in 1950. In 1955, the initidL :

-

land assembly for the site started with the purchase of the redtory aqd-;

[ . . ) A
.

of Middleton's trenches. These holdings, However, created a series of

. -
- , -
»

independent interpretive satellites rather than an integrated -site.
Between 1967 and 1976, properties were purchased in earnest, including
the chureh in 1970, all properties north of the Caron farm- on tﬁéﬂeast

stde, lands on the west side of the river and lands along the béﬁks'df‘

- . B

the river. The amount of land acquired surpassed original intenﬁi@ﬁé'

-

because - local farmers, concerned about access problems and econgomic

S

A

-

s

agricultural viability of partial lots isolated from the main road 'grid" _

intersecting the site., would only sell full river lots. .

~ -

Existing in-holdings on the site are not considered to -be. a

problem. -An informal cooperative agreement to be eventuélly'ﬁbﬁmalizea-'

between Parks Canada and the Roman Catholic Church covers : the

interpretive use of the cemetary. . The Parish of Batoche owns the

¥
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cemetarvzand has a 1egaL;access easement to it. The Rural Municipality

b3 -

Eransfenred.g C nada. -~ In addition to these .legal in-holdines,

[ - '
N

there 'is a '56 aere (2u hectareﬁ. parcel of Parks Canada 1and in ‘the

L3 - ‘

'1 1

. northeast corner of the site, devoid of historical resources and

¥ ..

-sufficlently distant from the historical areas, that will be leased to

¥ -
" - . .

-

the Associatibn of MEtis and Non-Status Indians of Saskatchewan for the

LS
s -

purpose bf holdlng 1ts annual Heritage Days Celeb"ation and possibly
[ . ¥

buflding a cultural centre (Envxropment Canada, 195?Q. pp. 8-18: 20-22).

L4

Site-Administration and Operations .

' « .
.Batdche 1is. operated on ‘a seasonal basis with a current staff
. . . } Y ] T

1y

allecation oFVbaly U.52dperson-j§ars devoted to seasonal interpretive

e 3 oy

' 'programs ‘and’ "year round - site ‘seturity and maintenance. The site i=
. I - 1 ) .
administéred. out of Battleford ° Nationgl Histdric Park by the Aren
. .. T P . + ¥ " o

-

. searlier plans., agreements and studies,

- Superintendeht résﬁonsible for the National Historic Parks and Sites nf

'Northern”Sgskapéhewan. .The person-years of Batoche are also Cesponsible

- -

for administration and maintenanée of Fish Creek, a National Historin

Site located 24 km south of Batoche- (Environment Canada, 1982q, p. 28).
: . ) . . , .

Pre-Hanagemént Planning Plans and Coneepts

—,

The -Management FPlanning Procesé_for Batoche Natinnal Histori~ Oite

- - L _‘ R )
z’gnitiated-in 1979 was pre-dated .and, to some extent, pre-determined hyv

. - v

. 3ome. involving publin
o

* participation.
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Thé first hint of pubirc involvement in Batoche suffabeéuin'the
Management Plan, which refers to a;.public meeting held on Janhary.16;

1969, to discuss the parﬁ'expansion, ang notes that it‘was supported by

a majdqity of local residents and landowners {Environment Canada,'198éq,'

p. 16). Yet, the Batoche Management Guidelines, daﬁed Oct. 26,‘12791

state in a sectioﬁ identify-ing considerations and recommendations o?

~
-

- level of publie involvement:

- ~

"Eaflier planning efforts apparently identi®ied a boundary for

the park, leading some local landowners to believe that a - -

substantial portion of their formeér properties would be
! returned. The meeting during which the proposed boundary was
identified for local farmers will undoubtedly be remembered ..
and the subject resurrected... Finally, as indicated above
there are the 1local resident farmers who have expressed a
desire to have their earlier farm lands returned and who were
promised the right of first refusal in the event .of

alienation."'(Eiz}ponmént Canada, 1979, p. 16...p. 18)

-~ In 1972, an interndl task force report on Batoche was produced as
/ ' - ‘

. 4
<part of a nation-wide assessment of National Historic Sites .and Parks.

o

The Task Force, a multi—discipl%nary team, proposed a number of
.(//deﬁelopment projects, some of whdich have survived the Management Plan.

In 1973, a Provinecial Master *Plan for Batoche was produced. It is

described as a carbon copy of the Task Force report. 7 In 1975, a major

- ' N ’ (%
report entilled the Dygk Report surfaced as a result of public cdncern

expressed in the early 1970's, when suspicion was w{despread’among local

5 "

people that Parks Cinada and the province of Saskatchewan were preparing

s

to develop .their’ historic sites and tourism attractions in an

- —

uncoordinated manner (Dyck, 1975). . 5

-
[

A large public forum was convened in Duck Lake in 1973 to
discuss the alleged situation. Many spokesmen, including

- provincial politicians, alluded to ‘the need for an overall
approach to the region, which- eventually came to be known as
the Saskatchewan Rivers Heritage Area." (Envircnment rfanada,
1982q, p. 4O - T

LE e W

o

[38



Ry

142

The Dyck Report, named af;er the consultafit who was commissioned by
the Federal and Provincial Covernments in 1973,%called for a'cooperative
undertakipg which_ would adopt a thematic approach to the 1nte§pated
heritagg resources of_ t%e region, emphasizing the fur traae at Fort
Carlton, .the social rand economic aspecﬁs of the Metis settlement at

Batoche and the military aspects of Fish Creek and Batoche. Dyck also

- proposed the construction of an Orientation Centre covering all of the

region's historical attractions and the creation of a Heritage Authority

‘v

basically controlled by local officials, but with Federal Government

members. The latter was to supervise development in the area and

operate the Orientation Centre. Parks Canada supported all but the

recommendation of the Heritage Authority. .
"Such a concept, Parks Canada concluded,. would vioclate the
National Parks Act and the Historic Sites and Monuments Act
which place the Minister of the Environment in charge of ‘the

"administration of national  historic parks and sites.”
{Environment Canada, 1982q, p. 41} o

\

Parks Canada made the above position clear during public meertings
convened to discuss the Reporﬁ in 1976.
Ial
"Eventually a. Task Force appointed to evaluate Dyck's recom-
mendation also concluded that this mechaniam was unworkable
.énd advised the Province of Saskatchewan against f{t. The
Proposal was, therefore, rejected." (Environment fanadn,
1982q, p. 42} :

In 1977, another federal-provinecial study, building on the earlier
twn, conecluded in a 1978 report that an Area for Reereation nand
Conservation Agreement (ARC} designation was viable for the area
{Robinson et al., 1978), ™and should be related to coordination of

development, to the protection of significant resources outside of

Batoche and Fort Carlton, to the stimulation of the regional . economy in

the complex and to the provision of a year-round Orientatinn Centpe”

]
1
(Environment Canada, 1979¢, p. 7).
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This recommendation for ARC 'to be the prinecipal vehicle for

P -

comprehensive regional integration of Batoche has yet ' to materialize.

.
’

. In 1979, the status was described as follows:

"Further studies have been deferred at Saskatchewan's request
for lack of finances and to allow the planning of individual
sites to .catch up with the regional planning studies.™
(Environment Canada,,1979¢, p. 7)

By 1982, the status improved:

"The Province is proposing to expand and improve Fort-Carlton,
both parties are discussing the merits of a tourism
orientation centre for the region and Parks Canada, under ARC,
is contemplating the development of sites directly relevant to
Batoche, such as Fish Creek, "the Pilon house (1888 Metis
household) and Gabriel Dumont's homestead and ferry crossing.
While, at the time of writing (June, 1982), there is no
guarantee that these projects will be approved, it is clear
that the prospects are good, net only for thematic integra-
tion, but for a potential expansion of thematic coverage to
include cther sites directly compatfble with Batoche.”
(Environment Canada, 1982q, p. 129)%

Pre-Management Planning Public Involvement

(NS

Aside from a meeting convened in July, 1975, w%th representatives

of the Duck Lake and District Board, the Board of Trades a local

pressure group pushing for heritage developments in the Batoche'Area,

mectings associated with the above-cited regional integration studies

and numerous interviews and site tours the Parks Canada historian and

archeclogist for Batoche have conducted with the press in Saskatchewan,

LY

no site-specific public reviews had been undertaken.

"Thus, while site-specific reviews of planning matters have
not been the subject of public invelvement, issues such as
Batoche's role in the region and its research and planning
programme have been discussed with the Province and the
+  publie. A fair conclusion, therefore, would be that at least
a moderate degree of public involvement, primarily through the
dispensing of information, has occurred.™ {(Environment Canada,

1979¢, p. 15)

13]



Management Planning Program -

Introduction . ;
' .- * . ) ~ -
+ Figure 7 illustrates the six stage management planning process for

Batoche. It incorpqrates a two-phaée formal public tnvolvement program
covering the Themeé and,_ Objectives stage and thel Plaq Alternatives
Stage. The completion of the process, aﬁ approved management plan, was
set for late summer 1981 when the process was initiated in 1979 as a

very high Regional priority. The year 1985. which is Parks Canada's

centennial and the one hundredth anniversary of the Battle of Batoche
and the execution of Louis Riel, was the driving force for getting thn
plan approval in tiﬁé to allow for the completion of significant

developments.

"In addition, it is a departmental initiative to utilize this
site as a showpiece for the historic sites programme for Parks
fanada's hundredth ‘anniversary. As 1985 is also the
centennial of the engagement at Batoche, it is anticipated
that a very broad audience will attend the commemo~ative
neremonies planned for that year... Therefore, it will be
important not only to finalize the format of the celebrations
hut to ensure that there are sufficient developments in place
+n indicate the sincerity of Parks Canada's {Interest in
Batoche." (Environment Canada, 197%9c, pp. 1-2)

"i} The team must take account of the requirement to show A
development presence at Batoche by 1985, at 1least to the
extent. of having a significant porticn of the histaric
resources stabilized or restored by that: date.” {Environment,
Canada, 1979¢, p. 11)

“anarement Guidelines and Terms of Reference

Two internal documents on Batoche that shed consliderable 1ight an
’ " .
the initial thinking and planning at work in ita management planning

process are the Batoche Management tiuidelines and Terma of Reference.
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FIGURE 7.

STAGE IN PROCESS

1

4

Source: Parks _Canadn,

Themes-
&
Objectives

- Background
Information | e

Plan
Alternatives

Draft Management

Plan

Ottawa Review

Approved
Mipagement Plan

Alternatives (Winnipeg, Manitoba, Februarv,

BATQCHE NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE
MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS
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PARKS CANADA'S USE OF PUBLIC INPUT

{Discussion of proposed approéch and
recording of suggested concerns/ideals)

(Document .will be tabled at Plan
Alternativesg stage for discussion

and confirmation)

~

(Full public discussion and recording
of alternativel(s) preferred by public)

(Will officiallv acknowledge public's
opinions and will demonstrate how it

influenced draft plan)

{Will inform Ottawa of public's
concerns/suppert for Rraft Plan)

fList of Publie’'s suggestions/concerns

will be appended to Plan)

\

Prairie Region, Planning Division,
15813, p. 2.

Batoche
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. "The October 26, 1979 Management Guidelines have been approved
for Batoche. The Guidelines represent a broad assessment of
the objectives .of the plan and the resources and timing "tq
carry them out. The Terms of Reference .will expand this
skeletal outline and’ attempt to be more definitive about the

- relative responsibilities. of the team members." (Environment
Canada, 1979d, p. 1)

Y

The Batoche Management Guidelines deal extensively with publie

involvement, deécribing the degrees to which public involvement had
previcusly occurred, the degree to which the public ecan influence
particular planning issues, the dggree to which people's pri%ate
property is 'affected, -the anticipated level of public intereat ({in
Batoche, and the limited available person-years in the Prairie'regional
office and park for the planning exéfcise. Key actors identifipd
include the Metis Association of Saskatchewan, provincial and 10&31

gqvernménts, the Board of Trade of the town of Duck Lake, the One Arrow

Indian Reserve, which 1is adjacent to the site, and 1local farmers.
General interest was also anticipated fﬁam the francophone.population.or
Western Canada, represented by. the 5St. Boniface Historical Sociaty

located in Winnipeg and the Society's counterparts in Saskiatchewan and

,Alberta.

Although there seems to be no real &ontroversy surrounding the

development of the site, a cautious open approach is faypured.

"It is true that many of the resource treatments for the
Chyrch, etc. will be resplved more by policy and internal
deliberations than by public debate.
Nevertheless. in such areas as road improvements,’ coordinatinn
of developments and protection of the environs of Batorhe, the
goodwill of the Province and 1local municipalities and
individuals will be essential.
Thus, while there are no specific areas that demand public
involvement, prudence dictates that without 1t, provineial,
municipal and local cooperation will not come to fruition:
without this support many of the planning propozals will not
. be capable of implementation." (Environment Canada, 1979c,

n. 16)
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Based on all of the circumstances and considerations so ‘far
. ' .

outlined in this seclion, the Management Guidelines conclude:

"Therefore, it is recommended: '

That a médium level of public involvement be undertaken for
Batoche that would include public consultation and involvement

at pivotal stages in the development of the plan, but would

not involve the public at-all stages, such as for Kluane
‘National Park Management Plan." (Environment Canada, 1979%¢,

pp- 19-20) L ’ .

The pivotal stages of the prbcess outlined in the Guitdelines ares

-

1) the Themes and Objectives stage, where ‘Parks Canada proposes dual
themes for Batoche and outlines appropriate  development and

interpretation; and 2) the Alternatives stage, where the approved Themes

and Objectives are translated inte specifie alternative courses of

action. Cohcerhing these two stages, the Guidelines propose a truly

~active public involvement, reaching beyond information distribution.

"Should public concerns so dictate, the objectives may have to
be rewritten, some may be deleted and some added... Here again
the publiec should be involved as a necessary input into
selection of the preferred alternative. It is anticipated
that discussion of the alternatives will occur at open houses
in larger 3Saskatchewan cities such as Saskatoon and Prince
Albert and at smaller more directly involved towns such as
Duck Lake and Rosthern. Drop-in centres and small informal
gatherings at the park are also foresgen." (Environment
Canada, 1979¢, p. 20)

The Guidelines make it cleaf that public input will be accounted
for through two news&etters,ﬁthe first reporting on what the public said
and kow this information wasnutilized or rejected during the planning
program, and the second doéumenting the results of that ipput in the
approved plans. The Terms of Reference- document also stresses the

importance of public involvement.
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"At the two pivotal steps in the planning process, at the”
Themes and Objectives and Plan Alternative stages, the public
will be canvassed for their views and reactions to the
planning “products. It is imperative that ‘the public's views
be considered by the team  during the “plan. Analysis and ‘7
summary of public views will be provided to the planning team
by Public Participation.® (Environment Canada, 1979d, p. 16)

In ‘order to meet the’ 1985 deadline for significant development, the
. .

Management Guidelines justify the inftiation of the Chureh restoration

and the conservation and acquisition of furnishing artifacts

-

independently of the management plan.
"The major problem in deferring all development work until the
completion of the management plan is the unlikelihood of
nompleting even a significant number of developments bv 1985.
Thus, certain  projects have been identified which will be
carried ocut during or Jjust after the planning process.”
(Environment Canada, 1979¢, p. 13} ’

Within the same deadline .context, the Management Guidelines make
nrovision for an additional step in the planning process, entitled
"Development Pricrities Document", which would be produced and approved
subsequent to a selection of a Plan Alternative and a detailed nnalysis
of public input. The document was to be approved by April, 1981, It
Wwas to:d

" i) establish an area plan concept which will integrate

individual projects and provide refined area development
data (or the Management Plan at a verv feneral level.

i1) identify hnigh priority projects which are econsidarad
"firm enough™ to initiate design. '

iiil establish terms of reference for such design so that

they may be commenced in consonance with the remainder
of the management planning process.” (Environment

Canada, 1979c, p. 24)
0f the $1h0.000 total. budget proposed for the manafement planning
process -over the three fiscal vyears covering 1979 ¢to 1982, whioa
inciudes $75,000 for various technical studies, a proposed $30,000 was

tabled by the Guidelines for the public involvement effort deacribed as

follows:



149

-

~ npyblie Participation (the unit) has identified a requirement
for a minimum of four months for the two major review stages
to prepare for the session, conduct them and have the input
synthesized and inqorporaﬁed into the plan." (Environment
Canada, 1979¢, p. 23) .

- For thé Batoche planning, the public participation unit, was

limited to one responsible officer who, with the assistance of members

of the planning team, n;mglyfthe Area Superintendent and the Chairménh

- . SR

would provide the analysig'and summary of public view to the.planning

team. It is noteworthy that the -six member core planning team did not

have among)Jits ranks the public participation officer,' and that the -
] .

Chairman, .the Chief of the Planning Diéision. had eitensive authority

and responsibilities for the planning tasks, almost amounting to a one-.

person effort.- The subservient role of the Public Involvement unit,

- -

: seeminély limited'to administrative tasks, 1is again hinted at ip "the
Terms” of Reference section describing’ the presentation of alternatives

to the public:

"This stage will entail summarizing the alternative document,
simplifying phraseblogy to ensure public comprehension and
designing explanatory graphics which offer an overview of the
fundamental difTerences in the alternatives. At least .two
members of the core planning team will be represented &t the
public sessions, including, the chairman of the planning teamn.
The planning team will. be responsible for the content of all
documents tabled before the public." (Environment Canada,
1979d, p. 19}

Although before a management -planning process is initiated theﬁe in
suppbsed to be an open mind. to devélopment, the budgetary planning
exercises, especially covering the lonmger-run {(up to 5 years), provide a
good indication of agéncy intentions. The Management Guidelines section
-dealing with the. fiscal Qarametersqfor the Batoche development program

reveals the extent of the development anticipated by referring toc costs

associated to the construction of an administration centre, a visitor
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reception gentre and an internal road system. It also recommends the

L ]

following:

"iji) That the fiscal parameter for the Batoche development,
at least for the next five year period, be established at
between 2 and 5 million dollars.™ (Environment Canada, 1979c,
p. 27) ‘ -

. .
. Th$ fiscal ©parameters of aty management planning proocesa

L

incorpdratiqg ma jor developments are probably the single most important

" {nfluence on the final {input, although it has been argued that public'
supporP for significént devéiopment can be used to ‘justifv 'tncreaséd
spending allotme'nts.3

u

Themes and Objectives - Phase 1 of Public Involvement

The Themes and Objectives- of Batoche gere—ﬁapproved by senior
management Septembé} 14, 1979, and put forward for public review in
March, 1980. Batoche was to have two major themes of equal importance.

"Two ﬁajor themes, springing from the Board recommendations,

can be identified for Batoche. Both are of equal importance,

These are: '

1. The North-West Rebellion of 1885; and o

2. "Metis Seytlement in the Batoche District."” (Environment

Canada, 1979c, f. Appendix A, p. 2) :

In cohjunction with the maijdr themes, twn 3sub-themes are
‘ respectively -identified, namely 1) Amerindians in the North-west
Rebellion, . and 2) Amerindians: * ~ Interaction with the Metié. The
+ objectives of Batoche emphasize its importance in the National His:qrio

Parks  and Sites system and ‘spell out intentions regarding
..interpretation{ visitor services, historic resource protection, natural
resource management, land holdings, site operatipn qnd regional
integration. SignifTicant development permeates the objectives, but in

an obtuse way. The stage is set for significant development by 1985.

[
1}
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"The tasks of dinterpretation, . therefore, will be to provide
facilities for visitors to be  introduced to the site, to
present the various themes and resources, and .to evoke the
atmosphere of Batoche-around 1865-1900, when it was a2 major-
Metis settlement and an important battleground." (Environment
Cdnada, 1980a, p. 5) : ' .
"Although Batoche is not far from Saskatoon and Pringce Albert,
it 18 still relatively isolated in terms of services for
visitors, especially ,restaurants or cafes... Finally,  to
-enable wvisitors to move around  this site which occupies some
1,893 hectares {2,700 acres), some type of access system such . -
as trails or mini-buses will have to be considered."
{Environment Canada, :1980a, p. 6) .

"Some (resources) will be 1left undisturbed. Some may be
rebuilt 1if necessary to the- visitor's understanding™ of the
themes. The task for the managemgnt planning alternatives,
therefore, will be to prepare a’ logical mixture of resource
treatments and modern additions to the site.™ (Env1ﬁhhment
Canada, 1980a, p. 6)_

"W site as large as- Batoche will require some permanent
facilities for site administration and for those staff members
employed 1in the ;nterpretive programs for visitors, the’
maintenance of bulldings such as the-church, rectory and the
other site resources.™ (Environment Canada, 1980a, p. 7

A low profile public involbement' concentrating . oh loca} Metis
residents or other 1local residents of the region 1is propgsed and

~

initiated for the Themes and ijectivesl A newsletter booklet entitled

"Batoche National Htétoriq Site — Help Write its Future", stating in

simple terms the themes .and object*ves._ was developed ta support the

informatidn-oriented program.

"The back cover_ of the publication doubles as a prepaid, pre-

.addreésed response sheet. It requests to be put on the mailing list and

invites comments on the themes to be presented at Batoche and tomments
. . . - ¥

" to be conside%ed in the preparation of development optiondg fqr Batoche.

’

"Literature was mailed out 1n ‘accordance with a comp"ehensive
maillng list, brieflng segsians were provided for television -
staticns in Saskatoon ang Prince Albert and radio .interviews
were also vconducted 1{in various Saskatchewan centres. ° A
drop-in centre was arranged at the current site administration
building and a slide presentation was provided in the historic
Churcm on the afternoons and evenings of March 3 and 4, 1980.

./'-\

~
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The intent at the Themes and Objectives stage was to present
the material in an informal manner and to concentrate on the
16cal and regional audience. Not only was this design rooted
in past precedemt, it was also premised on the notion that
expansion of any publie participation programme should be

based  on demonstrated need.” (Environment Canada, 1982q,
" p. 62)

"The two day open houses were attended by rouéhly 100 people, which
included groupgbrepreéenting the local, regional, and provincial Metis
Association, local residents, inecluding people from the surrounding
tgwﬁs of Fish Creek, Hpey, Duck Lake and Rosthérn and a few attendants
from Saskat?on and Prince Albert. A total of 136 written submissions
were received by Parks Canada (Envirénment Canada, 1980b, p. 1).
Although a presentation was made to the 90th Winnipeg Rifies in thgipex
and a brief outliné of the Themes and Objectiyes‘wasxgiven on television
in Saskato&n and Prince Albert and on radio in Winnipeé, the interest in
Batoche was predominantly local.

In August, 1980, Parks Canada released the follow-up document to
ﬁﬁe public involvement programp entitled."Batoche National Historiec Site
Comments on thé Themes and Objectives". The Fopmat is simple.

"In this report, the comments have beern grouped by subiject
area and according to Parks Canada's response. In those cases
where we felt that a further explanation of Parks Canada's
response was required, you will find it indicated {n"italics
following the relevant comment." (Environment Canada, 19800,
p. 1)

On the whole, the public response strongly supported the Themes and

Obijectives put forward and Parks (fanada's probable approarch  tn

.

development. Many of the comments merely reiterated or put {htao

concrete developmental terms what was written in the "Themes and

Cbiectives.

Parks Canada did however reiect some public commentary.
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"1. The need to accord one theme a higher priority-@than

. another. oo
2. The need to 1nterpret more n@ve (1e. Indian) history at s
Batoche. hd
3. The need -to provide a serviced campground or codmercfal
accommodation at Batoche. .
4., The .need to .provide archival facilities at Batodhe.“
(Environmént Canada, 1982q, pp. 6u4-65) .

. . . -

The first phase of the pubyﬁc involvement - program and _of the®

management planniﬁghprocess was suceessful in aveoiding conflict and iq
- . e
providing Parks Canada a secure base to develop broad ranging plan

alternatives that would 1likely be limited or suppressed, not by éhe-;

publie, but by the availability of money. - . - .

The Alternatives - Phase 2 of Public Involvement

During 1980, &an elaborate dﬁta collection and analysis process was
undertaken in order to determine 1in }easible and concrete terms Qhat
could and should be -done at Ba£oche (Environment. Canada, 1982q2
PP- 611-130).u By October 21, 3980,:a draft of the Batoche Alterhatives
emerged (Environment .Canada, 1980¢). It was finalized in

&

February,-1981, with the elimination of a fourth alternative calling for

extreme development similar to Upper Canada Village and Fort William

\

Historic Park {Environment Canada, 19B1hn).

[

From *January to March, 1981, Parks Canada went tc the public withh

the three alternatives described as 1) Alternative A - "The Time and
Money are Limited", 2) Alternative B - "The Moderate Site Preservation,
Restoration and Redevelopment Pian", and 3) Alternatlve C - "The

‘Restoratlon, Reconstruction and Major Site. Redevelopment Plan"

Alternative A, illustrated by Figure B, was considered to meet the::

minimum requirements of the Themes and Objectives, where visitors would

obtain most of their understghding of Batoche through the use of modern
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media rather than by-histéric-treatmenﬁs. Alternative B, illustrated by'

-~

Figure-g, attempted. to preserve much” of  what remains, to return to

“

period the 3tanding structures at Batoche and to provide for a mddérate
degree of landscape resto}ation," while providing for signifiéant

improvements to modern amenities such as a new Viaitbr/lnterpretation
- ’ . ’ w

Centre (Env;ronﬁent Canada, 1982q; p. 140). 'Alterhat@ve c, illuétraped
by Figure 10, "Breshmed that in order to represent and interpret
proparly . the themes of Batoche, a chronologically faithful three

dimensional’ representation of the- principal resources was necessarv"”
3 s .

{Environment Canada, 1982q, - p. 140). “Although not brought out in the

kS
public involvement mail-in questicnnaire on the alternatives

(Fnvironment Canada, 1981i), a def}nite and key weakness of the
. 1 * -
document, the costs estimated for the alternatives are only found in the

-

bulky Batoche Alternatives document, which likely had limited public
: ; :

distribution. Alternative A.was estimated to cost $3.738,000 to develop

and $200,000 a year to operate, with 9.32 person-years. Alternative B

development was estimated at $5,219,000, with an operational cost of

4

$250,000 a vear, using- 12.6 person-years. Alternative € would cost
$6,911,000 to implement and $380,000 annually to opcrate, with 19,78

person-years (Environment Canada, 1982q, p. Appendix A, p. 1-3 and

1

1}

Appendix B). ™~

< [

The Batoche Manaqqmént Guidelines and the follow-ur document nn the

+

public comments regarding the Alterhatives stare prou%ﬁg a good picture
of how,the alternpatives phase of the program was conducted.

The thrust of the public involvement program included public

meetings at Batoche (March 2, 1981 - 69 persons attended), Rosthern
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(March 3 - 20 attended), Duck. Lake (March 4 _ U4 attended), Prince

Albert (March 5 - '26 attended), Saskatoon (March 10 - B85 attended),
_Edmonton (March 117 - 28'aqtended), Regina- (March 12 - 20 attended) and.

Winnipeg (March 17 - 52 attended), for-a total attendance. of 336 ﬁeople

(Environment Canada,'1981j).5 *

’
1

In‘adhit;onlto these public meatings., a presentation of.th Plan
" Alternatives was made January 23, 1981, to two landowners d

etly

affected. A discussion of the alternatives was held January 24, 1981,

with offigials of the Saskatchewan Departments of Tourism and Renewabla

. - ’
©

Rescurces, of Culture énd Youth agd of Highways. An informal meeting

was held in Winnipeg with regional representatives of the Association of

Metis and Non-status Indians on February 7, 1981, and another one with
the Rural Municipality of St. Louis on Mareh 2, 1981 (Environment
Canada;- 1982q, p. 141). w

- 1 .
THe 1input analygis was- dene by hand, whereas the methodology used

for evaluating the publiel input was fairly elaborate but crude, and
emerged Aas oresented over the next few pages. in different wavs and in

47 fferent documents. '

"The Methods utilized to arrive at a preferreqd plan and 1

preferred series of plan suh—compdhents ware:

- A comparative table of key groups (Table 9): thir table
summarized the preference of the key groups and what they
signified for the Plan Alternatives.

- A detailed analysis of public commentary on each sub-facet
of Plan alternatives {as contained in the puhlin
participation booklet, Develeooment of the Management Plan
for Batoche - Parks Canada's response o Public Ffomment on
the Plan Alternatives). Wherever possible, the many ideas
and suggestions of the public were incorporated or 2
rationale was offered for their rejection. In this wavy,
certain desirable portions of the alternatives could be
selected, while other 1less satisfying aspects could be

rejected.” (Environment Canada, 1982q, p. 142}
”




159

-

Out of the several hundred éatoche Planning -Program mail-back
questionnaires mailed, only 76 written resi;onses were recewéd.6 'Thié
document wés based on rub-facets of the three Plan algernatives. or
these written responses, "9% favoired Alternative "A" overall, 40% 1liked
Alternative “B",. and 51% {iked Altebﬁative “Cg (Eniironmenﬁ Canada,.
19813, p. 6). |

* These statistics are dealt with in the initial public comment
booklet released in August, .1981 (Environment. Canada, ~—~19813).
Subsequent to the completion of the Management Plan,'rParks Canada
released the booklet'entitled'“Developmenn of the Managemeﬁt Plan for
Batoche! Parks Canada's responﬁe to Public Comments on the- Plan
Alternatives", as ﬁescribed-in.the above citation (Enq}ronment'Canadé,
1982r). The sub-facets of the three alternatives are organized
according tP three.categories.put forward as gquestions, namely: 1) Whap
would be relocated or -removed?, 2) What would remain the same?, and

*

3) What wouldibé new? This organization is maintained through the three

puplic inyolvemenf booklets which dealt with the solicitation of public
involvement, the public comments and Pafﬁs fanada's response.
In. the Management Plan, a public involvement evaluation aporoach

entitled” the "Preference for Alternatives by Groups" emer~ges. It mainly

deals with the oral input from the public, mostly obtained during the

¥

March meetinés. Seven KkKey groups are identified namely: 1) the Metis
Association of 3askalchewan, composed of 1bca1, regional and provincial

chapters: 2) the local peoole in the. Batoche area: 3) the. 'rural

municipality of St. Louis (meeting held March 2, 1981, with the Reeve

and five councillors, 4) the Saskatchewan Regional Centres of Prince ..
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“Albert, Saskatoon and Reginas 5) the brovincial govérnmént of

.

Saskatchewan, 6) attendants at public meetings in Edmonton and Winnipeg,
and T) the 'respondeﬁts to the publice participation literature. The
analysis\of Tesults- by groups' is summarized as follows:

"In capsule form, the results of the public meetings
demonstrated that "C" had a respectable local following, a
very high degree of support from regional centres, inter-
prnovincial centres and ,thé Saskatchewan Provinecial Government
and a high overall appeal to the people who took the time to
read and complete the public participation literature. "B
had a reasonably respectable local reception, a relatively low
degree of appeal in regional centres and with the provincial
government and a considerable appeal to those who responded to,
our literature. "A" appeared to be the least favoured of the
alternatives by a considerable degree." {(Environment ranada,
1982q, p. 149) :

-

-

The significant anomaly in preference was that expressed bv the

Metis Association for Plan "A"™ and "B".

"Views of the various Metis groups varied. Comments ranged
from total qpposition to any changes to the site from one
former resident of Batoche, to .apparent  support for

Alternative "C". Therefore it is difficult to arrive at a
definite overall conclusion as to which Plan Alternative the
Association actually oreferred. However, the position

announced in The New Breed by Tim Lowe, an official for the
Association, would terid to lead one to believe that the
Association preferred portions of "A" and "B" rather than
nen v (Environment Canada, 19829, p. 143)

It is interestingz to cite the Management Plan's deseriptfon of this

group's importance.
e

"This group is pivotal to a successful program as orevious

lack of credibility has led to a pronounced distrust of Parks

Cahada." (Environment Canada, 1982q, p. 1”8)

- .

An evaluation of publiec involvement contained I{n the Managemant.

Plan initially appeared 1in a pre-management plan document entitled

"Batoche National Historie Site Public, Reaction tn the Plan

Alternatives' Technical Analysis and Suggested Implication fo~ the

' \
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Management Plan", -internal document - drafted twice, the first time for
the Planning Team to review (Environment Canada, 1981k) and the second
ttme for the Regional Directorate review (Environment Canada, 19831)1
It criticizes the number/percentage approach that is avoided in the
publie involvement eva;uation found in the Management Plan.

MIn .evaluating and incorporating public commentary, _it is

tempting, .but misleading, to use only sheer numbers as an

indication of the preferred course of action at Batoche. Such

an . approval overlocks the fact’ that even if statistical

- validity’ could be achieved, measuring 1local vs. regional
cpinioh would still be 3judgemental and subjective. Further,

it 13 a plain fact that organized groups can tend to dominate

public meetings, that some people are. both more voecal and

articutate than others and some others use the forum of -a

public meeting to espouse causes of peripheral relevance to

"' the meeting." (Environment Canada, 19811, pp. 1-2)

To balance the intuitive impressions and statistical reality, the
approach hdoﬁtéd incorporated three techniques already discussed to some
dpibee since they survived fairly intact in public involvement reporting
contained in the Management Plan document and the Parks Canada's
response to public gomments on the Plan Alternatives document. The
techniques were 1) an 4ntuitive overview of the various meetings and
written responses which represents a general assessment of many of the
principal concerns and comments, 2) a comparative matrix of key groups
preferences and,  3) a detailed analysis of public commentary of each
sub-facet of the Alternatives, as outlined in the initial alternatives
mail-back booklet.

The 1intuitive overview of the-" various meetingzs dces not however
readily surface in documents made public subsequently. Much of it is

_devoted to the wisdom of the public involvement program, especially ins

the early stages of the management planning process.
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P"Once again the wisdom of tabling the Themes ard Objectivequ
with the public, and particularly with local people around
Batoche, was fully demonstrated. There were obvious reasons,
particularly with Metis groups, where the Alternatives could
well have been challenged fundamentally. As it was Parks

. Canada was able to re-assure several groups that, for example,

) “the Metis Associations had indeed been cansulted on the ground
rules for the Alternatives in March, 1980 and had expressed
satisfaction with our approach.” (Environment Canada, 19811,
pp. 3-%)

"Earlier scheduled meetings with the Metis Association, with
landowners affected by the Plan proposals and with the local
Rural Municipalityv helped avoid wugly and unnecessary
confrbntatiaqns dur~ing the planning meetings.” {(Environment
Canada, 19811, p. 6)

Other stated facets of the opublic involvement program that

facilitated the smooth management planning process for Batoche included:

“the provision of biiingual presentations for the local Batqche audience

who dide not necé%sarily understand planning jargon, particularly 'when
presented in English; Eeetings with the media arranged well in advance,
allowing for flex{bility in schgduling; and meetings held with the
Province of Saskatchewan well in a&ﬁance.oé pubiic méetings, to discuss
proposals and gain proviﬁcial leave to publicly discuss the issue of the
road_reloc;tion. a pFovincial.matter in this case.

The intuitive overview noted that the proposed themitic dualism of

the site, the kgy and central component of the entire management

planning proceés propesed for Batoche, received strong and almnst

universal endorsement dgring the Themes and Objectives stage of public
involvement. Tt was‘aisb expressed by.the publir, in the Alternativen
stage, that a development profile was de;irable for 1985, but that na
massive shért-term development wés'not desirable and that Batoche shoulrd
he considered a long-term project. “In effect, the Management Plan took

on a phased approach, partially for financial reasons, and partially

because of this public concern identified solelv by pudblie Snvolvement.
L 4



163

‘The comparative matrix of lEey public preferenceé for the three
alternatives .survived intact in the Management Plan with the exception _

?f a crude hand éubjective weighing system designed to balance Jloeal

- cultural vie‘ws ~with . region_al, provinecial and inter-provinciai_

perspectives.

Finally, the detailed analysis of public commentary of eagh sub-

-

facet of the Alternatives survived fairly intact in "Parks Canada's

.
) * K

Respdnse-to Publiec Comment oh the Plan Alternatives". -
- - [ -
As_nbted.earlier, the Manaéement Guidelines made provision for an

additional stép “in the plannipg process, entitled "Deyelopment

v

Pricrities Document", which was to be produced and approved by hpril._
1981, subsedquent to the selection of a Plan Alternative and to detailed

analysis” of public input, in order to proceed with the design of firm

enough projects and FO meet the 1985 d%xelopment deadlines (Enviﬂonm;nt
Canada, 1981m). In facty the documeﬁé was approved 1in June, 1991,
before Regional selection of an oyeréllvplan and before a full analvsis
of the publiec input. The Management ‘planning process was alreadvy
several months behind schedule and .Regicnal selection of an overall olan
was not ahticipatéﬁ till October, 1981,

"It i{s clear that in November 1979 the size of the response,
the complexity of required analyses and day to day logistics
of putting together a public participation package in both
languages were underestimated." (Environment Canada, 1981m,
p. 237
. . .
There was no apparent concern over the anomaly of this step since

the developmeﬁt projects were common to all three a}terdatives. Several
L4

criteria were put forward to ensure that proceeding with the designs was

not premature, that is. before the public analysis was complete and the
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Managémentfﬂldn prepared and.approved.' The criteria were also intended

. to ensure that the’brojects were maintained at a conceptual level so as
: - . —_— Ay

not to ‘interfere wWith Area Degslopment Plannimg, a stage which ‘comes

. . ~
after the Management Plan and is-.part. of its implementation (Environment

-

Canada, 1981m, p. 8).8 The projects included: 1)} commencement of the

physical restoration work of the chirch, 2) commencement of the Area
[

Develoémen% JPlanning ‘once an  alternative is " selected, 3) period

* i

restorgtion of the parish rectory, U4) co-operative cosmetic restoration
of the pari;h cemetary, BW.period restgpétion of thg‘landséape in the*
church-rectory area, ) new visitor reception.centre, maintenance ‘aﬁd
administrative complex, 7) relocation of Provincial Highway through
Batoche. .

This édditional step\}n the management planning.procesa is stresséa
by the document as an‘anomdly developed solely to meet the exigencies of
the‘Batoche development schedule,‘ It worked because of the knowledge,
expertise and many talents of the Planning Team Chairman who was not
only involved in the publié involvement program, but also wrote most of
the documents of the‘BatOChe Management Planning Process. It worked
because there was nothing really controversial about what was being
planned at Batoche, thaf is, all three alterﬁatives would not be
rejected. It worked beéausg of early public‘iniolvemept in the manage-
ment .olannink pr&cess énd .because of a well-condunted ove-all publie
involvement program.. I£ worked because the general trend of the public
response to the élan Alternatives was Known whén the "Development

Priorities Document" was written. Under any other circumstances, such a

preemption would likely have been a mockery of public invelvement and a
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.” . Subseqguent to several dr:af‘ts produced over sév,er-al months during

1982, the- Management Plan ror Batoche was finally approved by thé;

Assistant Deputy Minister. in the Fall of 1982, and the Management Plan

Summary, dated June, 1982 the Minister of‘ the Environment
(Environment Canada, 1982p). The Management Plgn; is ' based on

Alternative C and“cails for two phases of development over ten .years,

"

namely Phase 1, 1981-1986 and Phase 2, 1986-91.  Figures 11 and .12

lllustrhte the proposal.

-

.- Phase 1 calls™“for: the relocation of Highway 2%5; the censtruction

of the *Visitor Reception - Admiﬁistration - Maintenance comélgx; thé
period. reétoration of the cburch, .reétory and | cemetary; Fhe
stabilization of:the East Village, Zareﬁa, Caéon Homestead and portions
of‘t?e West %i%lage;Athg construction of igﬁess roads and park}ng for
the East Village, the-Carlton Trail and the Visitof Recep}ion Centre}
the construction of.aé access road to the Metis land holding, and the
removal of the several modern structures, including the: church

schoolhouse, the  current administrative and maintenance buildings, as

well as some reconstruction of rifle pits. Phase II calls .for: period

restoration” of the East Village, including reconstruction of 'sevefal

structures; period reconstruction of the Caron Homestead; landscape’
restoration of the general battlefield, includipng the. Carlton trail,

which encompasses much of the East side of the Site, and construction of

washrooms and a picnic area in the East Village.

-
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Although the Management Plan-identifies twelve major ‘points arising
. .. .

out of the public jnvolvement program that were’ accepted bv Parks

fanada, it is difficult to isoldte anﬁ'és-being solely the result of
. v t [ ‘.1 :
public 1involvement, that is, not alreaﬁy ientified in Alternative C o€‘

o~

already considered internally._ .Publlé'concern-about avoiding'mmssive

quick development was accepted,‘hoggvgr the phﬁsed approach probably had |

-

more to do with 1}£\ped finanéial resources. -

—
3

Between Alternatﬁve MG and the management plan there are a few

minor differences. Théproad_relo%ation runs sligntly “urther east ‘n'
the Management Plan. This refinement and the deletior of other acégas
roads which appear in the Aitgrnatives we;e the result of driving safety
considerations put forward b? the province of Saskatcﬁ%w@n. Thé highwav

alignments presented in the Alternatives were always put forward to the

.

lization, mlimnments. Washrooms and picnic

-

- public as rough pre-fina
facilities near the village also surfaced 1in the Management Plan

passibly partially ‘im respbnse to public ~comments concerning auch
Fad -

amenities, ' - o )

-
F)

. it .is worthwhile noting that the corridors ®of the miphuav

relocation and technical analysis of the viability of full perind

- - recongtruction of several of the Village buildings did not occur unti!
after the publiec involvement prdgram.

"These studies had nonwbeqn,undertaﬁen parliar becange Pyrb-
Canada wanted confirmation first, through the prahlin
involvement program, that the . concepts of full period
reconstruction and of road relocation were acceptable to the
public." (Environment Canada, 1982g, p. 152)

. i . .
v Public jﬁvolvement not only sﬁpported"nlternat‘ve  but endorand,

3
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‘ QbManagedenﬁ Plan. Had public involvement not occurred at Batoche or had

0

v ‘reconstruction, w;
- .

public sentiment not been'indbrppbéteQ\%n'the Batoche - decision-making,

" the quﬁhﬁest Rebellion would likely have been the dominant, if not the

-

only theme for Batoche and'gaﬁéthing‘simglar to Alternativé A or B would

ﬁave been developed. The omiqsionpbethe Metis éettlement‘theme~would
" . o h ) oo . L .

have totally alienatedwthb M@tis. fﬁe dual equal themes'for Batoche,

-although Bubstantiatedﬁ%istgyically, was never put beforé.the Historic
Sites and Monuments Board of Canada, probably because of the tine

A
constraint to develdb Batoche. Yet, Parks Canada's «alculated and

proressioﬁallv aubstantiated dual theme approach probably defused a
. - . »

ﬁotentially voiatile' situation and -obtained Metis "~ support at the

critical Themes and Objectives_;tép that ‘Set the stage for the develép-

ment of Batoche. - '

,j Moreover, %ad‘ publie invo}vement not occurred or had not peen_

considered.‘ it 4s . likely that reconstruction would not have been
. '..\' LY - .
entertained by Parks Canada. It can be deducted frém the Parks Canada

. i . N .
p011€<§0n reconstruction that {1t ig a last resé&t,_and should not be

underthken unless no al!’rngtive action can create public understanding

\qunvir;%épnt Canada.'1982b. p. 30). ; Anticipating puéltc feelings ahout

.

the i{ssue of reconstruction at'ﬁatoche and the actual public support

a

given to reconstruction overcame this policy barrier that is_adhered to
. ! - ; - .
\ by thoase who fear ‘creating 2 D‘snﬂvlandqsettinﬁ. -Fpr some drofessional

. .
purists, the 'Fortrezss of Louisbourg, a massive and very expensive

L] -

sUch a mis@ake. even though it is the fewel of the
. S Tt . .

\

;Hiatnric Parks szvatem And oopular with visitors. .
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It can pe generally argued that Alternative C gas g@t only séleqted
as a result of public supporﬁ bdt also_ proposed, .in barﬁ, in
‘anticipation ‘of _public Qoncerns ang pqtenttal, controverév. Parks
Canada, invthe case of Batoche, had no favoured or preferred optioh, and
if it did, it was likely Alternative B. Publiq involveﬁent ;as truly a
gey deciding factor in' the conception and subsequent-fadqptioni of
Afternative C. Public involvement determined the.dual ﬁheme approach, -

the most ambitious alternative and was consequently instrumental in the

adoption of a phased develcpment of the site.
Implementation of the Management Plan /,(’/
The 1implementation, of the Management Plan started before its

3

approval, through theg- initiation of the design of certain ﬁﬁojects
identified in the Development Priorities Document and through the
initiation.of the .Area Development Plan, which would incorporate the

latter and all development projebts._

~The Metis Association, a key group considered in ‘the management

a
1

planning process.. required special consideration in  the z;an'ﬂ
implementatior. and not fust from the point of view of inbs, either in

the cénstruction or ;peration'of the site. It should 69 noted that in'a
marner of speaﬁing, the .Hetis, as orincipéliy représehted by the
hssoctatibn of Metis and Non-Statuﬂ' Tndians of Saskatchewan. favmire!
Alterﬁative A o~ B and not C. - They also eipressed concern Aver nnt
having 1nput'in a draft Hanagement-Plan._public involvemernt atep rarely

used bx Prrlg Canada in ‘ts.management planning process.
. .

»

A
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In order to further accommodate this _critically important group,

Parks Canada integrated Metis involvement in the management plan
implementation. The managemeétfpian is only a statement of ingent, and
where significant development is: proposed,' a bluep;int to guide
decisions. It can often be argued ﬁhat the interpretation of the
managemerit plan aﬁ well as time, cﬁahging circumstances, changing key
actors, and the availability of funds can produce a. Dhysicgl .outcome
substantially differént from thaf initially in;ended. Usually, some.
form of c¢itizen committees such as advisor? committees provide
continuoué ﬁhblic involvement in park activities of a devglopmegtal or
operational nétqud In the case of Batoche, a novel apprgach was
adopted to deal with unique circumstances:

The Association of Metis and Non-Status Indians of Saskatihewan,

although only orfe of several Metis' groups contacted across'thé West and

-

.North concerning Batoche, i3 the chief representative of the Metis of

t

Saskatchewan. A local Development Board, headed by ph§§Associ§tion’s
West Central Area -Office iPriqce Albert) and by three elected
represeﬁta&ivgé of each of th; Batsche Local,l Duck Lake Local and
St. youis Local,- was estabiished, The objectives of the Board was to
express and represent local Metis views-é} Parks Canada develoome;t at
Batoche, including the determiﬁation of economie opportunities such as
employment} Parks Canada cont;acted the Local Development Beard to hire

a person to bé liaison officer between the Board and Parks Canada an;\to

collect and WTSsTminate Information relative to Batoche.
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The true test .of‘ thé ‘:influence of thé _management plan public
involvement for Batoche will come over the next ten years. Will this
public involvement have addressed alI_I. of the .externalities of the sité?',,
Will new externalities arise be.cause of changing condit.io'ns‘or' old onea
resurface because they were not initially addressed properly or because ) b

they were simply ignored through ‘implementation and interpr:etation of

[ ]
the management plan? "

-7
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ENDNOTES — CHAPTER 5

According to the Management Guidelines, for the Batoche
Management Planning process the "ARC Branch and the Province of
Saskatchewan held some meetings with influential groups in the
region in 1977-78 to discuss the Terms of the Feasibility Study
and Concept Plan" (p. 15 of Management Guide11nes)

At  time of wrtting, January , "1985, the ARC proposal is
relatively dormant because of a relatively new government 1in
Saskatchewan and general government financial restraint. The
direction underlying the ARC approach seems limited to regional
integration through discrete and separate development of
provincial and federal sites in the region without duplicating
thematic efforts. '

During one of many diSCL5810n5 with the Chairman of the
Planning  team, is was mentioned as a hopeful -result of the
public involvement ‘mgogram for Batoche when i was initiated.

4

In order to keep the publ informed and- - interested during
this period of internal analysis, a one page bulletin entitled
"Pl@@n1ng Update" was released December, 1980, to ‘tell the public
involved to dates of the forthcomlng events.

There was also a Radio Canada interview with influential %

"local residents of the Batoche local area. /,
P .
A copy of the mailing list was obtaingﬂl It includes
individuals, native organizations, newspape~s, town elerks
universities, libraries, military regimegys. provings

government departments, local social clubs, Parks Canada senior
staff, television and radio gtations, other federal government
departments, gnd politicians. The vast maijority on the mailing
1ist are in the FPrairie provinces.

. Und8restimating the time required to complete a management
plann1ng process and to undertake a public involvement -program 1is
a common malaise that currently threatens the modified open .

‘plannxng model and the public involvement approach used to da

by Parks Canada: The solution actively . being sought is cutting
down the logical stages in the planning process "and raducing or
making optibnal public involvement stages. = Unfortunately, a
better iq{Eial estimation of time, and more efficient and
effective operations of both the malagement planning program and
public involvement have 3seemingly ndt been entertained as the
obviaus.solution to the oroblem. \\‘Jh\ )

& _ .

T

, o 3

q'l



174
4 . . v . ® /
The Area TDevelopment Plan, as defined by the Development

_ Priorities Document, -connects that. Management Plan into a

physical dimension, by outlining the area that will be physiecally
disturbed .ana restored, by pinpointing the locations and
dimensions of parking, access visitor use, maintenance and

.administrative facilities and by including definitive

construction schedule to. carry out these. pﬁqjects.. It s a

- erucial link between the Management Planngnd individual designs.

/. . - ;




6. .CONCLUSION
N ° ’ ! .
. . . ' . “

Public facilities generate externalities, Institutionalized public

_}nvolveésht, esbecially at a planning stage of decision-ma®ing leading‘
to developments, is a means, albeit somewhat indirect and intangibley of
addressing these‘ externalities. It can be argued”Lthat public

inveolvement in ?Eblic facility planning constitutes an effort by all .

parties to mitigate negative externalities and to maximize positive

- externaiities. It can be also assumed that effective public involvement

is an effective means of addressi externalities.

¥y location literature “that
ﬁ

focused on ektefnal}tiéé and related locational coaflict. This

This thesis described' public

liferature propos?t\public involvement as a means of addressing

externalities.
] .
The thesis then descfﬁb@d publie involvemen; literature, which ig

P

for the most part separate from publi?/‘facility' location theory, in

order to establish what constitutes effective public involvement. and;

therefore, what- constitutes a meads of effectively dealing with

k
externalities. y . ! .

, Effective public involvement seeps to be best achievéd when it is

. . . . > : ¥
1nstitutiona11zeﬂithin ‘an open planning model. The;k.éy criteria for

W N L .
effective pgglfz involvement .are: the . early i?i;}rement by the:publ
: o :

»

" M™—@g—an open plaqning ‘process; the application of a mix o¢f proven

techniques to bulld an informed and representative public and t0 pbtain

' LI '

their input; the use of prbven input analysis and evaluation techniques;

and the integratioq of some form of evaluation of publie involvement

'
el

C%pr:dgr-am‘s'. " : ‘ I
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4

The 1iteraturé described publiec involvement -as imperfect . and
difficult. Yet, public involvement is worthwhile for the many reasons
described 'in this thesis, both in terms _of broader democratic principles

and in pnaciical terms ranging from better decision-making to satisfying

%
ritualistic-legalistic .furjctions. However, unless the programs

. . A
underlying  public involvement  are properly undertaken, public

Jinvoliégggl is constrained, as it will not meet all of the general
functions that it serves. Public involvement will not necessarily

provide consensus on an issue, but that is}not its sole purpose. Its

‘primary goal 1s to achleve better decision—makidg. It is nét a matter
of vote counting but a method of identifying public preference and the
social costs of decisions, a means of de;ling with‘negative and positive
éxté?nalities. Public involvement fails when it is {ll-understood and
ill-implemented. It is essential that it be efficlent and effective.

This requires not only an understanding, but also a commitment to public

involvement, a commlitment of time, money and trained peq;cnnel. Public

[ —————

involvement has inherent weaknesses that do not need to be aggravated or

supplemented by a casual commiépent.

&

The thesis then described Parks Canada's public invol¥ement effort.

Firsg it was situated within the agency’é planning and decislon-making

framework. Then, several cases of Parks Canada public involvement

.

-+

programs were presented, one *in greater detail, to, provide a general

L L . @

understanding -of the _principal operations of the agemcy's public

involvement effort, to some extert within an - historical context.
' <

Although some ‘analysis. was given during this "description, .additional
b : '

analysis in ‘light of public involvement literature and hence the thesia

R

2
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L . E s :
‘proposal relating to effective.handiing of externalities, is giveﬁ in
.this,conclusion. - . _ . ' \“‘

In light of the publiec involvement literature's-piéscribed‘general
criteria fof effectiﬁe public involvement outlined ea}lie;}\bit is
concluded that Parks Canada's public involvement is fairly effective.

This cautious statement is justified because of a few shortcomings and

-

inconsiste;cies already described, and these caution sigﬁais are
elaborated upon in the following discussion. x

It was fo ;:?Ehat public involvement im Parks Canada is subst;ntial
and 1s an intggral conmpenent of the ‘agency's planning, decision and
operational fr;mework.' Since the early 1§70's, publiq involvement in
‘Park§ Génada has evolved, partly through trial and_error, sudcessgs_and
failures, and through “the theoretical and practical knowledge gained
Erom elsewhere,.especially in the Unitéd States. Pﬁblié involvemﬁ t is
notfinsular. It works alongside other processes that aéé also ';;lving; %\
For*. example, the Parks Canada Policy arﬁ the establisMment of  a
management planning process are recent initiatives. The histaricall
context of Parks Canada's public involvement is one of evolution that
challenges a static approach to the subject matter.

Four institutionalized opportunities for public involvement in
Parks Canada were described, namely at the depua.‘.mental pglioy
development }evel, at the regQiatory level,‘at the park establishﬁent
level and at the park management ﬁ;an development level. |

. p . . i .
A brief description was given of Environment Canada's public

involvement annual meetings initiatéd in 1982, principally with interest

LY -

groups of both conservational/envinonmental = and development.
1 . ' -
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worientations, to discuss'lbroad issues. 'L<;t was concluded that a
determination of the impact of these meetings' recommendations would be
premature ~and a subject for further research. Publie 1involvement

'

regarding regﬁlations, an important aspect of Parks Canada's activities,

~ .
was not eXamined closely;.being a very recent requirement that appears
to be more informative in nature rather than consuypaéive. Here again

is another possible area of further study as regulations covep\areas

suti\if the setting of park user fees and specific visitor activities.
t was revealed that the oprincipal dgcument proclaiming and

requiring the need

or public involvement is the Parks Canada Policy.,
‘The documgnt's de elopmenﬁ s in itself SUbjected to publice input. ?he
policy deals with blic involvement in very general-terms and requires
consultation in the kstablishment of parks and thé develepment of park
Tfnagement plans, which are thelprincipal opportunities for meaningful
‘public involvement in Parks Canada and .the foci of this . thesis.
Although the Parks Canada Folicy carries the Minister's approval and is
adhered to by the bureaucracy, it has no legisliative sanction and is
opén to broad interpretation.

The thesis then described the planning framework of parks, which
includes park”éstabl{ihment and management. The docugents guiding these
activities adherelto the open plahqing concept similar to.that described.
earlier in the public- involvement literature. It involves benchmark ”

' / : b
activities and product; requiring-institutionalizéd publig inveolvemant,
The intent of these‘documents‘would eqq}Le to, a nonsultativg level of

public involvement according tb the models put forward in the pﬁbllc

ianlvement literature. Aga.n, it was revealed that ™ the public
. _ s

. ]
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involvement direction in this area is very generallﬁndlop;n to broad
interpretaéion. It can be a;gued; howevér; that thisqrespondsxpo the
flexibiility reguired by a décenbralized agené} such as ‘Park§ Canada.
Th; interpretation of the éeneral direction is a-reéional }eéponsibility
carried out by ﬁublic pért;cipation officers and planners in coﬁperatién-
with the parks.- Unlike .most Parks Canada activities, there 1is no
central or national body for public involvement. The thesis expressed
concern with the general ‘direction and épparént lack of national
coordination with regard te'public involvement. - ) |
The thésis t@en described several cases of p&blic involvement
progfams supporting the developmeht of national ﬁarks Iand national
historic parks and sites management blans and aﬁe case involving a new
ﬁark preoposal. q
The public hearing% prograw for national park master plans in thé
_‘éérl;__¢1970's coést;tute¢ Parks Canada'’s initiation =~ to public
lnvongggnt; Operatéd by staff from Ottawa, the hearings proved to be a
difficult initiation ;ulﬁ}nating in the Village Lake Louise contro;ersy
and faifure to gain approbal qf a proposal. Tﬁe hearings program failed

because public input was sought in the final stages of the planning

process. These relatively formal . hearings constituted an

information/persuasion level of public involvement. /It should be noted

tq Parks Canada's credit that it- did’ reverse 1its position regarding
Nillage Lake Louise in reaction‘tﬁ publ;c pressure and solicited public
input. . - . )

Subsequent';o the public hearings program, Parks.Canada adapted ‘the

6pen planning quel to the development of park master plans that evolved
5.
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‘into park management plans by the ‘late 1970's. Public involvement

-
-

» operations were ‘also decentralized to the néﬁly formed regiodal offipes

that emerged ﬁith the decentralization of the agency durfng the déqaﬁhwq

1

VPublic involvement =~ techniques were refined' and formal hearings were

abandoned. Parks Canada applies a mixture of public involvement

-

techpiques in keeping with those prescribed by the litératﬁ?e_reviewedm'
3 . :

« .

Public involvement program consultants énd academic expertise are being
- i

§

used in some cases. A very prbmising trend of supportihg léqal
. _ . 1 . )
communities in conducting public inv#lvement programs 1is also‘emerging;

. ! )
Several recent public involvement programs are then described. A
general adherence to the prescribed open planning framework emerges, but

with some notable inconsistencies. Although these inconsistendies may

"be explained or justified in most cases, they principally involved fewer

A"
planning stages incorporating publie involvement milestones. For

example, in some cases, the public was approached‘only'dnce at a late
stage with one proposal. Also there are cases where few publics were.
. o

approached. Another example, would be cases where public input was not
sought on a draft manégement plan. ~

These inconsistencies give the appearance that Parks. Canada
f}uctuates, in theoretical terms outlined previously, ' {rom thé
persuasion information model of citizen participation to the‘ citizen
partnership model. An example of the former is the management plan
proce;a of Les Forges du Saint-Maurice,' Qhereas the Bruce =bepln§ula

national park propesal is an example of the latter. Most of the cases

reviewqd, howéver, zeem to fall in sthe middle ground of the

. &y

participayvion conﬂlnuum, that is, the consultative mode]. Even within °
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*  the consultative model of public involvement a ranking sugfaces. .

The

management’ planning. programs for Fort Chambly National Historic Park,

. i ] . .
Sir George Etienﬁe“}Cartier National Historic Park and  Fort Malden

-

National Historic Park. would rank low, ' St. Lawrence Islands Nationdl

Park would rank medium and Point Pelee National. Park, Batoche National
. .t . ‘. . L‘

-

Historic Site and the plan review for Ri

would rank high. It is too early to 'eipose the Four Mountain Pafks

ding Mountain National " Park .'

management planning program to this subjective ranking. However, eag}y_

‘indications do ngt favour a good ranking. Although, the theaislﬁid fiot

cover éﬁj recent cases of public involvement programs in Parks Cénada$§

Aflantic'Region, it is Known that the region has a strqu éonsultativé

tradition.

-

'

L3

Parks Canada seems inconsistent with regards to the - public

“ . .
involvement input analysis and evaluation prescrib
lthough not covered in detail by the thesis research, only a few publip

involvement programs .used sophisticated and objective ‘input' énalysis.

.

%

ed "by thé literature.

techniques that are readily available. Most programs examined,.applied

an intuitive manual analysis of  information combined

clumsy and inconsistent evaluation techniques.

!

Wwith seemingly

The - programs reviewed

dlso did not incorporate formal on-going or post facto public
ST . . -

;]
involvement program evaluation.

According to the 1literature, the

conduct of some form of evaluation is imperative to ensure effzzlént and

. "InBepite of the above criticism, Parks.canaﬂa's public involvement

effective public involvement.

-

s supported by broad policy commitment’ ‘and formidable resources,

including dedicated and .well-intentioned -staff.

’

f

i

\

'y
[

. e

In addition, 1in all

o

.
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cases reviewed it was demonstrated that public involvement had ‘a glear

impact on the final management plan.

This thesis has provided the background required to appreciate the .

-reaource management framework o!‘ Parks Canada and the nature of 1t.s

.

. public involvement.. It has given exaznples of public involvement in the

'policy-making, planning and even f‘l.n decision-making. Pul\ﬂ‘\ involvement

-
-
[

1
in Parks Canada is strong and‘.has, on occasion, not only alt.ered
* . 4 S
-_.proposals, but even reversed them.A The experience sampled shows, far

" the most part, a ‘level of compromise when faced with opposition: '

Irrespective of Parks . Canada's mot ives for public partlicipat.ion’

- -

prografns; the results dcmonst.rate a willingness to listen and change,

sometimes si'gnificantly-' Albthough very timel-consuming and costly,

public part.icipat.i.on has led to ‘managemnnt .plan approvals covering ten

uge

B

'_t,o fit‘teen years of propoaed development and operations, subject to-e

t - “t
revieus and modifications. Involvins uthe publ}c ea,rly in the planning

P N .
o o

1"ﬁ

 process has proven successful wgen compared to; the '.__,’diff‘i-cul_ties cauged

. Vo . 4 : 0
by late involvement in the pro_vis‘;onal' rpaater plans public hearing

. ) t L
program of the ea¥ly 1970's.  The success of recently approve! park
. * . ) . : ., . o

management plans lics for the most part in the future 'because public:

involvement has probably mitigdted or eliminated costly problems wnich

would have 1likely surfa later. = An approved management'plan with

.0

public support is not an end in itself. Tne Jlikely . succeasful

. lmplementatian o% yheser plins will Justify- Parks Canada®™g efforls to

(‘Q)i volve the public in its activitics. -

J

. Even when f‘ac.ed with f‘ailure .'such as the inittal Stf"Law-e

B P

Ialaqg N%t.ional Pa.rvc ‘proposal to er..proprlage. Par-cs Canada rc:spondcu

- *

[} ) .
. : a
. .

<
L7

1

)

K
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with a compromise or neu proposal that ‘will prove'to ‘be even more in the

]

interest of Parke Canada and_the broader national interest. The Four
Mountain Parks planning exercise, an apparent ‘example of a ég%nning and
publie involvement program failure, 1s as yet incomplete and will likely

produce a management " plan incorporating compromises, a good product

gifen'tne circumstances, and a superior product than that which would

have been produced had there been no publie involvement.
Y S . .
- The Bruce Peninsula National Park proposal relied solely on public

LN

involyement in order to proceed with the establishment of a park. The

Batoche _public involvement:‘proéram, the principal case study of this
.t . ’ 9 T
thesis, was shown . to have Had a major influence on the proposed

development of that site. T %

A future of »probable greater non-governmental involvement in
— . . 3

govefnment and its ‘facilities such as parks will demand a full

commitmenf to efficiency and effectiveness. However, 1itt1e coordinated

efﬂprt would be needed to accomplish this goal since it is close at

'1f !

hand, thanke to Parks Canada's efforts thus far. The inconsistencles

'-';'ﬂound can likely be overcome by . greater national publio involvement

*
. o

dLreotion in a park planning framework that strongly adheres to open

l.planning and that incorposates procedures supporting sol;d public input

'_-analYSis and evaluation and program evaluation. The challenge will be

-

to- enSure sufficient flex1bility to respond to regional and local needs

and ;o different conditions However, spelling out the general rules,

Iy

nunderetagging them, adhering to them and erihancing them as needed, will

LR -
o~

aesist Parks Canada S: partnership with the public in ensuring better
adeeieion-making ooncerhlng Canada's natural and cultural heritage.

sranp 4

- . =y

- Mo e,
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This partnership will not be fully achieved without diffieul&iea

and -ogposition, strengthened by, ever increasing govezpment fisca}
'reéﬁrainté*téag_gttéék Pbocesses that qcould be perceived as inéfficienﬁ
and 'ineffectivé. ..Public inyolvément s a time-éonguming, costly;
sometimes 'obstrﬁctioﬁist and controversy-creating activ;ty’ that .
challenges'the_bﬁreaucratic status quo eptreqched in p;ofessiona}ism and
administra;ion. Equally important, if not more so, ppblié involvement
challenges the political §tatus quo -which is enérenched in tﬁe supremacy
of representatiQe democracy ané oriénégdﬁtouéFdé'quick and sﬁorﬁ-teqm
solutions. ' | , ‘ ' |

. It 4is therefore concludgd that Pafks.:Canada ii -éddressing
externalities generated by its public facilities} principally parks,
through 1its institutionalized pdb}ic involvement, ;principally in ité'
planning process for parks. It is also concluded that-Pafks Can@da's
.public'involvement is fairly effective, and certainly substantial in a

finapecial and human resources allocation sense. "It is therefore deduced

that Parks Canada is addressing externalities fairly effectively.
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APPENDIX 1

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT TECENIQUES

One of the most written aboit technique and most critigiéed is the

‘

formal public hearing. This is the\form of public inwolvement that most

¥ -

people assocjate with public participation yet according to muchC?f the
lwtewature it should be avoided where posdible. The “U.S. Natlonaiﬁ¥a§k

Servicé"défines hearings as a formal meeting with formal procedures

CQﬁVenedtby an jndependent hearing officer and in their wcase, recorded’
; o ot

by a contracted  stenographic officer. Burfon ‘and Wildgoose (1977)

define public ﬁéarings as a special, legal, focused mechanisam for public

participation in pelicy making, often used by legislative bodiéﬁ and

)

their advisors, and usually focusing on narrowly and‘legéily restricted

topies. Weitk {1979) claims hearings constitute the public phase of the '

assessmént\prodess and act as a lens through which government decision-

LY

maFerS' perceive public and expert reagtign “to speéifie ’projgcts ‘tor

proposals. According to Le Dain (1973), hearings contribite to~ the
identification and discussion of issyes but cannot necessirily be safely

used as an instrument to tranquflizb public opinion. \

LTt h

Hebgrlein'(T976) provides one of the ‘most elaborate and critiral

'
. 0

analysis of ﬁublic hearings, which he describes aé a kneejerk reactinn

+

to a demand for public involvement and as a traditional, uhiquitous an'!
ill-understood institution of American sociefy. “hceording  to Lhe

author, public hearings have four distinct functions: 1) an tnﬁormatﬂdn

function to tell the public about a program; 2) a coéptative'functfon_

designed to involve citizens in order to prevent anticipated
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obstructionism; 3) a riéuaiiétic,,function where required by law or
administrative coge, and N).;ﬁ 'in£eractive' function when the agency
tf&es to discover what the'people want and £o respond to these wants.
In describing thesé functions, Heberlein holds a very negative view of
both the agency and the workings of public hearings.

Citing Fox and Wible (1973), Heberlein claims the most serious
problem wieh public hearings is that the views presented are those of

well identified members of interest groups and therefore are likely to

,be unrepresentative of the range of individuals who are affected by the

issues. Other related weaknesses presented by Heberlein include:
~competing demands on an individual's time - and role requirements affect
.éttendance, especially during work houré} representatives of an interest
group are likely to be more knowledgeable about the project than the
public; hearings are too formal for the lay public. Burton and
&&ldﬁoose (1977) atate that because of their legal structure, hearings
elicit limited participation, wusually from professionals and ‘experts.

Grima and Dufournaud's (1976) and Grima and Wilson's (1977) analysis of

verbal ‘benaviour at International” Joint Coémmission publi¢ hearings

identifies three groups of participants, namely, government, . private

individuals and private associatioﬁs, and reveals significanﬁ variations
in Fﬁé‘ quantity and quality cf submissions. It was found that
government- groups present their vijews more frequently and submit higher
ﬁgality beports.. They suggest tha} 'ehe iack of resources of most small
groups 1is a major constraint to their participation in publie hearings.

The U.S.* National Park Service shares this concern wWhen stating that

public hearings intimidate the general public and foster participation
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by organized interests. Waddell (1981, p: 1u_1é) criticizes public

hearings as follows: y . Py

"Hornback (1977) suggests that public hearings do not facili-
tate effective policy development and public participé&ion
because they usually occur towards the end: of the planning
effort, after the policy decisions have been made; they are
generally adversarial in nature, which precludes effective
consultation, problem solving or consensus formation; proceed-
ings tend to! be ritualized, legalistic¢ and formal in nature, .
which intimidates rather than encourages publ}c participation; !
and, they only serve a purpose so long as project planning and
decisions are not contingent on the attzinment of objectives
identified through the hearings... There is a real danger of
expensive, protracted hearings and inefficient use of people's
time and energy, resulting in strong reaction against public
hearings (C'Riordan and O'Riordan, 1979)...Pross (1975) .cHar- -.
acterizes public hearings as being superficial,. while Welck
{undated) notes that public hearings _are susceptible to
manipulation by various partiqipénts;’ with the public -

possessing the least influence of all. Cyxuikshank (undated)
sees' public hearings as & ratiomalization for ommitments
already made to a project. 0'Riordan and O'Riordan (1979)

note that those projects supported by strong political commit-
ments and powerful private interests generally recedve
apprgval’régardless of publig inpyt."

-

v

On a more positive note, Ho and Quinn (1976) state that public
hearings are viewed. as an effective mechanism for two. way communicatinn

1f background infcrmation on proposed pfans is released su[ftciéntly in

-

" advance. ., Burton and Wildgoose (1977) concede that they afford ‘he

,advantage of déaling strictly with the issue at hand, and the U.5.
‘ )

» - ' ’ ‘
Nationdl Park Service (1978) does reluetantly mention they satisfy lopgnl

requirements. * The Institute for Participatory Planning (1978) Tstates

- .t

public- hearings have two main purposes: first, they ensure a mtnimw!
‘. ]
s
legal requirement, and second, they establish a permanent legal recnrd,
However, the fnstitute argues that ideally, pubiiC»hearings should hold

no surprise for anyone and should be a formal ratification of the

agreement or disagreement that the agency and potentially affectad
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interests have worked out informally. Concerni&k advocates' of public’

s

hearings Waddell (1981 p. 15) writes: ?: o : }/

4
"Schuck (1977) and Burton (1977). observed . that publie hearings
are effective for consultation and ‘the exchange apd
questioning of a broad range of oplnions and information. The
public nature of hearings provides credibility to the - results
as well as to the participants (Le Dain, 1973; Weick, undated)
and increases public acceptance of the outcome (McIntOSh,
1977). Paglin and Shor (1977) and Stabler and Olfert (1980)
noted that governments have generally recognized the legltl—
macy and value of public hearings in poliey formation,
although this receognition does not preclude misuse of public
hearings. "This misuse of hearings is potentially the .case
with all participants.” o

-
-

In order to alleviate many of the drawbacks of “public' hearings,

Waddell  calls for less formal hearings and for the provision by

" L

government of greater financial assistance and information access.

Funding is a key element to “improving hearings. Iﬁtérvenor funding for.

public hearings is surfacing in Canada and is incréasing in- the United

States. Even while advocating for more intervenor funding, Aron (1979,

p- 484) concludes, after citing some of the common public hearing-

L]

criticiam:

"These observations suggest that broader opportunities to
participate should be made available earlier in the -decision-
making process at a time when questions are being explored,
issues are being defined, and decisions — many of which may

never reach the hearing stage are .more suscept*ble to ocutside
influence.m

Moreover, .the Institute for Participatory Planning ~argues that
public hearings are a very poor technique for obtaining citizen input
because they can prombte conflict, confrontation and polarization; they
overwhelm lay people with technical infermation and intimidate many
people because of their formality. Brinch (1975) classifies hearings as

-a public information technique as Qpposéd to a public participaticon

-



ot

‘. 217
- o N
'techn%que. Similarly, Sinclair.é{j9772;%claims they fit into a

répreéeniative theory.of democracy }éiherikhan ﬁépariicipatogy theor;;
Sinclair argues thét, although hean}ﬁgé'ar;fe;;y for'é&enq&éé ;o use arfd

-

" - )

—can reach a 15ﬁge audience, thng are sphdamenta$f pnoblems .in
R . N L s b o . "t .

- | ) ‘: . AL

.publicizing hearings across a broad saéctrum of “int
: 4 b ’

$1975) portrays hearings as a ritual of the .

1]
- r -

ésts. », Estrint’

¥

g ot .
ubli®a participation

- toa ' . f‘ . "'.‘

process, and suggests they may Be, gvolving fﬁto an institutionalgmeans

v : s Ce T . D 1

' ; S i o - M
of circumventing democratic mechanisms and of; achieving ends without,

? ¥ - N “ “ . 'll
L s . . - ' ) R

opposition. .. L . Lt “ "

. - e i \.\‘ _:; ]
Before moving on to a brief seleqtive review of the litergture on

"w ~ . -~ - . . -
other participatory techniques, mention should be made of-the most basic

LY -

d ahq. traditidhal techniques” of ‘votes and- referendums. According to

bl

b . r - N - -
‘Burtort 'and Wildgoose (1977), although votes and referendums are most

useful in determining general issue consensus,.they are costly and can

-4 1

‘deal -only with specific and clearly understood issues. ’ .
: . . r
Aside from criticizing; prlic 1hearfngs,‘ the literature on
. - - § -
techniques. favors attitude surveys, workshops and mail-in Pallots. It

- . -] . .
is vely imteresting to note scme of the disagreetents and céntradictingn

that carf be found among the authors. - S

Surveys:'ror‘example, are praised and criticizedy depending on the

_author and research done. The” U.S. Highway Research.Board (197Q)

stresses . the, ase of attitude’ surveys, ' involving sampling, and
hY - 1Y

interviewing to measure community wvalues and viewpoints. O'Rinrdap

(1971a) confirmed, through a public opinion survey, that rate payens'

. groups were representative of loaal opinion 1in the, issue of water

' quélity. Only 13 of the Canadian partictpétion cases analysed by Burton.

- *

-

-

-
T
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and Wildgoose [1977) used sample surveys.. The authors claim surveys are

’

good for getting public values, attitudes and opinipgs;"hdweyer the

techriique is nc;t used to geperafte neéw ideas. Theyl cadtion, that surveys

cdn be time-consuming and costly,. and, that the 'pdblic is a passive

pérticipant.! Connor ) (1975), as an alternative to. expensive, time-
‘I | i Y ' . R -- .

consuming and unpopular (formal interviewing). sample surveys, guggests

-

the review of weekly andl daily newspapers' content, and of pertinent

. AR .
goverament files, informal interviews with participants, contacts with
: . .

-
4

, pther scurces and meetings withzlocal.residenté; Alkhough‘this p}ovides

1] s

‘moré>qualitative data than quqntiiétiﬁe,'fﬁe author contends that these

- methods provide a continuous, flexible aﬂd.uﬁobstrusive information flow
! * ., . - M ‘D

to the “study. Participants' observation - is often raised as an

N
1

alternative to surveys as it provides a .useful source of informatibdn

gathering especially in the earliest stages.Aoﬁ decisibn-making. Its
i . s *

major shortcoming is the opportunity for’ observer _biaseg. Heberlein
(1976) attacks public opinion surveys, claiming théy are expensive ard

[

scientifically difficult to conduct and interpret. He also stresses

that indtviduals surveyed can "be poorly informed, especially when |

dealing ‘with hypothetical questions about hypothetical futlres. .

participation if properly conducted. Burion and Wildgoose' (1977, p. 13)

state they "are best suited for the evaluation of alternatives. the

deé&gnntion of impact .locations, and the identirtcationfdf reaotions tao '

"proposals on behalf of the community." Borton's et “al. (1870} found

Workshops are -a popular technique which :encourages a more active

.that' wonmkshops were successful in, improving the understanding of

afti}udes, and objectives between the. agency planners and _ locdl

'

A

s
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‘representatives. Connor (1974b) makes practical suggestions applicable
\ .

ﬁo‘worﬂshopssbsuch as evaluating the necessity; purpose, sponsorship,
attendance, atmosphere, space and aéenda, S0 as to improve productivity

' and satisfaction; Connor. (1977) furthers his practical sugggstion§ on

, ‘the conduct of qulic meetings and claims the}‘ﬁhould Sé'managed réther
) than just allowed to hgppen or left to local organizers. He finds that .
small group sessions are particularlf‘usefuf and claims that.the stage
pt‘which the public meetfhg is held relaﬁ%ve td thé decision iﬁfluéﬁééﬁ,

»

the degree of confron{gtion. The U.S. - National Park Service (1978)

proposes self-guid;d workshops whége park staff ﬁfovides -only an
inzroduction and Arieniatipn, and guided workshops that éreate an
opportunity for public Jjudgement "to grystallize and becéme more
consistent." In his anal§315 of workshops, Heberlein (1976) expressen.
the common concern of lack_ of representati@eness wand suggests two
strategies to minimize this prob¥mn.c He propoées a congerted effort to -
locété'and.involve_opinion leaders of the local community. Heberiein
élso suggesb%'forming a worksh;p group based on a random selection from
the jury' rQl?s 'or from voter registration lgsts, thUS‘-combininé_ thf

L

advantages of the survey. T . . ‘

The mail-in ballot i{s often used i{n the planning progfam invslving
alternatives as a way of determining the final decision (Connor, 1976):

In a program involving broad regional development, The Ottawa farletan

-~ -

.Regional, ?lamningVCommittee {1972) used a newspaper férmat’ publieation
that inclﬁded a mail-in questiconnaire which asked the public to rank

- ’ l .
regional goals and to answer questions about specific issues. Filinson

(1974) describes the use of a mail-in newspaper ballot fto determine



public.preferenées among alternétivg site locations being ébnSi&éréd for.
the proposed Highway 43§ that now links Montreal and Ottawa. Tﬁe‘bq&loi

resulted in the selection of a route that was not the least costly’and

: . - - . 2 . .
that was substantially different from. the original plan. Filinson

belieyes that the problem with this .method is the lack of information ~

-

the public obtains on the pros and cons upon which to base a sound

' décision. This important flaw applids to most public opinion holls.

Role playing and gaming or game simulation is a virtually untried

-,

novel technique that, according to Burton and Wildgoose® (1977), can give

.

the participants substantial technical information so that they cantbe
more effective in evaluating basic'poliQ; decisioné.fok.thEmselves. .Ihe
authprs claim that "as such this can lead to a height;ned understanding
on behalf of both parties as to _the potential impacts aof a‘dgcision a?d"
bring into focus issues of contention”" {Burton- and ‘Wildgéose, 197%a
p. 13).‘ Only one Canadian case is reportéd by the authérs to have used;

this technique. It 1involved graduate students of. the University of

v

1

Toronto who, under a funded brogram, provided technical assistance to °

- r -

~

citizens' organizations in the City ;of\ Toronto on planning and

development issues {Urban Research Bulletin, 1974, . 3). " Le Cavalier

and *Le Cavalier (1974_75) hypotheticaliy apply the concept to‘the‘birthh

4

and growth of a city and suggest "that gaming may lead to new solutions

;. -
N

i to“old problems by removing many of people's inhibip}qns and.byxallowing
experimentation impossible in real'life" {Seyell, 4979, ﬁ- 733 . .
The use of the media, such as telecommunications pechhiques, is,“
according__t?’ﬂﬁquj'&f the ‘literature, an integral part of a public
2 ! . :
involvemgp;f campﬁ{én and includes telev{sion, radio, b;ochures,

, 1
v P .‘.»- '
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newspapers and * advertisements. These techniques are effeé:ive in

A r

~ announcing' benchmark events such as meetings, and in generating

a

attendance and participation. Burton and Hilqgobse (f977, P. 13) claim

"they_are best suitedAfor evaluation of ;mpaﬁts, as a sdunding board for

public*'reaction, and as. data generators, especially when a ‘specgfic

. . [
choice is involved."™ Brinch (1975} providgs an excellent overview of

the

’

pros and cons such as costs associated with various ﬁeqia‘ﬂ

/

techniques,: and stresses’ that the audience wusually determines the

P -+

.

.~technique;

-~

\| r

The .elaborate public involvement progrém in the Okanagan basin

PR

0 v -

exténsively and successfully used numerous public media facilities as

“

‘ part of a putilic "information program developed to supplement -the task

+
“desi
1 1

~

. -fonces which only allowed a small’

gned "™to educate the general public oﬁ majop study fi

b}

R

S

ndifgs,

‘fraction-of.;hé Okanagan community to

participate. . More specifically,, the ﬁublic; igforpatipn prdgram Wwas

to

. Secure as much response as possible *and to ensure that tha task force

»

fgdohmendations did in fact reflect the preferences of; a majority of

[

residents" (J. O'Riordan, 1676, p. 188).  Media facilities coamhined to

N

présent a multimedia seminar on major 1ssues in the study.

1

success with the latter.

r

leaders and thus entail the problem of representativenessﬂ

-

‘"An estimated 10,000 people turned in to the televisinn
" pertion of each seminar, and over 5,000 people listened to the

entire radio program. As many more probably listened to
portions of the presentations, these* seminars accomplished
mere than any other mechanism to inform.the general public on
study progress." (O'Riordan, 1976, p. 189)

Advisory grOups and task forces are techniques used extensively in

.

.

public involvement programs. The Okahaéanl,bagin program had much
They usually are composed of comﬁuniﬁy opinion

However,
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“h 1 / - ’ N v

combined with measures to offset this problemf advisory groups, and ‘task:
- -y ‘ - #

forces allow substantive direot 1nvolvement by the public. Burtom and

AN

Wildgoose (1977) stated advisony groups best serve as sounding boards.-‘

LY

The U.S. National Park Service has, formallyﬁ established national,

. -

_regional and park advisory committees with established advisory }bles in

management plans. The Serwice also'has an instrument that they refer to

3

as ad hoc committees, ‘which are -tempprary comﬁittees- that addresé

sphcifie - issues and recommend solwtions. ' The U.S. Federal hdvigory

Committee Act allows, under somefciréumstances, for lpcal cjitizens who
N i

N .
. Il

choose to represent their interests to form a group and”etrikela working °

relationship with the planning team or park staff fe; the duration of a

planning effort (U.S.N.P.S., 1978, p. Chapter 3, page 5); R

The literature on public involvement also d811VéPS' much gutdance

-

and infermation on ecitizen initiated" public inVelvement techniQues.

Nowlan and Nowlan (1970), in a .case study of the- Spadlna Expressway in

Toronto, conclude that the mest .effective‘,méchahism for stepping a

project is strong opposition. Chantfsb(ed.) (1970j-Pollution Probe book

provides a How to Do It kit that -stresseskl achievement of ‘community
through: group =action, communication, education,- and citizen " power

through petitions, informatioﬁ, 'fundiqg and services, at;racging

o -

attention, approaching government and litigation. -Chapt stronglyvaﬁgues

_that the power of group action is the key.to motivatingfgovefnment. Ley

(1974}, however, in &n analysis of two case stﬁdies, illustrates how the

’

processes, of co-pptation and idolatry ihaﬁe persistently ‘Leseened . the

‘impact of citizen participation. . He demonstrates how citizen energies

1
o

-~ -

Y

Ll
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LT int’érvention- Al.imsky

©l envi?‘onmentagt' a"cuvists .

(1972a),

A

X

Stlnson

o "

¢

T stratqgieq ava:ﬂable to the publid iS* C‘-ited in Olsen '(1976) and {ncludes

ey N "> Ry

y, T -inr.n.:ven,a_lﬁn, agdz-M:Ltchell and’ ‘Stalllngs (19797 Si.er'r'a Club handboek for

-‘outlines a- J"'adical étrategy‘ of

N Connor (197”3’5 and (1972b);"vwho outllnes ‘in .detail a S'traﬁesy -Of' .

\

-

(TQTS) .pr‘q.vides. an.* annotated

. C ':bt.b]r;Logr‘aphy; ofxCanadian cases 1n c1tlzen action. 'n‘ood (1976) descr‘ibﬂs‘

“‘ " % \ Ne,

ef‘f,g'cti\.fe use ;».gf‘ threat

" .
SR

P
i

in a case cqnberning salmon spawning grounds

- competing with, water demand m Victoriay,

v

-~ - =
N [

. to gain support brought encugh pressure by commumty cdnser-vation groups -

I -

on decision-make
b
g

T3

B

3

to reverse

»

1

2 dec imdn

B.C. - A géming 'interactibn

4

L a s, . - - - % . .
based on a strategy ~of educatiné the general public and using the media

"

.
Roman“(1977) .calls {‘o‘r

ad%ocacy tr‘a-fning_‘ to allow publice xparticipa-pts' direct, intervention  in

™

e,
formal triBunals.

-
.

~ »
o

~
-

-
P
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.
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Mediation. is yet another public involvement technique. According

to Amy (1983), mediation is not public participation but ecloutful

people's participation wheréhy only people that have some ifpact on the

situation are involved. He defines mediation as "a process in which

1

.representatives Of environmental groups, business groups and governmént
agencies sit down together with a neutral mediator to negotiate a

binding resolution to a particular‘ environmental disputg.“ Amy

discourages mediation because of forms of bias and co-optatién at work

against environmentaiists, namely: - ~ .
. i Lo R ——
"(1) the possibility that the congenial atmosphere created by ?
mediators serves to disarm and co-opt environmentalistsy
(2} the pbssibility that superior . poYitival and economic
resources- create imbalances of powér that allow pro—develop-
ment interests to extract.*unfair concessions from environ-
mentalists at the bargaining table; and
(3) the possibility that the mediation process tends to
redefine environmental issues in a way  that favors pro-
development intereats." (Amy, 1983, p. 3) ‘

i

Only a few of the myriad of publis involvement technigues and

concerns were covered briefly in this appendix.

an

o
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PTG APPENDIX 2
'ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF PUBLIC INPUT
Analysis of Public Input: o ' ) -
R A landmark public involvement study was initiated by the Forest
Lo : Service in 1972 (Hendee et al., 1&@3)- The Study developed a conceptual
T *  framework that yidentified fdve discrete and highly interdependent
g - - . \.i‘l;?l - I
procésses basic to any pubhc involvement effort, namely and
> a:
- . -’ > [ r. ..
-~ sequentialiy: +17 the issue defdnition process, 2} the collection
ti - 1
& ) ) process, 3) the analysis proceds, ;1‘) thesevaltiation process, .and 5)
F o »” . - L Ty - .
. ot “F "
Whe decision-implementation proeess.’” It was found that analysis of
o Rublic ir_}_put pr}a'senteﬁ- the most se'r-fpu:; obstacle Lé the agency's publig
- ‘.| J" ¢
nvolvemeﬂt effom: and that the ° interdep‘gndence of the processes meant
that thg way-.‘- in"wh_ic_h_-one is cogQucted ébL;id‘ dramitically affect the
“: 'La . T - T "" B ' : ’
P others = w7 7 : oo, . 2
. AT Lee e T v . - -
.- _"”FQT:- exampLe the ability of decimionmakers fo evaluate data
s «v ", obtaiped will _be greatly affected by the way issues _are
5 o def"lned, the- couectlon techniques- used to tap public senti-
- ’ ';_ ment., -and ,the ahalysis systep used. to describe and. array
5, t_‘ public ,in_p.ut. Similarly, suecessful: 1mplementat10n of deci-
« = - , 'siorls into programs- which win,public understamding and support. °
: e w1l} -la-rgely depend on the decisiommaker‘s abilit,y to explain
YT " “how all. fé‘ctors Hre conmdered O (Clark and Stankey, 1976,
$ov o J “ph B4) -7 e e . - .
Jl- - . o " .-'.~ ;- . * oy L. . . ‘
".?",“ Sy Warning against intultlve ana-lyms, consmered "dangerouq .becau‘sr.-
‘_-,_6 R LT > wr LA S . " 4a . \ . ‘
. P i.t; 15 aubjecta to tbe .~b1ase3 of* t:hg analyst, the 1973 report,, whirh
R = y
-l"" "’*R surfaced from the - study, pr‘oposeb ‘nipe- desirable criterimz that were
I.bf' z -—"’.' .,.- : - -‘ Fa - a 4' . . ' -"..‘:‘ .t b ) "
& Later ahgmented to .ten._ e
Fé’mﬁ T i) 'Tfle ,me'chod .should 'summarize ,the- extent, content and °
o R .7 nature of public input in: relation tb the decisionmakers'
& e q'uestmns - - . - .
41X 1t must “be obJectlve
- - - T . o
" Pry - -
v S e LT
) R t.-t." v ot . - '
A7 n R . ' o i -
N F - " vl - -
y - . .



'111) It must be visible and traceable. ,
. 1v) It must be reliable, in that the opinions expressed are
. ' recorded the same way by different analysts. 3
' . v} It should provide for uniform application among different
administrative units.
vi) It should be flexible, to accommodate differént

N - conditions.
- vii) It should have the capacity to handle large quantltles éf
. oo input, to store and retrieve input, and to a531milate

continuing input.
: viii) It should summarize the balance ‘of oplnlons expressed and
describe variations in each.opinion.
ix} It should provide other descriptive and qualitative
information about the cdntent and nature of input.
- . x) It should facilitate environmental analysis leading to
" preparation of final environmental impact statements by
/ ' identifying all significant informatlon and arguments for
. and against the proposed actions." (Clark and Stankey,
.~ . ‘ 1976 p. 215) -

The above criteria are supported by 51x broad principles that any

afalysis system should meet:

", Analysis is sepanate from evaluation.

- 2. Decxslon-maklng questions guide analysis.
3. All input is relevant and must be processed. -
b, Analysis must be systematic, qbjective, visible and
traceable. o *
) 5. Identity of the input must be maintained.
’ 6. Apalysis must be a continuing process." (Clark and

Stankey, 1976, p. 215-216)

The 1972 study by the Forest Service found many different tech-

- »

niques being used to analyze public ihbut and classified the methods

used as 1) intuitive, 2} simple tabulation, 3} content summary,
4) content. analysis, and 5} codinvolve. According to the study's
-report: .

1)‘?Intuitive analysais is based on listening to comments or on readin{

-j . all the written input. The Forest Service clgims' this techoiqhe. M;

dangerous because it promotes biases, generalizes the'majority vi;w and

does not ensure that all input is used. Feelings ;re inadequate. without
. ! .

objective back-up. ’ .

»

w : . ’ ' t



!

. . 227

2) Sil_mplé tabulation is described as a method of analysis whereby input

is tabulated into séveral categories based on the opinions expressed,

*

such, as for or -against an alternative. ‘It does not cope with  the

complexity of public input and does not describe input according to many
- ?

® L
.important dimensions. -

.

. -4
3) Content summary captures the substance of comments by listing each

relevant comment; but no tabulation is 'qade of the number of persons

expressing, or endorsing opinions or suggestions.
4) Content analysis summarizes opinions’ and suggestions according to

the number of persons expressing them and to other variables, such as

-~

reasons supporting the opinions, where they came from, who responded,

forms of input, etc. -it can be used with a computer when large quanti-

/
ties of input must be handled. N

L]

5) Codinvolve, the technique developed and highly recommended by the

Forest Senvices, is a flexible content analysis system specifically

N .
designed to analyze public input and subsequently to store,. retrieye,

ya
- )

and summarize data as needed.

"The. Codinvolve process provides for gquantitative {roded)
“summaries of the opinions expressed (how many opinions for or
against _ certain issues), and qualitative descriptions of.
reasons given to support opinions. The system utilizes key-
sort cards and needle-sort methods to handle moderate amounts
of input. These methods and/or computers can be used to deal
with large quarntities of input or very complex issups and
"opinions." (Fendge et al., 1973, p. 93)

According to the Forest Service, by 1976, fodinvolve had heen reed

-‘in over 30 studies to analyze more than 50,000 publie inputs. Clark and

-

4
"Stamkey {1976) ‘claim that although learning and using Codinvalve

¢

requires an investment of time and money on the part of managers,
- N :

technicians, and coders, in most cas€s, using the system involves a

v
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rather minor, expenditure in relation to the toial investment in any land

use planning study,

and that the potential ‘benefits in quality 1land

managenent seem well worth the’ cost. +Olsen, (1976} recommended - that

-

Park31Chnada seriously consider the appLicatiénuof Godinvolve to public

* -

. participation programs in Nationalf?arks.- : .

»

L]

According to Stewart (1979, -p, 39),; Parks Canada Prairie Region

]

foice examlned extant systems such as Codlnvolve but, found them to have

limitations for the kind of work the agency had,in mind.
i

-

Region‘,to apparently overcome tpe weaknesses - of Codinvolve.

"They summarized reactions almost in the _fasﬁion of vote-

"ecounting. Parks Canada also wished to acknowledge the public
role’” in idea-generation so required a .more "~ flexible and

comprehensive system. In addition, it was recognized that new
questions and issues might arise during the course of the
planning program, and a system was needed which cquld scan otd
documents for new ideas.”

The INFOTHEQUE computer «text retrieval system was' adopted by

describes the provisions of the preferred system as follows:,

" - 1. a list of keywords, together with the number of times
they were used, and a guide to the releviant submlsslons. This
helps to identify major areas of concern.

2. easily read coptes of. subhissions, considerably
réducing time required to decipher handwritten notes.
. 33 bookkeeping information such as the total number of
submissions received, a breakdown by type (letter, brief,
ete.) geographic source, and organization ;versus individual.
This 1s of assistance in evaluating the program.

4. a continually updated mailing 'list, available in tjDﬂ
or on gummed address labels ) . ‘ N .

5. most importantly, a copy of all submissiaons contain-
ing a particular keyword, or two or more specific kéywords.
This 15 a great assistance to the analyst,.-since it liminatos
the need to search through large .numbers of documents to find
a few which relate to the topic of 1ntereut. LIt is thig

feature, which selects relevant materlalJ which permits A

single analyst to study and undfrstand a vast amount of 1nror—

mation." (otewart, 1979, p. UU)\
!

-
tho

Stewart
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The benefits put forward by Stewart 1ralude‘ the savings associated

with shifted analysis costs towards clebical, secretarial and computer

- -

time; the time saving associated with cdhdensimg the ‘-’p'rofessiOnal
overview; and the overvieWer's cﬂ;oncehtr‘ation on the co‘ﬁte.nt of"su-b'mis'—

s ‘,

sions rather than on the mechanics of the' pricess. L * !

. V. Tt ) T v

e ¢ .
Certainly both forms of 'gontent_j'analysis, ENFOTgEQUE and

o) it

Codinvolve, merit further study. It would seem that a marriage of both
' 'f‘.;
. . . “
systems, which would provide numbers and content analysis shaquld be

\ v

sought in order to best support public input evaluation3~u

Evaluation of Public Input:

Codinvolve and INFCOTHEQUE are not designed to categorize the

- ~
v ~

qualivy of information. Judgements about ‘the importance of information

3

is not a function of input analysis whereas issues such as the quality

of the input, the relative weights to be assigned to various forma of

inp&t, representativeness, and vote counting are matters of evaluatinn.
B Al

-

The U.5. Ferest Service #5) defines the purpone oF

svaluation:

"Evaluation is thef ;ugjectiWe‘Vinterpretation of the
importance of various kinds of publiec ipput and the intet
gration of that with other fagtérs in reaching a deeision.
Hote that there are two parta to evaluation - determining the
relative impoftance of different kinds of public input; ant
determining the importance of public input 1in relation to
other decisionmaking factors such as cost, social and -economir =
impact, resource capability and environmental proteation."

L

The Forest Service found that the main problem with i{nput evalua-
tion was with the inconsistent importance placéd on various kKinds »f

public input. There is a tendency to place more importance on sperific, |
written comments and less importance. en general comments, petitionn,

1
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form letters and coupons. More specifically, the Sefvice tended: 1) to

L]
.

assign maximum weight to specific input and minimum weight to general

-

input, 2) to discount T"predictable™ inputs .from people or clientele
. With puportedly known viewpoints, 3} to place greater weight on local
B ¢ S

input than on non-local input, and 4) to give more weight to primary

inputs, .inputs such as oral comments and personal letters, which are

3

generated principally by independent actions of citizens, than to
secondary inputs such as petitions, form letters and coupons, which are

the result of group influences. In response to the above findings, the

3

Forest Service (1973, p. 122 to 140) report proposed the following

general direction. g : : 9
Concerning general inputf :

"General statements, although more difficult to apply "to
specific 1issues and areas, are useful imdicators of public

values and deserve serious consideration, just as do mere
specific, detailed inputs.”

Concerning "predictable inputs":

]

"We believe that regardless of the source of«input, it =till
is an expression of public value and, therefore it nmust be
considered formally." ‘

I

Concerning the local and non-local input:

"It is particularly important that input from both local And
non-local public be formally and vimibly related teo decir

ame

- 50 that subsequent administrative and judicial review can
(when necessary) give direction on this aspect of the specific
decision in question." \

Concerning secondary inputs:

"It is 4important to lock for and consider the influcnces tkat

- led to-the submission of secondary input.’ I? is also ifipor-
tant to remember these same influenqes genuingly affect pgublic
sentiment on most important issues. “We agree‘p:imary ingut is

more important in measuring the ‘intensity- of public
and must be given more weight than-secondary input.~"But the
¥ latter must not he discounted entirely." ’
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C?ncerning input evaluation in general, the Forest_Service repoft

proposes the following general guidelines:

1) "That weighing cannot be advoided and that in no way

can or should formulas guide  thé weighing of public input.

* But in the evaluation stage, whenever a line officer makes a

“deeisidn he is implicitly placing varying degrees of import-

ance on all input he has; there is no way to escape this kind

of weighing.... The point is that any time a decision Iis

. , made, varying degrees of importance are implicitly or expli-
" citly assigned to all available input."

2y "The assumptions which datermine how public input
will be evaluated must be made clear within the Forest Service
and to the publie.” .

1) "Concerning possible confusion about how public input
has been related to othern factors in the decision... it is
absolutely necessary that line officers clearly specify the
importance. they attach to publiec input as well as to such
other factors as legal, fiscal, and political constiraints,
resource capability, environment, etc.” ' .

4y "The report strongly c¢alls for full disclosure-: of
recommendations or decisions as they are developed, complete
with justification at all levels of the .Forest Servite, which

aré, District and Forest, Region.  and Washington
Office...Indeed, 'without full disclosure at all levels, the
antire public — involvement effort might Jjust as well focus

entirely at the final decisionmaking level, as that is the
only plate where the entire process would be visible and open
to challenge.” . - .
3 ' 5) "We suggest that the Forest Service adopt an official
position of seeking the greatest amount and most diverse
public input with™ as much detail and supporting data as

possible on, every issue taken to the public. But lack of
reasons, detail and, supporting "data must not preclude
consideration of input. All input, whether specific or

general, 1is a legitimate expression of wvalues and must be
formally related to the issue."

’

6) In conjunction with the issue of wvote counting, a function of
Codinvolve, the authors clarify that the purpose of counting is to
determine obfectively how all the various putltes and affected interests
feel about the issue and why they feerl as they do. They claim that the
balance of opininn should be supplemented with the qualitative anpects

o public opinion. -
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"Public input dees not dictate ‘the deciston. , 1t is proper and
useful to determine the balance ,of opinion, questioning organ-
izations as well as individuals. But ‘the search is not for an
feither/or"™ solution dictated by votes. The goal 1is an
approximate measure of public opipion and values that can Be
weighed against other decisionmaking factors.”

7)Y "Determining the balance of opinion. is only thes first -

' step in evaluating public input. Examination of both the

" quantitative and qualitative aspects of public input is eriti- .
cal in determining the best decision." -

“ +
1
.

8) Concerning multiple responses from the same persony the report

claims that concern over such multiple input is overstated because such
- .

1

-

incidents cccur infrequently. ,
‘' 9) s consistent and defensible policy and process need
to be implemented throughout the organization and communicated
to the public. The public deserves consistent logical and
defensible answers to their guestions about what will be done
with their input." . -



b

, process, 3) the need to broaden the basﬂf

A~

1

forward, Sewell and.Phillips (1979, p. 355Y conclude:

-

¢
[

APPENDIX 3 .-

EVALUATION OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS

. '/
-~ .

In an analysis of four public evaluation frameworks recentlf

"
hUndoubtedljr there has been a gradual improvement in the

sophistication of frameworks proposed far the evaluation of

public participation programmes. As yet, however, there is-no

‘universally applicable or generally accepted model. Even the

most sophisticated of the present frameworks have serlous
defiiciencies." - S -
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put

The authdrs_identify and prescribe four major evaluation needs that

-

i

4 ~ -

,

\ - "

. N _
- must be dealt with in the immediate future, namely: 1) the need for
indgpendent evaluation, 2) the need for evaluation as an ongoihq

for evaluation beyond agency

goals, U) the need to resolve legitimate™ concerns “such as whether

public views were considered, »and if they were, how such views

influenced the final outcome. The authors de not propbsé an alternn

-

+

’

evaluation framework hut do offer the following rhetoric: :

"Whatever guidelines are eventually adopted for the future of
public participation, they must allow for the intreductien of
new kinds. of issues, new types of public, and new sets of
procedures. Without such flexibility, public partieipation
will Rave lost its most important characteristic, the right tn

. challenge the existing order." (Sewell and Ph?llips. 1974a,

-

p- 258) : ~

¥

tive

\ i""
The U.S. Forest Service (1973) Tepbst -discusses evaluation of

s y . . N .
programs Jdn terms of Service performance in publin involvement. .

usage and 1im}ta€fons of "good" public ‘involvement indicators are’

simplistically prééented.

H

-

- e I
abatement of polarity, degree of representation, revelation of

informatiprn and * level of  decision

\

LS

The

I

The indicators include volume of input,

new

/

modification and aceéptnnch. '
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Concerning the evaluétion of the’ effectiveness of phblij/ involvemenp

methods, the report relates them to the nature of the issue and to local

-~
conditions.

One of the earliest analytical frameworks proposed for systematic-
ally and objectivrly evaluating public inqplvemenf'progbams was designed

by ﬁhe Ministry of'Cultuﬁe and Recreation bf the province of Ontario.

The framework was developed by T.K. Eger and J.T. Johnston, who adapted*

it from Tpipodi, Felin, and Epstein (1971). It was published as a
‘_J ' “\ .

repert in 1974, and revised and reprinted in 1976; defining evaluation

- o

as follows:
"Evaluation is the systematic gathering of data to provide
information about the achievement of programme requisites and
goals relative to efforts, effectiveness and efficiency. 'The
facts of evaluation may be obtained through a variefy  of
relatively systematic techniques, and they are incorporated
into some designated system of values for making decisions
about .social problems."™ (Multicultural Develgpment Branch,
1976, p. 23)

This‘ comprehensive evaluation expresses effort as total 1input,
effectiveness as total output and efficiency of. the cost benefit ratin,
and attempts tc combine the three most commonly known approaches tn
eva}uétion, namely, a goal apporach based updn the relative achievements
of'~conqret?__definab1e objectives, a system approach based upon the
.éxtenéive use of indicato;s, and a ;erception approach, based upcn the

+

perception-of the participants.

i

-

In the model, indicators for effort, effectiveness and efficirnny
are specified and 1illustrated 1in tabular form. Techniques are
categorized according to their degree of participation, whereby their

probability of success is assessed in terms of the degree of community

interest. Effectiveness indicators attempt to measure accessibility,
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credibility, comprehensiveness, impartiality, flexibility

4

accountability, integration, maximum contact, traininé and 'expeﬁiencej

e

and organization structure. It is a fainly_;impie, étrhight-fquard and

seemingly workable approach; unfortunateiy, it 15}@ prescriptive report y

for which examples of case applications were not given or found else-

where in the literature review. . ,

.

Clsen (1976) proposes an evaluation.ﬂramework for Parks Canada that
- * - \‘ 1

. - T
Al W

is derived in part from the Ontario report. Olsen ,proposes thét'bhéﬁ
first step in ‘evaluation is to bring the public "and * Parks Canada
together as co-participants-on an evaluation team so that the evaluatidn

. ! ’ .
is not biased in favour of either parties. . Olsen comncedes however that

- it is unlikely that a high level of ,inférest: in evaluation will be
Y '

present in the .general public and that. it would probably attract, at '

best, community leaders, elected officials and possibly experts. Olsen

il . L

follows fairly closely the Ontario model but his applicatidon of it to
Parks Canada 1is purely hypcthetical. HE does however classify the.

Ontario indicators for evaluating nrogram effectiveness as, "short' tepm"

and  introduces indicators for long term evaluatiom of effectivenesa.s -

‘o

This latter category is intended to mote the extent to which indivjdunk

'
!

loarnineg  an4d self-development occur as a result of  the . publin

-
\

participation process and the changes . that res&lted because of it.
) ) ’

Press (1979, p. 57) criticizes Olsen’'s approach:

o

"Olsen's criteria are divided into two types: long-term and
short-term measures. Most of the long-term measures, except
"ohange of outcome,' are extreﬁ%ly difficult to measure due to
their intangibility. Many of his listed short-term effects
deal with process. They need more apecific gdefinitjon for

further use., . A few, such as "credibility" and "impartiality,"”
measure attitude changes. They must be subjectively #ssessed



by participants. Only “inteérqtien," which ref%rs to inte-
grating - public involvement results into the decision-making
process, is an outcome which can be measured objectively.”

v - A \

Press, who seems to equate public involvement program evaluation

-
-
- ]

with involvement effectiveness analysis, criticizes p‘revious° attempts

N oo

r

for fa.tling .to apply -effectiveness measures to actual examples«. Press

observes that there 'is much disagreement over what’ cpnstitutes an

effective public involvemeut program , and cites a U,q:f‘Forest -Service

1
- ‘

\ - - %

report as follows: )
"A major block to deriving geﬁenally acEepted public involve-
ment measures is the lack of agreement on what constitutes
effective public involvement. One school focuses on decision
outcomes. If the decisions being made by the agency have
improved as a result of public involvement, the process is
presumed to be effective. Another school prefers to examlne
-improvement in the decisionmaking process 1ndependent of the

deciston itself. Others focus .on the _ 5001op011t1cal
consequences (e.g. reductions of.conflict and/pr court litiga-
ticns, attitudes and satisfactlons of the part1c1pat1ng
parties, etc.), regardless of - the strength of decision

outcome." {U.S. Forest Service, 1977, p. 69)

Rress observes that seme theories focus criteria on both processes
[l . ,
and outcomes while others measure effectiveness by comparing resulting

conditions to the prestated public involvement objectives. He cites the
- X -+ . \

U.5. Forest Service "Inform and Involve Handbook" as an example of the

' . i
former approach. Press concludes that most measures of effectiveness

. : 236.

stem to have some major inconsistencies or are hard to apply. Three -

ma jor " problems associated with most proposed methodologies are.

identified, namely: }) the complex nature of public involvement-makes

the use of objective measures questionable; 2) if subjective Aeasures

are used, there is a need to determine if the people evaluating

LI

effectiveness are representative ofj the most directiy caffected b& a

particular "decision, and 3) people's opinions can be easily {nfluenced
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SRR
by pt‘bpaga da campa:.gns.. Press concludes that ..althou h n ne of‘ these'
g
' .‘ n» .
v' ." Al '."" -

»

_~ problems are totally insurmountable, it is perha’ps enough ‘.to reeognize

tf\em in any endeavq{ to measure ef‘f‘ectiveness and 1ive with it.

T em ot

T Py %, & ' N Py S 3
'Press 'f‘avouri . an analysis appr*oach which delineates -public s
._ L S

. -

.Y

- involvemenfa var'ia(tbléa Ainto two categories° inﬁhts and outplllts... Inputs

-
\

3- consist df qarlaﬂe& that affect the collectio‘g or comments and -1nclude

-

-

. gy Pe6) 5 L RS

% N - v .'..' L}
.

- Y
"such variabl&s as Qrovision of inf‘omatlon to the 'public, opportuni‘ties\
- v - Y T 3

for public» invd&vement, and r‘epresen&atlon of all af‘fected panties

- . '

Output, on tha“- d_lg.her hand, inclu_aes t.hose v‘n;riables whic;h indtcate

- ‘. - -

.Qhan&es ::e%ul.ilng from the publi¢ involvement process, such 1as decision

[ - "o"-
\,u‘\ (" i Y-

3- c’nanges an&' c'hang‘es 1n the att!.tudes :and the understanding of the

‘ |, |. ‘ s

p.r‘ocess e PreBs s '{'éDort attempts to assgss’ the ef‘fectweness of the

...-,,. AR .:;.- \

public tnvoivement affor‘t of the Great Bear Wilderness Study '(Montana)—/

N - v Rl
by uti‘lizing‘ output &ffectiveness measur‘ea-' et

LI
L ~

. "Theze inglude ch‘anges in planning decm:ions, people s atti-—

. tudes and -u;nderstandmg of these demsmns and . ‘those managers
in\rolved’ 4in, deye‘loping them.. These changes are then examined
“to. determine their effects on the-quality'of thé study or plan
in which -ciktizens participated. Et‘i‘ectiyeness isg. subjectively .
assegsed by bath part1c1pat1ng:managgr$ and"citizens.r" (Press, .-

- o 1
L)

- The gf‘feotiveness vaTiables are mea’sur‘eq_ 'by usir:g questLonnaires

and interviews. -Press’ ‘makes sevenal major‘ recdmmendat*ons and conclu-

sion_s His major‘ .Tacomendations call t‘or" getter tailoring of public
\ . .- . . Ry
w % ™ "

irwolvgqlen‘t *informaﬁion ‘dissemination »and comrr'ient aGllectibn tectgn ques

.
P-
- . .
e -

to the |needs Qf‘ 1nd"Ly.idua1 c:.tlzen @roups, more Fbresh ?,Ser‘vwcn flexi-
K -« - g, . -« ‘l{.

i bi-,lit.y to change? i~rf Bemand for pub11c i@lvement,ﬂ g,ﬁ ter"mir;\agter and

:"-‘ - b ‘ ‘\ ", *
s,

pubI:Lc awar‘eness of‘. how public involvement 4s t;sed .And gre%\ter sensi—

- ; . -

R tiVity “to who'-is and ia not partlci-pa},ing The regular use of‘\ summ}ry

4
A . L > ot .
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involvément

iocuments, newsletter, and _continued uT: of public..

effectiveness assessments are.also recommende

ki

Press also devotes % section to describing limitations and benefits'

-

of his effectiveness assesgment. His conclusion reads as follows:

"Although there are . ebviously many complications*ln.measuﬁing
public involvement effectiveness, some kind of” measurement is -
essential for’' determining where public inv?lvement is at and
in suggesting its future directioﬁ. Using the Great Bear as
an example, .strengths and weaknesses in current -pﬁbliq
involvement processes were identified. Future public involve-
ment research and programs can build upon the. strengths and
knowledge and try to deal with the weaknesses: - This would

. help make public involvement a better process. It would
better allow decisions, which incorporate public participa-
tion, to be better accepted - and ‘supported.” (Press, 1979,
p. 123) ’

Sewell (1978) and Sewell and Phillips (1979), probably Dest describe the

,r .
!
range and progressive development of mainstream evaluation models put

forward in reéent years. These include™the formal evaluation frameworks

T

of Vindasius (1975}, Classer et al. (1975), Farpéii//gg__gl- (1976),

Hampton (1977), Homenuck et al. (1979)..-

Co.

The Vindasius (1975) appréggh, which is simple, quick 'and

relatively inexpensive, focuses jon the attainment of agency goals or

»

- objectives set for the public p @icipation program.

"It is biased toward the view of the%y as'to. what .are (or
should be) the .objectives of publ? involvement. The
Vindasius model focuses upon technigues used in the ‘programme
.and offers little guidance as to  how effective these are when
compared with other options. The satisfaction derived by the
citizenry from the involvement process is not &n ‘important .
consideration of this model and its usefulness is limited."
(Sewell and Phillips, 1979, p. 339) ‘

4 -

Glacer etv/aI. (1975) offer a simple means of assessing the

effectiveness of various techniques for involving the publie. Sewell -~

criticizes:

- .

o
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"Twoe sets of gpiterid'are used in aésessing the techniques,
communication characteristics, and their capability to deal
with six education and participation Sbjectives...

The method, however, has a number of deficiencies. It is
descriptive rather than analytical and depends heavily o~
~ pubjective judgement. It does not help determine who will
participate or benefit, or what personal satisfaction may be

) - gained from the employment of the*technlque." (Sewedl, 1978,
J ': :_'-4"'..*-"-’ plr 210 211)’ ’ ; -

.-

1
e
~

-

Liae et at ’,'mFarnell et als (%976) present a’ somewhat more sophisticated model
) N . o . Y _- :

el DR - T R “

. R . fbnaﬁ‘ identifies sefen different levels of involvement, -ranging from

el I . o EN
. - , . .

¥, " Jpersuasion “to sdlf—deteryidation, in sorder to ach{eve three agency

. ~ ' gbjectives, namely, i) t¢ enhance public . acceptance of plannkﬁg

v '

. ‘ decisioné,'Eﬁ “to provide a source of data«for plannifdg activities, and

o

-

~ . .3} to eduecdte the, public sq, that they will acquipe the skills that can
» .-'.' 1 .

+» be used to deal with pl@hning problems in their own communities.

-

%

-

*"The: success of a‘programme is evaluated in relation to the

- -2 7 typg of involvement:. employed. Evaluation ig. based on the
. . . "outcomes" ~(the extent to which programme techniques were
SO « guceessfully” impleménted) and "attitudes" (the degree to which
. ) attitudes of those lnvolved ware = positively or negatively
- ' . affected)." (Sewell ahd Phillips, 1979, p. 3“2)
. - 2.

L]

Although the apprbach exposes the hlerarchy of levels nf invnlver-

¥ i
. megt and uses a wide range of suocess Teriteria, its weaknesoor

1

- discourage'usage of the framework.

r =1
-

. . ; "But it does have Some weaknesses. One is that it seems tn be
~ oriented mainly towards -agency satisfaction, and-sheds little
' lrght on the wvalues «derived by the citiffens themselves.

e . " Another difficulty 5 #hat it requires really large ahount" of
e inforgpation, time and-resources, whlch! in. some cases’ may bﬂ
.o «beyond the capabilitigs of those requiring the asseasment.
. o (Sewell and, Phillipst 1939, p. 342) !
o Hampton (1977) "submits a more sophisticated 'mogel than eithor

-

Vindasius or Glacer, He perceives the purpose rof public participating

A
R . ,“*\ 4
\$\ ﬁugs being not only-to improve the planning process but also to inareass
J"' ’ . £ L !
;'JV J i ' e

. - v .

. x} "“', Al

e ke ! '

?‘, [ R

e

o
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- the citizens' power in the decisions that are being made, and sees the

-

- satisfaction of citizens as being at least as important as those of the

: agéncj or the planner. Under each program objective, némely,
" - ‘ . Y

. 1} information ,dispersal, 2) information -gathering, ‘and 3) attainment 4

*t Tof interaction between. planners and the publie, the technigues are,
’ . . p .
o assessed according to the nature of the information they generate and
- . . ’ '_- .
the type af .public involved,'that.is, whether they are a major or a

* 7
3 . i

minor elite. . R

"The- focus is upon the determination of what kind of partici-
pation tdkes place for whom.:.The Hampton framework has many
attractive features. It takes specific acecount of 'the fact
that d{fferent segments of the public seek different' goails,
and that their motivatioh for and satisfactichs derived from
involvement also -vary. While its basic aim, -to indicate the’
. extent to which satisfactions  of the consumér have been
improved, has merit, the method has a weakness in its lack of .
concern for the costs of providing such-satisfactions. As a .
consequence, it is difficult to determine how much should be
spent on a given technique or on a program of public involve- T
ment." (Sewell, 1978, p.s&14) - . '

R ]
Homenuck's et al. (1979) model is the most cdbmpléx found in the
) 4 .

literature. Even the authors- state that their objectives are not
, :

intended to outline a means of evaluation that can be easily adopted by,
~an agency interested in evaluating its latest participatory effort but

is rather a frdmework for evaluating public participation programs:
"The aim is te discover to what extent the public partici-
pation program achieved the objectives expected of it, and to
identify  ways in which the process might be improved."
' (Homenuck et at., 1978, p. 104) ¢

. -
. ‘ Although intended to be of use to planners in public agencies, the

authors contend. that their evaluative framework cculd be adjusted to be
of use to community groups. They submit that evaluation should have a

strong objective component; that planning effort and overall goals of



T . C L 2m
L) .

the égency are two public participétion objéctives which are coﬁsidgred

and which require separate evaluation; that participation in the,

planning effort involves the evaluation of functions and procqéses'which

are each assigned five basic dimensions; that each dimension has quanti-
A v -5 .

tative and qualitative measures upon which the evaluation is made, and

- » - : .

that participation and agency goals invelve measuring c¢riteria against

agency goals such as resources used within a budget. Sgifll comments on

L]
»

the Homenuck framework.as follows: - w0t
. .

"Certainly it is very comprehensive. It is cdnecerned not only
with the output of the process but also the process itselfl.
It 1is- also sensitive to the ‘need, to examine the cost-
effectiveness of public participation programs. Nevertheless,
it does have some deficiencies. If all the elements
identified in the model were to be taken into account, the
data requirements would be enormous, and costs undoubtedly
would be considerable. No suggestions are'ofﬁered as to which
of the elements are the most ecritical. Like the other models,
evaluations in the Homenuck framework rest substéhtially on
subjective judgement. In addition, the focus is on the gains
derived by the agency from public participation and 1little
emphasis is placed on the values accruing to the public
itself." (Sewell, 1978, p. 215)

Sewell's conclusions copcerning the state of the art in evaluation
. . 1
is positive. He believes that with the growing sophistication nf

frameworks, models of universal applicability are at hand. However, ho

-~

believes that cost-effectiveness, as expressed by the determination of

an optional level of participation, remains to be resolved. Alsn, he
\

coﬁtends that evaluation musp be a built-ih ongaing process and not A
final step in the public participation prﬁv}nm. Sowell proponen bhogr
‘evaluations be undertaken by expert independent observers, and that theay
look beyond agency goals, such as consumer satisfaction with the pEncunn

-
. and the product.
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"Ideally, an evaluation should be able to indicate to an
agency how well its money has been spent and should be able to :
show citizens groups what social gains have resulted from a
publie participation program. The: frameworks developed so far-
-tend to focus on one or other of.these objectives. Models are ,
now required to take both into account."™ (Sewell, 1978,

pr 231y ‘ ' _ . '

‘~

)

~

' Sewell and- Phillips' {1979) review of some 22 public involvement

case’ studfes in Canada reveals two important conclusions. Firstly,

-

there 1is 1little or no formal evaluation of public participation

»

~

pkqgram&, and secondly, there are major differences in the perceptions

'
-

of ‘different groups involved in the public participation process as fo

the objectives of that process and the ériteria that should be used in

appraising performance. Three groups were isclated:~ agensy personnel,
I'd

b

citizehs groups representatives, and private citizens and indep

endent

N +

observers. Concerning evaluation c¢riteria, agency representatives

measured success in terms of .an acceptable 'plan produced within a given
deadline or in (terms of improvement in the agency's image. Citizen

-

groups measured success in terms of preventing or modifying a proposed
course of action or in terms of the attainment of a broader recognition
of the group or the public at large in the deoision—makiné‘ Process.

. Independent observers were nmostly concerned with the output of the

“process in terms of meeting program objectives, representativeness and
-,

the accuracy of information gathered.

v .
Al

. Wolfe (1979) attacks the trend towards sophisticated evaluations,
claimine “that some proposed schemes. would sinvelve - a  process more

p}abcqate than the program they are designed to evaluate, that most do
not adQPess the question of specific measures and that the ma jority have

been designed from an agency perspective. She advocates, despite

1
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numerous acknowledged deficiencies, evaluation baaed on the objectives

Y
-

of the participatlon program, which, if well managed, can go a consider-

-
- »

*able 6ay to fulfilling community obj_ec’tllv_es as well. The key seems to

_lie in making sure that citizen inputf:wiil-.' contribute to‘dec_isi.on—

\ ) -
making. Wolfe measures in two case- studies, the satisfaction of

I i 4 )
planners, council and citizens according to various objectives. CoA
1 .

Morgenstern et 4&l. (1979) focus on the- contextual problems of .

a"

evaluation and the methodological problems. The former refers to ﬁhe

a@ministrative\and pokitical context such as the problém of separétldg

. . - A N -
¢« evaluation from program administration and operation, and the latter

- -« . »

refers™ to problems such as the lack of .defined. goals and the

- '

unavailabilisy of traditional evaluation approaches relying on control

Eroups. 'To Qvercomé the contextual problem.'fthe authors sugéést'
t ) ' . -t

-

clarification of .the evaluator's mandate, - which is defined by the

Y- kS

purﬁose. proddect and style of evaluation. Théy sﬁggept that the tradit

. ] * . .~
tional purpose of evaluation, the demonstration of the worth of a’

r

proauct of program be substituted by a purpﬁ;é of—dearniné what happéned
iﬁ order ;o_idprove it. The product of evaluatign,.accérdiné to the
authors, can be viewed as an assessment of program impacts (end
results), ,coﬁned imQact evaluation, or‘ as an asséésmeﬁt -of program

operations, coingd opérational evaluationt The latter, which looks at

-t P
- . .

the dynamics of its programs's operation allows for the identification

and repetition of éqccessful technique strategies. The ;tyle of evalun-

tion describes the authority the evaluator has to recommend chaqges.
Whehéuthors intrpdube a concept of learning.evélﬁations." In order to

overcdme the methodelogical problems, the authors propose the arceptance

of the_following:w

' -~

1
3
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- the necessity of an assessment of program evaludbility
prior to undertaking the 'study. At this stagé, questions
concerning the evaluator's mandate are answered and a decision
is made on whether or not the desired evaluation product can
- be delivered v

+

- a willingness to engage 1n evaluation _when program goals £

can not be established
* = a willingness to generate.and use innovative and intuitive
measures of program success." (Morgenstern et al., 1979, b 3)

. The paper provides a highly normative step-by-step-guide for inter-
' hel or ekterﬁal evaluators of public participaqion ‘programs. The

authors “conclude that in order for evaluations to be acceptable and

utilitized- in deeision-making cireles, they "must " be believable,

de?ensible,'nigorous and credible."

’

Frameworks, although not universally accepted and severely challenged by

* deficiencies, do exist, ranging from 31mp1e to. highly sophisticated

’

approacpes. What ‘matters most at this stage of . public involvement

.
.

development "is not how the evaluation should be done but that~ SOme
-

evaluation ‘be undertaken, no matter how subjective; in order to improve

existing.programs~and to educate all parties, especiélly-tﬁe "agéney",

about what public ipvolvemeut is and is not.

"It 'seems that, to this time at least, evaluatiorn of the
- participation experience has been, at best, an afterthought’
’ and, at worst, a cause of no cancern." (Burton and Wildgoose,
i 19771 P 20) B . 3 +

Evwaluations . of public participation programs are necessary.





