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ABSTRACT

This research is a comparative analysis of perceptions of conflict and public participation for
intensive hog operations in Alberta. Four cases in Alberta are compared that vary in process,
outcome and level of conflict. Using data from public meetings and appeal hearing field notes,
content analysis from government and media documents, and 43 qualitative interviews with
provincial and municipal govemnment staff, community members, pork producers and other
stakeholders, I identify the major similarities and differences of the perceptions and outcomes of
the public participation processes. The social constructionist approach identifies the claim-
makers, the claims being made and how the distribution of power for the claims may be affected
by the structure of the claims-making process. Perceptions of conflict and public participation
are affected by levels of trust that has or has not been developed through strong community

networks, levels of knowledge, dominant worldviews, and the timing of the process.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Intensive hog barns have generated intense legal, political and environmental debates across
North America. These ‘hog wars’ have hit rural Alberta, and across the province, rural citizens are
challenging the expansion of the intensive hog industry through heated public debates and expensive
legal disputes. Rural communities in Alberta are polarized as families and neighbours hold opposing
positions in the local hog bamn debate. As the polarization of rural communities continues across
Alberta, the well being (ecological, social and economic) of rural communities is being questioned.
Alberta’s rural communities are challenging the adequacy of environmental regulations for intensive
livestock operations and the faimess of imposing unwanted environmental and social costs on rural
communities. Community opposition to these intensive hog operations has raised academic and
public debate about environmental justice and rural community sustainability.

As rural residents raise concerns about environmental, economic and community impacts,
the municipal and provincial governments are seeking alternative routes for dispute resolution that
reduce conflict and foster cooperation between stakeholders. A better understanding of public
participation processes in land use conflicts may be employed to reduce conflict, and foster informed
choices that are perceived as fair and effective. This research examines the strengths and weaknesses
of public participation processes for intensive hog development permits in Alberta. This information
seeks to develop a greater understanding of the perceived conflict and to develop recommendations

for public processes that advocate greater community sustainability.



BACKGROUND

Alberta’s rural landscape has undergone changes that have affected their economic, ecollogical
and social structures. The most striking trend in Alberta’s rural communities is the industriali-zation
of agricultural practices, a steady shift to fewer and bigger farms. These changes to food prodmction
that are feeding much of the growth in agri-business are partly related to the industry remeaining
competitive in global commodity markets (Alberta Agriculture, Food and Rural Development, 22000).
Another factor that contributed to this shift to large hog farms is the federal government remo-ving a
national subsidy on the export of grains (the crow rate). This policy resulted in an increase in export
costs, thereby encouraging local grain consumption. Alberta’s two main grain crops are whezat and
barley (StatsCan, 1999), which are the main ingredients for a swine diet. This change to the
movement of grains, coupled with Alberta packers marketing more chilled and processed pork ~to the
Asian markets, has resulted in an aggressive expansion program for intensive hog operations i

Alberta (Alberta Agriculture, Food and Rural Development, 1998c).

Intensive hog operations, or large-scale hog confinements, are large metal buildings wheres hogs
are raised indoors, never seeing the light of day. Feeding, watering and waste removal are rmainly
automated procedures and the effluent is stored outside in earthen lagoons. Earthen manure laggoons
hold millions of gallons of untreated pig effluent. The effluent has leaked into groundwatesr and
streams in some cases. In North Carolina and Iowa, there have been instances where the lagoons walls
have collapsed; resulting in massive manure spills causing fish kills and water pollution (Mayerfield
Bell, 1998). Intensive hog operations pose visible environmental threats to water sources and public
health and are contributing to the degradation of water quality in Alberta (Golder Associates- Lid.,
1999; Canada-Alberta Environmentally Sustainable Agriculture Agreement, 1998; Reicheldlerfer,
1991). Resident concerns over odour, surface water quality, ground water quality, decreases in
property values, and the health impacts of animal waste have generated considerable conflicct and

controversy in rural areas (Molnar, Hoban, Parrish, Futreal, 1997). Concems have also been



raised about the connections between industrialized hog production and the well being and
continued viability of small and medium sized family farms (Mayerfield Bell, 1998; Molnar et al, 1997;

Goldschmidr, 1978).

These environmental and social concerns are some of the reasons why the hog industry is the
most controversial animal industry and often creates widespread hostility in surrounding
communities (Molnar et al., 1997). The emergence of intensive swine facilities has resulted in affronts
to core beliefs that trigger individual and collective responses, manifested in long and costly appeals
and lawsuits (Thu, DeLind, Durrenberger, Flora, Flora, Hefferman, and Padgitt, 1995). Across North
America, communities are involved in local resistance to intensive hog operations (Seipel, Kleiner

and Rikoon, 1999; Thu and Durrenberger, 1998).

Similarly, rural Albertans are questioning the rapid growth of intensive hog operations in their
communities and are pursuing expensive and confrontational appeals to stop and/or delay such
developments. This conflict results in polarized communities, which is tearing the fabric of rural
community life. The industralization of the hog industry has been a long-standing trend, however
the acceleration in the growth and concentration of large farms presents challenges for natural
resource management, public health and the well being of rural communities in Alberta.

Conflict in these communities may have resulted from decision systems that did not involve
the public constructively (Waddell and Small, 1995; Wolsink, 1994; Lober, 1993; Petts, 1995; Rich,
Edelstein, and Wandersman, 1995). Public participation has been increasingly accepted as an essential
ingredient of sustainable rural development (Beckley, 1999; Duinker, 1998; Shindler, B. and J.
Nebruka, 1997; Kofinas, 1996; Perkins, 1995; Petts, 1995; Zeiss and Lefsrud, 1995; Rich et al., 1995).
The increasing number of legal challenges being filed across the country suggests the need for public

involvement in intensive livestock management.



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

Public involvement can assist decision-makers in reducing the number of expensive legal battles,
and further more sustainable agricultural development. To promote environmental justice and reduce
conflict in rural communities, local municipal governments need to ensure that their land use
development policies are facilitating citizens’ rights to legitimately participate in the decision-making
process (Capek, 1993; Murdock, Colberg and Leistritz, 1991). Traditionally, farmers have been
perceived as stewards of the land, have been exempt from stringent environmental regulations and
have been provincially and federally subsidized. In Canada, agricultural land is privately owned, but
farming practices have negatively impacted the quality of water, soil, and air, which are public goods
transcending private boundaries (Canada-Alberta Environmentally Sustainable Agriculture
Agreement, 1998). Since impacts from intensive hog operations have the potental to affect public

goods, the siting of these developments is a public involvement issue.

This thesis examines public participation initiatives across four communities in Alberta. The
purpose of this project is to identify, through perceptions of the stakeholders, the strengths and
limitations of public participation processes for a controversial land issue. Four communities in
Alberta that differed in levels of conflict, decision outcome and public participation processes were

compared to understand the relationship between the public participation process and conflict.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The results of this information may be used to avoid expensive delays, escalation of municipal
and legal conflict, and to increase community democratic decision-making. This thesis has two main
objectives:

& To identify the key problems and successes, from the perspective of various stakeholders, in the

public participation processes for the siting of intensive hog facilities.



@& To understand the relationship between public participation processes and escalated conflict, or
no conflict, across several cases. Such comparative work will allow an examination of the relative

importance of public participation processes for a controversial land use issue.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The proposed research probes important theoretical and policy questions that have emerged in
Alberta as a result of significant community conflict. The hog industry in Alberta is faced with the
sociological challenge of understanding how to address, and reduce community conflict over hog
operations. A key component of conflict resolution is a common understanding of the contentious
issues across the stakeholder groups. This study has the potential to shed light on stakeholders’
perceptions of the conflict. A better understanding of the similarities and differences in stakeholders’
social construction of the conflict can sensitize policy makers to core issues in the hog barn conflict.
This study addresses this challenge, and can provide specific suggestions that can inform
municipalities as to the most effective methods of public participation. The results of this
information may inform public officials, pork producers and concerned community residents about
ways to avoid expensive delays, decrease municipal and legal conflict, and increase community

democratic decision-making.

This research program is methodologically unique within the public participation literature.
Public participation literature has mainly focused on the practical side and examined individual cases.
This research compares four communities that vary in public participation process and outcome.
These communities were controlled for socio-economic indicators and the size and type of intensive
hog operations. This comparative analysis will further our understanding of how variances in public
participation processes can affect perceptions of conflict and outcomes, and can identify the
challenges and successes across various public participation processes. Also, this research makes

connections between public participation and social theory, extending public participation



literature beyond the practical and into theoretical implications.

Stakeholders® perceptions of problems and solutions are compared across communities and
public participation processes. This will help managers and decision-makers better understand key
components to a successful public participation process. These lessons learned will be a valuable
tool for pork producers, community residents, and govemment officials who are involved in public
participation processes for rural land use decisions. This project builds on a recent socio-economic
impact study of hog operations in Alberta sponsored by Alberta Agriculture, Food and Rural
Development (AAFRD), which identified a need for better public policies (Serecon, 1998). AAFRD
is also currently revising pork facility siting regulations to “ensure the industry continues to prosper
and expand in a manner that is environmentally sustainable and that protects both human health and
the rights of individuals” (AAFRD, 1999, p. 4). My goal is also to inform community residents about
how they can protect their rights through a participatory process that promotes community
empowerment, democratic justice, and long-term sustainability. Alberta Agriculture Research
Institute and the Canada- Alberta Hog Industry Development Fund funded this study, thus there is a
direct outlet for communicating these results to the government and hog industry.

This research proposes to identify key themes in stakeholders’ proposed solutions to improve
public participation. If AAFRD is going to take steps to encourage agricultural development, it needs
to take equally large strides towards ensuring that such development is socially acceptable and
ecologically sound. In fact, AAFRD has recently reoriented many research goals to fall under
sustainable development!. The objectives of this research project aim to facilitate the shift of

Alberta’s sustainable development goals from rhetoric to action.

1 Several structural changes were made to AAFRD as of April 6, 1999. These changes include consolidation of department
activities related to environmental sustainability and food safety under Sustainable Development in order to respond to
public concemns in these areas.



RESEARCH DESIGN

This study uses a qualitative methodological approach that identifies the perceived problems and
suggested solutions of different stakeholders involved in four different public participation processes
for siting intensive hog operations. The key research method was informal face-to-face interviews
with involved stakeholders who reflected on their experiences. This interview information is
supplemented by secondary data sources including: municipal bylaws, documents from public
hearings, media reports, current livestock development permit policy, current intensive livestock
research, and academic literature. While in the field, other secondary data sources of information
were gathered at an appeal hearing, a public hearing for proposed changes to intensive livestock

regulations, and a hog industry-sponsored conference.

The study includes a range of municipal decision-making processes that would provide the
greatest opportunity for comparison. Thus, four agricultural communities were identified that are
similar in terms of type and size of intensive hog operations and socio-economic indicators, but that
vary in the decision-making process, and the outcome of the process. The objective of this research
was to include all of the key players in each of the communities selected who were involved or highly
informed about the issues around the siting of a new or expanded hog facility. Representatives from
the following stakeholder groups were included in the sample: pork producers, members of
municipal district boards who evaluate hog industry permits, opponents of hog facility permits,
members of the municipal Development Appeal Boards, attorneys who have been involved in Court
of Appeal cases for appeals to municipal hog industry permits, consultants and government
personnel who have been working with communities and pork producers on the issues associated

with the siting of new or expanded hog facilities.

As the interviews were being conducted, themes and concepts emerged from the respondent’s

interview data that were used to develop a theoretical framework. These themes and concepts were



coded using NUD*IST 4.0 qualitative data analysis software. Secondary sources were analyzed in
order to supplement this theoretical framework and the analysis and interpretation of these two
sources of information provide the basis for this research project. This study reports the problems
cited, the perceived successes, and how they vary according to the position of the stakeholder, the

outcome of the siting decision and the features of the decision-making process.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The need to include public participation in land use decisions has received attention from the
provincial and municipal governments of Alberta. Public managers are faced with the challenge of
making decisions with limited resources while trying to mitigate risks and remain accountable to the
communities effected by their decisions. This chapter provides background on the structural
mechanisms and conceptual theories of public participation. By ensuring access to centres of power
through public participation processes, the distribution of power and mitigation of risks may facilitate
more legitimate choices. Public participation aims to restore the public’s place in the decision-
making arena. The application of a certain public participation process has a function to distribute
power among varied interests, thus promoting the opportunity for justice and democracy. We need
to understand the institutional mechanisms and conceptual strategies through which rural
communities can become empowered.

One goal of public participation is sustainable community development, therefore this chapter
begins with a review of community sustainability literature. Definitions of community and
community sustainability provide working definitions of this research project. The following section
reviews public participation literature to develop a better understanding of current public
participation practices. For participation mechanisms to occur, there must be some form of
organization or mobilization. Therefore, environmental mobilization within rural communities is
discussed to describe the social composition of rural social movements. Mobilization of actors
depends on existing social networks, access to resources, and individuals’ social-psychological
variables. Additionally, the stages of environmental organization development are discussed using

social capital and resource mobilization theory to help explain some of the factors that influence



participation in the environmental movement.

Public participation mechanisms are then reviewed to develop an appreciation of the types of
processes that public managers, grassroots organizations or industry representatives have traditionally
employed in other rural communities. The review of these practices probes some of the strengths
and weaknesses of various public participation mechanisms. This section is important for the
comparative analysis of and development of practical recommendations for Alberta’s public
participation process for siting intensive hog operations.

The final section in this chapter outlines the theoretical framework this research drew upon in
order to better understand the sociological relevance of the findings. Since this research draws upon
stakeholders’ constructed perceptions of a political process, it is important to review literature on
power and politics in environmental disputes to better understand the social phenomenon in
Alberta’s land use disputes. Environmental justice, bureaucratic slippage, framing strategies and
community empowerment are explored to present different dimensions of power stakeholders
possess in environmental disputes. Such concepts illustrate how stakeholders might legitimize their
perception of the environmental controversy, and impede or facilitate public participation by altering

the objectives of the process.

COMMUNITY

Strong commurities, with people banded ard [pulling] together, are cur last lires of deferne against
the breakdoun of farrilies and soqety. Mathews, 1996, p.23

Public participation, community empowerment, and community sustainability all rest on the

assumption that there is some sense of community that can be further strengthened in order to
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promote positive social change. There are many definitions of community, but the one used for the
purposes of this research is taken from Israel, Checkoway, Schulz and Zimmerman (1994) which
draws on a variety of interpretations of the meaning of a community. A community is a locale or
domain that is characterized by the following elements: (1) membership - a sense of identity and
belonging; (2) common symbol systems - similar language, rituals, and ceremonies; (3) shared values
and norms; (4) mutual influence - community members have influence and are influenced by each
other; (5) shared needs and commitment to meeting them; and (6) shared emotional connections -
members share common history, experiences, and mutual support. This idea of community may or
may not be geographically bounded; for example neighbourhood or ethnic groups are both

considered communities but vary in territorial space.

RURAL COMMUNITY
Few have agreed upon what constitutes a rural community. Rural is generally a place with a

relatively sparse population that lies beyond the city and its suburbs; it should be a place where
natural resources are the basis for at least some of the residents’ livelihoods (Stokes, Watson, Keller,
Keller, 1989). A core belief in being an ideal rural neighbour includes behaviours and artitudes of
honesty, reciprocity, respect, and sharing an identity (Thu et al., 1995). Rural communities have been
exposed to a variety of activities and policies that have placed them at a substantial risk to their health
and quality of life (Albrecht, 1995). Many North American rural communities are experiencing rapid
changes that may significantly erode their capacity to ensure community well being and sustainabilicy

(Lacy, 2000).

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY
Gertler and Baker (1990) combined characteristics from four community sustainability models in

order to develop a comprehensive statement that provides a description and prescription for a

sustainable community. According to these authors, a sustainable community aggressively
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manages and controls its destiny based on a vision that is well thought out and realistic. This
community-based management approach requires a process instituted within a community that
effectively uses knowledge and knowledge systems to direct change and determine appropriate
courses of action. The process must be comprehensive and address social, economic, physical and
environmental concerns in an integrated fashion while maintaining a central concem for the present
and future welfare of individuals and the community. The type of community that results from this
description is one that is economically viable, socially vital and environmentally sound. This
integrated notion of community management to direct change will be the working definition of a

sustainable community for the purposes of this research project.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

To partiapate mears to lie ard to relate differertthy... the recoery of one’s inmer freedom.. to learn
to listen ard to share, free from any fear of predefined condission, belief or judgerrent. Rahnema,

1993, p. 123

The idea of public participation is analogous to the conceptual feature of a democracy where
citizens actively take part in decisions that affect their lives. Demus, a Greek word meaning ‘the rule
of the citizens’, is rooted in Greek history where citizens formed a social body to represent all voices.
To understand how democracy can work, we must first understand the institutional mechanisms that

foster democratic decision-making.

According to Beierle (1999), public participation is extremely important in environmental
decision making processes for three main reasons. First, environmental problems are no longer from
large point sources, but from more diffuse and widely distributed pollution sources such as
agricultural run-off. This requires more knowledge and involvement from a variety of stakeholders.

The central hierarchical decision-making process employed in the past can no longer address
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environmental problems under one department or one jurisdiction. Second, there is a greater
realization that lay persons bring valid and different perspectives to the decision-making table that
expose more comprehensive consideration about the costs and benefits of a new development.
Finally, public opposition is a symptom of the “public’s legitimate mistrust of the willingness or
ability of government and industry to manage risks appropriately” (Beierle 1999, p.77) and they have
successfully demonstrated their ability to postpone or stop projects if they have been excluded in the

decision-making process.

One of the most difficult tasks encountered in public participation is generating citizen
mobilization and political will. Mathews (1996) suggests that community members will join in civic
action if they understand clearly how a problem affects what they care about, see that there is
something they may be able to do about it, and discover there are others who will work with them.
This identifies the importance to review mobilization theories that lend greater clarity to who is

participating and what factors are likely to influence the ability for individuals to participate.

GRASSROQOTS MOBILIZATION IN RURAL COMMUNITIES

The sociological debate has suggested that conflict over resource use and management reflects
differences in the environmentalism of new rural residents from urban backgrounds and long-term
rural residents (Cockerham and Blevins 1977; Schnaiberg 1986). Some researchers have found that
higher levels of education are associated with environmentalism, and thus urbanites tend to show
stronger environmental concerns, including those who move to rural areas (Mohai, 1985; Van Liere
and Dunlap, 1980). More recent findings from an analysis of environmentalism among new and
long-standing rural residents reveals that residential status (rural vs. urban origin) does not affect the

prevalence of environmental attitudes or actions (Fortmann and Kusel, 1990).

Other empirical evidence has suggested that gender, education and occupation have effects on

environmental concern. Women and persons with higher levels of education in nonfarm occupations
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are more likely to report stronger environmental concern about the health and safety impacts from
technological risks (Davidson and Freudenburg, 1996; Mohai, 1992; Van Liere and Dunlap 1980).
According to Freudenburg and Pastor (1992), technological risk conflicts often mobilize
homeowners due to the concerns over declining property values and family health. Often, it is the
women who bear the weight of participating as the traditional homemaker roles allow for greater

flexibility in schedules to attend meetings and hearings as they can volunteer more time (Cable and

Cable, 1995).

The motivating factor for persons with environmental concerns is to mobilize against
environmental risks that pose a threat to the health and safety of families (Cable and Cable, 1995).
Such mobilization from the bottom-up is known as grassroots organization, and the emphasis for
these groups is environmental justice. Grassroots organizations typically mobilize to combat an
immediate or potential threat posed by environmental pollution to their family and community
members. In rural Alberta, farmers, housewives and schoolteachers have mobilized to oppose
intensive hog operations in cases where they perceived both environmental and social threats to the
well being of their health and rural community. Therefore it is important to review social movement
theory in regards to grassroots environmental conflict.

Cable and Cable (1995) suggest there are four typical stages in grassroots environmental
conflicts. These four stages are: the emergence and early mobilization of citizens, appeal to
authorities, litigation, and transformation and evolution/dissolution. These stages are reviewed and
supplemented by complimentary sociological theories and concepts to provide a framework for

understanding the grassroots environmental movement occurring in Alberta’s rural communities.

Stage 1: E arly mobilization of ctizens
Mobilization of citizens can occur over anticipated environmental threats, such as an
announcement to locate an intensive hog barn in a community. This energizing event focuses

individual attention and discontent, which then sparks the development of a grassroots
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organization. This mobilization is usually developed through existing social networks where
concerned community members identify shared concerns. Public meetings and everyday interactions
can serve as mechanisms that develop these social networks. Social values and norms that are
embodied in, and reinforced by social structures and practices is a sociological concept known as
social capital (Putnam, 1993). Social capital refers to the broad economic and social effects of a
participatory society (Wilson, 1999). As an applied concept, social capital places an emphasis on the
will and capacity of community members to band together in an effort to solve problems and
improve their lives.

According to Flora (1998), community networks are the mechanisms where trust is developed
and legitimacy established. These same networks can be used to exclude or include people in the
debate, and have the potential to consolidate power within a few elites or to share it among the
greater community. The outcome of these initiatives should “improve the quality of people’s lives
and the sustainability of their communities” (Flora 1998, p.504). Social capital enables citizens to
mobilize with greater ease and also to develop trust with other local groups in order to develop
satisfactory development plans (Salamon, Farnsworth and Rendziak, 1998).

Small, highly cohesive communities that have many overlapping networks to ease the flow of
information enables local leaders to develop plans that reflect community concerns. Salamon,
Farnsworth and Rendziak (1998) examined a locally led conservation effort in a farming community
to determine some factors that contributed to local cooperation in dealing with an environmental
risk. Trust, farmer attachment and perceived economic interdependence of the community were
factors leading to a locally-led committee that dealt with the environmental risk in a responsible
manner. According to their research, by including local leaders in the decisions, a variety of public
participation processes can be valuable tools that include those withoutr voice. Grassroots
organizations are generally mobilized from a bottomrup approach when there is an issue that is

threatening the well being of their families or community. Once organized, they begin a search for
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more empirical evidence to support their cause by conducting research and developing networks

outside the community with scientists, public health officials and lawyers.

Stage 2: A ppeal to authorities

According to Cable and Cable (1995), the second stage of grassroots environmental
organizations is the appeal to authorties. This is where the organization attempts to persuade, or
lobby government or industry officials to improve the environmental standards of the facility. The
goal of the organization at this stage is to solve a specific problem. If this goal cannot be achieved
through appeals to authorities, lawsuits may follow, leading to the third stage of the grassroots

movement.

Stage 3: Litigation

Litigation occurs when citizens perceive that the state, or regulation, has failed to protect them.
This stage is one of the most difficult stages as resources are scarcer for the grassroots organization
than for the industry. Ar this stage, costs for lawyers, expert witnesses and volunteer time are
incurred by grassroots organizations. Resource mobilization theory emphasizes the importance of
structural factors, such as the availability of resources (time, money, knowledge), the position of
individuals in social networks, and stresses the rationality of participation in social movements
(Klandermans, 1984; Snow et al., 1980).

Participation in social movements is seen as the result of weighing the benefits and costs and as a
result of rational choice of the actors. Mohai (1984) proposes the following model of participation in
environmental issues in Figure 2 linking social class with determining variables of participation. This
model suggests that the likelihood of participation is derived from the presence of attitude strength,
personal efficacy and resource availability. Mohai (1984) combines resource mobilization theory with

the social psychological perspectives to illustrate that environmental activism is linked to
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socioeconomic status, but environmental concemn is not. This model explains that upper-middle class
environmental activism is primarily the result of that class’s greater access to resources and a greater

sense of personal efficacy.

FIGURE 1: PARTICIPATION MODEL(Mohai, 1984)

Artitude Strength \
AN
Social Class i Personal Efficacy Participation

Resource Availability

Stage 4: Transformation and ewlution/dissolution

The final stage for grassroots organizations involved in environmental conflicts proposed by
Cable and Cable (1995) is the transformation and evolution/dissolution. This is where members’
activities elicit a change in political consciousness. They lose faith in government and industry and
are more aware of the power and politics driving the social inequities. Regardless of the outcome of
the conflict, this transformation in consciousness may result in efforts to change the poliucal

structure to reduce social injustices.

EXPLORING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INITIATIVES

Public participation literature has largely focused on practical applications and solutions for
policy- and decision-makers. There is an increasing interest in public participation by natural resource
managers, therefore this section will focus on lessons learned from participatory initiatives employed
in rural communities.

When it became clear that several key community values and principles had been violated by the
linear, approval-oriented approach driven by economic benefits, it was evident that a new strategy

must be adopted for successful negotiation. From observations of siting waste facilities
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throughout rural Alberta, Zeiss and Paddon (1992) developed several key principles for community
decision-making. Communities ranging in type, size, income, education levels, and ownership of
homes formed the study groups with community resident representatives from business,
environmental interest groups and others (Zeiss and Paddon, 1992). The specific objectives of these
study groups were as follows: 1) to discuss and determine the relevance of a hazardous waste transfer
station to the community, 2) to identify specific concerns about the risks and impacts of a transfer
station, 3) to then develop impact management measures and conditions that would allow the
transfer station development to proceed, and 4) to reach a consensus to direct council to pursue or

reject efforts to site a transfer station in the community.

Waste transfer facilities are commonly rejected by communities due to opposition, however, 70%
of the fourteen participating communities in Zeiss and Paddon’s study reached consensus to pursue
the siting of the facility by following these objectives and environmental management principles.
The three principles identified by participants as key factors contributing to their success in reaching
consensus were the recognition of need, choice of options and of management measures to minimize
impacts, and the growth of community pride as a result of taking part in the decision process. The
decision-making process must be properly scheduled and structured to provide for adequate
familiarity, adaptation, communication and participation in decision-making.

Steelman and Ascher (1997) provide a nice summary of the potential positives and negatives of
public participation that have emerged over decades of experience with public involvement

initiatives.
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Public imolwement can contribute to the creation of more informed pdlicy, provde a normatie
Justifiaation for gowernance and foster sodal, psydrogical and palitical empouerment. Houeer,
there are also dowrsides to public imolenent. The process aan be ingfficert, since it & a labour
and tine irterste exerdse with no guararzee of successful outcome. Criti also poirt to the fact
that the gereral public mzy not be a particdarly competert, interested or knowledgeable particpant.
Findlby, the preferences expressed by the public aan be incorsistent and may lead to confliat, leaving
dedsion makers with confising data on whidh to base their palices. Steelman and Ascher 1997,
p74

Beierle (1999) has developed evaluative criteria for public participation outcomes based on social
goals that transcend the immediate interests of parties involved in a decision. Beierle’s social goals
are: 1) educating and informing the public, 2) incorporating public values into decision-making, 3)
improving the substantive quality of decisions, 4) increasing trust in institutions, 5) reducing conflict,
and the cost effectiveness of the public participation process. These evaluative criteria for public
participation mechanisms can assist decision-makers in designing public participation processes to
elicit such goals. Beierle links these social goals to the characteristics of a number of participatory
mechanisms and suggests what goals different mechanisms may be expected to achieve (see Table 1).
This summary seen in Table 1 is useful for the practitioner to decide which mechanism would be

most likely to achieve different policy objectives.

19



TABLE 1: GOALS AND MECHANISMS FORPUBLIC PARTICIPATION INITIATIVES (BEIERLE, 1999)
= Goal1 : oald:7 Goal 6063""_'

Education

and Info

@®= ought to achieve goal X=not likely to achieve goal O=may achieve goal

There are problems and successes with current public participation practices identified
throughout public participation literature. For this research, it is viewed as a key to democratic

decisions. The rest of this section reviews public  participation mechanisms in order to develop an
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awareness of mechanisms available to stakeholders involved in environmental disputes.

Open Houses
Open houses are described throughout livestock development guidelines as valuable

opportunities for public input in the development process (Saskatchewan Agriculture and Food,
1997; Manitoba Agriculture, 1995; AAFRD, 1998d). Since open houses are hailed throughout the
agricultural sector as an effective method of public participation they will be reviewed in detail. This
method of public participation is described as a traditional means of informing communities in a
warm, friendly and accessible format that satisfies requirements for involving the public (AAFRD,
1998d; Tanz and Howard, 1991).

Open houses are also characterized as a free-flowing conversational forum where the public
leads the discussion, facilitating two-way information flow in an informal, non-intimidating non-
confrontational environment (Beckley, 1999). This method is commonly used by operators as a way
for the public to learn about the project and express their concerns (Connor, 1992). Questionnaires
are sometimes available in order for the operators to receive feedback The informal nature of the
open house allows for people to come at their own leisure and to ask questions freely in an inviting
and accessible format. This open and frank discussion of diverse views that can occur at an open
house is a superior public participation strategy (Beckley, 1999).

Opponents to the open house method characterize open-houses as a participation solution for
government officials, industry representatives and paid consultants who are meant to deflect and
discourage citizen complaints (Edelstein, 1988; Walsh et al, 1993). This tokenist view of public
participation is described as merely an dlusion of participation, where the final decisions are already
(Amstein, 1969). The opportunity for public involvement through the open house method may
occur very late in the decision-making process, thereby not allowing public input into the planning

process. For example, once the draft has been written, the goal-setting stage of the planning process

21



has already been completed (Tanz and Howard, 1991).

Another criticism of the open house method observed in the forestry industry is that it is actually

a one-way flow of information.

The wsefidness o the open house muode of particpation i pdlicy-implementation is questionable.
No o, forester or atheruise, aan comment intelligently on a forest munagement plan without the
tire, skil's, and resaurees to exanine it in detail... The opportrenity oaunrs so late in the planming
proaess, and with so little real information.. that it hardly corstitiges real corsudtation. Tanz and
Howard, 1991, p.127

The information presented at open houses has the potential to allow one or two-way flows of
information. What are also important is the transparency of this information and the accountability
of the developers to the community. With the increase in transparency and accountability, there is an

increase in trust, which is one of the social goals for public participation noted by Beierle (1999).

Public Hearings

According to Heberlein (1976) public hearings have four possible distinct dominant functions.
The iformational fietion is the one-way flow of information where the decision-makers are informing
the public about their project. A second function is the wgptation firxtion where the public hearing
serves as an avenue for the public to let off steam and complain about the project. The rinalistic
finction is where law or administrative code requires the public hearing and only those with direct
interest in the project attend, and no one expects or anticipates much public involvement. The final
function, the #zeradite function, is where the hearing is used to discover the needs and concerns of the
public, which will have major effects on decision-making. According to Heberlein (1976) the public
hearing rarely fulfils this interactive function, thereby not serving the needs of the public in the
decision making process. Other research suggests that public hearings are mostly used to defend
agency decisions, are held late in the process and present technical information beyond the

understanding of average citizens (Fiorino, 1990).
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People who are most likely to attend public hearings are individuals who believe the issue affects
them, have knowledge of the time and location of the hearing, are free from competing demands,
view themselves in a responsible role, and who are knowledgeable about the project and believe their
presence will have an impact (Heberlein, 1976). Even if a public hearing is designed so that it will
serve an interactive function, there may be a bias in who attends the function. For example, groups
that have higher stakes and are well organized are more likely to attend, thus biasing the needs and
concerns.

Representatives from interest groups are also more likely to be more knowledgeable about the
project, whereas the private citizen is more knowledgeable about their feelings toward the project.
This difference raises interesting dilemmas for the weighting of comments in the final direction of
land management plans (Steelman and Ascher, 1997). In a society where much emphasis and trust is
given to technical and scientific information, public officials more readily discount the emotional

responses of concerned citizens due to their lack of technical understanding of the project.

Addsory Bodies/” Collaboration

Advisory bodies have been described as one of the highest levels of public participation (Sveen,
1998; Audain, 1972; Smith, 1982; Rich et al., 1995). The general goal of advisory bodies is to achieve
collaboration. This requires face-to-face sorting out of differences, people working together as
equals, participants treating each other with respect, and decisions made using a form of consensus.
Smith (1982, p.567) argues that the “continued existence of advisory bodies... depends greatly upon
the ability of the body to maintain its public integrity and its independence from the government”.
Advisory bodies are also seen as an instrument designed to institutionalize and formalize non-
governmental participation in public policy.

Rich (1995) suggests forming a committee of public officials and citizens selected by the affected

community to direct the inquiry of the problem. This allows citizens access to information and may
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reduce industry’s need to defend their actions to a resistant public.

Advisory body partnerships may arise voluntarily or as a result of administrative or judicial ruling
(Williams and Ellefson, 1997). The level of financial or technical assistance for the members of
partnerships varies greatly across different initiatives across Canada. According to Williams and
Ellefson (1997), 67 percent of the spokespersons of forest partnerships studied found financial and
technical incentives as an important or very important consideration leading to a member’s decision
to join. Some barriers to partnership participation include limited ume for active participation,
indifference to the issues, inadequate resources to support involvement, and misgivings about the
intent of some of the participants (Williams and Ellefson, 1997). Of the 10 conditions identified as
important to partnership success, six involved the conduct of individual members (Williams and
Ellefson, 1997).

In a society that is steeped in competitive relationships, collaboration provides the beginnings of
a model of decision-making that is not only pro-active but also co-operative (Kofinas and Griggs,
1996). Optimists of the partnership approach to public involvement argue that the synergy of
collective decision-making and social learning provides a powerful basis for a more engaging and
valuable decision-making process. It must be cautioned, however, that this type of public
involvement does have the potential to be lethargic, labour intensive, highly dependent on

interpersonal interactions and limited in efficacy to reach final decisions.

Protest

Interest groups have used social protest in order to change development decisions and legislation
across Canada. Some of the crucial factors determining the success of protest mobilization are group
homogeneity, group size, the density of social ties, and the actions of others (Marwell et al. 1988;
Oliver and Marwell, 1988; Oliver et al. 1985). A possible barrier to the protest technique is the

protester’s loss of legitimacy if personal safety is threatened through violence or threats, or members
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of a community risk being ostracized from certain groups long thereafter.

Lobbying

Lobbying occurs when the activity of interest groups attempt to influence the decision process
through persuasion (Berry, 1977). To be successful, groups must gain early access to key decision-
makers (Smith, 1982). According to Smith (1982), the preferred means of communication is through
informal discussion, and this method goes unparalleled with respect to the ability to attain influence
on the direction of public policy. Lobbying is a technique used by both sides of a position and the
levels of intensity and success can vary greatly.

The greatest barrier to public interest groups lobbying effectively in Canada is their failure to gain
adequate access to the planning process, and as a result, lobby groups often focus their efforts on the
wrong targets. Lobbying accentuates the influence of well-established elites on the policy process and
mitigates against the input of ‘less legitimate’ interests such as women’s groups, labour groups and
minority groups (Smith, 1982: 564). Lobbying faces other barriers such as restrictions because of
charitable status, lack of financial resources, and a tendency to espouse criticism and negative

comments rather than altemative policy options.

A lternative Dispute Resolution

Altemnarive dispute resolution (ADR) mechanisms have arisen in the environmental dispute arena
largely as an alternative to long expensive legal battles (Dryzek, 1997). Stakeholder mediations are the
most common form of ADR used throughout environmental risk negotiations. This method seeks
out relevant stakeholders and brings them together to seule contentious issues. Mediation is an
opportunity for a two-way flow of information among disputing stakeholders. The main purpose of
mediation is to reduce conflict and reach consensus among the differing interests (Beierle, 1999). A
necessary component of mediation is the accountability of stakeholders to adhere to the

commitments negotiated during the mediation. The success remains in the follow-through of the
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consensus.

Another important aspect of mediation is that the agency involved in spearheading the process
must be a neutral body with some mediation training. With limited budgets of rural municipalities, it
may not be possible to hire a specialist. With proper training of the local planning officers, mediation

may become a more viable solution.

Cormmrunity workshops

The workshop is a public involvement method where planners and the public are brought
together in serious working sessions (Heberlein, 1976). Workshops are usually held on weekends or
evenings when individuals will have time to get together. The workshop achieves the interactive
function missing from some of the other public participation methods. According to a survey on
public participation activities, it was determined that small group activities were perceived as the most
important public participation technique (Gericke et al.,, 1992).

South-East Halifax, North Carolina, experienced rapid hog development from 1985 to 1992 and
the community included workshops as a proactive public participation program (Wing, Grant, Green,
and Stewart, 1996). The learning goals of these workshops were to help community members
understand what kind of research is available to help answer some of their questions (Wing et al,
1996). This type of workshop facilitates a two-way learning process. By bringing university scientists
out to communities, community members gain valuable information, and researchers may discover

new areas for research.

Orher Methads

There are several other methods of public participation that have not been explicitly examined in
academic literature, but are worth noting. Festivals and outreach programs represent some more

innovative approaches to public participation. Festivals provide an educational opportunity
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about issues such as environmental health, groundwater pollution, and the connections between
public health, civil rights and economic development issues (Wing et al, 1996). For example, a
Groundwater Festival was developed in a community where environmental groups focused their
attention on surface water pollution from intensive livestock operations. This provided the
community with an opportunity to celebrate groundwater through festive activities such as games,
films and educational programmes and materials. This public education festival was designed for
high school students to serve as a vehicle for improved knowledge on environmental issues. A
festival has the potential to increase both human and social capital in a very positive atmosphere. The
entertainment atmosphere encourages younger community members to become involved and
informed. This type of event would require financial resources and require strong leaders.

Another public participation program requiring mobilized leaders is an outreach program. An
outreach program is where leaders from one community reach out to other communities facing
similar issues. This type of public participation aims to provide educational and organizational
assistance to other communities in need. The success of an outreach program is largely dependent
on the social networking that has already been established. Like many of these other programs
described, the outreach program will rely on the strong organizational and leadership qualities of an
already established grassroots organization, with a history of being active throughout many
communities. Potential barriers to this type of program would be time, money, previous social

networking and social psychology factors such as leadership, mobility; and group dynamics.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental justice refers to the belief that environmental benefits and costs should be equally
distributed in society and that corporations should be bound to existing laws, just as individuals are

(Cable and Cable, 1995). The environmental justice movement has emerged in response to
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circumstances that place certain communities such as those that are rural, poor and minority, at
greater environmental risk. Research from United States (Molnar, Hoban, Parrish, and Futreal, 1997)
reveals the siting of intensive livestock facilities has occurred more rapidly in poorer, minority
communities. Not only have they found high levels of hostility within these communities, but the
research has also identified some counties where large livestock farms coincided with rapidly growing

rural, poor and minority populations.

Environmental injustice occurs when citizens come to believe that the state is failing to protect
their lives and property from environmental pollution and that pollution costs are being unfairly
imposed upon them (Cable and Cable 1995). The environmental justice paradigm is grounded in an
ecological perspective, which recognizes the importance of intergenerational equity (Taylor, 2000).
Agriculture has been vastly overlooked by or excused from meeting many environmental standards
despite its contribution to the depletion of natural resources and the degradation of the environment
(Reichelderfer, 1991). Environmental injustice in agricultural regions suggests a need for rural
ecological policies that protect individuals’ rights to public goods such as clean air, water, land and
food. An assumption of this research is that public participation is one mechanism to develop

agricultural and rural development policies that promote greater environmental justice.

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DISPUTES

This research adopts a social constructionist perspective that views environmental problems as
socially constructed claims that are defined through collective processes. Groups in a society (or
stakeholders) perceive, identify and define environmental problems by developing shared meanings
and interpretations of the issues (Taylor, 2000; Spector and Kitsuse, 1973). Environmental conflict is
defined or framed’ in ways that parallel the values and political interests of different actors in the
conflict (Clarke, 1988; McAvoy, 1998; Freudenburg, 1996; Krogman, 1996; Freudenburg and Pastor,
1992; Dietz, Stern and Rycroft, 1989; Hiskes, 1998; Molotch, 1970). How the various stakeholders

frame the conflict will determine the perceived legitimacy of a certain actor’s grievances, thus
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altering the distribution of power (Krogman, 1996; Dietz et al., 1989; Snow and Benford, 1988). To
better understand social and political relationships, it is necessary to examine how the constructive
practices of different stakeholders serve to lend legitimacy and power to their positions. Thu et al
(1995) suggest that there is an imbalance of power in the decision-making process for siting intensive

hog operations in the United States.

Dietz et al. (1989) examined conflicts over environmental threats to human health and identified
four common perceptions or ‘frames’ of the causes of environmental conflict: differential knowledge,
vested interest, value conflict, and mistrust of expert knowledge. Differential knowledge is when the
conflict is depicted as a consequence of an ignorant or irrational public. The public is characterized
as being misinformed or not as knowledgeable, and this subsequently increases the value of technical
expertise. Therefore, stakeholders with greater access to technical information resources
consequently gain more power. The vested interest frame emphasizes the unequal distribution of
risks and benefits of science and technology. This view legitimates any stakeholder that can gain or
lose regardless of scientific expertise by raising issues of social equity. Value differences depicts the
environmental conflict as a clash of underlying value judgements in policy decisions. This frame
questions the legitimacy of technical and economic analyses used by government and industry, that
are supposedly based in value-free risk analyses. The final frame for environmental conflicts is the
mistrust of expert knowledge. This argument emphasizes the values and interests that are underlying
the expert knowledge, raising questions of its trustworthiness. The potential for scientific findings to
be distorted by economic or political influence is the source of mistrust in this explanation of

environmental conflict.

Each of these definitions of the conflict implies where the truth is to be found and legitimizes
stakeholders with access to these sources of the truth. These authors conclude that acceptance of a
particular explanation of conflict can determine who legitimately participates in debating solutions to

the problems, and who gains or loses power.



There is a growng comuction among commemty residerts that gowermment selectiwely sertes the

interests of pouer and money ard, that no amount of dtizen protest will affect mearingfud daarge.
Thuetal, 1995, p.21

PUBLICPARTICIPATION AS A LEGITIMATION MECHANISM

One way of understanding the Alberta government’s policy of promoting intensive livestock
expansion is to understand it as an attempt to bolster declining economic returns from agriculture,
thus supporting the “accumulation” of capital function of the state. The accumulation function is
supposed to reflect public interests, but if decisions are made without adequate public consulration,
the result is high levels of conflict throughout communities when they question the legitimacy of
such decisions. In this case, the provincial policy to de-regulate and expand the industry has been

questioned by organized rural groups.

The legitimacy of gowermrent institutions in a apitalistic system depends on simultarecisly dealing
with tup needs that are not entirely compatible with one another —~matrtaining econorric utality (a
corsuierauontbatq‘iendscazmgstbempaztwnq‘mgukzm in economic actors), zzm'prezmzzng
Freudenburg and Gramling, 1994, p. 216

Public participation can be understood as a legitimation mechanism for new rural developments.
However, others argue that when properly designed and implemented, public participation can lead

to more legitimate decisions, thus preventing social disruptions.

This research assumes that the government institutions should serve and protect the public
interest. Buttel (1976) suggests that capitalism has produced a continuity of interest between
capitalists and state managers that promotes the economic growth and a faith in technological
solutions to social problems, regardless of the hazards posed to the powerless or the environment,

ie. environmental injustices. By keeping the debate focused on the technological feasibility of a

30



project, the power remains within the hands of those actors who have greater access to these
technical resources. Industry and government have greater access to these resources, resulting in a

power imbalance.

Givil society, where citizens participate in formal organizations, contributes to the success of
democracy (Putnam, 1995). Givil society is similar to the concept of social capital. Putnam (1995)
argues that social capital is the embededness of individuals in social networks that develop norms of
reciprocity and trust among actors, which then spills into economic success and good government.
Social capital theory assumes that this increase in social networks will later be used for positive civic
engagement. Public participation is seen as one institutional mechanism that has the capacity to
legitimize decision-making by providing a bridge between social capital and environmental justice.
Public participation is seen as a mechanism that promotes equality of opportunity and fairness, and

that fosters capacities to work together.

BUREAUCRATIC SLIPPAGE
Freudenburg and Gramling (1994) suggest the term ‘bureaucratic slippage’ which refers to the

slow reinterpretation of agency ideals that cumulatively alters public policy. This concept allows
social scientists to avoid the either-or approaches of rationale choice or agency capture models in
explaining state decisions. The emphasis is instead on a continuum to which agencies are supportive
towards different stakeholders (Krogman, 1999). Freudenburg and Gramling (1994) propose that
bureaucratic slippage can be identified by subtle actions and conditions that indicate some degree of

‘capture’ is taking place.

For example, one indication of bureaucratic slippage discussed by Freudenburg and Gramling
(1994) is the ‘ideclogical influence over what is accepted as fact”. This includes the subtleties of how
power can influence the social construction of what actors come to understand as ‘fact’. When

government officials spend a greater amount of their time with industry representatives, there is a
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tendency to share industry views, and view critics as being misguided or irrational. For example, local
citizen groups are unlikely able to use legitimized research for their side like large corporations that
have their own research programs. Thus, the research ‘facts’ are limited to those that the owners of
the technology deem important, thereby often eliminating information about various social,
economic, and environmental impacts that are of interest to community residents. The power to set
a research agenda heavily influences what others will come to understand as being fact, which

ultimately has implications for decision outcomes.

This potential for government agencies to be ‘captured’ to some degree by the industry suggests
a potential for unequal distribution of power in environmental decisions and a possible distortion of
technological rsk information. Research suggests that definitions of risks are a product of the

exercise of power (Hiskes, 1998; Dietz et al,, 1989).

Risk perceptions are sodally corstruced in the serse that indiuduals make inferences and reads
condssions by giung meaning to wncertain and ambiguoes  information on the basis of
commurication with athers. Cvetkovich and Earle, 1992, p.6.

The resulting definitions of risk and potential for bureaucratic slippage in defining risks due to
availability (or lack of) scientific evidence has consequences in the democratic decision making

processes for communities facing technological developments.

Definitions of risk can be conceptually linked with the idea of framing conflict. Different actors
in an environmental debate frame issues as a result of their construction of the problem (risk) and as
a result either increase or decrease the power or legitimacy of other stakeholders’ concerns. Dietz et
al (1989) conclude that the strategies of actors involved in an environmental dispute co-evolve.
“Each side works to define the issues and conflicts in ways that both advance its ideological position
and lend it tactical advantage by increasing the value of its most abundant resource” (Dietz et al

1989, p. 67). Freudenburg and Gramling (1994) suggest the use of ‘diversionary reframing’, where
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certain actors shift the attention or ignore complaints of critics by redirecting the controversy to
another issue. By explaining an issue in a certain light, attention is diverted and the legitimacy and
power of the critics may be called into question. The social-construction perspective of defining risk

and conflict will illustrate the dynamics of power over the intensive hog operation debate.

NOT-IN-MY-BACKYARD (NIMBY)

One frame of conflict over technologically nsky developments that has attracted attention in
academic literature and popular media is the “Not-In-My-Backyard” (Nimby) reaction from local
landowners. Since the majority of respondents throughout this research project referred to the
Nimby reaction of the public with respect to the siting of intensive hog operations, it is important to

review the existing literature surrounding the Nimby debate.

Participants in Nimby groups are often characterized as “motivated largely by discontent... the
kinds of people who complain about things, or who get a kick out of stirring things up”
(Freudenburg and Pastor 1992, p. 394). This view, often held by scientists and policy makers, has
been refuted by other researchers who have revealed that individuals are not only fighting issues that
protect their ‘backyard’ interests, but are also organizing and participating in local environmental
struggles that are at a community level. Individuals have contributed scarce volunteer time and great
efforts to obtain financial contributions (Snow et al., 1986; Oliver, 1984). Rather than being selfish,
irrational actors, there is evidence that active participants in these neighbourhood groups are

concerned about the collective good (Oliver, 1984).

Public agencies are not expected to respond to illegitimate concerns that are based on ignorance
or narrow self-interest (Freudenburg and Pastor, 1992). When concerns are labeled ‘Nimby’, a
genuine concern can be re-framed as illegitimate, due to the ‘narrow irrational’ perspective attached
to the Nimby definition. According to Freudenburg and Pastor (1992, p. 405) “citizen activism on

technological risk represents a challenge to the increasing power of government bureaucracies, not
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simply a response to the particular technological decisions”. By framing neighbourhood organization
against particular land uses as Nimby groups, residents are characterized as irrational and selfish, thus
deligitimizing their power. McAvoy (1998, p.275) argues that the “citizens who oppose developments
because of health issues or because they do not trust the government have legitimate reservations
and are not afflicted by the Nimby syndrome”. The public reaction of Nimby to developments has
also been identified in public participation literature as the failure of decision systems to involve the
public earlier in fundamental discussions about needs and alternatives (Wolsink, 1994; Lober, 1993;

Peus, 1992).

COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT

The role of public action an be wery poverfil not only for equaty, bt also for securing buman
freedons and digrity.  Carleyand Christie 1993, p. 76

Effective public involvement is about empowerment, helping people achieve their own purpose
by increasing their confidence and capacity. Empowerment requires active community involvement,
exposure of the decision-making process, and challenging decision makers to resolve problems by
incorporating public concerns (Petts, 1995; Rich et al, 1995). There are two main forms of
empowerment. Reactive empowerment is the capacity acquired in response to a threat, whereas
proactive empowerment is one that facilitates the pursuit of chosen and desired activities (Lindell and

Oerry, 1992; Wise and Kenworthy, 1993).

There are four forms of empowerment that are all necessary for the process of community
empowerment to be successful (Rich et al., 1995). The first empowerment is formal empouerment and
is created when institutions provide mechanisms for the public to influence decisions through
opportunities of authentic involvement in the decision-making process. Even when these

mechanisms are not in place, highly mobilized citizens can pursue alternative strategies in order to
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achieve the desired outcome to reduce or remove the environmental threat. Iarapersonal enmpoverment
is when an individual feels competent, which can be a catalyst for or a result of participation. Formal
empowerment can lead to intrapersonal empowerment when the mechanisms in place build self-
confidence. Irstrumental empouerment is the individual’s capacity for participating in and influencing a
decision-making process and is determined by the amount of available resources and persuasive
abilities with formal opportunities. Substantiwe empouenrent refers to the ability to reach decisions that
solve problems or produce desired outcomes. This final type of empowerment requires that citizens
and formal institutions work together throughout the decision-making process to reach desired
decisions. For example, if institutions seek citizen input but disregard it in the final decision, citizens
have not been empowered. Substantive empowerment requires creative long-term strategies that do
not simply block the approval of a decision by shifting it to another community, but seek strategies

that focus on incorporating community values into the long-term planning process.

This process of empowerment can be discontinued at any stage. According to Rich et al. (1995),
even the most empowering response to the discovery of a hazard or potential hazard may be viewed
as a defeat for the citizens who had to spend time, money and resources acquiring knowledge and
capacities they never wanted before in order to fend off the potential threat. Even if there are formal
mechanisms in place for citizens to participate, a lack of citizen mobilization will lead to
disempowerment. Another example would be that if all of the formal, intrapersonal and
instrumental forms of empowerment are present, but the final outcome lacks the input from this
process, the problem remains unresolved and the community is disempowered.

Community empowerment theory has created enthusiasm and hope for an increase in power for
the previously oppressed. Empowerment theory has some weaknesses such as it assumes that all
social constructions are equal and that all community members want to be involved. Taking into
account the potential pitfalls of empowerment, an empowered community still remains one that

initiates efforts to improve the community, responds to threats to quality of life, and provides
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opportunities for citizen participation (Rich et al,, 1995). There is however no secret formula for
these types of empowering efforts. There is a need for effective methods of public participation for
citizens and institutions to work together to devise and implement satisfactory processes that
incorporate knowledge and values from a variety of stakeholders, thus promoting the idea of a civic

society.

SUMMARY

This chapter reviewed various concepts related to public participation in environmental disputes.
This literature review examines framing processes of environmental conflict, mobilizing structures
and political opportunities. The convergence of these various observations and arguments can
provide greater clarity and insights into the social phenomenon occurring in Alberta’s rural
communities. This research focuses on the structural failures of a decision-making system as well as
the social construction of the environmental dispute. The implications of this research have very
practical applications for Alberta’s rural land use decision-making policies. Therefore, a solid
understanding of the participation processes available is imperative if practitioners are going to
employ methods that promote community empowerment, environmental justice and community well

being.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

RESEARCH APPROACH

Qualitative researchers need to be storytellers. Wodlcor, 1994 , p.17

Qualitative social research differs from the hypothesis-testing approach in quantitative research
that investigates social issues through the analysis of specific variables. The qualitative approach
refers to data collection where the researcher uses a transcendent approach, an analysis that seeks to
develop greater understanding and meaning of social contexts. This brief review of social research

describes why the qualitative research approach was approprate for this study.

A quantitative approach measures specific variables to test hypotheses of a particular theory.
Qualitative research does not have such predetermined hypotheses; the theory emerges from the data
based on one or several guiding research questions. The nature of this social inquiry is to compare
stakeholders’ perceptions and descriptions of public participation. Whereas predetermined variables
explaining the social construction of an experience does have merit, it is not the best method to
gather the descriptive data sought for this research.

This study seeks to reveal stakeholders” perceptions of the problems and successes with public
participation in the siting of intensive hog operations in Alberta. This analysis will report the
problems and successes cited, the proposed solutions, and how they vary according to the position of
the stakeholder, the outcome of the siting decision and the features of the decision-making process.

Qualitative inquiry will allow each stakeholder an opportunity to describe his or her unique
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perspective of the conflict and public process. This specific focus on different stakeholders’
definitions of the social phenomenon warrants an inductive approach for social inquiry. This study
therefore uses a qualitative methodological approach identifying the perceived problems and
suggested solutions of different stakeholders involved in the decision making process of siting

intensive hog operations.

The overall research approach is interviews with the key stakeholders who can reflect on their
experiences. Therefore, I employ concepts and theory from a social-constructionist approach.
Another important aspect to this research is the comparative analysis of public participation
processes between the four case studies. By comparing the various structures of public participation,
this research seeks to reveal patterns in these structures that may be attributed to outcomes and

perceptions of the process.

Stakeholders’ perceptions of the public participation processes are coded under key themes that
emerge during the data analysis. Validity of social research findings improves when diverse indicators
are used, a method known as trangulation (Neuman, 1997). The primary interview data is
triangulated by review and analysis of written materals, including municipal and provincial
government documents, current and proposed livestock siting policy, and media reports. These
findings are linked to relevant academic literature, determined by themes emerging from the data.
The remainder of this section will specifically outline methodological considerations such as
instrumentation, research sample, data collection and analysis, overall strengths and limitations and

ethical considerations of the research project.

INSTRUMENT

Face-to-face interviews have high response rates, are flexible and allow interviewers to ask

extensive probing questions and observe non-verbal communication (Neuman, 1997). Open-ended
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face-to-face interviews allow each stakeholder to describe in their own words, through a series of
open-ended questions, their perceptions of the problems, successes and solutions of public
participation for siting intensive hog operations. An interview format is therefore the most

appropmate data collection method.

Background research in public participation theory and legislation, and the Alberta hog industry
was gathered to familiarize myself with current issues and theoretical perspectives of public
involvement in the expansion of the intensive hog industry in Alberta. This background research
included reviews of government and media documents, academic literature and personal
communication with a number of persons directly involved in the expansion of the intensive hog
industry. This information was used to develop an interview guide for all interviews and to identify
possible probing questions. The interview guide (Appendix A) was pre-tested and discussed with
well-informed non-participants to further refine and clarify questions before the interviews began. I
conducted, took field notes and tape recorded all interviews. Each interview was fully transcribed to
systematically maintain representativeness of the participants’ responses and maintain accuracy in the

transcript data.

For qualitative inquiry, the researcher is an important instrument that determines the quality of
information gathered and recorded. Given I conducted all of the interviews, there was consistency
among field notes, observations and presentation of questions. At all times, I maintained a friendly,
professional atmosphere to develop trust and rapport with each of the study participants. My
background work provided a good understanding of issues surrounding the intensive hog operation
debate, public participation theory and general social theory. According to Neumnan (1997), a good
interviewer maintains a certain level of naiveté and is there to learn from each participant. I adopted
this technique for each interview to draw out each participant’s personal expert knowledge and social

construction of the issues.
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SAMPLE

The cases for this research included four agricultural communities in Alberta that are similar in
terms of type and size of operations (minimum 1200 sow operation), but vary in the decision-making
process, and the outcome of the process. The communities chosen are similar in socio-economic
demographics: they are agriculturally based economies, have not experienced major in- or out-
migration and are similar in terms of population size and distribution of income. Two of the
communities were chosen because they experienced conflict and appeals with proposed intensive
hog operations but they varied on the decision outcome at the local appeal process. The third
community was chosen because it experienced no conflict over the siting of several intensive hog
barns. The final community was chosen for its extensive experience in siting intensive livestock
operations both with and without conflict. By comparing four land-use planning processes that are
used to site intensive hog operations in Alberta, patterns are identified across the various settings.

Selection of respondents was not random, therefore it is very important to ensure representation
of all stakeholders involved. This will help to ensure that data collection is not biased towards
respondents who are easily available. Since there is no available list of all stakeholders, purposive
snowball sampling is the most appropriate sampling technique. Contacts with consultants and
AAFRD personnel began the snowball sampling of key stakeholders. At the end of the interview,
each participant was asked to identify other potential participants that do not share the same views as
themselves but were highly informed and/or involved in the public participation for siting intensive
hog operations in Alberta. The objective of this sampling technique is to include perspectives from
all of the key stakeholders for each case study community. The response rate was 88%; only six out
of 49 contacted were unavailable due to time constraints or unwillingness.

The final sampling frame includes provincial government staff (Alberta Agriculture and Capital
Region Health Authority, Alberta Environmental Protection), municipal government (county reeves,

county councilors, development officers and members of the subdivision and development appeal
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board), the involved community residents (appellants to proposed developments and neighbours to
existing and proposed facilities who did not appeal the development), pork producers, and haisons
(lawyers and consultants employed by provincial government, municipal government, pork producers

and the involved community residents).

DATA COLLECTION

Prior to the interviews, I conducted twelve reconnaissance interviews to familiarize myself with
some of the important issues surrounding the intensive hog barn debate. These interviews, with
persons involved in the promotion and opposition to intensive livestock expansion, also allowed me
to test some of the questions I planned to use during my interviews. From June 1999 unul October
1999, interviews were conducted with 43 key informants. Due to the harvesting demands of the
rural population in late summer and fall, most interviews with on-farm rural residents were held in
June and July, whereas the final interviews consisted mostly of govemment bureaucrats that did not
have harvest demands. Initial contact with each respondent was over the telephone, using a
standardized phone statement (Appendix B) to determine availability. The telephone statement
included an identification of the research institution and the funding agencies involved in the study.
Interview times were arranged over the telephone at the convenience of the participant.

Interviews were held in offices, public places and participants’ residences and ranged in length
from one to four hours. At the beginning of each interview, each participant was given an
information sheet and consent form (Appendix C) to explain the main purposes of the research, to
identify the sources of funding, and to provide a contact number. Written consent was obtained from
all participants before the interview, and respondents were informed that they could refuse to answer
any question or end the interview at any time. The introductory discussion during the interview

provided an opportunity for the researcher to develop some rapport with the participant and
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establish a friendly, professional atmosphere of official research. After consent was obtained, the
tape recorder was turned on and the interview began. All 43 interviews were tape-recorded and I
took field notes to supplement the recordings and record any other observations such as body
language, nervousness and other contextual events that may be lost in final transcriptions. To gain a
first hand experience and a better understanding of the issues surrounding the public participation
process, 1 attended one intensive hog operation appeal hearing, a public consultation meeting
discussing the proposed changes to intensive livestock operation regulations, and a pork producer’s
conference. Field observation notes were recorded at each of these events to supplement and

triangulate data collected from the interviews.

As the interviews and field observations progressed, a further understanding of key issues was
developed and more specific probing questions were used to focus the interviews. Gaps in my
knowledge were discovered during the interviewing processes that were then further investigated to
keep familiar with vocabulary and issues specific to the research topic. Interviews continued until

there was much repetition in the data and new information was no longer being presented.

DATA ANALYSIS

All interviews were recorded and fully transcribed. Transcribing was done by myself and one
research assistant using a transcribing machine and a tape-recorder. In total, there were just over 500
single spaced pages of transcribed data. The length of transcriptions varied from one to 64 pages
and the average was 10 pages. The overall data analysis approach is one of analytic comparison as
first developed by Stuart Mill (1806-1873). Ideas about regularities and patterned relationships were
formed from existing literature and theories of effective public participation and variance among
staleholder perceptions. The intent is to find regularities within a specified social context using the

method of agreement and method of difference (Neuman, 1997). The interview responses for
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stakeholders’ problems and solutions were coded, using NUD*IST 4.0 software, under the key
themes that emerged during the interviews. Three main types of data occurred through this research
process. The first type of data is raw sense data, and the experiences of the researcher. The second
type of data is the recorded data and physical record of experiences. Initial codes were developed via
open coding procedures (Neuman, 1997). A second pass through the data further organized ideas
and themes and identified the axis of key concepts through axial coding procedures (INeuman, 1997).
The final data has been selected and processed and appeared in a final report to the funding agencies
of this study, and was further interpreted for this thesis.

For example, when respondents were asked to describe how the conflict began, a first pass
through the responses revealed government respondents identified jealousy, a fear of change, or
Nimby reactions of the public as triggers for the conflict. Each of these categories were imitially
assigned a code. A second pass through the codes revealed that each of these concepts revolved
around the autitudes and behaviours of the conflict and were therefore re-organized into one central

concept of ‘Artitudes of Public’.

The last form of coding utilized in this research is selective coding. This is where the data is
examined to identify cases that illustrate themes and make comparisons and contrasts. Differences
between perceived problems and solutions were identified through selective coding according to the
outcome of siting decisions and stakeholder position. Theoretical relationships were then linked to

public participation theory and other relevant academic literature.

As suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994), this step of data analysis requires the researcher to
reduce the amount of data by focusing on the social contexts and research questions from which the
data emerged. As the data was reduced, overarching themes and concepts were discovered and social
patterns were revealed. This coding and re-focusing continued throughout the data analysis to
describe focal patterns emerging from the data. Therefore, as the data analysis continued, re-coding

of concepts continued as overarching patterns became more obvious.
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Miles and Huberman (1994) also suggest that well-organized displays of data facilitate
comparisons and improve the credibility of conclusions. Thus, as seen in Chapter 4, comparative
matrix displays were used to further organize and understand the information. The matrix format
was driven by the comparative nature of the research questions. The final step for the matrices was
to separate the significant from the non-significant themes and issues. For the purposes of
contrasting stakeholders’ perceptions of problems, successes and solutions of public participation,
only issues mentioned by at least 50% of the stakeholder group were considered significant and
therefore reported in the final analysis.

By using comparative matrixes, I was able to identify differences and similarities among the
various stakeholders’ perceptions. For example, it was revealed through the comparative matrix that
both government and pork producer respondents perceived “Attitudes of Public” as being one of
the triggers for conflict. This revealed the common worldview or paradigm employed by both of
these stakeholders. This certain worldview was then linked with other sociological evidence that
identifies this pattern of government and industry prescribing to the same worldview in an

environmental dispute.

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS

Comparative research goes beyond descriptive qualitative data and attempts to account for
the facts. An overall strength to this study is the comparative data analysis approach as it aspires to
shed light on solutions and problems in a systematic order. By identifying similarities and differences
among stakeholders and their perceptions from communities with varying siting outcomes, we will
better understand the specific arrangements found within each, and thus will be better able to make
sound recommendations for similar communities facing land-use issues in the future. This research
has the capability of informing municipal districts about the most appropriate methods of public

participation to address and reduce conflict. This research is applied and is for the benefit of rural
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agricultural communities that are experiencing the development of intensive hog operations.
Another strength of this research methodology is the face-to-face interview instrument. These
interviews provide rich in-depth data that provided a strong context for each of the communites.
Such rich context is generally lost in more quantitative approaches. According to Miles and
Huberman (1994), the single most important diagnostic feature of good qualitative inquiry is its
ability to fully gather insights from key informants. One of the disadvantages of face-to-face
interviews is the high temporal and financial cost, but in this case, a $25,000 grant was adequate for
covering the time and travel costs. Having only one interviewer, which also provided for greater

consistency among the interviews, also reduced the cost.

I grew up in Alberta and am very familiar with rural and urban sites across Alberta. I also have
been doing background work in this research area for nearly one year including continued contact
with AAFRD, Manitoba Agriculture, and Saskatchewan Agriculture and Food. My early investment
into learning abowut the hog industry, swine facility regulations and the Alberta context allowed me to
probe deeper into issues during the interviews. I was also able to blend in with my respondents
making them more comfortable during the interviews. For example, I spoke their language, knew the
colloquialisms, arad dressed similarly.

According to Fowler (1993), one of the most cost-effective ways to improve the design and
evaluation of survey questions is to improve the survey questionnaire design. Since budget
constraints are an issue, this is an approprate place to reduce cost. For example, to increase the
reliability of transferring the data from taped interviews to a database, the same person transcribed
and coded all the data. This helped reduce the transferring errors. A pre-test of the interview
questions aided the sequencing and wording of questions to make the interviewing process smoother
for both the respondent and interviewer. By ensuring questions are simple and straightforward, not
double-barreled, non gender-biased, and not using leading or biased verbs, adjecuves or nouns

(Krahn, 1998) the interview questions are a more valid and reliable tool of measurement.
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Reliability of the research was improved by several methods. First, I conducted all interviews,
transcriptions and analyzed all the data to maintain consistency. Secondly, multple indicators were
used in identifying contentious issues surrounding the debate. For example, government documents
and newspaper articles were reviewed to ensure the proper construct was being captured by the
interviews. Interviews continued until members of the same stakeholder groups were repeating the
same issues, which is an indication that the information gathered was complete. Throughout the
course of the interviews and data analysis stages, member checks were performed in order to increase
validity of the findings (Neuman, 1997). Several people were contacted and I discussed common
themes that were emerging to validate them against their own observations of the issues surrounding

the debate over intensive hog operations.

ETHICS

This research project followed the University of Alberta, Faculty of Agriculture, Forestry and
Home Economics Ethics Committee guidelines. All notes, transcriptions and tape cassettes are
assigned unique identification numbers and respondents were promised anonymity in all research
reports. Only the primary researchers have access to a master list that matches the identification
numbers to the individuals who participated in this study. Participants in the documents are only
identified according to their stakeholder position. The names of communities and key informants,
and tapes were kept in a secure location only known by the researcher. All computer files containing

any identifying information are password protected.

A commonly overlooked ethical issue of social research is using respondents and then not
voicing the results, nor making the findings publicly available, or helping the community once the
papers are published. A final report has been given to Alberta Agricultural Research Institute, Alberta

Agriculture, Food and Rural Development, Canada-Alberta Hog Industry Development Fund.
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Communities involved in the study will also be given a copy of this final report. Upon completion of
the thesis, I intend to make the findings available through a publication, and to publish an article in

the Western Hog Producer journal to more easily reach hog producers.

47



CHAPTER 4

CASE STUDY DESCRIPTION

The purpose of this chapter is to tell the unique stories of four land use decision-making
processes for siting intensive hog operations, providing context for the sociological inquiry. The first
section of this chapter expands on the description of Alberta’s decision-making process for siting
intensive hog operations found in Chapter 1. Each case studys decision-making process is
described, followed by a reconstruction of the chronological order of events for a particular siting
decision. The reconstructions of the decision-making processes were compiled from the municipal
land use bylaws, municipal records of appeals and public hearings, newspaper articles, provincial
government documents and interview data. This chapter will conclude with a summary of the key
differences among the public participation processes within the local decision-making processes.
This descriptive account of each study paints a picture of the participants’ experiences with a public
participation process for siting intensive hog operations in Alberta. Also, the settings are an

important piece of the sociological puzzle for this research.

ALBERTA: A SETTING FOR HOGS

The government of Alberta has adopted policies to ensure the growth of agricultural
business, also known as the ‘Alberta Advantage’. The Alberta Advantage states that government
policy is not to interfere with private business, and the provincial government is reviewing its

agricultural legislation and will retain acts and regulations that foster the development of the
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agricultural sector by removing as many regulations as possible (AAFRD, 1998c). Since 1975, the
Alberta pork industry has more than doubled with over 2.5 million market hogs in 1997, which
accounts for 16.5 % of Canadian pork production (Serecon, 1998). The trends in hog production are
showing a sharp decline in the number of pig farms from over 26,000 in 1971 to approximately 3,400
farms in 1998 (AAFRD, 1998b). Over 85% of hogs are grown on farms producing 500 or more hogs
and half of the total hog production occurs on farms producing 2,500 or more hogs per year
(Serecon, 1998). All of these changes illustrate the growing trend towards the intensification of hog
production. The government of Alberta does not expect this trend to slow down, in fact, they expect
an increase in the province’s hog population to potentially eight million market hogs a year by 2005
(Serecon, 1998).

In Alberta, the responsibility for approving intensive hog operations rests with the local
municipality. These municipalities often lack the expertise and guidelines to adequately review the
proposed developments. Each application for a development permit that comes to the municipalities
is sent to AAFRD, Alberta Environmental Protection, and Capital Health to ensure the development
meets all recommended standards. Therefore, the municipalities are largely dependent on the
information and recommendations forwarded by experts within the provincial government

departments.

The only document that is available to guide the municipal government with the development is
the Code of Practice for the Safe and E conoric Hardling of Aramal Marres (AAFRD, 1995). This is a
voluntary code that recommends some minimum standards for livestock operations. For example, it
outlines recommended setback distances for hog operations and adjacent land uses to minimize
odour nuisance, based on the size of the operation (known as the Minimum Distance Separation).
But currently, there are no regulations specifically concerning agricultural practices. There are some
provincial Acts that can be applied to intensive hog operations, but nothing has been designed

specifically for the agricultural industry.
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The Public Health At is the strongest piece of legislation concerning intensive hog operations. It
is paramount over all other provincial statutes (except the Alberta Bill of Rights), and it can be used
to shut down operations or deny permits for the purpose of eliminating public health risks. Other
Acts which can be applied to intensive hog operations are the Enurormrental Protection and E rbancement
Aa, Liwstodk Diseases Aat, Agricdtiral Operation Practicss Aa, Water A at, Muricpal Gowernment Aa, and
the Federal Fisheries Aa. However, to remain competitive in the Asian pork markets, both the industry
and government have sought to eliminate unnecessary inefficiencies associated with regulatory
demands. For example, the government downsizing of environmental ministries has produced
significant deregulatory initiatives (Gibson, 1999). There has been a 31% staff reduction in Alberta’s
Ministries of the Environment, resulting in 1550 lost jobs, making it less feasible for allocating staff
for enforcement (McKay, 1997). The combination of downsizing departments and elimination of
economically ‘inhibitive’ regulations have significantly weakened environmental laws, reduced or
eliminated public participation opportunities in the government decision-making process and set a
tone for self-regulation that may have long-term detrimental effects on Alberta’s natural environment

(Gibson, 1999).

grmterpublcham@aammtbegawrmdeasmnnkmgmss admgeu/)zd)hmnude
decision-rakers more accowtable and ... quite dearly improwed  enuronmental  dedsiors.
Gibson, 1999 p. 57
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UNDERSTANDING ALBERTA’S DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL PROCESS

Absence of a well-defired developrent permi process mzyamtepmblan‘ Neighboas that bae
concerns about a new operation miy hate no asswrances that they an ask questions or that their
concerrs will be addressed (AAFRD 1998b).

Understanding Alberta’s development permitting process is not an easy endeavour. The
decision-making processes in rural Alberta are not as complex and defined as urban development
permit processes. This lack of a well-defined process has created some problems throughout the
rural areas as they are facing increasingly complex development applications. This section provides a
comprehensive overview of Alberta’s development permit decision-making process. A general
understanding of the decision-making process is important to understand the context within which

public participation processes are employed.

THE STRUCTURES OF RURAL MUNICIPALITIES IN ALBERTA
The muajority of the province is comprised of Alberta’s 65 rural municipalities, which are also

called municipal districts or counties. The organizational structure of a municipality consists of two
areas: the Council and the Administration. The Council is an elected body in charge of governing the
municipality. Once elected, the councilors appoint a Chief Elected Official (CEO), called the Reeve,
and a Deputy CEO. The Administration includes all of the municipal district employees who are
responsible for implementing the policies and decisions of the council. Some examples of
administrative departments include taxation and assessment, planning and agricultural services. The
development officer, who is an important actor in the assessment of development permits, is in an

administrative position, and employed by the planning department.
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Rural municipalities are the most grassroots level of government, and since the 1950’s, they have
been responsible for development control of intensive livestock facilities. Municipalities with a
population over 3,500 are required to write a Municipal Development Plan that describes future land
uses and the manner in which these land uses will be reviewed (AAFRD, 1998a). All municipalities
also have Land Use Bylaws that divide the municipalities into districts that describe permitted and

discretionary uses as well as establish decision-making and public notification procedures.

ALBERTA MUNICIPAL PROCESS FOR ISSUING INTENSIVE HOG DEVELOPMENT PERMITS
Alberta’s rural municipalities have final approval authority for the development of intensive hog

operations. The Muricpal Gownazrent Aa (1994) is Alberta’s main legislation that guides rural
municipalities’ decision-making processes. Each rural municipality can develop municipal
development plans and associated zoning bylaws to direct future land uses. The zoning bylaws
outline permitted and discretionary land uses that require different approval processes. Permitted
uses meeting bylaw requirements are approved and are not subject to an appeal, unless a bylaw was
relaxed, varied or misinterpreted. Intensive hog operations are discretionary in the general agriculture
districts of 91 percent of Alberta’s rural municipalities (AAFRD, 1998). Therefore, the discretionary

land use permitting process is reviewed in detail and summarized in Figure 2.

DISCRETIONARY LAND USE AND THE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PROCESS

Developers requiring a development permit for a new or expanding intensive livestock operation
must complete a development permit application for the local authority. The application form
includes a land description, development description, manure management plan and identification of
distances to neighbouring residents. The local development authority, who takes into account the
development’s effect on the community, reviews discretionary land use development permit
applications. Discretionary uses may or may not involve pre-decision public participation, depending

on the process outlined by the rural municipality. If a discretionary use development permit is
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issued, the Municpal Gowrnment Aa requires neighbour notification and the permit is subject to an

appeal.

Public participation for discretionary approval varies throughout the different rural municipalities
in Alberta; however, the Miricpal Gowermrent A ¢ outlines minimum standards for public participation
in the decision-making process. Under the Miurzapal Gowernmrent A a, a development authority has 40
days to process a development application for a discretionary use. The municipality designates either
the development officer or a municipal planning commission as the development authority,
depending on the nature of the application. For example, in many rural municipalities, the
development officer is the development authority for all permitted uses, but for discretionary uses,
the municipal planning commission processes the application. During this 40-day period, the
development authority refers the application to AAFRD, Capital Health Authorities and other
appropriate agencies to make recommendations on the application. Most of these agencies have not
opposed hog facilities, but rather may have offered suggestions to modify the development plans so

as to meet the minimum requirements of their regulatons.

After the decision is made, the development authority is required to notify the public. Direct
mailings, newspaper advertisements or posted notices on the land under question are the three
acceptable types of neighbour notification. The method of notification remains under the discretion
of the development authority. The public has 14 days to respond if they wish to file an appeal. The
subdivision and development appeal board (DAB) must hold an appeal hearing within 30 days of
receipt of a notice of appeal and must give at least 5 days notice in writing of the hearing to the
appellant, applicant, and other owners the board considers to be affected by the appeal. Within 15

days of the hearing, a decision with reasons must be available to the public in writing.

If there is a question of law or jurisdiction with respect to the decision of the subdivision and

development appeal board, an appeal lies to the Court of Appeal, which must be submitted within 30
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days after the issue of the decision. Section 688 (3) states that “the judge may grant leave to appeal if
the judge is of the opinion that the appeal involves a question of law of sufficient importance to

merit a further appeal and has a reasonable chance of success”.

For Alberta’s discretionary use development permitting process, public participation is initiated
at the appeal stage. This is frequently the public’s first exposure to the development if the developers
have not voluntarily initiated some form of public participation. Development authorities across
Alberta encourage developers to inform neighbours early in the process; however, it is not
mandatory. The most common forms of public participation employed by pork producers are open

houses and informal one-on-one discussions.

FIGURE 2: SUMMARY OF MOST COMMON MUNICIPAL APPROVAL PROCESS USED IN SITING
INTENSIVE HOG OPERATIONS IN ALBERTA

[
b

Alberta’s Most Common Municipal Approval Process

Municipal Land Use Bylaws Requires Livestock Operations to Obrain a Development Permit
Producer Applies for Development Permit

Municipal Decision: Development Permit Issued (With or Without Conditions)

Municipality Notifies Neighbours of Decision (through newspaper advertisements and/or direct
notification and/ or posting an advertisement on the property in question)

Opponents may Appeal to Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (DAB)

Appeal Hearing

Municipality Notifies Opponents of DAB Decision

Opponents Apply for Leave to Appeal to the Court of Appeal on an issue of law or jurisdiction

Court of Appeal Reviews Municipality Conduct and Process
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PERMITTED USE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT VIA LAND USE RE-ZONING

Another process that a few municipalities have recently adopted is the re-zoning of land to
intensive agriculture, making intensive hog operations a permitted use. The main difference with this
type of process is that the pubdic particpation oazas ery early on in the procsss. A public hearing is held by
council to decide if the land should be re-zoned as intensive agriculture. Public hearing procedures in
Alberta’s rural municipalities do vary, but the Muricgpal Gowrrment At 230 (3) specifies that “council
must hear any person, group of persons, or person representing them, who claims to be affected by
the proposed resolution”. The decision made by council at a public hearing is not subject to an

appeal unless a bylaw was misread or misinterpreted.

CASE STUDY PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS DESCRIPTIONS

The cases for this research included four agricultural communities in Alberta that are similar in
terms of type and size of operations (minimum 1200 sow operation), but vary in the decision-making
process, and the outcome of the process. The communities chosen are similar in socio-economic
demographics: they are agriculturally based economies, have not experienced major in- or out-
migration and are similar in terms of population size and distribution of income. Table 2 presents a
summary of the main differences in decision outcomes between all four cases involved in this
research project. Two of the communities were chosen because they experienced conflict and appeals
with proposed intensive hog operations, but they varied on the decision outcome at the local appeal
process (Cases A and B). The third community was chosen because it experienced no conflict over
the siting of several intensive hog barns (Case C). The final community was chosen for its extensive

experience in siting intensive livestock operations both with and without conflict (Case D).
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MUNICIPAL DECISION-MAKING PROCESS DESCRIPTIONS

As described in Chapter 1, the Mumapal Gowrnmert Aa (MGA) of Alberta allows for some
flexibility among Alberta’s municipal governments’ land use decision-making processes. Each rural
municipality in Alberta specifies their particular decision-making process in their county bylaws,
which can only be altered through a public process. Since the decision-making process and outcomes
of the cases employed in this research were determining variables for inclusion in the study, it is
important to understand each unique process. Therefore, the county bylaws for siting intensive hog
operations are outlined below for each case study. A more detailed account of specific procedures

followed by the rural municipalities will follow the description of the municipal process.

CASE A: CONFLICT, DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPROVED

This case study is a community that experienced conflict over the development permit for an

intensive hog operation. After multiple appeals, the decision outcome was the approval of the
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development permit. Under this county’s Land Use Bylaw, intensive livestock operations are
discretionary uses. The development authority for discretionary uses in this municipality is the county
development officer. Once the development application is approved, adjoining landowners within a
one-mile radius of the development are notified through direct mailings of the issued development
permit, and an advertisement is placed in the local newspaper for one week. The public then has 14
days to file an appeal. There is no fee for those who file an appeal. All forms of public involvement

are carried out at the discretion of the developer applying for the permit.

Each division within the county has one representative (called a member at large) on the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board, who is appointed at each election. For an appeal, two
members at large and one county councilor serve as appeal board members. In some cases, the
appeal board will increase to five council members and three members at large. Members at large are
members of the community who are selected by the county council. The members at large who are
chosen for an appeal board must not reside in the same county district as the development that is in
question. The county office reported this as a method to reduce biases among friends and

neighbours who may have a vested interest in supporting or opposing the development permit.

CASE B: CONFLICT, DEVELOPMENT PERMIT REVOKED

This case study is similar to case A, as it experienced conflict over the development permit of an
intensive hog operation. The outcome of the decision differs from case A, as the development
permit was revoked by the municipal appeal board. Intensive hog operations are discretionary uses
for this rural municipality. In accordance with their bylaws, the development authority for approving
discretionary uses is the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC). The cost for an application for a
discretionary use development permit for intensive livestock operations is either $500 or $1000,
depending on the size of the operation. Upon receipt of a completed application for a development

permit, the county advises and encourages the developer to hold an open house or some other form
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of public participation with surrounding landowners. This public participation is voluntary and

remains under the discretion of the developer.

The MPC consists of seven county councillor members, one from each of the county divisions.
If the MPC approves a development permit application, the public is notified of the decision through
a two-week long advertisement in one issue of the county newspaper. The public, in accordance with
the Muricpal Gowrrorent A, then has 14 days to respond if they wish to file an appeal. The cost for
an individual to file an appeal is $300. If the appellant is successful, the fee is refundable, but if the
appeal is not successful, the county keeps the fee. The DAB consists of six members who are all
members at large. For each appeal, four of the six members form the appeal board. These members

are re-appointed on a yearly basis.

CASE C NO CONFLICT

This case study was included in the sample because the county has experience with intensive hog
operation development permits where there has been no opposition or appeals to the development.
Two separate districts within one county are examined because they did not experience controversy

over a development permit application for an intensive hog operation.

Upon receipt of a completed intensive livestock development permit application, this rural
municipality notifies adjacent landowners through a direct mail-out. The mail-out to residents fell
within a one-mile radius of the proposed facility, but depending on the size of the operation, the
radius may increase if the development authority deems the possible range of impacts greater than
one mile. The developer is encouraged by the rural municipality to hold an information meeting, but
this remains under the discretion of the individual developer. Discretionary use development permits
for intensive hog operations are approved or denied by the county council. This rural municipality

has no municipal planning commission; county council is the development authority for such land
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use decisions. The county council is made up of seven elected members from the various districts of

the county and members are re-elected every three years.

The letter sent to the adjacent landowners states the date and time that council will be meeting to
make a decision on the development permit. The public can attend this meeting and state concerns,
or mail a letter of concem to their county council representative who is responsible for bringing the
concemn to the council’s attention at the meeting. If the county council approves the development
permit, the decision is advertised in the local paper for one week and the public has 14 days to file an
appeal, as regulated in the Muwapal Gowrament Aa. All persons potentially affected (within a one-
mile radius) by the appeal are sent an information package that includes a copy of the application,
council’s decision and all of the letters of appeal relevant to the permit being appealed. In this rural
municipality, there is an appeal board member from each of the seven divisions. At every electon,
the council appoints each member of the DAB2. Members of the public can nominate themselves or
be nominated by council members. There is one person chosen by council for every district.

CASE D: LONGEST EXPERIENCE DEALING WITH CONFLICT OVER INTENSIVE LIVESTOCK
DEVELOPMENT PERMITS

This rural municipality has experienced the expansion of the intensive livestock industry for
longer than any of the other cases examined in this research project. In this case, an advertisement is
placed in the local newspaper for ome week, as soon as an application is submitted to the
development authority. The advertisement notifies surrounding neighbours about the proposed siting
of the hog facility. If the development officer (who is the development authority for all development
permits in this rural municipality) approves the application, then a written notice is mailed to all
landowners that are adjacent to the property of the approved development. Effected persons then

have 14 days to file an appeal. If the development permit goes to an appeal, the subdivision and

2 The Mioricipal Gowermment A a states that an election must be held ar least every three years, electing the county council. Once the council
is elected, they re-appoint and/or designate new members for the development appeal board.
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development appeal board consists of members at large who were nominated or applied for the
position and were interviewed by council for the position.

The development officer in this community has recently attempted mediation as an alternative
dispute resolution mechanism for a proposed expansion of a livestock operation. At the time of the
interview, the development officer had only attempted the mediation process once and was open to
trying it again. There was no specific hog operation case study examined in this particular
community. This community was specifically chosen for its extensive experience and variance in

outcomes of intensive livestock applications, therefore there is no chronological listing of events.

SUMMARY OF PROCESSES
Even though the Muiapal Gowernment Aa does specify certain time lines and protocols for public

participation, the act also allows for flexibility across rural municipalities. There are notable
differences in the public participation processes employed by the four case studies in this study.
These main structural differences are highlighted in Table 3. Examples of varances include the
application fees for development permits and appeals, public notification protocols, who approves

intensive livestock permits, and the appointment of DAB members.
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TABLE 3 COARISON OF PUBLIC PARTITION SP(IE-'ICS USED IN CASE STUDIES _
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CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER OF EVENTS

The chronological sequencing of events is also important to develop a greater understanding for
each stakeholder’s perspective of the public participation processes. The sequencing of events was
developed from information collected during interviews and then supplemented by municipal
government documents (records of hearings, letters of appeal, development applications, and DAB

decision-making reports).

61



CASE A: CONFLICT, DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPROVED
Pork producers applied to the rural municipality for a development permit under discretionary

use, paying a $250 application fee. The development permit was approved and a letter of notification
was sent to all adjacent landowners within one mile of the proposed development. The development
was proposed to be built on the land of a local farmer. The developers would rent the land where
the facility existed and the landowner would use the manure to fertilize his crops. Once the adjacent
landowners received notice of the approved development, one of the neighbours contacted the
planning officer to request information on how to appeal the development permit. Two and a half
hours after the neighbour contacted the county officer, one of the developers arrived at this

respondent’s home for a one-on-one meeting about the development.

The neighbours got together and arranged a meeting where they invited the local landowner to
discuss their concerns with them. The neighbours who arranged the meeting were strongly opposed
to the development, and the local landowner decided not to continue with the proposed
development and withdrew his application. The developers then approached another landowner in
an adjacent community for the same project. The development officer approved the development
permit with conditions, who then sent written notification to neighbours within a one-mile radius
stating that the development had been approved. Additionally, an advertisement was placed in one
issue of the local weekly newspaper.

Of the 21 quarters touching the developer’s land, owners of ten adjacent quarters signed an
appeal and a total of seventy-eight people appealed this decision. This equates to 30 households
within a one and a half-mile radius of the proposed development. The neighbours also organized a
meeting and invited the landowners of the proposed development. According to the community
residents, the landowners would not attend these meetings. At the municipal appeal, the subdivision
and development appeal board upheld the Development Officer’s decision and granted the

development permit. For this rural municipality, the members of the DAB are appointed by council
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and consist of one county councillor mnd two members at large. The appellants then appealed this
decision to Court of Appeals. The preliminary hearing for the Court of Appeals granted leave for an
appeal, stating that there was sufficient: evidence that there had been an error in the process on either
a point of law or jurisdiction. Accordiing to the appellants and their lawyer, the county had changed
some bylaws without going through the proper legal public process. Therefore, the cost for this
court case included lawyer fees for not only the pork producers and appellants, but the county as
well. The pork producers withdrew thesir application for a development permit.

Six months later, after the porks producers did an environmental nsk assessment’ of the
development and held an open house, they re-applied for a development permit under a new
company name. The development offficer approved the permit and the cycle was repeated, except
that at the preliminary hearing at the Clourt of Appeals, the appellants were not given leave to appeal

and thus the development was approve=d and is now operating where proposed.

Changes to the Process A fter the Cont-roersy

The county experienced a large le=gal fee associated with this aforementioned process and has
since changed the development permit approval process. Developers are encouraged to apply for re-
zoning of the land to site an intensiv-e livestock agriculrural zone. However, it is the developer’s
decision whether or not to apply foer re-zoning or for discretionary use development permits.
According to the county’s developmentr officer, the majority of developers are now choosing to apply
for re-zoning (Personal Communicati-on, March 23, 2000). Under this process, as stated in the

Municpal Gowermorent A, any changes im zoning requires a public hearing.

3 This environmental risk assessment is a 26-page report prepared by a professional environmental engineering company.
The risk assessment evaluated the developmment site and the land proposed for manure spreading for potential
environmental risks. Areas reviewed in this asscessment include surface water protection, groundwater usage, groundwater
protection, manure nutrient management, odowur conuol and abatement, traffic flow impact, dead animal disposal and
environmentally sensitive areas. The conclusion of the assessment was thar the risk of negative impact due to the proposed
operation is low. The report suggested design and management practices to mitigate much of the potenual for negative
impacts on the surrounding areas. The immedizate neighbours did a less professional impacr assessment. For example, one
of the claims of the risk assessment for the eartzhen manure lagoon was that it would be impermeable for 454 years. After
the completion of the earthen manure lagoon thhere were heavy rains. The neighbours took pictures of the earthen manure
lagoon after the rain and noticed there was noe water in the lagoon and the compacted clay had already begun to crack.
Though this is not scientifically approved methcodology, it does raise an interesting question as to where the water went and
the supposedly impermeable clay liner of the earrthen lagoon.
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The public is notified of the public hearing through a newspaper advertisement that runs for two
weeks, and through a direct mailing to landowners within a one-mile radius. The public is invited to
attend to voice any of their concems to council A public hearing is held, and all five county
councilors make the decision. This public hearing decision is unappeallable at the municipal level. If
there has been a misreading of the bylaw or an error of law or jurisdiction, the public can take this
decision to the Court of Appeals. If the application for re-zoning is approved as an intensive
livestock agricultural district, then the development permit is issued by the development officer
under a permitted use, providing it is in accordance with the land-use bylaws, and there is no appeal
on this permit.

Another amendment made to the by-laws was that all proposed intensive animal operations are
advertised publicly, and that owners of all land within a one-mile radius of the parcel on which the
intensive animal operation is to be situated receive mail notices. The Subdivision and Development
Appeal Board may also refuse to admit as evidence newspaper clippings, audio and video tape
recordings and other forms of communication where the Board and parties to the appeal are unable

to question the person who originated the proposed submission.

CASE B: CONFLICT, PERMIT REVOKED
The pork producers applied to the rural municipality for a discretionary use permit in order to

gain a score for the acceptability of their intensive hog operation. Due to the controversial nature of
large intensive hog operations and the size of the proposed operation, the county changed their
normal approval process and circulated information letters to adjacent landowners before the MPC
made any decision. The rural municipality’s planning commission strongly encouraged the developers
to hold some form of public meetings. The developers held an open house and spoke with some of
the adjacent landowners face-to-face in order to understand concerns of the surrounding residents
and to communicate about their proposed development. The Municipal Planning Council, which is

the county council, approved the development permit with some conditions. Once the permit was
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approved, the neighbours were notified by an advertisement in the local newspaper for one week.
Letters of concern were submitted by 17 residences within two miles of the proposed development
site. In total, there were 35 letters of appeal. An appeal hearing was triggered, and approximately 80
local residents appeared at the hearing, of which 74 opposed the development. The subdivision and
development appeal board overturned the decision, thus they revoked the development permit. The
pork producers appealed this decision to the Court of Appeals and were granted leave to appeal.
However, the pork producers did not pursue the court case and withdrew their application, sold

some of the land and moved their operation to another location in Alberta.

CASE G NO CONFLICT
For the first community examined in this case, the pork producers applied with the rural

municipality for a discretionary use development permit for an intensive livestock operation. The
applicants met one-on-one with local residents and negotiated some conditions that would alleviate
some impacts on their quality of life, such as paving the road in front of their residences to assist in
dust control due to the increase in traffic for the hog operation. Council approved the application

and there were no appeals from any of the surrounding landowners.

During the course of interviews, it was brought to my attention that a district within this county
was soliciting for a pork producer to site an intensive hog operation in their area. Members of this
community who were welcoming the operation were interviewed to identify differences in public
participation processes employed by pork producers that could solicit such a response by community
members. Since there was no formal application for siting at the time of this research, the
chronological listing of events for this sub-case is compiled strictly from in-depth interviews with the
community members.

The pork producers employed a local real estate agent to identify possible sites in Alberta for a

large intensive hog operation. This company had previously attempted to site in Alberta and was
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rejected due to strong public resistance. Therefore, one of the critenia for siting this new proposed
operation was a community that would not object to the development. The real estate agent
approached this community and through a series of informal coffee meetings, introduced the idea of
a large hog facility development to members of the community. After a few of these meetings,
which included the real estate agent, community members and staff members from AAFRD, it was
established that this community was supportive of an intensive hog operation in their community.
The pork producers then held a formal open house in a large city where the developers showed
videos of their other operations and described their proposed operation. With assistance from the
real estate agent, the community then developed a petition stating their approval of such a
development in their community. This petition was presented to the pork producers as well as the

county office in order to illustrate their acceptance of the development.
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CHAPTER 5

FINDINGS

This chapter presents the stakeholders’ perceptions of conflict and the perceived successes
and problems with public participation. This research is a comparative analysis of the social
constructions across stakeholder groups and across the various structures and outcomes of public
participation in four case studies. These findings are drawn from 43 transcribed interviews, which

were supplemented by field notes taken during interviews and public meetings.

SOCIAL PROFILES OF THE STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPANTS

For the purposes of this research, participants represent stakeholder groups according to
their involvement in the permitting process for intensive hog operations. There are five main
stakeholder groups: municipal government, provincial government, pork producers, involved
community members and liaisons.  Each stakeholder group is described below in terms of the

socio-economic demographic information obtained from the respondents.

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPANTS

Municipal government participants include development officers, county reeves, and members of
the development appeal board. Out of all municipal government participants, one is female and the
majority of the male respondents are in their 40s to 50s. There is a mixture of on and off-farm
residents with the majority of off-farm residents being the development officers, who live in urban
settings. Municipal government participants are in relatively high income categories (860,000 -

$100,000+) and most respondents have some post-secondary training. All participants have at least
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some college or university. Local decision makers are generally fairly well-educated .males in their 40s

and 50s in a high income category.

PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPANTS

The majority of provincial government participants are male. One participant lives in a rural
sewing, which is off-farm and is considered an acreage owner. All provincial government
participants reported graduating from college or university with reported income levels ranging from
$40,000 to $99,999. The number of years these participants have lived in their communities greatly

varied from 1 to 45 years.

PORK PRODUCER PARTICIPANTS

All pork producer participants are males in their 40s and 50s and reported high income levels.
One of the producers is on-farm, and the other two are off-farm residents. Levels of education for
pork producers are generally high, with all of them receiving at least some university or college
training. One on-farm pork producer was a long-term resident, but does not live in the community

in which his hog barn was proposed.

INVOLVED COMMUNITY RESIDENT PARTICIPANTS

This stakeholder group includes people who were and were not opposed to an intensive hog
bam development. The community residents that appealed the development permit include those
who did and did not win at the municipal appeal hearing.

Community members who filed appeals had varied socio-economic charactenstcs.  There
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were both male and female appellants ranging in age from their 40s to 60s. The majority of
appellants are on-farm residents who live on grain, cattle, hog, hay and horse farms. The appellants
that were successful in the municipal appeal process were mainly male, and those who were not
successful were female. The majority of appellants are farmers who have lived in the community for
long periods of time. The minimum length of residence for these farmers is 27 years, and some
reported multiple generations owning the same land. Reported incomes and education levels for the

appellants are lower than most other interview participants.

LTAISONS PARTICIPANTS

Liaison respondents are professionals living in the city who were used as consultants by pork
producers, provincial government and community residents. The liaison participants have all
graduated from university, are urban residents, and the majority reported high-income levels. Ages

ranged from 20s to 50s, and included a mixture of male and female respondents.

PERCEPTIONS OF CONFLICT

A conflict trigger, for the purposes of this study, is defined as an issue that represents the
focus of conflict for persons involved in the controversy. An important distinction is that these are
perceived triggers. Each stakeholder holds a unique perspective based on experiences and
observations, and thus “frames” the conflict from a certain position. These findings are categonized
into the different stakeholder groups interviewed across Alberta. The most prominent issues that

were mentioned by a majority of at least one stakeholder group are summarized below in Table 4.
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TABLE 4: STAKEHOLDERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF CONFLICT

Government  Pork Producers [nvolved Community
Members

Conlflict Triggers
Industrialization of Agriculture (Clash of v v v
Values)
Odour v v
Attitude of Public (Eavy, Fear of Change, v v
Personality Conflicts)
Environmental Impacts v v
Quality of Life Impacts )
Mistrust in Government and Industry v
Representatives
Lack of Government Leadership v v

1. Indistridization of Agricdpere According to these findings, all stakeholders perceive that
industrialization of agriculture is central to the conflict. The majority of all stakeholders from all
cases mentioned that industrialization of agriculture as a trigger for conflict over intensive hog
developments. Many of the concerns related to Alberta’s changing agricultural landscape from small
and medium-sized family farms to multi-million dollar pork corporations. The following comment is
from a government respondent. This comment is illustrative of the commonly held perception that

the hog barn conflict is about the intensification of farming.

Farming is getting so big so quide ard people are just not acepting it

One government respondent reported that the tension in communities was due to the fact that
community members perceive the hog corporations as a profit-driven industry that does not

incorporate the ethical treatment of the pigs, or the community surrounding the hog operation.

These indsstrial models [treat] farm arimdls [as] dispasable production wrats.  If you don'’t care
about your arimls do you aare for the pecple that work there or the land that you oun or the
mgbbarrs?ldmde that is a lot of the tersion going on in the commmurities.

Tension over the industrialization of agriculture was evident throughout the involved
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community member interviews. Reported reasons for the concemns of an industrial model were the
ethical implications of how animals are treated in large sow operations, unknown environmental
impacts from chemicals, hormones, antibiotics, and diseases, unfair low taxation for large
corporations, and the social and economic impacts in rural communities from the loss of small and

medium-sized family farms.

One involved community resident who was involved in an appeal against a development
permit for an intensive hog operation stated that the industralization of agrculture was
indiscriminately supported by the provincial government. Negative implications of industrial
agriculture perceived by opponents include the diminishing rural population, captured in this

quote by a community respondent.

Why arent’t you [the proundal gowernmment] encouraging the snall indeperdent farmer?... Beause it
woudd [mean] move famlies [stay] in the commmity creatf ing] a better commarity base. People are
nouing aut of rural A lberta and noung into toun. The rural base is disappearing

Pork producers frame the issue of industralization of agriculture as ultimately benefiting Alberta’s
economy with value-added food production and cheaper food for consumers. Both pork producers
and government respondents mentioned the inevitability of agriculture shifting towards a more

industrial model, as depicted in the following two quotes:

The question really is, s there going to be wilue-added food production in A lberta or not.... Beause
that s fundamental... Is that what we want for Alberta?... Is sodety going to say this is a socal
rdetbatfamaresz@as&itopkz};maamnhmrcothemmi Beausse pecple are
sitting there saying ob God, we are losing all o the fandly farms, it is going to be factory type
Jarming and we can'’t bate that. That bas been the dnak of the qpposition

Eerybody was saying [the deweloper] was a big farm corporation and we want sl farrly farns.
I said, these are small family farms. In the future they will be, becuise that is the wzy ve are going
to have to go whether we ltke it or not.
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Another perception from many government respondents was that the intensive hog operations

were more technologically advanced, therefore safer than smaller family farms.

These new operations hate so mudy money irrested, they are not the ones to worry about. It's the old
established farms where gos hae alwzys just done whatewer they want.

2. Qdar: Odour was perceived by government and pork producers as being a central issue for
involved community residents; however, when involved community residents were questioned about
reasons for involvement, environmental protection and preservation of small and medium-sized
family farms were their main concerns. With the increase in intensity of hog facilities, the intensity of
the odour has also increased, yet some municipal and provincial government respondents reported
that odour from intensive hog operations should be tolerated by those wishing to live in rural
Alberta. The municipal government respondents who experienced conflict in their community
consistently reported odour as being the main issue for the opposition. The following comments
illustrate government and industry stakeholders’ perceptions that odour is the central issue of

contention for community members opposing the development.

If marre didn’t smell, I think we woidd hawe a lot feuer problens. If you could deal with the
odower issue, then the opposition woedd go awzy.

[ think onee pecple got irmulved in it and fourd cut mmore about the operation and business plan, it
basicdlly boiled doun to ore issue and that was smell.

No matter what peaple will say, smell is at least 80 percentt of the reason [for opposition]. If you
tock smell avuy, the complaints would disappear.

Some government respondents also stated that odour is a part of rural life and not a legitimate
concern. The respondents who mentioned odour is a rural norm and is therefore not a legitimate

concern include municipal government respondents from all cases with conflict. The following quote
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is from a county Reeve.

I dor’t ewen think smell is a really legitimate complaint in the comtry.

3. Public Atitudes: Government and pork producer respondents from all cases mentioned the
artitudes of the public as being an important variable for whether or not the development was
controversial. For example, respondents mentioned jealousy, the fear of change and fearmongering
and the dispositions to complain as attributes of various persons opposing the development permit.
Envy and jealousy were reported mainly from the government respondents who were involved in the
case where the permit was approved by the appeal board. The following quote is an example of how

the government respondents in this case typically characterized the opponents.

There is a lot of jedowsy toa As a cumdllor you bawe got to sit and weed out if they are
jedlous.... The appellants lred on quarter sections of lard, farmiing uas not thetr mairstay, they had
tried it but could not make it as farmers... they weren’t sucoessfiul farmers... They lived in little
shacks... their hauses uere not painted, their buldings were ramshackled. ... It is a fear of doarge.

Another common characterization of the opponents from this case was that they were

housewives with too much time on their hands.

In my opirion doesn’t affect ber one iata, but she has a ause and a lot of time on ber bhands. So,
this has becorre a cnisade for ber. And in my opirion, s ridiados.

Government and industry respondents from all cases that experienced conflict over permits also
characterized appellants as having pre-dispositions to complaining and made several references to the

public as being a “Not-In-My-Backyard” (Nimby) group.
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It is sort of like the landfill, the dd Nimby syndrome. Most pegple like to eat pork, but they don’t
want a hog bam next to them

They just [said] no thank you, not in my badeyard.

The public’s perception s, sure, let it grow it'll generate noney, creates jobs, but not i my
badeyard

Respondents mentioned competition for volunteer time and financial resources, organizational
strategies, and the necessity of drawing resources from the surrounding community as limiting
variables to participation in the appeals, which refutes the statements of complaining for the sake of
complaining or having too much time. Involved community member respondents were aware of the
“Nimby” label and stated that pork producers were also exhibiting Nimby characteristics for not
developing the intensive hog operations in their own backyards. The following quotes are all from
involved community members that discussed (without being asked) how they were not Nimby

groups.

What we said was, look, modsfy this, and ue came up with usable, practical sditiors. We didn't
get stupid ard say, you knowy absalutely no wzy, not in my badeyard. You know the dd Nindy
thing We newer said that eer and e newr, ewer once said — ewen though they said ue did- newer
once did any of us sary we uere against agriadtiere, not one.

[ can tell you, I hae a lot better things, there’s a lot better ways I prefer to spend my tirme, and I do
this for free. I mean, I'mjust doing it out of strict concern.

I hate said, for those that are producers in the prounce who bawe put together new operatiors,
conporate large operatiors, I want to know if that operation was bult on ore of your imestor’s
lard? Nobody. They had gore ot and bought a piee of land someubere, ard [ ask why?... [ am
waiting for that answer. I wis in front of 500 hog producers and [ said that question and not one
hand went up.

5. E nurommental Impacs: Municipal government respondents from all cases and involved community

resident respondents from cases experiencing conflict reported environmental impacts of intensive
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hog operations as a focal point for the conflict. For community residents, protection of water quality
was the main environmental concern.
Odour was mentioned by community respondents as an undesirable aspect of the

intensive hog operations; however, as illustrated below, water was the main concern for

community residents.

weryone alwuzys assumres that it’s beause of the smell, and certainly smell does enter o 1. I
don’t care for the srell, but if you screw up my drinkeing water I'ee got no reason to lie bere.

6. Quality of Life Impacats: Community residents from both cases involved in appeals, regardless of the
outcome, mentioned increases in traffic and dust, reduction of real estate values, health concerns and
the diminished rights to enjoy their property as being negative impacts from the growth of intensive
hog operations. The fact that these issues were dismissed and community members in some cases
were told to tolerate negative aspects of the hog operations angered them. Community polarization
over an issue can transform neighbours into enemies, straining friendship and family relationships.
Government and industry respondents perceived that the opponents were appealing the

projects based upon impacts to their quality of life.

The essence of the controwersy was the commaty argung lifestyle danges. Traffic, jiust too big
annoying srrell, dust.

People rally agairst projeas out o fear of umpacs on lifestyle and conmmumity: the rediuction in
qudlity of life from odoser ard traffic. They gerudnely think this impact will bate a decrease in their
qualizy of life

Quite often, quality of life complaints were perceived by pork producers and government personnel
as being illegitimate concerns. The following quotes illustrate how some government respondents

characterized the appellants as urbanites or acreage owners who complain about normal agricultural

practices.
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There’s a lat of, T mowed to the country for peace and quiet’, but they're not willing to adopt the
lifestyle that goes with that. The odours, the mdsance factor, the spraying, the dist from the road.

If you're going to lire and mone irto an agricdtural comerety there are certain things that you are
going to hate to put up with.
You bae a lot of small aceage type farms that wot a cwetry lifestyle with wban

amenitiss... They are the peaple who generally woudd be more wdferos with respect to interstie
Iiuestodk operatiors.

When questioned about who is appealing the development permits, the majority of development
officers responded that it was farmers opposed to the development permits. This is congruent with
this study’s findings of involved community member respondents being mainly long-term resident

farmers.

I wodd have to say that aur experience bas been rore farmers apposed to other farmers as apposed
to acreage ourers oppased to farmers.

Involved community resident respondents reported impacts to their quality of life due to social and
environmental impacts from the intensive hog operations. Community member respondents also

reported frustration with the de-legitimization of their concerns by government and industry

representatives.

My lifestyle is going to be adkersely affected and it’s going to be a long term adhersity.

We lie here 24 howrs a day, we don’t go anyubere else, this is aur horme. Wherewer your horre is
should be a safe place




I take issue with this statement, “it is just acrezge pecple”. They amn just sluff of what are

According to some municipal government respondens, quality of life issues are increasingly debated

during appeal hearings.

Quality of life is a big issue, and it’s going to be [ewer: bigger] in the futsre.

7. Mistnst: Involved community residents from all cases involved in an appeal mentioned mustrust
of information from government sources. Communmiry residents held that government personnel
who promote an intensive hog industry have a conflict of interest with also protecting the public
interest. Some appellants reported that government selectively serves the interests of large businesses
and that no amount of protest will affect meaningful change. Government and liaison respondents

from all cases also observed this conflict of interest.

They send a fellow araund from Alberta Agriadture to do what s cilled a preliminary site
assessment. I hawe newr seen ore that wisn't favmable at these site assessments.... The prounce is
actiwely promoting these... come to A lberta, we hate the A lberta A duantage.

The bjection that many of us hae is the faat that thee departrrent of agricdture is also the ore that
bard to enbance markets.
You just aomot axett on gowernment 1o protect the enronment, to protect the interests of all

aitizens. The Klein gowernment and our county government acts as though they uere paid lobbyists
for indistry,

One government respondent describes the developmment of regulations (minimum separation
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distances in the Code of Practic®) as carrying out the wishes of industry. Minimum separation
distances are the setback distances from adjacent land uses prescribed for intensive livestock

operations.

You are just there as a public seruant, so you bate to arry out [the deelopers] wishes. I ended up
putting members into [the Code of Practice] that really don’t make any serse. Then you bawe to
stand up at an appeal and say there is no rationale. These ruambers were basically prlled aut of the
atr. So they [ask] howmnudb else in that Code is pulled aut of the air?

One community respondent reported not receiving information from a government employee
and became disillusioned by the fact that government employees are not forthcoming with
information. This government employee is a pork specialist who spends a considerable amount
of time with the developers on their operation applications. The community members contacted
this person in order to get a better understanding of the technology involved with the hog

operation.

I got tld point Blarke by a rman that works for A lberta A gricdnore be didn't think it was bis job
to provide me with any information.... I s wnder the dlision, silly me, that I hatwe as mudh nght
to information as you do, or the pegple doun the road, or the gos budlding the pig bamn, I wus
wrder that idlision. Furoy, I thought that’s the wy it worked.

In the interview, the government employee referred to in the above quote indicated a reluctance

to share information with members of the public.

Al of a sudden you tvern around and have some people coming in asking for information ard for
belp 1o stop the project. So, how much do I really want to belp these people? We are public seruce;
we are supposed to belp the pecple too.

8. Lade of Leadership by Gowrmment: Involved community residents involved in an appeal
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stated the need for stronger regulations to protect water quality and soil These respondents
mentioned the provincial government’s promotion of industry expansion was done before adequate
research was conducted and proper regulations were in place. Pork producers who were involved in
an appeal reported wanting consistent regulations across the province with specific guidelines to

follow that are unappeallable.

REPORTED OUTCOMES OF CONFLICT ACROSS THE PROVINCES

The controversy surrounding the expansion of the hog industry is not unique to Alberta.
Manitoba and Saskatchewan have also experienced conflict in communities over proposed intensive
hog developments. Therefore, the interview data from Alberta was triangulated with newspaper
articles from Manitoba and Saskatchewan to identify controversial issues consistent across all three
provinces. The content of 40 newspaper and government articles from Saskatchewan (from January
1997-December 1997) and 60 newspaper and government articles from Manitoba (from February
1997-May 1998) were analyzed to determine triggers and outcomes of conflict over the expansion of
the hog industry. These issues were compared to the triggers to conflict and outcomes in Alberta’s
study participants. The categorization of conflict by stakeholders is based upon the interview dara
collected in Alberta. There is variance among provincial decision-making processes, however, the
contentious focal issues remain consistent across the provinces. The following outcomes of conflict

were common themes throughout all of the provinces:

1.  Commmty polanzatior: All provinces reported community polarization as an outcome of conflict.
Saskatrchewan Agriculture and Food, Alberta Agriculture Food and Rural Development, and
Manitoba Agriculture have reported that developers need to take an active role in informing

neighbours of developments as early as possible to reduce community conflict. In Alberta,
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community polarization was mentioned as an outcome of conflict across all stakeholder groups,

depicted in the following interview statements.

Grade one ard sixes are beating eadh ather up because of parent’s positiors. Becusse it is a local
progess, it foraes pegple to take sides.
This ripped up a commanty.

With people in the commety in faweer o it and people in the commaty agairst it, you kind of
et a little move of this commenty split... You bear about these things happeriing and it really does
p the commauty ard they reer talk to eads ather again.

2. Need for stromer emurommental reglatiors: This involves the need for stronger regulations,
enforcement and public participation in the approval process. As a result, Saskatchewan Agriculture
and Food changed their intensive livestock approval process to a provincial environmental impact
review. Alberta Agriculture Food and Rural Development and Manitoba Agriculture are currently
proposing new legislation that addresses the environmental regulations and participatory process for

approving intensive livestock operations.

PERCEPTIONS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Each stakeholder perceives the successes and problems with public participation based on their
experiences with a public process. This section identifies each stakeholder’s perceived successes and
problems of the public participation process for siting intensive hog operations in Alberta. To be

reported, a majority (>50%) of the stakeholder group had to mention the same issue.

GOALS AND DEFINITIONS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The following findings are drawn from stakeholders’ responses to the question: “What is your
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definition of public participation?” Table 5 provides a summary of these findings.

TABLE 5: GOALS AND DEFINITIONS OF PUBLIC PARTIIPATION

Goal / Definition Government Porlk Producers [nvolved Liaisons
Community
Residents

PP is the Appeal v v v v

Process (Iovolved in appeal) (Iavolved in appeal) (Lnvolved in appeal) (Involved ia appeal)

Idenufy & Voice

Concerns v v

Propaganda v

1. Public Particpation is the Appeal Procss: Public participation was described in terms of the appeal

process across all cases where respondents were actively involved in an appeal.

2. Qpportwrity to Vaiee Concerrs: Government and pork producer participants from all cases defined
public participation as an opportunity for the public to identify and voice concerns. Some
respondents stated the need to define the public to clarify who should have an opportunity to be
involved. There was variance among the different stakeholders as to who should be considered
“public”. The government respondents reported that the public should be limited to immediate

neighbours or directly affected persons, as captured in the following three quotes.

They [the appellants] should be rmade to make dear what affect it will hawe on them
You hae to ueed ot the real public interest, whidh [ thirk is the immediate neighboumbood
Let legitimate people particpate in the process. We don'’t need people who jist wart to air their

weus. [Alberta] Ersrormment bad to learn bow to start screening who is divectly affected. They
had a screening process ubere they are trying to correct some of the liberalism they had in the earlier

Liaison respondents reported that the ‘public’ should have a more encompassing definition. In rural

areas, the neighbourhoods are much larger than in the cityand therefore the definitions of an
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affected neighbourhood should be adjusted accordingly. The following two quotes illustrate how

liaison respondents perceived the affected public.

Ifyou beliene it affects you, then it’s an issue.

In rural aress... you cannot see your neighbour just across the fence.... A livestode operation affects
50 mudh that you still bate an impact on a reamber of pegple ewen though the dersities are so low..
The reighbaumbood bappers to be 10 or 12 square miles, yet it is a neighbourhood and that
commuty then shodd bate sore say.

Opportunities to voice concemns were defined as venting frustrations, to being meaningfully
incorporated into the decision-making process. Municipal government respondents from all cases
reported the public participation process is open to all members of the public and thus provides a
fair opportunity to voice concerns. Provincial government respondents described public
participation as an educational process. Pork producers reported public participation as an
educational process, an opportunity to inform the public on site plans for the proposed facility, and
as a forum for learning about concems of nearby residents. The following quotes were in response to
the question, “What is your definition of public participation?” The first two quotes are from

government respondents and the last one is a typical answer from the pork producers.

You have to gree them the opporturity to went their concerrs ard frustratiors.

The public [shovdd] have awareress of the proe early in the prowess and mearingful wofs] for
coneerms to be expressed.

A darce for all people within the communty to fird aut uhat the projec’s about... and then
obuicusly to hae them express their congerrs and so that hopefully we aan arsuer these concerrs.

Even though the opportunity to voice concerns is mandatory in an appeal process, appellants from

the case where the permit was approved reported they were not heard.
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We hae the right to be beard, and we weren’t beard. We weren’t ewen listened to, ue were tolerated

3. Public Particpation is Symbalic in Natre: Involved community residents from all cases reported public
participation as a propaganda exercise used by politicians and industry to ‘sell’ a project. Some of
these respondents reported that the process was symbolic in nature and the public has no meaningful

input into the decision-making process.

Affected individuals tend to be kept in the dark and then their ueus discounted becase they don't
hae a perceined economic interest. So [ don'’t think it really is true particpatory dermocracy. 1 think
the propovent gets really fairly treated, it I think the systern is ueighted in fawour of the proporent.

They do it so that they are able to say that they corsulted, but that’s all. They hawe absdtety no
interest in baung their mind dranged by these wrias public bearings. They think o it as an
apporturty to achertise and canmpaign for therr oun prepared proposals.

Gozemmztt]mkséerazsedxyrepresmthew]lq‘them]muy dxygetelamdzy‘?ﬂall, they then
have the right to tyranmize and abise minority interest. They @l this democracy... The tnah of the
matter is that any theorist of good gowrnment... Mskmzmt/ntmdessyatba’ces;stermcfdmés
and balances within gowerrment, then you're Jist going to hawe more tyrany, and that is exaaly
what we bawe right now.. Our public avareness and idedlogy bas degenerated to the point uhere
peaple think the majority will is morally right, and that’s a tratesty.... The form of goerrment that
we hawe really shouldn't be alled democracy at all, becusse democracy rrears gowerrment by the
peaple, and ue don’t hawe anything like that.

SUCCESSES OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Table 6 summarizes the perceived successes of public participation gathered from the face-to-
face interviews. Interview participants from three of the four cases in this study were involved in an
appeal. Since all participants who were involved in an appeal spent a considerable amount of time

talking about specific successes with the appeal process, it was deemed important to illustrate

83



these findings separately. Therefore, main successes perceived by involved stakeholders are

summarized in Table 6.

TABLE 6: PERCEIVED SUCCESSES OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Successes Government Pork Producers [nvolved Community Resiclents Liaisons
With Public Participation

Increases Awareness v hd

Stronger Networks hd

Upfront Communication v

1. Dureases Awrreness: One success reported by government and involved community respondents
involved in appeals is that public participation increases awareness of each stakeholders’ concerns

and expands perceptions of the facility’s benefits and drawbacks.

Certainly a mumber of pecple becarre better informed about intersiwe livestoce operatiors.

2. Stronger Commumity Netuorks: A key indicator of success in public participation for involved
community residents from all cases, regardless of the process or outcome, is the development of
stronger ties with local community members and networking with other communities experiencing
similar developments. Some examples of these stronger community ties include developing lasting
friendships with people from the community, sharing research information with other communities,

and inviting all concerned stakeholder groups to attend information seminars that they organized.

[ think that the sucess is that we hawe probably belped quite a few different areas in A lberta with
packages of information with ubat we did

3. Upfromt Commuicatiorr: Involved community resident participants that did not object to the hog

development reported that the greatest success of public participation is upfront communication
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about the proposed development. These residents expressed appreciation for the detailed
information they were able to obtain about other facilities in their area. They reported a high level of
trust and confidence with this early consultation. Early consultation included contacting the
residents before choosing the final site and informally discussing measures that could be included to
address community concems about quality of life impacts. Informal discussions included coffee
meetings and developers visiting neighbours for one-on-one discussions. For example, one developer
paved sections of the road in front of nearby residents to mitigate negative quality of life impacts

such as dust from the increase in truck traffic.

The main sucesses | would say are commwaation and opermess of pegple. The informution
provded at meetings was fairty conplete Mast of ar questions were arsered as to bow an
operation like this would affect cur commeanity.

TABLE 7: PERCEIVED SUCCESSES WITH APPEAL PROCESS

Government  Pork Involved Comununity Liaisons
Successes with Appeal Process Producers Residents
Voice Concerns v
Defined by Outcome v v v
Developments Modified v

Appropriately

1. Opportunity to Vaice Concerrs: The opportunity for members of the public to voice concerns at an
appeal was reported as a success by government respondents from all cases, which is congruent with

their definition of public participation.

2. Suarss by Outcorre: Involved community residents who were involved in an appeal reported that
the public participation process was “successful” if the decision-making process resulted in favour of
their position. Government and liaison respondents from all cases also observed this pattern. Below

are some of the responses to the question: “What were the successes of the appeal process?”
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Ovee suazess was ue actually won aur fost right to appeal.

Success is determined by whidb side of the issue you're on, and of coase, the peaple that didn’t win
their appeal didn't feel it uns successful.

We stopped the development. A bsolutely. We stopped the pig development.

The pork producer respondent whose development permit was revoked at a municipal appeal

also perceived successes based upon the outcome of the appeal.

Well, becuse it was what we wodd say & a failure in the end, I am not sure there was any

SUOEsSEs.

3. Deelopments Modified A ppropriately. Government respondents from all cases reported that as a result

of the appeal process, developments were modified appropriately to meet the concerns of residents

who participated in the appeal process.

I think the biggest suctess is that good development aan happen and bad developrrent i going to be
extremely restricted.... it does protect the local pecple from bad development.

PROBLEMS WITH PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

In contrast with the perceived successes with public participation, there were many more
problems identified by the interview participants. This section identifies separate perceptions of the
problems with the appeal process, since discussions about the appeal generated specific problems
with the local appeal process. Table 8 summarizes what stakeholders perceived as the main problems

with public participation, and Table 9 summarizes the perceived problems with the appeal process.
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TABLE 8: PERCEIVED PROBLEMS WITH PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Problems Government  Pork Producers Involved Community Residents Liaisons
With Public Participation

Process Not Understood v

Early Consultation v

1. Proess Nat Understood: Provincial government respondents reported that the public participation
process is not understood by the public, pork producers, or municipal government. For example,
they reported that the intensive hog industry has not embraced public participation in their
development plans like the forest industry. Also stated was the lack of consistency among rural
municipalities and lack of well-defined processes that have led to confusion and frustration among

stakeholders involved in the public process.

2. Early Cosultatior: The pork producers report that early consultations, such as open houses, are
not beneficial for pork producers as they give information to community residents who then take this

information and use it against them at an appeal.

Ovr experience was that same df the opponents aine to the open bause to gain birs and pieces of
information that they could then tuist and 1se later agairst the project.

TABLE 9: PERCEIVED PROBLEMS WITH THE APPEAL PROCESS

Problems with the appeal Govermument  Pork Producers Involved Community Liaisons
Process Residents

Emotional Content v v v

Cost is Too High v v v v
Community Polarizatuon v v v v
Too Accessible v v

Decision-Maker Incompetence v

Mistrust v

1. Enotional Coter: Government, pork producers, and involved community resident respondents

from all cases that were involved in an appeal reported that the emotional content and frustration
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experienced at an appeal was not constructive for conflict resolution, as it was not scientific and

technical information.

You have to go through what I all garbage, the enotional styff, and then you get down to the real

Issues.
It ends up being emotional instead of factual and that is a dangerous place to be.
E motion gets awzy from the issue at band. It is probably the biggest sethack.

2. Cost: The majority of stakeholder groups from all cases reported that the cost of an appeal is
exorbitant. Costs include lawyer fees, consultant fees, per diems, travelling, and long distance phone
calls. The amount of time that developers had to delay the development and the time community
members spent doing research related to the development was reported as a large portion of the cost.
Sympathy for the developers’ delays in development and the amount of money developers had to

spend are present in the following government respondents’ response.

People can abuse it [the appeal process] in some respecss. It [the appedl] allous them to stop a
prajea from going on really trival thirgs... An appedl jist keeps delaying a projec. That has been
the strategy of some of the oppoverts.... Pegple can appeal for the sake of appealing withau prating
any morey doun, just becusse whatewer it might be. The delays, you aan cost the dewelaper piles of
ey,

The following comment illustrates community members’ comments regarding the inaccessibility of

the appeal process, and their frustration with prohibitive costs for an appeal.
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Lawyers ast more than a couple of hrodred dollars in an bour... it is probibitviety expersiee to do
this.... If you are the deweloper, and the bark bas lent you frie rmillion dlars, they are just going to
add into the aost of doing bustness an extra $10,000 for lawgyers and engineers, or ubatewr else you
need to get through the regulation process. But if you are the opponents, you aan get your neighbowrs
dll exated, and they will cortribute to a fud, but their contribution will gften be $20... The
dewelopers are alwys whining about bowmuds it costs them [ am just saying it is a lot easter for
them to get the money than the opponents. If they vere ewenly matdhed in terns of resaurces, the
resudts would often be different in my oprion.

3. Comrmurdty Pdarizatior All stakeholders who were involved in an appeal mentioned the adversarial
nature of the approval process as a problem. The government respondents and liaisons also reported
that the confrontational nature of an appeal can lead to community polarization as stakeholder
groups are forced to take sides. All stakeholder groups mentioned the disruptive effects a
controversial appeal has on a community. These effects included loss of friendships, children’s
negative relationships at school as a result of their parents’ positions, and increases in tensions

between neighbours.

4. Procss is Too Aawessiblee Government respondents from cases where there was an appeal, and all
pork producer respondents reported that the appeal process is too accessible. They mentioned the
low cost to appellants, and unlimited access to appeals as being causes of what they called “frivolous
appeals”. Government and pork producers agreed that the public uses technical issues to try and stop
the siting, but other reasons are what drive their interest in stopping the development. The following
statements are examples of government and industry respondents’ perceptions of the appeal process

being too accessible for the public.

It’s just too easy for people to say, “Well, I'm going to take this thing to the prounaal Caurt of
Appedl’.
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The deelopers addressed all of the concerrs that were raised by the public, and spent a lat of morey
doing sa. The grounds for the appeal were frivdas.

5. Dedsion-Maker Incompetence: The pork producer respondents from both cases involved in an appeal
reported that having technical debates at a municipal appeal process is a problem due to the bias or
incompetence of the decision-makers, misinformation at appeals, and the selective use of science by
local government officials who are more concerned about the need to get re-elected than about the
individual development. Liaison respondents also reported this as a problem, focusing on the local
decision-maker’s lack of competence in understanding the technical aspects of the development. For
example, the pork producers reported that information gathered from the internet on the
environmental problems from hog operations in North Carolina and Towa are irrelevant and should
not be presented at an appeal hearing. Ar the appeal hearing that I attended, I observed the
presentation of hearsay from the developers and the appellants. I was also surprised at the lack of
knowledge of the appeal board members, which was illustrated through some of the questions they
asked. For example, members of the appeal board were asking the developer about manure
management practices of the proposed development that were included in the application.

One member of the development appeal board mentions in the following statement their

lack of qualifications for understanding all of the issues debated at the appeals.

As baard members, we're not qualified to do a lot of that sugf- Like I don't wrderstard hydralogy
and [ don’t wrderstand marere disposal.... So you refy on the informatiorz that s prouded

6. Mistnst: Involved community residents from three cases experiencing appeals reported mistrust as
a significant problem in the appeal process. Community members reported a lack of trust in

information from experts, government officials and pork producers. The involved community
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resident respondents from these three cases reported that the appeal is intimidating because
government personnel and pork producers appear to work together to present biased information to
community residents, thereby shutting out alternative views.

Involved community members perceive the govemment as being biased in favour of

development, as depicted by the following interview statement.

The department of agriaduae s the one that s loudly Howing the horm promoting intersite

Provincial government respondents observed that the public does not trust them due to their

promotion of intensive hog industry expansions, as illustrated in the following quote.

Right now there’s the low lewl o tnist in ewerybady. You don't st the developers. They don't
trust us because our departrent has been pronoting development.

The following quote illustrates the taken-for-granted, unapologetic stance that promoting the hog

industry is simply part of government personnel’s job.

My role bas been to belp, on the bebalf of gowermorent, belp fadlitate some of the grouth and
exparsion of the lruestock indistry... [sewral mirnaes later] [ think there is a cormmon perception

that we are biased in favover of developrrent.

Community resident respondents reported the intimidating nature of appealing a multi-million dollar
operation, including the receipt of threatening phone calls and bullying tactics to influence their

decision to drop the appeal. Some respondents even reported direct threats to their safery.

They tried ther thing with me... like something might bappen to your dogs or your base.

On aur arswening madvire, they had, in a distorted wice, said they are coming for me. It was
acually a wery threatering phore dll... you woddn't feel safe.
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Involved community residents from the three cases involved with an appeal, and liaison
respondents also reported strong affiliations between government and industry, which added to
their mistrust of the public process. Some community residents reported that the government
was “in bed” with industry. These respondents stated this government-industry relationship
was the main reason they lost their appeal. Residents referred to a “Good Old Boys Club”
where AAFRD staff, municipal government and pork producers ‘scratch each others’ backs’

and ignore other concerns.

We all happened to land in the same restanant..[ The axaty reew and dewlopment offier] sat
with [the developers] ard they were all laughing and giggling when we aane in They jist laughed
ard looked oter at us. They already knew the dedsion. It told is right then and there the deasion
s made before ue walked in

One involved community member respondent, who won the municipal appeal, observed strong

associations between provincial government and industry.

At the end of the appeal [a nun from A lberta A gricdtiore] gate a real speedh for [the deteloper],
in fawwer of haung this gperation. A nd we thought, boly snoke. Flere's this guy that we all paid
that should be nearal, but be’s worked with them and be’s belped them.. I thought it was quite
traeresting that be shadd fawor ore side

Sources from the pork producers, government personnel, and community all mentioned that
the pork producer later hired this provincial government employee being referred to in this
comment.

One member of a development appeal board discusses a letter that each appeal board
member received from the Minister of Agriculture. This letter congratulated the appeal board
on their decision to approve the development permit. However, the letter arrived before the
appeal board had made their final decision. The following quote was taken from an interview

with one of the members of the local appeal board.
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We were a little vt you might say, that they woedd do that. I mean, that conformed aur suspicions
that there wns pressure brought on the department, beause they uere enconraging them.. We did
get letters and we were mad
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION

This chapter discusses the findings and relates them to theoretical concepts from
sociological and public participation literature reviewed in the second chapter. The intent of this
chapter is to contrast four case studies, to better understand the social construction of environmental
conflict, and how the structure of the public participation process can affect decision outcomes and
stakeholder perceptions. This chapter is divided into two main areas that emerged from the findings.
First, the framing of the conflict is discussed in order to understand each stakeholder’s social
construction of the environmental dispute. Concepts such as diversionary reframing and bureaucratic
slippage are used to illustrate how the subtleties of power can influence the social construction of
what actors come to understand as “fact’. Second, main themes that emerged from the findings on
successes and problems of participation are discussed for a greater theoretical and practical

understanding of public participation.

FRAMING THE CONFLICT

Each side of the environmental debate works to construct or define the conflict in ways that
advance their ideological position and lend power by assigning greater value to their most accessible
resources (Dietz et al, 1989). Three main construction themes of the environmental debate have
emerged from this study. The industrialization of agriculture, environmental impacts and public
attitudes are discussed in this section to better understand the environmental debate surrounding

intensive hog operations in Alberta.
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INDUSTRIALIZATION OF AGRICULTURE
All stakeholder groups from all case studies reported that the industrialization of agriculture is

central to the conflict. This is the only agreement among all of the cases and stakeholders that
describes the central contentious issue. Most government and producer respondents reported that
the industrial model will be followed in future livestock production in Alberta. These stakeholders
were advocates for the industrialization of agriculture and focused on the inevitability of market
forces, benefits of value-added food production, and the consumer benefits of cheaper food. This
response is in the spirit of Adam Smith that argues the inevitability of economic policies changing
due to unseen market forces. Thu and Durrenberger (1998) point out that agricultural efficiency,
which has been the driving force behind industrialization policies, is based on a set of assumptions

about costs and benefits.

Certain measures are utilized to cladate efficences while athers are exduded... Why are [some]
bereficial factors not induded in aladations of effidency? To respond that they are intangible,
immeasurable, and thergfore less relewnt is a mantfestation of a perusive and pouerful assimption
of what economic efficency arad produaiuity are. Thu and Durrenberger, 1998, p. 12

The government and pork producer respondents characterized the conflict in similar terms. This
finding suggests that the government and pork producers subscribe to similar worldviews with
respect to environmental disputes. Framing the conflict as opposition to the industrialization of
agriculture (opposition to science and technology) and to public attitudes (Nimby, fear of change) is
consistent to what Dietz et. al (1989) refer to as the differential knowledge view of environmental
conflict. This view increases the value of technical expertise, which is not surprising, because both of
these stakeholder groups have access to such technical expertise and have authority over setting
research agendas for hog farming in motion. Consequently, these actors will gain more power in the

debate as they have more access to technical expertise.

Involved community respondents opposed to the siting of intensive hog facilities argued that the
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large swine operations were not consistent with surrounding community values. This is consistent
with what Dietz et. al (1989) reported as the vested interest view of environmental conflict. This view
questions the legitimacy of policy decisions that are supposedly made on value-free technical and
economic analyses. Involved community members hold the view that the government has not done
an adequate amount of research into alternative economic models for livestock expansions that
promote small and medium-sized farms. These community members cited the work of Walter
Goldschmidt who conducted research on the industralized agriculture in California and its
relationship to the quality of life. According to Goldschmidt’s research (1940), which has been
replicated and substantiated over the past fifty years, the emergence of industralized agriculture
resulted in declines in social and economic conditions in rural agricultural communities (MacCannell

1988; Durrenberger and Thu, 1996).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

An environmental hazard is a physical condition that can negatively affect human health or
ecological viability and has an identifiable and relatively small geographic range that can pose both
chronic and acute threats (Rich et al,, 1995; Goldman, 1991; Schweitzer, 1951). There have been a
number of major environmental impacts due to the industralization of livestock production. For
example, manure leaks and spills across various states in the United States have polluted waterways.
Human deaths have occurred in Canada from e. coli bacteria outbreaks in water due to the lack of
stringent animal production regulations. The spills into waters pose risks to the public and
demonstrate that the economic rhetoric and assumptions of low probability for negative
environmental impacts have been occasionally wrong. Current research has also revealed that
intensive hog operations reduce the value of adjacent land (Seipel, Hamed, Rikoon, and Kleiner,

1998).

Odour from intensive hog operations has been identified as posing threats to human well being
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and health (Schiffman, Slattely-Miller, Suggs, and Grahan, 1998). All stakeholders mentioned odour
negatively, whether they were reporting it was the reason for the controversy or something they did
not want to have to live with. Pork producers and government respondents in this study perceive
odour as the basis of opposition to intensive swine operations. This research reveals that opponents
are not opposing intensive hog operations because of odour. The opponents reported that issues of
quality of life and environmental protection were their strongest reasons for opposing the swine
facilities. Recent research on perceptions of the hog industry reveals that water quality is the most
important factor to neighbours of hog operations, and that odour is not the most important issue
(Bennewies, 2000; Serecon, 1998; Thu et al, 1995). This research concurs that odour is not necessarily

the main issue behind the opposition to intensive hog facilities.

Government respondents in this study argue that odour is part of ‘normally accepted’ farming
practices and rural life. With the emergence of more intensive swine facilities, this definition of
‘normally accepted’ farming practices has been contested. Some of the municipal and provincial
government respondents framed the opposition to odour because there are more ‘urbanites’ living in
the country that “just don’t like the smell”. According to this research, the majonty of opponents to
the facilities were farmers who have lived in the community for long periods, invalidating such claims
made by the government respondents. Interestingly, the majority of decision-makers who report the
residents should have to tolerate the odours are urbanites.

This re-framing of the environmental conflict as being a dislike of odour is a method known as
diversionary re-framing (Freudenburg and Gramling, 1994). The municipal government respondents
who experienced appeals over intensive hog operation development permits are re-directing the issue
to odour. This redirection of attention takes the focus off other legitimate concerns such as water
protection and the lack of environmental regulations and instead, places the focus on an issue that
many report is illegitimate because it is part of rural living. Rather than focusing on the risks

associated with storing millions of gallons of manure in a lagoon, the focus is placed on the smell.
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This raises an important question as to why odour has received so much attention. Odour is an
easily identifiable externality from intensive hog operations. This immediacy of affect from an
industry may be a catalyst for the opposition and instigate surrounding neighbours to further
investigate other potential risks. As the members of the community opposing the development
further investigate the issue, there is an increase in awareness and the framing of the opposition
evolves into other issues which may have greater power in the debate. This is consistent with Cable
and Cable’s (1995) stages of grassroots organization. As the community organization leams more
about the facility, other issues are revealed. What may have started out as an opposition to odour

becomes an objective to improve environmental regulations.

Traditionally, persons who have knowledge, access to resources and mobility have led resistance
organizations. Jones and Dunlap (1992) noted that as environmental problems become more and
more obvious, and threatening to human health, awareness and concern about them will be less
limited to any given sector or social group in society. Wilson (1999) states that people will mobilize
over issues they can visualize, that affect them in an immediate way. The citizens appealing permit
approvals of intensive hog operations in this research are not radical environmentalists. They are
mainly farmers and housewives who are participating in order to protect their health and quality of
life in their own community. The opponents are long-term residents of their communities with lower
levels of income and education than all other stakeholder groups in the controversy, which is
contrary to research that showed levels of education linked with environmental concern (Mohai,
1985; Van Liere and Dunlap, 1980). These findings are also contrary to Mohai (1984), which reports
that social class affects participation due to its effect on resource availability or personal efficacy.
This suggests that either the attitude strength, saliency of the threat, or position of the individuals in
social networks had an impact on individuals’ abilities to overcome mobilization barriers. These
findings are consistent with Freudenburg and Pastor (1992) and Cable and Cable (1995) findings,

which reveal that homeowners and women often mobilize over issues that affect health and/or
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declining property values.

PUBLIC ATIITUDES AND NIMBY
Not-In-My-Backyard (Nimby) groups were discussed in the interviews by all stakeholder groups.

Many respondents referred to Nimby groups as “the old Nimby thing” indicating it is a well-
understood and common term. Govemment and pork producer respondents charactenized
opponents of the operation as being groups that were suffering from the Nimby syndrome. The two
groups opposed to the hog operations, regardless of the outcome of the decision process, refuted

these claims reporting that they were not Nimby groups.

Policymakers and scientists often characterize Nimby groups as being motivated by discontent:
Le. a small groups of people who like to complain (Wilson, 1999; Freudenburg and Pastor, 1992).
Dietz, Sten and Rycroft (1989) identified this view of environmental conflict as differential
knowledge. Differential knowledge frames the public as ignorant, and prone to unreasonable fears
and expectations. Government and pork producer respondents blamed the uninformed public as the
root cause of conflict, suggesting that technical expertise can answer irrational concerns. Emphasis
on the technical expertise increases the power of these individuals and institutions because they have

greater access to and control over technical information.

Research has revealed that neighbourhood-style groups are not participating out of irrational
individualistic motivations, but out of a concem for the collective good (Freudenburg and Pastor,
1992; Snow et al., 1986; Oliver, 1985; Walsh, 1981). The argument of an irrational public assumes
that as the public becomes better informed, attitudes will become more favourable (Otway and
Thomas, 1982). This research refutes this assumption. Involved community residents from all three
cases became more opposed to the hog facilities as they became better informed. Community
residents involved in appeals spent substantial time gathering current research findings on intensive

hog operation impacts and were very knowledgeable about the technology being disputed. Despite
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their socio-economic status and lower levels of education, citizens involved in these appeals were
well versed on the hog facility specifications, regulations and possible environmental impacts. For
example, in one case, the community member respondents proposed alternative manure storage

technologies and different placement of the facility as they learned more about the proposed facility.

Some interview respondents who ascribed to the view that the public is irrational characterized
the public opponents as ‘fearmongerers’ and ‘housewives with a crusade’. These characterizations of
the public attitudes and dispositions occurred mainly from the municipal and provincial government
respondents (including county reeves, county councilors, members of the DAB, and AAFRD site
engineers and pork specialists). These same critics were the government respondents who approved
the development permit in that particular case. Criticisms against opponents included claims that the
opponents’ had too much time on their hands, were unable to ‘make it as farmers’, and had unkept
houses and land, jealous demeanours, and slovenly physical appearances. An interesting comparison
is that the municipal govenment respondents from the case where the development permit was
revoked by the local development appeal board did not negatively characterize the opponents’

attitudes and behaviours.

The leaders of the opposition in the case where the permit was revoked were men. The cases
where the opponents were negatively characterized, and where the appeal was unsuccessful, the
leaders of the opposition were women. Due to the small sample size, no generalization can be made.
However, this does raise important questions about gender and power in rural political decision-
making processes. A possible explanation for the government respondents criticizing the opponents
is that agency officials (who were all men) spend a disproportionate amount of their time with the

industry officials, thus resulting in vested interests in seeing the project to completion.

Freudenburg and Pastor (1992, p.403) note that hostility directed at women in local citizen
groups “could be related to their status as women and to women’s lack of power and authority in

public life”. The cases observed in this research ~ do reveal that the majority of decision-makers
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and key state agency experts are men and that the opponents who were criticized by public officials
were the women who unsuccessfully appealed a development permit. This could be seen as an
attempt to delegitimize valid concerns about environmental and social impacts, by diverting attention

away from these issues and instead attack the credibility of the sources.

SUCCESSES & CHALLENGES OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

It is necessary to compare across case studies to understand how the structure of the process,
specifically, the role of public participation, affected the outcome of the proposed hog development
and the perceptions of stakeholders involved in the process. The public participation process that
varied in decision-making outcomes were compared across four case studies to identify possible
patterns that contribute to the conflict and/or stakeholders’ perceptions. This section will discuss the
differences in structure and how this relates to the outcome of the decisions and stakeholders’
perceptions. The discussion is divided into six main concepts that capture the most important
findings that emerged from the comparative analysis of four case studies. Community networks, the
decision-maker, public notification, accessibility of the process, open houses and mistrust are
concepts discussed in practical and theoretical terms, in order to reveal important lessons for

Alberta’s public participation processes for siting intensive hog operations.

COMMUNITY NETWORKS

Commurity respondents from all case studies reported the development of community
networking and lasting friendships as successes of public participation. Involved communiry resident
respondents involved in the case where the county upheld the development permit through the
municipal appeal process displayed indicators of disempowerment. They reported a loss of faith in
the democratic system, as well as a lack of substantive empowerment (Rich et al., 1995). Substantive

empowerment is where citizens and institutions work together throughout the decision-making
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process and focus on incorporating community values into long-term planning processes (Rich et al,,
1995). In the case where the permit was appealed and ultimately granted, opponents reported that
their input was disregarded. In both cases where there was an appeal, community organizations
spent considerable time and money attempting to expose impacts from the intensive hog operation
and force improvements on the development plan. In the community where the permit was appealed
and withdrawn, the development was sited in another community, possibly transferring the issue to a
less politically active location. The community from the permit withdrawal case was successful in
overturning the development permit, yet members did not report it as an entirely successful process.
Members from both community organizations in which there were appeals expressed their
disillusionment with the provincial political process for land use decisions. This is consistent with the
fourth stage of grassroots mobilization described by Cable and Cable (1995), where members’
activities alter their political consciousness and they lose faith in government and industry.

Despite the evidence of disempowerment, these respondents indicated increases in community
networks and stronger support systems. In the community where the development permit was
granted after two appeals, after the hog controversy, farmers were politically active in supporting the
upgrading of sour gas plants to meet modem environmental standards. Essentially, residents from
this community are becoming more politicized. This could be an indication of the development of
stronger social capital within this community.

In the community that successfully appealed the permit, their opposition to the hog barn was not
the first time this community had successfully challenged local government decisions. This
community has overturned local decisions to close rural schools in their area. According to these
findings, there are high levels of social nexworks and trust between local decision-makers and the
residents of this community. This communiry has worked hard, over many generations, to keep local
schools operating despite major cutbacks and re-structuring of rural education in Alberta. The

leading indicator of social capital and civicness is membership of voluntary groups (Wilson, 1999).
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These networks are where the norms and values of a community are reinforced by social structures
and practices.

This community has banded together to build parks and community halls, showing evidence of
social capital. This research suggests that the local public participation process does have the capacity
to incorporate public values into the decision-making process. When this hog barn challenged the
values and well-being of their community, they successfully challenged the development. These
findings are consistent with social capital theory that places emphasis on the will and capacity of
community members to band together to solve problems that affect their quality of life (Wilson,
1999; Flora, 1998; Putnam, 1993). Both cases involved in conflicts mentioned strong community
networks as a success, regardless of the outcome or structure of the public participation process.

By banding together, these rural residents mobilized to take their opposition through expensive,
time-consuming litigation processes. The financial burdens of participating were high, which
according to resource mobilization theory limits participation (Klandermans, 1984; Snow et al, 1980).
The social networks were strong enough to overcome those barriers, which is consistent with other
social capital research from rural communities (Salamon et al., 1998). This finding is consistent with
Salamon et al’s research where local leaders have established relationships with public agencies,
resulting in greater trust between parties. In the community where concerned citizens were able to
appeal the permit, there was a history of working with public officials on other issues, such as
keeping schools open and building community facilities. Public officials from this community did
not criticize the appellant leaders. When contrasted to the other case involved in an appeal, appellant
leaders were criticized and reported their input was disregarded in the decision-making process. This
difference in public officials’ attitudes towards community leaders of the opposition suggests that

social networks between groups do increase trust among actors.

THE DECSION-MAKER
The decision-making body in many Albertan rural municipalities is the municipal planning
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commission or county council. These bodies decide on discretionary land uses, and choose the
development officer who makes the decisions on permitted uses. In two of the four cases, the
development officer makes all decisions conceming applications for subdivisions, developments and
re-zoning. When the development officer is the development authority, a timely and cost-efficient
decision-making process is usually present. Development officers are usually university graduates
that are not elected members, but are paid municipal government staff and have not necessarily lived
in the community very long. It can be argued that the development officer is generally a more
neutral decision-making person because he/she is not an elected member, and according to this
study, is usually not an on-farm resident. However, it can also be argued that the development

officer is not accountable to the people whose lives are affected by the decisions.

The biases, trustworthiness and accountability of decision-makers are often questioned by the
stakeholder who does not agree with the decision outcome. Therefore, no matter who makes the
final decision, there needs to be a public participation process that is transparent to the public and
identifies the reasoning behind the decision to maintain public trust (Beierle, 1999). The decision to
allow to site or not to site a large hog facility is of too much public importance to leave it entirely in

the hands of one development officer.

According to Freudenburg and Pastor (1992), even scientific data and technical regulations are
influenced by a set of values and are political in nature. The local decision makers being influenced
by ‘friends and neighbours’ is an example of local decision-makers making decisions that are
representing the interests of their constituents. This is a political decision, also known as

representative democracy. If we remove this power of local decision-makers, are we not removing

democratic nghts?

It should be noted that decisions based on technical standards are not necessarily unbiased and
based solely upon scientific findings. In fact, one of the provincial government respondents reported

that numbers such as the minimum distance  separation for intensive livestock operations
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were designed to satisfy the interests of the livestock lobbyists, rather than based upon scientific
methods for determining the safest distance. Bureaucratic slippage proposes that decisions are not
based solely upon rationale choice or agency capture (Freudenburg and Gramling, 1994). Instead,
there is a continuum to which decision-makers are supportive towards different stakeholders. This
study indicates provincial government officials spend a disproportionately large amount of time with
industry clients. For example, there is an entire department in AAFRD that is devoted to the
expansion and development of intensive livestock in Alberta. Site engineers, pork specialists and
other agency officials work with pork producers to develop applications for intensive hog operations.
Freudenburg and Gramling (1994) suggest that when government officials spend a greater amount of
time with industry representatives, there is a tendency for these two groups to share worldviews.
This study concurs, indicating a convergence of worldviews between industry and government
stakeholders. For example, the social construction of the conflict was very similar between these two
groups. All of these findings suggest some bureaucratic slippage is occurring, thus there is an
unequal distribution of power in the decision-making process and a possible distortion of

technological risk information (Hiskes, 1998; Dietz et al., 1989).

The structure of the decision-making process compounds this tendency towards provincial
government bureaucratic slippage. Local development authorities who process development permits
lack adequate resources to independently assess these technologically complex applications. They rely
heavily upon information and recommendations supplied by provincial agencies, thereby facilitating
bureaucratic slippage biases into the local decision-making process. This raises the question as to the

degree of autonomy local decision-makers actually have in these industrial scale developments.

PUBLICNOTIFICATION
The Mumiapal Gowrrarent A states that once a permit is approved, the affected public must be

notified of the decision. Community members have 14 days in which to file an appeal. This length of
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time is consistent across all cases. The 14 day time line is too short for individuals to gather
information about a multi-million dollar project they may have never heard about before the letter or
newspaper advertisement. Accessibility of resources is a limiting factor of participation, whether it is
a result of an individual’s capacity, will, or the structure of a participation process. Fourteen days is a
disproportionately short amount of time when compared to the amount of time developers have to
put an application together. An advertisement in the local paper or a letter of notification does not
constitute education. These findings are contrary to research that indicates capacity to educate and
inform the public should be a social goal for public participation processes (Beierle, 1999).

The rural municipality with the longest experience with conflicts over intensive livestock
developments has implemented public notification before a final siting decision. This is the only rural
municipality in this study that notifies the public before an application approval. In three of the four
rural municipalities examined, the public’s first notification of the development is after the permit is
approved, and their only recourse for influencing the permit decision is through an appeal. The DAD
(Decide, Announce, Defend) method of public participation is regarded as archaic throughout the
public participation literature (Beierle, 1999; Dale, 1999; Eastlick, 1999). This suggests that rural
municipalities need to adjust their decision making process to include public notification before any
decision has been made on development permits for intensive hog operations. This early notification
would also help extend the 14 day time period so that communities could learn more about the
proposed development, and become organized and mobilize if they choose to become involved.

The community that experienced no conflict over the large hog facility did not have significantly
different public participation processes from the other two cases that experienced conflict. The
developers discussed the proposed project with surrounding landowners and negotiated mitigation
that would make the project more acceptable for their community, before submitting the completed
application for a permit. Informal meetings at the community resident’s home were arranged and the

developers invited community members to contact them anytime if they had any questions or if they
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wished to tour their existing facilities. These mitigations were included in the developer’s application
for a development permit and there were no appeals from any of the surrounding landowners. The
muajor difference with the public participation employed by this developer is that they contacted the
surrounding neighbours before applying to the county for a development permit. In both cases
where there were appeals, any face-to-face meetings or open houses were arranged after the
developers had applied for a permit or contacted the county to discuss the acceptability of the
proposed project. Early notification of community members is described throughout literature as a
key to effective public participation (Beierle, 1999; Steelman and Acher, 1997; Zeiss and Paddon,

1992; Tanz and Howard, 1991; Fiorino, 1990).

The other district in the case without conflict over a proposed intensive hog operation was
actually actively soliciting for the development to site in their community. The public participation
employed in this case is quite unique from the other cases. The developers hired a local rural real
estate agent to locate possible sites for their intensive hog operation where the community would not
oppose their development. The real estate agent, through informal coffee meetings, narrowed the list
of possible sites to three communities who supported the development. A series of informal
meetings were arranged to discuss the possibility of a development, which eliminates pressure on the
community and allows them to feel as though they have a real choice in the decision to site the hog
operation. Community members were informed through a series of local meetings and then a more
formal open house was arranged where they could meet the developers. The major difference with
this public participation process is that the developers were actively seeking a community that would
accept the development as one of their major siting criteria. This finding is consistent with research
where the process is perceived as fair and effective in communities where they are involved in the
assessment of need and have a real choice in the decision outcome (Zeiss and Paddon, 1992). This
early communication is an example of how the earliest communication with the affected public can

instill trust and confidence that they do have a choice in the decision. The main lesson leamned from
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this case study is that early and open communication is a contributing factor to the reduction in

conflict and increase 1 trust.

AQCESSIBILITY OF THE PROCESS

Government and pork producer respondents from cases where there was an appeal reported that
the process is too accessible. This finding suggests that these stakeholders would like to see more
stringent standards, or barriers, to the participatory process. For example, these stakeholders
suggested charging higher fees for appeal applications and making citizens prove they are directly
affected in order to be considered legitimate participants. This decrease in formal opportunity to
participate is contrary to the idea of instrumental empowerment, where an individual’s capacity for
participating is determined by available resources and access to formal opportunities (Rich et al,
1995). Since effective public participation is about an opening-up of the decision-making process, to
report there is too much accessibility is contrary to the ideals of public participation. This finding
differs from the perspective of the involved community residents who described the inaccessibility of
the process due to it being prohibitively expensive. One of the involved community respondents
reported that if they won the lottery, they would still be fighting this decision in the courts, but are

unable to due to financial constraints.

The amount of money charged to submit an appeal varies across cases in this study. The fees
range from no fee to $300, and two municipalities charge $200. The county that does not charge for
an appeal application reports that taxpayers have the right to an appeal without incurring additional
costs. Other counties that charge a fee based their arguments mainly on the administrative costs of

holding an appeal.

The perception of the appeal being too accessible is contrary to stakeholders’ reports that the
cost of an appeal is one of the major problems with the current public participation process. Appeals

are expensive and time consuming for all parties involved. Community residents have less access to
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financial resources and are limited by the amount of money they can raise from the community. It is
easier for the developers to obtain the money than it is for the opponents, who have to canvass their
friends and neighbours for donations. Inequities in availability of resources decreases instrumental
empowerment (Rich et al, 1995). If these two groups were even in terms of resources, it is very likely
the results would be different. This finding suggests that the public participation process needs to be
adjusted so that it is not based on who can impress, intimidate or overwhelm local appeal boards

with technical information and lawyers.

According to research on mobilization of neighbourhood groups, there is no such thing as a
“frivolous” appeal and these groups persist despite constraints in financial resources (Freudenburg
and Pastor, 1992). The mere suggestion of charging more money for citizens to become engaged in
an appeal, that is sometimes the only venue for input into the decision-making process, suggests a
lack of commitment to encourage citizens to be involved in decisions that affect their lives. Public
agencies that view external input into a decision as not being valid and a waste of time suggests they
may be out of touch with public interests and too closely wedded to the clients who benefit from the
agency’s lack of vigilance. Public involvement can contribute to better decisions so that they reflect
the values of the community, through processes that are designed to meaningfully incorporate

varying perspectives into the decision-making process.

Developers and government respondents often reported the costs to the developers due to
delays in development. Government personnel expressed sympathy for the inconveniences and
costs imposed on producers. This is an indication that government respondents are too involved in
the application development and have developed a vested interest in seeing the project approved.
The government respondents also mentioned the public can access the appeal process too easily to
file “frivolous’ appeals. Government employees’ perceptions of ‘too much public involvement’ is
indicative of government personnel not wanting to lose decision-making power. By framing appeals

as “frivolous’, it delegitimizes what are real concemns for community residents, and increases the
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power of the developers. This is consistent with research revealing the social resource of framing to
justify unequal distribution in power (Krogman, 1999; Freudenburg and Gramling, 1994; Dietz et al,

1989).

The case study that experienced conflict and approved the permit made changes to their
development permitting process. They now suggest all intensive livestock operations go through a
land re-zoning process where there is a2 mandatory public hearing. This hearing however, is held by
the county council and is unappeallable, thereby reducing accessibility. According to literature on
public hearings, they do not provide meaningful public involvement and serve mostly to defend
agency decisions and fulfill administrative requirements (Fiorino, 1990). Public hearings need to
provide the interactive function to discover and implement public needs into decision-making
(Heberlein, 1976). Unless this function is fulfilled, public participation has not occurred on a
fundamental level. This county has made an attempt to reduce conflict (and costs incurred to the
county) by reducing the amount of options for public involvement. This may serve as a function to
reduce conflict and may be more cost effective (which are two social goals that can be used to
evaluate good public participation). Yet, this is far from fulfilling Beierle’s social goals of increasing
trust, educating the public, improving the quality of decisions or incorporating values into decision-
making. In this county, the county officials openly criticized hog facility opponents in personal
attacks. Are these the people that should have ultimate decision-making power at these “public”

hearings?

OPEN HOUSES
Open houses were employed by three case studies and are described throughout livestock

development guidelines as valuable opportunities for public input in the development process
(Saskatchewan Agriculture and Food, 1997; Manitoba Agriculture, 1995; AAFRD, Food and Rural
Development, 1998). The main difference between the open houses across cases is the uming of the

open house. In the case where there was no  conflict, the open house occurred during the
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winter season, after the community had already been informed of the proposed development
through a series of informal meetings. In the case where there was major conflict and the permit was
approved, the open house occurred after the developers lost the first appeal, began to pour cement
for the building foundation and before they re-applied under a new company name. The case study
that experienced conflict but the development permit was denied, the open house was held during
the harvest season, before the county decided on the application for a permit. Had it not been
raining, some of the leaders of the opposition would not have attended, and would not have learned
about the proposed operation.

The community with no conflict took part in an open house before a final siting decision was
made. These community member respondents reported this open house was as a very positive and
informative experience. The timing of open houses in rural communities is important for a couple of
reasons. First, these findings suggest that for open houses to be perceived as fair and effective, they
need to occur pror to any final siting decision. Second, in agricultural communities, during the
harvest season, people will not be able to attend open houses unless it is raining and they are unable
to work in the fields. Attendance to an open house or other forms of involvement during harvest
season is dependent on the weather. According to Wilson (1999), public apathy is one of the hardest
obstacles to overcome in public participation, therefore an understanding of rural timing plays a
significant role in facilitating attendance for public participation initiatives. This finding suggests open
houses should be done prior to final site selection and should also take into account the timing of
rural community activities to maximize the public’s availability for attendance. This research suggests
there needs to be a shift from reactive to proactive forms of public involvement initiatives, where
communities have real choices in the decision outcomes. This is consistent with empowerment
theory and is one of Beierle’s six social goals for public participation (Beierle, 1999; Rich et al., 1995;

Wise and K enworthy, 1993; Lindell and Derry, 1992).
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MISTRUST

Involved community residents from the three case studies with appeals reported mistrusting the
relationships between the provincial government, pork producers and local decision-makers.
Involved community respondents from all three case studies reported mistrust toward the provincial

government, and defined public participation as a propaganda exercise.

Trust is consistently reported to be a key factor in citizen support (McAvoy, 1998; Zeiss and
Paddon, 1992; Beierle, 1999). These findings show the presence of mistrust of expert knowledge and
government officials. This is consistent with other research that reveals the public’s mistrust in
government agencies due to the perceptions that they are captured by economic interests of “big”
business (Dietz, Stern and Rycroft, 1989; Freudenburg and Pastor, 1992). Dietz et al (1989) explain
this perception of environmental conflict as mistrust of expert knowledge. This argument places
more emphasis on the values and interests that underly information and knowledge generated by
government and industry scientists. The distortion of scientific findings due to political and
economic influence is at the heart of the public’s construction of this dispute. By questioning the
credibility of the scientific findings, concerned citizens frame the dispute as a political debate, thereby
shifting attention to the importance of public support for rigorous policy, rather than simply on the
scientific acceptability of new proposed developments.

Effective public participation is about empowerment, helping people achieve their own purpose
by increasing their confidence and capacity. This is not contrary to representative democracy; it
should be viewed as a means of enhancing effective decision-making through the opening-up of the
decision process. An open process allows members of the public to challenge decision makers to
involve public views and concerns that have been exposed through an empowering process (Petts
1995). In this study, community residents generally perceive public participation as a propaganda
exercise, indicating a sense of helplessness over decisions that affect their lives. Restoring people to

their rightful place in decision-making structures that affect their lives is an essential component of
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empowerment (Taylor, 1988). Therefore, it is essential to make changes to public participation
mechanisms to increase the public’s trust in gowernment decisions. According to Taylor (1988),
professionals and bureaucrats have increasingly monopolized the decision-making processes, and it is
time to restore the public’s place in political affairs.

This study strongly suggests the need for increasing the trust in institutions, which is consistent
with other literature on public participation and perceptions of decision-making processes (Beierle,
1999; Salamon et al, 1998; Petts, 1995). Community respondents from two of the four cases have lost
faith in democracy. They have a cynical outlook on Alberta’s provincial government policies
assuming the policies serve the interests of industry before the needs of the public.

Community member respondents from all case studies reported that public participation is a
form of public relations, where a developer attempts to sell a project to a community. In this
definition, the perception of public participation is a tool that is used for social engineering to
approve permits, rather than a meaningful process. This finding suggests community residents sense
a lack of control, resulting from a lack of authentic citizen involvement. The two cases where
community residents appealed a development permit reported they did not live in a democracy, buta
tyranny, and no amount of public input would have affected the decision as it was made long before
they were involved.

This research has identified there are feelings of mistrust among some community residents
across three of the four communities studied here. Some community respondents reported that their
lack of trust is a problem that is occurring on a more fundamental level of society. This is consistent
with Putnam’s (1995) argument, which suggests that the drop in civic trust is symptomatic of a
decline in the norms of civil society. Civil society is where citizens contribute to successful
democratic decision-making by participating in formal organizations. As citizens are less engaged in
participatory democracy, there is less chance for trust relationships to be established. One of the

most effective ways to regain public trust is to involve the public meaningfully in decision-making
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(Schneider et al., 1997; Slovic, 1993). According to Beierle (1999), information provision and citizen

advisory committees have the greatest potential to increase trust in institutions.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

The comparative analysis in this study examines the importance of public participation processes
for controversial land issues. The objectives of this study were to 1) identify the social construction
of the conflict over the siting of large hog facilities in four different cases; 2) to reveal relationships
between the public participation processes and conflict outcomes. By comparing stakeholders’
perceptions across a variety of public participation processes and outcomes, this study fulfilled these
objectives. This qualitative research also revealed social and political processes that provide a greater

context for understanding public participation for land use developments in rural Alberta.

A key component of conflict resolution is a mutual understanding of the contentious issues
among all stakeholders. This research revealed different stakeholders’ constructions of the conflict.
By exposing these differences, this study can sensitize decision-makers and managers to the issues
not currently addressed in the intensive hog development conflict. The identification of key
challenges and successes of public participation will also help managers and decision-makers employ
public participation initiatives that are perceived as fair and effective by all stakeholders as is possible.
This study illustrates how power arrangements and social processes affect the outcomes and
perceptions of the participatory processes for land use developments in rural Alberta. The summary
of findings reviews the practical and theoretical lessons that have emerged as a result of this research.

Policy recommendations and future avenues for research will follow these summarized findings.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Local grassroots organizations have emerged in response to perceived environmental threats in
their communities. Ordinary citizens may band together if they believe they are disproportionately
bearing the environmental and social costs of industrial production. This study compared two local
grassroots organizations that mobilized to contest intensive hog development permits. Both of these
grassroots organizations questioned the development permit based on the potential environmental
threats and the development’s perceived inconsistency with community values and norms. As they
became more engaged in legal disputes, they became disenchanted with the power structures of
municipal and provincial political institutions that were working with and seemingly for the pork
producers. Each of these organizations became disillusioned with the state’s inability to protect their
environmental and social interests; however, these organizations varied in perceptions of the
outcome of the local decision-making process.

One grassroots organization had a long history of working with local decision-makers. This
community reported high levels of trust and social capital, and their perceptions of the decision
outcome was that it reflected their values and concems, despite their disillusionment with the
provincial government. The sharing of values and commitment to a community is one of the
foundations of social order. This case study illustrated how social capital that is developed through
participatory mechanisms (both formal and informal) can serve society by increasing trust and
generate networks that can be used for positive future civic engagement.

According to this study; a challenge to public participation is that each stakeholder group frames
the conflict according to their dominant worldviews. This research suggests that there is a
disagreement regarding the shifting paradigm of agriculture towards an increasingly industrial model.

While government and industry representatives support industrial scale agriculture, community
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residents are less willing to accept the risks from intensive livestock operations. Issues such as
manure management, soil conservation and groundwater pollution may continue to be debated at
appeals. More central to the conflict is the inclusion of public debate mto policy issues guiding the
directions of future agricultural expansion, and the inclusion of community values into local decision-
making processes.

This research has revealed that much of the decision-making power rests with the provincial
government as local decision-makers rely heavily upon them for mput. This study also reveals
parallels between industry and governments’ values, suggesting bureaucratic slippage. Government
agencies are spending less ume interacting with the public and more tme with industry
representatives. As a consequence, industry representatives and government personnel tended to
delegitimize other stakeholders’ concerns with dissimilar frames of the conflict. Given the
government sees the expansion of the hog industry as a public good, i.e., a way to improve economic
conditions in rural Alberta, government personnel are predisposed to overlook risks and complaints
about the siting of hog facilities. Thus framing the conflict and bureaucratic slippage are conceptual
barriers for authentic public involvement in the participatory process. Political disillusionment from
grassroots organization members may be due to their experiences with these barriers to the public
participation processes.

One of the strongest re-occurring themes throughout this research is mistrust. There were
reports of community members not trusting public officials or industry representatives, and not
having faith in the democratic process. Evidence of bureaucratic slippage compounded community
members’ feelings of mistrust. Opposition will not be eliminated unless the rural residents have
greater trust that government decisions and policies are there to protect public goods such as clean
water and healthy soils.

The current public participation process in Alberta has the potential for formal, instrumental,

and intrapersonal empowerment. By providing an opportunity for authentic public involvement in
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the decision-making process, self-confidence, trust and capacity may increase. This research has
revealed how limited availability of resources, such as access to technological information, time and
money have limited the persuasive power of the public. Information is power.

This research revealed how the timing of public notification and participation processes affected
the perceptions of fairness and the distribution of power among stakeholders. Those with greater
power to choose the public participation process and to access technical information possess greater
power in the debate over environmental standards and regulations. By remaining a reactive rather
than a proactive participation process, Alberta’s decision-making system is falling short of sustainable
decision outcomes.

The comparative nature of this research has shed light on public participation for Alberta’s land
use planning by revealing similarities and differences among stakeholders across four case studies.
First, the case where there was no conflict over intensive hog development permits had public
participation initiatives early on in the decision-making process where community members had real
choice in the needs assessment and negotiation of compensation. This revealed that including
community members meaningfully in the siting and management decisions reduces conflict.

Secondly, community members from the two cases involved in appeals who were very
knowledgeable about intensive hog operations were very opposed to the developments. This finding
dispels the differential knowledge frame by the government and industry representatives who claimed
the more the community knows, the less they will be opposed to intensive livestock.

Finally, the two cases that were involved in appeals both had some level of disillusionment with
the municipal and/or provincial government. The major difference between these two cases was
that one case had a long history of working with local decision-makers in community planning
decisions and have been actively involved in community development volunteer initatives. This case
with greater experience working with public officials has developed trust relationships between the

community and local government officials. The outcome of the development appeal board decisions
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was respected by the community and the government officials respected the community’s concerns.
This reciprocal relationship was missing in the case where there was no previous working
relationship between the community and local government officials. These two cases ilustrate that

when government and community members work together, they develop trusting relationships.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

These findings suggest that the provincial government should adopt policies that promote not
only capital accumulation, but also the development of greater social capital and participatory
decision-making. There is also a need to focus on re-building trust by implementing the public in

policy development decisions and enforcing more stringent environmental regulations.

One way to offset the tendency for bureaucratic slippage is to increase public access to decision-
making processes at both the policy and implementation level. Government bureaucrats would likely
broaden their worldviews by interacting more often with members of the public, for whom they are
currently making decisions. The more transparent and open the flow of information becomes, the

greater the accountability of decision-makers, resulting in an increase in public trust.

Timing of public participation mechanisms is an important aspect for the perceived success and
faimess of land use decisions. Rural communities have different annual cycle activity demands that
affect their ability to attend public functions. This study illustrates the importance of timing rural
public involvement initiatives so that they do not occur during busy harvest seasons. Early
communication has been identified as an essential component of public participation for many
stakeholders. The Decide-Announce-Defend process that has taken place in rural Alberta for the
siting of intensive hog operations was determined as unsatisfactory by those wishing to be

meaningfully involved in the decision-making process. Successful early communication techniques
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identified in this study were open houses before final siting decisions, and public notification by
municipal governments. The concepts of choice and needs assessment were identified as key factors

to the acceptance of facilities and trust among stakeholders.

Citizen advisory committees (CAC), who are likely to achieve the social goal of increased trust in
institutions, are a type of public involvement that could precede permit approvals to incorporate
early communication. CAGs are intended to serve as the voice of the larger public and would prove
useful by including more Albertans in the development of policy initiatives, new regulations, and for
municipal permit reviews. It should be noted that CAGs are successful only when the decision-
makers have some sort of binding agreement to implement the decisions that emerge from this
collaborative effort.

Mediation is used in the natural resource policy arena as an alternative to long and expensive
legal battles (Dryzek, 1997). Mediations offer an opportunity for two-way communication among
opposing interests. Noah Dorius (1993) also presents the notion of alternative dispute resolution, as
a mechanism to prevent conflict from disrupting the development review process and to promote
locally wanted land uses. He suggests the best time for the introduction of dispute resolution
techniques is at the beginning of the permit approval process. Therefore, upon receipt of a
completed intensive hog operation application, rural municipalities could send out information
packages to determine local residents’ interest in participating. The process can be implemented by
the municipal planning staff, trained in dispute resolution, or implemented by a neutral mediator.
Regardless of who facilitates the process, in order for these mechanisms to be trusted, there must be

some sort. of binding agreement on the negotiations reached throughout these meetings.

The degree of trust citizens have in a process partly depends on the type and quality of the
information to which they can access. Beierle (1999) suggests citizen advisory committees (CAC) and
information provision as the most effective public participation mechanisms to increase trust in

institutions. Advisory bodies are one of the highest levels of public participation (Sveen, 1998;
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Audain, 1972; Smith, 1982; Rich et al,, 1995). Ideal collaboration includes face-to-face sorting out of
differences, people working together as equals, people being heard and treated with respect, and
decisions made using a form of consensus. Rich et al. (1995) suggests forming a committee of public
officials and citizens selected by the affected community to direct the inquiry of the problem. This
allows citizens access to information and lessens the pressure on industry to defend their actions to a
resistant public. Community workshops are another avenue, which may help to increase trust among
participants in local land use decisions. Workshops allow community members to choose to consult
with scientists they trust and establish networks with public officials, thus their specific concerns are
addressed, their questions are answered and they are more likely to trust that public officials view

them as legitimate.

Public participation can be enhanced through community development visioning exercises. Since
rural municipalities are required to design 2 Municipal Development Plan, this is an ideal opportunity
for public involvement. Through a variety of public participation initiatives, each rural municipality
could develop publicly acceptable land use designations. For example, this process could identify
areas suitable for future landfills, intensive agriculture, protected areas, and so on. This process
would likely help to reduce future land use conflicts. Joint enterprises could be formed with adjoining

municipalities to promote greater compatibility among land uses at the regional level.

According to Hoehn (1996), if limits are placed on developments in response to recognition of
the need to protect natural resources, a greater provincial role may be necessary. Hoehn also reports
that individual developers have greater political influence locally than at the provincial level through
lobbying and campaign contributions. Results from the Angus-Reid study also indicate that
Canadians support the position for stronger government regulation (Bennewies, 2000). The
importance of natural resources transcends municipal boundaries, making a case for a stronger
provincial role in protecting the environment. Local autonomy should not be overlooked; however,

the majority of respondents have suggested the need for a greater provincial role in regulating and
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enforcing the intensive livestock industry. This current trend of downsizing and de-regulation is not
conducive to long-term planning. Provincial regulations coupled with a well-supported local

development vision and enforcement would provide an environment of greater trust and long-term

community planning.

In summary, I recommend the following for Alberta’s land use planning decision-making

processes for intensive livestock operations:

& More stringent environmental regulations and enforcement from provincial and municipal

governments.
&= Increase the public’s access to provincial policy decision-making.
& Time public participation during non-harvest seasons for rural communities.

@ Schedule public participation BEFORE land use development permits for intensive hog
operations are approved.

@ Community advisory committees or mediation may be useful public participation
mechanisms to increase trust among participants and avoid expensive legal battles.

& Proactive long-term land planning: This could be initiated through community development

visioning activities and/or public involvement in land use management plans.

@ More time and interactions between government staff and the public to increase trust,

transparency, and flow of information.

FUTURE AREAS FOR RESEARCH

There are a number of directions that future ~ research could follow to develop a greater
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sociological understanding of public participation. This study took a comparative analysis approach
across stakeholders from four different cases, revealing some subtle differences that may prove to be
interesting avenues for future research. For example, the stakeholders from one case study that were
most heavily criticized were women. An important sociological question about the power of gender
in political arenas has been raised, and may be an important area for further research in comparative

analyses of similar environmental disputes.

In an attempt to reduce conflict, there has been an increase in manure management and odour
control research, which hog producers and government agencies perceive as being the main issue for
the public. If the government and industry truly wish to reduce conflict, and increase trust and
accountability, the agenda for research should reflect the concerns of its public. According to this
study, more research is needed on the immediate and cumulative effects that intensive hog
operations have on surrounding water sources in specific biological zones. More attention is also
needed on the effects intensive hog operations have on small and medium sized family farms, and
alternative economic models to support smaller operations. Research has begun in some of these
areas. For example, earthen manure storage lagoons in Alberta are now being monitored for potential
seepage into groundwater. This current study will determine future site cnteria and construction

standards necessary to ensure environmentally safe construction of the lagoons (MacMillan, 2000).

The Public Health At is currently one of the most powerful pieces of legislation that could inhibit
future expansion and development of the intensive livestock industry. This research revealed a gap in
knowledge in public health impacts from intensive hog operations. It would be interesting to identify
the research agenda path that has been paved by the provincial government and investigate if the
process of bureaucratic slippage has affected this research agenda. Such a study would identify the
chain of command of decision-making and negotiated research agenda and whose interests the
agenda supports. A broader sociological study might involve a political and organizational analysis

examining why some public health issues receive much more attention than do those associated with
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living in agricultural communities.

One final area for research that I believe is important is an analysis of the proposed changes to
the intensive livestock regulations. Throughout this research, there were public involvement
mechanisms sponsored by the provincial government to gather feedback on proposed new
regulations for intensive livestock operations. For example, the Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG),
which consisted of stakeholders invited by the Minister of Agriculture, drafted provincial legislation
for intensive livestock operations. The SAG then brought this proposed legislation to the public in
the form of public hearings across Alberta to solicit feedback from the rural public. An analysis of
the public participation methods employed and information gathered by the provincial government

to develop these new regulations would be an interesting avenue of research.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

In Alberta’s rural communities, the ‘raising of the bamn’ has a new meaning. No longer do rural
communities join efforts to help raise the walls for a neighbor’s new pig bam. Instead, rural
community members are banding together in an attempt to prevent intensive hog bams from
imposing environmental and social costs upon their communities. The state and industry share
worldviews that the future of agriculture is industrial agriculture. Intensive hog developments are
currently operating under the privileges of low taxation and lack of environmental regulations for
agricultural operations in Alberta. Thus, the aggressive promotion of intensive livestock operations
will continue to be questioned by rural citizens who have vested interest in the environmental and
social well being of their communities. This study revealed that highly cohesive communities that
have developed shared community values and established trust relationships with local political

institutions are a strong defense against the increasing power of this form of agribusiness.

The shift towards technologically advanced food production systems has shifted power to those
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with greater access to technological information, investment capital, and policy regulations (ie. the
state and industry). As citizens became engaged in litigation over intensive hog operations in Alberta,
they underwent a political re-awakening that the government is not necessarily there to protect their
environment or their interests. Ideals of civil society rest upon citizens participating meaningfully in
institutional processes, providing checks and balances to the decision-making process. Therefore, it is
important that we continue to examine and scrutinize public participation to understand the
structural and process barriers that have real consequences for citizens’ involvement in public

participation, and its outcome.
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APPENDIX A

INTERVIEW GUIDE

A Comparative Analysis of the Municipal and Provincial Decision-making Processes for Siting

Intensive Hog Operations in Alberta.

FOR CASES IN WHICH A DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WAS CONTROVERSIAL

Questions for all Alberta Agriculture regulatory personnel, consultants and government personnel:

WRNIUNRWN &

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.
15.

Tell me about the controversy over the hog operation that occurred in your communiry.

What is your definition of public participation?

How should public participation be carried out?

What methods of public participation were used in this decision-making process?

Who was involved in the public participation?

Do you consider this decision-making process to be easily understandable for all stakeholders?
What could be done to make the process more clear for all stakeholders?

How are residents informed about the decisions?

Were residents able to obtain more information about the hog facility if they asked for it? (If yes)
What kind of information did they ask for?

How could access to this information be improved?

Overall, what do you think are the main successes of the public participation that occurred in
this community?

What were the problems with the public participation in siting the hog faciliry?

What kind of conflict arose in this community as a direct result of the siting of the hog
operation?

13.What do you think could be done to reduce this conflict?

Was the public participation process fair? Why or why not?

If there was an appeal to the hog development permit, these questions will be asked

e e

Is the appeal process a form of public participation?
t are the successes of the appeal process?

What are the problems with the appeal process?

Is the appeal process fair for all stakeholders?

What could be done to improve the appeal process?

QUESTIONS FOR PORK PRODUCERS:
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Tell me about the controversy over the hog operation that occurred in your community.

Tell me about your hog operation. (Probes - Size, type of feed, manure management, where meat

goes)

What is your definition of public participation?

How should public participation be carried out?

Who was involved in the public participation?

Were all people treated with respect?

What were the successes of the public participation process(es)? How would you make it even

more successful in the future?

8. What were the biggest challenges with this public participation?

9. What methods of public participation were used in this project?

10. Can you suggest any solutions to alleviate these problems in the future?

11. Was there anything keeping you from participating?

12. How much tume did you mnvest in public participation efforts?

13. How much money did you invest in public participation efforts?

14. Did you feel the participation process allowed you to convey all the information you wished to
convey to the public?

15. What roles did the various stakeholders have in the public participation process?

16. Was there a history of controversy in this community?

17. Did you ever receive threats or intimidation from another stakeholder?

18. How did things change in the community after the controversy?

19. How can this conflict be reduced in the future?

N

NO ! R W

If there was an appeal to the hog development permir, these questions will be asked

Who was involved in the appeal process?

Is the appeal process a form of public participation?
What are the successes of the appeal process?

What are the problems with the appeal process?

Is the appeal process fair for all stakeholders?

What could be done to improve the appeal process?

b S e

QUESTIONS FOR MEMBERS OF MUNICIPAL DISTRICT BOARDS AND MEMBERS OF
DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARDS

What is your definition of public participation?

Were there any models upon which you based your decision making process?

Do you consider this decision-making process to be easily understandable for all stakeholders?
What could be done to make the process more clear for all stakeholders?

To the best of your knowledge, what methods of public participation were used in this decision-
making process?

What guidelines were followed for this public participation process?

Overall, what do you think are the main successes of the public participation that occurred in
this community?

8. What were the problems with public participation in siting the hog facility?

9. Who was involved in the public participation?

10. Were all people treated with respect?

11. Was there a history of controversy within the community before this proposed hog operation?
12. What kind of conflict arose in this community as a direct result of the siting of the hog

operation?

A N

N
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13. What do you think could be done to reduce this conflict?

14. How are residents informed about the decisions?

15. Could residents obtain additional information about the hog facility? If yes, what kind of
information did they ask for?

16. How could this access to information be improved?

17. Was anybody responsible for making information readily available?

18. Wias the public participation process fair?

19. How could the public participation process improve?

20. Who were all of the members involved on the Development Appeal Board? Probe
(Occupations? Affiliations with pork producing?)

21. How are the members of the Development Appeal Board chosen?

22. Which community organizations/ outside organizations were involved in the appeal process?

23. Is the appeal process a form of public participation?

24. What are the successes of the appeal process?

25. What are the problems with the appeal process?

26. What are your suggestions to address these problems in the appeal process?

27. Is the appeal process fair for all stakeholders?

28. How could this process be improved?

29. How much money is invested in the appeal processes?

30. How much time do appeal processes generally take?

31. How many appeals have there been over the siting of hog facilities?

32. What kind of resources (expertise, information, time) would be helpful to you to “better”
process development permits?

QUESTIONS FOR INVOLVED COMMUNITY RESIDENTS

Do you live near the proposed hog facility? # of kilometres

Would the hog facility be visible from your property?

Why did you become involved in the siting of the hog operation?

How did you become involved? If oppased to the siting of the facllity, ask Why?

Have you ever been involved in any other community organizations?

Can you tell me about the hog operation? (Size, type of feed, manure management, where meat
goes)

7. What is your definition of public participation?

8. How should public participation be carried out?

9. What methods of public participation were used in the decision-making process?
10. What were the successes of the public participation process(es)?

11. How would you make it even more successful in the future?

12. What were the biggest problems with this public participation?

13. What are your suggestions to address these problems in the future?

14. Who was involved in the public participation?

15. Were all people involved treated with respect?

16. What roles did the various stakeholders have in the public participation process?
17. Was there a history of controversy in this community?

18. Did you ever receive intimidation or threats from another stakeholder?

19. How did things change in the community after the controversy?

20. How can this conflict be reduced in the future?

21. Were the public participation methods fair for all stakeholders?

22. How could public participation be improved?

A A N
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23. Who was involved in the appeal process?

24. Did you think your voice/actions were paid attention to by the authorties?
25. How much time did you spend on public participation?

26. What are the successes of the appeal process?

27. What are the problems with the appeal process?

28. What are your suggestions to address these problems in the appeal process?
29. Is the appeal process fair for all stakeholders?

30. What could be done to make this process more fair for community residents?
31. How much time did you invest in the appeal process?

32. How much money did you invest in the appeal process? (travel, lawyers)

8. Can you suggest another person who is als 0 knowledgeable about / involved in this issue that may
have different opinions than your own?

FOR CASES IN WHICH A DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WAS NOT CONTROVERSIAL

1. To date, we understand there has been little, in any conflict over the siting of hog facilities in
your community. Why do you think there has been a greater acceptance here compared to
communities where there has been conflict and opposition?

2. Were there any models upon which you based the decision-making process?

3. Do you consider this decision-making process to be easily understandable for all stakeholders?

4. What could be done to make the process more clear for all stakeholders?

5. What is your definition of public participation?

6. To the best of your knowledge, what methods of public participation were used in this decision-
making process?

7. Were there guidelines that were followed for this public participation process?

8. Overall, what do you think are the main successes of the public participation that occurred in

this community?

9. What were the problems with the public participation in siting ___ hog facility?

10. Who was involved in the public participation?

11. Were all people treated with respect?

12. How are residents informed abour the decisions?

13. How could residents obtain additional information about the hog facility? Have any residents
asked for any?

14. Was anybody responsible for making information readily available?

15. Do you think the public participation process should be improved? If so, How?

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS:

1. Sex
1 Male
2 Female
2. What year were you born? circle appropriate age category
0 No response
1  Under20
2 Between 21 and 30
3 Between 31 and 40
4 Between 41 and 50
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5 Between 51 and 60
6 Between 61 and 70
7 Over70

3. What is the highest level of education that you have received? (read categonies)
99 No response

Grade 9 or less

Some high school

Graduated high school

Some college or university

Graduated technical/ diploma

Graduated university

(SRR S e}

4. What is your current occupation?

5. How long have you lived in this community?

6. Are you an on-farm or off-farm resident?
99 Off-farm
100 On-farm
9 No response
If on-farm: What is the main income for your farm?

7. What was your total income (after deductions) for ALL the members in this household for last
year?

Under $10,000
$10,000-19,999
$20,000-29,999
$30,000-39,999
$40,000-49,999
$50,000-59,999
$60,000-69,999
$70,000-79,999
. $80,000-89,999
10. $90,000-99,000
11. $100,000+

00N U AW

12. Don’t know
0 No response

8. Can you suggest another person who is also knowledgeable about / involved in this issue that may
have different opinions than your own?
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APPENDIX B

Phone Statement for Interview Request

Hello my name is Jody Mackenzie. I am from the University of Alberta and I am wondering if you
would consider being part of an important research project that is happening in your community.

You were referred to me by (name) and he/she said you would be a valuable source of
information.

This research project is being funded by the Alberta Agricultural Research Institute and is examining
the public participation process involved in siting intensive hog operations and the lessons that were
learned in communities across Alberta. We are mainly interested in what stakeholders perceive as the
most important successes and challenges of public participation. All of your answers will be kept
strictly confidential and anonymous. If you would like, a copy of the results will be made available to
you by June 30, 2000.

I am requesting a face-to-face interview with you that will take approximately one hour. I will be in
the County of Ponoka from Monday June 21 until Sunday June 27. I am willing to meet anytime of
the day and anywhere that is most convenient for you. Are there any times from the 215 to the 27
that we could schedule an interview?

Thank you for your participation. I will see you at (time) on (date) at (place).
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APPENDIX C
Information Sheet

TITLE OF RESEARCHPROJECT
A Comparative Analysis of the Municipal and Provincial Decision-Making Processes for Siting Hog
Operations in Alberta.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

This interview is part of a research project examining public participation in the current decision-
making processes to site intensive livestock operations. We are interested in your suggestions regarding
the public participation process for siting hog facilities. We will interview up to 90 people across six
communities. The final results of the interviews will be analyzed to identify patterns in the interview
data. The gathered interview data will be complemented by various sources of written materials such as
relevant academic literature and municipal records. We hope that by summarizing the
recommendations we gather from this research that decision makers and hog producers will better
understand how to develop public participation methods that are perceived as fair and effective. We are
asking for one to two hours of your time to ask you some questions about the possible problems and
successes you experienced with public participation processes. You may decline an answer to any of
these questions or stop the interview at any time.

With your consent, we would like to tape-record the interviews and take notes. We will analyze all
interviews to identify common themes. All of your answers will be kept strictly confidenual and
anonymous by a coding system available only to Jody Mackenzie and Naomi Krogman. Your name or
community will not appear on any of the interview tapes, notes or transcriptions. The tapes will be
destroyed six months after the completion of the research. During this time, we may contact you to ask
you for an interview follow-up.

If you would like, I will send you an executive summary of the results by June 30, 2000, and copies of
the report will be available in the local library. If you have any questions about the interview or study,
please feel free to contact the investigators listed on this information sheet.

INVESTIGATORS

JodyMackenzie Dr. Naomi Krogman

GraduateStudent Assistant Professor
Department of Rural Economy Department of Rural Economy
University of Alberta University of Alberta

515 General Services Building 515 General Services Building
Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2H1 Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2H1
jmackenz@ualberta.ca (780) 492-4178
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CONSENT FORM

TITLE OF PROJECT

An Analysis of the Municipal and Provincial Decision-making Processes for Siting Hog
Operations in Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba.

CONSENT

I acknowledge that the research procedures described on the Information Sheet (attached) of which I
have a copy have been explained to me, and that any questions that I have asked been answered to my
satisfaction. In addition, I know that I may contact the persons designated on this form if I have
further questions either now or in the future. I have been assured that personal records relating to this
study will be kept confidential and that nothing I say will be shared with other study participants. I
understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time, or decline to answer questions. I
also understand that the results of this study will be published but that my individual or community
name will not be used.

(Name of Participant — please print)

(Signature of Participant)

(Name of Witness — please print)

(Signature of Witness)
(Date)
(Signature of Investgator)
The people who may be contacted about the research are:
Jody Mackenzie Naomi Krogman
(780) 492-4225 (780) 492-4178
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