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The - gl'owth of pubhc pertncnpetnon .in Canadaﬁ es in other hberal “

democretuc reglmes represents a marked social end polmcal mnovatnon lSadler'

1968l Thls growth has occurred in a relatwely short tlme frame partlcularlyv

durmg the. ‘past three decedes The llterature evalleble on thls sub;ect has, .

focussed pnmarlly on the development “of- models end technuques The poter\taal
Leffectlveness of pubhc partnclpatlon in “the decaslon-maklng process however,
'hes' remamed unknown " as few formallzed end ob;ectlve evaluatlons. havef
occurred o . T

' The study attempted to analyze ' the pubhc partacnpatuon component

employed hy the Crty of Edmonton Phrks end Recreatnon Department in  the

development of its 1979 83 Master Plen Earlier research lBurton 1977)‘

suggested that the percenved cntena for echnevmg success varnecl sugmf:cantly
accordmg to the - group affoluat:ons of the partncnpants Thls was the main focus
'Aof the study. . . ' | o

" Four groups were selected for comparuson of their pe'}?épuons_ They

-were: Aldermen Parks end Recree(’ ion Advvsory Board members; Parks and

- ~—Réereatson Bepartment -Statf; -and -members of the" “public who ‘attended one’ of'

ﬂve meetings "held by the City in connectton with “the  Plan “An- mtervvew survey
" was condu"ted usmg 8 structured questionnaire format A total - of forty-one
mtervnews was completed ' .,

The mam findings of the study revealed thgt pertlcupants Verned in their
'perceptnons of the purpose and objectives of the program The main ob;ecﬂvev
of the Parks ang Recreat:on Depertrnent was |dentlfned as. testing public reaction
to proposed polucnes The public participation program was consldered effectlve.
in terms .of the stnpulated goais: to test reaction to proposed polncues 1o
coliect inft‘:rmetion and to obtmn pubhc support for the - Master Plen The

progrem was however considered to ' be lneffectwe in terms of- process,

prumenly due to :nsuffuclent leed tn'ne; l_nadequete edvertising; “inappropriate ‘



~

techmques and mablllty of pamcipants to- affect the dec:snort-*makmg process
| There was msuffuclent evodence generated to Imk oruterua used
assgssmg the effectnveness of thus publnc partncrpatson program 10 any parm:ular

group I was suggested that the_'meffectweness of the process was largely a'_

: reflectoon of what Benwell (1980) .refers to . as the early learnmg phase atf"' |

whnch Clty staff members were unaware of the full se’ of possrble actuvmes ‘in
Wthh they mught become mvolvod S

, ~Fmr recommendntlons 'fOr‘ research mclude evaluatnon 'of pubhc
partlmpatton programs i’ srtu and attempts to measure the extent to whxch.'
preconcelved lmages of the lgency sponsormg the program or / previous
expenences in other partncnpatnon pro\grams affect or mflue}nce- a participeht's

perceptnon of the outcome .
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. .INTROD'UCTION

T~

"The growth of public participation |n Canada as. elsewhere represents a
marked social and political inl\ovation" (Sadler 1977 P ix).. This growth has
t)ccurred in ‘a relatively short “time frame particularly during the last two
decades. Any attempt to understand the -diverse nature of- public partncupation
must - first examine “the philosophical basis for participation and the factors
contributing to its wrdespread development in ‘Western socnety Furthermore, any
-attempt to discuss the effectiveness or 'success of any particular public
- involvement program must first acknowledge the various models and “techniques
.';:whuch have been developed as & result of prevnous experiences .

The literature available on this subject has focussed primarily on the

development of models and techniques, with, until reCentIy little attention being

. directed towards _the evaluation of public participation programs Evaluation of

%

public participation programs is essential if continued development and refinement‘
of these programs is to take place Without evaluation the potential for public
participation .in decision— maklng remains unknown and unjustifiable

The .present study responds to the need for objective evaluation of
public participation The approach 'is case spec1fic focu5|sng on the “public
partncupation component of the City of Edmontons Parks and Recreation Master
Plan for the years 1879-1983. . _

“This chapter presents anv o:/er'vi'ew of the public participagion./ movement.
" First, it examines the philosophical basis for participation and its foundations,
with specific reference to leg;slation which has been developed in the United“- )
States, Great  Britain, “and Canada Second,. " a review of the ~models and‘
techniques which have evolved ‘lara'bly, through 'resear'ch efforts during the past »
decade are discussed, Finally, the role and function of evaluation - in ' pubtic
participation is presented, highliohting the relatively few models of evaluation
which have beenv devel_o‘ped,_j



A PHILOSOPHICAL' UNDERPINNINGS_ 5

"Philosophically, participation is an act of free will Participation is a
gesiure of confidence to a degres, that we can change b‘our present and
influence /‘9uf future" (Bregha: 1978, p. 120 _Fu'rth_ermore,v Breghé " adds that
"participation can evolivel only in conditions of liberty and compromise” (p. 120).
- The concept of participatory .democracy and ultimately of citizen -
.part‘ipipation is a key wlement of the Iil'aelmll demécra’ticv theory of pdlitics
(Hea_ct 1971) practic'edi in vWest"erfn society today. 'P-articipation ideblogy considers
man as being res’bon'siblé for his own economic -and political station in life
(Bregha: 1978). Through his participative efforts, man seeks to balanc,e' out the
inequities i society. Within the mb;iern citizen. participation movement, initial
citizen participation efforts acted as countervailing forces against, for the most

part, 'government institutions. -

B. LEGAL BASIS

Although democracy by nature ‘is"participa'tory, ‘the ballo_ft box for vyears
remained ."the most common and basic form of public participdiion" (Lucas: 19?6,
p. 75). Government mandates were theoretically based ‘on the consent of the.
voting pdbijc. Péradoxicall'y, the vote was regarded as a disenfranchisement from ‘
further direct involvement in political affairs (O'Riordan:1978, p. 140). Itn was
assumed that elected officials executed their _decisions‘ in the best interests of
their constituents; but there existed few safeguards or checks to ensure that
this was happening. Usually,  the “only ava_ilable-' recourse was to wait untii the
next- election. in order to vote for another candidate.

it 'may be asked what then, were the factors which influenced the shift
to participatory democracy and the claim that the ordinary citizen possesses the
right to participate in the decisions which affect his or her life? Briefly, some
of the co_nt?ibu‘ting factors were:v '

’

1. the emerging affluent 'society of the 1960's which widened the disparity
- -between the" wealthy and the poor;



2. the growhg complexity of government bureaucracies;

3.  rapid technolog:cal development which began to pose 3 sngnlﬁcant threat to
the envnronment and quahty of life; ‘ )

4. programs of urban renewal and o
the Equal Opportunity theme.

United  States - Economic Obportunlty Act

The major- governmeht' impetuéh for citizen participation in the United
States came from the War on Poverty (Godbey and- Kraus:1973). ' The Economic
Opportunity Act. of 1964 authorized the ‘creation of the - Community Actions and
Model Cities Programs. The legislation for these  programs called for the
maximum feasible participation of residents. This Iegisl.at_ion. mafked a significant
-beginning in that the right to part;cipate in the United States became based in
legislation. |

The purpose of the Community Actions Prografr}n (Godbey and Kraus:1973)
was to stimulate local communities. to take the initiative in developing community |
programs and to mobilize support, in a.’_coordmated manner, for a broad based
attack on poverty. Similarly, the Model Citieé Program (Arnstein:1969) emphasized
thé creation bf an intimate urban environment where people could participate in
improving the quality of their surroundings. .

Participation in these early efforts was oftJen reactive and adverse. Lobby
and protest groups were often militant in nature. battling each other for ‘tfue-
distribution of resources, and ‘battling local -government for their right .to
participate. ’ - ) |

 The phrase 'maximum feasuble partncnpatnon" became a controversial slogan.
. Opponents quickly relabelled the phrase as “maximum feasible misunderstanding”
(MOynihan:1966).. The intent of the Community Actions Program was to
rehabilitate _people “rather than buildii_wgs, requiring the active inyoivement of the

poor. "Maximum feasible participation"' was necessary to enable the poor to



[=]

escape from the culture of poverty (Van Til and Van Tit1970). . -'The main
p‘robiern was the 'vaguenes_s"- of 'the legislation and the ideologic;I _issues wnich

developed in attempting to define the rolg of citizen .part,icibpation in .
“, ) N I < - ) .

decision—making.

Legal Besis in Britain s
in a paper presented at the Canadian Conference on Public Partncxpatlon
' Lucas (1978) writes: |

"The ideai .'Q-‘f citfzen oer"ticip,ation appeers to ‘.I}ave been essentially
imported ‘into Cenadian . society. The ‘t\':vo principal ‘sources most often
identified .are the United States . . . and thé British tradition of public

involvement in_ town planningj' and decisions” (p. 44)

C e ,

H

Throoghout British legal history, - the ‘civil servants have been considered
to be experts. 'fhis customary view has acrually protected civil servants from
informing the public of governrnen‘t affairs '(O'Riordan':1978). Until the 7own and
Couritry P/énn)‘ng Acts of '19_68', there was ho ,spe_cifi'c statutory ‘intent for
citizen participation. . _' ‘ ‘ | | -

As in the United States, most early efforts in public par{icipation .in
Britain were "adver’sary in na.ture.' Particip’jation was -c,onfined *to objection t'o
specific development proposa|s (O'Riordan:h978). Government agffici'als however,
relied on the process of selective consi:lta’iion (ORlordarﬂQ?B p. 141) This
. process refers to the use of outside ex#erts who act as advusors to mmusters
and ‘other govern;;went officials, often in /the stnctest confndence The Town and
Country Planning Acts (1968, 1971, and 1872) marked a shift from thls phase
of planning (ORnordan1978) // '

ORiordan referss to the Town ahd Country Planning Acts as~instituting.a

"quasi—statutory procedure”. The legislation required planning authorifies to "prowde'n



. ? ‘

adequate ' publicity to inform ‘people of their nghts and opportunities  to
partlc:pate in the development of local structure plans. | .
. ,
"The idea " behmd the legislation was to encourage the cmzen to
* participate in the creatlve design of his future living space, rather

than snmply ob;ect on an ad hoc basis” (ORlordan:1978, p. 148).

The Ieglslatnon successfully inspired. 2 government report entltled Peop/e and
P/ann/ng whlch reviewed participatory procedures and made recommendatuonL
on the appllcatlon of techniques in public participation (HMSQO:1969).

Unfortunately most planners did not demonstrate much magunatnon in their.
‘style of consuitation with  the public. They viewed ' the public- *partlcupatlon
'requurement as “an opportunity to test for significant lnamely pohtlcally influential)
publuc 8pinion to proposals (O'Riordan: 1978, p 149) O'Riordan also comments
" that "in many ways, the Ieglslatlve lntent of the act outstrtpped -contemporary
realltles Structure plans were too vague and incomprehensible to expect  the

avefage cutlzen to understand and react.ts them (O’ Rnordan 1978 p 149).

.

 The Cenadian Experience | . ' ¢

“As mentioned. previously, the public participation movement in Canada was
influenced by developments both in the United States and Great Britain
Lucas1978) " -

The war on rural poverty began in the DJefenbaker regime in June 1961
(LaPlerre 1976). The Agr/cu/tura/ Rehab///tat/on and Development Act of 1861
: sought 'to improve the economlc and. Ilvmg standards of the rural poor.‘ Canada's
official year for the War on Poverty was 1965 (Draper'1978) It was launched:
with the establishment of a Company of Young - Canadlans lCYC) (1966) who set

about their task of allevuatlng the. socnal l"S of the ' country The Canadlan Councll
B S

‘\l

on Rural, Development estabhshed the program ARDA in 1965, ° to Prov:de

o LoesBE e e R e gy L , .



information on 4|"ural,'probler.ns. ';In its second report issued in 1968‘, there was
a disedssion of‘the‘ participatory 'approach to develepment" {Draper:1978, p. 29
- Although the desfgn of'many" of these 'progrems demonstrated the shift towards
inc‘reased. citizen involvement there does not exist an explicit Iegai foundatiqn te
ensure the righ“t"'r of citizens "to participate. In examining this issue, one must
d:fferentnate between the words rights and opportumtnes

A full review of Canadlan law cases by Lucas _revealed that ’cmzens'
rnghts to partncnpate in decisions by 'resource and envrronmental management
agencnes are not extenssve {Lucas:1976). .In most cases, the planntrff must satisfy
'the Jlocus standu requnrements This means that an individual or. group must-”t?e
able to establish that they have suffered or will suffer special. or peculiar

' damage beyond that suffered in common with the rest of the public.

The .narrow and technical nature of the prmcnples governing judicial
review restricts the use of the Canadian courtroom as an adequate forum for
public participation. = Other Ilmpedlments. to the effective e_se,s of courtroom -
particip'ation‘ identified by Lucas (1976) are: 1) the limited scope .of review
)anwed in judic‘sal #_E-.eview;. '_2) ,‘,;H‘ga:ineeceSSibility'i of info:rma,_tifcijn‘;, 3) the high costs
agsociated with legal cases; 4) strict procedures which restrict the presentation
to the legal rules of,evidence' and 5} the conservative nature of jiidges‘ One

';_:ether d|Sadvaﬁtage 10" the ‘use of the courtroom for. public partncnpatuon ns the
typucal “adversary nature in the courtroom.” As in Britain, there appears to be
‘ limited scope for the interested citizen . to challenge governmental actions in
court (Q’Riorden;197é);.' | T o e

Although citizen rights to participate are not generally legally entrenc;\ed,
many government departments or agencies possess discretionary powers enabling -
them to provide opportunities for participation Lucas (1876, p. 102) suggests,
however, that “there is evidence that agencles with discretion to permlt

’opportumtles for public partncnpatlon are not doing so effectively or not doing _

B .
© 80 at all"

iy

Governmegt agencues ahg departments have exhibited a "tendency to

o restrfct partvc:pptnon opportunmes to the information gathering’ stage ' "The public
T v . q?‘( TR ',-nn:‘, . :
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is involved largely: for 'the public relations benefit to the -egency and the elected
representatlves to whom it is. responsible” {Lucas: 1976 pp. 82-83). Members of
. the public are generally mformed and to a lesser extent consulted 'Where
advisory boards or commlttees are establlshed for the purpose of consultmg
.wrth decnslon-makers, ordmancg,s or regulatory by-laws deprlve them of the
necessary authorlty to requlre admlmstrators to adhere to thelr recommendatnons

Partuc:patlon has been extremely limited &t the issue formulatlon stage of
plannmg There is little opportunnty) for participation after this stage with the
exceptlon of respchding to* the allowance for the proposal of alternatlve action
Adurlng the planmng process '. " o |
| The dlscretlonary powers . avaulable to many governmental agencies may be

.‘used by goVernment officials to safeguard or protect offla*ls from public
scrutmy or criticism. "The basic |ssue related to duscretlonary powers is the
attitude of . decision-makers - "towards the public and - their commlttment to the.
objectives: of partlclpatlon and consultatlon {Lucas: 1978 p. BO).

Politicians and offlc:als who -perceive public participation as a threat to
'representatlve democracy are unllkely to exerclse their discretionary powers. As_
government issues become ‘increasingly complex publlc faith in civil servants as
 experts begms to’ fade ORlordan refers to the third London airport dlspute as E

- an example lO’Rlordan1978 p. 143). This widening gap or fear of pubhc
scrutlny may make government offlclals hesntant to encourage publlc partnmpatlon

The fact that public participation can take many forms and |s difficult to
.define, makes the legal foundations difficult to isolate and artlculate Minimum
conditions for participation cannot be ldentlfled _since pubhc participation |

:ﬁograms should be issue specific {Lucas:1978). Legislation of r-ights against the

Il of decision-makers may only serve to prolong a lack of trust between

-

[

K-—- .

government officials and the public-at-large.

Early attempts to- legislate participation made it clear .that wards in a
statute book alone have not advanced the development of public participation
processes. The lack of an agreed defmutuon of partncnpatlon resulted - nc heated‘

ideological debates centermg around what part:cnpatlon entauls (Van Til and Van



\
Til: 1970) Researchers taknng mterest in thzs new trend devoted their efforts

towards the de\(elopment of models typolognes, and mechamsms of and for .

public partncupatnon\\
AY \\ X
\‘\

C. MODELS AND wpokoelss S

S

“The Arnstein modl

of cmzen partsc:patton was developed in 'direct
response to the ideologica is e of, what is citizen partncupatnon which flrst
emerged during the Model Ci 'es\ Program in the United States. !

The elghtfrung ladder a sqmpllflcatnon of the levels of partlcupatlon
(Arnstein: 1969) (Figure 1). Each rung on the ladder represents the. extent of
citizen power.” The bottom rungs of the ladder manipulation and therapy are
ref{erred; to as non- partncupatlon\ levels. The next three _rungs, |nformmg
consultation,  and pfacatnon represent incremental  levels of  tokenism. - An
experience with token levels of pa\nicipatio'n allows the citizen to express his
ot her vnews but the organization o\’ adm:mstratlon retains the rnght to dec:de
Farther up the Iadder are levels of \cmzen power with mcreasmg degrees of’

decnsnon—-makmg authorlty Partnership :rhplnes the ability -of cmzens to negotiate

or make trade-offs, whlle delegated power ‘and - citizen control infer actual

~ power over decision—making organizations. . The Arnstein model, however,

considers only ‘ one function of participation -— namely citizen power
(Smith:1977). It is a reflection of the state of the art at a domt in tume in the
evotution of participation; a war between the “haves’ and "have nots”.

) The Burke n'lodel anglyies citizen participation ‘not as a value, but as the
basis for vari.ous strategies” (Burke:1968, p. 288). Five strategies are identified:
1) education therapy, 2) b'ehaviora‘I change: 3) staff supplement; 4) cooptation;
.and 5 community power. The use of the word 'strategy’ suggests ‘a plan or
. course 'of a’_ct'ion selected to aehie\(e a goal Burke's description of each
strategy shows that the goal or goals are agency oriented. For the third
. strategy, staff supplement, .he states: "the objective- of the strategy is to exploit

the abilities, free time, and/or expertise of individuals to achieve a desired goal

Q



¢

. FIGURE 1

Eight Rungs on .the Ladder of Citizen Parficipatfon*

.
8 Citizen Contro!
. R RN

Degrees of Citizen Power

7. Delegated Power.

6. Partnership

5. Placation '
Degrees of Tokenism

L, Consultation

3. Informing

2.  Therapy
Nonparticipation

1. Manipqlation

*Sherry R. Arnstein, "A Ladder of Citizen Pérticipation“,
Journal of the American Institute of Planners (Juty 1969)
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(Burke:1968, p. 290). The model ngnores the possnbmty that the goals of the.
'partsmpants may be different from those of the agency

Other: models have been developed (Ferrell 1972, Glasser et al1975,
Hayley:1977) but the literature has tended toward the use of broad
generalizations m descnbmg the Ievels of partlclpatlon

Research in |ts -early stages not. on!y focussed on the ussue of - what is

pubhc partacnpatlon but also on how to particupate

N

'D. TECHNIQUES ° o N

AReSearchers focussung on mechannsms Afor participation accepted the
notion of pubhc participation and attempted to resolve the practical issue of
-how to involve the public. Ageneaes were, however, -hard pressed to developv

effective techniques for public involvement

Publie Meetings ’
Tr‘adit@onally the technique most frequently en!ployed in public participation

was the public meeting. To date, the public meeting is still perhaps the most

‘wndely ~used technlque In early years, groups of concerned citizens would

crowd into town halls or the- Iocal school Nonce thelr opmlons

While the pubhc meeting is the most w:dely used ted’mnque Connor'
(1978) suggests that it .can often be the most mususad and ineffective means
of obtaining public mput He provudes several explanations as to why the formal
procedures often become verbal bettlegrounds ‘First, the formal procedures
often inhibit effective communication. The presence~ of -:n-\ic':rbphones and
'platferrns is intimidating for those individuals who are nqt familiar with their
,'use. lSecond, agency presentations -and special interest groups often mondpolize‘
the questnon penod Thll’d the techmque is also a demandmg one, requiring
cmzens to, travel and to “invest an entire evening. Fourth, pubhc meetmgs are .'

often held . on demand_ by the community; sufficient enxnety’ has ‘already been
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genérated and when the meeting occurs, lt is highly emotive.

St'atuiory' "P-Ilnni‘n.g Inquiry‘

In Bntaln cmzens had _little forrnal opportunity to partlclpate except by
appearing as ob;ectors at a statutory planmng inquiry - (O’ Rlordan1978) The
objector is. confmed to statmg how he will  be dlrectly affected by the

proposed course of action.

’Advisory Groups .

At the policy formulatnon stage the process mqst ‘widely used in Britain,
Canada, and the United ‘States |s that of selective consultation

Often the formation of adv:sory groups or councils is a public relations
étrategy aimed at involving influential or commumty @okesmen who will . bestow
credibility on the agency's - efforts (Burke 1968) Uhfortunateiy ' despate
recohrﬁéndations' or. advice- .put forward .by advisory groups, the agency retains
the rnght to make final decus:ons Reguiatory by laws -are dehberately worded to

hmlt the. decision—making powers of these groups ‘
. ~ :

Structure Planning

THe;'British ) Tow.n and Country Planning Act of . 1968° was established
with  the objective of introducing ﬂexisility and comprehensiveness . into
development pla;ws or structure plané (Benwell: 1980). A, structure plan is a -
statement by a county-level authofify of its‘ policies for the - future social,
economic. and physical de;/elopment' of an area (Benwell 1980, p. 71 The"
legislation spelied. ém the formal raqu;rements for public pa’rticipatior'\" in
“structure planning exercises. Authormes were requured to provnde adequare
_pubhcuty and to notify the public that the opportumty for’ partlcupatuon was
avaHable o Rsordan]978) Planners were not partucularly nmagmatwe in devrsmg
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ways to consult the public (p 148). The primary mechanisms for ° co‘nsultation-

- e

were: 1) information Ieaflets 2) publlc meetlngs 3) public exhlbmons and 4)

questionnaires (p. 149, ORlordans reasons (llsted below} for the feeble

response to struc':!ture plannmg are- similar ‘to those cited by Connor (1977) for

. the lack of success in using public méetln_gs as a forum for part_ncnpat‘lorr-

L
. C ) ) -

1. The stope and duscussnon was beyond the- comprehensson of most people.

Few ‘had experience in e ressing. their views.

Many felt ‘that ofﬁclals P sitions were already formuldted

used were only accessible .to the artlculatg

ok w N

- Many felt they were ;alkm in a vacuum,. for there was little’ :f any
feedback in dialogu mvolved (O'Riordan: 1978, p. 149)

o
»~ ]

-

There ‘appeared to be an expressed need for less formalized ‘less structured,

and less threatenmg op‘nons for partncxpatnon Table 1:1 presents a ‘catalogue of

techniques developed by the us. Departrnent of Transportation in 1976.
Thirty-seven techniques are hsted Task forces, value analysis, ombudsman, game’
simulation. and delphi are some techniques which: have been actively employed u:l
recent years. The - Skeffmgton Report {1870) in Brltam»\also rewewed various
techniques avallable . The report emphasmed the lmporﬁnce :n: educating the
public into a comp‘rehensnon of planmng The techniques 7‘hsted reflect this-
educative aspect (eg_ survey work) and _also_ rely}' vheavtly' on media based
support | “ o L
Other techniques not mentioned by the US. Pepartment ‘—of Trensportation

are'the community self—survey the open house, and search conferencing

Open houses have been utilized by Parks Canada Offlcuals an their public -

participation programs. At the: Kluane mesetings held in . June "1978, Parks Canada

set up an open hOUSe one day prior to. the pubhc meeting to facilitate
g

information exchange. By holdnng an open- house and dlstrlbutnng mformatlon prior
|

to the meeting, the problems of speaknn‘g to an unnnformed public are. -

somewhat allevnatéd Furthermore Parks Canada has used newsletter dtstrlbutnons
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. TABLE 1:1

¥

* Advocacy Planning

Arbitrative and
Mediative Planning

. . Charrette

Citizen's Advisory
Committee

Citizen- Employment

Citizen Honoraria ' 5

Citizen Referendum.. |

Citizen Representatives K

. on Public Policy-
making Bodies

Citizen Review Board -

Citfzen Taining

Community Planning

Community Technical

b Ass'istance .

Computer-based Technuques
Teleconferencing, -
Polling, Games,. Inter-
active Graphics

Co~ordinator of Co-
ordinator-Catalyst

Design-in and Colour
Mapping

Drop-in Centres

Fishbow! Planning

. “Game Simulation

Group Dynamics o
Conflict Utilization
Opinionaire, Empathy
Feedback, Relations

. Piagramming, Video-Taped
- Group Interview, Brain-
storming, Force Field
Analysis, Nominal Group.

Process, Role Play,

Synetics, Thrust Problem -

Analysns

20.
21.  Interactive Cabje TV-
Based Participation .
22. Media-Based Issue N
Ballotlng
23. Meetings - Community-
. Sponsored
'Zh - Meetings - Nelghborhood
"25." Meetings * Open Information
26. Neighbourhood Planning
o Council v
27 . - Ombhudsman Z
28. Plural Plamnin
29. Policy Capturing
30. Public Hearing A
31. Public Information- =
- -Programs
32, Task Fébrce
33.. #Value Analysis e
34.  Workshops
35. Delphi
'36. Focused Group
E Discussions
37. Survey of Citizens'

A Catalog of Techniquéé*

.13

Hotline

" Attltudes and
Opinions

~‘Ef"f’ective Cltlzen Partchpatlon in Tran

‘

sportation Planning

A Catatog of Technlques, Volume 11,
‘ TranSportatlon, Federal jfghway Admlpistration, Washington,
Dts- N .u,',__.' : .
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to keep interested citizens informed. . ‘ N ’
Search conferencing. is a technique used by Alberta Recreation and Parks
and Wildlife Department officials (Rudge and Copoc:1877) in obtaining "‘community
input into Master Planning. The tecnhique ’facilitates three conditions: 1lthe' search
process where avenues of zi:levelopment are identified 2) the change process

which “identifies how the development will take place and 3) a social mechanism

to facilitate participation.

The  Institute’ of Environmental Research in Toronto  has conducted

extensive work” in developing alternative techniques for obtaining - public input into

. community design. Principal researchers of the Institute, Homenuck Durlak, and

Morgenstern, have steered away from relatively inflexible, - methodological-

':-approaches to the problem Survey techniques only allow a one-way flow of

information that inhibits mutual education (Duriak and Morgenstem 1978, p. 2.
To facilitate the latter, the authors employed small group processes

Their pro;ect on the LeBreton Flats in Ottawa involved work wuth several
small groups \which were representative of the population‘ Four of the ten
groups participating in the | process included teenagers, the elderly, the
handicapped, and single parents. ' |

The goal of the project” was to train community “'members to act as
planners. "Each session used a combination of techniques inciuding discussions,

trade-off exercises, simulation, and model building” Durlak and Morgenstern: 1978,

P 3. The small group approach is a learning process that acquaints, the .

community with the concerns and worklng approaches of the planners It also”

makes the parucrpants ‘aware . that they .share .problems wuth»others, and enables

"them to become cogmzant of r;eglistic answers to problems It mvolves a heavy

inv.estment of time and personal commitment and if the proposals developed in

the process - are not given ,ser_ious attention,_ vthen_ the--_-_legitimacy of the

involvement- may be challenged (Durlak and Morgenst'ern:'1978l.'
Although newer techniques involving group dynamics, small group
processes, open houses, and mass- media campaigns may be more effective than

the more traditiona! techniques, they ére often -expensive in terms of cost, time,

L LN .
S ow [ [ 2R .
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and manpower for the organizing agency. It is essential to keep in mind that

! N

administrators must select the most appropriate technique within the constraints

of the spohsoring agency "However, administrators need to be cautious im

selectmg techniques appropriate to the issue 'Further research is warranted in

the evaluation of techniques to assnst agenc:es in the design of future public-

' participation efforts.

-

E. EVALUATION

"Evaluation research assesses the extent to which goals are realized and -

looks at tactors -associated with successful or . unsuccessful outcomes
(Waeiss: 1973, p 37). Evaluation research makes a judgement about the value of
a program and attempts to provude facts which will assist decvsaon—makers in
selecting future courses of action

In public participation, no one technique can satisfy all the obiectives of

public part'ic':ipa'tion. Evaluation research. assists in” the - design of public

participation opportu ities by identifying criteria essential in the selection of
techniques. From the agency perspective, the impact, cost effectiveness and
representatives of a program must be’ subject to analysus if agencies are to

continue to- facnlitate public partiCipation The ,potential for. public -participation in

_is an essential component of the planning process. If public invoviemept or

' interaction s a!so part of ‘the - prarmlng process ‘theh the impact ‘ot ‘public

involvement wull be monltored Finaliy wuthout evaluation the worth of a public

o

)]

- decision—making must also be determined ‘A further argumenit is that’ ‘evaluation

partncnpation program is determined by mdnwduai perceptions of the people whoy

initiated it or particupated in f (Homenuck et at1978; p. 103).

Various models have been /developed for evaluating public partiCipation~

programsi The deasuus model (1974) used a goal assessment approach and

attempted to determine the potential influence of the pubhc on the program

- Aearta e Ras it

The limitation of the deasnus model is that goals may vary among all parties

affiliated with the program. Goals set by adm:nistrators, for example, may be

y
P

Rt
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pre—determined and contrary to those of citizens.

The Hampton evalustion model (Tabie 1.2) recognized the satisfactions of
the citizen as being at least as important as those of the agency or planner in
assessing the sdccess of & public participation program (Sewell:1978)‘."The model
was based on two criteriez 1) the nature of the information generated; a‘nd 2)
the types lof public groups and ‘individuals involved (Table 1:2). Unfortunately,

. there is no objective basis developed for weighing the relative importance of
different public groups [Burton:1977, p. 60). The Hampton model leaves the
measdrement of criteria to subjective processee. The model also ignoreS'
program costs. | : \

The Glasser, Manty and Neham model (1975) also evaluates teehniques of
public participation. Two criteria are used: 1) communication characteristics, and
2) capability to meet selected objectives of education and participation Measures
are developed: 1) to provide information and education; 2) to identify problems
and va‘lues;.3) to generate ideas and resolve problems; 4) to facilitate feedback:
5) to resolve conflict and achieve consensus; and 6) to faeilit_at'e\ the
implementation of decisions -or solutions. The objectives are rneasured on a
thr ee point scale; low, sat|sfactory and high. The weakness of the model

- o=

that it evaluares techniques and not the outcome Ce
One of the most comprehensuve modeis of evaluation is' the’ Ontarro
~Model -developed by the Multlcultural Development Branch of the Mnnustry of
Culture and Recreatvon in 1976 The model ns adapted from Trnpodu Fellm and
‘Epstein’ (1977) and s a goals—achcevement model ‘»whoch utilizes three : criteria
effort. effectiveness. and. efficiency. "_ Effort “refers to brogranw input. 1t s
eesentially a fquentitativﬁe ve;ieble. ,Effectiveness relates to the 'achiev'ement of
goals and ob}ectives. The third variable, efficiency, i a ratio of effectiveness to
effort

The three criteria are measured by several indicators, categorized as
‘performance . indicators, . process mducators ef‘fectivene's§ ‘indicatars,. and - change -

indicators~ Pmocess lndacators rhave been developed  from Breghas (1973) pubhc

participation model. A subsequent piobability matrix is presented illustrating the

"' "
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TABLE 1:2

Characteristics of the Hampton Evaluation.Model

.Dispersal of Information

What Information?
(a) Information about decision already taken -- i.e.,
a single policy. o ' '
(b) Information about discussions taking place --
, i.e., alternative policies."
(c) O0pen government -- i.e., all information freely
available. - '

Who is informed?

(a) Major elites -~ e.a., other public bodies or major
commercial concerns.
(b) Minor elites -- e.g., local interest groups.

(¢) The general public as a collectivity of individuals.

Gathering Information

What information?
(a) Information about physical facts -- i.e., census
"data, etc. :
(b) Information about decisions-taken by other:public
or private bodies. -
(¢) Information about public attitudes ahd opinions.

Who is listened to?

(a) Major elites -- e.q., other public bodies or

major commercial concerns. '
(b) Minor elites -~ e.g., local interest grouns.
(c) -The general public as a collectivity of

individuals. -
inféraction Between Planning Authority and Public

Vbhat kind of interaction?
(a) Through the widening of the debate .-~ e.g., by
the dispersion of more information.
(b) Through the”involvement of elites -- e.g., working
parties for interest groups.
(c)  Through the encouragement of the individual’
citizan.

Continued on next page .

17
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TABLE 1:2 (cont.)

Who is the public? o
(a) Major elites - e.g., other public bodies or
major commercial concerns. o -
(b) Minor elites -- e.g., local interest groups.
(c) The general public as a collectivity of
individuals.

2

N

W. Hampton, ''Research into Public Participation in Structure
Planning'" in W.R.D. Sewe!l and J.T. Coppock (eds), Public

Participation in Planning, Wiley and Sons, ,1978.

-
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probability of' success’ of -techniqu'es when compared‘ to the degreeh of

. sophistication . of commumty mterest ‘The performance mdlcators are applied to '

each techmque employed in the public part»cnpatlon process For example i

_pérformance :ndncators for publnc meetings mnght be: 1 types of forums held
.2) frequency and duratlon and 3) locatlon and attendance ‘ ,
| '_ Effectiveness 'is -measured by effectlveness and a change lndlcators
Effectlveness rndlcators consider - such questlons as Dud the publlc have easy
access to information and planners? Were planners consnsteht in thelr deallngs
‘with. the public? Were dzscusslon papers backgr0und papers, -and . progress

reports simple and readable for the beneflt of the publ(c mvolved7 “The: change

.19 -

e

lndlcators attempt to measure the related learhmg ‘process’ and any changes that

‘occur within that process. _
The final stage of analysus in the Ontarlo Model focusses upon program
-efficiency. Program efficiency analysis weighs the performance criteria with the
initial ObJSCthBS and assumptions in attemptlng to ascertam whether better
performance results could be achieved by other.means. |
One of the more recent evaluative frameworks was developed by
Homenuck Durlak, and Morgenstern (1978). The strength of the model is that it

- focusses on process and outcome. Five -dimensions of process ‘and five

elements of function are employed in the assessment (Table - 1:3). A program is

assessed on quantitative -and intuitive measures.

The evaluation of a pu'blic participation program in the model proceeds
through three distinct steps: 1} evaluation of functions: 2) evaluation of process:
and 3) evaluation- of planning input The evaluation of the functlonal dimension
attempts to .determine -the program/'s ability to fulfill designated functions. For
example was enough unformatlon coliected and new ideas generated in order to

fulfnll other functlonal aspects of the program7

The model . also consnders the »cost effe’ctlveness of the process ‘

somethmg whlch h.ad not been measuced by other evaluators The major

'i‘shortcmlng of" the model xs« that the data requ:rementssfor examnnmg all the

elements w0uld be vast

-
,\.‘-
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’ The development of evaluatlon frameworks has not kept pace wuth the

developmént of models and techmques for public partucupatlon In" the report
Towards - Effective -Public Part/upat/on in Canada (1977) Burton _revealed 'that
B1 of a total 95 cases contained no evaluatlon Only seven evaluations were
the result of evaluatnon programs lnherent to the part:crpatnon component Some ‘

‘of the - major fmdmgs of the Burton study were:

"‘Perceptions of what COnstrtutes successful pubhc partncnpatuon have
been based prlmarlly upon the outcome of the process. nof “thes- ©
process itself. . oL : .

-, ~Perceived criteria for achlevmg sueccessful- ~part1cnpatlon have varled
o ‘-Slgl‘\lﬂcanﬂy accordlng to_the group afflhatlons of the partlcxpants -
~Criteria  for evaluatlon - have generally been developed on a

case-specific basis. ' , o .

' Because evaluation crlter{a have been developed on a case—specmc '
basis, there has' been- no opportunity ‘for . systematic comparative
‘analysis between cases to be carrned out : : : :

£ ) R N

pp. iv and v)

..

lfurther, it was apparent that the roles, affiliations, and 'e‘xperiences of the

evaluator mfluenced the evaluative criteria employed The need for well trained

independent observers is essential. o ST R

Although there has been a growing sophistication among the evafuatloﬁl
‘models, there is as yet, no -universally accepted model or set of criteria' for
evaluation which would permit comparability among cases (Burton:1977, p. 71)

~
}



) II PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN- PARKS AND RECREATION L e

The 1960s ‘witriessed rapld technologlcal development in - North Amerlca.'
Government: agencnes became mcreasmgly lnvolved with social programs ' and
‘ governments expanded to deal ~with the social lssues .of housmg ‘wekfare,’ and
urban renewal. These two forces rapld technologlcal development and mcreasmg

- government. complex:ty are factors contrlbutlng to the early éfforts in publlc

-

partncnpatlon

4 . - .

-~ ~o-.n - Rapid technologlcal development led - to. concern for the. environment

i e e

Industrial deveIOpment created a pollutlon problem and threatened- the ‘notion “that

natural resources were mexhaustuble

. e e e e

- e oA

Matters of pollution, of resource scarcity, and technologlcal response
allow for only slim margins: for error, if any at all. There is a sense
of finality about' the decisions - before us which, once taken, seem
irrevocable. : .o .

3

(Clague: 1971, p. 32)

Govédrnment agencnes involved in programs of urban renewal were faced
with lobbymg groups who viewed the programs as destroying the homes of the

poor to aécomodate mrddle class famllnes For some individuals, the envnﬂqnment‘ _

¢

of the mner elty -was - bemg threatened Concern for the envnronment ~or the "

quallty of llfe became 8 strong issue - and the publlc began to questlon the"'

ability of government to make value—laden judgements about the future. _
Public partlcnpatnon in Canadian society has been mfluenced by social
activism in the Unlted States and by the Bmtlsh tradltlon of publlc involvement .
in town planning. The development of recreation planning, however, generally
%precluded the development -of publnc participation in parks and recreation issues.
This chapter documents how lssues pertalnlng to environmental concerns and the
scarcity of . resources influenced both the - development of recreatlon plannlngv,
and public involvement in recreatlon\ planning at the natnonal provincial, 'and |

mumclpal government levels in Canada

22 . .
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A NATlONAL SCALE * = . Y »
hkthe early 1970s a major socnal concern in Canada. was conservation,

and preservatnon of fragnle ecosystems There -was. tremendous growth in

cmzens” groups that - sought to protect the ‘environment: The - response by the

’Canaduan Government was to pass three separate pieces of legislation that
specifically called for citizen _mput the Canadian Water Act (1970) the
North/and /nland Weters Act (1971) and the Terrltorla/ Lands . Act (1971)

in 1965, a plan» for the development of a visitor services center at Lake
LOLJISG was made - pubhc In 1969_, as the result of Parks Canada invitations to
prospectlve developers, Village Lake Louise Lum:ted submttted a proposal to
develop . a full range of visitor servnce faculmes at Lake Louise. In 1870, the
company submitted an ambitious plan for an alpine village on the ‘side' of a ski
hill. 1t featured condom'inicms vthat would introduce a.' restricted form of ' private
ownership in the park. ' . ,

‘ In Aprit 1871, public hearings were held on the provisional Master Plan
for the four mountain parks  (Banff, Jasper Lake » Lot:ise ‘ Waterton)
Envuronmentalvsts expressed specsfoc concerns over the proposal by thlage Lake
Lourse leuted sufficient enough to warrant separate publuc hearnngs in 1972

The publlc heanngs“ that. ensued were’ h»ghly comroversval The meetnngs‘
were confhct orlented and at trmes .nearly vnoteht ) Conservat:on »~;groups waere
angered that they had not bean const)lted prior. to- the submission of the Village
- . Lake Louise Lzm«ted proposal ) _and accused Parks MC'anada' _of
“wheeling-arn@-dealing” behind the scenes to brin'.g about major changes in the
‘Park. | . 4 '

In July 1972, " Jean Chretien, then Minister of lndian and Northern Affairs,
announced that the GO\fernment had decided to reject the Vlllage Lake Louise
Limited proposal (Public Hearing Report 1974). Chretien's reason for re;ectlng the
proposal was that it. was too |arge‘ and Amight possihly'-_result in environmentally
unacceptatile concentrations of visitors in the Lake Louise' area..

4 As a result of the Lake Louise hearings, Parks Canada's credibility was
questioned, probably reaching its lowest point ih the - agency's history. Parks»
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Canada had since - restructure& its. approach tq park plannlng to incorporate”

Y

publuc partncnpatlon aI earher stages of plan development

RS

B. PROVINCIAL SCALE

The 1967 Act : 10 Promote .Recreation. * Development in CAlberta made .. - ..

pFOVISIon for the grantmg of financial assnstance to ‘Alberta municipalities for the
building of recreatlon facilities (Appendlx “A). ln 1874, the Department of Culture,
Youth and- Recreation announced the Major Cultural and Recreation Facility
Dev'eiopment Program, (MC/R) a -grant program which was to make available
*$100.00 ‘per capita per municipality for the purpose of constructing recreatien
‘and cultural‘ facilities. Seventy—five percent of the total available monies could be
alloted for recreation: capital projects, such as curling rinks  and .arenas
Twenty five percent of the total ,avanlable momes were ‘to be. pllotted towards.‘
cultural projects Mumcrpahtnes are requnred to contribute s mmnmum of f«fty‘
. percent of - the tota! elngnble cost of thefpro;ect The MC/R program expires on
December 31, 1984 T
. The. Agoal of the. Recr'eatien '.'D‘e‘vel.oprnen‘t-\"‘ Drvus;on of Alberta )Recreation.
| Pa'rks. and Wildlife - inow' "Recreation '-and“ Parks) is to premOte' the orderly
development of recreation oppo’rtunitiés throughout Alberta in an effort to
mamtam thls goal,- the Provincial gowarnment stlpulated a number of requurements
or pre requtsutes to be met before provipcial funding under the MC/R program
could be approved. One of these pre-requisites was that municipalities must
"cemplete a8 five year Community Recreation Master Plan .approved by the local
‘ Recreation éeard and the' appropriate count:il(s). The Master Plan Document was
also sub'jeet to the approval of the Community Recreation Master Planning
Consultant of Alberta Recreatron Parks and' Wildlife.
h 1977, the Department issued .Yes-You Can!! Master Plan a dpcumen't
‘ X to provide guadelmes for local municipalities in the development of a Commumty
Recreation Master Plan. The' gundelmes emphasized the - lmportance of community

partlcnpatnon in the planmng process. Master Plans were reviewed by the

1
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Communuty Recreatnon Master Planning Consultant to establish - if sound. planmng
prmmples had been applied &Rd if substantlal public involvement had occurred

during the development of the plan. ?

Although the Alberta Gov'ernmentf» regulated the reqnire'ment of a
Recreation Master Plan, rnany nqcxpalmes have continued tgQ plan for its own
‘sake, and contnnued to incorporate a public participation progr_am .as a
component of the planning process. Municipalities, howeve}, have not
demonstrated an overwhalminé interest in the public parﬁcipation component.’
MoSt communities, without pr“ofessional recreatibn staff, struggled to combrehend
the planning process, let alone . the techmques and meachanisms for involving

community members in it

€. MURICIPAL "SCALE

It was not until the late 1960's ‘that recreatnon planmng emerged as a ¥
’major preoccupation ‘of newly. amalgamated parks and ‘recreation depar\;ments
(Burton1978) In the late 19605 - recreatuon planning rehed heavily on an
. arBitrary - ~standards, approach wh'ch recommended'.the number .and = type of
recreation facilities and open space requirements f_orr a given 'population.'. This -
. standardized approach was accepted fc‘ar"v ' n'ian:y .years. Adminjstrators later.
recognized that. within - c‘ities,' individual neighb’grhoods exhibited  unique
characteristics, ‘an'd through time, changing social values." : ‘g

Recognizing that social values affected . leisure .‘Qifestyles, " recreation
planners faced the task of monitoring the change and' assessing individual needs
This prompted more direct contact with special interest groups and the
public - at~large. The planning approach became more humanistic, developing a ?:Ian
to serve people, not thf agency. providing Iei.sure' service - opportunities
(Gold: 198 1)

Gold (1981) spells out the current e}nphasis on recreation planning in

North America in the following statement.



"The current emphasis is on the relationship of public recreation
opportunities to other types of land use, design, and access on the
urban and regional scale: While the primary focus is -stil on the
physical resource, an expanded focus ©n urban. beautification,
community development, . historic preservation, environmental
interpretation, multiple use of public and private spaces for recreation,
and .a broad range of organized recreation programs is now common
in most communities.” Coa '

: ‘ " b 53

The remaining p'aragraphsl focus on the specific development of Parks

and Recreation Master Plans in the City of Edmonton, Alberta -

City of Edmonton, Parks and Recreation ‘
The City of Edmonton, Alberta has a current population of approximately

550,000. The city is one of the two key centers for Alberta's oil industry. One

- . . . - . it . .
of- the most-noted features of the eity is the Alorth Saskatchewan River Valley

park system. The city also' boasts more recreational and park ‘acreage per capita
than ar'wy oyher‘Canadian city | '

S Edrviér'\tq’n,, long range goals w;ege set ou‘t‘ as early as 1955 when
thn Farina was Superintendent of the Recreation Commission. The plan followed
a standards approanh to planning. an approach that was generally accepted and
used until the mid 1960's. It attempted to\distrit;ute resources #vanly throdghéut
the city. (Report on Active and Passive Recrestion'1955) There is no mention of
citizen irzv:lvement in the development plan, and- pr;e may assume that no formal

-~

mechanisms for such a process were required. Crmmunity 'eagime at that time
L]

were still in control. of the provision of recreation earvicen

+

L
The 18970-1980 Parks and Recreation Master Plan

In Alberta  since the passing of the Revised Statutes of Alberta 1970,
any community applying for provincial funding under the MC/R program has-
required a community recreation master plan which covers a pesdod of a

minimum of five years.
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The City of Edmontonl began its preparation for the completion of its
first’ master plan in 1968.. The - Parks and Recreation Adv:sory Board held public
> meetlngs and solicited verbal and written briefs . from lnterested orgamzatlons
mesmen Club, the Social Plannmg Councll and the Edmonton Chapter of the
Unrted Natlons Assocuatlon are representatlve of- the many groups that responded

: to the call for mformatlon _' ‘

The Plan was to cover' the‘ tollovl/ing areas:

1. ﬁ comprehensrve mventory of exlstlng parks and recreation areas facnlmes

- &nd programs would be prepared

2. The Plan would mclude standards .’ and policy s.t'atements, with
recommendatlons for their implementation. '

3 A rogram would be prepared for future development up to and including
1975, with a pro;ectlon to 1980.

‘3 4. The project would be .carned out with reference to social and economic
trends and with particular. reference to leisure. -

5. The Plan - wouid recommend co- ordlnatnon of social, educational, cultural .
and recreational servnces ln Edmonton to minimize duphcatlon of faCllthSS
. and programs. v : ;

6. = After its acceptance by City Council; the Plan .wouid be reviewed' annually -
and kept current .o

7.  Related studies, research, and planning would be ‘carried out as required in
' the future. :

{(Master Plan:1970, p. 7)

As in the long,:_»ange plan of 1955, the City continued to adhere to a
standards approach to planning. The Plan suffered from a lack of sound
planning principles and lacked extensive backgggund and supportive research
studies. -‘The Plan offered no time frame ¥ for implementation of the
recommendations put forth, and no priorities for implementation were given. The
layout of The Plan suggests that adm‘rn_istrators and planners had difficulty in
assimilating the information into a comprehensive framework. Of  the sixty-tvl/o
recommendations put- forward, many could .have been campressed into more.

general policy statements. L . ™

'Hereinafter referred to as The City ' ) e e o "



The publié ‘~part'icipation process was traditional - with ‘briefs. ‘and public
- meetings used as the major mechanisms for obtammg pubhc input. Wlthm a few
years, however, the plan was obsolete Many of the plans for commumty

development were Tlaid asnde afteruthe crty was“*successful in its bid to host

Py

ﬂ\e 1978 Commonwealth Games. ) ) e B P,

The 1979-1983 Parks and Recreation Master Plan -

Preparation for the ‘ Update of the Master Plan began early in 1877
lnformatlon collected through mformal interviews suggests that the onglnal intent
.of the Parks and/Recreatlon Department was merely to revise the plan. Later a
Master" Plannlng Task Force of three staff members was struck. As the plan
progressed addltlonal staff were drawn upon to dssist in the plan's
deveIOpment | '

The. draft of the Master Plan was reviewed at various stages of
deve[opment by the Parks and Recrgation Advisory Board. Late in 1977. the
’Board recommended to the General‘-Manager that the public participation program
be expanded beyond t.hev vpoint of” soliciting” .written briefs” from . interested
organizations. _

The public p’articipation program consisted of the steps outlined in Table
2:1. The p'ublic meetings were established in response to the Advisory Board's
request tor an vexpanded public participation program. Fiv'e public meetings were
heid, one in .bach of % decentralized recreation d:strlcts The procedure for

the meetings: included formal presentations by Parks and Recreation leaders,

followed by structured discussion groups. At the meetings, Parks and Recreation

Department officials presented two basic concepts to the public (Table 2:2). The‘

statements of these were derived from the prehmlnary data collected through
the surveys, and briefs m the previous vyear. The _purpose of the meetlng las

explained at the meetmg by department representatnves) was 'to’ have the cmzens

comment on the two concepts to determme 'if these concepts were an’

adequate interpretation of the needs of citizens and if not to propose

YR .
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TABLE 2:1
EDMONTON PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN

Public: Announcements and Correspondence

.. %Newépaper Announcement\Rew'Master Plah Review -

_February lIst and 3rd, 1977. The Edmonton Journal carried
a public notice re: Master Plan Review.

Letters to Community Groups and Organizations

February 8th, 1977. Letters were sent to over 350 community
groups and organizations requesting a submission expressing
their interests and concerns with regard to the revision and
update of the Edmonton Parks and Recreation Master Plan.

Community.Recreation Survey
' SN

From June 6th to June l7fh

,“i977, the Department conducted
a survey of_over 800 Edmonton households to identify the -
recreational purSuits and interests of Edmontonians.

Commuhity League Survey

fn June of 1977, questionnaire forms were sent to all
Community Leagues to collect an inventory of facilities, .
plans, membership, and suggestions.

- S §

Reminder Letters to Community Groups &nd Organizations

November 15, 1977.  Letters were sent to the community groups
and organizations which received the February 8th letter to
remind them of the opportunity to make submissions to the
‘Master Plan review and update:"™ '

a

Newspaper-ﬁﬂﬁouncemenf Re: Public Meetings , )

January 19th, 1978. Notice of public meetinas to be held in the
recreation districts was issued in The Edmonton Journal.

. . .-
[N . ) .
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TABLE 2:2

QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION

-

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARKS . . e e e o

e -

Concept: That neighbourhood parks receive extended ~__..
C deve]opment.especially in older and middle
. aged neighbourhoods; and neighbourhood park
facilities in newer communities be developed
+ earlier in thé life of the community.

1.  “.Please discuss this -concept 'and the implications from
your perspective as a citizen. Come to some decision
whether you agree with this as a direction for the
Department.

2. Should you disagree with this, olease give some
alternatives.

RECREATION_PROGRAMMING

Conropt - That Parks and Recfeat{gn:Department place
more emphasis on encouraging community in-
volvement and assisting communities in
providing for their own recreation needs,
rather than providing direct recreation

. opportunities.

1. Please discuss. this concept and the implications from:
your perspective as a citizen. Come to some decision
whether you agree with this aa\a direction for the
Department.

2. Should you disagree with this, please give some
alternatives.



slternative concepts for development within the time frame of the meetings. The

public meetings and one subsequent meeting with the Edmonton Chapter of th'e‘

Urban Development Institute rapresénted the last -formal contact made with the

pubhc—-at-large The 1979-1983 Parks and Recreatlon Master Plan was approved

R

. 31. : ".

CE

-~

".by C°Q"F" in". Novembar, . 1978 ‘and- Ia;erw by Alberta Recr"batuoﬁ and Pai'ks m R

1880,
\

Earlier ih this chapter, it was suggested that there is often organizational

commitment to, but Iimited grhsp of, public participa'tion Al~so' it was contended :

that the development of evaluation techniques has not kept pace wnth the
development of models ~and techmques of public participation.

It is the mtent of this ‘study to conduct an analysis ~ of the .pub!ic
participation -program employed by the City of Edmonton Parks" and Recreation
Department in the development of its 1979-1983 Master Plan. SRS -

.



lll.. OBJECTIVES AND METHOD OF STUDY

A. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The introduction of this study dealt with ‘1) the philosophical basis for

‘participation, - - 2) legal foundations 'of  public " participation, '3) - ‘models . ard

”t'ypologies of public participation, 4) techniques of «participation,. and 5) evaluation

research in public participation Specific attention was focussed on the

development of public participation programs in. hr‘e’éréa‘tibn planhmg - cutmg»

examples ,at the natlonal provuncnal and mumcupal Ievels in Canada

Prevuous research has been dlrected towards the development of models

and technlques for pubhc partlcspatlon (Arnste|n1969 Burk91968 Connor1977)

One area Iacklng research “is "the development of evaluatlve techmques for
measuring the effectiveness of a public participation program. Burton (1977 P.

2)» makes reference to thls in his report Towards Effective Public Part/C/pat/on

in Cansds "What, if any, attempts have been made t&+ develop evaluatuve criteria

for cases of participation and to apply these to on- gomg experlences7'

A major problem that has been identified throughout the iiterature search
is the relative lack of attention directed to the evaluation of public participation
programs This may be)attributed in part to the general' lack of monitoring and
evaluation in most planning exercises until recently. Another reason is the lack
of techniques for measuring the impact ?f “such programs up_on decision making.

Associated with this is the fact that the very word "evaluation’. by definition,

Jimplies success or failure; yet what constitutes success or failure is likely to

differ according to the different perceptions of the various groups of
participants in the process. Another problem relates to the inherent difficulties in

the working relationships " between the public and professionals. Communication _'

difficulties have been cited as a major reason for the dissonance among these

12 »

groups. "Each party tends to perceive the communication difficulties as resulting

[
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- from the other partys |Ilog|cahty ‘lack of mtellngence or even . deceptlveness and
msmcenty (Maruyama as quoted in Ruffman and Stuart1978 p. 81).

Three critical _concerns evolqug from the .pr_oblems tdentlfled above will
- -be..the focus of the‘ vpresent s'tudv They are: .1) .the lack of ewdence to
,suggest that groups evaluate their public participation . expernenc:es on the basus.
of criteria spacific to -the group am! hence dzfterent from other _groups; 2)
the difficulties in developing evaluation crlterla v stemmmg ?rom the dnff‘ereht. ~=
perceptions of various groups; and 3) the conflicting views between . groups -
] about the entlre purpose of the partlclpatory process.

It ‘was antucupated in  this  study that the extent 16~ which -the - pubhc
~-.part|c1pat|on program used by the Clty of Edmonton Parks and Recreatlon
Department in preparatnon of ‘the 1979-83 Master Plan was vnewed as a
. A'vsuccess would have varled‘accordmg to the .perceptions of all major” Jdentlfnable
”part»es mvolved Pursuant to this, it was expected that dlfferent parties “would

have varied in thelr perceptlons of the program objectlves -

<

'e OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY _

The purpose of the study was to determme the objectives of a public
part:cupatlon program as perceived by each group of partccnpants in the process
-‘The study afso attempted to identify crlterla that each group lmphcnly or
explicitly employed in the pubhc participation program to evaluate the |mpacts
Tboth posntwe and negatlve) of that process upon decision-making It was
focussed upon. a case example 4

‘Different from scnentnflc research whlch is restructed tor the ex,amunatnon
-of one or two varlables the case study attempts to develop a comprehensive
understandmg of a single event whnch might possnbly have a8 more generalized
appllcablhty beyond the case Babbie: 1976). -

A case study approach was employed so as to identify as many fa_ctors
as possible involved in the assessment of a public parti.cipation program..-‘
Furthermore, the data requirements .for multiple comparisons would be immense

Px



and beydn& the ,‘>ca‘§5abilit'ies‘ of the " researcher. A.sv e\)alua'tion. -of f public _
participation programs has been _limited to a few rc'ases, it was> thought that
data Siesented on this case might contribute towards the. assimilation of
information for the deveiolpmqnt of an evaluation model suitable for multiple
case studies, ‘ ’ ‘

" The case siudy.l selected was the bublic participatibn program designed to
’,'.os.taiﬁ' input into the . preparation” of the "City ‘of Edmonton's. Parks aﬁd Recreation
Master Plan for the years 1979 to 1983. Six obj‘ecvti\./és,m outlined . below,. were
addressed by the study. )

- o . -~

. N
= o -
e -

1. to identif,y' the‘_‘rnajor groupé invol\)ed in the publ'rg«»barticipatior_\ process;

2. to determine what .each group perceived to be the objectives‘ of this
process; - ” ‘ ' ’

3 to identify the criteria each group perceived as being necessary to achieve
the objectives of any public participation process;

4.  to identify the extent to which each group percéiv’ed that the objectives
of the process were met; .

5. to establish- what criteria each group Lused to support its views regardifig
the achievement of the objectives; and

6. to.compare each group's sdggested {ideal) ? ériteria for any case (objective -
3 above); with those actually employed (objective 5 above)

~

o A

The Study Population, Methods and Procedures

| Information concerning the study population was obtained from City of‘
-Edmonton Parks and Beéreat_ion officials. First, the names and positions of city
"personnel who had a major rqle in the preparation of Parks and. Recreation
Mas;er Plan were obtained. Second, g' list of city aldermen was recorded Third. )

the number of briefs submitted by public interést groups was obtained and a

2 s e o . . s e o . — — —

!Although the study refers to “ideal’,. it was not meant . to suggest' the notion
- of pertection. Clearly there cannot be a 'single perfect solution or standard for
. evaluation of public participation. It was used with the intent to stimulate
respondents thoughts on their preferred. approaches_or «criteria.: .. . .. .

v
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contact name. for each ‘group was. identified and. recorded Fourth, the names of
Parks and Recreation Advusory Board members were obtained. Finaily the ' names,
addresses and phone numbers of the mdiwduals ettendmg the five public

meetings as part of particnpatory prooess were obtained The names . were

. reglstered on sign-in sheets used at each mesting. City -staff in attendance

encouraged all who entered the meeting room to sign their hame.

All members of the first two groups (cnty staff and aldermen) were to

. be lncluded in the study Alth0ugh interest groups are a major contributing

force in most pubhc participation programs, a decumon was made not' to ‘include
representatives from 'interest groups. Interest group participation was confirmed
by the . submission- of written briefs. There were. no further attempts by the
City to involve interest group representatives after the briefs were réceived To
some extent it was difficult to identify the individual responsible for the
preparation of the brief and for this reason ‘interest groups were not included |
in the study.:

A decision to include members. of the Parks and Recreation Advisory

Board in the study ‘was based on three factors: 1) the Advisory Board

- represented a formalized -and on-going method of public oarticipation; 2) the

-~
mandate of the Board is to encourage the public to offer constructive criticism

of department policies (citizen participation): and 3) the Advisory Board members

actually halted its review and approval of the Master "Plan document until

'additional public input was solicited.

A proportional random sample was drawn from the lists of participants
at the ptiblic meetings Five public meetings were held and attenda:ice varied
siénificantly among them The proportional sample accounted for the disparity, in
attendance figures to prevent a large number of individuals being drawn from
thosa present at a single meeting ' »

All 'prospective ‘interviews were contacted for interviews by letter,
foliow'ed by a telephone call. The interviews were cbnducted "during the ‘months

of April, May, and June, 1979
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Delimitations

"As distinct from limitations which are those. beyond the control of the
refearcher, delimitations efe those constraints intentionally set up by the
_r‘e'eearcher" (Burten:1977,h p. 4. First, the study was ncon.cerned only with
processes used in the drafting of the Parks and Recreation‘- Maeter Plan. It did
not concern itself with the progess that Parks and Recreation officials refer to
as on*going-participation. ‘Second, it did not concern itself with non-pahicipants
in the process but only those citizens who took part in the process in one ot”‘
the followmg two categorles 1) members of the pubhc-ht large who attended
one. or more of the five public meetings, and 2) citizens appointed to the
Parks and Recreation Department Advisory -Board. Third. the study concerned
itself only with those Parks and Recreatnons offncnals who had been identified as
having played a major role in the formulatnon of the Parks and Recreation

Master Plan

Data Sources

For the purpose of this study, an interview study was selected as the
most effective means of data collection. In order to deiermine the differences
between the. groups Iin“_ their perce’ptions ‘_of the objectives | o.fé citizen'
partncupatuon and in the application of criteria assessing the impact of this, all
members must be asked to provide the same information, . necessitating a
standardized - approach.

An advantage to ;the ‘interview survey is flexibility. The interviewer is able
to ensyre ihat the  respondent fully understands all questions. The interview
survey also allows the interviewer to develop rapport with the respondent
Interview surveys are of‘ten selected as a data source when subject material is
of a-sensitive nature. Visual aids may be used by the researcher to assist the
respondent’'s recall ability and to maintain intereé;

Some disadvantages of the interview survey are that it . is subject to

f
reactive measurement errors; that rapport may be so strong that the interviewer
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unconsciously affects the responses (Burton and Noad: 1968) that the reSpondent
may give answers that he antncnpates the interviewer would Inke to hear; and ~
that the mtervnewer may have his "or her own bnases or expectations and
selectavely understand and record responses that reflect these. |

.The interview survey can also be subject to many errors of operation.
External and internal validity of the interview survey are elso difficult to
substantiate (Burton:1976)

In usung the recall method the researcher is asking the respondent about
perceptions, feellngs react»ons opinions, or attitudes at the t'me of the event
The respondent's perceptions are affected by the immediate situation, but also
by past 'experiences (Hindley.1979} The accuracy . of -the responses may be
questioned. While the concern for accuracy of response is cr'ucia'l to the
validity of the stud.y, the interviewer can minimize the risk of inaccuracy by
observing the following actions: 1) attempt to pilace interviewee at ease: 2)
conduct the interview in a congeniail environment; 3) allow adequate time for
resp’es; 4) elaborate precisely the nature of the information sought: and since
5) rnemory is a reconstructive proces-.s, attempt to rebuild for the interviewee

the context of the situation.
4

C. QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

In order to determine differences in perceptions of public participation,
members of all groups must be asked the same questions and provided the
same alternatives for response. The structured questionnaire was the format
used in this study to allow for comparision and classificAtion of responses

The wording and sequencing of questions is critical to the survey design
" For this reason, the researcher followed guidelines developed by Galiup Gallup's
Quintamensional Design suggests that five questions can be used to cover

most of the essential features of an opinion or attitude as follows:

Question 1. Is designed to determined if the



respondent is aware of the issue. -

Question 2. Is designed to get general feehngs
on the subject

Question 3. Is designed to get answers
on specific parts of the issue.

Question 4. , Is designed to discover reasons
for the respondents wews

Question 5. Is .designed to determine the
o degree of conviction to the issue.

Open—ended and closed questions were used in the questionnaire.
Open-ended question§ were used in questions 1 through 7 and in questions 8b,
8, and 13 The remaining questions followed a closed format.

Qﬁéﬁtion ‘1. attempted to assist the 'vrespondent's ‘recall .cvaf the event by

having the respondent describe his or her involvement in the public participation

s

program under investigation. Secondly, the answers to question 1 provided
verification of the respondents group: ie. alderman, staff parks- and recreation
advisory boaﬁd member, or public | |

Questions 2 through 6 were general. asking the purpose of the program
and techniqués employed.

Questions 7 through 13 were more specific and focussed on the
outcome of thé public participation program and on the importance of criteria
to tha achievement of objectives ' -

The questionnaire was deliberately designed to lead the respondent into
assessing the program The final question. number 13, again asked the
respondent to express his nor her opinion about the success or failure of the
public participation program. This allowed the respondent to axpress his or  her
opinion without a closed set of responses and after he or she had rated
criteria considered ideally important to  the achiavemant of objactives in any
public participation program (Question 10)

Opinion or attitude questions are sensitive to changes in wording "Two
approaches to such "questions are: either simply enumerate what proportion of
respondents say they subscribe to a given opmnon or attempt to measure the -

intensity with which people have feelings about the subject” (Burton and
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Cherry:1870). The opportunities for response in this study atterhpte_d to me’asvgre
the intensity of \feelings. One scaling procedure .that measures. the strength of a
respondent's copivictions is the Likert 'scale.

"The use “of. 'scaling’ implies a composite measure. constructed on the
basis' of' an intensity, structure among | items _cornprising" the measure”
(Babbie: 1976). A Likert scale was used in this study. Ouestions Ba, 10. 11, 12,
used the Likert res“po‘nse scaling method.

The entire questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix B.

- * ' . . . g

' freamble

A preamble was devised for questions 2 throdgh € and questions 11
through 13 to ‘prepare the respondent for the question and to assist his recall
abilities. In some cases, (questions 3 and 11); the preérﬁble served as 3
reminder to the respondent of his previously expressed opinions. The preamble
also prepar‘ed the respondent by clarifying any 4jar§on wsed in sither the

question or in the response set

Cue Cards

As previously mentioned. one of the advantages of the interview survey
method is that it allows the interviewer to ‘use visual aids to assrst the
respondent and to mam{a\n his or her interest Cue cards were designed for
questions 1 and 2, 4 through 8, and questions 10 and 12 (Appendix C).

In some questions, examples were read as part of the preamble. The
appropriate card, listino the examples was handed to “the respondent If

examples were presented verbally, the respondents ability to recall information

would likely be limited to two or three of the examples read by the

interviewer. The cue cards assisted by allowing the respondent to visualize the

examples previously read to him @
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For questlons 8a and 12, the cue cards listed the response categories.
Only the words "successful’ "and Hunsuccessful appeared on the card:rThe
corrasponding numerical scale .was hsted on the interviewer's questlonnalre The'
purpose of this was to avoid confusmg the respondent with a rank order.

The card .desugned for question 10 listed: 1) the question: 2) response
categories. and 3) criteria for each set eg costs,” process, producf.
accountability, performance effectiveness, information/resourtes. The questiog was
eomple)i and detailed. which made it extremely difficult -.for the respondent to
react to each criteria and keep in mind the original question.‘ One problem /was
that the resbondent may have limited his or her responses to one of the
examples presented on the different cards Although the cards identified ‘other
as a possible re;:t*"”s? respondente  seldnm identified an item not appearing on
the cue ‘cards . o ‘ :

The final desion was reviewed by the Director of Research and Planning
for the City of Edmonton Parks and Recreation Department The comments
rece:ved on the questionnaire design are shown in Appendix D. These comments
were not consicderad substantial to  warrant any  further refinement of the

questionnaire.

o Lo b
Pretec«t T :

i ey
fats -v‘;bg';”; interviews.

The original questionnaire was presented by cond"
Three of the four respondents had attended one of the

) _:g: meetings
held as part of the public participation program. Thé respondeets’vﬁe removed
from the populatlon list and deemed ineligible t~ participate in the study after
having participated in the pretest. »

The fourth respondent had participated in a distinct and - separate public
participation program. One of the design* features of the questionnaire was its
universal applicability. Wlth thns in mind, the pretest was conducted  with only a
minor change; that. of substltutmg the appropriate public participation program,

(West End TFransportation Task Force: Edmonton).

*
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Several ~design flaws were ldentlfled in the pretest phase The concerns
identified were of both a technical and a substantive nature

The US. Department of Transportation catalogue of techmques ‘was

presented (in  question 5) to the respondent {(Connor: 1978 P. 63) The

'respondents did pot understand some of the techmques lns‘ted (eg synetlcs

Fishbowil Planmng Advocacy Planning, Arbitrative Planning), and also lndlcated that

"many of the cetegornes overlapped. As a result, the hst ‘was dxscarx!ed and 8-

new. list designed lAppendlx E. The new list grouped techniques intof four
categories: large group meetmgs, organlzationa_l approaches; media, and small
group meetings. . .

Questlon 8 asked respond’ents to ldentlfy criteria that they would use if

placed m ‘the posltlon off havmg to evaluate any public partucnpatuon program.

‘Respondents in theé pretest had difficulty answermg this question. The ogestlon

was altered in structure, for the final desngn ‘by "askingJ the - respondent to

|dent|fy the three mo} important thmgs to look at in attemptmg to evaluate a

. publlc participation program

Question BMas altered to provide a structured set of responses Two
respondents in the pretest mdscated a reluctance to commit themselves to elther :

position, statmg lt was neither a success nor a fallure In an effort. to obtain a

" committed response a four—pomt Likert s«:ale :was “developed, thus elxmunatlng

the neutral position. “The last question, 13, allows the respondent to qualify his
or her position. - ' ‘, . | _

Qoncern was expressed for the likelihood ot response set cohtarni,nation
in Questlon 10. Thirty crlterla were llsted in Question 10 and the . respondent
selected a responseé based on a scale of 1 to. 5. It was thought that the.’,

Iength of the question might fatigue the respondent with the possible result that

}the respondent would randomly select responses just to finish the questlon To

avo:d thls problem Questlon .10 in the final deslgn was presented to the

, respondent in six sub—sets thereby provndlng a break for him.

An addrtlonal questlon was mcluded in the fmal design. The: last questlon
number 13, again asks the respondent to consider, whether the program was a

. A
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success or failure. The question was open—ended. The intent of the question

was to allow for comparison of responses for Questions 8 and, 13 and to
determine if any sngmflcant change of opmlon had occurred It was - antncnpated
that. Questions 10 through 12 would serve as an educataonal experience for the

re_spond_ent which may or may not have influenced his opinion. Question 13

does .not force the respondent to commit - himself as 'in Question 8. This

allowed - the respon'dent to freely express his opinion and to provide qualifying -

remarks.

Execution of the Questionnaire

The Iength of the interviews ranged form one to three hours. Question
5 ‘was abandoned after conductmg the first few interviews because of time
consuderatlons ‘and its apparent lack of relevance to the overall desngn

T'he category, ’‘costs’, was dropped from Question 10 due to the
difficulty respondents had in answermg this question.” Question 10 was extremely
long and in some cases tired the respondent ‘It was difficult to keep the
respondent aware and alert to the intent of the question as he or she reacted

to ‘each criterion presented.

The interviews were ndentlfted using - a numbermg process. All mtervvews '

were tape recorded and later transcribed. Three of the forty one interviews

were not transcrlbed due to equipment malfunction

' *

Data Anelysis

Chapters 4 through 7 provnde a descrlptlve and interpretive analysis of
the data retneved from each of the four groups comprnsmg‘ the study
'population. It is ernphasnzed that the data is presented -for descriptive purposes
only. The 'samples drawn presSnt small numbers in absolute terms and for this
reason no mferences can be drawn regardlng the statistical sngnlfucance of any
results The data is mdlt:atnve rather than ‘representative of study populatnon

1
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Chagter ’8_ provides a comparative perspective among the four groups
studied - and highlights the issues spparent in the public participation program
studied in this case. Chapter .8 outlines some cpn;lusions and recommendations

drawn from ﬂwe‘;study; '

v 4



IV. A VIEW OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:‘

THE ADVISORY BOARD

' The City of Edmonton Parks Recreation and Culture Advisory Board is
composed of eleven members appomted by Councul for a two year term. The
board's mandate ' has been stated.in: two bylaws. Bylaw 2202, the original bylaw
passed in 1961, set forth the duties of the Department of Parks and
Recreation and included provision for the estabhshment of an Advisory Board In
1881, Bylaw 2202 was dissolved and Bylaw 4985 established to outline
specffﬁcally th_é 'memb'er.ship duties - and powers of the Board.

The pun{pose of the Board is tov advise Council, through the Commission
Board, on matters relating to park§ .and recreation within the City - Bylaw 4985,
p. 3): Generélly, the Board'_s -'function is to advisé: on: Departmental poliéiés
concérning parks, recreation, and cultural matters; \ :)n policies concerning
priorities for development; on policies concerning cooperativé efforts with other
recreation organizgtions; and to make recommendations for approval on capital
and operational grant funds. | |
Specifically, section 21 (d) dictates that the Board is "to advise on
policies to encourage individuals and groups to offer constructive crgtic?sm of
_park and recreation policy” (B‘.yia"w 4985:1881 p. 3). This may be construed as
the Board's role in encourggi_.ng public participation in City Parks and Recreation
matters. The original wording (drafted by the Department) gave the Board
" powers to encouragé this partlcipation directly. However, review at the executive
services level changed the wordmg ‘'to read “to advise. on policies” The Board
\represents a formalized and ongoing mechanism - for public paﬁié@pation
established by the Parks and Recreation Departrhem, For this reason, and.
bec;ause of the Boards designated role in encouraging. public part—iéipation, ..tﬁig
group was included in the study. Eightl Advisory Board mémbersv were
interviewed. Some of the ?o,ard members had completed their term of office at

a4 g
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the tnme of the interview but were inciuded in the study as they had served
on the Board durlng the desugn phase and implementation of the pubiic
participation phase of the Master Plan | |

Advisory Board” menmibers viewed . the generalt purpose of the public
participation- pr'ogram as a campaign to q&lléqt information, “"test ‘the waters”, and

gain puib_lic support for the Departments poiic're:e‘..

TABLE L:1

WHAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN THE PURPOSE?

Advisory Board
Creative thinkiﬁg process 1
Nowinal group process : 1
A?,educationa! pracess 2
A décentralfie&"process : ~t 2.

Ongoing information process
(easily accessible to public) 3

Don*t know 1

All but one Advisory Board. member stated that the purpose should have
been different than information gathéring and the testing of reaction to
proposéd policies. Advispry Boa’d members focussed their attention on the
process and identifievd .components of the process which should have been
included. Responses shown in Table 4:1 suggest that the Advisory Board views

the public-at-large as the.source of knowledge and information as opposed to
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administratofs, planners, and staff. -

Moreover, the expression of the type of process which should have,
been employed suggests that Advisbry Board members perhaps considered the

brocess of public participation more important ‘than the outcome.

f?
"TABLE 4:2

<0

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM-

. Advisory Board
Stimulate Community Intérest : i

To Obtain Additional or Local ,
Information : 1

Improve Agency Image ' 1
Obtain Increased fFinancial Support 1.
Public Support for the Master Plan T

Testiﬁg Reaction to Proposed‘Policies_ C -

]

TeSting‘a Public Participation Technique

No Specific Objectives -5

3
\

Five of the -eight Board members were unable to detect anyl specific
o.bjective's of the program as shown in Table 4:2 Hastily *prepared public
meetings\. may have left insufficient time for Board membérs and staff to
consider the specific objectives for the program.

" The three Board members who identified specific objectives believed that
-the City had been quite successful in achieving three of these objectives. The
exception was the objective 'to stimulate community interest which was labelled

completely unsuccessful. _ -~
: r



47

N

Advisory Board members apparently believe indirect benefits resulted from
the public partlcupatlon program, although members exper:enced some difficulty in
articulating these benefits (Table 4:3). -

Advisory Board members identified three main strengths of the pubﬁc

participation program. These strengths are identified in Table 4:4. Based on three

Board members’ opinions, one of the strengths was an improved decision .

making p\rocess.' This is a critical statement for Board mer#be(s to support,
since 'Advisory Board members halted progress of the Master #lan to provide
an opportunity for the public to participate in thev fot?m of community meetings.

Board members identified three major weaknesses ,°f the program. Two
members identified timing as one of the weaknesses, claihing that timing of the
_program was poor and design of the program was rushed. bThe “timing factor
| (insufficient - lead tlme) could possibly Yaccount for the inadequate advertising and

resuitmg poor attendance.

TABLE 4:3

INDIRECT BENEFITS OF THE PUBLIC PARTIC!PATION .PROGRAH REEE ' e

.Advisory Board

Increased Pub]ic Awarenéss SR 2 !
Better Support in, Council 1
A Learniﬁg Experiehée .2
Yes, But Unspecified | 2

No Response |

No Indirect Benefits 1 -




TABLE bk

o5

. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

Advisory Board

Strengths
Improved D;cision~Making‘ o ' j -
Well Informed Public . PR yd
. /
Effort and Commitment ) _ 2 !
No Response . 1
Weaknes§es
Not Well Attended 5
Inadequate Advertising . w3
Timing o 7 2
o TABLE 4:5
SUCCESS OR FAILURE NF THE |
’PUBLIC-PARTICIFATION PROGRAM :
Advisory Board | \ .*.‘ ‘ $
Combletely Uﬁsuccessful ' 1
Fairf; shspﬁceszui 2
Quite Successful ’ o c o 4

Highly Successful . ' 1

+ No Response ' e
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The Advnsory Board members were somewhat dlvnded*“i'n their assessment
of the success or failure of the publnc %rtncupaﬂon p&rahs as shown ‘in Table
4:5. There are several possible explanatnons for the dwergent oplmons of the
Advisory Board. Board members may perhaps sense an alleglance 10 cuty staff
ér bear alleguence with the pgblicc. Members who coassd% the program
successful may have been protecting ‘the staff's effort. Th& mrrxb‘qmrwho
considered the pro_gram as- .not successful were perhaps- echoung th? pnphc
oplmon Another explanatnon mlght be the Board members expenence or Iack

of expervence with public partlcnpatnon programs.

lf a Board member was Iackm’g ‘working knowledge of the design "and.

implementation of public participation programs, it is feasible that he or she
might view the program as being better (succeseful) than none at ail Reference
was made by two Board members to the fact éhat the progrdm was a learning
experience (Tabie 4:3) ’ | _ ,

The final explanation offered is that Boerd members may be split on
their ‘'views as to the success of the pfogram depending on their orientation to
or weighing of criteria For example, a member who placed the number of
people attending as being of maximum importance in achieving obﬁ;iv‘es. may
have considered the program as succeéssful. :

Board members were asked to identify three mportant items ‘to consnder
when evaluating any pubhc participation program. Board members indicated that
they would assess a  public particiption program’ by the: 1) degree' of
representation; 2) number of meetings; 3) ability to gbtain infermed consent; and
4‘)- attendance. ‘.ess frequently ‘they ldentvfled the following . variables: 1)
implementation of ideas brought forward by the pubhc 2) degree of change
occuring.. after a public participation program; and 3) accessibility of information
as well as an evaluation of the learning experience (ie. did the process provide
a learning experience; if so, the program might be wewed as successful).

Why did Advisory Board members stress the use of quantitative variables

in assessing public participation? Perhaps it was because traditionally evaluations

have been measured by means of quantitative variables. These measures (eg. the’

- Y



OV T

"'enl'isting thé help of university professors and private consultants.

50

number attending), may be more easily identified than the léss evident qualitative

factors, 'such as degree.of change.

Advisory Board. members reviewed the preferred crltena for achieving

objectlves of any public participation. program ‘They rated: the relatlve importance

of twenty—sight criteria presented in five categories. Table 4:6 shows the

,frequency dlstrlbutlons for the category "performance effectiveness.” Board

members rated ongomg continuous feedback by administrators as being highly

important This opinion is cBnsistent with the Board's concern for an ongoing or

continuous process ~of information sharing which some Board members .

suggested should have been the purpos{ of the publli partlcnpatnon program.

Board members stressed the various process criteria as being of high to

maximum  importance _in the achievement of objectives (Table 4:7). Clear

identification of the issues to be examined appeared to be the foremost

consideration here.

Two critefia. in the infggmation resources ' category dominated all others

within  the caiegory according to importance. The two criteria were: the

“accessibility of information, and the reduction of technical material into an easily

A -
- .understood format This -is shown in Table #4:8. An additional criterion was

identified: One -Board "member believed that agencies should make the best

‘possible use of external- resources in this “case the respondent suggested

.

. The Advisory ‘Board serves a' liaison function between the public-at-large
and the City administration. It is understandable that these members should be
concerned about the flow of information to the public. As lay members, they
must review technical rePorts prepared byA the Department and have first hand
knowledge and ‘experience of the need for the reduction of technics!
information into an sasily understodd format

Although Advisory Board men?bers consistently reported product-related
criteria- as data they would use to evaluate a public participation program, they
rated the product criteria" in  Question 10 as generally being of medium

importance (Table 4:9). Maximum possible c?ntact and the degree of
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representation achieved is vital to the concern for accountability by Board
>
members. '

12
-

-:Within the category ’aécountability factors’, the extent to which the public
believes the decision has not a'Iready- been made was considered a crucal
component in a'chieving the objectives of a public participation program (Table
4:10). Board .members alsd stressed the importance of'~ .explaining the
decision-making process to the public involved ’ . '

The rolé of Advisory Board smembers in the decision-making process is
guided by Bylaw 4985 Yet there are likely situations in which there is some
confusion or even disappointment when Board rec;bmmendations are over-—ruled
or ignored. Again Board members have flrst hand expenence of the need fo
understand how decisions are made and their impact on the public

Board members held dlvergent ‘Opinions on the outcome of the program
This d;vergenca mlght be best understood by cons:derlng the composition of the
Board itself. The board is a mix of professional and lay individuals Two of the
eleven individuals serving on the Board represent School "Boards: another is an
alderman.  while one is a representative from - the -Federation of Commun}(ty
leaug~e The sever others are appointed at- large The broad composition of the
group  lends jtsel’ tn extremae views. These extremeg, tend however, to be
neutralized in *he working group through corpromise and consensus seeking. as
Lewis (1877, p 235) suggested in his review of the rerformance and
affactivenass of the Ontarf‘c’ Provincial Parks Advisory Council

It is important, fir;auy to note that the Advisory Brar is supporfive of a
different type of process than thHat used in this case. one which acknowle'dgec
the role of educatio in public participation. allows for - an :\'\"cviv»n information

exchange, and clearly defings the iesi'ne to he evamined
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. _ N
V. A VIEW OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION:

THE ALDERMEN

U ‘

The eleven offncnals (ten aldermen, one mayor) elected in the City of.
.Edmontoh represent ’e final decision—making authority in muricipal government
as identified by the Mun/cipa/ Government Act of Alberta RSA:1970). As
elected officials, these mdwnduals bear the responslbullty of representung the best
"mterests of. thelr constrtuents “The Cvty Council, led by Mayor Cecnl Purves, . has
endorsed the concept of public partncnpatuon Pollcy documents brought forwardy

to Council by various departments must : show . evldence of pubhc mput if

.Councﬂ support and adoptlon is expected . oo \

. Aldermen were mcjuded in ~th|s study ‘as Cnty Coul\_c)b represents the final
decision making authority for approval of the Parks and Recreatlon Master Plan
at‘the municipal 1&'1 (Figure 2). Of the eleven elected officials, elght weffe

interviewed for thns study. Of the eight mtervrewed two aldermen served as‘-},'-

members of the Public Affairs Commlttee (a committee of Councnl) The Pubhc
Affairs Committee routinely revnews policy documents of the P.arks and

[
- Recreation Services Department. - : e

Aldermen mdlcated durmg -the course of the mtervnews that their role had
been primanly ‘a formallzed process, that is; to revnew dnscuss and vote on_'

the proposed document

The two aldermen representmg “the Pubhc Affanrs Commlttee were more

L

famlhar with the Master Plan -than were other aldermen as the Committee _

reviewed the document and. made recommendatlons before it. was submitted to

r.'

Council.
Aldermen were asked what they velwed as beung the purpose of the
puBlnc partlcnpatnon program Table 5:1 indicatet the® frequency of response A

total of nine responses {ts indicated, one more- than ‘the number of respondents

[

in the group. This is "‘due 'to respondents not being restricted to a single
1 e "

¥
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statement of purpose in this question. )
The  public participation program .was viewed as a one—way exchange
between the edminisvation and public. |
The purpose, to collect information, closely parallels elected officials
conc&n for determining the needs of the community.

The majority of aldermen were umcertam whether the purpose of. the

program should have been dnfferent (Table 5:2). This may be attnbutable to theur

limited role in the actual publlc partlcnpetlon campaugn although two aldermen

 stated that the public -should have been involved at an earlier stage. It may have

been a dlffncelt ‘task for respondents to. formulste a goal—onented statement of
purpose in a proce§s ‘from wﬁich'.:they were. removed. Another explanation " for
the uncertainty expressed may be the relatlve youth of the public participation
movement and the consequent lack of experience in knowing what it should
encompass. ‘ _
With the exceptlon of one individual, the aldermen perceived no additional
or specnf:c objectives of the public partlcnpatxon program. These objectives were
not ndent|f|ed in the draft document. Therefore “it ns unlikely that they would be

known. The one specific objective “mentioned; testlng reaction o proposed

'poltcnes was achieved, according to one alderman,

The aldermen believed that indirect benefits accrued as a result of the"'»

public partucnpatnon program (Table 5:4) The beneflts specified were all."':}-'“

agency—oriented. No mentibn was made of possible benefits to interest groups

o or thé public- at—large, such as better urderstanding. of department policies, or

increasing ' public knowledge 'of' planning constr‘eints This view of the aldermen
suggests that the program is undertaken for the overall beneftts to the City,
and not for the purpose of sharing decnsuon—rnaklng ? -

Question 7 focussed on the strengths and weaknesses of the public
participation program. With the purpose te coliect information in mind, aldermen
appeared certain that ﬂﬂs : ':nformation contribeted to the planning . effort and
improved the qecision4making process. Without accurate knowledge of the

situation, it is assumed that Council "would expect thase strengths in any

-



TABLE 5:1 ' 3

PURPOSE OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

Aldermenﬂ

To include citizens in nlan process
To educate citizens
Avoid or resolve conflict

Collect Inﬁ@rmation

Provide Information

e

To obtdin public support

To test’public reaction to prbposed’pblicfes
Required by City Council |

Other |

No response

. TABLE §:2

———

WHAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN THE PURPOSE?

‘Aldermeﬁ

o

¢

Public shou]d‘be involved earlier
Shouldn't be different
Don't know - - <—B"

No Response




TABLE 5:3
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‘. . -° ‘ \‘
SPECIFIC.OBJECTLVES OF THE PROGRAM

A}dermen_

§

Testing reaction to proposed policies

No specific objectives

TABLE 5:4 =

INDIRECT BENEFITS OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PRQ

Aldefmen *

Better Public Relations

Better Support in Council

" Acquisition of 'New Information

Yes, (Unspecified)

~

No Response
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p_la'rticipation‘ event endorsed by it

R
i

TABLE 5:5

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

Aldermén ' S ..
Strengths‘
Contribution to’Pianning Effort - 3
XAcceptancg of Proposals - ) - d 2
Imﬁroved Deciéion-Mékinél : ' N 2

‘No Response : - !

Weaknesses

Not Well Attended \ R T
Failure to Stfmulatg Interést i : 3
Inappropriate Techniques .; : 2

~Of the weaknesses identified (Table 5:5), the fact that public meetmgs
&
‘were not well attended generated the most ‘concern. This concern is a perennial

issue for polqtnclar\s relating to the apparent apathy or lack of interest generally

in civic affairs. . S - —

Although aldermen were not satisfied with the attendance, or the ability
of the‘ Department to stimulate community ihterest, half of the aldermen
interviewed believed that the program had been quite successful. Only, one

alderman stated that the program was unsuccessful (Table 5:6)
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- , TABLE 5:6

e SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF THE
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM o ’

Aldermen
Completely unsuccessful - -

Fairly unsuccessful ' : ]

. Quite successful ‘ ~ 4
Highly successful . o -

No6 Response ) ) 3

Question 9 asked the respondents to identify three criteria they would

use when attempting to evaluaje a public;’ participation program. The aldermen
listed product-related, criteria most frequently such as  degree of representatron‘ |
and attendance Process related criteria were the second most frequent type of
" criteria identified by the group, for example, the ability to achieve consensus
and the opponthniiy to express' views.

Question 10 asked respondents to provide personal * estimates of the
relétive{ degree of importance each of the thirty criteria played in the

s
achievement- of, objectives. Respondents were encouraged to identify any

additional criteria not presented in this question. 4

~N
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in the ‘"performant.:e effectiveness” category (Table 5:7) aldermen were .
concerned with performance: and'i‘ expertise within the agency. The ability to
achieve consensus appeared to be the least important criteria among this group.

"Clear ~iden§fication of ’the. issues to be examined” was rated as one of
the most important process criteria to be considered in \the' achievement of
objectives. The other criterion considered importér\t was a."two-way exchange
of information". it is worthwhile to draw attention to the f_act'that one alderman
stated that a two-way exchange 6f information was of no. importance to the
achievement of objectives (Table 5:8). Aithough aldermen stressed the ifnporfance»
of a two-way -exchange of information, most mentioned a singular purpose of
the program: provision of information to the public.

Aldermen héld differing views on the importance df extensive media
coverage to the’ outcome of a program. Some considered it to be of maximum
importance, while others considered its importance minimal. Council did agree on
the importance of the accessibility of infor_ma'éion and the reduction of .material
into an easily understood format (Table 5:9): | '

Under the category ‘product half of the# aldermen ~emphasized the
importance of the degree representation and obtaining maximum possible
contact (Table 5:10). Counéil members during the course of -the interviewg
frequentiy expressedi“" concern over the. constant lobbying that occurs by
numMerous intere_st'groups. Recognizing that there may be a variety of interests
on issUes,‘ it is important that maximum contact with ci"ﬁzens and groups be

4

obtained. . : *

The final set of criteria examined covered accauntability factors. The
results are shown in-fable 5:11. Aldermen appeared most concerned with the
sensitivity of adminstrators to local issues, with all eight respondents rating this
criterion as being of high to maximum importance. Accountability factors overall
‘werk consistently rated as béing essential to the achievement of objectives.

Council members are most lil(ely to be concerned with the question of .
accountability. Dealing 'w'ith‘the public in a fa}r and consistent manner is essential

to their livelihood.
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Councal mcmbers wore cautnous in - thelr responses, aspeclally in .judgmg |

. tha success of the program ‘For some thelr Iack of famullartty wuth the

I'program made it dnffncult to respcnd to some of the questlons
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. . R : )
'Vl.v A VIEW OF PUBLI(; PARTICIPATION: -
; L
THE STAFF

in "early 1977, the General ‘Manager for Parks and Recreation appomted P

Master Plan - Team. The Master Plan Team was assigned the responslbnllty of

updating the Parks and ‘Recreation Master Plan: As the plan evolved, other key

personnel _became part of -the team . _ '

For the purpose of thls study the Master Plan team members were
interviewed, together wuth several staff members who played a8 key role in the
public partncupatcon process as identified by -their colleagues Two - members of
the original Master Plan Team had since reslgned from . City err;ployment and
were unavallable ‘for interviews. In ali, elgnt staft members were interviewed,
including one individual with the Public Affairs Bffice. * o

‘Staff members were will_ing participants in the _s_tudy, keen to provide
their insights  to the public participaﬂon program. gThey viewed the public
partlcnpatlon process as. servnng more than one purpose This is not surprising,
since Parks and Recreatlon staf-t members had - access te and ‘were famlllar thh
the terms of . reference for the development of the “Master Plan Wolfes 11978
p. 363f study revealed similar - - findings. Planners vnewed publnc worksheps as
multl—purpose of which Council and citizens were v:rtually unaware.

Four of the eight staff members interviewed emphastzed that the- purposeé

of the program was to test resction to- the pl'oposed pollcles (T able 6:1) Thes

secondary purposes were to provnde |nformat|on to the public, to collect

mformatuon from: the public, to educate cmzens, and to obtam publuc support

s

R

S A R
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City staff members who viewed themselves as experts .were apt to see
the purpose of the program ‘8s being a. requirement or mandate passed on to
them from City. Council. They also saw their role -as educators of the publlc

with the main intent of . the program bemg to ,gam publlc support for the

‘ Master Plan

Table 62 below mducates staff members repsonses to the questnon
"What do you think should have.. been- the _purpose of the publsc partncnpataon
program?” Respondents generally were of the opmnon that the public parttf:lpatron
program . should have started earher in " the process Staff members emphas:zed

e pubhc to evaluate a set of: alternatlves opposed to reaction ' to

{y«elr preference for a pubhc partncnpat:on program which would have sllowed ’
th

predetermined policies. Respondents stressed the t|me constralnts which, to some

extent, Ilmrted the options avauable in conductung 8 publlc partncrpatnon program

TABLE 6: 1 e
PURPQSE OF ' THE. PUBLIC PARTICIPAT|ON PROGRAM
saff. BN
To'lnctude Citiaehs in the élannﬂng Process o
To Educate Citizens j m;- | 3 g
To Avoid or oResov’lve“Cc_mect B ‘ - |
To Collect Information S - 2
= To Provide Informatlon I s » 3
To Obtain Public Support ,"; oo ‘ 2
To Test Puelic Reactlon to Proposed Policies v ' H
Required by Cnty Council ' .- B 2‘ ./<
‘ Oezer S ilv o ", | N ' !
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Staff members as a rlle, were able to identify specnfxc ob;ectaves " 4

the program. Thase are presented in Table 6:3.

‘TABLE 6:2

WHAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN THE PURPOSE?

Staff

lnclude Cltlzens in the Plannlng BK<Cess - ) N-
B Publtc Should be Involved‘{arller ' 1
\ 1 More gecentralized - Focussed at thé o 2
. Nelghborhnod\Level = '
Information Ongoung_and Egsi]y Aecessible _ ;‘ 3
Evaluation of Alternatives S . - !
o mNo Respbnse"1 T o ._‘iv 2
o _ -
TABLE 6:3
SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES OF THE
o PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM ‘
‘ : - -
Staff - o o : IR
Tdbéiimulafe Communi ty in;erest : | : -2 |
To Obtain Additional or Local Information  * 2
improve Agency lmage “,g , o » oo
To Gain Publlc Support for Master Plan _.. . ; 2

_No Response ‘ ' _ o ‘,'f,“* P
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During t‘he interview process, e‘ few staff members repeete.d!y emphasized
the Parks -..:end Recreation 'Departrnent's "poor image, end the City's poor image
overe!l" in the conduct of |ts publnc partlcnpetlon programs The specnflc
objectlves were durected to lmprovmg the Depertment’s relatuonshxp wuth the
: communlty Seven of the enght rgpondents suggested that - the - City -had been
successful in achnevmg these objectlyee B
| Staff. members detected consuderable mdlrect beneflts of the program.
Most of the beneﬁts listed in Table 64 relate to gpe ageneys lmege and,
performance The staff lndlcated that - the program had a8 posmve lmpact,

|mprovv|ng their image, enhancmg the Departme "\'Cl"edlbﬂlty, and gaining -

increased financial support from Council

TABLE 6 :.‘4

INDIRECT BENEFITS OF THE ¢
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM

Staff

’BetterVPpblic Relgtions I . 3
Improi/ecl‘ Agency Ir’n\ag'e' | | o 2
‘Acd.uiei.tion of New lnformation .. | O 3 ‘
lncreased Financnal Assnstance IR 2
- A Learmng Experience in Pubhc Partlci‘mtion l
h 3 Credlbility of --Departmg{t _Enhanced .- L 2
internal Ben_ef}-te : S ' 1
f_Dohtf Know e A 'f' 2 "
No ‘ts;eSpons,e ', o ‘ g ’ o _ 1 S
o e . .

AN L




5

4 .

The. strength of thc publi"c‘: partlclpatlon program, accordmg to

respondants was its cost afflcuency acceptance of the departments proposals

and . the . acl’uavement of the programs objectwes (T able 65) Although cost'-

efficiency’ was stated . by the raspondcnts, they failed to elaborate on its
. requirement “

TABLE 6:5

Y . STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES -
OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM
.. L\ N . X ) ’

. T

staff - 0
- ‘St.‘r‘engt'hé - _
" Cost Efficient ot | 4
Achievement c:f‘Ob‘jcctives,. | - 4 ‘
ceptance of Proposals » o ; oLk
- Well Informed Publixc | - N - -3
- ey : ‘ ' e
»y _ Contr.ibu.t'i{on to Plar\ning Effort N g 3
| Well Advertised ’ S 2
- R lmproﬁl‘g ;D’;c:i sion Making Process _ 2
Yleckne'sées' B ) -
Nof Well Attended SR o 6
Insufficieht "'Fime S . o 5 ’
S| |
lnadequate Adverti»jing < : .,
lrrapproprlate Technlqucs . o b i
i ' ) ) ‘ T4
. J" 4 Y 1 :
\ "'.,g- . v | . " .-
i . - :&\ <f' ”
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Staff members also stated that the program & made. a significant
contrlbutlon to the planning effort and resulted in a well informed public. They
clalmed the program was waell advertlsed The Master Plan Team, handlers of all
the information consld_ered in developmg ‘the . Master Plan,_ “'was in a better -
positi‘on than other groups included in the study to know whether or not the
program had an impact on the planning and decision—-making process.

T staff members identified four weaknesses of the program. Six of - the

- eight respondents indicated that the pubhc meetmgs were not weII ‘attended. The’
three other weakn\sses are conceuvably mterrelated It,is possvble that madequate
advertising may be attrlbuted to insufficient lead time. It is also plausible that
inappropriate chniques may have been influenced by the time factor, meanlhg
staff members did not ha\;e the necessary. lead time to research. the variety of
publlc partucnpataon techniques available.

Staff members selected product and process type criteria on- an equal
basns as the criteria they wo&.xw use i evaluating any public partncnpatlon
program. 'l:he product criteria were . number of participants, degree of
representation, level of resoonse, and number of complaints received., Among the .
process criteria identified were el‘ements included in the process, time factors, |
and implementation of ideas.  Other criterie mentioned were related to
perfor@ance ‘and eccountabmty They were ‘the - extent to whnch the public
believed the dec:slon had not already been reached, the 8bl|lty of the publnc to
affect the decnsnon—makmg process the cost/benefut ratio and follow—through of
ideas. ' .

‘Next, respondents revi'ewed the thirty different criteria and stated what =
they considersd to be the relative tmportance of each crltenon tow the
_echievemen} of ob;ectlves in any pubhc partlcupatlon program in the
performence/effectlveness category' (Table 6:6), . staff members considered
ongmng contmuout feedback ° by other participants (citizens, interest groups) as
the most |mportant cntenon Staff members also rated contmuous feedback by
other admmustrators as - bemg of hngh rmpor'tence to the achievement of |

objectwes They eppeared to be more concerned with the mformatnon exchange

3
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-

and communication patterns than with the expertise of planners or the ability of

L
’

« all groups to reach a consensus.

Staff members were consistent |n stressing the lmportance of open and
ongoing communication in partacnpatnon programs.- Five of the eight rate
two—way exchange of information 'vas being of maximum importance (Table 6:7).
The three ‘ remaining. respondents considered this variable to be of high
importance. ‘ '

' .
.Cl\ear identification of the issues was alsd a. noted concern of staff

members. The variety of partncupatlon technlques was also supported by staff
members. © A variety of participation - techniques ‘suggests a variety . of
commt:nicatioq patterns between all parties involved in a public participation
program. It is likely that ghe amount of information exchanged would  increase
substantially if both staff members and participants had differenf avenues
svailsble for the oommunication df ideas, comments, and suggestions. '
Within the ' information resources categlly, staff members considered
accessibility of information the most ir‘nportant criterion (Table 6;8\). Concomitant
to the accessibility of information was the importance of reducing the material
into an easily understood format ‘Unlike thdy previous g%oups (aldermen a_nd the

1 .
Advisory - Board), staff. members stressed the importance of extensive media

coverage by rating this - criterion from medium to maxlmum mportance

The apparent concern for contlnuous feedback a two- way exchange of

ideas,- and the accessibility of mformatnon suggests smcerlty on the staff

~

members’ part to work with th'e public in the plsnning process.

taff members did not seem convinced that product criteria were critical
- ) .

variables in the aohie_vement of objectives (Table 6:9). The number of written

suggestions ranged from medium to maximum lmportari’ce -One staff membér

.commented dbrlng the interview that ‘there. was usually more commttment to

4

ideas” that were eXpressed in wrltten statements, ie. letters or brnefs

The final set of criteria sxammed by staff mbmbers had to do wuth

$
Vaccountabmty. .The results are shown in Table 6.10. Smg”"membors considered

the extant to which the public'hfelt the "decision had not already been made : to
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be of medlum to;: ‘mum whportance "Three of the enght respondents mdrcated -

F at Was of rnaxlmum lmportance for admtmstrators to be sensltwe to - local
|ssues SeVeral respondents had commented that the publcc partscnpatlon process.-

. : should have ‘been more decentrehzed and shoufd have been focussed at the::‘;
'_f:jﬂneaghborhood level. o . o IR B A
B Explanatlon of me\oemston-*maklng process was consldered :mportant by‘ v

\

| Zall staff members Thls cnterlbn |s closely assocnated w;th the mltlal agreement ;
“-':_"'.on objectuves and an understandmg9 of the roles of partncrpants Part1c1pants'. '
'.should ‘mve an understandmg of howl mformatuon is esslmulated polucms formed
and decrslons mede as. wen as who |s responslbje |f theur partucupatuon |
B expecteo" to. oontnnue |n ‘other- programs _’ ! '_ _ " ) |
: As evudenced |n ‘Table 611 six of the elght staff members mtervnewed__’ ’
steted conclusnvely that the pubhc 'partncupatlon p%gram had been qunte,'v"_-;u' o
successful whlle one , respondent expressed total dnssat:sfactuon wuth the-.' :

- - program and reted it oompletely unsuccessful DR
E”A;TABLEL6?I}.

Rl

N L .‘

'SUCCESSOR FAILURE OF THE PROGRAM

K

Costaff . oo

Complete!y,Unsuccessfu] ‘flphi ‘ d: R e f - 'f“f_;3

y A;Falrly Unsucqessfu!rij I - -
‘ 7 Quite Successful Lo ‘ - o DY SR . n
w .-cHi hi Sdkcessfu! xiu}:ﬁ:‘ ‘f! :A . o ';“;imx"{;': ’
T . aNo Response - ;fih: P ‘,‘Q’vrtﬂ.re ' j I




v,l_nmproved by the presentatlon of a serles of alternatuves more medla coverage o

T and “the. follow—through of |deas T-he respondent who consldered the program.

" _':and tlme to. mcorporate a publlc partncnpatlon component rn the planmng process

echo thls vuew ‘1\\ '

Several‘ of ﬁwe;_,espond'énts '. quallfiedl- their rating of“qunte successful with

,statements -as: -"guven th% tnme mvolved' and "it we’s a " good' ‘start- given -_‘our'

ekperlence Staff .members' mdlcated tl)at the program could have been_‘,‘“

e

o stnll ‘a success for the Park and Recreat;ora Department" o 1;.- ' ', ;

' Staff members were qunck to. admrt the weaknesses of the the program

,and defended themselves wrth reasons as to why the program was a- Success

'They were ~able to suggest ways to lmprove the nrogram g:Ven the freedom
N g

(Table 62) They expressed an eagerness and smcerrty to work wnth the publncﬂ_

"’but«showed a lack of experuence in the des;gn “of publlc particapatron programs _

Sewell and QRlordan (1976) notedr

-effective partncnpatory expenments ‘are. requurlng hnghly trained skilis -
~.of communication and, group” problem solv:ng that are not readnly
found among resource managers today : _

|nformatlon resultmg from the lntervuews WIth staff members appears to.' '

" -_f;,,completely \unsuccessful mdacated. "lt was a rmserable f:rlure m Jts own nght but_"--':



- LV A VIEW OF PUBLIC:_PA‘RTICIATION: THE PUBLIC

Durmg February 1978 publnc meetmgs were eonduoted by the C:ty of

Edmonton to dnsouss the Master Plan “Five" meetmgs took place one in each -

| ‘_Recreatson Dlstnct A tOtal of 196 people attended these meetnngs

o For the purpose of - thls study, a proportnonal random sample was used-
to ensure en even dustnbutlon of respondents A tota! of 17" mterv:ews was .
‘conducted Table 71 shows: the dustnbutton of the 17 mterv:ews m relaﬁ'on to -
| _.,the five meetlngs held The- mtent was to select a proportlonately equal sample R
of respondents but thns was not echleved due to the maccuracues of - the Ilsts )
'provuded by the City ot Edmonton In some cases the phone numbers were’
‘lncorrect or. individuals hed smce moved and could not be located. Addmonally |

there were several “refusals, makln_g‘g;., it quite diféicult to . ~obtain ,the desnr_ed'

- number of mtervnews

7 b4

<

TABLE 7:1

'“fsTUDY-eoPuLATION'BY#RscREATloN'DpsTthT-‘" | ’;fpuoff7tdv"
;Re,c'r-e"et:i'o‘ | o Numbers in | : Proposed L o ‘I'n.te-nv.-iev‘vs.» |
Dist»ric,t.z o Attendance © Interviews = Conducted
'North a - ?__ 21 ’ B ': 4 'A | é
South East . | v C b2 - - ' 8 ) A
South West T | 7 3
C’entral_:_ 314 B | 7 5 -

o  Total 7z w4y

85
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The sample was not proportaonate due to the number of refusals and :

_the d:ffnculty of contactmg prospective |ntel'we“wees caused by wrong phOnef ‘ .'

numbers and lncorrect addresses The asample size represents 99% .of the study
Populatlon . R R TEPEI SRR R i"jﬁf\\:: :

!

The pubhc mdncated that the purpose of the prograg\ Was to provude
_-informatlon nine of the. seventeen mdnvnduals supported th:s« view. The'
respondents clalmed thatx the Parks and Recreatoon Department used publlc

meetings to mform the pubhc of the ’Department’s proposed pohcnes A review

]

Y ‘ of Tabbe 72 reveals that the pubhc /consldered themselves as hsteners m ‘the

procbss 88 opposed to active partlclpants ‘ }
);;.‘";“‘ _'v- ' Responses to the - questlon 'What should have been the purpose7" were‘
vahed (T able 73) One-third -of the respondents |nd|cated that the pubhc should‘
'have been mvolved earlier - m the process Whlle another thlrd recommended that' -
| the program mclude an. educatnonal component The expressed desure for an
A educataonal component suggests that members of the pubhc did not consuder
| themselves well ‘informed . or knowledgeable on the |ssues to be examlned An_ :
v.earher involvement in the process may have prowded them suffncuent tlme to 'A
study and address the issues. - The- remammg thnrd of the respondents was ;
unable to express alternatwe purposes for the program : v C
Respondents conscdered the spec:fnc ob;ectwes of the program to be
’agency—onented Respondents clalmed that the Department ~was concerned to
.'gam support for the Master Plan and to |mprove the Department‘s lmage (T able
74) The pubiic, however was apparently duvnded in assessmg whether these
’pecmc ob;ectwes had been achleved (T, able 7:5).. For - some mdmduals answers.

were based on a personal perspecttve others answered ‘the. questjon from &

~.general perspectlve ‘ ' o /



TABLE 7:2

R

. PURPOSE OF THE PROGRAM - * -

R

-

- To Include Citizens. in the Planning Process

'TétEdd;atéJCitiignsﬁlig" - ;.;)‘;
 A9oid.6f'R§sb!vévCdﬁf}iéf f Q.ﬁ
" CdTlectﬂ}qfo;mationu'l‘}"a, 
'éroyiqﬁglhfbrhatfqn'v
‘ :T§j0btéih‘Publfc'gupﬁéft:;;f“tjf

:Tb’féstfReactfén tbfPréﬁaséaquiiciés:
_‘RedUIred'by'City Council";if,if
Other |

No Response =~ - . :.

B

5 IR j7;TABLE»7¥if5;7

A

Al

£

; WHATfSHOUFDfHAVE{SEﬁﬂfiﬁEvéuﬁppsgy.ff;:?y}.‘

T o

. An Educational Component

Public Should be Involved Earlier ~ & '

More Dencentralized

AN

. lnfdrmation‘OngoinQ'and'Easiiy Accéséibﬁef

Don't Know

- No Response

. N, T TR
A ST >
. "

e o . 4



"'-1

Pub\c oprmon verred wuth respect to the mdnreox benefnts of the- ' ‘
progrem Whlle six respondents indrceted that the Crty benefned by better publlc , :
reletuons end en increesed publrc ewereness elmost the seme number gave no .’A-
resb%nse were uncertem or. smd there were no rnd:rect beneflts (Table 76) ;

-

 TABLE 7:4

| SPECIFLC DRECTES O T PN v e N

. '-.:_,Stlmulate Community tnterest S CLnme TN 2 ST e
‘To Obtatn Additlonal or Locel lnformation N

- B Improve Agency lmage ‘ 15 ‘: o _ e"ﬂ‘  v T .‘371 -5

<

‘To Ob ain. lncreased Flnancra! Sepport n”;*T “ "e’-‘: ' _".'4:
~Public Support for Master Plan S PR 6 -

' 'Testing Reaction to Proposed Pol icies ".", . . ' 2 :
1 Testing a Publlc-Partnc?patton Technnqee "“eit r' vH “; ;%jﬁiif” o

: ’-_No Speclflc Objectnves . L s
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" UTABLE 7:6

90

b

ST Ly
AL

| INDIRECT BENEFITS OF THE PRoGRAN

u

fBetter Publlc Re!at10ns
, lmproved Agency lmage

'AcquISItlon of New Informatlon

:Increased Publlc Awareness' 
"Better Support in Councnl
' No ReSponse A )
:Can t Say/Don t&Know

No Indlrect Benefits
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program the achlevement of ob;ectlves, the contrlbutfon to the planmng effort,'*
',-and the cost efflp}ency of the program (Table 7:7). The overwhelmlng weakness
of the program as mdncated by the publlc was -the low attendance fngures for

the publlc meetnngs Other weaknesses |dent|f|ed were the. favlure to reach; o

consensus and mappropnate techmques. .Many vresponden_tvs. ) be_l_ueved}; that the ',
“meetings were. toov large, and _should'.. have .,.been s'ca.l"e_d down. 10 the
“neighborhood level. , o | . | o B
| ‘ ‘Individuals Who indicated 'ac'hievement of ob;ectuves as one * of the |
"~"strengths qualufled thenr statements by emphasuzlng that .the ob;ectuves echneved |
were. estabhshed by the cnty staff members and not by the publnc Several

' mdlv:duals believed the ussues dlscussed were unresolved Fallure to reach .

consensus, a.' weakness“ of the program suggests ‘some - degree of frustratnon
vamong the public interyiewed in the study. ' o e .
- When asked what criterla they would use to evaluate any public
_'partlclpgnon progam, ‘the - pubhc repeatedly offered process varlables Some
examp!es guven -m/ere achlevement of Ob]GCtIVBS measurement of educatuonall

-

growth; formatnon of new ‘ideas and Opmuons and  the aWateness - of then.‘-
techmques employed : T ' "

The publlc emphasnzed performance and effectlveness—related cnterua They
|dent|f|ed cost/beneflt ratios, feedback degree of ° consensus among partncapants
and an assessment of the~ .people (agency} presenting the information as
|mportant conslderat»ons L | | A

The degree of representatoon attendance and presentatuon of a large
: number of .alternatives ,were "three product type criteria identified by the public.
Members of the pubhc also mdlcatéd that they would assess any pubhc
participation program accordmg to the followmg variables: the lmplementatnon of
tdeas the degree. of follow—up ‘after the program; and the ability of the publlc"‘
to ‘affect dems:on-mékung This " suggests that the. -public is concerned that the..

‘ctty react to .a public partlcnpatuon program \m a responsuble and accountable

manner. - ' Co o '-,
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g

o STRéNGTHS:':ANHD‘",‘WEAKN.EES‘SE;S‘ [OF “THE PROGRAM - .

UPublie . )
| Strengths. :

: AéhieveMent of Objectives -

Contrlbutlon to’ Plannlng Effort ”7

<'Cost Efflcient
-p,"QZWe!I Advertlsed '¢, j;j o P 4
lmproved Decnsnon Maklng . '«:‘;‘_' : 3

Well Organlzed s o - .'--2.

Adequate lnformation . ST v 2

‘Weaknesses™ ‘
Not Well Attended . =~ = CE 12
FaifureAtd Reach Consensus ° T 8

Inapbropfiate Techniqués "_ '.“ 8

Inadequate Advertising = 11.‘. T

inéﬁfficienf Time R : ' 5




a ¢

: at all tlmes

’ n

B

.
.
.

Respondents were asked to mdlcate relathe degrees of lmportance of
thlrty crntena in act;nevmg the objectlves of any publnc partuclpatlon progrem The
frrst category exammed was. performance effeetlveness of. the thurteen people "
who responded twelve consldered the efflc;ency of the agency to be very -

|mportant (T able 78) Ongomg contmuous feedback by admumstrators was plso

" considered - 1mportant The results mdncate that the publuc rehes heavnly oh staff.

: members for knowledge and expertlse “in thenr specrflc fuelds The publnc

expects a commrtment from the Clty admmnstratlon to keep the pubjac mforrned
A two-way exchenge of mfor'mation was cormdered to be the rﬁost e
rmportant process vanable’ in the achnevement of ob;ectuves (T able 79) Two |

other cntena were stressed by the pubhc clear rdenttfncetnon of. the |ssues to
be exammed and ﬂexubmty of the planmng process ' |
Two cntena were~" ndentnﬂed i the mformatron resources category as

belng |rnportant to the achlevernent of ob;ectxves They were the accesslb:hty of

mformatron and the reductlon of techmcal meterial |nto an'. easnly understood

format (Table 7 10) Other groups mcluded ln thls study consrdered these two {

cnter;a |mportant Extenswe medna coverage was consrdered to be pf mednum

mportence

The pubhc was not persuaded of the |mportance of pubhc cratena m the

achlevement of objectlves There was e wnde rahge of responses reported for

g 'atl snx crlteria (T able 7:1 1) Onfy two are worth notrng mexrmum possrble _'

B ._me_n_tpOned. crrterra o

contact obtamed and the degree of representaﬁon of groups

ln the Iast set of cnteria rewewed members orf the publlc consldered

the extent to whu:h they beheved that the decaslon had-'“jot alreedy been made A

to be of maxumum rmportance Respondents stressed the vmportance for all
groups to have the abvllty to affect the decrs:ommakmg process (T able 7 12)

Explanatnon of the decnsron—mekrng process and sensmwty of admmvstrators to

Iocei nssues were t cons;dered-lii_to be as Jmportant ” es , the,_ prevuously , _.'
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‘ Throughout the mtervnew process several crltena were conslstently
'-emphasued by this group There appeared to be a ‘great deal of convnctnon by

\\

‘ﬂ‘\e pubhc regardmg the foliowmg criteria _ -

’
».

)

'effnc»ent performance of agency responslbllmes

\
‘two—way exchange of mformatuon

o w

accessnblhty of mfonnatnont

B

’-.extent to whlch the public belueves the declsnon has not- elready peen '
made and . ‘

5 abnllty of publuc and mterest groups to affect the decnsnon-makmg process
o The pubhc demands efﬂcuency within’ government but at the same time is

' expressmg its deslre to share ln th'\demsnon making process The pubhc has

) _ stressed, . in- this mstance that accesslblllty to lnformatlon and a dnalogue is .-

L ’.f.'.:?'jucntlcal to |ts mvolvement in programs such as. the one mvestagated in’ the study _

v “of the seventeen nndlvndua|s who responded to Question 8, tweWe
- beheved the pubhc par‘acupatnon program to be unsuccessful (T able 7:13). The

’ ftve remasmng respondents consndered the program to be qunte successful

-
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'

g Responses to thns questlon reflect a degree of dnssatnsfactnon wrth the, o

‘3publtc part:crpatron program Some of the reasons offered to substantmte thrs -

o reactnon were a representatwe cross—sectoon of the pubfnc was' “hot’

attendance at the pubhc meetmgs there ‘Was not ; enough opportumtﬁ for-
partncupants to provrde mpm. there was an - ll'\ablllty on the pubhcs part to

affect the declslon—makmg process and the program fenled to contnbute to the‘ ‘
planning effort For many of the pubhc mvolved the pubhc pert:cipatlon program' ‘

was’ consndered to be a frustratmg expenence and for some a "total waste of :

tune .
TABLE '7:1 3~ L
_SUCCESS OR FATLURE OF THE )
© \PUBLIC PARTICIPATION’ PROGRAM .
fcompletely Unsuccessfd] " n S - S , '. 2.
Fairly Unsqccessful N o l_ s 10
Quite Suécessful ) S . 5

'HTngV.Successfql ' , SR - -




- ™

<" VL. ISSUES IN PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

" As [st'ated‘ ~earlier in this  study, the extent to uvf;ch' tlwe"'publlc'.
participation program used by the Clty of Edmonton Parks .and Recreatlon_
Department in preparetlon of the 1979~ 83 Master Plan wes viewed . as av
. success would vary accordlng to the perceptlons of those mvolved it was -
'-expected that dlfferent partnes would vary in their perceptlons of" the program
Tobjectlves v o v ) -
' Chapters Four through Seven reported the results of the study each’ ,'

~chapter focussmg on one of the four groups mvolved namely: aldermen

Advisory . Board members staff members; and the publlc-at-large Each chapter‘ ‘

offered an mterpretlve vuew of publlc partlclpatlon based on the - responses: .
--gnven durmg the mtervuews . # ) ' _— L
Thls— chapter ldentlfnes and: examines the ussues which became apparent
durmg the course: of the mtervrews A comparative perspectlve hnghlnghts those
items on which the four groups agreed and those whlch were a source of :

confllct or dlsagreement

A. ITEMS \OF AGREEMENT o Ty

Purpose of the Program: Teatlng the W tara

e

Respondents in all four groups were clear in statmg,theur vuews as to
the purpose of the publlc partlclpatlon prograrn The prlmary purpose of the
;,program was to provnde mformatlon about the Master Plan and test the reaction
of ‘the public. to prbposed pohcnes On~

* have community |nput blessnng and' un_erstandmg" N . “ SRR

101

staff member clalmed "the plan had to ..
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Originel.,terms of reference for. the Master Plan did -not incorpor_ate ‘a

_ public vparticipation' program. The program was an afterthought' and the poblic,'

.meetmgs were initiated at the request of the Adv:sory Board which was relayed
to the Master Plannmg Team vua “the Department‘s General Manager At the tlme
_ vof the publlc meetlngs -a rough draft of the plan had been prepared
|  The public belleved they attended the publuc meetings ‘to hear what the

direction of - Parks  and Recreation  would »be_ for the next five ‘years. One .
individual interviewed explained The public mestings were used by city staff) to.

"_justi_fyr their position.” Although crty staff claimed they ‘were seeking communitiy .

.input " the public believed . that their inpbt “would  be inconsequential to. tt1e
development of the Master Plan One partnc:pant interviewed clalmed "If you

dldnt say what they wanted to hear l‘t had no lmpact

Kure (1878, p. 89), in his review of the hearings of the _ Flow
‘Augmentation of the Red‘ Deer River, noted that the terms of reference must’

be broad based if a program mtends to encompass a wide range of opmlons.

In the case_,. of the Red Deer Rlver terms of referenoe were so narrowed to

0

' the extent that the goyernment h‘ad already decided ‘the best course of action.

’ Hearings became an adversanal exercise as farmers attempted to reverse - the
idecnsnon Kure (1978 p 89) argues that. the hearungs should have beén an
. mformatlon exchange on the best system of river. management v

Wolfe (1978 p. 363) also noted in her review . of the Planmng Process

in. Huron COunty that partncnpants dissatisfied - with the Countys publlc

’partlc1patlon program were conCerned that thelr mput would be overlooked. Tr!s

assumption possubly precludes others from the partlcnpatlon process those who _

 believe they are helpless at mfluenc:ng decusuon ‘makers.

'lnvolve Cltizens Earlier ln the Process

The public, staff and Advnsory Board members mdlcated that the publnc_

should be mvolv_ed earlier in the . planmng process. - This _view was generally

. expressed ln response to the question; what should have been the pl_.lrpose of

- ‘the 'program?" In thi's\case,‘ the public was involye‘d; too late in “the"proces’s_ to

. . ~ . A e
r o ey . PR . . !

.
"
SRR
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" "make  a . significant lmpact on the Master- Plan. Shallnskys (1978‘ p. 382
| evaluatlon of the Kttohener Market Fight - concluded that the pubhc should have
been mvolved earller in the dec:snon-mkmg process ORlordan (1976, p: 194)
states: ‘ . _ ' -

Key llndwuduals in the commumty should - be ldentlfled and contacted -at

the beginning- of the study to aid in.. definition of study scope and

‘objectives. This early involvement reduces public - skeptnclsm of planners
and also makes the study more relevant. to community ‘needs. .

' Publlc Meetings Not Representutive : S o / ‘.; v
' Representatweness was a concern expressed by afl . four groups Meetmgs_
and hearings in partlcular draw the vacal rnlnorlty One alderman |dent|f|ed the
professnonal cntnzen as "someone who goes to. pubhc meetmgs and speaks out' _
on a pubhc issue - for self-—servmg interests .. . . usually he is an asplrmg_
polmcnan ! Another stressed "the ‘motivations of mterest groups are very narrow.”
‘White (1978, p. 282) claimed that public hearmgs are a very poor. format for )
obtanmng mformatlon wherd” only a small number of people speak yet gnve the.
' impression they are speakmg for the majorrty ' » '

The - most Important cons:deration is perhaps the recognmon that there is
no smgle best lnterest but a. w:dL and diverse: number of pubhc mterests-
: Publlc partncnpatlon program des:gns must consnder a vanety of mechamsms to .
obtain .:nput and develop techmques for testmg _,the representa.,tlveness of

. L4

oplmons expressed by lobby groups

S

S The plected off;cmls seemed to fear the power of elite mterest groups
. more so ‘than any other group mterwewed in thls study. The reason s obvious.
Elected offucuals as decusnon-makers are the target of these pressure groups:
One Advusory Board:. member spoke of the problem with interest groups. “and’
vocal lndavnduals and wondered "How do you get a truthful reaction in publlc

4

partnclpatton programs?”
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inappropriste T'e'e'hnlguee ' _ _
. One area of c‘onsensus among'f"the four groups was discovered in reVEew
.of the weaknesses of the program Members of all four groups believed that

: the Cutys publlc partncnpatnon techmques _were |nappropr|ate for “this -case.

'Adwsory Board members and ‘the public emphasized that publuc partnc:patlon.

needs ‘to contact people at; the approprlate lnterest lsvel. In this case “the study
was, conducted at ‘the clty leveal'{ whereas |t should ‘'have been conducted at the
nelghborhood Ievel The Okanagan Basin’ Study effectlvely utilized: 8 cmzan task
forces as part of the. publnc lnvolvement progr:am The task forces lncluded no
‘more than 75 cmzens but. when backed up by other technlques thls resulted in
’:.effectlve citizen partucnpatlon o Rlordan1976 ‘p. :183). "

The success of the Berger mquary is in part attrlbuted to the techmques»

selected. The forrnal’ty of the publlc hearlng process was’ dlsregarded ‘and"

partlmpants were encouraged to tell Justice Berger what theanshed in" thelr
own tlme language, and fashion, in theur own communltles among famlluar faces

(Beakhurst 1 978 p. 31 5).

[N

The Parks and Flecreatlon ‘Department held ohe pubhc meetmg in each of

J‘-'~the five Recreatlon Dlstrlcts Thls decentrallzed approach was convement and ©

'served the City's need, flttmgnneatly into its admlmstratlve desngn _Unfort_una_tely,

the public's concerns  were focussed at a- much smaller area, . the. immediate

neighborhood. Program. desngn should allow ?or cltrzens to.- ‘contribute’ at a’
meaningful familiar level and acknowledge that participants will become ‘invo’l-v"ed'

at different stages of .a program’ accordung to what is best suuted to flt their .

personal demands ahd capabilities.

Parks and Recreation Department staff believed that the techniques wer'e

inappropriate but for a dufferent reason than the one - prevuously mentnoned One'

" staff member admitted a lack of awareness in the deslgn of public partlclpatlon‘

programs. Nobody ‘knows ‘exactly how to work with the’ public" Other staff
‘ members repeatedly mentioned that 'they would - have -preferred to aproach. the

public with a series of ‘alternativ‘es as opposed to the t'wo‘vpolicy' issues Which

the staff identified as being the best courses of action. One 'example of how -

f



llmlting the concepts presented to the publlc can be |s the Lake Louise o

- bhearlngs One reason those ' hearlngs failed was that only the major concept was

presented to the publuc without: alternatlves (Herrero 1978, p. 260) )
" The - Department staff identified the . time constramt as the main factor

mhlbmng the development of a more approprjate public partncupatlon ‘program.

©One staff member admitted that "public participation was an after-thought built

mt\?\ Master Planmng process after the fact” Beakhurst (1978, p. 320) and

.' O'Riordan (1976, p. 194) -both documented that success in rehew of thenr

cases was partly due to the fact that time was not a- crltucal factor

inadequate Advertising : R ‘ ; '

"We .couldn't do an effective job with one one week's notice to

"community groups’ was a comment made by a staff member. Many of the

responde_nts 'believed inadequate advertising to be one of the . factors-

. contributing to the low attendance at the public mestings. Again, tim‘ing was’ 8
}‘cri{tical problem as msuffncneht Iead time preVbnted a thorough advertlsmg_
| campavgn thereby not allowvng time to build publlc interest in the Master Plan.
‘_The advertusmg did not clearly state why there would “be public meetmgs One
cltlzen whd‘ attended a meetlng was under the lmpressnon that she would -be

"able to voice her concern about the closing of a' park to recreatlonal vehlcles

Unfortunately ‘she dlscovered that the Parks and Recreation staff members

T ’present were not prepared to discuss this particular concern.

Lotz (1978, p. 56) noted that "more citizen partlcrpatnon pro;ects come
apart because of poor organlzatlon than for any other cause In this case, the
time factor had a negatlve effect on the deslgn of and the participation in, the
program. -

PR

,"Publlc Meet’in‘gs Not Well ‘Attended -

All four groups expressed dlsappomtment over what they considered to

_ be poor ‘attendance at the public meetings. Aldermen in partncuar, spoke of

.a_pathy anddnssnter,est One alderman explained that "a facilitator role is required
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- in cmzen partucnpatlon We must dellberately fac:htate interest ~among _the publ:c"
A staff member explamed that ‘the Master’ Plan ‘was really a non-issue, not‘_
-controversnal enough to draw the pubhc s attentlon-

_ Apathy and disinterest . may be attrlbuted to the publlcs feelings of
powerlessness as individuals to influence the decnslon-makers (Koenig: 1975, P
474).. Head (1971 p. m‘I9) notes that this was the ‘case |n the Don DIStI‘ICt\V'
Study Some aldermen criticized citizens in general for thelr lack of lnterest in

government affalrs The issue of non—partucupatlon is bound w:thln tradltnonal

political, - social, end economlc order (Sadler1978 p- 6 and beyond the capac:ty

of local government to change Others argue that mass partnclpatlon |s ‘not
w workable. ' L R
. Contmuous Feedbeck ln Publlc Partlclpatlon

All four - groups agreed there is a need for dhgomg and conttnuous
_' feedback by admlmstrators and participants. ' Participants, in partlcular need to
know how their - mput has been handled and whether or not their. lnformatlon-
Vhas been mcorporated into . the’ plan Fallure to follow through and provnde
- feedback can often result in dlsheartened and resentful partnmpants believing that
their concerns have been expressed in valn Smclalr (1978, p. .328) noted that ‘
lack of feedback comblned wuth ‘other - factors in  the lnternatnonal Joint
Commnssnons Pubhc Hearlngs on the Great Lakes resulted in the meffectlveness.
of the ‘public: hearlngs as a technique. in the Rndlng Mountain Case, (Hoole 1978,
p. 246) public input was traceable and citizens could readily evaluate if . their

N
information had been considered in plan preparat’lon '

- Clear ldentlfication of the Issues to be Exnmlned )

: A critical _element in determining the success of any public partlcnpatlon
'_program is to assess whether the tssues involved have been clearly ldentified Jf
the nature and -the nmplucatlons of - key issues are withheld from citizens, it is

unllkely they | will contribute much to the decision process {Lucas: 1978)



One mdlvndual mtervuewed commented | "We faal et the outset because we’ '

N - elﬂwer rnake a dBCISlOﬂ on the lssues or the process before we go to the‘f

'pubhc ln thls case Parks and Recreatnon Departrnent staff had ndentlfued the o

. "lssues prlor to the:: publlc meetmgs Indtwduals in attendanoe “at- the meetlngs

'were unaware of the |ssues and not. prepared to dlscuss them

It was, totally unreasonable to expect ‘the pubhc to comment on the two

proposed policies thhout any prvor knowledge or background mforrnatlon lt ‘ls
|ron|c to nbte that Parks and Recreatlon Department off:cuals asked the pubhc _ |
if the policies were not acceptable to sUggest alternatnfes The Department hadv

spent .several months formulating these two dll’BQ‘l‘!OhS and then asked the pubhcr-',.,

. to formulate two elternatlves in forty flve mmutes or less.- .
"We might as well not even hold dnscussnort |f we dont agree on the -
idea (lssue) l think we do that q“ulte often when we go out to the pubhc was
one Adv:sory Board .member's way of- ernphaslzmg the importance of clear -
,odentlfncatlon of the issues at the outset of .a publlc partncupatlon program
Two-Way Exchange of Information
| All- four groups consudered a two-way exchange of mformatlon to be an
important component in_ the desugn of any publlc partlczpatton program. However
the public was critical of the Parks and Recreatlon - Department fOr» 'not' -
facilitating thns two*—way flow of mformatnon Insuffncnent lead time, and a lack

of mformatnon on the |ssues to be dlscussed made a two-way exchange of

N 0

mformatuon a next to mnpossable task. .
Acceeslb’ility of Information | ey .
According to many individuals m attendance at the public"m'eetings" the
mformatlon was insufficient to expect citizens to make well- mformed declsnons
Effective pubhc parttclpatlon requnres an actlve and well- mformed pubhc K full
information is not available on issues under consideration, opportunmes or even
rights become meaningless (Lucas:1978). The dlscretuonary powers awarded to

“_'officials in Canadian 'g'overnment' limits public access. to information ,(Sadler:1978,
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p 6) In the Vlllage Lake Louise. Heanngs (Herrero 1878) and in the Kltchener
Market Fight lShahnsky1977 o 382) Iack of lnformatlon eccessuble to re50urca
- groups mhablted the partlclpatlon process h '

Maximum Possible Contact , | '
p The four groups emphastzed that every effort must be made to contact h

and seek mput in" a pubic partnclpat-on program This may requlre a combination

‘ :of partncupatlon technlques to ensure achisvement of this” objectlve The

: .'successful Samt John 1986 experiment D'Amore: 1977, p. 103) ‘was sttributed in

Pm to lnvolvement of many audlences through many dnfferent vehucles

| A'ecountability ) | |
»Accountability Factors are' | paramount to the achiev_ement of obj'ectiveéz it
is |mportant\ that the public - beheves that there ls‘ a real opportunity for
mvolvement and’ that a. public partucnpatuon program is .not a token effort
employed by the agency or .undertaken with the sole purpose of improving an
/rnage. Case ‘studnes are rlfe with examples of agenmes attempting to 'sell a
decision’ to' the public (Robbins: 1978, p. 25; Hoole19‘78 p.+ 239, Shahnsky1978
b 380). _ ,." R o - |
Secondly, it is essential that citizens understand how the decision-making
process works and how thelr input wnll be reflected in thus process. Thls‘
concern has also bsen weII ldentlfled in other case studles (Kure 1978 p. 90;
" Wilson and Laurence1978 p. 162 Hoole1978 p..2486; Sloan1978 p 268)
| Thnrd admmlstrators ‘must demonstrate a sensmvuty wto local lssues'
Admlmstr-ators must be prepared to respond to locah |ssues as they are -
|dentlf|ed in a public partncnpatuon program. "They asked for complalnts but dldnt.~__.-
react to them": -was “one ‘comment made Another sensed a lack of smcerlty on
the Cvtys part in the conduct of the public . part:cupatlon program 'l know in
our -small groups if you said something that comclded with” the . goals of the
| Iarger group (Department) it automatlcally got put down. |If you came up wrth“

. something else you seemed to be |gnored"
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B. IJEMS OF CONFLICT OR DISAGREEMENT . °

Average Cltizen Not: Capable of Partlclpatlng ln Complex Decislon-Maklng o
Proc‘s ' : o o | R ( — .-“'.,';
o The aldermen, wuth the exceptlon of one or two mdnvnduals belaeved that
the average citizen - was’ not capable ‘of: partzcupatmg |n a deoxslon-makmg "
process because of hls lack of knowledge and awareness One alderman B
supported this - by stating;.. *| am absolutely appalled at the number of people
who are lgnorant of . the local government process and the llmltatlons His other _
comment supported the p_‘E'.tl‘l” of elected offlclals as declslon~makers "It is .
wrong to expect the average cltlzen 10 be involved . . . that's why ‘the average
citizen voted for a. councnl member ! Aldermen .also fear /that publlc partncnpatuon} ’
will choke the declsaen—maklng -process. It is argued ‘however tha‘t .when the |
'publnc mlstrust of the polutlcal structure and polltlcnans is high, there w:ll be an
increased demand _for ._partlcnpatnon. "As long as individuals trust the ‘
decision-maker to -act un their best interest, the'y will  feesl "Iittle need to
pa?lcipate " (Hoole1978 p. 252) \‘,\ .
" Council members viewed - themselves as bemg in an adversary role with
the adm;mstratlon They also stressed the different vnews between the publlc
and admlmstratlort They argued that the city's p[,éﬁent posmon on publlc
partlcupatron ' has created a set of unrealistic expectatlons wuth the publlc One '
.alderman suggested that cmzen _participation is "a polltccal euphemrsm for really

»\_,

fooling the public”.

Staff members ~ aldermen, and to‘ 5'1&53& "'ex't& Advxsory Board. -
members, conmdered the publlc partlci'patuon program to be successful whrle the
'pubhc vaewed it as ~an unsuccessful venture Staff ‘and A&vnsory Board members
‘ clalmed the program was a: success because it. represented a good flrst attempt
in publlc partnmpatlon Staff members were . also pleased wuth the Master Plans -'

swift approval by Councll Sewell' (1978) review and evaluatnon of. Canadlan
. . L ‘ N . .



‘,;was with the ach;evement of the |mpbc:t objectlve of successfully developlng ‘a o

/4.'.4.) S

e Aexperlence ln publlc partlclpatlon revealed that

Agency representatlves tended to measure success in terms of. the ,
. extent to which, a plan was accepted by “those - involved dn .the . %
program or whether the lmage of ‘the: agency had |mproved ‘ T

In the Rndnng Mountaln ?:ase the extent to whnch an acceptable plan was

‘produced by a. glven deadhne was one cntenon used to measure success

. (Hd’ole 1978 p 250) Wolfe (1978 P 363) revealed slmnlar fmdlngs in her

£

"plan and vmlementmg rt. B i o I _1 o7

: Two-Way Exchange of Informatlon

S .'. - . & . ’ . : ke
.8 " - -\‘_‘ S L P

~_ Although the four groups stressed the lmportance cf As cnterlon m
achaevung the objectlves of. any partncnpatlon program Departrnent stfaff and the

pubhc dlffered m their perceptnons of the extent to whnch thus was ev:dent in

the cltys program Staff members mdlcated that a two-way exchange of

fnnformatnon was evudent I-fowever ‘the publlc complamed bltterly that‘**uts nput "

was - lgnored - v

o

: 'f_IAchievament of Specific Objectives

Cuty staff members belneved that they had been quute successful ’i‘n

b

,,achuevmg the specnf:c objectlves of the xprogram The SPQlelC objectlves they

|dent|f|ed were to’ stnmulate COmmumty mterest to obtam addmonal or Iocal

~mforn'\atlon to |mprove the agency ; image and to obtam pubhc: support for the

"Master Plan The pubhc agreed but justifved lts oplmons by statmg that - the

 specific ob;ectlves had‘ been determined by ctty admmlstratlon and did not

noted that some citizens recogmzed a dlserepancy between what should have

'..,Hbeen the Workshop ob;ectlve mput and what was. the -Workshop objectnve

: co-optnon )

Members of the pubhc group appeared well aware of - dnscrepancues in

thls -wcasar- “The pubhc suggested that the - agency tmage was not lmproved that m

..'g,,_\.\.uh"__--_ e q,"‘ . ; s a —.«

‘nnclude cutuzens ln the settlng of goals and objectwes Wolfe (1978 p 364) .
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i fact |t actually deterlorated "They (the City) were out to sell the |dea of-w
nenghborhood parks end they dldn't" clalmed one of the respondents
"lFlexlblllty of the Plennlng Proeees
Members of the pubhc crmclzed the program for its lack of fle)(lblllty L
;The publc meetings were hlghly structured with no opportunlty Lto. discuss the' _
|sSUes other than the two presented _to. the publlc by staff -of the Department S
of Parks anel Flecreatnon Staff members “had belleved that the - process they'-“" |
'deslgned ‘was’ qulte flexnble Hodges ( 1978 P 345) rev:ew of three cases - in
',Eastern Ontar:o crted that agencles consldered the relatlvely small number and . -
-hlghly structured nature of opportunmes for dlrect cmzen lnput to . be one pf‘
the shortfalls ln partlclpatlon Shallnsky (1’978 p. 381) also outllned the
nmportance of flexlbllrty statlng that "the.. Cltys (Kltchenerl “attitude  was clearly -
) lnflexuble in that lt was sellmg & posmon"' '
Ability of Gmups to Affect the Deelslon-Meklng Process _
- g Staff \members mdlcated that groups were able to mfluence the
_decnsuon-makmgﬂprocess the publlc in attendance at the pubhc meetlngs belleved-
T otherwrse They were adamant in. thelr view' that the Clty had no lntentlon of
s 'j'_altenng or ad)ustmg lts posmon Staff members who handle the mformatlon on’
' a dally basus were more llkely to see subtle mfluences of pubhc mput ln
" "‘.-addlt' on the publlc criticized the program for its lack of feedback It- was
nmposslble for - the publlc to determlne ‘what. effect its input- ‘had had, because

hal i I O |
e ;

- of a lack “of mformatlon and follow-—through by csty admmlstrators e Dt

Extent 1o Whlch the *Pubjie"- Biﬁevgs*thequelelon: 5ee¢Nm- Already ‘Been . ..
Med’e Sy e | R

wa "~ ,,. oo ]‘Qe publ:c mtervnewed ln thts study was overwhelmmgly convmced that

- .~ LV -
- e e a . .
. PN [ - e .

-

’the admimstratlon had already decnded a ‘course of actlon before : consultmg wuth

the public. - One mdnvudual labelled the program

“"A crass mampulatlon R they knew ‘the oﬁtcome before it started .
'so | think they. were trynng to have a show of ~citizen partucupatlon : o
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and engmeer the meeting |n such a way that the pubhc had absolutely
" no chance” of ifiput

_'/ N

~In his review of the Cluff Lake hearmgs Roman (1978) argues

(S

“If those who orgamze ‘hearings - are . encouragmg pubnc partncnpatuon do
- nothing to provide ° env:ronmentahsts with the resources to participate -
i effectlveiy what ‘we. have is 'a crass pubhc deceptlon" : .
‘ Parks and Recreatlon Departrnent staff members for the ‘most part were
- unaware that the publlc wewed the program as deceptlve Staff members |
«ndncated that no praor decuslons had be]en made with respect to ‘the  Master

Pian ‘_ R = N . s

Was the Department mtentlonally "ecepti'\)e" The evide'nce -sugges that

’staff ‘members really behaved they had f slgned a flexlble and open process
The pubhcs perceptlon of the exercrse ho 'ever was" totally‘ _Opposed to this

_.view.

C EVALUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAMS

- Program evaluatuon IS conducted for the purpose of determnmng the

nmpact on affected groups the relatwe success of the program, and methods"':'

for program umprovement Partuclpants vsews on the success of the program'

-~

: varued sngmfacantly a\ross the groups mtervuewed in thns study

An objective evaluatlon recogmzes and acknowledges the ‘biases held by

all mvolved Objectrve evaluatuon seeks 10 overcome these blases to "determine -

the Iegltlmacy of a partnclpatuon program and provnde ‘a Iearnmg framework

where we can |mprove the process and learn | to avond m:stakes (Homenuck

Durlak and Morgenstern 1978) S , : o SR e

g o . .. -
.‘-....ﬂ.a.,_...,“_»,,...‘ e e e
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[IX. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1

T AL Si.prhmary . - .

<

L Despite a trend towards an increased number of . public  involvement

" programs in recreation plannmg "there has been lm;ler effort devoted to the

',important_ task of . evaluating pubic participation programs (Homenuck, Durlakf and

Morgenstern:1978). Much of "the activity has focussed on the._.development of

~ models and techniques for involving people in public particioation» .programs.

One of the inherent difficulties in evaluating public . participation is

recognition’ and acknowledgement of the myriad of perceptfons'b of the

-involvement: process held by the various . participants. This study was conQUCtedv

based on ‘the assumption that the_ success of the participation program used’ by
the C'ity~ of 'Edmonton Parks and Recreation Department, in preparaﬁon of the -

1979 83 Master Plan, would have varied accordmg to the perceptlons of the

" major. parties involved.

=

It was eXpected ”thaf the 'different oenies would have varied in their

percep'uons of the - program objectwes . The, study also attempted to . ndent:fy~ ‘

crlterla thaf each group. Jmphcnly ‘or explrc:tty employed the-l public ~ 7

partlc Qatupn progr-am) ,go . avaluate sthe lmpacts 6'( 'the- process ~upon

>

1"."0:10 |dent|fy “the. major. QFQMPS ;n\colved din this publuc parﬁcrpatlon process o

pfOCBSS;

‘2'. to - detarmme what each group percelved to be’ the ob;ectwes of thls. |

- ‘o

3 'to |dent|fy crttena each grou percewed as being necessary to achieve the

objectlves of any public” partncnpatuon process;

4. to ndentnfy the extent to whnch each group perce:ved the ObjBCtIVGS of the

process’ were -met;

5. to establish what criteria each group used to support ite . views ‘regarding s

. 'the achlevement of the ob;ectwes and

. e 2T e . .
< - B D " P twe  w -

SR - to qompare each groups sugqested (ldean q:ltena fora, any, case- (ob:ectlve g

o by NS
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'3 above) with those actually.- employed (objective 5 above) '
The study identified flve groups involved in  the publlc partncspatlon

program They were:. aldermen, crty parks and recreatlon staff members parks

- and / recreation Advusory Board members, pubhc mterest groups and the
public-at-large. Four of the five groups were included ‘in this study Excluded
from the study were representatives from pubhc mterest groups.

. Partlcnpants perceptlons Tof the objectlves of mvolvement varied
slgmflcantly among the four groups. Aldermen viewed the ob;ectlve of "the
program to be the collectlon of mformatnon Advisory Board. and Department
staff m_embers viewed the program objectives as a testing of ‘reaction to
proposed policies; the ‘pUblic, in .contrast, VieWed the purpose to. be the

provi-sion of .information by city officials. Although each group may or may not

perceive other groups to be dlscreptwe and lnslncere it is likely that each

group is functioning under different personal, -political,  economic, , or

organizatlonal constraints ‘ ‘
The study’ |dent|fled crlterla ~each group would employ in evaluatmg any

pubhc partucapatlon program angure 3) Quantltatlve ‘measures were frequently

identified by each group. It was suggested that these measures were readily

identified because traditionally, evaluatnons have been based on quantltatlve values.

More - obscure measures, such as educational growth or implementations of ideas,
,. ~are ‘difficult to a'ssess beoause of - their subjective nature. | ‘

Ob;ectnve four 'was reached as each group identified ‘the extent to which
i'lt .believed. the objectwes had. been .met in the City of Edmonton program In
_.thls case, Aldermen Advnsory Board members and Department staff mermbers
'_‘beheved that - the objectlves were sucoessfully achieved. ' The public believed that

the ob;ectlve to gam support for the ‘Master Plan was achieved, but quallfled

this view by noting that “it was successful by the Cltys objectives”, implying

dlsagreement on the goals and ob;eotwes .of the program

Ob;ecnve five was met as respondents provnded reasons for supportlng

their opinion on the success or fallure of the program Staff members assessed

the success of the program based on performance, within time constraints.

A}
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Advnsory Board members who consldered the - program successful lndlcated that -

the process provnded a learmng experlence Advnsory Board members who .

_consldered the program unsuccessful however vnewed it as lnadequate ’

. _-.Aldermen were mclmed to vnew the program as being successful because they-'u

’belleved all other partlclpants (staff Advnsory Board and cmzens) “were . content"

------

.,-Alderrnen who were mclmed to express dnsappomtment stated that there was'

“the . program ‘to’ be unsuecessful for three main._ reasons the percelved mablllty'..., o

" of the pubhc to affect the decuslon—makmg process msufflcnent feedback and‘m.

A follow—through and the lack of clear defmltlon of the publlcs role.

~The divergent - views on the outcome , of . the program and the
Justlflcatlons offered m support of these V'QWS remforce the argument tlhat

"unless partlclpatlon ob;ectuves ere cleer to “alt those mvolved ln the partlclpatlon

assessments of the effectlveness .of the partncupatlon wull Abe__ suspect _’

{Rosener: 1978).

SR

The final objective, - -comparing. actual crlterla employed to assess the.'

program with the ideal criteria, was achleved Among three of the four groups’

crlterna employed to assess any public partlcnpatlon program matched the crlterla

actually employed m assesslng the City of Edmonton’'s Lcase. The exceptlon was

the Advusory Board members who' measured the outcome of the program by

,the learning experlence it provuded In assessmg any program however they
favoured an assessment whnch analyzed such = factors as the. number of
partncnpants, degree of representatlon, accessibility of information and the

implementation of ideas.

Conclusions : : ' \

The conclusions offered in this study are specific to the case examined.

be made about the pubhc partnc:patlon process per se. or the evaluatlon ofl

such procqsses The one shot case study desagn where observatlons and

-measurements -are - made after the program‘ s weak m terms of rehablllty and

' The information generated by the study is insufficient to al’lo‘w generaliiations to .

......
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valldnty in research Thls is because there are no baselme data and no control

group lFlossu ot 8:1972). T

Concluslons reached by the study are:

i R u(b!: partlcxpatnon program was not mcluded in the original terms of o
: refe nce _ .

for the Master lan‘

. 2".1._.' ‘,TJme constramts were the major factors - which hlndered development of a

‘more- comprehensnve publlc participation program. -

3.  Staff - members - lacked -experience .".‘ -tne ;desngn and irnplementation of

public participation . programs ' ' S T | N

"4 The main objective, orv*goal ‘of the Parks and Recreation Department was

to test the public reaction to proposed polncaes

5 The' publuc in - attendance at publlc meetings- "consjd_ered« the 4~publi.c

- - Rarticipation. program a, failure: : - Tl v RURTE

cre p mwh ms -n-\~t~4‘~w--o.~.,¢.o«‘«o‘

" ‘success.

7-57:".-:".7Advnsory Boara rerbers. were: deed: -ip: _thejr.__as_‘ses__.s‘ment_j‘ of the ‘sgc';’cess'>

- ‘of the publlc partucnpatlon program

.8 The publlc beheved that the publlc pnrtncnpatlon program had no lmpact on

-the decision—making ‘process. , “

-9 There is insufficient evidence to defmmvely link criteria used in assessung

the effectiveness of this publlc participation program to any partlcular
. participant group. ‘

10. Participants varied in their perceptlons ‘of  the purpose and objectlves of
*the public participation program.

11. The public partnclpatlon program was effectlve in terms of the stipulated
goais. ' o e A

12. The program' was ineffective in terms of process.
-When compared wnth the Arnstem model of partsc:patlon (Flgure 1. p

13). the Clty program exhibited characteristics suggestlng token levels of

_ participation. By absence of design, the program resulted in almost a one-way

flow of information' Although the - public meetings were ‘lntended' to be
o-way, the Parks and Recreatlon staff appeared to dlscourage questlons or -
suggestlons not. percelved by them as being dlrectly relevant to the lssues they

were presentmg The . fact that . questnons -seemed- |rrelevant can be attrlbuted to,

the lgnorance and lack uf mformattoh resultmg from madequate preparatlon tlme o

Staff. members and aldermen cons:dered tne publ;c partlclpatlon program a’ e s
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~ The. use - of a su'rvey requests for written briefs, and discussions  with
the Advnsory Board suggests that 8. llmited form of consultation took place but
it has been mpossuble to assess the |mpact of these mechanlsms on the totall
development of the plan o , N ' o .

The Burke mode| (see '.page‘ 14) is agency oriented and presents . five
strategies for . citizen participation. The strategy employed by the Clty most
closely. fit.s .the strategy labelled . Cooptation Thus practioe attempts to - mvolve'
'CItizens in an organization in .order to avert 'negatlye reactlon to organlzatnonal..
. goals. . - P L . S |
“Citizens are. not .seen, - a5 a8 means ‘to - -achieve.. better planning goals
nor  are they seen as partners in assistm? an -organization achieving its ..

oal, rather they are viewed ‘as potential - elements of obstruction oh
ustratlon whose cooperation are found: necessary

- »_'»-,--‘7-: T e .. . .'»,, .'Burke ]968 p 29‘[ ':' o

@ 2o

The AdVlsory Boar'd represents what Burke refers to as formal cooptatlor!i.'

. Membership on the Board s based in- part on notions of commumty leadership “
--organization The groap‘is usually in general agreemq,nt with the host agency\
Advnsory Board bylaws restrict the - powers of the Board to an_advisory role.
However there is opportunlty for the Board to influence policy decisions. Thls
is thought to be the case when the Board halted approval of the Master Plan :
draft, recommendmg further pubhc involvement Thls represented a successful

.'attempt to . influence decision- makers. SR T

Cooptation is not : .to'.‘ bg considered as 'deliberately | deceitful. The RN

formation of an Advisory Board with a muxed composition . from communlty'
organizations provides a forum for interagency }operation It also serves to
increase the awareness and understanding . of orgamzatlonal problems

The style of partimpation taking place in the City of Edmonton Parks and
’Recreatlon Department also closely reflects Benwells Models A and B (see
iFigure 4). The participation style in Mod_el_ A is statutory. informing,” with the key
“indicators being the dissemination of information consultation on the draft, and
little ahalysls of feedback The partlmpation Whlch takes place is merely the

>

'preformance of an obligation For the Parks and Recreation Department the
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anticlpated result of conducting a public participation program was support of

thve - dr\ft Master Plan by Council. The role structure identifies- the planner as the

~emitter of the dec:svons about to be ruade - & .

T -~ hd \L' . W '

e The program exhlblts some charactenstlcs of the ChOlCB valndatlon model
_(Benwell' model B) The publlc 'was presented with " two proposed policy

. -dlrectlons and was qffered the~ foJlowmg chmce i these dnrectlons are not-

'4-"sat|sfactory, provnde us- with the altematlve directions.” " This study has focussed

on the perceptnon of what actually happened in the program and in. no - way has
.|t attempted to assess the program on what |t purported to do.’ -The analysls- .

conducted in this study suggests the process deslgned .and wnplemented by the‘

City... of Edn‘lonton Parks and Recreatlon Department reflects more so than
compared to any other models ‘what Benwell (1980) refers to as “an ~early
learning phase at which. many. authorltles were. unaware - of - the full set of
’ possuble actuvmes they mlght engage in" ' ‘

A note of cautlon is essential at this pomt Public partxcxpatuon programs

do not fit neatly into any given model or ' strategy of parttc:patlon nor should

o -.they. F’ubhc participation programs should- exhibit many dlfferent levels or

strategnes if they are to be successful Successful programs such .as the Rldlng_
Mountain Case (Hoole;1978, pp ©239- 253l acknowledged the importance of. .
lnformation,.: exchange educatlon consultatlon and contmulty Part:cnpants were
prepared for thelr lnvolvement understood thelr role and thelr Jinput was vnsublyj |
traceable in the plan *The Samf John experlment (DAmore‘lQ?S pp 99~ 114)i
successfully~ mcluded many levels of partlcnpat:on The ‘project, ‘D'Amore l1978
p 102) states attempted to _generate partuc.npatnon in a spurlt of mutual trust,-
‘" adaptation, and open cooperatlon ~ The process mcluded mformatlon .. and
awareness levels, é'onsultatlon, mteractior: _ and dial_ogue,' and systematic

involvement.

-

In retrospect,” an attempt should have been made to inciude interviews
with interest groups Publlc interest groups are a. ma;or contributing force in-
most publlc partlcnpatlon programs and their potentlal for |mpact in the decision

maknng process cannot be lgnored
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) _R'e‘commendatlons for the

3 The. Department _should - cohsider. .staff - development programs 1o increase

' 'Evéluation reseérch* in -public participation serves to expose the hidden agendas

‘of puslié particpation programs

3. . This.study -‘should niot be replicatéd ‘in full as the interviews were’ lefigthy "

_acknowiledge it ‘and to -,-'c:orr"eét as much as possiblé (Rosener:1978). It serves to

L S : - o121

Recommendations for Further Ressarch : S

“:._7he following recommendations, are for. further research in the evaluation

3

1. - -EvalQation- ra—;gahréh,ﬂ ;WMF)&’&:‘L ‘possible, ‘should be conducted while the -

- . ic- participatiomr -program is “operating. This would assist in  reducing

iases ‘which occur in after—the—fact evaluation

2. if public participation programs suffer from a lack of awareness on the
part of the designers of such programs, a long term case study approach &
might assess the -learning experience .and its effect. on the design and'
conduct .of public participation programs. .

29

'ahd " often " fatiguing for respondents.  The relative importance . of criteria for:
evaluating . pubic  participation ‘may have been -assessed . through _ a
self -administered questionnaire. o o ‘

4. A participants image of the agency prior to involvement may + adversely
affect his or her outcome of a program. A pre—program. assessment of a
participant's image of the agency may assist in eliminating some biases on
the outcome of the program : -

5. More evaluation researth is warranted in' order to identifyv valid indicators

of the success of the program.

City of Edmonton. Parks and Retreation Department

1.

el D'epa:r'fr"‘r'\e-ht‘ '6ff§ciélé; should. obtain !rom City Council what Council perceives’

. .to. be the medning 'of public participation and their perceived role. for
public involvement in city planning processes. ‘

2. In all further planning endeavors, “public - participation “should -be ‘included as.- .
'a_component of ‘the plafining ‘process. -+~ A -
- awareness of the "design and impiementation of public participation..
programs. - : LR ‘ ' o
4. ' The Department should .consider-information and educational _programs :which =
.~ + will -assist” Citizens. in their efforts to contribute to the -decision-making
process. P v : : : :

e
{

and biases. It does not purport to eliminate subjectivity, but, rather, "to

L

reveal ‘ambiguities which may- protect public administrators from citizens who -

increasingly 'defnandq accoqhtability. Evaluation research - in: public . barticip‘ation

. endeavors * fo’ uncover the consequences -and short-comings ~ ‘of ' public:

. .particibation,' and highl%ght the positive aspects for the ‘benefit of all 'particibant;. .s"*

IR Y . . LN . . o e



in th:s multt—dlmansaonal axpenence Contmued efforts tc lmprove the art of

evaluatnon wall assnst in mcr‘é‘asnng the credlbmty of evaiuatnon research wuth

dec:snon-—makers SUEVE
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An Act to Promote Recreation Dévélbbméht in Alberta

' CHAPTER 71

O / B - DR

kﬁssented to Apf?l li,.f967)

HER_MAJESIY, by ahd with the advice and consent of the

Legislative Assembly of the Province of Alberta, enacts .
as follows: . . ‘ : .

Short :
Title 1.

2.,

<

This Act may be cited as The Recreatidn Development
CAct’ | D

B . .

i

In this Act,
(a) "council" means : )

.

(i) the co-ncil of a municipality, or

(ii) in the case of a special area or an improvement
b o

» district, the Minister of Municipal Affairs; or

(iii) in the case of.a new town, the board of administrators,

()

Voo

Functions
of Minister

(c)

or ' : -

(iv) .the board of trustees of a school district situated
within a national park; - )

"Minister' means the member of the Executive -Council

charged with the administration of this Act;

'municipality' means a city, town, village, sumther village,

© new town, municipalvdistrict,'coynty, special area,

(d)

(e)

improvement district.or ‘school district situated within g&:ﬂ%;/
a national park; A
recreation services'' means the planned use of community
resourbes,Sgch as finances, leadership, areas and
facilities .to satisfy the needs or interests of citizens
during their leisure; _ o e :
"'school authority'' Means the board of trustees of a
school district or school division.

m———

. +3." The Minister shall promote and encourage orderly development
of the-recreational activities and facilities for the
betterment of the people of Alberta, and for that purpose

he may:

(a)

enter into agreements or contracts with regard to
any matter related to recreation in Alberta as may
be authorized by the Ljeutenant Governor in Council; 4

0y
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(b) inquire into and collect information on.any matter
affecting the development of recreation, and
.disseminate such information as he considers to be
in the public interest; .
(c) inquire into, initiate, promote,.supervise, assist
or develop any propésal, plan, scheme, project,
.- - . ~activity or.undertaking for furthering the orderly "’
‘. + development of the recreational activities and
facilities in Alberta; ; :
(d) promote or attend any conferences or meetings, in
carrying out his duties; ] g
(e) generally, without detracting from the foregoing
powers, devise, sponsor, adopt, promote, publicize,
and initiate policies, programéuand meaSures‘for the
orderly development 'of“the recreational activities

o Y o~ "and facilities, and otherwise do such acts necessary
’ .or incidental to any of the matters hereinbefore set
out. : : N

Appoint- h.,Subjectito"The Public. Service Act, 1962, fhgre‘may‘be
ments appointeﬁ”a Director of Recreation and such ogher
employees as may be required to administer the Act.

Powers 5. In order to'prompte, encourage and co-ordinate orderly
of the * recreation development in Alberta the Minister may:
Minister (a) carry out surveys, call public meetings, promote
B ’ publicity-campaigns, institute enquiries, dissemin-
’ ate information and initiate policies and measures;

(b) conduct workshops, seminars, schools, conventions
and exhibitions; .

(c) engage lecturers; leaders and part-time staff and
other resource staff and remunerate them and defray
their travelling and other expenses ;

}d) rent, lease, hire or purchase bui‘ldings, grounds,

~ equipment, facilities and supplies; ’

(e) provide accommodations and meals for instructors,
lecturers, leaders, part~time “staff, students and
those attending meetings; '

- ' (f) establish and collect registration and other fees

' from students attending'workghops, seminars and
schools; i ’ -
i (g) carry out such other functions as may be necessary
or advisable to carry out the intent and . purpose
of this Act. o
Grants 6. (1) The Minister may, subject to the regulations, make
grants, scholarships or comtributions to municipalities,
to organizations, to’public bodies and to persons or classes
of persons for the purpose of carrying into effect any of
the matters specified in clatses (a) to (c) of section 3.

>
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Boards
or

_ committees

Municipal
.‘recreation
programs

967

)

RECREATION .. 4 v U Chap. 7T

N
The Lieutenant Goverror ., in Councul may make -

regulations
(a) prescrlbtng the purposes for whlch grants may be

made under this ‘section,

(b) specifying to whom and upon what cond:tlons the

(¢) limiting the maximum amount payable as grants,

grants may be paid,

and
(d) respecting any other matter necessary or advisable
to carry out the intent and purpose of this section.
(3) Any grant, scholarship or contribution made under

this section shall be paid out of the moneys appropriated by
the Legislature for that purpose or, in the absence of any
-such approprlatlon, out of the General Revenue Fund.,

7. (l) The Mlnlster, with the approvalsof the Lieutenant-
Governor in Council, may appoint. suitable persons to. act
on boards or commattees, either in advisory or technical
capacities, to carry.out such duties as may be prescrnbed

by the Mlnlster.

(2) The members of a board or committee shall receive
no remuneration for their services, but the Lieutenant
Governor in Council may by regulation authorize the
payment of such subsistence allowances, travelling’
expenses and other expenses as he considers proper and

expedient

in connection with the attendance of :bodrd members .

‘or commlttee members™at board meetings or committee meetings

¥

{3) The Minister may fix ‘the term of o6ffice of the

persons appointed to boards or commlttees and may desngnate
chairmen.

. (1) The council of a munIClpallty may, by‘by law,

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)

(e)

(f)

provide a recreation service in such manner and on
such conditions as it considers advisable,

expend such sums as may be required to provide

for the recreation services,

establish recreation areas in municipalities,
authorize agreements with other municipalities or
school authorities, or both, to provide for shared
recreation services,

appropriate moneys for shared recreation services,
and .
expend moneys for capital works related to a
recreation service within the municipality or to
recreation services shared with one or more munici-
palltles or school authorities. : . ‘

(2) The douncil of a munlcipallty may be by-law levy a
special tax on all property within a recreation area

or their duties while otherwise engaged in the work of the
board ‘
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established by by=law or included ina joint program that -
appears -on the assessment roll of the municipality. -

(3) NOtice of a prdpésed by-law to be passed pursuant to
subsection (2). shall be advertised . ' S
(a) in the case of a city, by publishing a notice of the
proposed by-law once eath»Wegk for two successive weeks
in a newspaper circulated within the city,
(b).in the case of a town, new town, or village, by posting
.within its boundaries. notice .of the proposed =
by-law p at least five donspicious’ places for at least
- 30 days and by publishing a like notice in one issue ,
' -of a newspaper having general circulation within the,
* . tdwn or village, and S Lo '
(c) in the case of a county, municipal district or school v
district, by posting notices in at Teast 15. conspicious =«
places for at least 3& days and by publishihg a like
. notice in one issue of a newspaper having general
circulation in the county, munigipal district or
school- district. " o ’ :

(4) The council may pass the by-law unless a petition is

. received by the council within 30’days'of the date when the
notice of the by-law was, published in the newspaper from /

10 per cent of the proprietary electors who reside in the
recreation ar -asking that the by-law be submitted to -a
vote of the proprietary electors who reside in the recreation.
area, : Y ‘ :

(5) If a petition is . received asking that the by-law be
‘submitted to a vote, the by-law shall be submitted to a

vote of the proprietary electorsywho reside in the recreation
area and shall not be passed by §he council until it has been
approved . by a majority of the prdprietary electors voting
‘theteon-. - B ‘ : '

(6) Subsections (4) and (5) do no;-apply in the case of

an improvement district or spegiay area. :

_ Coming 9. This Act’'comes into force on_the<day.upon which it .is
into assented to. o "
force '
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-'INTERVI"EWA NO.

" INVOLVEMENT IN THE UPDATING OF THE CITY OF
EDMONTON'S PARKS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN"

“'n.

", QUESTION 1. WOULD YOU DESCRIBE TO ME' THE NATURE OF“YOUR

~
.

N R . ' ol oA, ..
: c o I . Ty,
: ' : X’ >,
. . .

_H ¥} ?itw:t
",QUESTION,Z. 5PREAMBLE: Agencies may pursue a publ;c
ST *j,participation program for a: variety dE-

' :reasons, for examples .

- -because it is required by law T R
. =to include citizens and groups in Sl
. the. ‘planning process y S
. . =to educate. ')4';_;;f»;~'. :
'~ -1tQ resolve conflict o :
- ~tol collect "information
- =to provide information
.. -evaluate alternatives.juv"
. -Others........ i o ‘ N
‘,Qb R WHAT DID YoUu SEE AS BEING THE GENERAL PURPOSE
‘ - 'OF 'THE PU‘BrIc PARTICIPATION PROGRAM IN: THIS CAS E?-

¥

iy D i T
Tl

o

. . “ . 3 K ‘: . N E ] ] ,

‘;QﬁEsTIDN;j,. PREAMBLE: You have indicated to me what you EER
" -thought the purpose of the public participation SRR
TN A* program was. could you tell mes '“,, e

- WHAT' DO YOU FEEL' SHOULD HAVE BEEN THE PURPDSE R
.OF TEE PUBLIC PARTE’IPITION "PROGRAM IN mrs _cAsE'?; R

-2 . s » . e
: 2 "‘_-L._'-A VL
R o e
' B K a PRI
e ' RS S :
- . R .
B ,~ \ .



. QUESTION 5.

I SR

QUESTION 4.,

PREAMBLEt.”Infsome“insfances agenciés;ﬁéﬁ‘havé

. additional or specific ‘objectives they wish
‘to achieve," Examples may be: to stimulate

community interest, to improve the agency image,
to. obtain support for a special program, -

‘»-to«testvpublicgparticipation‘techniques, to

collect informétion on local issues, or to test L

: public reaction tqlp:opOSed,policies.u

(IN THIS CASE? IF YES, WHAT WERE THEY? .

we

<

C
tf

WERE. YOU ‘ABLE T DETECT"ANY SPECIFIC OBIECTIVES = -

OF THIS XIND IN THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAN

e

1. C . . . . = 1 -

e
he sheet of paper

PREAMBLE: before youalisfs‘

- the various technigques that may.be used by N
B agencies in any public participation program.

 PLEASE IDENTIFY THE TECHNIQUES -USED BY THE CITY 1: =

. OF EDMONTON'S -PARKS AND RECREATION TO ACHIEVE

A

THE PURFOSES OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAY.
LARGE GROUP MEETINGS_ -

5

. B.  ORGANIZATIONAL APPROACKES _ _ * L

B oommR.

b

QUESTION 6. PREAMEI . . ce some
. " . - benefits resulting from.a.publiC'participation

PREAMBLE: , Agencies may experience some indirect

- - program such as:  an improved agency Aimage,
‘wi‘_ett!rgpublicfrelatipns.»acqnfs-%ion of new

~ pertinent information, 6r iucreased fimanial
| Assistance, T T TS HinAnelsl



Tho -

WERE THERE ANY SUCH INDIRECT BENEFITS THAT CAME
- OUT OF THE PUBLIC, PARTICIPATION PROGRAIV"? IF '

YES WHATQWERE THEY }
e v : . o . .
"~ QUESTION 7. - STRENGTHS - WEAKNESSES
i} -well attended meetlngs -excessive costs P
-well informed public  -poor attendance
:achlevement of - . -inadequate information
. objectives - - -poor advertigsement
-contribution to the -inappropriate.
planning effort -+ techniques .
-acceptance of ; =insufficient time"
proposals , . ~failure to reach
-cost efficient - consensus
- ~improved decision- -others: .
" making process '
-others :

WHAT IN YOUR VIEW WERE THE smmsms/wmmr's;srs |
 OF THE'PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM IN THIS CASE?

's,mmcms o WEAKNESSES
“ 4. ’x'
s

“QUESIION 8a. WHAT CONCLUSIONS HAVE YOU REACHED ABOUT THE
' Lo SUCCESS OR FAILURE OF THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

* . PROGRAM IN THIS CAS
| " COMPLETELY FAIRLY QUITE HIGHI,Y
UNSUCC}BSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL SUCCESSFUL SUCCESSFUL

1 & 3 bk



QUESTION 8b,

QUESTION 9.

QUES TIoN 10,

o

© 3. Ability of ‘all groups 12345

2.
3 e

. OF OBJECTIVES. .
| _ Sl
‘PERFORMANCE/EFFECTIVENESS . ..

‘4. Ongoing continuous feed- 1 2,3'"15

WHY.DO YOU THINK THIS? . B

WHAT WOULD YOU CONSIDER T0 BE THE THREE (3)
MOST IMPORTANT THINGS -TO LOOK"AT IN. ATTENPTING
TO. EVALUATE 4 PUBLIC ‘PARTICIPATION PROGRAM?

T

ALL CRITERIA IN THE.FOLLOWING.LIST MAY BE
CONSIDERED IDEALLY INPORTANT IN ACHTEVING

THE OBJECTIVES O PUBLTC PARTICIPATION
PROGRAM. - PLEASE INDICATE YOUR * ES PIMATE. OF THE
RELATIVE DEGREE OF. IMPORTANCE EACH OF THE
FOLLOWING CRITERIA PLAY IN THE ACHIEVEMENT

QUESTION QUESTION
10

12
1. Expertise of,planners/ 12345
‘administrators S
-2+ Efficient performance . 12345

of agency responsibilities
to reach consensus

back by administrators N S

5. Ongoing continuous feed- 1234 5.

p _back by other par'lgicip’an:ts <«
. ) - .. > '

L PN s
VI OO SR Y
W W W oW W



e

. Q.Q_STS

17 Financial costs for

AcOnduéting_the'program,"

-2.*Costs in manpower
- 3« Costs in time to agency
4, Costs in time to other

participants
5¢.
.
PROCESS -

1. Clear identification of
" the issues to be examined

2. Two way exchange of ,
“information '

» Flexibility :

» Initial agreement of
the objectives ‘

. Agreement on the roles

- of participants ,

« Variety of participation-
-techniques - '

O O W W

| INFORMATION RESOURCES |

1, Accéssibility L
2. Reduction of technical
- . material S

Z; extensive media coverage

s Physical structure

PRODUCT

1. High number of
~ suggestions . .
2. Number of written
" submissions
3. Quality of
suggestions

Jre

~ QUESTION QUESTION

12345

10° 12°

12345 1 3 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 "1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2 3
12343 1.2 3
12345 1 2 3
12345 1 2.3
1;3&5 1 2 3
12345 "1 2 3
1 2 3



3. Protection of citizens 12345

QUESTION 11.

. 2.

" PRODUCT (cont) |

. 12345 2 3

- 5. Maximum possible 12345 1 2 3
12345

o

5, Ability of groups to 1 231¥5_

‘5.

143,

lJ

QUESTION QUE®PrION
10 ~12

L. Scale of attendance

contact obtained v
6. Degree of representation : 12 3
“of groups , S o

»

ACCOUNTABILITY |

1. Exfeﬁ%ﬁﬁb which puﬁlié ' 1 231;5%

- feels' - T C

2. Explanation of decision 12345
making process ' :

rights. )
L. Sensitivity to local: . 12345
issues '

R R o
BECS T SRS VI VO
W ow wow o w

affect decision making

PLEASE INDICATE T0 WHAT EXTENT YOU. FEEL THAT
EACH OBJECTIVE WAS SUCCESSFULLY AGHIEVED I

CMPLTLY ~FAIRLY  QUITE HIGHLY

'OBJECTIVES, UNSCCSSFL UNSCCSSFL _SCCSSFL SCCSSFL

‘11.. 1 2 3 4

‘ 1 2 3y

3. — 1 2 3 4
" k,_ 1 2 . 3 .

1 2 "3 4



© WHY DO YOU FEEL THIS WAY?'

QUESTION 12.

" QUESTION 13.

144 .

PREAMBLE: 1In Question 10 you indicated the
relative importance of criteria in achieving’
the objectives of any public participation
program. I would now like to retrace those
criteria that you indicated were of slight,
medium, high or maximum importance. .

vg 4 : o

PLEASE INDICATE TO WHAT EXTENT THE FOLLOWING
CRITERIA WERE EVIDENT IN THIS CASE?

NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT -
EVIDENT EVIDENT EVIDENT

1 : 2 , '3

FOR 'THE FINAL QUESTION I WOULD LIKE TO ASK
YOU AGAIN WHAT CONCLUSIONS HAVE YOU REACHED
ABOUT THE SUCCESS OR FAILURE-OF THE PUBLIC

'PARTICIPATION'PROGRAM_(USED BY THE CI?Y'S PARKS

AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT FOR THE PURPOSE
OF REVISING THE MASTER PLAN).~ P

G . L -

-~

D g
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STAFF MEMBER -

" OTHER.

146

QUESTION 1(

MEMBER OF COUNCIL
ATTENDED A.PUBLic MEETINE
MEMBER OF AN, 'ORGANTZATON ‘OR GROUP

MEMBER OF AN ONGANIZATION OR GROUP - , T ay
WHO SUBMITTED A WRITTEN BRIEF | S

QUESTION 2

BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED BY LAW
T0 INCLUDE CITIZENS AND GROUPS IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

. ') EDUCATE
TO RESOLVE CONFLICT :
| E CON

“TO COLLECT . INFORMATION
T0 PROVIDE INFORMATION
70 EVALUATE ALTERNATIVES
TO TEST PUBLIC REACTION T0 FROPOSED POLTCTES
OTHERS.....



QUESTION 4

TO STIMULATE COMMUNITY INTEREST -
| *

147

. QUESTION 6

AN IMPROVED AGENCY IMAGE |

~ BETTER PUBLIC RELATIONS- < = e

- KCQUISETTION OF NEW PERTINENT INFORMATION
INCREASED _,F_mAﬁéiALjASSIsTAN,CE



QUESTION &

STRENGTHS

WELL ATTENDED X
WELL INFORMED PUBLIC
ACHTEVEMENT @ OBJECTIVES

CONTRIBUTION TO PLANNING EFFORT

ACCEPTANCE'OF PROPOSALS »
COST EFFICIENT Y

148

g *

' wmmvrssxs

EXCESSIVE COSTS
EXCESSIVE TIME

POOR ATTENDANCE -
INADEQUATE INFORMATION
POOR ADVERTISEMENT

_ Sl ‘INA*PPROPRIATE TECHNIQUES
IMPROVED DECIS_ION MAKING PROCESS
. W o

INSU'FFIC IENT TIME

OTHERS..... FAILURE TO REACH CONSENSUS '
OTHERS.....
B L
' QUESTION 8a ®
'COMPLETELY _ FAIRLY QUITE HIGHLY

,'CATEGORIES 'UNSUCCESSFUL. UNSUCCESSFUL SUCCES’SF;UL .SUCCESSFUL

- [

PR




=&
QUESTION 10

ALL CRITERIA IN THE FOLLOWING LIST MAY BE CONSIDERED
IDEALLY IMPORTANT IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES .OF ANY PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION PROGRAM. PLEASE INDICATE YOUR ESTIMATE OF
THE DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE EACH OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA
PLAY IN THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES, o

NO ~ °  SLIGHT. - MEDIUM  HIGH MAXIMUNM
CATEGORIES IMPORTNCE IMPORTNCE IMPORTNCE IMPORTNCE IMPORTNCE

o - -
. PERFORMANCE EFFECTIVENESS

1. Expertise of planners/administrators.

2. Efficient performance of agency responsibilities.

3« Ability of all groups to reach consensus.

4. Ongoing continuous feedback by administrators.

2.' Ongoing continuous feedback by other participants.
+ Others. : '

QUESTION 10

ALL CRITERIA IN THE FOLLOWING LIST MAY BE CONSIDERED
" IDEALLY IMPORTANT IN ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES OF ANY
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROGRAM. PLEASE INDICATE YOUR
ESTIMATE OF THE DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE EACH OF THE FOLLOWING
CRITERIA PLAY IN THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES. -
et

_ --NO ' SLIGHT @ MEDIUM HIGH MAXIMUM
CATEGORIES. .IMPORTNCE IMPORTNCE IMPORTNCE'IMPORTNCE IMPORTNGE _

COSTS . ‘ | ’
1. Financial costs for conducting the program,
2. Costs in manpower.

3. Costs in time to agency.

4. Costs in time to participants.

‘5. Others. ’

I3



QUESTION 12 o

" 150

o
M .
. -

CATEGOR IES.

. | SOMEWHAT
EVIDENT EVIDENT

. N
NOT AT ALL
EVIDENT

SO
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71

Aé,i}QUESTIQNNﬁigb”éng?UﬁLI¢:PARélﬁiéé_,o

'uw°fding“imﬁii3éithe*P“bliclPa‘tid?Patiqn;p:qgrgm;_=

. c

cw T

g

Perhaps the wording should be Qgea to simpler .
 vwordsg-CBecauaeroijtheﬁQOmpiicated,wdfds used, the - - .-
- ‘interviewer may be asked to further explain the preambie

_or.question. :When this occurs, his explanation may -
- influence ‘the respondent's reply to the question, -
 An exaniple -of :this would be:Question 10.4

The problen with using examples, is that people do

- not usually proceed beyond.these examples to thoughts =
CUeflthedrtown. . oo e TIURERER

| Regarding Question'3:’ a leading question. The *.

+4id not accomplish its purpose. ' . LT ot 0

”T“érefdbes.hbtf#ppearntbvbé*ﬁny‘shafﬁiaéiiﬁeaxggﬁifu;*_*Jj,,,
] oo ons 2, 4; ‘and 630 .,
- ‘Explaining the differences between ‘redsor. and:

between ‘the objectives in Questions 2, - z

‘purpose’,

. 'additional or specific objectives', 'indiFect benefits' =
~ ¥ould help. .The overlap of the given examples might .

be consirued when a respondent chooses 'collection: ofl ° .
information' as the purpose, the additional objective. = |

- Continuity: why wasn't Quéstion 11 placed after - | . -
Questi°¥1v;;and3Que$tipnf424plgqed_gitefﬁqgg5tiant;og”: L

Re Question 10: Performande/Effectiveness.. What sbout
the quality of the présentation itself,: for example, . '

" interesting, dynamic speakers. '

It will be difficult for.all of the résporidents to,
‘indicate ‘the relative ‘importance of such things as' =
‘costs in.achieving the objectives of public participation. .

';6Phhr'ébﬁﬁégtg!Wéfé?@iéﬁuséeﬁfﬁﬁrihé‘meefgﬁgﬁgff,_Qi ¥5-:u@5~
'i?Apnil;31{19?9‘fgfi;2$?;}”j f;?g )  ’ Hngof . il






o

“:__LARGE GROUP mrmcs
’*"{_"‘1.@ Pubnclearmg . )
‘2. " Public Neetlng B
o 3'_.'3 Community .'Based Neetmgs o
b Open House ) '

C.

':t?.‘jComputer Simulatlon
" 8. Lo .

.MEDIA e .
1. ';-'»-},’Telephone }Iotline

2 ‘cable. T.V, Progr_ﬂ_;
" 3.. Press. Releases

LIST bF :mcxmmmzs

s OR GAN I ZATIONAL APPR OACHES

1.' Task Force B n“*>' ;5,“ '_"~;)ff§f;‘

2.'hCommun1ty Plannlng Centre

‘35;_,0dt12en 5 Rev;ew Board s T
‘6. Surveys of Cltizens Attitudes and Oplnlons {tf[wiw’

0% SR A e

 t,f4.‘“Radio Programs E - “‘.M_,.

. 5. --:s:.sne or Film presentatien
6. Infonmatit
;?,:5Newapaper dvertisements ':A:i.
8. T R S IR

X Pamphlets or: Brochures

154



VD. ‘SMALL GROUP mmcs

-,Z,ﬁ_Neighborhood Meetings

SR _;:i. s

1. <Wdrksh!bs

3..+‘Presentations to Community Groups

b by Group Discussions T SN
EERE P T e T S

K 'omm

1. Citizen Referendum ~15

2. Written.Submissions or Briefs from COmmunity Groups-~

o



