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ABSTRACT

Governing agencies increasingly employ collabogatorms of decision-making in
fisheries management to improve decision quality lagitimacy. However, crafting fair
and effective collaborative processes which williage these benefits is often difficult.
In an effort to identify keys and obstacles to ®$s; this research evaluated the
Commercial Groundfish Initiative, a collaboratiiamqing process tasked with
reforming the management of Canada's Pacific griimiméisheries. Using semi-
structured interviews, | gathered the perspectfgmrticipants from the two committees
within the process: a consensus-based committeenofercial representatives and a
committee broadly representative of other integestips for which consensus was
encouraged but not mandated. Control over the dedig proposal for management
reform was asymmetrically divided between the twmmittees, giving the commercial

committee the primary role.

Participants from the commercial committee expreés$sgh levels of support for their
consensus process. Keys to this committee’s suatesaching a high quality agreement
were (i) a strong incentive to cooperate, (ii) @rsus decision-making, and (iii)
independent process facilitation. The latter twacfioned as security measures against
the potential for process manipulation by partinigaor governing agencies. Results
from an examination of the broader committee in@iceon-commercial respondents
were largely accepting of an “oversight” role ped that the scope for their input
remained sufficient, which it did not. Early invelment in tasks such as designing the
process and defining objectives were particularitycal to non-commercial respondents’
perceptions of procedural fairness and their giiititparticipate effectively. Several
participants also raised concerns that the progasaot appropriately representative of
groups with an interest in groundfish managememé goor performance of the process
in these respects overshadowed positive aspebt®adiening participation beyond

commercial users.



Consensus approaches have gained currency amomgecoial participants as a result
of their positive experience and made some of threare willing to consider meaningful
collaboration with a broader range of interest geourhe ineffectiveness of the broader
committee suggests there is still work to do inglaag processes that will actually

achieve this meaningful, broad collaboration.
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1 THESIS INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Many of the world’s fisheries appear to be unsustiaie. The United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organization reports that 50% of therlds fisheries are fully exploited, and
a further 25% are over-exploited, depleted, or itdmg (Food and Agriculture
Organization 2007). There are also concerns thasidas regarding fisheries
exploitation often result in an unfair distributiohbenefits, ignoring the interests of
legitimate but unempowered or marginalised grolatynski & Fluharty 2002;
Chuenpagdee et al. 2005). The blame for theseqrebhas frequently been directed at
the way in which fisheries are managed (Gray 2005h)ics suggest that the
conventional model of centralised, command-andfcbgbvernance is implicated in the
poor performance of industrial-era fisheries manag® (Jentoft 2003; Kooiman &
Bavinck 2005). One proposed solution to this prnohlacreasingly applied over the past
few decades, imcreasedstakeholder participation in fisheries decisionking. Others
point to governing agency ‘capture’ by commeramérests as a contributing factor to
dissatisfactory and unsustainable management desi§McCay 1996). Among the
antidotes proposed for this problem has Heaeadenedstakeholder participation in
decision-making (Mikalsen & Jentoft 2001).

This thesis evaluates the fairness and effectiveeoksne effort to both increase and
broaden stakeholder involvement in fisheries mamage planning. It is animated by
three underlying questions fundamental to the gothakdecision-making, and by
extension, the exercise of planning. First, whausdhbe making decisions? Second, what
are the claims to inclusion would-be decision-makmssess? Third, in light of choices
regarding the preceding questions, what formatieofsion-making should be used to

make various fisheries management decisions?

The evaluand is the Commercial Groundfish Init@t{€Gl) planning process, convened

in 2003 to develop a proposal for reforming comnagroundfish management on



Canada’s Pacific coast. Fisheries have experiesae® of the most dramatic
conservation failures and divisive stakeholder baisfamong all natural resources in
Canada. As part of an effort to resolve theseadéted challenges, recent legislation and
policy relating to fisheries in Canada has emplealsiaore collaborative approaches to
decision-making (Government of Canada 1996; DFC2206 the CGlI, two stakeholder
committees with different compositions and mandatere given the joint responsibility
of drafting an integrated groundfish management ghat would meet conservation
objectives set out by Fisheries and Oceans Caidel@)( the federal agency responsible
for marine fisheries management (PFMI 2003; DMC3)00

In order to situate and rationalise the focus of thesis, | provide a brief review of the
theory and practice of participatory decision-makily specific research question and
objectives follow. The introductory chapter con@advith an overview of the thesis’

structure.

1.2 Theoretical context and rationale

1.2.1 Defining participation in planning

Planning is a process by which individuals or godpcide what they want (goals) and
how they are going to get there (strategies) (Bagth 1989). Planners suggest that the
uncertainty created by current rates of changeinitreasing complexity of social-
ecological system interactions, and the resultapaeded scope for conflict make
planning particularly valuable in a contemporaryoi@ce management context
(Boothroyd 1991). In this thesis, planning and dieci-making are used synonymously.
Though decision-making can refer to fiant at which a decision is taken, 1 use it in a

planning sense to refer to theethodical proces8y which a decision is taken.

Smith (1984: 253) defines participation in the eotiof decision-making as “any action
taken by an interested individual or group to iafiage a decision, plan, or policy.”

Participation can thus come in many forms, fromtkeh information-sharing to shared



responsibility for decision-making between governtrauthorities and stakeholder
groups (Vira & Jeffery 2001). The breadth and graywise of the ‘participation’ concept
have spawned the development of numerous assotéted, the definitions of which
overlap and sometimes vary among those who use fRarticipation is also tied into
other concepts such as environmental conflict tégwl which has given rise to its own
terminology (Dukes 2004), some of which convergéh that of the participation
concept. Following Chess (2000), | use the termsgi@ation and participatory in their
broadest senses to encapsulate all different apipesao involving stakeholders or
citizens in resource management decision-makingrel'are also numerous taxonomies
useful for distinguishing the nature and degrepanficipation in decision-making. They
include those deriving from a focus on democrdteoty (e.g., managerialist, pluralist,
populist), power relationships (e.g., stakeholdefiermed of decisions vs. stakeholders
making decisions), and participation tools or teghes (e.g., surveys, public hearings,

workshops) (Dorcey & McDaniels 2001).

Collaborative planning approaches are a looselyndéfsubset of approaches within the
spectrum of participation types. Generally, thggereaches emphasise meaningful forms
of stakeholder involvement and negotiative consg#allding in decision-making
processes. Gray (1989: xvii) offers a broad definibf collaboration as “a process in
which those parties with a stake in the problenvalyt seek a mutually determined
solution.” Day and Gunton (2003) suggest that taltative planning approaches are
distinguished by their delegation of some or alpansibility for planning to

stakeholders. In practice, this responsibility maynay not be accompanied by the
authority to ratify agreements. Collaborative pliagns relevant to this thesis as the term

used to refer to the planning approach of the CGI.

1.2.2 Collaborative planning and co-management

The adoption of collaborative planning approackesie aspect of broader fisheries

management reforms towards decentralisation aketstéder participation in decision-

making, often discussed within the rubric of ‘comagement’ (Pinkerton 1989; McCay



& Jentoft 1996; Wilson et al. 2003). Co-managenmeiatterm used to describe shared
decision-making arrangements formalised betweeemiavg agencies and stakeholders
that apply to all stages of fisheries managemanmit@t 2003). These management
models have gained popularity for some of the sagasons as collaborative planning,
described in detail below. However, one shouldbgtonfused for the other.
Collaborative planning, while adhering to the sdrasic principle of involvement in
decision-making, is frequently appliad hocwithout formalised agreements (Susskind
& Cruikshank 1987). Where co-management entailsrgoing relationship between
involved parties, the lifespan of collaborativerplang processes is more typically limited
to the particular issue or initiative that the mes is formed to address, though such
processes may lead to ongoing relationships. Cmitdive planning also does not
necessarily involve power-sharing with governmardged, some proponents suggest
government should retain final decision-making atit for reasons of accountability
(Susskind & Cruikshank 1987). Lastly, co-managenmastthe potential to be broader in
scope than most collaborative planning effortsame cases it may evolve into a form
of governance horizontally and vertically integchteth other governance processes at
local, provincial/state, and federal levels (Pin&er2003). In these cases, participants set
the agenda, develop policy, collect and analysa, deid perform a host of other ongoing

functions associated with resource governance.

1.2.3 Roots of participation

Gray (2005b) lists four roots of the rise of papation in fisheries management
additional to the failure of conventional managetmeadels described in ssection 1.1.
First, post-material values in Western countrietuide heightened concerns for
environmental health and an interest in greatdérdsermination. These have generated
a demand for participation in political decisiohattaffect fisheries in their roles as
components of larger ecosystems and as highly syermesources. The second, closely
related root is the emergence of new social movésrerpporting causes like

environmental protection and community health, #redassociated proliferation of



cause-oriented non-governmental organisations deimgumvolvement in decision-

making.

The third root is increasing scepticism in the siguiey of experts’ knowledge over that
of others. This scepticism is accompanied and énetth by a growing recognition that
fisheries decisions are value-laden, and that #heeg of experts like scientists and
bureaucrats do not deserve precedence over thesvalihe broader public. As Cocklin
et al. (1998: 216) argue, “managers cannot presarhdly understand the attitudes of
different interest groups...nor can they be reliedrum judge what is socially optimal or

desirable.”

The fourth root Gray identifies is society’s aspoa towards the ideal of reasoned
dialogue to reach decisions that observe a broadlggnod (Flyvbjerg 1998). This root
draws from philosopher Jurgen Habermas’ concepbofmunicative rationality, which
argues that an inclusive discourse is possible evtgarticipants overcome their at first
subjectively based views in favour of a rationaligtivated agreement” (Habermas 1987:
294), the rational basis of which is universallyajd. The trend towards more rational
and intersubjectively-motivated discourse in puhlieninistration has been noted beyond
fisheries (Hansen 1998).

To Gray’s roots, | add one more: the documentedesscof management models based
on social contracts forged between stakeholdererfeasible by intimate and repeated
interactions (Ostrom 1990). These examples havedsirated the viability of
alternatives to the state-controlled model of commpperty resource management
(Honneland 1998). The growth of co-management gemarents is a related phenomenon

which has served as further support for the benefistakeholder involvement.

1.2.4 Benefits, drawbacks, and challenges

What are the benefits that a transition to moré@patory modes of governance offers?

Proponents make several arguments for facilitdtigber degrees of participation in



decision-making processes. First, there is a navenatgument made, based in theories
of participatory democracy and procedural justibat those who are affected by a
decision should be able to contribute to the desisiformulation (Thibault & Walker
1975; Olsen 1982; Smith 1984). Second, there iatantive argument that participation
of various ‘publics’ can help identify problems asmlutions to policy issues that experts
or authorities miss, thereby facilitating the deyghent of better informed policy or
management (Fiorino 1990). Third, theorists sugtiedtmeaningful participation can

help ensure the representativeness and responssvehdecisions, lending legitimacy to
decisions, which eases implementation (Jentoft 0ARiatives that lack these qualities,

it is argued, have less potential to successftdlydform patterns of resource use because

they are unlikely to adequately relate to stakedopdiorities (Vira & Jeffery 2001).

Research suggests good reason to critically exapartecipatory forms of decision-
making, as crafting fair and effective participgtprocesses can be a major challenge
(Dalton 2006). Developing these models is cleadiyjust a question of more stakeholder
involvement, which can lead to its own suite oliss; in fisheries these issues have
included questions of who is representative of whpenceptions of the ‘foxes in the
henhouse’, and intensified challenges of reachgrgeament between the multitude of
parties granted involvement (McCay 1996; McCay &td& 1996). The challenge is
clearly more complex. Involvement does not guamatiat participants will judge the
process as fair, which is a key criterion influenicpeople’s satisfaction with decisions
(Smith & McDonough 2001); Forester (2006: 447) agythat these participatory
processes often produce “more heat than light’rasdlt in little new understanding
among stakeholders; ill-considered involvementaif-governmental groups may add to
problems of legitimacy and authority faced by pcdit institutions considering whom to
involve in decisions and in what capacity (Cuppg7Z)9and participants in these
processes are often self-selecting and of high@osoonomic status, limiting whose
values, interests, and conflicts shape the agefuanfas 1995; Hailey 2001; Beierle &
Cayford 2003). Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) orgarifsese various barriers to
effective participatory decision-making for natur@sources management into three

categories: (i) institutional and structural basiée.g., constrained resources, conflicting



agency goals), (ii) barriers due to perceptionsatitiides (e.g., mistrust, poor
stakeholder relationships), and (iii) barriers witthe process itself (e.g., poor process
management, insufficient stakeholder representatak of collaborative skills among

participants).

Much of the debate about participation in fishedesision-making has focused on how
to address the problems and barriers to its effectpplication, as outlined above (Gray
2005a). This debate begins from the assumptiorpdicipation is fundamentally a
good idea. However, some critics have also delihteduitability of participatory
decision-making altogether. Coglianese (2003) asglat a focus on reaching agreement
may come at the expense of good public policy pinaperly sustains the values
associated with natural resources and ecosystdmase Bre also important questions
about what authority collaborative entities hav&\iastern democracies to be shaping
decisions that are the mandate of government agenesponsible to the general public
(Gray 2005a). Further, the benefits of participafmocesses frequently used to justify
their use, such as trust formation, resolving éonfand educating stakeholders, may not
extend beyond participants to the broader publadie & Cayford 2003). Others have
argued that “participation policies often do natllglead to participation and
empowerment” (Henkel & Stirrat 2001: 171), but eatheinforce existing power
structures (Cooke & Kothari 2001). In these capasjcipation is employed to establish
the illusion of stakeholder support for policy ahgke diligence in consultation on the part
of governing agencies. The use of participatiothis manner may leave stakeholders

worse off if it serves to neutralise their comptaiabout being ignored.

1.2.5 Research rationale

Despite these difficulties and their increasingliagion, participatory fisheries planning
processes are rarely the subject of systematicatrah to determine what they are
capable of achieving under given conditions, why ih so, and how they can be
improved. Participatory approaches must also bsidered against other means of

resolving conflicts to determine whether they & most appropriate planning approach



given the characteristics of the issue and stakleinslinvolved. Given the challenges and
increasing use of participatory planning, evaluaiare important to help ensure that it is
employed as effectively and efficiently as possifilee need for further research
evaluating participatory processes in natural resgsuplanning has been widely noted
(Cormick et al. 1996; Innes & Booher 1999; Pars0@@® Dorcey & McDaniels 2001).

1.3 Research objectives

In light of the rationale outlined above, the cahpurpose of this research was:

to evaluate the procedural fairness and effectigsrad the CGl

collaborative planning process.
Planning processes consist of issues that invellsstantive and procedural elements.
Though these elements are intertwined (Smith & Mao@ah 2001), | focused on
procedural elements of fair and effective collatiweaplanning. The work of the CGI
was carried out through two committees, the Comiakehtdustry Caucus (CIC) and the
Commercial Groundfish Integrated Advisory Committ€&IAC), whose composition,
mandates, and decision-making formats differednipartant ways. The CIC was
composed exclusively of commercial fishery représtares. This committee was tasked
with consensually developing management reformisvibald achieve accountability,
monitoring, and conservation objectives set ouDBY. The CGIAC, broadly
representative of other major interest groups, mvasdated to provide direction and
advice to the work of the CIC. Consensus was emgga but not required for the
CGIAC. | examined whether the committees’ mandatexe fair and if they were able to
execute their mandates effectively. The ways irctvithe committees interacted was also
explored. Fairness and effectiveness can be jufiigedmultiple perspectives, including
that of participants and that of the broader sagiald. Using semi-structured interviews,

this work sought the perspectives of participants.

Specific research objectives were:
1. To compare evaluation frameworks in the peer-regtkiiterature.

2. To describe the CGI planning process and structure.



3. To evaluate the efficacy and fairness of the Cl@sensus process by developing
and applying an evaluation framework.

4. To evaluate the role of the CGIAC in the CGI anelitinteraction with the CIC.

5. To identify findings from the evaluation that mag felevant to advancing the
broader understanding of collaborative fisheriesagament planning.

6. To make recommendations for improvement of thegiheahnd management of

collaborative fisheries planning processes.

1.4 Thesis structure

Four chapters comprise the remainder of this th&sicontextualise and inform the
evaluative focus of my research, chapter two diessrand compares existing
frameworks of criteria used to evaluate the qualftparticipatory environmental
decision-making. It highlights the variation amdremeworks, identifies what they are
capable of telling us about participatory procesaed considers the implications for

would-be evaluators of using different frameworks.

Chapter three summarises and analyses participardkiations of the fairness and
effectiveness of the CIC according to a framewdrtetevant criteria derived from the
literature described in chapter two. | pay paracuttention to the keys and obstacles to
achieving a high quality process. An introductiortte commercial groundfish sector,

the impetus for the CGI process, and the CGI pstsicture is also included.

Chapter four explores the role of the CGIAC, exangrwhether their role was perceived
as fair and whether it was able to perform itsg@#ectively. As the CGIAC was
defined primarily in relation to the CIC, the iraetion between the two committees is
also explored. A more inductive and exploratoryrapph is taken in this chapter,
contrasting with the deductive approach of chajbtee. By examining the dynamics of
the CGIAC's involvement, | extend the literatureanilaborative planning in fisheries,

which has highlighted the important challenge gihametrically involving diverse



stakeholders within decision-making processes (Mém& Jentoft 2001; Jentoft et al.
2003; Nielsen & Christensen 2006) but rarely agsksslevant cases.

The fifth and final chapter summarises the overaghkonclusions of the research,
focusing on the findings of chapters three and.fbalso make a series of
recommendations, discuss the strengths and weasekthe study, and suggest

avenues for further research.

1.5 Assumptions

My research is conducted from a qualitative redeperadigm that entails a set of
philosophical assumptions. Ontologically, | assuha multiple social realities exist as
interpretations of individuals based on their iatgion with the world, and that these
realities pre-date the research agent (Merriam 20@2comb 2006). Epistemologically,
| assume that the generation of interview data isteractive construction between
individuals. The qualitative researcher is not sspge, neutral receptacle that ‘collects’
data; s/he is a co-constructor (Kvale 1996). Thesns that the researcher is not just
studying subjective realities and different perspes, but that the data and subsequent
knowledge generated by the research is also arpietere representation of the studied
phenomenon, not simply an objective reproductioanfishersley 1990; Hammersley
1992; Schwandt 2003). Thus, attempts to deternmeaature of the social world are
fallible and provisional, in that they are spectfica time and place (Scott 2005;
Lipscomb 2006). Nevertheless, Hammersley (1992 sEgests that “often we can be
reasonably confident about the relative chanceslidity of competing claims.
Assessment of claims must be based on judgemeois plausibility and credibility, on
the compatibility of the claim, or the evidence iipmwith the assumptions about the
world that we currently take to be beyond reasamdblubt.” Following Hammersley's
argument, | adopt a naturalistic approach thaloisety associated with critical realism
(Bhaskar 1975, 1986). Critical realism emphasisadysng social phenomena in their
natural setting and not removed from the conteat ithifluences them in innumerable

ways (Meyer 2003). Critical realism posits that diindependent phenomena exist, and
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that reconstructions of these phenomena can be amdréess accurate and
representative, and therefore of variable vali@gott 2005).

My research uses participant satisfaction as tresarement of the CGI's performance
on the fairness and effectiveness criteria thatledoundation of this evaluation. In
reporting results, | assume that participants atisfseed with the process for the ‘right’
reasons — that is, they are satisfied with theggebecause it was, in fact, fair and
effective. This is not always the case. Participanay be satisfied with collaborative
processes if they help them to stymie other padietelay undesirable decisions (Talbot
1983). Participants may also express satisfactitimtivese processes because they are
satisfied with the outcome (Lind et al. 1997). Ralarly where collaboration principally
involves those being regulated (as it did in th€)Ckatisfaction with the outcome may
reflect participants’ interest in certainty or thiglief that regulations are not as forceful
as they may have been otherwise (Coglianese 200B)type of outcome may run

contrary to the broader or longer-term public iastr

1.6 Limitations

This research is limited in several ways. Firs, itifformation gathered cannot be
construed as representative of the evaluationseo$takeholder groups involved.
Constituents of the stakeholder groups likely hdiverse opinions about the fairness,
effectiveness, and value of the CGI planning pretleat may or may not correspond
with those of their representatives. Constituenlisalgo likely have opinions on the
appropriateness and performance of their repretbemtaa perspective that is not the
focus of this work. Moreover, the experiences ofsatituents or observers are
qualitatively different, as only representativesédirect experience of the process as
participants. Hence, this research provides an itapbbut partial perspective on the
CGl.

Second, this research examines just one fishela@sing process. There are divergent

viewpoints on the generalisability of qualitatiwesearch findings (e.g., Glaser & Strauss
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1967; Lincoln 1990) and limitations on the abilibyextrapolate from one case. |
approach this step cautiously, acknowledging thlitmnal and contextual nature of the

data generated.

Third, satisfaction measurements (see sectionateb3ubject to their own relativity
(Webler 1995). For example, participants who haymeenced high quality
collaborative processes in the past may rank tlasgss comparatively poorly. However,
they may still find it preferable to other decisioraking formats. Other participants may
find this process marginally better than recentatieg experiences. Expectations among
participants, which are also variable, can alsted#htially influence evaluations
(Coglianese 2003). Moreover, when individuals daidiextensive time and resources to
something like a collaborative process, psychoklgiesearch has demonstrated that they
are more likely to express support for it in orttejustify the effort they’ve expended
(Harmon-Jones & Mills 1999). This is particularBlevant for the case analysed here
given the disparity in the time spent by CIC paptinits compared to CGIAC
participants. All of these factors complicate therpretation of results. To mitigate the
potential of inaccurate interpretations, | askedig@ants about their expectations, and
compared the consistency of their responses oeegritirety of the interview. However,
accounting for the relative merit of this procasshe eyes of each respondent or

exploring cognitive dissonance was beyond the sobpigs research.

Last, the research is also bounded by the timeeffa@mg considered. Meetings and
discussions prior to the initiation of the CGI, arwhcurrent but external to the CGl,
undoubtedly shaped the negotiations that leade@itbation of the GIFMP. However, |
limit the focus of my interviews to those meetiragsl discussions that occurred as part
of the CGl.
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2 COMPARING EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS FOR
PARTICIPATORY DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES *

2.1 Introduction

Governmental and non-governmental agencies aredsitrgly employing participatory
forms of environmental decision-making across dosiauch as development,
environmental risk, natural resources managemadtleand use planning. Smith (1984:
253) defines participation in decision-making asy‘action taken by an interested
individual or group to influence a decision, planpolicy”. Participation can thus come
in many forms, from limited information sharinggbared responsibility for decision-
making between government authorities and stakehgibups (Vira & Jeffery 2001).
Decision-making agencies within and outside govemisiemploy these approaches on
the basis that participatory processes help inrglmggprocedural justice and lead to
more representative, informed, and legitimate dewcss thereby easing policy
implementation (Thibault & Walker 1975; Cupps 19PZC 1997).

The rise of participatory decision-making for elvimental issues has been followed by
a growing number of calls for their comprehenssyestematic evaluation (e.g., Rosener
1978; Rowe & Frewer 2000). Evaluation researchedsparticipatory decision-making
theorists promote evaluation as a tool for deteimgithe quality of participatory
decision-making processes, often understood ingefwhether a given participatory
approach is fair, effective, and efficient. Propots suggest that evaluation can help to
highlight the aspects of participatory decision-ingkthat contribute to a desirable
process, what does and does not work under giveditoans, why this is so, and where
participatory decision-making practices can impr@inees & Booher 1999; Rowe &
Frewer 2000).

! A version of this chapter is being prepared fdmsission to a peer-reviewed journal.
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Researchers have developed a growing number oefwanks to facilitate systematic
evaluation of participatory decision-making. Thé&seneworks are similar in that they
consist of criteria or principles associated wiitphhquality participatory decision-
making, but their conceptions of quality are vaealas are many of their other attributes.
Researchers and practitioners interested in evafuparticipatory processes are
therefore faced with choices between approachsgstematic evaluation which differ
and converge across numerous dimensions. Giverathe-laden nature of evaluation
(Shadish et al. 1991; Segerholm 2003) and the sliyesf (equally value-laden)
frameworks available, it is appropriate to exanthiie body of work. The purpose of this
particular examination is to compare evaluatiomigaorks, documenting the variation
amongst them and highlighting the implicationstadttvariation for evaluators. The
comparison will help clarify what evaluation framanks are capable of telling us about
participatory decision-making and point towardormiation that individual frameworks
may not capture. It will also help illuminate asgiions regarding participation,
knowledge use, valuing, and knowledge construdtiah evaluators implicitly accept

when they apply any evaluation framework (Shadisd.€1991).

To conduct this examination, | comparatively anal§& frameworks designed to

evaluate participatory decision-making processksa® to environmental issues. After
outlining how and why frameworks were selectedefcamination, the results are
presented and discussed in three parts. Firstekasvhat the frameworks are designed to
evaluate — that is, their target and their purp8geond, | document the origins of the
criteria in the framewaorks. Third, | compare thenpmsition of criteria in the

frameworks.

While researchers are beginning to ask importagtpiture’ questions about the
systematic evaluation of participation in enviromta¢ decision-making, like examining
what evaluation has revealed about participatocystEn-making thus far (Chess &
Purcell 1999; Dukes 2004), exploring methodologataices (Chess 2000), and

reviewing the approaches and findings of evaluatemse studies (Rowe & Frewer 2004),
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a detailed review of the different evaluation frameks and what they are measuring
remains largely unaddressed (though see Conley &&12003).

2.2 Framework selection process

The 12 frameworks selected for this analysis dreeldvant to, or explicitly designed for,
the evaluation of participatory environmental decismaking processes. Though not an
exhaustive list of extant frameworks (for furth@amples, see Blahna & Yonts-Shepard
1989; NRTREE 1994; Lauber & Knuth 1999; Halvors@02, Rauschmayer & Wittmer
2006), those included here were selected becaageatk broadly representative of the
different approaches to evaluation of participatemyironmental decision-making, they
span over 20 years of thinking on the topic, andyrare commonly cited works in the

primary literature.

There is a rich and diverse literature on partidpaenvironmental decision-making,
including work that outlines lessons learned, leastiand keys to success of participatory
decision-making (e.g., Harter 1982; Susskind & Mblgla 1985; Leach & Pelkey 2001;
(EPA) 2001; Smith & Gilden 2002). These provide artpnt bases for the development
of evaluation criteria. However, these works areartanged as frameworks for
evaluation and are excluded from this analysiséweral reasons; they are often not
designed to provide a comprehensive, systematigssaf factors associated with
process quality, nor are they always translatatitegriteria suitable for the focus of this
analysis. For example, Harter’'s (1982) preconddito the success of a negotiated
rulemaking process include contextual factors #natlargely external to questions of the
design and management of effective and fair detisiaking processes and therefore
cannot be evaluated to determine how well the m®&echieved’ them (e.g., ‘ripeness’
of the issue for resolution). Also excluded arerttey case studies that conduct
evaluations but do not provide details on the retie and foundations of the framework
used in the evaluation. The analysis here incloaidsthose works in the peer-reviewed
literature that explain and justify an evaluaticemiework. Bounding the analysis in this

way serves to ensure a clearer comparison of nhikeé things.
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2.3 Target and purpose

2.3.1 Evaluation target

The decision-making process and its outcomes arenth basic aspects of participatory
decision-making that are subjected to evaluatitve drrangement of criteria within
evaluation frameworks is a useful indicator of whaspect(s) of the participatory
process is the focus of evaluation (Table 2.1).éx@mple, Rowe and Frewer’s (2000)
sets of acceptance and process criteria emphasisess; Beierle (1999) emphasises
outcomes; and Innes and Booher (1999) and Susakith¢Cruikshank (1987) include
both process and outcome criteria. Outcome andepsaariented frameworks have
different strengths: outcome evaluations are ugefaksess the degree of success in
achieving certain goals. Alternatively, to undenstevhy processes are successful, it is
necessary to examine procedural elements. Innhedgel of participatory planning, Selin
and Chavez (1995) outline three phases that félimthe process of participatory
planning: problem-setting, direction-setting, atrd&uring. The problem-setting phase
includes identifying the legitimate stakeholderamissue, coming to a shared definition
of the problem, and exploring the commitment okstelders to a participatory planning
process. The direction-setting phase involves agwed a common purpose among
participants, expressing values and goals, segtiognd rules, and gathering information.
The structuring phase formalises the relationshiprales of participants in the process
and sets out the tasks that the process must agddreating an order that governs
participant interactions (Selin & Chavez 1995).isahd Chavez’'s model is useful as a
finer-grained basis for further breaking down tbatent of evaluation frameworks to

reveal which process phases the frameworks arsédcon evaluating.
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Table 2.1: Evaluation frameworks from the literatur

What framework is designed to

n

Author(s) Arrangement of criteria Foundations of criteria evaluate
Six outcome criteria related | Empirical literature on | Surveys, focus groups, public
to broad social goals problems in U.S. comments, information provisions,
environmental public notices, public hearings, citize
Beierle 1999 regulatory system advisory committees, mediation,
regulatory negotiations, citizen juries
consensus conferences. Focus is on
environmental risk decisions.
Five meta-criteria of Authors’ fieldwork on Participatory processes involving
Branch & substantiye issue_s,. public participation government agency_—publiq _
Bradbury relat_lonshlps, decision programs of U.S. interactions. Focps is on citizen
2006 making process, Department of Energy adv!spry boards in environmental risk
accountability, and and U.S. Army decisions.
information disclosure
Six process meta-criteria Research findings fronParticipatory processes involving
U.S.in 1960’s and 70’s| citizens. Focus is on application of
Croshy et al. and authors’ experience criteria to Citizen Panels (randomly
1986 selected private citizens brought
together to make joint decisions abol
policy issues).
Five meta-criteria of Literature on Participatory marine protected area
participant involvement, participation in U.S. planning processes.
Dalton 2005 info_rrr_]ation e>_<chang_e,_ fair | natural resources
decision-making, efficient | management, using
administration, and positive | mostly terrestrial
participant interactions examples
Four criteria of process as a Participatory democracy Public hearings, initiatives, public
Fiorino 1990 democratic decision-making theory surveys, rc_agulatory negotiatiqns,
method citizen review panels. Focus is on
environmental risk decisions.
Sets of process and outcomeLiterature, complex Consensus-based approaches involv
criteria systems theory, face-to-face dialogue on policy issues
Innes & Habermas’ theory of among representatives of different

Booher 1999

communicative
rationality, authors’
experience

interest groups.

ing

b

Set of four criteria for each
of two ideals for

Democratic theories of
pluralism and direct

Participatory process performance
according to criteria associated with

Laird 1993 participatory processes participation in the U.S.| each of two differing democratic
context ideals: pluralism and direct
participation.
Five outcome criteria Participatory democracy Participatory democracy approaches
stemming from shortcomingstheory and literature on| involving participation throughout
Moote et al. " o . L .
1997 of traditional participatory | public participation planning process and shared

techniques

responsibility for decisions. Focus is

on public lands planning in U.S.
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Author(s)

Arrangement of criteria

Foundations of criteria

What framework is designed to
evaluate

Poisner 1996

Six criteria measuring exten
of process focus on
deliberative decision-making

that directly involves citizens

t Political philosophy of
civic republicanism in
) U.S.

n]

Public participation processes related
to environmental risk and health. Fog
is on processes developed under the
U.S. National Environmental Policy
Act.

Rowe &
Frewer 2000

Sets of acceptance and
process criteria

Suggestions of
academics and
practitioners and, to a
lesser degree, empirical
research findings

Referenda, public hearings, public
opinion surveys, regulatory
negotiations, consensus conferences
citizen juries, citizen advisory
committees, focus groups. Focus is @
environmental risk and health
decisions.

>

Four outcome-oriented meta-Research and writing of

Negotiated dispute resolution

glrjjiizlr?:n&k criteria of fairess, dispute resolution techniques.

1987 efflc[qncy, wisdom, and experts
stability of agreement
Two meta-criteria of fairnes$ Habermas’ concepts of | Participatory process techniques that
and competence communicative are organised to facilitate

Webler 1995 competence and the communication between government

ideal speech situation

citizens, stakeholders, interest group
and businesses regarding a specific
decision.

D
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2.3.2 Evaluation purpose

Broadly, the purpose of evaluation is to judge @enfance according to a given quality
in order to assess merit (Patton 2002). In the ohsgaluating participatory decision-
making processes, a number of performance quatiiede the focus of evaluation, such
as effectiveness, cost effectiveness, efficienog, appropriateness. Effectiveness, or the
degree to which a participatory process meets pgeéor outcome objectives (Bellamy
et al. 1999), is the primary concern of all of fremeworks analysed here. Some of the
frameworks argue the premise that participatiomigrest groups or individuals in
environmental decisions is desirable based on iptegof democracy, while others
accept this premise and simply acknowledge thdiggzation has been increasingly
deemed socially desirable. For most of the 12 fiaonks, this is the extent to which they
address the question of appropriateness (thoug8iseskind & Cruikshank 1987). Six of
the 12 frameworks also include cost effectivensssre of their criteria, which Beierle
(1999) defines very broadly as whether a partioigaprocess is the least demanding
means (in terms of money, time, risk, and oppotyucst) of achieving benefits relative
to other decision-making options (Table 2.3). Ofin@meworks consider cost
effectiveness in narrower terms of money and tieng.{ Crosby et al. 1986). Of the
frameworks that make mention of the time requireisiehparticipatory approaches,
most emphasise providing enough time rather tharetiicient use of time (Crosby et al.
1986; Webler 1995; Rowe & Frewer 2000; Dalton 200%)ble 2.2).

Performance qualities other than effectiveness baea the subject of more detailed
examination elsewhere. For example, Coglianese7(l@®mpared the time required — a
measure of efficiency — to develop regulations agnidnited States (US) federal
agencies in cases that resorted to negotiated alkiegy a form of participatory decision-
making, to those that did not. Several authors lads@ detailed when and where
participatory techniques are the appropriate meadscision-making (e.g., Harter 1982;
Susskind & McMahon 1985; Irvin & Stansbury 2004awrence and Deagen (2001)
modify Vroom and Yetton’s (1973) model to guide g&dection of appropriate

participatory process types for environmental denisnaking. A series of six questions
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through a decision tree point towards the appropievel of participation required for
different kinds of environmental problems. Renale(1995) also propose a conceptual
framework for matching environmental problems vgtbcess types. Appropriate process
types are suggested according to the environmprablem’s characterisation within a

two dimensional space with axes of “degree of cexip}” and “intensity of conflict”.

2.3.3 Effectiveness in different terms

Within the quality of effectiveness, authors foauseffectiveness in different terms, such
as effectiveness in achieving broad social goatseile 1999) or fair and competent
discourse (Webler 1995). Fiorino (1990), Laird (39%nd Poisner (1996) explicitly
focus on evaluating decision-making processesoperdnces as democratic processes
according to populist or pluralist democratic idedlhe frameworks also vary in the
types of participatory processes they aim to evalueor example, Susskind and
Cruikshank (1987) address dispute resolution agess typified by the negotiation

(and sometimes mediation) of a specific issue, sisch proposed land development.
Alternately, Innes and Booher (1999) intend theanfework for the evaluation of
participatory processes that involve broader, ‘pebriented consensus-building” which

is not centred on a specific regulation or issi@98t 420).

Despite these discrepancies among the detailedfitferent frameworks, all 12
frameworks promote models of participation thahugtte relatively high levels of
involvement and influence. This is noteworthy, redividual types of participatory
processes vary widely in the opportunity for invatwvent they provide for participants.
Arnstein’s seminal “ladder of citizen participatidmghlights this variation and argues
that process types which do not grant citizensifsagmt involvement are less desirable
(Arnstein 1969). These 12 frameworks indicate dlambelief, embodied in criteria such
as “involvement at an early stage” and “influengerdinal decisions” which are
common, in some form, across most of the framew@rkble 2.2). However, evidence
suggests that no one model is ideal in all situsti@hess & Purcell 1999). Highly

involved processes that share significant powemanparticipants can demand
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significant commitments of time and money from gguants and sponsors. Such a
model may not be deemed appropriate or effectiveitmer group for more minor policy
or management decisions (Mumpower 1995). Thusyagpbne of these 12 evaluation
frameworks to the use of process types that detslinvolvement risks generating an
inappropriately negative evaluation. That is, & iesolved process’ poor performance
according to the criteria in these frameworks du@smake the process type a poor type,
per se there may be instances where the applicatiohexd types is acceptable. The risk
of unsuitable evaluation can be mitigated by emgutihat careful thought is given to
another of the performance qualities discussedealappropriateness. Evaluators should
consider to which participation mechanisms theaméworks should be applied. In this
respect, although the evaluation frameworks inaudere do not provide a guide for
determining which frameworks are appropriate forohtprocesses, many of them are
explicit about the types of processes their frantéware designed to evaluate (Table
2.1). Irrespective of this, this analysis of a eresction of extant frameworks reveals that
frameworks designed to evaluate processes atgheneolved end of the spectrum of

process types require further development.
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Table 2.2: Evaluation framework process criteria

Process Criteria

Beierle
1999

Branch
&
Bradbury
2006

Croshy
etal.
1986

Dalton
2005

Fiorino
1990

Innes

Booher
1999

Laird
19932

Pl | Po

Moote
et al.
1997

Poisner
1996

Rowe

Frewer
2000

Susskind &
Cruikshank
1987

Webler
1995

Involvement in setting
agenda

v

v

v

v

Involvement in
designing process

v

v

v

Decision-making
authority explicitly

shared with participants

— no exclusive authority
rests with agency

Clearly structured and
agreed upon decision-
making process

Clear, shared purpose
& task

Terms, definitions, and
concepts are made
explicit

Flexibility of process,
its goals, & decision-
making criteria

Broad representation o
interests

f

Selection process for
representatives is
resistant to
manipulation

Appropriate group size
to allow discussion

Involves citizens, not
individuals hired to
represent

citizens/groups
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Process Criteria

Beierle
1999

Branch
&
Bradbury
2006

Crosby
et al.
1986

Dalton
2005

Fiorino
1990

Innes
&
Booher
1999

Laird
19932

Moote
et al.
1997

Poisner
1996

Rowe
&
Frewer
2000

Susskind &
Cruikshank
1987

Webler
1995

Process is equally
accessible to all

v

v

v

Equal & adequate
opportunity for
everyone to voice
interests and concerns

Participants are
committed

Critical reflection on
values or assumptions
underlying the proposal

Promotes mutual
understanding of value
& interests among
participants

2

Respect demonstrated
for and among
participants & their
interests

Multi-directional, face-
to-face dialogue

Relevant information is
shared & analysed

Information analysis
attempts to build
common understanding
of its meaning

Fully explores different
knowledge, interests, &
alternatives before
developing solutions

Uncertainty of factual
information

acknowledged
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Process Criteria

Beierle
1999

Branch
&
Bradbury
2006

Crosby
et al.
1986

Dalton
2005

Fiorino
1990

Innes
&
Booher
1999

Laird
19932

Moote
et al.
1997

Poisner
1996

Rowe
&
Frewer
2000

Susskind &
Cruikshank
1987

Webler
1995

Encourages creativity
& innovative ideas

v

v

Encourages
consideration of
broader public good

Financial & technical
resources available to
equalise participants’
ability to participate

Appropriate timelines

Limited influence of
sponsor agency

Process & decisions ar
transparent to
participants

Process & decisions ar
transparent to public

Agency/sponsor
accountability to public
on commitments

Participants are
accountable to their
constituents

Means exists for due
process complaints to
be heard at process
conclusion

Competent & neutral
facilitation

v

Laird proposes criteria according to pluralist @ populist (Po) variants of democratic theory
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Table 2.3: Evaluation framework outcome criteria

.. a Rowe .
Beierle & Cé:)zllay Dalton | Fiorino & Ligg?) l\g?gje & Poisner (S;jilsr?;ni‘ Webler
Outcome 1999 | Bradbury 1986 2005 1990 | Booher 1997' Frewer | 1996 1987 1995
Criteria 2006 1999 | pP| | Po 2000

Branch Innes

Learning of skills
or knowledge v v v v
among

participants

Edu<_:ates broader v v v
public

Improves
participants’
understanding of v v v v
others’ interests &
concerns

Better
relationships v v v
among

participants

Generates
innovation & v
creative ideas

Sparks spinoff
partnerships, new v v
practices or
institutions

Agreement is
technically sound
& reflective of v v v
participant
interests

Agreement
reached influences v
final decision
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Outcome
Criteria

Beierle
1999

Branch
&
Bradbury
2006

Crosby
et al.
1986

Dalton
2005

Fiorino
1990

Innes
&
Booher
1999

Laird @
1993

Moote
et al.
1997

Rowe
&
Frewer
2000

Poisner
1996

Susskind &
Cruikshank
1987

Webler
1995

Reduces conflict
between parties

v

v

v

Agreement
endures through
time

Creates social &
political capital

Incorporates
public values into
decisions

Fosters trust in
institutions

Increases
substantive
quality of
decisions

Cost effective
(time and money)

v

v

v

v

Laird proposes criteria according to pluralist @ populist (Po) variants of democratic theory
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2.4 Criteria origins

Evaluation frameworks act as an ideal against whiphrticular evaluand can be judged.
Evaluators may derive their conception of the igeaticipatory decision-making process
from different sources, creating the potentialrfaritiple versions of ‘ideal’. | consider
the sources, or origins, of framework criteriahinee senses here: evidential foundations
(i.e., anecdotal experience, empirical researcimatve theory), geography (i.e.,
countries and socio-political settings), and sutgeea (e.g., environmental risk

processes).

Framework authors use evidence for their critaridifferent ways, drawing from several
sources to develop criteria in some cases and a@nel entire frameworks from one
source in others. Fiorino (1990), Laird (1993), &wisner (1996) develop evaluation
frameworks grounded in populist and pluralist tihe®of participatory democracy. These
theories fundamentally argue that individuals doaamous interest groups should be
integrally involved in the decisions that affecetin (Dahl 1982; Barber 1984).
Philosopher Jurgen Habermas’ concepts of idealckpeanditions and communicative
competence, based in theories of social interaetwhthe use of language (Habermas
1984), are also drawn from as the basis of seeslation frameworks. Webler (1995)
derives an exhaustive framework entirely from tlweknof Habermas. Innes and Booher
(1999) draw on Habermas as well as complexity thaad their experience as the
sources of their framework. Moote et al. (1997pasaw from multiple sources,
including normative theories of participatory demamy and experience with the practice
of participation in the design of their framewofke balance of the frameworks are
derived primarily from experience with practice.vikoand Frewer (2000) point out that
much of the experience with what contributes todtfiectiveness of participatory
methods are no more than researchers’ suggestashsr than findings from empirical
studies. Though this is a weakness for any framkesvasing this body of work as support
for their criteria, they are also quick to point that (i) taken all together, the distillation

of researchers’ experiences does have value griti€idifficulties of experimental

32



research limit researchers’ and evaluators’ optfongvestigating participatory decision

making.

Of the frameworks that are based on researchepgrince or empirical research, all
draw largely or primarily from the significant poal studies conducted in the US.
Likewise, many of the frameworks are also primairnignded for, or applied to, the
American setting. As with any country, the US hags#icular set of political beliefs and
institutions, a distinct history of public involvemt in environmental decision-making,
and a unique policy and regulatory framework gowermenvironmental issues (e.g., see
Susskind & McMahon 1985). Each of these factorpsbkavhat participatory methods
are successful and how success is interpretedu&eas in non-US settings may benefit
from considering the implications of differencesvieen the US and their locale that
could affect the transferability of evaluation freuvorks rooted in an American
perspective and experience. More broadly howeVeof the frameworks included here
are concerned with participatory decision-makingvestern democratic nations which

share numerous basic governance traits.

Seven of the 12 frameworks discuss particular enwirental subject areas they are
derived from and intended for. Five identify printaenvironmental risk and health
issues; Moote et al. (1997) focus on land use phanissues; and Dalton (2005) draws
from terrestrial resource planning research to ligva framework for evaluating
participation in marine protected areas planningitd’s transference of evaluation
research from terrestrial resource issues highdit¢ comparative lack of frameworks
and systematic evaluations of participatory deaisiaking processes dealing with the
marine environment. Much has been written aboutesheesponsibility in fisheries
management and marine conservation (e.g., Pink&a68; Durrenberger & King 2000;
Wilson et al. 2003) and the incorporation of lokabwledge (e.g., Ruddle 1994; Berkes
1999; Neis & Felt 2000) — both of which are ricldativerse topics relating to
participation in decision-making about the maringienment. However, this author is
aware of only one peer-reviewed journal publica(ibalton 2006) that conducts a

systematic evaluation of participatory marine decisnaking processes. In light of the
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growing interest in more participatory approaclaessgemonstrated by the growth of the
two literatures mentioned above, such evaluatigsearch could be a valuable addition to

the study of marine planning and management.

2.5 Composition of criteria

Different approaches to evaluating participatorgisien-making exist among the 12
frameworks analysed here. Fiorino (1990), Lairdd@9and Poisner (1996) outline a
small number of overarching, politically-orientetit@ria grounded in participatory
democracy theory. Webler (1995) argues that theadawel factors like those identified
by Laird (1993) (Table 2.2, Table 2.3) must be aeigt@d with criteria related to the
psychological micro-level dynamics of participationdecision-making such as aspects
of small group interaction in order to assess hod/\ahy participation is effective. The
similarity of Laird’s (1993) framework, in struceiand content, with Fiorino’s (1990)
and Poisner’s (1996) make Webler’s criticism agilie to these frameworks as well.
Many of the other frameworks include the more openal-level factors that Webler has
in mind, including the extent of information exclgan motivation of participants,
existence of a common purpose, and constructivepat behaviour (e.g., Moote et al.
1997; Rowe & Frewer 2000; Dalton 2005; Branch &drary 2006) — none of which are
accounted for by the frameworks limited to overargrcriteria. Webler’'s (1995)
framework for evaluating discourse is the mostitedaof the 12, both in terms of the
criteria included and their explication. Howevémited as it is to discourse, it too is
likely insufficient as it does not provide adequateans for understanding other factors
important to the success of participatory decisimaking such as the amount of time
provided, the political and material support fog ffrocess, and the quality of process

management and facilitation (Mumpower 1995; Abelsbal. 2003).

2.5.1 Individual criteria

A number of commonalities and differences in cr@xist among the frameworks. The

three most commonly included criteria addressr@pd, inclusive representation of
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affected interests in the process, (ii) the acbdggiand sharing of information, (iii) and
multi-directional communication. The primacy of $keecriteria has also been highlighted
elsewhere (e.g., Rauschmayer & Wittmer 2006). Thera among frameworks diverge
in other respects. Some frameworks emphasise the wéclarity and definition in the
process purpose, tasks, and goal, while othersfgplee importance of flexibility and
revision in the process. For example, SusskindGmigkshank (1987) argue that in
negotiation processes where the goal is to soprelalem, consistent rules and tasks do
not make sense; the process must be flexible tarenisat all tools can be brought to
bear on the development of solutions. Rowe and &r¢200) acknowledge the
importance of both clarity and flexibility as welé possible tradeoffs between the two.
They suggest that clearly defining the conditiondar which changes to rules or tasks

are permissible may be one partial means of regligie benefits of both.

Frameworks also place variable emphasis on theedegjrparticipant involvement versus
the efficiency of the process. Both criteria casgohallenges. More and earlier
participant involvement may hinder decision-makioggremphasise the interest of
active publics, and make defining the issue diffiand time consuming (Chakraborty &
Stratton 1993; Dorcey & McDaniels 2001). Not enosgghpe for meaningful
participation may harm the legitimacy of the pracesparticipants’ eyes (Mascarenhas
& Scarce 2004). The sharing of decision-making pas/i@nother subject on which the
frameworks diverge. Although all generally acknadge that processes must have some
discernible influence on decisions, some framewstigilate that decision-making
authority should explicitly rest with the particigia in the process (e.g., Fiorino 1990;
Moote et al. 1997) whereas others argue that cdiored agencies and officials must
retain decision-making authority in order to ensareountability for decisions (Susskind
& Cruikshank 1987).

In addition to discrepancies between frameworksetlare also some features of
decision-making processes that are under-represevitech is made of early
involvement in the decision-making process andigrice over decisions, but the

involvement of participating parties and communaatvith agencies at the
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implementation stage after decisions have been iisddegely ignored. Moote et al.
(1997) are alone in explicitly stipulating the tanity of participation through all stages
of the participatory process. Rowe and Frewer (200 at involvement in the
implementation stage in their suggestion that seeg seek agreement about how
outputs will be used and how they will affect pglitmplementation can be a delicate
stage: missteps can (i) bungle the content of gneesments reached, (ii) dissolve the trust
of constituents in their representatives and thst foetween representatives, and (iii)
draw out implementation (Leroy et al. 2004).

Also, an insufficient number of frameworks inclutie role of independent facilitation in
participatory processes. Some frameworks profebg twon-specific to participation
techniques (e.g., Branch & Bradbury 2006) and naselexcluded facilitation as a
criterion on this premise. However, facilitatiorc@mmon across many types of
participatory processes, particularly those witjhleir levels of participation where all of
these frameworks are focused. Research has doceanéet importance of facilitation in

numerous cases (e.g., Pinkerton 1991; Jackson 2002)

2.6 Synthesis

Four broad types of evaluation frameworks emerge fthis analysis (Table 2.4). The
variables used to distinguish among the framewgpkd in this classification are (i) the
target of evaluation, (ii) the evidential foundaisoof the criteria, and (iii) the level of
detail provided in the framework’s criteria. In ligg many more variables likely affect
the structure and content of evaluation framewdtkswvever, this classification provides
a reasonably meaningful characterisation of thiewdint types of frameworks that exist
among the 12 analysed. It can be used to aid thetmm of a framework appropriate to
an evaluator’s needs. Though other propertieseofrimeworks discussed in the analysis
clearly differ or have the potential to differ, ugs the socio-political setting and subject
area they are derived from, these properties hatisoernible effect on the structure and

content of the frameworks.
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The first type of framework evaluates the partitgpya decision-making process as a
democratic process according to populist and piirehriants of normatively-derived
demaocratic theory. The level of detail providedhe criteria is minimal. Fiorino (1990),
Laird (1993), and Poisner (1996) frameworks allifatb this category. The second type
of framework also focuses primarily on process,thatframeworks in this category
provide more operational-level details that ardulsa understanding how or why
participatory processes succeed or fail. Mootd.€1897) and Crosby et al. (1986) are
the least detailed of the six frameworks in thigegary, although each framework offers
criteria not found in the other frameworks. Criteare drawn from normative and
empirical sources. The third category contains frameworks with criteria that address
both process and outcomes, drawing criteria frormative theory, analytic theory, and
experience. Both frameworks in this category offenoderate level of detail. The fourth
type of framework is Beierle’s (1999) list of crite focused solely on a process’ ability
to achieve six broad social goals. Beierle devetbpgyoals from an analysis of the
problems with more traditional, less participatioyms of decision-making. His

framework does not consider process elements.

Table 2.4: Framework typology

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4
. Examines process| Examines process .
Examlr!es PTOCESS| (riteria from and outcomes Examines o
Category normatlve!y . multiple sources, | criteria from ’ outcomes, criteria
Description derived criteria, moderately — , multiple sources from empirical
P minimally detailed | | . y P ' | sources, minimally,
o highly detailed moderately ) I
criteria N ) . detailed criteria
criteria detailed criteria
Crosby et al. 1986
Webler 1995, :
Evaluation Fiorino 1990, Moote et al. 1997, glrﬁilgr?gn&k 1987
Frameworks Laird 1993, Rowe & Frewer Innes & Booher ' | Beierle 1999
Poisner 1996 2000, Dalton 2005 1999
Branch &
Bradbury 2006
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2.7 Conclusions

The selection of an evaluation framework is an irtgpg consideration that evaluators
should attend to in designing an evaluation ofri@patory environmental decision-
making process. While the 12 frameworks analysetdigwork are similar in the broad
sense of promoting high levels of participatiom@tision-making, there are important
differences among more specific details of the &amrks. First, frameworks are
intended to evaluate different aspects of decismaking processes, from their
achievement of intersubjective social goals torthdherence to procedural principles of
democracy. Second, their criteria offer variableels of detail. Third, there are points
upon which frameworks diverge in their conceptida digh quality participatory

decision-making process.

In the same way that there is no one ideal modphdicipatory processes, there is also
no ideal evaluation framework. Evaluators must bégim a clear understanding of their
goals and select their framework accordingly, defjrwhat they mean by a high quality
process. Evaluators must also choose the methegsnili pair with their choice of
evaluation framework. While a diversity of evalaatiapproaches can be useful through
time, within any one evaluation exercise evaluastisuld consider the compatibility of
their set of methodological choices about how twélyconduct an evaluation — clearly,
some combinations of choices are more compatilale tithers. For example, gathering
only process participants’ perspectives would Isafiicient for determining how well a

participatory process achieves Beierle’s (1999n&aork of broader social goals.

Evaluators may similarly benefit from comparing tiplé frameworks as this work has
done to bring the content of frameworks into greegbef and facilitate the choice of a
framework that is well-aligned with their goals aradues. Future frameworks can help
evaluators in making informed choices by ensuriagty and explication of their
criteria, such as the nature of those that shoallthéwlved in a participatory process —
representatives of groups or unaligned individuadé®rmed framework choices will

generate evaluations that better meet evaluateegs
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3 EVALUATING THE COMMERCIAL INDUSTRY CAUCUS
CONSENSUS PROCESS

3.1 Introduction

Resolving conflicting objectives among stakeholdermarding the use of fisheries
resources is one primary challenge for sustain@ieries management (Cochrane
2000). Developing well-informed management straegn a way that respects tenets of
procedural justice is another (Hernes et al. 2006)laborative forms of planning have
demonstrated promise for addressing challengesHige and their use is growing
(Bingham 1986; Susskind & Cruikshank 1987; McMaatal. 1999; Wondolleck &
Yaffee 2000; Butler et al. 2001; Verheij et al. 208idaway 2005; Alpizar 2006; da
Silva & Kitts 2006; Baine et al. 2007; Mow et a0(). However, research has also
found that crafting fair and effective collaboratiprocesses is often difficult, and not

simply a matter of ‘more’ stakeholder involvemewicCay 1996).

Despite the difficulties and their growing use,labbrative fisheries planning processes
have rarely been the subject of systematic evalndkiat comprehensively assesses their
performance. This chapter begins to address thmatlgavaluates the Commercial
Industry Caucus (CIC) process, a recent multi-satfianning process tasked with
reforming the management of Canada’s Pacific grbsimdisheries. The evaluation
focuses on fairness and effectiveness, two proeddtiributes frequently associated
with high quality collaborative decision-making pesses (Susskind & Cruikshank 1987;
Albin 1993; Rowe & Frewer 2000; Germain et al. 20d0lint & Haider 2001; Smith &
McDonough 2001). Using a framework of criteria ged from empirical literature, |
sought participants’ perceptions of the performasfade CIC process on these
attributes. Participants’ perspectives are use@iutietermining process designs that are

acceptable to stakeholders — an important criteéria@onsidering a process model’s

2 A version of this chapter has been acceptedubligation: Davis, N.A. 2008. Evaluating collabavat
fisheries management planning: a Canadian casg. $ilatine Policy. Available online at:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2008.01.001
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suitability for future use (Webler 1995; Dalton B)OCollaborative planning also
demands significant commitments of time and momeyfparticipants and sponsoring
agencies. Determining whether and why these presesm® successful can help ensure
that both of these limited resources are spentiffdy (Innes & Booher 1999). Results
provide early feedback on a decision-making forthat has been promoted for Canadian
fisheries in recent legislation and policy revid@vernment of Canada 1996; IDR
2001).

The balance of the chapter is divided into fivetises. It begins with a review of the
rationale for, and challenges of, collaborativenpiag, and then provides a case
description. The methods section and results follbiwe chapter closes with a discussion
of keys and obstacles to success and the practiplitations of participants’ evaluations

for collaborative fisheries planning process design

3.2 Theoretical background: collaborative planning

Collaborative planning approaches are a subsetrtitjpatory planning types
distinguished by their delegation of some or abansibility for planning to stakeholders
(Day & Gunton 2003). This responsibility may or magt be accompanied by the
authority to ratify agreements. Emphasising intebesed negotiations and consensus-
building, collaborative planning approaches haweetiged partly in response to the
shortcomings of other decision-making models thavipe for only one-way information
flows and insufficient stakeholder involvement (Reat al. 1995; Gray 2005). Their early
applications as short term interventions in isquecsic conflicts have evolved to include
more recent use as longer term, relationship-ngldhiitiatives addressing multiple
issues at broad scales (Wondolleck & Yaffee 2008 adoption of collaborative
fisheries planning approaches is one aspect oflerdegsheries management reforms
towards decentralised decision-making authority staleholder participation noted in
many parts of the world (McCay & Jentoft 1996).

45



Conflict resolution and planning literatures praviah overview of the benefits to
collaborative planning, which can be grouped iht@¢ broad categories. First,
collaborative approaches help observe the normptineiple, based in theories of
participatory democracy, that those affected bg@sgion should be able to contribute to
the decision’s formulation (Olsen 1982; Smith 19&Hcond, collaboration can
contribute substantive benefits where stakeholidierstify problems and solutions to
policy issues that experts or authorities are umaw§ thereby facilitating the
development of better informed policy or managentEmrino 1990; Dyer &
McGoodwin 1994). Third, collaboration can help eesthat all stakeholders’ interests
are addressed, reducing conflict and increasinggpesentativeness and responsiveness
of decisions (Fisher & Ury 1991; Wondolleck & Ya&f@000). This in turn contributes to
the legitimacy and acceptability of decisions, @aging compliance (Pinkerton 1989;
Jentoft et al. 1998). These claims are the basas afistrumental benefit to collaborative

planning approaches as a means to the end of sfgigeslicy implementation.

Realising these benefits in fisheries planninggrasen difficult. Issues related to the
adequacy and breadth of representation, power anbas, varying capacities to
participate among stakeholders, incompatible gpgit interests, and uneven incentives
to negotiate are just some of the obstacles thag frastrated collaborative fisheries
planning efforts (Maclnnes & Davis 1996; McCay &tldt 1996; Pinkerton 1996;
Mikalsen & Jentoft 2001; Coffey 2005). These diffites have negatively affected trust
among stakeholders, and between stakeholders amednjjog agencies (Pinkerton 1996).
Stakeholders have also perceived decisions made\u®rning agencies following
ineffective or inadequate collaboration as unf@iminishing the legitimacy of

management measures, and leading to non-compl{&tia#t et al. 2001).
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3.3 The case

3.3.1 The commercial groundfish sector

Canada’s Pacific groundfish fishery involves betw860 and 400 vessels and is the
coast’s most valuable commercial fishery sectoth feinded values exceeding $140
million (Cdn) annually (DFO 2005). The sector igided into seven principal fisheries
which are largely artefacts of a limited licensgygtem that has progressively partitioned
the management of groundfish into species-speisfieries beginning in the late 1970s
The seven fisheries vary by gear employed, sidegyand licensing and management
histories (Table 3.1). This variation is correlateith disparities in the wealth and degree
of political organisation among the fisheries. Tingividual transferable quota (ITQ)
licensing regimes introduced throughout the 1980ake halibut, trawl, and sablefish
fisheries by Canada’s marine fisheries managengantay, Fisheries and Oceans Canada
(DFO), were followed by trends towards fleet cordation and increased user
involvement in management (Butler 2004; DFO 200B6C2007a). All three fisheries
have industry-funded associations which share fisirmnagement costs and
responsibilities through formal agreements with DBEO 2006). In contrast, the
lingcod, dogfish, and rockfish fisheries have histly been less valuable and fleet-
level organisation has been more recent and limitezspective of these disparities, all
of the groundfish fisheries are linked by virtuetloéir overlapping catch of a diverse set
of ecologically interacting species. The fisheaes also linked through the participation
of many fishers in more than one groundfish fish&he susceptibility of some species
to multiple gear types makes harvesting and managemeasures functionally
interdependent — a characteristic that further eotsthe fisheries and that has

contributed to numerous management challenges (RBBB; Koolman et al. 2007).

The changes to the halibut, trawl, and sablefishefiies embody broader trends in the

current management of Canada’s Pacific fisheriéssiwprovide useful context for

3 DFO's role in partioning fisheries has lead sommmentators to suggest that the resultant segriwmtat
of fishers has reinforced the differentiation dkirests and facilitated conflict among fishers (Maes and
Davis 1996).
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understanding the participants and outcomes fren€iiC planning process. They have
included the strengthening of individual harveghts (through ITQs), the downloading
of management costs from DFO onto fishers, andisleeof private, third-party
contractors to perform monitoring and data col@tservices. The trends are among
those associated with the “neoliberalisation” aionerce conservation and management
(Igoe and Brockington 2007). Proponents suggestapproach to fisheries management
captures more resource rent and restructures useesitives to better achieve
sustainable use (Bjorndal and Munro 1999). Howesr#tics have argued that such
management changes increase enforcement costsiragedigh grading, and partition
access to resources in ways that often does nefibemaller actors (Copes 1986; Igoe
and Brockington 2007). The development of this ngan@ent approach in Canada’s
Pacific fisheries was accompanied by a large vdmssgdack program and increased gear
and geographic restrictions on fisheries, colletyivntroduced under the DFO’s Mifflin
Plan in 1996. Together, these recent fleet rednetmal privatisation policies have been a
strong selective force shaping the demographicsiomént commercial fishery
participants. The policies have resulted in (i) disgroportionate loss of fishing licenses
from smaller coastal communities and aboriginats @hthe concentration of licenses
among more highly capitalised fishing enterprisea handful of larger population
centres (Edwards et al. 2005).
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Table 3.1: Groundfish sector structure (pre-integra

Fishery Limited b Annua Active Industry association
(geaf) licenses ITQ valug license$ (year established)
(million Cdn)
Dogfish (LL) No No $1.5 44 Dogfish Associaticdz001)
Lingcod (HL) No No $1.6 66 Groundfish Hook & len
Associatiofl (2003)
Inside Rockfish (HL) Yes No $2.3 25 None
Outside Rockfish(LL) Yes No : 77 None
Trawl (Tr) Yes Yes 56.4 78 Groundfish Research &
Conservation Society (1994)
Halibut (LL) Yes Yes $50.1 221 Pacific Halibutalagement
Association (1997)
Sablefish (LL, T) Yes Yes $23.7 30 Canadian Satle

Association (1987)

4 HL — hook-and-line, LL — longline, T — trap, Trtrawl

®ITQ - Individual transferable quota licensing

° Numbers are averages of years 2002-2005. Valuesteethe fishery, not species. The number of activ
licenses is based on vessels reporting landindsnithe license type and likely overestimates dstdid
dogfish and lingcod vessels.

9 This association was around prior to 2003 buttezbme inactive. It was reactivated as a lingcod-
focused association in 2003. It is also informadiferred to as the lingcod association.

®Inside and Outside Rockfish fisheries are prosecaleng geographically separated areas of the doaist
the individual values of their catch is not distirghed in available DFO data.

(Source: (DFO 2007a; DFO 2007b)

3.3.2 Management issues

Despite various regulatory and licensing changesutihout the 1990s, groundfish
management faced significant environmental and @oonchallenges at the end of the
decade. New oceans legislation prescribed moraptienary management, industry
groups were voicing concerns about mounting casisoperational challenges posed by
licensing regulations, and a selective fishing@olvas being finalised (DFO 2001;
Glavin 2001; DFO 2002; PFMI 2003). Most signifidgrthough, rockfish were
becoming a focal point of conservation concern (¥aaka & Lacko 2001). Rockfish are
a suite of species with infrequent years of sud¢aesscruitment and naturally low rates
of population growth, which make them vulnerabléigbing pressure (Parker et al.
2000). Declines in many inshore stocks spurredatioius in some annual total allowable
catches (TACs) of up to 75% between 2002 and 2DE%(2007a).
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Rockfish conservation concerns were compoundetidjack of total mortality data for
these species which hindered the informed develapofeannual TACs (PFMI 2003). In
addition to being a target species in the trawl rdtfish fisheries, rockfish are caught
as bycatch in the other four groundfish fisherigse restrictions on retention in those
four fisheries were resulting in an unknown amafrdat-sea rockfish discards. Partial at-
sea observer programs and logbook regulations wexace for the hook-and-line and
longline fleets, but there were questions aboutehability of these data (Koolman et al.
2007). Though mortality rates of rockfish discaags not well known (Hannah &
Matteson 2007), they are thought to be high (DFQ220Thus, the uncertainty around
the discarded portion of total catch equated temtlly large errors in calculations of

true mortality for rockfish species.

3.3.3 The collaborative planning process

In 2003, DFO decided to commence groundfish manageand licensing reforms,
emphasising the need for rockfish conservation.ittplieen the subject of growing
scrutiny over the consistency and transparencliaf tonsultation procedures (IDR
2001), they convened a broad stakeholder advismgegs called the Commercial
Groundfish Initiative. The process, composed obmmittee and a sub-committee, was
tasked with developing a new approach to commege@indfish management that
would observe five guiding principles identified ByO (Table 3.2). The Commercial
Groundfish Integrated Advisory Committee (CGIACgluded representatives from
commercial and recreational fishing interests, goweent, aboriginal groups, labour, and
community organisations. In a departure from thetagally-based advisory structure
then in place for the commercial groundfish fisbsyithe sub-committee in the process
brought all seven groundfish sectors as well asge®ors from the CGIAC together as
the CIC. The CIC assumed responsibility for devielg@n integrated management
strategy that would be shared with the CGIAC artahstted to DFO for consideration
(DMC 2005).
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Table 3.2: Guiding principles and final featuregtdd Pilot Integration Proposal

Main features of th

DFO guiding principles Pilot Integration Proposal (PIP)

1.All rockfish catch must be accounted for Ihdividual vessel accountability for all catch
2.Rockfish catches will be managed according to 2. Individual transferable quotas for dogfish,
established rockfish management areas lingcod, and rockfish fisheries which were not

previously under a quota regime
3.Fishers will be individually accountable for their 3. Limited transferability of quotas between all
catch groundfish fisheries to help fishers account for
bycatch
4.New monitoring standards will be established ardl 100% observer coverage or at-sea electronic
implemented to meet the above three objectives monitoring
5.Species and stocks of concern will be closely
examined and actions such as reduction of TACs
and other catch limits will be considered and
implemented to be consistent with the
precautionary approach for management

Source: (DMC 2005; DFO 2006)

Working within a consensus-based decision-makiaméwork with two seats for each
of the eight participating parties, the CIC begageting independently of the CGIAC
and DFO in monthly closed-door discussions. Ingusarticipants, provincial
government agencies, and DFO agreed to a cosnghamangement to fund independent
facilitation services and the use of meeting faesi After the first year, the CIC invited
DFO to some of their meetings to provide resouatekfeedback on the feasibility of
implementing the CIC’s emerging proposal. Latergoyincial government
representatives were also invited in a non-padiaipole for similar reasons, bringing
the total number of parties to 10. In 2005, the €Bmitted a Pilot Integration Proposal
(PIP) for groundfish management to CGIAC and DFCtfieir review (Table 3.2).
Acknowledging that many of each sector’s targetggsewere bycatch in other sectors,
the CIC’s proposal expanded on DFQO’s principlesémkfish management and outlined
a plan for accountability and transferability ofataallocations amongst all groundfish
stocks (for details see Koolman et al. 2007). Falhg a period of consultation with
other stakeholders, DFO accepted the CIC’s promoshimplemented it in April 2006.
The CIC continues to meet and refine their agre¢sriamesponse to the effects of

integration.
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3.4 Methods

3.4.1 A framework for evaluation

The procedural quality of a collaborative plannpigcess can be defined in different
terms. Fairness and effectiveness are two attsbedenmonly associated with high
quality processes. These multi-faceted concepts haen defined in reference to
different concepts. For example, fairness can lieetkin procedural terms (fairness of
the process used to reach a decision), whichelsesarch is interested in, or substantive
terms (fairness of a decision) (Thibault & Walk&7%5; Leventhal 1980). | draw from
Webler’'s (1995) definition, which encompasses sofitee key components of
procedural fairness described in empirical resedhgte must be equal opportunities for
participants to shape the agenda, develop ruledgisoourse, speak and question, and
influence decisions. | consider a collaborativenplag processffectiveif measures are

in place that enable the process to efficientlysparits objectives (Bellamy et al. 1999).
Using these definitions as starting points, | rexgd literature on the evaluation of
collaborative environmental planning processesetivd criteria associated with fairness
and effectiveness (e.g., Crosby et al. 1986; SndskiCruikshank 1987; Moote et al.
1997; Innes & Booher 1999; Lauber & Knuth 1999; RafFrewer 2000; Webler &
Tuler 2000; Germain et al. 2001; Hunt & Haider 200tCool & Guthrie 2001; Smith &
McDonough 2001; Leach et al. 2002; Halvorsen 2608me et al. 2004; Mascarenhas &
Scarce 2004; Branch & Bradbury 2006; Dalton 2066)m this review, | synthesised 16
of the most commonly cited procedural criteria tfijgivere relevant to this case and (ii)
captured micro-level dynamics of participation gtion-making, such as aspects of
small group interaction, necessary for understandow and why collaborative

processes are effective (Webler 1995) (Table 3.3).
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Table 3.3 Procedural evaluation criteria

Process structu

1. Clear purposeprocess has a clearly articulated purpose

2. Incentive to participatethere are incentives for stakeholders to partieipat

3. Full representationparticipants are broadly representative of ttgreeips with an interest in the
issues negotiated. The representative selectiarepsds transparent and resistant to manipulation.

4. Procedural frameworkparticipants collaborate to develop principledes, and operating procedures
for the process that are responsive to their needs.

5. Continuous involvemenparticipants are involved in decisions throughtiet different stages of
process planning and decision-making.

6. Flexibility: participants and convenor are prepared to adapspprocess, or scope where
advantageous and agreed upon.

7. Sufficient scopethe process addresses all of the relevant aspgtite issue.

8. Effective facilitation process is lead by an independent, effectivditiicir.

Decision-making process

9. Equal opportunityprocess provides participants equal opportunityniuence decisions.

10. Freedom to explorearticipants fully explore and discuss all progalternatives before decisions
are taken.

11. Transparencyparticipants and those outside process can deterdmow decisions are made and by
whom.

Support

12. Qualtiy information the best available information is provided to pinecess and there are
opportunities to discuss its meaning.

13. Adequate resourcemoney and expertise are provided for the proaadsto enable equal
participation of all stakeholders.

14. Adequate timedeadlines allow enough time for informed decisibnt also act as incentives for
efficient progress.

Participant conduct

15. Commitmentparticipants are committed to seeking solutioithiwthe process.

16. Good personal condugparticipants partake in open, interest-based tieggans and are respectful of
the interests and contributions of others.

3.4.2 Research design and analysis

All of the primary representatives from each of skeetors at the CIC table were invited
to participate in a semi-structured interview (KvdB96). Between June and September
2007, 1 conducted 15 interviews with representativem eight of the 10 parties at the
CIC table, including all seven fisheries sectoet there the main negotiating parties in
the process. Interviews averaged two hours in keagt consisted of questions about the
performance of the CIC process according to thedraork criteria as well as open-

ended questions about the strengths, weaknessksbatacles within the process.

53



Correspondence and reports about the process ampldbndfish sectors were also
reviewed to develop a detailed understanding ot#se (Yin 1994).

Interview data were transcribed and then analysetyuQSR’s N6 qualitative research
software program (QSR International Pty Ltd 20@2)alysis consisted of coding
segments of the interview transcripts accordingpéopre-established ‘themes’ of the
evaluation framework criteria, although additionaties not accounted for by the criteria
were also created (Boyatzis 1998). | examined conatittes and differences within the
codes, comparing sentiments of interviewees frdfieréint sectors and from the three
wealthier sectors versus the four less wealthyose€lin 1994). Interviewees’
evaluative responses to the CIC process’ perforemanceach criterion were interpreted
as positive or negative and responses were sunongadsentation here. The semi-
structured nature of the interviews created differeimbers of responses for some
criteria, thus results are reported in percentégesonsistencl Responses to open-

ended questions about strengths and weaknesse=parted as tallies.

Direct quotations from respondents are includetustrate some of the issues described
in the results. Due to anonymity concerns, se@ognot specified and names of

respondents are pseudonyms.

3.5 Results

Thirteen of the 15 interviewees, accounting foresesf the eight CIC parties
interviewed, provided primarily positive evaluatsoof the process’ fairness and
effectiveness. The remaining two interviewees, lastdociated with the same sector
(sector A), were more critical of the process draresultant PIP. No response patterns
emerged from a comparison of participants’ resp®freen wealthier and less wealthy
sectors. Evaluation results are presented undexvileation framework’s four process
features (Table 3), focusing on criteria that werportant or contentious among

respondents.

* The number of responses to interview questionsitahdividual criteria ranged between 13-15.
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3.5.1 Process structure

All interviewees reported that they experiencett@ng incentive to take part in the CIC
process, which many cited as essential to promatgngement between the sectors
(Table 3.4). Interviewees explained that if theicter had not participated in the CIC
process, their interests would have been overlook€@IC decisions. There was also a
collective incentive for the CIC to negotiate a m@@ment proposal because the
alternative of DFO imposing management reforms nggarded as much less desirable:

We knew we wouldn’t like the way they [DFO] did Tthey’d try and do
their best, but they wouldn’t have a clue how tatdo a way that
wouldn’t impact a lot of people negatively...we ditiwant to turn over
the power of that decision to the department [DERS¢ymour, CIC
member)

All interviewees also believed the rules and ppies within the CIC’s procedural
framework were reasonably clear. Several resposdeahtioned the consensual
development of process principles which set rubepérsonal conduct and bounded
possible outcomes as an important element of theegs. These principles facilitated
cooperation, mollified sector concerns about bénfifrated or overtaken by other
sectors, and provided benchmarks against whiclCt@ecould consider the suitability of
management strategies proposed by sectors throutffeoplanning process:

In the development of them [principles]...there wastaf common
ground and a lot of working together, and a lopees built.(Stu, CIC
member)

Though rules were clear, respondents indicated e not exhaustive. Many of the
CIC participants held licenses or quota in multigieundfish fisheries which fuelled
conflict of interest accusations and strained i@t between several sectors.
Respondents from these sectors mentioned this dgremone of the most unpleasant
aspects of the CIC process, yet no protocol wasldped to address conflicts of interest.
A more detailed code of conduct that would incladeflict of interest protocols such as
the disclosure of holdings was a commonly suggdstedovement for the CIC process
(Table 3.5).
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Respondents from the majority of sectors were @amae the representative selection
process for other sectors. The lack of consistamtiye selection process fuelled
speculation about representatives’ motives forigiggting in the CIC. It also contributed
to the common perception among interviewees th& Dffen tries to manipulate the
composition of consultative and advisory bodiespresentatives were divided on
whether the CIC was fully representative of comnaigroundfish interests, though all
recognised the difficulty of appropriate represéata Challenges cited included
representing diverse interests within each fislaeny the limitations to informed
representation posed by a lack of organisationnanelficient means of communication
with constituents in some fisheries. Sixty peragmespondents felt the CIC process was
as representative as possible given these chafienge

The people there were representative probably avittajority of people
within their interest groups — not really repres¢ine of everybody
because the opinion diverged so much that | davtkthat you really
could do that(Bob, CIC member)

All respondents found the process sufficiently itid, suggesting that because the CIC
was working with new ideas and limited data in afamiliar consensus decision-making
format, they needed flexibility to adapt as thegrieed. Sixty two percent agreed the
scope of the process was appropriate, and 85%dtree€CIC has had the opportunity to
be involved throughout the process (Figure 3.1) teall three of these criteria appears
to be participants’ concept of the CIC as a livamgity and their integration proposal as a
work in progress. By continuing to meet, they aaspond to issues arising from

integration as they become apparent.
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Participants' Process Evaluations

Equal opportunity
Appropriate incentive
Flexibility

Shared purpose
Effective facilitation
Transparency
Freedom to explore
Procedural framework
Continuous involvement
Adequate time
Sufficient scope
Quality information
Good personal conduct
Full representation
Adequate resources
Commitment

Criteria

0 25 50 75 100
Percent Agreement (%)

Figure 3.1: Percentage of respondents who agréedkh criterion was met within CIC
process

All respondents stated facilitation was necessady8/% agreed that the facilitator was
sufficiently fair and effective. Twelve respondenit®d the facilitation as an essential
element of the process (Table 3.4). The facilitatkey traits were (i) his independence
from DFO and the fishing industry and (ii) his exdpace with consensus decision-
making, and (iii) his role as a force counteracogver imbalances between wealthier
and smaller sectors:

The fact is that by having an independent facditaind by having a
process that was actually designed as a conserstesp, including
building our own principles and objectives and sgtbat it strengthened
the hand of a lot of the people in that room tratmally have no power at
all in the political processL6u, CIC member)
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3.5.2 Decision-making process

Ninety three percent of respondents stated thatitdesidespread scepticism about the
plausibility of the consensus format at the procestset, they believe in retrospect that
this was the only format that could have satisi#dectors’ concerns about participating
in the CIC (Table 3.4).

Eighty seven percent of interviewees agreed thel@kCthe freedom to explore many
different ideas about how to redesign groundfishhaggment. Interviewees from sector
A disagreed, stating that the CIC focused on d@petpone model for integration.
Several respondents mentioned that fully examialhgleas and ‘showing their work’
before arriving at answers helped sector represeessand DFO develop common
understandings which facilitated ‘buy-in’ on deoiss:

We went up all kinds of blind alleys and had taontaround and come
back...sometimes it happened just because we haulat the way to the
end of that blind alley and we had to feel all wey around and
everybody had to be convinced that it was a bliteydefore we could go
back and take another patii(ly, CIC member)

Respondents acknowledged that the CIC’s closedingsetnd confidential meeting
minutes reduced the transparency of the proces9384 felt this was appropriate under
the circumstances as it allowed more open discasgiout sensitive issues like sectoral
bycatch and potential management reforms.
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Table 3.4: Process aspects most commonly mentiasi&dy strengths

Strengtl Mention€  Function:

Consensus 14 Equalises influence on decisionssdgrarticipants past
positioning

Independent facilitation 12 Guides & teaches prscesforces rules, counteracts
power imbalances

Incentive 11 Undesirable consequences of non-agneemotivates
commitment and compromise

High quality participants 8 Cooperate and innovigad by example, willing to
change

Process independence 5 Helps prevent governmeriputetion

Respectful communication 4 Builds relationshipsilitates cooperation, keeps process
focused on finding solutions

Government support 4 Encourages participant comenitpfacilitates informed

decisions by providing requisite time and inforroati

#Number of participants volunteering aspect asength

Table 3.5Process aspects most commonly mentioned as key fardanprovement

Weaknes Mention¢  Suggested improveme

Representative selection 6 DFO should create and enforce a formalised, sterdi and

process transparent representative selection process

Code of conduct 6 CIC should create more detailégsfagreements
addressing conflicts of interest and conduct oetgidcess

Government support 4 DFO should provide greatetipall support, financial

support, and human resources

#Number of participants volunteering aspect as &kness

3.5.3 Support

Most interviewees reported that accessing fisheéniesmation from DFO and affiliated
service providers was sometimes difficult and tonasuming. Bycatch and discard
mortality data was lacking, resulting in the usewécdotal or second hand information
which was sometimes contentious. Sixty percenespondents thought that despite these
challenges, the availability of information was gmaily sufficient. DFO faced the most
criticism from interviewees for their financial ahdman resource support, which 57%
characterised as minimal and reluctant. Interviengz#icised the lateness of DFO’s
process funding payments and a lack of expertidearding for developing the
technology necessary to implement the PIP. Thedaskipport meant some CIC
members invested personal resources to cover gie abparticipation.
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3.5.4 Participant conduct

There were two perspectives on the level of comritinto the CIC process among
interviewees. Sector A respondents believed atiggpants were committed to
developing solutions in the CIC process. InterviesviEom all other sectors believed that
although sector A was a committed attendee, theéydi participate in good faith as all
other sectors did, hence the low percentage (21%earall agreement that the
‘Commitment’ criterion was met (Figure 3.1). Thesspondents pointed to sector A’s
lobbying and end-runs away from the CIC table asiilygest hurdle in the process. It
eroded trust among sectors and made agreementdiffangt to reach:

That'’s the single biggest issue that | think...wamiost people at CIC’s
hearts and minds and passions about ...what werwajdeduring the
development of that plan: individuals, or indivitisactors trying to
disrupt it. Moe, CIC member)

The efforts of sector A to pursue their interestsime the CIC made DFQO’s insistence
that issues be resolved within the CIC a key tgmss for some participants (Table 3.4):

To the government's credit from what | understanithat [DFO official]
and others constantly said to them "go back tdaahke, that's where
you're doing your work, and figure it out there Adithat's what needed to
happen. If they didn't get that message, it woaldehunravelled
everything. Lou, CIC member)

Interviewees indicated the commitment of most pgrdints generated additional
benefits. These included high continuity of indivéds’ participation in the process, a
willingness to compromise, and the dedication mtand resources that was particularly

valuable in the absence of sufficient financial &ndhan resource support from DFO.
All interviewees agreed respectful and open compatiun was a very positive aspect of

the process. Sixty percent of respondents thouaticgpants remained mostly respectful,

the remaining 40% characterised respectfulnessoas variable.
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3.5.5 Additional criteria

Interviewees identified several factors contribgtia a fair and effective collaborative
process not covered by the evaluation frameworkedstand out for their importance
and frequent mention: political support, high quyaindividuals, and participants’ prior
experiences. Several interviewees stressed thheaonvening agency, DFO must
demonstrate consistent public support for, andaqilon of, the process to secure
participant commitment and counteract the spreadisinformation outside the process.
This support must extend beyond departments dyrgotblved to the highest levels of
the governing agency in order to mitigate the deksang influence of lobbying
campaigns outside the process. Respondents aldwasised the influence that
individuals’ characters have on moving the prodessard (Table 3.4). Last, all
interviewees had observed or experienced the &dticertain fisheries to address
similar management issues in the past. Negativadtspof the subsequent management
measures acted as a powerful motivator to avoithéas fate. Additionally, consensus in
a similar restructuring process from the 1990s withe trawl sector acted as a positive
incentive, demonstrating that agreement on accbiityaneasures and integration

involving multiple species was possible.

3.6 Discussion

3.6.1 Understanding success

Despite mistrust, inexperience working togethed mexperience with the consensus
decision-making format at the process outset, tiizd0ccessfully developed a proposal
for integrated groundfish management that was &dopy DFO. Many interviewees
expressed surprise that the CIC was able to genanatoposal acceptable to the diverse
interests of the different fisheries at the table] stated that such an achievement was
possible due largely to the design of the planpiragess. Interviewees’ responses
suggest that three design elements were indisplenggla shared incentive to

participate, (i) consensus-based decision-making, (i) independent facilitation. The
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absence of any one of these three elements woutllikaly precluded the possibility of
the CIC reaching a comprehensive agreement orrigshemanagement reforms that all

participants could live with, if not endorse.

The three indispensable elements related differéotlairness and effectiveness. The
perceived ability of the consensus model to becéffe was mediated primarily by the
strength of the incentive to participate, whichatgged a high degree of participant
commitment to seeking agreement. Implicit herdésimportance of the CIC’s
exclusively commercial membership to DFO’s abityconstruct an effective incentive.
Participants’ livelihoods were dependent on theugdfish fishery and they were united
in their need for regulatory access to rockfishliescted catch or bycatch. DFO had
recognised authority to control that access, giviregn a clear ‘hammer’ to hold over the
heads of participants. DFO’s ability to construotikrly persuasive incentives that
would unite commercial and other stakeholders igk@e Sectors such as recreational
fisheries and aboriginal groups have significadifferent interests from those of
commercial fisheries and there are divergent viela®ut resource ownership and the
legitimacy of DFQO’s authority to manage the reseuiithough beyond the scope of this
chapter, this raises important questions aboutlvengirocesses like the CIC are fair if
potentially legitimate stakeholders are marginaliseexcluded from decision-making in
the interest of expediting agreement.

Participants characterised consensus decision-igakid independent facilitation as the
keys to ensuring fairness. The disparities in thleas of the fisheries and the degree of
organisation among sectors was a common causefficem; wealthy sectors feared
losing their valuable exclusivity of access to tHisheries, while less wealthy sectors
worried that the political clout of wealthy sectomuld direct reforms in a way that
would eliminate their ability to persist. Consenposvided essential security against
these possibilities. Facilitation not only enfor¢bid security, its independence from all
vested interests, particularly government, waslaign against the potential for process
manipulation that has hobbled other collaboratia@ping efforts (Wondolleck & Ryan
1999; Pinkerton 2007b).
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The importance of these elements in the CIC prosaggorts much of the literature on
successful shared decision-making. The necessguyftitient group incentives to reach
agreement has been noted in discussions of norsaenagame theory (Schelling 1960),
dispute resolution (Bingham 1986), and negotiaffeisher & Ury 1991). The preceding
paragraph highlights the value of consensus fordavg the ‘tyranny of the majority’
which can result from alternate decision-makingrfats like voting (Susskind &
Cruikshank 1987). Also, independent and professi@editation is a commonly-cited
success factor in case studies of collaborativegases (Leach & Pelkey 2001).
However, deriving a universally applicable theofyh® elements essential to success
may not be realistic. Past efforts, such as Ha{d982) eight hypothesised
preconditions for success of negotiated rule-maliege later debated using cases where
agreement was reached in the absence of some t&ridgreconditions (Susskind &
McMahon 1985). Leach and Sabatier (2003) foundttietise of a professional
facilitator was negatively correlated with the leeEagreement reached in a review of 50
collaborative processes. Moreover, participantsifsome case studies have ranked
different elements of greater importance than lineet key elements identified in this
case (Schuett et al. 2001; Leach & Sabatier 2008).variable importance and effect of
procedural elements may be partly explained byttential for collaborative planning
processes to interact with the history and coraéste case, and the experiences of all
involved (Chess & Purcell 1999). Thus, what maybeful is the development of
theories about essential procedural elements teataponsive to certain contextual
details of a case.

Contextual factors can not only affect the impoctanof procedural elements, they
themselves can be key determinants of process sjaesults from this case and others
(Leach & Pelkey 2001; Smith & Gilden 2002; Knapn2295) document the significance
of high quality participants (Table 3.4). This segts a fair and effective collaborative

process is not obtained wholly through the planmreghod’s design and structure alone.
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3.6.2 Obstacles and improvements

One indispensable element, the incentive to pp#tei, was also implicated in the
obstacles cited for the process. Not all sectonsssaegotiated agreement to be in their
best interests. Sector A respondents perceivechdih@d control over resource access
with little potential for compensatory gains — tuation that has stifled cooperation in
other shared fisheries decision-making contextai€@pagdee & Jentoft 2007).
However, sector A saw the alternative of not pgréting in the process as even less
appealing, given the risk that agreements madeeimbsence of any one sector could
still have been ratified. Consequently, they reradia CIC participant while lobbying
against the PIP outside the CIC’s negotiationssicautensions that strained relations

among sectors and making agreements more difficuéach.

Other obstacles stemmed from how sectors weregepted, often one of the primary
challenges to designing user participation in fisleemanagement (McCay & Jentoft
1996). While the prevalence of individuals with il fisheries holdings (licenses and
guotas) on the CIC was not necessarily atypic@th@fconstituents they represented, it
did complicate perceptions of representatives’ wastiamong some fellow
representatives. This issue is likely relevantwelse given the prevalence of multiple
holdings among fishers in industrialised fisheaesund the world (e.g., Holland et al.
1999; Scholz et al. 2004; Stump & Kriwoken 2006gsBarch on the effects of individual
representatives for a sector that have vestecestem other sectors has not been the
subject of much research attention in fisheriest@feet al. 2003). Cloutier (1996)
describes problems of perceived conflicts of irggreuch as unrepresentative actions in
self-interest, among fishery representatives onded Fishery Management Councils in
the United States. These problems are similardsetlieported in this case, although her

work does not explicitly examine representativethwnultiple vested interests.
Respondents pointed to the variation and informalitthe representative selection

process among sectors as further supporting graondseir concerns about

representation. Their suggestions of (i) a morm#&dised and transparent selection
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process instead of accepting or appointing volusi€e) a more detailed code of
conduct requiring the disclosure of holdings, anfil{roader and more proactive
communication with constituents may be helpful. Gegelopment of sector associations
appears to be particularly constructive in achigthe latter (Young et al. 1996),

provided that they are inclusive of their sector.

3.6.3 Practical implications

Interviewees’ responses reaffirm that governmeayhumerous influential roles in
collaborative processes (Chess & Purcell 1999)sé&meles are a departure from
government’s traditional position as simply the coamd-and-control regulator, and they
require careful balancing (Wondolleck & Ryan 1998hile government should support
the process, that support cannot bleed into inflaever its progress or outcome (Rowe
& Frewer 2000). They must be flexible in some respé¢e.g., a process design that can
be moulded by participants to meet their needd)cbmsistent in others (e.g.,
establishing a formalised representative selegroness). Further, their distance from
the process must be sufficient to foster partidiganwnership of the process and the
outcome, but they must consistently re-affirm that process was convened to address
government-mandated reforms in order to maintaénefitimacy of the process in the
eyes of outsider observers. The presence of “Govent support” among the process’
cited strengths and weaknesses illustrates théedlgal of satisfactorily fulfilling these

tasks.

Determining whether a better decision-making predeads to a better outcome is an
important but difficult policy question (Beierle 99). Practical and ethical challenges of
experimental research on collaborative planninggsees are compounded by their
interactions with context (Smith et al. 1997; Dgré&eMcDaniels 2001). My data
documenperceptionghat a better process led to a better outcome;dusgality in this
relationship is difficult to determine. Procedui@liness research has shown that
perceptions of a fairer decision-making processemse the acceptability of suboptimal
outcomes (Walker et al. 1974; Tyler & Rasinski 19%uber & Knuth 1999). However,
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perceived favourability of an outcome can also warthe other direction, influencing

evaluations of the decision-making process (Lindl.e1997).

Positivead hoccollaborative planning experiences like the CIG aat as a stepping
stone to developing more permanent collaborativeypeships, the promise of which has
been widely discussed under the rubric of co-mamage: (e.g., Pinkerton 1994; Wilson
et al. 2003; Pomeroy et al. 2007). Such planninggsses absorb a portion of the front-
loaded social and political transaction costs dased with bringing multiple sectors
together under new institutional arrangementsdikcenanagement (Heylings & Bravo
2007) and provide an opportunity to build on needyablished relationships and trust
between participating stakeholders (Pretty 200Bg dngoing and integrated
participation of groundfish sectors should enabtegamwesponsive management of the

cross-cutting effects of fisheries that are ecalally and operationally interactive.
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4 EVALUATING THE ROLE OF THE COMMERCIAL
GROUNDFISH INTEGRATED ADVISORY COMMITTEE °

4.1 Introduction

Fisheries policy-making is a multi-lateral politigaocess that involves attempts to
reconcile conflicting interests among stakeholdBedancing different interests is
becoming more challenging and important as the wawich the marine environment
is valued diversify. Management decisions formeggn primarily as issues of
production and allocation among commercial useuggare now also seen in terms of
(i) environmental sustainability, (i) community i+being, and (iii) allocation between
commercial sectors, recreational sectors, and gibafigroups whose historical resource
claims are increasingly recognised (McCay 1996;a84i&n 1998; Mikalsen & Jentoft
2003). Such is the case in Canada’s Pacific grasimdiEheries. Environmental groups
and community organisations are identifying uniquerities for fisheries management,
commercial sectors must address overlapping catifhrasitiple species within fully
utilised fisheries, the recreational groundfisiméisy is growing, and aboriginal groups
have requested 50% of all access to commerciarish (PFMI 2003a; First Nation
Panel on Fisheries 2004).

In accordance with theories of pluralist democrd2ghl 1982) and the public ownership
of fisheries resources, the aforementioned groupsareasingly acknowledged as
stakeholdefsand granted some form of a voice in decisionsaffatt them. The
participation of commercial user groups in fishemeanagement decision-making is
widely accepted and its various forms, implicaticarsd bounds have been discussed at
length (e.g., Pinkerton 1989; Hanna 1995; McCay61%9¥ilson et al. 2003; Gray 2005a).

® A version of this chapter has been submitteddetew at a peer-reviewed journal.

® Many aboriginal groups in British Columbia rejéive term ‘stakeholder’ in issues of land and reseur
use. Unceded rights and title to their traditicteatitories and resources distinguish them fronepth
interest groups labeled as stakeholders. With temtion of derogating those claims, they are inetuich
the term ‘stakeholder’ here to remain consistetih wbommon terminology in the broader academic
literature.
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The more controversial and less understood dimerwdiparticipation is the extent to
which the non-commercial stakeholders should belired (Mikalsen & Jentoft in

press). This research focuses on the less unddrdto®nsion. It examines one model of
how diverse stakeholders were involved by goveraiggncies in a collaborative
fisheries management planning process. The Comah&obundfish Initiative (CGI)
advisory process was struck in 2003 to reform theagement of Canada’s Pacific
groundfish fisheries. The CGI grouped stakeholddmstwo advisory committees with
less and more control over the design of reforespectively: the Commercial
Groundfish Integrated Advisory Committee (CGIAC)o&dly representative of
commercial and non-commercial stakeholders, an€tremercial Industry Caucus
(CIC), a subcommittee composed exclusively of tramercial participants from the
CGIAC. In order to identify key criteria of meanimgprocess involvement for non-
commercial stakeholders, | investigate participastaluations of the CGIAC’s role
within the CGI process. Specifically, | exploreihat roles participants perceived for
the CGIAC, (ii) whether the CGIAC's roles were fgiven the stakes of participants, and
(iif) whether the CGIAC was able to perform itsesleffectively. By examining these
guestions in the context of a multi-committee pescé extend the literature on
collaborative fisheries planning, which has highteg the challenge of asymmetrically
involving diverse stakeholders within decision-nmakprocesses (e.g., Mikalsen &
Jentoft 2001; Jentoft et al. 2003; Nielsen & Clemsien 2006) but rarely assessed

relevant cases.

The paper proceeds with a review of the theoryratidnale for asymmetrically
involving stakeholders in management decisionsagealescription, the research
methods, and the results follow. Then, the disaussection highlights key criteria for
meaningfully involving non-commercial stakeholddtslso considers the practical
implications of an asymmetrical, multi-committe@@ess design for involving non-
commercial stakeholders. A brief conclusion dramgether the main findings of the

research and links them to related challengesgbefies management.
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4.2 Theoretical background

Similar to other jurisdictions (e.g., Coffey 200B¢ent federal oceans legislation and
policy in Canada has emphasised broader stakeholt@vement in decision-making
(Government of Canada 1996). The 2002 nationalmagyolicy framework, Canada’s
Oceans Strategy, cites collaboration as the cegradrnance principle for a new,
integrated mode of oceans management (DFO 200®et#r, a collaborative form of
governance must address the differences — in kiddrastrength — among the ‘stakes’ of
various stakeholders (Fisher & Ury 1991; Jentoi& Cay 1995). Fisheries management
entails decisions on many issues, and the varfatyt@rests among stakeholders implies
that some stakes will be more affected than othgi@ny given decision. A common
practice that follows is the allocation of a great&y in decisions to those with more at
stake, often as defined by their degree of deparydand the extent of their effects on the
claimed resources (Mikalsen 1998; Brunk & Dunha@@®0Conroy et al. (2001)
distinguish between primary and secondary stakehs|dhe former being those that
depend significantly on the resource in questiartbeir livelihoods (e.g., commercial
fishers). Alternatively, Mitchell et al. (1997) idigfy three basic attributes underlying the
strength of a stake: tippwerof the stakeholder to influence management dewsithe
legitimacyof their claim to involvement in management (mpledal, or otherwise), and
theurgencyof their clainf. Though useful heuristics, these tools for distisking

among stakeholders still leave designers of cottibe decision-making processes
without an objective means of measuring thesebates or easy and fair solutions to the
dilemma of stakeholders who may wield influence ttua high score on one attribute,
such as power, despite low scores on legitimacyuageincy (Jentoft et al. 2003).
Moreover, stakeholders may contest the stake that®define for them. These
dynamics contribute to the difficulty of determigihow to fairly and effectively involve
diverse stakeholders in collaborative decision-mglind allocate them roles

commensurate with their stake (Mikalsen & JentofD).

" See (Mikalsen & Jentoft 2001) for a scoring ohéises stakeholders according to Mitchell’s attriisu
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Defining fair and effective stakeholder involvemenan important challenge for
resource managers, who must work to efficientlylengent measures that will sustain
fisheries resources and associated economic opytiet) Perhaps the most persuasive
rationale for its importance lies in the frequertiied relationship between stakeholder
participation in decision-making, the legitimacyré&nagement decisions, and
compliance with the rules or regulations that refoim such decisions (Kuperan &
Sutinen 1998). In order to achieve efficiency anduge that management measures are
effective, stakeholders must comply with them. Redeindicates the extent of
compliance can be affected by the perceived legititof management measures (Tyler
1990; Hatcher et al. 2000). Participation in derismaking can increase legitimacy by
providing stakeholders opportunities to better ugdad the rationale underlying
measures and contribute to their formulation (Sartiat al. 1990; Nielsen & Mathiesen
2003). However, the design of participatory mectiausi mediates the degree to which
compliance benefits are realised (Thomas 1995pfte2@00), leading back to the

guestion of how to involve stakeholders in decigieaking.

4.3 The Commercial Groundfish Initiative

In the late 1990s, conservation and managemergdsslated to Pacific groundfish
stocks became subjects of growing concern. Enviestiah organisations highlighted the
lack of scientific data informing groundfish managnt, stock assessments had
documented significant population declines of nwusmrockfish species, and regulations
forcing discarding were out of step with a new sile fishing policy (DFO 2001;
Glavin 2001; Yamanaka & Lacko 2001). Following a@e®of informal scoping
discussions with environmental and commercial fighiepresentatives, the federal
fisheries management agency, Fisheries and Ocearesdl@ (DFO), convened a
stakeholder advisory process in 2003. They tagkegtocess with generating
recommendations for commercial groundfish managénmeéorms that would achieve
more stringent fisher accountability and monitoraigectives (see Koolman et al. 2007

for details).
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Roles and responsibilities for participating growese defined through their
appointments to the two committees formed withm phocess. The Commercial
Groundfish Integrated Advisory Committee (CGIAC}luded representatives of
government, labour, aboriginal groups, communities, recreational fishery, and
commercial fisheriéy(Table 4.1). The CGIAC was tasked with providing@rching
policy advice and recommendations regarding grashahanagement to DFO and to the
second committee within the process, the Commelmikistry Caucus (CIC) (PFMI
2003b). This second committee was defined at tigebas a subcommittee taking
direction from and reporting to the CGIAC. Compds# only the commercial fishing
representatives from the CGIAC, the CIC was defiaetthe process outset as a
subcommittee taking direction from and reportinght® CGIAC. Though nominally a
subcommittee, the CIC took on the primary role witie process, assuming
responsibility for negotiating a proposal for magagnt reform. Working within a
consensus decision-making arrangement, the ClCrhefdhly closed meetings.
Although the CGIAC's terms of reference encourathean to develop consensus on
their recommendations and advice, consensus wagaquaited. Both committees were

facilitated by the same independent facilitatoretiifrom outside the fishing industry.

Table 4.1: Committee membership

Commercial Groundfish Integrated Advisory Committe€ommercial Industry Caucus

(CGIAC) (CIC)
Fisheries and Oceans Canada Dogfish
British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Lingcod
Fisheries Trawl (multi-species)
United Fishermen and Allied Workers’ Union Sablefish
Nuu-chah-nulth Tribal Council Halibut
Sport Fishing Advisory Board Inside Rockfish
Coastal Community Network Outside Rockfish
Commercial Industry Caucus members Fish processofs

#Inside and Outside Rockfish fisheries are prosetatong geographically separated areas of the ands
licensed separately.
®Fish processing representatives were minimallylieain the CIC consensus process.

8 The Marine Conservation Caucus (MCC), an umbgiaip of British Columbia environmental non-
governmental organisations, left the CGIAC shaafier its inception in protest of DFO’s data shgrin
policies and their refusal to adopt a frameworkifounding and assessing the outcomes of the process
Nevertheless, MCC members did attend several subse@€GIAC meetings as observers.
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Following a one year extension of the process daeadhearly 100 days of CIC meetings,
and 9 CGIAC meetings, the CIC achieved consensaspmoposal for integrating
groundfish management in early 2005 (see chapfiar @etails of the CIC process). The
CIC stated that the proposal consisted of intendéget and conditional agreements
between sectors; each sector had agreed to cagpétts of the proposal which they
found disagreeable in exchange for advantageousessions from other sectors in other
aspects of the proposal. Thus, the CIC stresse¢dnbgroposal’s design required the
acceptance of all its elements in order to presisvaatus as a consensual document
(DMC 2005). Despite objections to several of thepmsal’s main features by labour,
sport fishery, and aboriginal Nuu-chah-nulth TriGauncil (NTC) representatives, and a
withdrawal of support for the proposal by one CI€mber group, DFO decided to
accept the CIC’s proposal and implemented it dseetyear pilot plan in 2006.

The NTC also found fault with DFO’s consultatiompedure. They argued that DFO
failed to fulfill their duty to consult and attemjat accommodate the NTC's
unextinguished aboriginal rights and title intesastfisheries, as specified in recent
Canadian case law (Haida Nation v. British ColunjManister of Forests] 2004;
Ahousaht First Nation v. Canada [Fisheries and @Je2007). Shortly after the plan’s
implementation, they initiated litigation againgt®. The federal court ruled against the
NTC, who have since announced their intention fmeapthe verdict (Ahousaht First
Nation v. Canada [Fisheries and Oceans] 2007; 3@#).

4.4 Methods

Using qualitative methods and a case study appr@éohl994), this research sought the
perspectives of Commercial Groundfish InitiativeSCprocess participants. Data were
generated through semi-structured interviews Withdrimary representatives of groups
participating on the CIC and CGIAC. Interviews wel®sen instead of other methods,
such as surveys, because they provide more spacesfmndents to explain their

statements and raise relevant issues not antidifsgtéhe researcher. This technique
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facilitates a better understanding of respondarttsiplex perceptions and the
relationships they make between different aspddiseoprocess (Fontana & Frey 1994).
Between June and October 2007, a total of 22 reptatves from 13 of the 15 groups in
the process participated in interviews which avedat)5 hours in length. Respondents
were posed a series of open-ended questions dt®(i} structure of the process, (ii) the
role(s) of the CGIAC, (iii) the effectiveness oBtRGIAC in performing these roles, (iv)
the reasons for its (in)effectiveness, and (v) wifi@nything, they would have changed
about the process. Consistent with case studyadsth also reviewed process
documents, reports, and written communicationgfiarin my interview questions and
my understanding of the process (Yin 1994).

Interviews were recorded and transcribed, thenyardlusing QSR’s N6 qualitative
research software program (QSR International Riy2002). Analysis consisted of
inductively coding segments of interview data adowg to themes present in
interviewee’s responses (Kvale 1996; Boyatzis 19R8sponses of all interviewees were
then aggregated under the themes to facilitate aosgn among them. Results
summarise interviewees’ evaluations, using directes from interviewees to help
convey the meaning of their responses. Due to anidypygoncerns arising from the small
number of process participants, the names of thoeted are pseudonyms and their
respective sectors are not specified. Though Gp@esentatives were also members of
the CGIAC, they are referred to here as CIC membérde references to CGIAC
members refer only to the interviewees that weteondhe CIC.

4.5 Results

This section begins by summarising results relaadtie design of the process, including
its structure and the roles allocated to the CGIASs is followed by a description of the

CGIAC's ineffectiveness and the reforms suggestedts improvement.
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4.5.1 Organisational structure

Almost all respondents supported the division ahowercial and non-commercial
interests into two committees. Respondents alseeagwith the CIC’s role as architects
of the management proposal. Most acknowledgedlieabverarching task set for the
advisory process related primarily to the regutatsd the commercial industry, making
commercial representatives the most legitimatekaroaviedgeable parties to develop a
proposal for management. CIC members emphasisealthe of a separate committee
and closed meetings for enabling open discussiontadheir sectors’ management
issues:

Industry was not comfortable opening their booksmening discussions
on what was really going on in any fishery to tieagral public. They
were somewhat comfortable discussing what the prodlwere and what
they needed to do to fix it amongst themselvesthmrre was no way that
discussion was going to happen with DFO, and enwentalists, and the
natives, and you name it in the rodi@arl, CIC member)

The CIC was dominated by license and quota owrdersuch, several respondents
suggested that, as a distinct group directly adfitty fisheries management, a
representative of crewpersons should have beeandedlon the CIC:

The problem that | have with all the DFO processdbat they're really
focused on who owns the fish...deckhands - not owoiegsiotas, not
owners of vessels - are really under-representedighout all DFO
processes...they're in such a weak position in thastry.(Waylon,
CGIAC member)

4.5.2 CGIAC roles

Interviewees described three primary roles forGBAC, with most agreeing that the
CGIAC was effective in serving the first two of seeroles. First, the CGIAC was seen as
a means for non-commercial stakeholders to staynméd of the plans the CIC was
developing to reform groundfish management:

You have a choice | guess. You can just refusedtticipate], you can

not like the decisions and rant and pound and mb#athings are going
on and you have no idea what’s being said, or yousay “ok, well, what
can we do with the situation we have at hand?”.. @rdinue on with the
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process of trying to ensure that DFO does consitiit you properly.
(Nick, CGIAC member)

Relatedly, several respondents stated that théi@neaf the CGIAC was itself an
important step towards their broader objectiverafisforming the way fisheries decisions
were made:

We wanted to open up the process. We wanted to nedisions affecting
marine biological diversity and the abundance asttidution of marine
species...more public, more transparent, more acablen{Marvin,
CGIAC member)

Second, the CGIAC functioned as a forum for non4tantial stakeholders to voice
their positions and concerns about the emergingagement plan to DFO. Respondents

mentioned this as an important avenue for purstinagrotection of their interests.

However, respondents from both the CIC and CGIlAGost unanimously agreed that
the CGIAC was ineffective in its third role of caibuting input to the process. Despite
serving the first two functions, its failure in ghthird role left most respondents with
overall impressions of the CGIAC as a ‘token’ prsgeCGIAC respondents from several
groups pointed to their lack of involvement at thetset of the process as an indication
that the invitation for their participation wasakén gesture. They stated that a basic
model of the process and its objectives had alrbaéy defined by the time they were
invited. As a result, these respondents had thegssjpon they were taking part iriaat
accomplithat left little scope for their input:

The first meeting that | attended...l was handedaudmnt which was
now at the stage where they were trying to get sffon the structure of
CGIAC and its relationship with the Commercial Istty Caucus. And at
that point it was pretty much a done dé¢blled, CGIAC member)

Its token role discouraged attendance of somegsaatid lead to little meaningful
dialogue:

We went to a meetingwith a full agenda and we thought we were going
to have a lot of input from the CGIAC, and we dedre at 9:00 in the
morning... Each sector gave a presentation about thbatfleet was

doing and what changes were happening last yednyvaire open for
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comments, and everybody would sit there and bahgias over(Ralph,
CIC member)

Respondents were divided about the importanceso€@BIAC’s ineffectiveness. Most
CIC respondents and several from the CGIAC didpeoteive a prominent role for the
CGIAC in the process to begin with, so its failtwecontribute meant little to their
impression of the process’ quality. However, thiaibee of CGIAC respondents
expressed dissatisfaction and suggested that th&C&hould have had greater

opportunities to contribute input to the process.

4 5.3 Causes of ineffectiveness

Interviewees identified a number of reasons whyGHAC was ineffective. The
minimal involvement of some CGIAC groups in thegeal’s development and their
limited familiarity with its details constraineddin ability to provide thorough feedback.
Moreover, some CGIAC respondents suggested it wbtha operational details of
reforms that interested them, but the broader qusceuch as the implementation of
individual transferable quotas (ITQs), that wereafcern. The CGIAC’s focus on these
broader issues created challenges, as CIC inteeeienwesponded that such issues were
beyond their authority to address, and therefdifecdit to account for in their proposal.

Many pointed to the CGIAC's terms of reference@sses of confusion and mixed
expectations about the CGIAC's role. The CIC’s wigifhtn as a subcommittee reporting
to the CGIAC gave some respondents the impreskadrthe CGIAC would have a
greater say in guiding the progress of the CIC:

Technically CIC was supposed to be a subcommittéeedoigger board
[CGIAC]...but it never really worked that way. Decias were made at
the CIC, and they were brought to the bigger bo@atdso much as
recommendations, but as "this is the way it's goinige"” or "this is what's
been decided", so it didn't work exactly as plan€drl, CIC member)

Central in the minds of many was also the contmgsiiecision-making rules for the two

committees; whereas the CIC was bound to consetmu€GIAC had no mandatory
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decision-making rule. For some, the lack of anyisien-making responsibilities for the
CGIAC discouraged meaningful engagement of its megmb

It...was recognised almost immediately by most okéhplayers there that
the framework for decision-making on that board [8G] was a waste of
time, a waste of effort to even begin to partiagoiat (Lou, CIC member)

In turn, CIC respondents often found the CGIAC®sdieack positional and predictable,
which did little to further a collaborative searfch solutions:

When we brought the result of our consensus prdmadsto the CGIAC,
a number of the sectors there said exactly whatdteaid before the
whole thing even started — “we don't like it ftwid reason, this reason,
and this reason.” We knew they were gonna say tiney, knew they were
gonna say that, and they did say ttilly, CIC member)

However, not all respondents believed that thegssdesign was responsible for the
positional behaviour of some CGIAC participantsveédal respondents from the CIC and
CGIAC suggested that stakeholder groups were pedwdth sufficient opportunity to
meaningfully participate, but that some particigactiose a positional, less cooperative

approach.

At a more operational level, several respondewis fhe CGIAC and CIC pointed out
that the CIC could have provided CGIAC members withre time to review the CIC’s
progress reports before meetings to better allovinformed feedback:

CIC would take a position on something, and darthis stuff’s fairly
complicated. And we would go to a CGIAC meeting #malfacilitator
would hand out a whole bunch of sheets — “whataothink?” Well
what do you mean what do | think? Don’t give meaexe of paper and
expect me to give you a response to this complicateposal...Why
wasn’t this circulated 2 weeks in advance so Ilare a study of this?
(Lenny, CGIAC member)

4.5.4 Reforms and alternatives
Respondents suggested reforms to the process mwgédyed in the CGI and evaluated

the merit of alternative models that would havduded the CGIAC in the consensual

development of the management proposal (Figure %It most commonly suggested
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reforms were (i) developing clearer terms of refiesethat were up front about the
CGIAC’s role in the process from the outset andpfioviding the CGIAC with the
opportunity to develop a framework of overarchirgeatives for the future of the
groundfish fishery that would guide and bound th€’€ subsequent development of a
management proposal. Most interviewees’ respongggest that these reforms would be
preferable to mandating a consensus process f@@AC because the disparity of
interests (i) between commercial and non-commepadicipants, and (ii) among non-
commercial participants made consensus an unattaipaospect. CIC respondents were
also doubtful that sufficient incentives existed @GIAC participants to agree on
management reforms. Negative consequences of meeragnt for CGIAC participants
were less immediate and more diffuse than they ¥agr€IC participants, who faced the
possibility of commercial fishery closures if thequld not agree to reforms that would

meet DFQO’s objectives.

4.6 Discussion

4.6.1 Understanding meaningful non-commercial stalkelder involvement

Asymmetrically involving stakeholders within an &lwy process is one way governing
agencies can attempt to achieve inclusivity whideesving stakeholders’ variable stakes
in a particular issue. My results demonstrate @@tAC participants are supportive of an
inclusive approach that assigns asymmetrical psoc®es for stakeholders, such that
those most directly affected by the relevant isssime primary responsibility for its
resolution. This suggests a different notion of ferticipation than that offered by some
definitions prevalent in the literature. For exaeyplVebler's (1995) definition stipulates
equal opportunities for participants to speak, tjoesand influence decisions. These
results suggest the fairness of participation tar-nommercial stakeholders is not
necessarily enhanced by equal inclusion acrosirielth of tasks and decisions within
the process. Numerous CGIAC respondents madetbieamwere not interested in
dedicating the time and energy to the processhiea€IC did. Rather, CGIAC
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Challenges

Benefits

Perceived challenges and benefits of different lelgeof non-commercial stakeholder influence

Little engagement of secondestakeholders in proce
(no perceived influence = no effort towards solusip

Positional behaviour among secondary stakeholtiies
constructive dialogue

Persistence of lobbying as a means of advancing
secondary stakeholder interests

Diversity of interests that must be reconciled kirsdor
precludes reaching agreement

Lack of familiarity with commercial fishery issuamong
secondary stakeholders slows progress

Lack of consequences of non-agreement for secondary
stakeholders hinders or precludes reaching agraemen

<
<

Low

Most knowledgeable and directly affected groups
responsible for decisions, ensuring their operation
feasibility and reducing the time required to reti@m

Fewer influential participants expedites decisioaking

Secondary stakeholders not required to commit &
energy to a decision-making process that only perigly
involves them

Non-commercial stakeholder influence on advisory pcess

High

Decisions more accurately reflect broader publierigst
in fishery resources

Encourages engagement of secondary stakeholders and
movement past positional behaviour

Avoids inevitable conflicts that remain unaddresatdr
less inclusive processes

Figure 4.1: Challenges and benefits reported byoredents that arise from different levels of nomaoeercial
stakeholder influence within the Commercial Groustufnitiative advisory process. Sentiments onléfieside of
the spectrum reflect the challenges and benefiteepeed by respondents regarding what actually weduwith
the CGIAC. Sentiments on the right reflect the Erajes and benefits perceived by respondents riegandhat
might have occurred had the CGIAC been granted mdresnce in the advisory process.
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respondents’ notions of fair participation were enmlated to involvement in several
specific aspects of the process. Insufficient oppoties and contributions in these
specific aspects indicate why, despite respondegt&ement with the structural
organisation of the advisory process, most CGlASpoadents expressed dissatisfaction
with the CGIAC process.

The insufficiencies mentioned by CGIAC respondeelated primarily to their limited
role in the early stages of the process. Thesadednvolvement in (i) process design,
(i) the definition of the issues to be addressed] (iii) the definition of long term
principles and objectives for healthy groundfighé@ries. The importance of early
involvement to meaningful participation has beedely promoted in the participatory
decision-making literature (Webler 1995; Innes &oBer 1999; Rowe & Frewer 2000;
Dalton 2005; Branch & Bradbury 2006). Carefully sbacting the initial stages of a
participatory decision-making process has been sliounitigate other challenges and
deficiencies that can arise later in the procestafithuk & Crocker 1999; EPA 2001).
The confusion and variable expectations aboutdleeaf the CGIAC reported by some
respondents is an example of one challenge thategrand more inclusive deliberation
at the outset may have helped in resolving. Ealipdrations would have also provided
CGIAC participants an opportunity to voice concesthsut overarching concepts for
reform before the process was under way. Botheddlthallenges were identified as
impediments to the ability of the CGIAC to carryt @ts mandate. Thus, early
involvement may contribute to the fairnesx effectiveness of broadened stakeholder

involvement.

Another insufficiency somewhat distinct from thastating to early process involvement
was the lack of representation for commercial fistad crew members who do not own
licenses or quotas on the CIC. These include €kld@nds and (ii) fishers who rent boats,
licenses, and/or quota (collectively referred tmas-owners here, though they are
internally diverse). Issues of representation &enacontentious within Canada’s Pacific
fisheries, as elsewhere (McCay & Jentoft 1996)lusize representation also ranks

among the most frequently cited criteria of fail@oorative processes (Table 2.2). The
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argument for the inclusion of a representativenfam-owners is based on the assertion
that they, like vessel and quota owners, are artfuoge most directly affected by
management reforms involving ITQs. This is suppbhg several studies on the Pacific
groundfish sector. The studies demonstrate thaddaoting ITQs dramatically increases
the value of licenses and creates value in quotaating financial barriers to entering
fisheries for subsequent generations of fisher$l¢B2004, Edwards et al. 2005). Many
of these fishers become “rental skippers” who neeste licenses and quota because they
cannot afford to buy them, affecting their posisamthin commercial fisheries and in
turn, their interests. Costs incurred in quotaitegarrangementamade possible by the
introduction of ITQs can also have disproportiohategative effects on crew sizes and
crew incomes compared to license and quota owBertte¢ 2004, Nelson 2006). There
is also a precedent for non-owner representati@oliaborative decision-making in the
groundfish sector; crew members were representedgh the United Fishermen and
Allied Workers’ Union in a similar management refoprocess within the Canada’s

Pacific trawl fishery in the mid-1990s.

Perspectives on the nature of fair and effectivég@pation for non-commercial
stakeholders varied between CIC and CGIAC respdadbtost CIC respondents did not
echo CGIAC respondents’ emphasis on greater infeiéor the CGIAC over the early
stages of the process. Some CIC respondents saddbat the CGIAC sufficed as a
forum for the CIC to inform other stakeholderslodit progress in developing the
management proposal. They also argued that the C@bAlld have been more valuable
had it adopted a less positional, more cooperaipgoach and made more effort to
contribute to the development of the CIC’s managemeoposal. This spirit of
cooperation is implicated in several commonly citéteria of good participatory
decision-making processes such as commitment, ap@munication, and innovation
(Wilson & McCay 1998; Innes & Booher 1999; WeblefT&ler 2000). However,
engagement and cooperation are often secured tingregter sharing of decision-
making power (Pinkerton 1994; Wondolleck & Yaffeg0R; EPA 2001), a notion that
very few CIC interviewees supported for the CGIA(re 4.1).

® Leasing refers to the temporary, one-way “rentdljuota from one party to another.

89



4.6.2 Practical implications for asymmetrical multtcommittee processes

The importance of early involvement may be amplifie the context of multi-committee
processes that separate commercial users fromsitileholders and assign them
asymmetrical roles, for two reasons. First, théyesiages may be the mdiely
opportunity for non-commercial stakeholders to €hthe process and its outcome. This
is due to the constraints that a consensual agr@amposes on input from outside the
consensual group at later stages of the procesesCIh emphasised that the
interdependent and conditional nature of their easgal agreement on a management
proposal precluded the possibility of making altierss to components of the completed
proposal without negating the acceptability of pheposal in its entirety. This condition
significantly increased the political and temparasts of incorporating input from
outside the CIC and decreased the likelihood theth snput could be accommodated
without losing the CIC’s support. The unlikelihoofialterations to the CIC’s proposal in
response to CGIAC input during the latter stagethefprocess was furthered by the
different characters of each committee’s ‘voiceisltypically more difficult for
government to ignore the requests and advice affgrtike the CIC who have worked
towards compromise and cooperation in order tdbéstaa unified voice than it is to
ignore groups fractured by many different voicés the CGIAC (Jentoft & McCay
1995).

Second, the early stages may also be the pointhighwhe broader group of stakeholders
have the modegitimateclaim to influencing the process. This is basedhenpublic
ownership of fisheries combined with the value-tgdeserarching nature of decisions
relevant to the CGI’s initial stages (e.g., whaiwgdd be the objectives for reform? What
are acceptable means of achieving these objectis?should be involved in the
advisory process in what capacities?). These osl@ray questions are likely to have
similarly broad and overarching consequences. 8@ & governing agencies adhere to
the democratic rationale, present in policies Wanada’s Oceans Strategy, of including

those affected in decision-making, parties addéiaa commercial users will have
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stronger claims to involvement in these early dens (DFO 2002). Gray (2005)
suggests this may be increasingly relevant as siglety decreasingly accepts the
priority of experts’ and commercial users’ valuegitheir own for value-laden
decisions. Also, quality constraints on decisidreg tequire specialised knowledge, such
as professional standards, legislative mandatabeasperational feasibility of regulatory
choices (Thomas 1995), are not so prevalent astage that they preclude broadened

involvement.

The extent of involvement is also typically weigleghinst considerations of process
efficiency (Thomas 1995). High levels of early ilvament increase the number of
decisions that must be made collaboratively andncake defining the scope and focus
of the process more difficult, which in turn makks process more time consuming
(Dorcey & McDaniels 2001). Efficiency consideratsomay be important for both
governing agencies and participants. Where decisiaking processes are struck to
address issues that are perceived as pressingasubh conservation of declining
rockfish stocks, the emphasis governing agencesepbn efficiency can be expected to
increase (Susskind & Cruikshank 1987). JentoftQ2@rgues that the proliferation of
required decisions may also serve to discouragéeypation if it overtaxes or
exasperates participants. Of course, the revergeaisa be true. Participants’ interests
may occasionally be well served by large numbedecfsions that act to delay progress
towards undesirable final outcomes (Talbot 1983)eW the former applies, it suggests
that progressively more involvement may not progjkedy improve process quality for
participants; a balance must be struck betweeriieatent and other considerations like

efficiency.

4.7 Conclusions

This research indicates that establishing multplemittees can enable broadened and
asymmetrical participation. This in turn improvagormation sharing and helps ensure

awareness of fellow stakeholders’ issues. In thesgects, the existence of the CGIAC

represents incremental progress towards more @agispand inclusive decision-making
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in Pacific groundfish management in Canada. Howesgame roles are clearly more
important to the determination of overall procesaliy than others. The scope for input,
particularly in the early stages, was critical 8I8BC respondents’ perceptions of
fairness and their ability to be effective. Poorfpenance in this respect overshadowed

other benefits of the process format.

CGIAC respondents’ emphasis on input in the eddges of process design and setting
objectives suggests meaningful participation of@ablened group of stakeholders will
lengthen the planning process and reduce theaifigi of decision-making. In the longer
term though, immediate gains in process efficientaained by marginalising or
excluding some stakeholders may be reduced bydts of subsequent protests or
impediments to implementation raised by the exalustakeholders (Sidaway 2005). The
litigation initiated by the NTC following the CG$ ian example of such costs. Further,
excluding legitimate stakeholders makes processe®eo generating substantively

unfair outcomes.

Greater deliberation at early process stages nsaypaibvide opportunities to address
broader governance challentfeooiman and Jentoft (2005) argue that current
deficiencies in fisheries governance practicegpardy explained by insufficient
attendance to the basic values, concerns, andglaachat should guide decisions on
more immediate questions about the means of aclgemanagement objectives.
Inattention to value differences can also prolaggpurce conflicts (LeBaron 2003).
Within individual decision-making processes, whitie magnitude of the issues warrants
such deliberation, the early stages of the proaesshe logical point at which to consider

these aspects of governance.

2 yse of the term ‘governance’ in fisheries is gnogvand its meaning is still being refined. Gengrall
definitions have emphasised that governance encssepanteracting sets of processes, structures, and
principles related to decision-making (Hanna 193i@yre 2000; Gray 2005b). The term extends beyoed t
State-centric ‘government’ concept, facilitatingetter understanding of the important roles pldygdon-
state actors in the market and civil society (Koain& Bavinck 2005). Governance also subsumes the
operational and regulatory foci of the term ‘marmagat’, referring to larger questions about overargh
objectives for fisheries and a philosophy of hovgtwern at all relevant levels.

92



Though the CGIAC was disbanded in 2006, DFO hamtad discussions about
establishing a more permanent entity with a simdtanposition of stakeholders, called
the Groundfish Integrated Advisory Board. Transitig from anad hog temporary
committee to a more permanent body would enabléragal public oversight of
groundfish management and provide a forum for amgdialogue. This may (i) help
foster relationships and learning between stakehmslfiVondolleck & Yaffee 2000;
Kearney et al. 2007) and (ii) function as an ingiinal entity from which to develop
future processes. Both of these functions wouldabeable for dealing with other
important groundfish issues on Canada’s Pacifisig@ach as intersectoral allocation
between commercial, recreational and aborigin&kfies. To effectively serve these
functions though, process convenors must addresshibrtcomings of the CGIAC’s

design.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

This research examined participants’ perspectivegrocedural aspects of the
Commercial Groundfish Initiative advisory procegs.conclude the examination, this
chapter (i) summarises and synthesises the maiftsed the case study, (ii) makes
recommendations for the improvement of collabogatisheries management planning,
(iii) reflects on the strengths and weaknesselh@fésearch design, and (iv) suggests

avenues for further research.

5.1 Synthesising results

5.1.1 Success of the CIC process

The CIC’s agreement on comprehensive managememtirefvas seen as a positive
achievement by almost all CIC and CGIAC respondéiiteir agreement was significant
given the diversity of commercial sectors involvéir inexperience working
collaboratively with each other, and the often-tictifal nature of the fishing industry.
The design of the CIC process appears largely resiple for enabling this agreement. In
particular, an incentive to participate, conserdaagsion-making, and independent
facilitation were essential to ensuring the faimasd effectiveness of the process.
Together, these elements motivated agreement wialading security against process
manipulation and domination by both participantd gaverning agencies. Consensus
approaches have clearly gained currency among @i@sparticipants as a result of this

success, and demonstrate promise for further uehieries decision-making.

5.1.2 Ineffectiveness of the CGIAC process

Contrasting with the success of the CIC describeitisbparticipants, most interviewees
characterised the CGIAC as an ineffective compoattite advisory process. For most
CGIAC respondents, this was a significant deficje@r most CIC respondents, the

CGIAC's ineffectiveness was of little consequenceancern. These two perspectives
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are in part due to how the CGIAC’s ineffectivenaffected respondents’ respective
interests, and in part due to mixed expectationsiathe CGIAC’s role; the CIC’s
definition as a subcommittee reporting to the CGlgeve some respondents the
impression that the CGIAC would have a meaningdylis guiding the progress of the
CIC. In practice, the CIC did little more than infothe CGIAC of their progress.

This and several other CGIAC-related issues citecebpondents can be traced back to a
lack of opportunity for involvement in the earlyages of the advisory process. No
CGIAC respondents were interested in being involeithe detailed, operational level of
planning that the CIC undertook. They sought ineatent in the overarching tasks of
designing the process and defining objectives. @ ltesks may be the points at which
non-commercial participants have the most legitentddim to influencing the process,

and their most realistic opportunity to do so.

The lack of decision-making rules and responsiegifor the CGIAC also contributed to
their ‘token’ role in the process. Several respoisienade clear that CGIAC participants
quickly realised the lack of decision-making auttyomeant little of substance would be
achieved at the CGIAC table. This discouragedrikestment of time and energy into

the CGIAC process and weakened the CIC'’s incemtivagldress the issues and concerns
raised by CGIAC participants.

5.1.3 Implications

Together, the findings summarised above indicageetls still work to do in designing

opportunities for broadened and meaningful involgatof non-commercial stakeholders
that do not unjustifiably diminish the role for corarcial users in fisheries management
decisions. This is a challenging task with groupsligerse as the participants in the CGI.
Their interests, agendas, and relations to fiseedasources vary significantly, as may

their conceptions of an appropriate process ddgigrester 2006; Webler & Tuler 2006).
It is also an important task. Though marginalidimg feedback from non-commercial and

non-owner stakeholders may facilitate consenstieeatommercial level, it can also
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increase the potential for resultant decisionsetglbstantively unfair, where meaningful
consideration of legitimate interests has beenlogked. Also, the ineffectiveness of
non-commercial stakeholder participation threatbedegitimacy of the CIC process in
the eyes of the broader public, as representedsetnon-commercial stakeholders. The
litigation initiated by the NTC illustrates the &ncial and political costs of perceptions of

inappropriate participation in fisheries decisioakimg.

Results support others’ suggestions about caréfntioon to contextual elements of the
case, such as the history of the issue, the histigpgrticipants’ interactions, and the
expertise of convenors and participants in collabee decision-making (Chess &

Purcell 1999). More specifically, this researchgesgis that where multiple committees
are involved, process convenors should pay paati@itention to the interactions this
creates. That is, they must not treat the tasksa@ed of each committee in isolation, but
define therelationshipbetween the two committees and consider the dedigach
committeen light ofthe other’s design. Inadequate consideration &etl@spects may
result in unintended consequences for the abifigommmittees to execute their mandates
(see section 4.6.2). Inclusive dialogue and cleaslymunicated expectations at the

outset of the planning process may help to avadelproblems.

Results also suggest that definitions of fair ggrtition such as Webler's (1995) may be
more or less applicable in certain participatomaagements. The definition, which
stipulates equality of opportunities and influeragpeared compatible with notions of
fairness for the CIC process. However, it did mdect the interests of many non-
commercial participants from the CGIAC, who did a@nt to be equally involved in all
decisions. Processes involving stakeholders wihificantly different stakes may

require a more specifically tailored definitiongrbcedural fairness.

On a positive note, the CIC’s success working lmghly collaborative format has
fostered a greater willingness among CIC membewsotlt more collaboratively in the
future on related issues with the broader arrayrofips present on the CGIAC. Thus,

success at one scale has created opportunitiegfoimitiatives that individuals or
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groups were largely unwilling to entertain previgud his outcome reflects the
cascading changes in attitudes and practices éinasd@company high quality
collaborative planning (Innes & Booher 1999). Pm&e and Weinstein (1995) note a
similar process of building on smaller successesdamanagement efforts. This is
relevant here because positive collaborative planekperiences can lead to the

development of more permanent and formalised coagrament arrangements.

5.2 Recommendations

In light of the successes and shortcomings of iGé& @ocess, | suggest a series of
recommendations for achieving fair and effectiviblatmrative fisheries planning
processes. Recommendations are aimed primarily-& Wwho, as the governing agency,
will be centrally involved in designing and convegiplanning processes. However,
some recommendations are also appropriate for gsquarticipants. These
recommendations are largely meant to address sbthe particular issues that arose
during the CGI process. While they may help restihese issues, they may also create
others. As such, they should be approached astengtpoint for further discussion. The
first five recommendations relate to the commersgaitors and the CIC process. The
sixth and seventh recommendations apply to thed@@CCGIAC. The last two
recommendations relate to the CGIAC process. Alfhaecommendations arise from
one specific case, | suggest that many are liledgvant more broadly, at least within

Canadian fisheries.

1. Encourage the development of sector associatiotfseiinside and outside rockfish

fisheries

Currently, these are the only two commercial grdishdsectors without sector
associations. In the context of collaborative plagnsector associations are useful to
help define the constituents in fisheries withodedicated license, such as dogfish and
lingcod. This in turn can facilitate a more infordnend democratic selection of

representatives for DFO advisory boards and otbkalmorative processes like the CIC.
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Sector associations are also useful structuresrfabling communication among
constituents, and between representatives anditt@mmts. Associations can play these
roles even in situations, like the CIC, where psscepresentatives are drawn from DFO
advisory boards; associations can confirm or contest the reprasieas selected from
advisory boards, and provide a forum for the comigation outlined above. To be
effective in these capacities, associations musirgt to be inclusive of their sector and
outline clear procedures detailing how represeraatwill be held accountable to
constituents.

2. Use negative incentives judiciously

The threat of unilateral DFO management actionavaswerful incentive for
commercial sectors to reach agreement on manageafenn. However, such incentives
may act tode factoforce participation, which can create a more difiti negotiating
environment. This may be an unavoidable cost oftwghan essential element in some
cases, but each case should be considered carefalgtermine the implications of such
choices.

3. Develop a code of conduct for participants that detes the disclosure of holdings
and the conscientious representation of their séctnterests

Representatives’ holdings in multiple groundfisth@ries fuelled suspicions about
conflicts of interest. As a measure of transpargdisgclosing each representative’s
holdings would allow constituents to make infornmedigements about the suitability of
nominated representatives. It may also help tasédfthe suspicions and accusations
among process participants that make relationshiloihg among sectors more difficult.
Given the length of such processes, disclosuresidihe@ periodic to capture any changes

in each representative’s holdings. A code of cohdbould also go beyond simply

" Though the initial reports outlining the CGI presestructure identified DFO advisory boards as the
intended source of CIC representatives, the reafitled up more complex. Four of the seven fishery
sectors involved representatives from industry eissions that were not on DFO advisory boards at th
time for some portion of the CIC process.
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stating the need for accountability to outlining fhrocedures that would enable direct
communication and accountability to constituents.

4. Ensure consistent, vocal support for consensusgsses to the highest levels of
government

DFO’s political commitment to the CIC’s consensusgess encouraged participants to
develop negotiated agreements. If participantsfbaadd that their interests would be

accommodated outside the process, the consenstesprikely would have failed.

5. Grant a representative of non-owners a ‘votingatsat the CIC table

Canada’s Pacific commercial fisheries include miashers that predominantly rent or do
not own highly valuable licenses or quota, as waeltrew members who don’t own a
commercial fishing vessel, license, or quota. Takeire of their interests are thus
different from those of license and quota ownerke lowners though, non-owners are
among those most directly affected by the managemeérms discussed at the CIC.
Despite this, non-owners had no dedicated repraenton the CIC, which was
dominated by license and quota owners. As an affiemhd distinct group, non-owners
should be represented within consensus procesdessathg fisheries management
reforms like the CIC. Since the development ofRilet Integration Proposal, the United
Fishermen and Allied Workers’ Union (UFAWU), whicbpresents small operators and
some crew members, has joined the CIC. Howeveikauthie representatives for each of
the groundfish sectors, the UFAWU representativanisbserver without voting
privileges in the consensus process. UFAWU is tigarusation best positioned to
represent non-owners within the CIC process, thahgin credibility and capacity as this
representative could be augmented with the grofthedr constituent base within
groundfish fisheries.
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6. Make the use of independent process facilitatisteadard practice for collaborative
fisheries decision-making processes where the fogader or public acceptance of

decisions is high

This recommendation reinforces a similar suggedtiam the Institute for Dispute
Resolution’s 2001 review of decision-making in G#aia Pacific salmon fisheries (IDR
2001). In Canadian fisheries, as elsewhere, ppatits in collaborative processes often
perceive government as a stakeholder with its oyemda and interests (Pinkerton 1996,
Tyler 1999). Consequently, DFO is not seen as dildesfacilitator of collaborative
processes because they lack neutrality. Adoptirsgatbsition may also allow DFO to be
more forthright in representing their own interaatsuch processes (IDR 2001). DFO’s
decision to allow the CIC to find their own faclibr was essential to the legitimacy of
the CIC process.

7. Develop a permanent, integrated groundfish amyiprocess

Currently, there is no formal mechanism that erableegrated dialogue among
commercial stakeholders, non-commercial stakehs)dgrd DFO in groundfish
management decision-making. Nor is there any peemtafiorum that brings all
commercial groundfish sectors together. Howeverngiative is under way to develop
an integrated advisory body, which has been tetime&roundfish Integrated Advisory
Board. There are several reasons warranting agratedl advisory body. A lack of non-
commercial involvement challenges democratic natioiinvolving those affected by
decisions in their formulation and falls short loé related commitment to inclusive
management outlined in the Oceans Act and Can&itzans Strategy (Government of
Canada 1996, DFO 2002). The lackriEegratedconsultation and dialogue also poses
challenges, as it does not account well for théoggoal and operational interactions
among groundfish fisheries. Decisions made fromsaaly processes within one fishery
may conflict with decisions from other fisherieshase these interactions are not
adequately considered or understood (Pinkerton 20@7permanent advisory structure

that brings all commercial groundfish sectors and-acommercial stakeholders together
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could (i) mitigate the inefficiencies and conflicigused by sectoral management and (ii)
facilitate the development of relationships andersthnding between parties, and (iii)
facilitate consideration of cumulative impacts (feot al. 2005), all of which can
contribute to better-informed decision-making (Fegb.1). Permanency would also
enable the development of parties’ capacities toqgigate effectively in more integrated,
collaborative decision-making as they learn froeirticcumulated experience (Kearney
et al. 2007). Cortner and Moote (1999) argue thiatihtegration across sectoral
boundaries is necessary for achieving the goato$ystem-based management — one of
the principles intended to guide ocean managemetanada (Government of Canada
1996, DFO 2002). More specifically, an integratdslisory structure could act as the
forum for addressing looming groundfish issues timablve multiple sectors, such as
allocation between commercial, recreational, aratigimal fisheries. The CIC and
CGIAC provide logical starting points for develogia more permanent and integrated
advisory process. This kind of advisory processotswithout precedent on the Pacific
coast; the Integrated Herring Harvest Planning Cdteeand Integrated Salmon Harvest
Planning Committee both bring a broad cross-sedi@takeholders together to provide

advice and enable face-to-face dialogue.

Creating such an integrated committee will demaardfal consideration of its
relationship and role with respect to the exissegtoral advisory boards. The division of
roles and responsibilities between an integratetsady board and sectoral advisory
boards should be guided by considerations of waitkty is more suitable for which
tasks, given the overarching goal of sustainalgeitable, and efficient resource
management. Such decisions should not be guidedrsiderations of how well select
interests are served by the existing advisory 8ireat the expense of other consituents,

other sectors, or the health of groundfish resaurce
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Figure 5.1: The proposed advisory structure. NG®r-commercial stakeholders, CS =
commercial stakeholders. The thicker arrow conngatommercial stakeholders to DFO
reflects the need for greater frequency and scbpeegrated consultation between
commercial stakeholders and DFO compared to tHeghte frequency and scope of
consultation necessary between non-commercial lstédkers and DFO or between non-
commercial stakeholders and commercial stakeholdessues of commercial
groundfish management.

8. Contact all potentially affected groups before pinecess is designed

The CGI process only included some groups in thigeesastages. As a result, some
groups from the CGIAC had the impression they wakeng part in dait accompli This
can (i) give rise to suspicions about understargliregched in one’s absence and (ii)
convince parties that the subsequent invitatiortfeir input is nothing more than a token
gesture (Arnstein 1969). Some groups may not shtevast in a stage so distant from
final decisions, but a clearly expressed, sinaevedtion to be involved may at least

assuage their suspicion and contribute to theitegay of the process.

9. Provide an opportunity for the collaborative dey@inent of an overarching

framework of objectives within which detailed négfoins are bounded

Where planning processes are addressing issueswiping implications for the
structure of the fishery like the CGl, they wikdily shape and constrain the possible
alternatives to still-unresolved issues involvirmprcommercial stakeholders, or create
new issues that affect these groups. The settleaigmbundfish allocation between
commercial, aboriginal, and recreational sectoms such issue currently foremost in

the minds of many. This, and the public ownersliiGanadian fisheries resources,
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suggests that a broad cross-section of stakehadtlerdd be provided the opportunity to
contribute to a framework of overarching objectif@sgroundfish fisheries within which
the detailed negotiations of commercial bodies tilee CIC would be bounded. Such
objectives would function as a broader backdrogHermore specific and narrower

objectives DFO set out for groundfish managemehotme

Recommendations 8 and 9 are likely to arouse casadyout the time required for the
process. Governing agencies wish for the efficiesblution of urgent issues and
volunteer participants have finite time and endayysuch processes (Susskind &
Cruikshank 1987; Jentoft 2000). While | acknowletige validity of these concerns, |
offer three counterpoints for consideration thay mapport such involvement from a
‘bigger picture’ perspective. First, the urgencytied issue may reflect how long it was
ignored before hard choices (Bailey & Jentoft 19810)ut action could no longer be
avoided. In other words, the perceived necessiskipiping important procedural steps
may be a result of earlier choices. Thus, foresaglat a proactive approach could allow
for a more thorough process. Admittedly, this mayehsier prescribed than observed;
Kingdon (1995) argues that problems must be couplédgood prospects for their
resolution, a political receptivity to the issuadaa lack of significant constraints before
they are likely to be addressed. Further, thereygieally no shortage of urgent issues
before governing agencies, which limits the attanpaid to issues not yet urgent
(Kingdon 1995). Governing agencies, however, ateaesive actors in the process of
defining important issues. Elected officials andi@ervants have the legislative mandate
to address fisheries management issues and tresehdman and financial resources at

their disposal to do so.

The second point of support for involvement is thanediate gains in process efficiency
obtained by limiting the scope of involvement mayrbduced by the costs of subsequent
protests or impediments to implementation raisedhbyginalised stakeholders (Sidaway
2005). The court action initiated by the NTC foliog the CGl is an example of such
costs.

109



Third, involvement of diverse stakeholders in desig the process and defining
objectives may actually reduce the need for theiolvement in subsequent stages of the
process. That is, time spent at the outset maytsaedater on. One respondent went as
far as suggesting:

had there been better ground rules in terms oféi@agement — in terms
of the use and allocation of the resource in tret filace...l don’t think it
would have been necessary for us to be there pafeilLenny, CGIAC
membey

5.3 Strengths and weaknesses of the research

5.3.1 Strengths

1. Studying both committees

The CGI involved two committees with different comsgiions and mandates. By
examining both committees and the way in which tinégracted, this research provides a
more complete picture of the CGI’s evolution. B@ataptures the range of participant

perspectives on the process that a focus on jestommittee would not have permitted.

2. High rates of research participation

Due primarily to the agreeability and generosityC@| participants (but also some
persistence on my part), this research includepéhgpectives of 13 of the 15 groups
involved in the CGI and almost all of the individsighat served as the primary
representatives for their group. It is difficultlbe precise about the total number of
primary representatives, as individual participatvaried, making the determination of
primary representatives somewhat subjective. iregé that my interviews account for
22 of approximately 29 primary representativessThgh rate of participation in the
research allowed me to develop a fuller and mgoeesentative understanding of the
process, and strengthens the trustworthiness ohtegpretations of the data.

Trustworthiness is an important measure of qualg#aesearch rigour (Anastas 2004).
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3. Interviews as the primary research method

Interviews were well suited to the investigatiomof research questions. They allowed a
depth of understanding and captured the relatipssiinong issues as they were
perceived by respondents. They were also valuablevestigating not just what
respondents thought about the CGI processwhythey thought what they did. Thus,
among other things, | was better able to draw erfees about respondents’ perceptions
of relationships among issues. Interviewing thugi$ia particular advantage over
alternate methods such as surveys which do notiperating dialogue.

5.3.2 Weaknesses and limitations

1. A snapshot in time

As is the case with so much research, this stuodyiges only a snapshot of participants’
evaluations of the CGI process. As such, it doesahow a comparison of perspectives
at different points in time to detect change. Lomgjnal studies of collaborative
processes are lacking (Conley & Moote 2003) (thosegh Pinkerton 1996 and Pinkerton
2007b for a collaborative fisheries process resbit Also, some of the major potential
benefits of collaborative processes, includingrthae in the creation of new practices
and institutions and the facilitation of socialri@ag, may only become apparent long
after the completion of the process (Innes & Bod8899; Chess 2000). My research,
conducted shortly after the completion of the Cli@tegration proposal, probably does

not capture longer term effects.
2. Documenting what respondents say
As Forester (2006: 448) points out, participantglanning processes “posture, hide

information, stereotype...as well as exaggerating)imdating, and misrepresenting

[sic]”. There is support for the notion that thesetegic and misleading behaviours may
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also extend to how participants talk about planmiraresses. Psychological research
demonstrates that perceived favourability of aglenis outcome can influence
evaluations of the decision-making process (Lindl€1997). It is perhaps noteworthy
that respondents’ satisfaction with the CGI proecessesponded closely with their
satisfaction with the outcome. Attempting to untkemd interviewees’ responses in terms
of how it served their underlying interests andeghiyes was not a focus of this research.
Such an effort may have generated a different stbout participants’ evaluations of the

CGl process.

3. A partial and personal picture of the process

Though this research accounts for most of the poparticipants’ perspectives, it still
provides only a partial picture of the CGI procéssluable perspectives on the fairness,
effectiveness, and value of this process, suchasetof the constituents of groups
represented at the CGl, are not included. The petsfes of these groups are an
important consideration for managers or policy makkeciding on the suitability of
collaborative processes as a means of making dasisind resolving disputes. For
example, the limited transparency of the CIC cosssiprocess was a point of contention

among some constituents of the commercial groundistors represented on the CIC.

The thesis is also necessarily partial in anothay.Whe 22 interviews | conducted for
this research generated over 600 pages of traesicdata. My interpretation of these data
as represented in this thesis has not and couldawet captured their full breadth and
diversity. | have attempted to capture the mostjpment overall themes, but sacrificed

other details which some individual intervieweesaubtedly perceived as important.

Further, the process of identifying prominent higbeler themes and aggregating data
under them has been unavoidably interpretive aneiktgnsion, unavoidably personal.
My own interests and background have thereforeinéal the presentation of this thesis.
Taking my own recommendation for participants ilatmorative planning processes, |

thus include my ‘intellectual holdings’ — that sgme of the motivation and logic that
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underlaid this thesis as the final product of ngeagch. First, | began my research as a
supporter of stakeholder participation in decisioaking and spent more time
considering questions of how to improve such denishaking formats rather the
logically prior question of assessing their megaiast other decision-making formats.
Second, | brought an interest in issues of proadund substantive justice to my work
that meant | tried to pay particular attentionrafier, less empowered groups within the
planning process. Third, as my time working witthie academic community grew, |
became increasingly aware of the emphasis placedmmnibuting something new to
one’s field of study. This is especially evidentiry approach to chapter 4 of the thesis,
which casts the CGI design in a way that distingessit from how most collaborative
planning processes have been (at least) descrittbé iiterature, if not actually
structured. This characterisation in turn shapednterpretation of interview data and
the points that | chose to highlight in my discossiln addition to novel elements, | also
sought to identify key elements to success or faitf the collaborative planning
process. The breadth of themes present in thendegt@iven secondary importance to
developing these novel and key themes in greafhd@Vhile | think this approach was
constructive in distilling and clearly communicaiselect findings, this was achieved at
the cost of relating a more complete and diversey stbout the data.

4. Comparing collaborative models

Determining whether a better decision-making predeads to a better outcome is an
important policy question (Beierle 1999). Comparaafjaborative models against other
decision-making formats would help to answer thisgtion. However, practical and
ethical challenges of experimental research orabolative planning processes are
compounded by their interactions with context, mglksuch comparisons very difficult
(Smith et al. 1997; Dorcey & McDaniels 2001). Anatliype of comparison —
comparing different cases — can also lead to v#duabights. Though two committees
were examined here, this research is still a siogée study. Single cases may lack the

‘robustness’ of multiple case studies (Rossi e1909). Conversely, they do allow a
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more detailed analysis than would be possible fouliple case study given the same

time and resources.

5.4 Further research

Based on my case and the existing state of reléwarature, | suggest four avenues for

further research.

The first suggestion relates to understanding ticeesss of ongoing collaborative
processes that demand high levels of cooperatilis.i$ particularly relevant for the
CIC. Their success has stimulated interest in @mermanent integrated commercial
groundfish committee capable of cooperatively asklrgy issues that may arise due to
the ecologically and operationally interactive mataf groundfish fisheries. In light of
this, | pose the following question: to what extmrhe viability of an ongoing
collaborative process dependent on the relatiosstepeloped among individual
participants compared to the structure of the @etkeat is established? The answer to
this question has fundamentally important implicas for the sustainability of such
processes; if the trust built between specificuitilials over time is key (Pretty 2003),
how much can be expected of processes where pariisicome and go over time?
Should term commitments be established for paditipto ensure the development of
trust between new batches of participants? Exts#arch suggests relationships and the
establishment of a structure that serves partitgarterests are both important to
enduring collaboration (Wondolleck & Yaffee 20008t therelativeimportance of these
factors, and how their relative importance is a#feddoy other factors, appears less

understood.

Returning to the rationale for the focus of chajwer, my second suggestion is for
further research on the dynamics of asymmetricdiqpaation in fisheries decision-
making for a broadened array of stakeholders. Woigld include explorations of process
formats involving multiple committees. Almost afltbe literature on participatory

decision-making and collaborative planning focusesi) multiple groups within a single

114



entity, such as a committee or advisory boardipa(single group or sector (though
perhaps internally diverse) involved or formallyaghg in decision-making with
governing agencies. The latter commonly consistgr@ngements between commercial
user groups and governing agencies, or alternabbyiginals and governing agencies
(e.g., Pinkerton 1989; Wilson et al. 2003). Whiteyer dynamics may, in practice, make
the former format an instance of asymmetrical pgudition, this is not the same as
purposeful, explicit, and structurally reinforcesy/mmmetrical involvement, nor has it
been examined as such. As global interest in breatiparticipation grows (Mikalsen &
Jentoft 2001; Gray 2005; Suarez de Vivero et ghrass), questions of how to effectively
and fairly involve diverse stakeholders with quatlitely different ‘stakes’ will surely

become more pressing.

My third suggestion is that evaluation researclt@iaborative decision-making
explicitly focus on the initial conditions and cert of the case(s) being evaluated. Such
a focus would facilitate the investigation of reaships between the success of the
process and the characteristics of the case. Uadieliag these relationships would
contribute to the development of principles govegrthe suitability of various forms of
participation (e.g., public consultations, advispanels, workshops) for cases with
certain suites of key characteristics. Such reseeawald greatly enhance simple models
like Thomas’ (1995) or Lawrence and Deagen’s (200adlifications of Vroom and
Yetton’s (1973) model for determining the approgi@vel of public involvement in
decision-making. This may help managers design mffeetive processes, or

alternatively, indicate where managers should coeyrticipants to design processes.

Last, with specific reference to the integratiorggfundfish management that has
resulted from the CGI process, | suggest an evialuaf integration’s social, economic,
and ecological effects. Groundfish integration imi®duced individual quota licensing
to the lingcod, dogfish, and rockfish fisheriesd &ne transferability of quotas among all
groundfish fisheries. Though lauded for improvihg £conomic viability of fisheries and
the conservation of the species they are appligithé¢aintroduction of individual

transferable quota licensing to other Pacific figggein Canada, which began in the late
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1980s, has also been linked to rising license cpstblematic leasing arrangements, and
the consolidation of access to fisheries, with dipprtionate losses of licenses in smaller
coastal communities (Butler 2004; Edwards et ad520The complex and far-reaching
effects of management choices such as quotas warcareful assessment of the
benefits and drawbacks of moving additional fisketo quota, as well as how such

benefits and drawbacks are distributed.

Other elements of the integration plan will chafigking behaviour. For example,
groundfish fishers are now required to accoungafbcatch. They must have quota for all
fish landed, or pay for their discards based ontafioy rate calculations for each species
(DMC 2005). This is a strong incentive to avoidcdigling and in turn, a strong incentive
to avoid fishing in areas with the potential fotatang species for which one does not
have quota. In essence, integrated groundfish neamagt has the potential to
concentrate fishing in certain areas or at pauictimes of year when unintended catch is
predictably low. This may have important biologigaplications for fished stocks and

ecological implications for areas subjected tonstied or lessened fishing pressure.

Integrated groundfish management is still very namg still a pilot program. An
evaluation in the immediate future would inform DE@ecision regarding the future of
this pilot program. Assuming the more permanenpé#do of the pilot, an evaluation 5-
10 years from now would also be valuable to capgorae of integration’s effects which
may take longer to emerge.
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Appendix 2 — Commercial Industry Caucus interview sript

CIC Interview Script

Research Study:An Evaluation of the Fairness and EffectivenesthefCommercial
Groundfish Initiative Planning Process

Primary Investigator: Dr. Paul M. Wood, Associate Professor, Forest Ress
Management.

Co-investigator/Interviewer: Neil Davis, MSc Candidate, Forest Resources
Management.

Thank you for consenting to participate as an imwn subject in this research study. -
Refer to the letter of initial contact explaininbjectives, confidentiality, etcl-am going

to ask you to respond to about thirty questionsthiee general topic areas. Some of
these questions are open-ended, which means youakeys much time as you like to
answer them, and some other questions are spewifith means that it may take you
less than a minute to answer them. At the end efirtterview, you will also have the
opportunity to provide additional comments or imf@tion, at your discretion.

As part of the interview process | would like tothpe recording our discussion and
taking notes. Only discussion arising from the falrmterview session will be tape-
recorded. All information will be considered “onetliecord” unless you clearly indicate
that you would like to be “off the record”. Pleateel free to ask any questions you might
have at any time during the interview. Do you agwvei¢h this? -If yes, start tape
recording and ask them the same question again.

Interviewee number: Gender:

I will start with some general questions about ymwolvement in the process.

A) Context
1. What was your role in the Groundfish Integratedh&rges Management Plan
planning process?
2. How were you selected to participate in the progess
o Who invited you/your group (which one?) to partatg?
3. Were you able to attend all of the meetings helihduthe process?
o (if not, was there someone who filled in for you?)
4. What were some of the reasons your group/orgaarsdgcided to participate in this
planning process?
o Did you consider any alternatives?
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5. Have you patrticipated in other consultations onpiag processes related to
fisheries?
o (if yes, did they have an influence on your apphoacthe CGI?)
6. What did you want to get out of the process?
0 Were your expectations of the process met?
7. what do you think other participants’ expectatiohghe process were?

B) Structure of the collaborative planning process
My research questions for this section

- what was the structure and design of the planninggss?
- What were the roles of the two committees?

- How did this structure and design come into being?

- What were the strengths and weaknesses of thigrdesi

Ok, now switching gears a little, and thinking abthe structure and design of the whole
Commercial Groundfish Initiative...

1. who was involved in designing the process? (igweecommittees and developing

their terms of reference?)

a. How were these people selected to discuss therde¥igre there others that
should have been involved but weren't?

what were some of the reasons that the CIC wased2a

what were the reasons for making the CIC a consemsicess?

What were the reasons foot making the CGIAC a consensus process?

What was the purpose of the CGIAC?

what were the actual tasks and decisions that @I&AC discussed or negotiated?

did the CIC receive direction on priorities andiatives from the CGIAC?

a. Was the CGIAC able to come to consensus on aryeaf advice for CIC?
b. Was the direction helpful?
c. What was the effect of having advice from multipiées vs. one voice?
d. How was it incorporated into the CIC’s negotiati@What did it change?
e. Were there any requirements for the CIC to dematestrtow CGIAC input
had been accounted for?
f. How did the CGIAC ensure their input was accoutfited
8. did the CIC provide the pilot integration proposathe CGIAC?
a. What did the CGIAC do with it?

9. So coming back to the CGIAC's role, if they werdinat involved or effective in
guiding the process, how could they have been mideetive?, then should the
negotiations that took place at CIC been done @EAC?

a. Should the negotiations on the integration propbesah done with the whole
CGIAC instead of the CIC?

10.did this process address all of the aspects ofrglitah management that it should

have?

Nookown
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11.did you find any parts of the process’s designtiucsure that were particular
strengths of the process?

12.if this process started over again next week,asetlanything you would have liked to
see done differently that we haven’t touched on?

13. So thinking of the process as a whole, if you wggiag to give a verdict for this
process that delivered the take home message ot n@mt, what would you say?

Now I'm going to ask a bunch of questions thatinetfeatures of a collaborative
planning process that are generally associated witbcessful processes. | want to know
your perspective on how well you thought these Wwarelled in the CIC process. |
should also be clear that you are free to disadhes these are important features of a
successful process — those thoughts can also lhepaur discussion.

C) Aspects of the Planning Process
1. how clear was the purpose and goal of the CIC?
= Oftentimes it is a challenge to really get a gmpvwhat exactly
you’re aiming to achieve in processes like thesdat did it
involve in this case? Did you know you’d be submgta proposal
for the redesign of groundfish management?

2. were there clear rules for the CIC table aboutghilike how meetings would be run

and who was permitted to attend? (think observedsratating reps)
= were there any rules about divulging your persamtalests or how
you might benefit from knowledge of proposed mamnagyat
changes?
» Was this an issue that came up?
=  What was the plan if the group could not achievesenosus?
3. do you think those at the CIC table were fully egantative of the various groups
with an interest in groundfish management?
= What were the considerations that lead to the gaaent of 2
representatives for each fishery?
» There was some changeover in representatives iovertwhat
effects did this have on the process?

4. how equal was the opportunity to influence decisibaetween parties when it came
right down to it? (especially given the changeoviekpow it was consensus, but
what were the dynamics among the reps that mighe heade things less simple than
this?

5. how much opportunity did you have at the varioagess of the process?

= defining the groundfish management problems thaptiocess was
intended to address?

= designing the CGI process?

» influence the agenda and discussions at meetings?

» Involvement in the final decision about the prop@sa

6. how did the tone of communication and interactietween representatives unfold
during the process? i.e. were people respectfeboh others’ different interests and
open about their own interests?
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7. did you feel free to propose and explore lots &edent ideas for how to redesign
groundfish management?
» Did the process as a whole explore lots of differéeas?
8. How available were the different kinds of infornmatiyou needed to come to
informed decisions?
= Did you have access to other resources that wadla sou to
participate effectively? (e.g., support to atteneketings, meetings
in accessible places)
9. was everyone sufficiently familiar with collaboragiconsensus processes? le. Did
they get any training or have some experience?
10.DFO was the initiator of this process. How apprafgriwas their support of the
process?
= Was there any other important leadership or sugpattcame
from or was lacking in other places?
11.was the process flexible to allow adjustment asprogressed?
12.How committed were all of the parties to making throcess work?
= Was there any activity among the parties goinguiside the
meetings that helped or hindered the process?
» What was DFO'’s response to the approaches of partitside the
process?
= Was DFO committed to the process — were there any
inconsistencies in their behaviour or policies tttallenged
negotiations?
» Did all of the parties have equal access to comaoatinig with
DFO decision makers?
13.Do you think the decision making process was traresgi? le. could those outside of
the CIC like your fisheries constituents or the lpufollow the progress of the CIC?
14.did the process have enough time to address théhaishad been set for it?
15.How helpful or effective was the process facilmat?
=  Were members treated equally?
= Were both tables treated equally?
16.were there any factors in particular that were \emyortant to the CIC process?
17.how did the design of this process (collaboratindustry-lead, consensus based)
influence the outcome?

That completes my list of interview questions. Bw lyave any comments you would like
to add, regarding earlier questions or just in geai@

Thank you again for your time and effort. It is @iitg appreciated. If you are interested
in the results of this research study, | would bppy to send a follow-up communication
at a later date to keep you informed of relatedligations and presentations.
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Appendix 3 — Commercial Groundfish Integrated Adviory Committee

interview script

CGIAC Interview Script

Research Study:An Evaluation of the Fairness and EffectivenesthefCommercial
Groundfish Initiative Planning Process

Primary Investigator: Dr. Paul M. Wood, Associate Professor, Forest Ress
Management.

Co-investigator/Interviewer: Neil Davis, MSc Candidate, Forest Resources
Management.

Thank you for consenting to participate as an iy subject in this research study. -
Refer to the letter of initial contact explaininbjectives, confidentiality, etcl-am going

to ask you to respond to about thirty questionsthiree general topic areas. Some of
these questions are open-ended, which means youdakeys much time as you like to
answer them, and some other questions are spegifich means that it may take you
less than a minute to answer them. At the end efirtterview, you will also have the
opportunity to provide additional comments or imf@tion, at your discretion.

As part of the interview process | would like tothpe recording our discussion and
taking notes. Only discussion arising from the falrmterview session will be tape-
recorded. All information will be considered “onetliecord” unless you clearly indicate
that you would like to be “off the record”. Pleatel free to ask any questions you might
have at any time during the interview. Do you agwvei¢gh this? -If yes, start tape
recording and ask them the same question again.

Interviewee number: Gender:

I will start with some general questions about ymwolvement in the process.

A) Context
8. What was your role in the Groundfish IntegratedhE€rgees Management Plan
planning process?
9. How was your group selected to participate in tloe@ss?
10.How were you selected to represent your group?
o Who invited you/your group (which one?) to partatg?
11.Did you attend all of the meetings held during pnecess?
o (if not, was there someone who filled in for you?)
12.What were some of the reasons your group/orgaaisdgcided to participate in this
planning process?
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13.Have you participated in other consultations onpiag processes related to
fisheries?
o (if yes, did they have an influence on your apphoacthe CGI?)
14.What did you expect to happen in this process?
15.What did you want to happen?
0 Were your expectations of the process met?
16.what do you think other participants’ expectatiofshe process were?

B) Structure of the collaborative planning process
My research questions for this section

- what was the structure and design of the planninggss?
- What were the roles of the two committees?

- How did this structure and design come into being?

- What were the strengths and weaknesses of thigrdesi

Ok, now switching gears a little, and thinking backhe structure and design of the
whole Commercial Groundfish Initiative...

14.who was involved in the early stages of designitggrocess? le. setting up the two
committees and developing their terms of reference?
a. Were there any other parties or individuals thatusth have been involved?
15.do you think those at the CGIAC table were fullgnesentative of the various groups
with an interest in groundfish management?
16.when in the process was the CIC created?
a. Were you supportive of creating the CIC?
b. What was your understanding of the purpose fortcrg#?
17.was the division of roles for the CIC and CGIAC aygiate?
18.what were the reasons for making the CIC a consgmsicess?
19. What were the reasons foot making the CGIAC a consensus process?
a. Did the CGIAC have to make any decisions?
b. Was there a decision making rule for the CGIAC?
20.who was involved in determining the decision makinigs for each committee?
21.what was the purpose of the CGIAC?
a. Did your understanding of the purpose change olvevioom the beginning to
the end of the process?
22.as a CGIAC member, was there equal opportunityetasgues on the agenda?
a. Did you find that there were equal opportunitiesdatribute to the
discussion?
23.what were the actual tasks that the CGIAC discusse@gotiated?
a. How did it actually spend its time? What would happvhen it met?
24.was the CGIAC able to provide policy direction autvice to the CIC?
a. Was there anything that made it easier or morécdiffto provide advice to
cic?
b. Was the CGIAC able to come to consensus on artyeof @dvice for CIC?
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c. Was the direction helpful?
d. Did you see evidence that the CIC’s incorporated #alvice into their
planning?
25.was the CIC process transparent to you as a CGlA@ber? Could you get the
information about it that you wanted?

I. were there any rules about CIC members divulgieg fersonal
interests or discussions about how they might biefiem knowledge
of proposed management changes?

26.how committed were all of the parties, includingresentatives, the facilitator, and
DFO to making this process work?
a. were you pursuing any other ways of getting yoterests about groundfish
management addressed outside of the process dbangme?
b. Were there any other activities going on outsigeptocess that helped or
hindered the progress at the CGIAC?
c. Was DFO committed to the process — were thereragnsistencies in their
behaviour or policies that made negotiations difffe
d. How were those efforts received by DFO?
e. Did everyone have equal access to communicating RO decision
makers?
27.did the CIC provide the CGIAC with the draft pilategration proposal?
a. What happened then?
28.s0 then, in the end, what kind of influence did y@awe over the development of the
pilot integration proposal? (i.e. review and pr@vmbmments vs. help draft etc)
29.s0 coming back to the CGIAC's role, if they werethat involved or effective in
guiding the process, should something have beee difierently? How could the
CGIAC been a more effective committee?
a. should the negotiations that took place at CIC lokere with CGIAC?
b. Were any other participants involved in activitegside the process that
helped or hindered the progress of the process?
30.did DFO consult with you about the integration prsgl?
a. Did you find that your input was taken into accdunt
31.did this process address all of the aspects ofrglitsh management that it should
have?
32.did you find any parts of the process’s designtucsure that were particular
strengths of the process?
33.if this process started over again next week,asalanything you would have liked to
see done differently that we haven’t touched on?
34. So thinking of the process as a whole, if you wgiag to give a verdict for this
process that delivered the take home message oiit n@mt, what would you say?

That completes my list of interview questions. Bw lyave any comments you would like
to add, regarding earlier questions or just in gesai@

Thank you again for your time and effort. It is @iitg appreciated. If you are interested
in the results of this research study, | would bppy to send a follow-up communication
at a later date to keep you informed of relatedligations and presentations.
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