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Abstract

Public participation has become a vital part ofiemmental decision-making and has grown
significantly in Thai society due to rising presstdirom the public. However, it often fails to

solve environmental problems. In particular, maayalopment projects have faced conflicts
and difficulties during the planning and implemeiaia stages due to public opposition. In
practice, public participation has faced problemd disruptions resulting in skepticism over
its performance. The limited evaluation of publartipation to date makes improvement of
this practice more difficult. Thus, it is essential derive a framework for evaluating the
public participation process and examining whether effective and how to improve future

practice.

The research strategy focuses on the single cadg sf the Hin Krut power plant project
which experienced high levels of conflict. The effeeness of the public participation
process was measured through an evaluation frarkeseeloped from relevant literature.
The evaluation focused on the different perspestioé the participants in the public
participation process as well as the roles andiemites that they had. Purposive sampling
and stratified non-random sampling were appliedsébect research participants from
stakeholders groups. Data collection methods witeealure reviews, structured, semi-

structured and in-depth interviews.

The study found that in Thailand the public papi#tion process was not completely
effective when tested against the evaluation aitefFhe conflict was not resolved and
hostility towards the project was not eliminatedlofv level of public participation, which
was restricted to information provision and coredidh, caused a major problem in the
project’'s implementation. A number of individualtrustural and legislative barriers to
effective participation were identified. It was falithat the highly institutionalised nature of
the Thai government still greatly influences theigsiens, meaning that the authorities did
not address the public’s concerns in a proper nralfiective public participation requires a
carefully designed and planned process suited ¢osfgecific context and conditions. The
thesis concludes that public participation is stok appropriately established in Thailand; a
number of problems concerning the implementatiopuddlic participation practice still exist
and need to be solved. There is an urgent neehdoafworking model and conditions of
public participation which can assist in resolveryironmental problems.
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1. Introduction to Public Participation and

Environmental Problems in Thailand

1.1 Introduction

The main objectives of this thesis are to examiné @valuate the practice of a public
participation process in a particular context gfoang democratic society in Thailand, as
well as to make recommendations to improve thisseandur. Thus, as an introduction to
the study, this chapter aims to provide a ratiorfalea study of public participation
focusing on the importance of the process as a snela@nvironmental conflict resolution
in development projects. This chapter describesigbees related to the environmental
problems associated with development projects énTthai context and the current Thai
legal framework with respect to public participatiorhe relationships between public
participation and the Environmental Impact Assesgrpeocess in Thailand are described.
This chapter also justifies the objectives of thests and research questions. Finally, the

outline of the thesis is presented.

1.2 Environmental problems in development projertslhailand

Over the last four decades, the rapid growth in ébenomy, in particular within the
industrial sector, and the export-oriented govemmnpelicies in the 1980s, (which lacked
careful planning regarding resource use and piotectf the environment) (Intaraparvich
and Clark, 1994; Bureekul, 2000; Thailand EnvirontakInstitute, 2005), have raised the
demand for exploitation of environmental and ndtteaources in Thailand (Ogunlaea
al., 2001). The period from 1987 to 1996 was called tolden Era of the Thai
economy” (Office of Environmental Policy and Plamgi 1998b). To support the export-
oriented policies, the government has promoted Issoale labour intensive units and
encouraged foreign direct investment and joint wed, as a result of which, the Thai



Chapter 1

economy was able to reach out and share in theagiobrket. Before the 1997 economic
crisis, the economic growth rate peaked at aroudt per year based on low costs of
production compared with competing countries (Tlhaipgpon, 2002). With respect to the
economic growth experienced over the decade, Tidhilanderwent considerable
industrial development and became a newly industeid country (NIC). This rapid

change has transformed Thailand from being a maiglyculture-based economy with
industrial output used for domestic trade, intardgansively industrial country dominated
by manufacturing for international import-exporte{Rergardh and Yen, 1997; Office of

Environmental Policy and Planning, 1998b).

Regarding the rapid economic growth and industiélelopment, natural resources were
rapidly and dramatically exploited to support thesedlamental changes and development
(Office of Environmental Policy and Planning, 1998Hicro and Apikul, 1999).
Alongside this development, serious environmentablgms emerged across the country
(Thabchumpon, 2002; Violette and Limanon, 2003peeslly in terms of a substantial
depletion of natural resources and pollution of #@mvironment (Muanpawong, 1999;
Bureekul, 2000; Shytov, 2003). As a result, theiremment has degraded to the point

where it might impede future economic developm#&imd Prajadhipok’s Institute, 2007).

Not only did the rapid economic growth and the eiqooiented policies increase
environmental problems, but also an ineffective aggment of the environment and
natural resources exacerbated these issues (Thapohy 2002; Thailand Environmental
Institute, 2005). The management approach of thei Tgovernment, endorsing
development strategies based on the growth of esmnand industrial sectors, rather than
establishing a strategy of integrating social andirenmental issues (Shytov, 2003), has
caused many conflicts over natural resource usagealocation (Thabchumpon, 2002).
The disputes between water users in agriculturdliadustrial sectors, such as, rock salt
mining in the Northeast, export-oriented prawn fiugnin the South, and land speculation
related to tourism and industrial development tgtmut the country, are examples
(Thailand Environmental Institute, 2005). New ssttents in forests, extensive
deforestation and commercial eucalyptus plantatibage also led to many conflicts
between people and government agencies (Buree®00)2Environmental development
funding has always been at critical levels, loweant that of economic and social

development (Thailand Environmental Institute, 2005
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Accordingly, a number of large-scale developmenjgmts such as dams, power plants or
waste disposal facilities have been initiated totgbute to the country’s development as
well as to promote economic growth and industrralestment (Beierle, 2001; King
Prajadhipok’'s Institute, 2007; Trethanya and Per2089). When a large infrastructure
project is constructed, many changes occur andghisflected in massive disturbance to
the environment, such as land use changes or polluthe effects of these large-scale
projects affect a large number of lay people, tloeiture and ways of life (Vatanasapt,
2003). The results from these development projety satisfy only some groups of
people and eventually transform into the public agion and conflict (King
Prajadhipok’s Institute, 2007). Besides, environmenpacts associated with these
projects are often poorly considered or perceiv@teas important relative to the pursuit
of economic growth (Trethanya and Perera, 2009s&hmpacts have a potential to cause
significant controversy and conflict, especially tine local area where development
projects are planned to be undertaken (Vatana2@f8; Violette and Limanon, 2003). It
could be said that the consequences from thesdogewent projects not only affect the
quality of the environment adversely but also cae®us conflicts among stakeholders

in resource use and allocation (Thailand Envirorntaddnstitute, 2005).

In recent years, most of the public and large sealeronmental development projects in
Thailand have been delayed or postponed becausevabnmental and social conflicts
among stakeholders, in particular between projeopgnents and local communities
(Ogunlanaet al, 2001; Jarusombat, 2002; Chaisompletlal, 2004). Most development
projects in Thailand have constituted a top-dowpragch and have frequently been
constructed whilst ignoring the public’s opinion darconcerns about the projects
(Manowong and Ogunlana, 2006). When any large oactgdn project is initiated, people
are often frustrated with the partial informatitwey receive about the project. Citizens are
usually not consulted in advance, or asked forrthigws on the decisions influencing
them. This leads to frustration which frequentiytibutes to project opposition (Awakul
and Ogunlana, 2002). The consequence of the oppos# reflected in an increase of

operating cost and hostility towards the proje€gynlanaet al, 2001).

For example, in the 1980s, the Thai government ggeg the construction project, the

Nam Choan Dam, which would massively impact a wadsanctuary. This project was

3
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widely opposed. The long period of public partitipa in opposing the construction,
which finally ended with the victory of the projecbpponents, became a significant force
in Thailand's environmental movement. This evemt lsa argued to be the first event of
public participation in environmental management Thailand. Since then, many
environmental movements have used public particpato influence government
development projects (Bureekul, 2000). Coal-firedver plants, in particular, have faced
public conflict since local communities have waodriabout the diverse impacts on the
environment (Chaisomphadt al, 2004).

Development cannot be denied and is needed butptbeess through which the
government or the project owner explains the ptogud gains support from local
communities has been flawed (Vatanasapt, 2003).fliCtsnfrom implementation of
development projects in Thailand are typically agsed with the deficiency of public
participation (Ogunlan&t al, 2001; Thailand Environmental Institute, 2005). Jalve
this problem, a number of scholars recommend thddlip participation should be
appropriately undertaken in the decision-makingcpss of development projects
(Ogunlanaet al, 2001; Bondet al, 2003; Chaisomphobkt al, 2004). Through public
participation, in particular involving impacted comanities, and the appropriate handling
or management in project planning and implememalip the government or authorised
agencies, conflicts can be prevented and lead te mxxeptance of the project within the
impacted community (Cook and Donnelly-Roark, 198%Laren, 1994; Thabchumpon,
2002). It is essential to examine the stakeholdegispective on the factors contributing
to conflicts for the purpose of understanding whiatject proponents and the interested
parties can do to decrease opposition to the pmsojdte project owners can reduce
conflicts by involving different parties in the dgion-making process of their project by
paying attention to the reasonable voices from ettaklers (Awakul and Ogunlana,
2002).

Indeed, the main causes of the conflicts in devakaqt projects are not only the lack of
information and participation for impacted peofet also in terms of the lack of legal
enforcement (Ogunlanet al, 2001). Historically, the Thai government’s handliof the

environmental concerns under the existing laws rmedhanisms has obviously failed to
resolve the conflicts among stakeholders (Muanpaw®899; Jarusombat, 2002). More

details are discussed in the following section.



Chapter 1

1.3 Institutional, legal and regulatory frameworlof public participation in
Thailand

The dramatic changes in the fundamental structoird$hai society have been a cause of
environmental and social conflicts (Nicro and Apjki999) and this problem needs an
effective approach to dealing with this problemcluding legal support. In the Thai

political and legal system, the government has labsgower and full authorisation to

manage and maintain natural resources and the oemvént (Muanpawong, 1999;

Jarusombat, 2002). In the past, environmental managt in Thailand was only the

responsibility of the government. All policies, atggies and enforcement activities
concerning environment and natural resources waus, tin the hands of government
officials. Citizens had to comply with all the rdd laws and regulations. The Thai
government did not take seriously the protectiothefenvironment and natural resources
(Bureekul, 2000).

Historically, environmental laws and regulationsrevall the responsibility of the Royal
Forestry Department, Ministry of Agriculture in wehithe main remit covered protection
of the forest and wild animals (Royal Forestry Dypant, 2000). In 1972, after
participating in the Stockholm Conference on thenao environment, the government
recognised the need for environmental managemenbseguently, the National
Environmental Board (NEBand the Office of the National Environment BoardNEB)
which served as its Secretariat were established agntral authority to coordinate
environmental management (Office of Environmentaldy and Planning, 1998b). These
were the first government organisations respongdyldrnandling environmental problems
in the country (Reutergardh and Yen, 1997). Simes tthe environmental management
process subsequently started and environmental aaadsegulations were initiated. The
Thai legal system was influenced by the internationainstream which emphasised the
right of the public to participate in environmenpabtection (Shytov, 2003).

In 1975, Thailand’s first national environmentalatity act, the Enhancement and
Conservation of National Environmental Quality (NEQAct B.E. 2518 (1975), was
enacted and it radically changed the overview anrenmental management in Thailand.

The Prime Minister was the Chairman of the NEB wilime ministers as members.
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Established in 1992, the office of environmentdigyand planning, the department of
environmental quality promotion and the pollutioontrol department have played

important roles in the country’s environmental ngeraent since then. Under this act, the
issue of public participation was first identifiebecentralisation of responsibility for

environmental actions to the provincial governoraswmplemented (Reutergardh and
Yen, 1997). However, at this early stage, this lléganework was unable to effectively

solve the environmental problems and public padton was not well established

(Jarusombat, 2002).

Public participation has been continuously adopied developed into the Thai regulatory
framework since the government recognised its itgpa@e and capability for solving
environmental conflicts in Thailand (Violette andmanon, 2003). Accordingly, the
concept of public participation was officially intfuced into Thai society through
different laws and regulations, especially at naldevel (King Prajadhipok’s Institute,
2007). Thailand's core laws and regulations conegrte rights of citizens to participate
in environmental management are: the Enhancemedt Gonservation of National
Environmental Quality Act B.E. 2535 (1992); A Prirvgénister's Public Hearing Order
B.E. 2539 (1996); the Constitution of the KingdomTdailand B.E. 2540 (1997); The
Official Information Act B.E. 2540 (1997); and tlReegulation of the Office of the Prime
Minister B.E. 2548 (2005). In addition, most red¢gnin 2007, the Constitution of the
Kingdom of Thailand B.E. 2550 (2007) was declarébis new constitution explicitly
responds to weaknesses of the old constitutionk@tic2007) and it is valuable to review
this in order to determine its political and enwineental context to correctly understand
the present Thai system. These laws and regulaBomsexamined in more detail, in

particular their changes and implications, in thiéofving section.

1.3.1 The Enhancement and Conservation of Nation&nvironmental Quality
Act B.E. 2535 (1992)

This Act has been modified from previous versidhe (' version B.E. 2518 (1975), the
2" version B.E. 2521 (1978), and th& 8ersion B.E. 2522 (1979)). Currently, thi§ 4
version is still in use. The new NEQA act was idtroed and came into force in June
1992. Its main purpose is to set and follow theiremmental policy, plan, and standards
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to protect the environment by providing basic psams for environmental protection in
aspects of natural resources and pollution cor{tdélice of Environmental Policy and
Planning, 1998b), as well as aiming to be a conmgmsive environmental law
incorporating varied aspects of environmental marent in Thailand. The NEQA has
also incorporated a number of initiatives, in pgautér a concept of public participation,
aiming to implement effective environmental managetrand regulations (Mallikamarl,

1996). More details of these issues are providéaibe

The issue of public participation is prominenthghiighted in this act (Shytov, 2003).
Sections 6 and 7 state that for the purpose ofipphlticipation in issues concerning the
enhancement and conservation of national envirohmeality, people have rights to be
informed and to obtain information from the goveemnauthorities (Office of the Council
of State, 1992). Not only is the right to be infewnof environmental information
provided, the NEQA assures the people rights atieglto receive compensation from the
state in cases where damage is inflicted by thpedsal of pollution or any pollution
resulting from the projects or activities of thevgmment (Office of Natural Resources
and Environmental Policy and Planning, 2004). Besido encourage public participation
in the promotion and conservation of environmental qualityon-governmental
organisations (NGOs) shall be entitled to registath the Ministry of Science,
Technology and Environment (MOSTE) for environméptatection and conservation of
natural resources in order to comply with the laecording to this act, NGOs are
encouraged in their public participation role ofpgarting better enhancement and
conservation of the country’s environmental qual®ffice of Environmental Policy and
Planning, 2002).

Importantly, in recognition of possible pollutiomgblems, the NEQA 1992 stipulates
requirements for the Environmental Impact Assessr(tei\) procedure making the EIA
process more clear and reducing the time neededsfamompletion (Tongcumpou and
Harvey, 1994). It specifies that any projects otivitees that may cause significant
impacts to the environment must have an assessaietiiteir environmental impacts
before the projects or activities are implement@ffi¢e of the Council of State, 1992).
This statute aims to ensure that projects or digs/imust be compatible with the
environment (Mallikamarl, 1996).
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Section 46 of the NEQA 1992 states that for theppse of promoting environmental
quality and conservation, ministers with approvainf the NEB, have an authority to
specify which types and sizes of projects or atdigj of any government agency, state
enterprise, or private party, which are likely tiuse significant environmental impact, are
required to submit reports on environmental assessiior submission for approval, in
accordance with sections 47, 48, and 49 of thisEagtlence of the submission of these
must be announced by publishing a notice in thee@Bouwent Gazette. In terms of what
has to be notified, procedures, rules, methods, guidelines are prescribed for the
preparation of environmental impact assessmenttefar each type and size of project
or activity, including related documents that aeguired to be filed together with the
report. This is because the EIA report should idela pollution mitigation plan as well as
a pollution monitoring programme which have to bedged by the assessment committee
prior to the project approval (Office of the Codnaf State, 1992). In some important
cases, such as a large project that may causevegéects to the wider public, this kind
of project must be approved by the cabinet (Muampayy 1999). The issue of the EIA
adaptation and practice is explained in detaikictisn 1.5.

However, there are some weak points in this stakitst, with respect to section 8 of this
act, only registered NGOs are granted rights tmédly participate in the decision-making
process. Citizens are not able to use their rightsrivate individuals. Their rights must be
used via non-governmental organisations. This ambraloes not work well because the
information transmitted to the decision-makers tigito third parties may be distorted.
Additionally, peoples' rights are not defined clgand do not conform with the current
constitution in respect of the right to know, rigbt access public information, right to
monitor and audit the quality of environment, atgbahe right to ask for public hearings
(Muanpawong, 1999; Bureekul, 2000). Second, thesigerprovisions related to public
participation are poorly developed in the rest lo tsignificant act (Shytov, 2003).
Finally, the NEQA 1992 has not clearly identifiedvh public participation is to be
formally addressed in EIA procedures. As a reghk, practice of implementing public
participation has still to be improved (Nicro angikul, 1999). More details are discussed

in section 1.5.
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1.3.2 A Prime Minister Public Hearing Order B.C. 259 (1996)

The Prime Minister Public Hearing Order B.C. 253®96) was enacted under the
Secretariat Office othe Prime Minister as the guideline for arrangingl hearing
activities and is applied to any project or acyivihat might cause negative effects to the
environment or, finally, may introduce a disagreemmto a society (Muanpawong,
1999). It includes the principles and processqauinlic hearings for the formal discussion
of national problems or controversies. The purpok¢his activity is to collect useful
information from stakeholders for government decismaking so that a decision can be
made on the foundation of objective facts (Offick tbe Council of State, 1996).
Moreover, it is a significant provision prescribiriige detailed procedure of how the
citizen can be involved in an administrative demsmaking process (Muanpawong,
1999). Section 14 provides that citizens have ightrto object to a project, and to
participate in the hearing to articulate their videand evidence (Office of Prime Minister,
1996). Since 1992, many public hearing activitievéh been arranged; many of them
relating to huge development projects with potémfiects on the quality of people's lives
and the environment. In practice, however, the gulaces have still been obstructed by
some difficulties, for example, an unclear authyoat the administrators (Muanpawong,
1999; Mantalumpat al, 2000); limitations on the projects that can hayaublic hearing
(Muanpawong, 1999); and unsystematic proceduresa(@dawong, 1999; Bureekul,
2007).

Firstly, the condition to carry out this processiat a direct duty of any department since
they are not obliged by law to do so (Muanpaworgfl9). According to section 7-9, the
decision to run the hearing depends on the discretf the minister or the provincial
governor. Section 8 of this directive states thahe minister or the provincial governor
considers that the project or activity will not edf the environment, and will not bring
great controversy to the public, the hearing wik make place. This decision is final.
According to this regulation, members of public deg committees are selected from
different well-known institutions; for instance aeaics, members of parliament,
representatives of the Council of Lawyers, and sdewhnical experts. Their main
responsibilities are to monitor the process okhstg to the public through these public

hearing activities; to set up public hearing preess and, to prepare public hearing reports
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for the Cabinet (Office of Prime Minister, 1996)darding this point, there is a view that
the requirement to run the public hearing shouldstyeulated by law and should not

depend on the judgment of the authorities (Muanpaw®999).

In Thai experience, only a few public hearings weesried out, and most of these
hearings were carried out because of strong resj@est pressure from the public. They
did not take place on the initiative of the goveemt In addition, they were organised
after the decisions about the development projectadiivities were already made
(Muanpawong, 1999). As a result, the public heannghailand is perceived as a process
that cannot stop unrest, and was always too latwohee conflicts (Mantalumpat al,
2000). The important cases of public hearings imif@hd, which were perceived as
unsuccessful, include the Yadana gas pipeline gr@ged, particularly, the Hin Krut

power plant project.

Secondly, the applicability of this directive isnited to the state’s projects only. This
means that private projects are excluded, evengthainese projects could cause
significant damage to the environment (Muanpawdl®09). It could be argued that
development projects, either initiated by the goweent or private sector which may

cause significant impacts to the environment, mastluct a public participation process.

Thirdly, the principles and processes for condgcpablic hearings are still unsystematic
(Muanpawong, 1999)and complicated (Bureekul, 2007). There must beligtp
processes concerning this activity. All basic infation, such as, the appointment of
committees, topics for the public hearing, summady proposals by all related
organisations, time of activity and registratiorripg, venues for registration, how to
provide information to the committees, and the characiessif people that can register
to join the activity has to be officially announcadd widely notified to ensure that all
related persons and parties are informed (Officd’ifne Minister, 1996). During the
hearing process all relevant information, evideaoe opinions from stakeholders and
interested parties must be heard and be open toputbiec in order to avoid any influence

or bias (Mantalumpat al, 2000).

Because of these weak points of the directive, sbawe argued that the public hearing

regulation should be reviewed, and reenacted aslamentary act (Muanpawong, 1999;
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Mantalumpaet al, 2000). These procedures have been amended aratteg in the new
regulation, The Regulation of the Office of thenkei Minister Regarding Listening to
Public Opinion B.E. 2548 (2005), as detailed intisecl.3.5.

1.3.3 The Official Information Act B.E. 2540 (1997)

The Official Information Act B.E. 2540 (1997) waslapted with the principle of the
recognition and guarantee of the public's righknow, and to have extensive access to
official information (Serirak, 2001), as an indieatof public participation linked with
other aspects of participation (Thailand Environtakrnstitute, 2005). As stated in
section 9 of the act, the public’s right to knowgrainted to any individual, whether or not
they have any involvement or relationship with ttaaise and effect of the information
they request. The people's rights to know goverrinméormation ranges from the right to
inspect, request a copy, get advice, make complantl appeal, and to ask the state to

correct or change personal information (Officere Council of State, 1997b).

According to this Act, almost all official data amaformation should be revealed for
public perusal. Citizens have the right to accelgial information concerning any
development project that may affect them, their camities, and environment. However,
some categories of information can be kept confidewhere its release would jeopardize
national security, international relations, or aail economic or financial security.
Nonetheless, if the state agency refuses to dsdome of this exempted data, the people
still have the right to appeal to the Official Imfieation Commission (OIC) to reconsider
the case (Office of the Council of State, 1997b).

This act has overturned the traditional practicahef Thai government officials whose
attitude towards government information was thahiuld be kept strictly confidential for
official uses only. As a matter of responding twlpridemand to access this information,
a disclosure was seen as an exception, as mostvdatakept in secret (Serirak, 2001).
However, when it was first adopted, the Act was evhe public and consequently not
many people knew how to access official informatowl, as previously mentioned, in the

Thai bureaucratic context, all official informatidgrad not been easily accessible to the
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public. This reflected many government officialstgeptions, and is thus quite difficult to
change (Bureekul, 2007).

1.3.4 The Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand BE. 2540 (1997)

The Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand B.E.4P5(1997) was enacted on October
11, 1997 to set out the principles of the democnagime of government (Office of the
Council of State, 1997a). It represents a revotutio the Thai political system

(Jarusombat, 2002; Munger, 2007). This constituti®nrecognised as ‘the People’s
Constitution’. Unlike previous constitutions, itsrafting processes included public
participation processes and public relations atwito raise public awareness of the
importance of the law. Public hearings in all 76\dnces over the country were provided
in order to integrate the public’'s opinions and wseinto its drafting (Thailand

Environmental Institute, 2005).

On the issue of the environment, the 1997 Consditutas prescribed many advantages
for environmental management in Thailand. It haginlttive differences from previous
constitutions (Bureekul, 2004) by providing many essdments in the environmental
management area, in particular the citizen's datations and basic rights
(Muanpawong, 1999; Nicro and Apikul, 1999). It prates and supports the principle of
public participation to have an important role gcdion making and project development
(Jarusombat, 2002). Regarding the basic rightsptidic and the local communities are
allowed to be involved in all aspects of the goweent administration, in particular the
management of natural resources and the environmém right is identified in many
clauses (Office of the Council of State, 1997a).

The 1997 constitution was adopted in response dadbdemand for political reform and
public participation in governance, and for thepimdion of the activities of state power
(Bureekul, 2000; Munger, 2007). In this constitatithe government has changed the rule
from the state having exclusive responsibility owamvironmental management to
encouraging and supporting environmental managereatigh four basic principles.
These are: conservation and utilisation of natueaburces and biodiversity complying

with the principle of sustainable development (Rswmo and Tabungam, 1999;
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Jarusombat, 2002); control and abatement of poliuthat affects public health and
quality of life (Papussaro and Tabungam, 1999; stanbat, 2002); public participation
(Papussaro and Tabungam, 1999); and a provisi@tadss to information (Jarusombat,
2002). This constitution initially provides the Basgghts of the citizens in environmental
management and conservation aiming to reduce tkergment’s sole decision-making
power which is a significant highlight in the Theonstitutional record (Muanpawong,

1999; Jarusombat, 2002). These four principlegeapéained in detail below.

Firstly, the right of the public and local commuynid conserve and use their environment
and resources sustainability is embodied in sectfof the Constitution. This states that
the government should support the people and tted ommunity to participate in the
preservation and protection of the environment @ndse national resources and natural
biodiversity conforming to the sustainability pnple (Office of the Council of State,
1997a).

Secondly, the right to control and abate pollutibat may affect the public health and
quality of life is provided in section 56. It stipites that the public has a right to take part
in the decision-making process before the projectgtivities that might cause significant
effects to the environment are approved and caowgdThese projects or activities need
to conduct an environment impact assessment (Ebd) iasue a report (Office of the
Council of State, 1997a). In particular, section é&tdorses transparency in the EIA
reviewing process by stating that the independembngsission must be comprised of
representatives from non-governmental organisatammsacademics from universities to
provide neutral participants that should have ras [funlike many government officers).
The EIA procedure must be followed and an independ®mmission must give a
statement on the case (Muanpawong, 1999). Mordéslefahis aspect are revealed in the

next section.

Thirdly, regarding public participation, the comstion provides the right of the general
public to be involved in all aspects of the staeparticular the management of natural
resources and the environment. In this constituteections 46 and 56 provide the
communities’ and individuals’ rights to manage apdrticipate in environmental

protection and to use the natural resources. Tdtg to take part in the administrative

decision procedure before the decision is takerihferprojects that may cause effects on
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the environment is offered in section 56 (Officettod Council of State, 1997a). The 1997
Constitution not only pays attention to the paption of individuals and local

communities, but it also allows many parties tanwelved, such as, local administrations,
private environmental organisation, or institutésigher education. It could be said that
the 1997 constitution provide the rights and eapgdortunity for all members of society

to manage natural resources and the environment.

Fourthly, the 1997 constitution guarantees acaessformation by the public. The right
to gain access to information about the environnamd other official information is
provided in sections 58 and 59. Section 59 gives plblic the right to receive
information, an explanation and justifications fréhe State agency, State enterprise, or
local government organisation, before permissiagiven for the operation of any projects
or activities which may affect the quality of thewveonment, health and sanitary
conditions, the quality of life, or any other maaéiinterest concerning individuals or a
local community. The public also has an opportunidyexpress its opinions on such
matters in accordance with the public hearing peas provided by law (Office of the
Council of State, 1997a). Additionally, citizensvhaa right to express their point of view
and have an opportunity to participate in the manant, maintenance, preservation and
exploitation of the environment and natural resesrche public can access information
from both state and local government organisatrefeged to the operation of projects or
activities that may affect their community (Chaiggrb et al, 2004). For example,
information about the construction of electricityfrastructure, which may affect the
quality of the environment, health and sanitarydibons, the quality of life, or any other
material interest concerning a local community, mige interesting and the public has a

right to know about, and ask for, this information.

1.3.5 The Regulation of the Office of the Prime Mirster Regarding Listening
to Public Opinion B.E. 2548 (2005)

Currently, public hearing procedures are set odteuthe Regulation of the Office of the
Prime MinisterRegarding Listening to Public Opinion B.E. 2548 (@30 However, they
still do not include adequate details for the impéatation of the regulations, or measures

concerning procedures for public participation (He&ystems Research Instituge al,
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2006). The current regulations allow governmentheuities involved to select any

guidelines they wish to be employed.

1.3.6 The Constitution of the Kingdom of Thailand BE. 2550 (2007)

The 2007 Constitution retains the original essencksthe 1997 Constitution and
introduces several new provisions which had a pitieto advance the state of Thai
democracy (Tanchai, 2007). For example, the cansiit provided for transparent
institutions and more checks on executive authowts the creation of several
superintendent institutions. Although most of thesmocratising features were not
effectively implemented, the new constitution atsories forward the mandate for local
elections, greater decentralisation and publicigpdtion (Office of the Council of State,
2007). For example, this constitution allows th&zens to place issues directly before the
legislature via a petition of at least 50,000 vete8ome changes are created for more
effectiveness, such as the number of voters nefededpetition is lowered to 10,000 from
the 50,000 stipulated in the previous constituidicken, 2007).

On the issue of environmental management, the Zadititution promotes and supports
public participation in environmental managementl asonservation more than any
previous constitution. Building on the 1997 Consditn, whereas the majority of the
contents of these aspects in this constitutionthrdl997 constitution are similar, some
principles are added. It sets five fundamental guplles regarding environmental
management and public participation. They are: tight of the public and local
community to conserve and use their environmentrasdurces sustainability; the right to
control and minimise the pollution that impactsithguality of life; the right of the
individual and community to reduce the government& decision-making power over
natural resource management; a provision of a gtegaof access to information by the
public; and, public participation. It can be argukdt the 2007 Constitution still endorses
the principle of public participation, aims at puathg more practical consequences, and
grants the public more basic rights in environmigptatection, than the 1997 constitution

(Kokpol, 2007). More details of these concernsdaseussed below.
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Firstly, the new Constitution of 2007 guarantees tiight of a person as a member of a
community, a local community or a traditional comity to manage and handle natural
resources and the environment as a basic rightio8eg6 of this constitution provides the
communities’ rights based on their traditions whigve the right to conserve or refurbish
their customs, local knowledge, good arts and cellaf their community, as well as the
country, and to participate in the management, teaance, preservation and exploitation
of natural resources, the environment and the bicéb diversity in a reasonable and
sustainable approach (Office of the Council of &§t&007). This section mirrors section
46 of the previous constitution. Significantly,tims version a variety of institutions, such
as a community, a local community or a traditioc@nmunity is provided with this right
instead of only people who represent the local camity having this right, as was the
case in the 1997 Constitution (Secretariat Gertdrgde Administrative Court, 2007).

Secondly, the constitution provides the rightshef public to take part in the conservation,
preservation and exploitation of natural resoues biological diversities in section 67.

The rights to protect and preserve the environnheniality are also available. This

section also indicates that any projects or aawithat are likely to affect the quality of

the environment are not permitted, unless theirachn the quality of the environment
has been examined and evaluated, and its mitigatiegramme is appropriate (Office of

the Council of State, 2007). Opinions and commaeftthe independent organisations,
such as academic institutions, must be obtainedrddhat project or activity is operated.
Most importantly, this section requires a publiatieg to be conducted for consulting the
public as well as interested persons prior to thgjept implementation (Secretariat

General of the Administrative Court, 2007). The Ipubearing, as a significant method, is
required, in particular, to gain opinions from ipeadent organisations, consisting of
representatives from private organisations in thlkl fof the environment and health and
from higher education institutions which providedies in the field of the environment,

natural resources or health (Office of the CoumdilState, 2007). This is the most
advanced approach to environmental managementaiank. However, there is still no

clear and comprehensive direction on how to conthechearing according to the present
Constitution. Obviously, in the Thai experiencgraat number of previous hearings were
unclear and problematic (Bureekul, 2007). A defipeacedure or a supporting regulation
for this issue is urgently required.
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Additionally, communities are also provided thehtigo bring a lawsuit against a
government agency, a local government organisaiioather state authority which has
inappropriately performed their duties (Office bétCouncil of State, 2007). The contents
are very similar to those in the previous consttutHowever, there is a small difference
in the text which has changed the right of a petsmsue any state authority that does not
perform their duties as stated in section 56 of 1887 constitution, to the right of the
community, instead of the individual’s right, tdaavsuit against the government agencies
for their failure to properly perform these duties.

Thirdly, the new constitution guarantees the rigihthe individual and community to limit
the government’s sole decision-making power ovéuraaresource management. Section
58 states that people have the right to participatéhe decision-making process of
government officers in the performance of admiaiste functions which affect or may

affect their rights and liberties.

Fourthly, similar to the previous constitution, tB807 Constitution grants the citizens
rights in accessing information. People in a comityuhave the right to receive
information, explanations and justifications frorhet government authorities before
permission is given for the operation of any depeient project or activity that may have
adverse impacts on the environment, health andasgraonditions (Office of the Council
of State, 2007). The citizens also have the riglexpress their ideas to relevant agencies
to assist further consideration of such mattersvéi@r, the methods on how to present
their opinions are not indicated and specified,levBection 59 of the 1997 Constitution

allows the citizens to communicate these aspeotgjtinthe public hearing.

Additionally, the government have to set up the ligpubearing before planning any
development in social, economic, political or ctéduactivities as well as zoning that may
have impacts on the interests of the public (Offafethe Council of State, 2007).
However, these core sections of environmental memagt require detailed regulations in

order to implement them. At present, the suppontegylation is yet to be adopted.

Finally, as discussed in the previous paragraphseral sections of the 2007 constitution
provide the rights of the public to be involvedtine management of natural resources and

the environment, in particular sections 57, 66 @AdHighlighted in this constitution, the
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importance of public participation is emphasisedditer areas of management apart from
the field of environmental management. In a paldicscheme, part 10 of the 2007
constitution sets a principle of state policiesetation to public participation. Section 87
states that the state should promote public ppain: in the determination of policies
and plans for economic and social development & Ibpational and local levels; in
political decision-making, the planning of econonaind social development and the
provision of public services; in the scrutiny oktlkexercise of the state powers; and in
supporting the function of civic groups to form wetks to be able to express their
opinions and propose their demands (Secretariae@kemnf the Administrative Court,
2007). Additionally, the government should promatad provide public education on
political development and the democratic regimefi@®fof the Council of State, 2007).
Public participation under this section is foundgubn the consideration of its importance

as an effective approach for the country’s develepm

Regarding the promotion and preservation of envivental quality at the local level, the
2007 Constitution promotes the decentralisatiorc@se by empowering local government
and facilitating public participation (Kokpol, 2007Section 290 stipulates that a local
government organisation is authorised and has nsgipibty for promoting and preserving

environmental quality, as provided in relevant $égjion, such as the Administrative
Procedure Act of 1997. A local government orgaiosathas powers and duties to
manage, preserve and exploit the natural resowndsenvironment in the area of its
locality, as well as the area outside its authpiitythe case where the livelihood of the
inhabitants in its area may be affected. Most irtgrdly, local government is authorised
to participate in considering the approval of angjgct or activity outside the area of its
own locality which may affect the quality of thewmonment, health or sanitary conditions
of its inhabitants (Office of the Council of Sta#807).

As discussed earlier, there are a number of Thes land regulations relating to public
participation in environmental management in Thalla They provide different
applications on the issue using different approaaral concepts. Table 1.1 below shows

the summarised concepts of these important lawsendations in chronological order.
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Table 1.1Summary of laws and regulations related to pubdidipipation in environmental management in

Thailand
Law/Regulation Chapter/Section Summarised Concept
The Enhancement and ConservatioBection 6 Rights of the public: to be given infotioa; to
of National Environmental Qualit receive compensation; to complain; and, agsist
Act B.E. 2535 (1992) the government in environmental managemernt.
Section 7 Public participation by representative (NGOSs) is
provided. The environmental NGOs should
register in accordance with rules, procedures [and
conditions prescribed in ministerial regulations.
Section 8 Registered NGOs may request to assist the
government in environmental management.
Chapter 3: Environmental Type of project or activity which is required {o
Protection prepare an environmental impact assessment
Section 46
Chapter 3: Environmental EIA procedures
Protection EIA must be approved by the experts and, in
Sections 47, 48, and 49 some important cases, must be approved by the
cabinet.
A Prime Minister's Public Hearing Section 7, 8 and 9 Public Hearing Process
Order B.E. 2539 (1996)
Constitution of the Kingdom of Chapter 3: Rights and Liberties pfThe right of the public, local community and
Thailand B.E. 2540 (1997) the Thai People individual to conserve and utilise natural
Section 46 and 56 resources and biodiversity complying with the
principle of sustainable development.
Chapter 3: Rights and Liberties pfThe right of the public to receive informatign
the Thai People from the developer, except confident|al
Section 58 and 59 information.
The right to present opinion in the public hearing
process.
Chapter 5: Directive Principles ofThe government involves the public jn
Fundamental State Policies environmental management.
Section 79
The Official Information Act B.E,| Section 9 The right of the public to access govenmm
2540 (1997) information
The Regulation of the Office of theSection 4-15 The public hearing procedures andaégaos
Prime MinisterRegarding Listening
to Public Opinion B.E. 2548 (2005)
Constitution of the Kingdom of Chapter 3: Rights and Liberties pfThe right of the public, local community and
Thailand B.E. 2550 (2007) the Thai People individual to conserve and utilise natural
Section 66 and 67 resources and biodiversity complying with the
principle of sustainable development. Any
project that may cause adverse impact to |the
community must be studied and have its impacts
assessed.
Chapter 3: Rights and Liberties pfPublic’s right to access information, and recejve
the Thai People an explanation from the developer before
Section 57 permission of project or activity that may affect
their quality of life.
The right to present opinions in the public
hearing process.
Chapter 5: Directive Principles ofThe role of the government in encouraging
State Policies in relation to Publjcprinciples of public participation in the Directive
Participation by promoting and supporting  publjc
Section 87 participation in political decision-making, the
planning of economic and social development,
and the provision of public services.
Chapter 14: Local AdministrationThe role of local organisations in encouraging
Section 290 public participation in environmental
management in its authority and area.
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With respect to the provisions of the Thai consitius and relevant laws, it can be seen
that Thailand’s legislation promotes, confers amdmialises the concept of public
participation in managing and protecting the ndtuesource and environment issues
(King Prajadhipok's Institute, 2007). However, theare still many barriers to
implementing these rights in practice. For examiile, scope of the rights of citizens to
participate in the environmental protection progman and to use natural resources must
be regulated in more detail by ordinary laws undections 46 and 56 of the 1997
Constitution. This constitution was supersededd@72 but there are still no provisions or

supporting laws to fulfil these rights.

In addition, although section 6 of the NEQA 1992 aection 59 of the new Constitution
state that a person has a right to gain accessfaamation on projects that may have
impacts on their individual life, in practice thewgrnment officers remain reluctant to
provide this information (Jarusombat, 2002). Thavigion process is sometime criticised

as an ambiguous process (Muanpawong, 1999).

In summary, the Thai government’s approaches taliranthe environmental problems
and conflicts under the Thai laws and mechanisme ledviously failed, environmental

problems and conflict have not been improved, asleeced from the past history
(Thailand Environmental Institute, 2005). The numikeconflicts between the public and
the government or the project proponent has coraitieincreased during the past few
years (Bureekul, 2007). The main reasons for tilare of the legislation may result from
the lack of effective enforcement of laws and ragahs on public participation

(Reutergardh and Yen, 1997).

1.4 Public participation and environmental impact asssment in Thailand

In practice, the public participation process iwva&lepment projects in Thailand has been
established and identified through the EIA procd@s$ss section depicts significant issues
of the EIA system in Thailand including: its adaptj the current practice, and its

relationship with public participation in the Thaontext.
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1.4.1 Adoption of EIA in Thailand

Thailand was one of the very first countries in theast Asia that implemented EIA
(Tongcumpou and Harvey, 1994). The first institnétisation of the EIA process in

Thailand began with the proclamation of the NEQA73.9 Section 17 of this act

authorised the ministers, with the approval of diEB, to specify notification for the type

and size of projects or activities requiring EIAfi{€ of the Council of State, 1975). In

July 1981, the first notification specifying typ@sid sizes of projects and activities
requiring an EIA was announced (Yap, 1994; Reutdilgaand Yen, 1997). This

notification applied to either public or privateopcts (Tongcumpou and Harvey, 1994).
In the early stages of implementation, the contrdsu from political and economic

institutions to the promotion of environmental immpaassessment was low, and
environmental institutions usually had less powamteconomic agencies (Boyle, 1998).
The ONEB was perceived as not having sufficienhauitty. The EIA process was also
criticised as being a closed process, it was piiynaonducted by the project proponent,
and was not available for the public unless thgegtaoproponent was willing to involve

them (Yap, 1994).

Until the late 1980s, a mass of environmental maisl and conflicts has occurred
throughout Thailand. These controversies have dreaflg increased public awareness of
the deteriorating state of the environment and #iledack of an approach to deal with the
country’s natural resources. It was realised thatNEQA 1975 was not effective enough
to solve these problems. Thus, the government flatedl a new Enhancement and
Conservation of National Environmental Quality ABIE. 2535 (1992) (Yap, 1994,
Reutergardh and Yen, 1997).

The EIA is a systematic process which aims to ptedietermine, and evaluate the
significant environmental impacts of developmentjgets in advance (Glassat al,
2005). It is also regarded as a useful analyticathmanism by providing this useful
information to the decision maker to manage thdst®t process more systematically,
timely and effectively (Awakul and Ogunlana, 20@assonet al, 2005). Currently, the
EIA process is a compulsory system of proceduratrob mechanisms under the NEQA
1992 (Swangjanget al, 2004). Regarding this act, the EIA proceduresdagcribed in
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sections 46 to 48 that the projects or activitiest might cause significant impacts to the
environment must have an assessment of environmiempacts before the projects or
activities are implemented. The projects or adgasitthat are obligated by law to obtain
permission prior to construction or operation arquired to prepare an EIA report and
submit it to the permitting authority (Office of #Hronmental Policy and Planning,

1998a).

In practice, the Thai EIA process is largely cola by the government. The NEQA

1992 grants authorisation to the NEB to requireestigation and documentation of
environmental impacts of projects. The Prime Miigs assigned to be a Chair of the
NEB, and the minister of the MOSTE as one of the Wice Chairs. Later, the ONEB

became a part of the MOSTE and was divided inteethdlepartments: the Office of
Environmental Policy and Planning (OEPP), the RioltuControl Department (PCD) and

the Department of Environmental Quality PromotiDiEQP), for effectiveness of policies

and measures implementation, and decentralisatiommoagement and budgeting to local
governments in response to the government poliegidgs, an expert review committee
has been established for the EIA system. The exgegw committee comprises of expert
members who are qualified and specialised in varialds of related disciplines and the
legal authority competent to grant permission fa project including: the secretariat of
the OEPP as a chair, the head of the licensingcggéme head of involved governmental
agencies, a maximum of seven environmental expérts are appointed by the ONEB,
and an OEPP officer as a secretary (Office of therCil of State, 1992).

With respect to the government policy on reformihg bureaucratic reform, the OEPP
under the MOSTE was transferred on October 3, 200% under the new ministry, the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MA®JRwith a new name, the Office
of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy atahriing (ONEP). At present, the
Division of Environmental Impact Evaluation (DEI&E)der the ONEP, is responsible for
reviewing and making recommendations on the ElArepf larger scale projects which

may cause significant impacts.
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1.4.2 The current practice of the EIA process in Thailand

According to the NEQA 1992, in August 1992, the M&Sspecified 11 types and sizes
of large-scale development projects that requireE&h approval. Later in September
1992, the MOSTE promulgated the second notificateiin another eight projects and
activities requiring an EIAOffice of the Council of State, 1992). Presenthe latest

notification prescribes 22 categories and magnitofleprojects or activities of the
government agency, state enterprise or privatenisgaon, which are required to submit
an EIA report. The projects or activities can béegarised in seven groups: industry,
residential building and service community, tramtgoon, energy, water resource,

watershed area, and mine (Office of Environmentdic? and Planning, 1998a).

The OEPP has produced EIA guidelines to ensurettigaproper procedures to protect
potential significant impacts on the environmene amplemented by the project
proponents (Swangjargf al, 2004). The project proponent can be a governmagency,
state enterprise or the private sector. If the gmtoproponents plan to undertake larger
scale projects that may cause significant impactd Be characterised under the
notification for types and sizes of projects regdito undertake EIA, they must submit the
EIA report and all relevant documents to the DESEdreliminary review. The EIA report
has to be prepared by a consulting agency whickgstered with the ONEP. The EIA
report with the preliminary comments will then babsiitted to the expert review
committee for final consideration and decision. ERpert review committee may approve
or reject the report or may ask for report revissyradditional information. The project
proponents must get an approval before further ggings (Office of the Council of
State, 1992; Office of Environmental Policy andripiag, 1998a).

1.4.3 Public participation in the EIA system

As mentioned, public participation was first iniéd in Thailand through the NEQA 1975;
however, the public was not provided the right astigipate in the EIA process, and there
was no public participation in EIA. Only after thEEQA 1992 was enacted was the first
EIA process which included public participation iempented (Chaisomphadt al, 2004).

The management of development projects has toitéeccount the consideration of the
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impacts on community and environment (Ogunlataal, 2001). Basically, public

participation in the EIA processes can be underntadkemany ways. However, in Thai
practice, public participation in the EIA process dften conducted using preliminary
surveys, interviews and questionnaire surveys wlaoch administrated by consulting

companies (Institute of Public Policy Studies, 199§unlaneet al, 2001).

Alongside the growth of environmental protectiondathe EIA process, public
participation in Thailand has been adopted dutgpast few decades (Nicro and Apikul,
1999). However, public participation in the EIA ®&m is not appropriately
institutionalised in the legislation. The publididtad limited participation since there are
no concrete regulations to put it into effectivagirce (Muanpawong, 1999; Ogunlasia
al., 2001). There are no regulations that requiregrdprce public participation at any
stages of the EIA procedure (Ogunlagtaal, 2001). Thus, there is a significant lack of
both an opportunity and ability for a local commynio participate in a formal and
meaningful way in the project implementation andlecision-making process. Either
informing the public or incorporating public comntemto the decision-making process
are difficult in practice to integrate into the ®m (Ogunlanat al, 2001; Stardahét al,
2004).

Section 6 of the NEQA 1992 grants rights and duttegsdividuals for the purposes of
public participation in the enhancement and cora@m of national environmental
quality, in particular, the right of the public pesially the affected people from the project
development, to be informed and obtain informatad data from the government on any
issues concerning the enhancement and consenddtiemvironmental quality (Office of
the Council of State, 1992). However, this inforimatis limited to non-confidential
information only (Tongcumpou and Harvey, 1994). iBes, a Prime Minister's Public
Hearing Order 1996 and The Regulation of the Ofb€ehe Prime MinisteRegarding
Listening to Public opinion B.E. 2548 (2005) stttat the public is allowed to advise and
consult only on the development project; howevee, ight to make a final decision is
still limited to the decision-maker. The public camly add their comments on some issues

such as benefits to the community.
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In the NEQA act 1992, public participation is natedtly provided in the EIA system.

Indirectly, the legislation provides an opportunity the NGOs to participate in the EIA
process (Ogunlanet al, 2001; Stardahét al, 2004). Section 7 and 8 of the NEQA 1992
allow the public to indirectly participate in thelA process through a registered
organisation. NGOs or judicial persons can registerthe NGOs for environmental
protection and conservation of natural resourced amay propose nomination of
candidates as representatives of the private séctdre appointed by the cabinet as
gualified members of the NEB (Office of the CourafilState, 1992). Members of NGOs
may also be invited to sit on the expert review oottee (Yap, 1994), in order to review
the EIA reports (Stardahét al, 2004). However, public participation through non-

registered organisations is not encouraged.

Currently, in Thailand public participation has bew an essential part of the EIA process
(Chaisomphobet al, 2004). However, according to the EIA process desd above,

there is no concrete opportunity for public pap#ation process to incorporate public
comment into the decision-making process. This@gpatentially causes a problem. This
is because public participation through the pogngpresentatives from NGOs may not
represent and portray all the public interests amacerns to the consideration process
(Tongcumpou and Harvey, 1994). Responding to 8884, all stakeholders, particularly
the affected citizens should have the right toip@dte throughout the implementation of

a project to avoid the impacts (Awakul and Ogun|&t®D?2).

On the other hand, the public is calling for gregtarticipation in the decision-making
process over highly controversial issues, in paldicover implementation of development
projects (Vatanasamt al, 2003). Public awareness has been increasing tsineausly
with the increase in public participation assodat@ith environmental problems.
Especially, the NIMBY syndrome becomes stronger explands beyond opposition of
development projects which potentially cause sevienpacts to the environment
(Schneideret al, 1998; Beierle, 2001). The public often rejects tlsults of the EIA
report made by the authorities which lacks truetigpgation from the public
(Muanpawong, 1999; Ogunlamea al, 2001). Although public participation is supposed
play an important role in the EIA system, therenas definition of any roles for public
participation in the system (Tongcumpou and Hari®@4). Therefore, there is an urgent

need to improve public participation practice grdperly incorporate it with the EIA
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system in order to effectively resolve environmeataflicts associated with development
projects in Thai society (Shytov, 2003).

1.5 Research rationale

Not only has interest and engagement in publicigpation increased (Beierle, 1998;
Chess, 2000; Chest al, 2000; Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Raimond, 2001) nthedate
for public participation has also been formulateetigh a number of pieces of legislation
(Yao, 2006). This has implications for decision magkat both international and national
levels. Growing amounts of time and resources amgbspent on this endeavour
(Manowong and Ogunlana, 2006). This might be bex#us expected benefits of public
participation are extensive, in particular an iase of public acceptance, commitment and
support with regard to decisions or project implatagon (Creighton, 2005). However,
there is an outstanding discrepancy between theuairal time, money and energy that
the governments of many countries put into the ipup&rticipation processes in their
public decision-making processes and the amoutitedf attention focussed on evaluating
the effectiveness of their efforts (OECD, 2005)si8es, a number of people feel that
public participation processes increase the timg @wst of implementing the decision
rather than decreasing them: at the same timeatiseyperceive that instead of decreasing
conflicts among stakeholders, the public particgraprocess escalates the controversies
(Charnley and Engelbert, 2005).

Presently, Thai people demand greater participatiorthe decision-making process
concerning highly controversial issues of developimactivities, such as the siting of
coal-fired power plants (Vatanasapt al, 2003), and they recognise that public
participation should play a substantial role in iemvmental development projects
(Chaisomphoket al, 2004). Indeed, Thai citizens are provided moghtd concerning
environmental management, including resource manage and pollution control
because of more laws and regulations than theydwalrse to in the past, in particular
the NEQA 1992 and the Thai Constitutions (BureeR@04). While people have more
opportunity to investigate and participate in tleneistration and decisions made by the
authorities, the final decision of any developmprdject still lies with the government
officers (Nicro and Apikul, 1999; Bureekul, 2007).
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Regarding the limited range of opportunity for palparticipation discussed throughout
this chapter, unsurprisingly, the degree of pulgarticipation in Thailand is still
insufficient and conflicts among stakeholders arerging (King Prajadhipok’s Institute,
2007). There are many cases of unsuccessful pphlitcipation which has failed to
resolve environmental conflict, in particular caoctl in development projects. In many
cases the controversy led to the murder of locairenmental activists, such as in a
proposal for a hazardous waste treatment in Rayorg the proposed Ban Nok power
plant project (Vatanasapet al, 2003). A number of problems concerning the

implementation of public participation practicdls#kist.

It could be said that presently public participatie still not strongly established either in
Thai society, or the Thai legal framework (Shyto2003), or the EIA system
(Chaisomphotet al, 2004). Thailand is still learning how to implemeifective public
participation (Bureekul, 2007). The factors inflagmg the success and failure of public
participation should be clearly investigated anenitfied in order to illustrate the real
situation, and most importantly, to move forwarcestablish effective public participation
in resolving environmental conflicts in Thai sogieThus, it is a significant challenge to
realise effective public participation activitiesdato assure that public participation has a
contribution both for the public and the competaathorities that plan and carry out

public participation processes.

Although patrticipation demands have increased, kinewledge about how to achieve
effective participation remains low and insuffidie(Rosener, 1978; Charnley and
Engelbert, 2005; Cunningham and Tiefenbacher, 20&fjecting on this issue, recently,
there has been an increasing demand on the deos&ars, the project owners, and the
scholars to improve public participation proceq$&dsess, 2000; Frewer and Rowe, 2005).
In order to know whether a programme was effeaiter it is fully implemented, there is
a need to learn and evaluate the extent to whielptbgramme was actually employed.
This is because a lack of concern for implementaitsoa vital impediment to improving

complex social programmes (Patton, 2002), in palergparticipation processes.

Accordingly, evaluating the success of public pgration activities becomes a
demanding task that needs specific concern. A nunabescholars suggested that

evaluation is an essential approach for investigatihe effectiveness of public
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participation efforts, and, significantly for impiog the process (Sewell and Phillips,
1979; Syme and Sadler, 1994; Careésl, 1998; Chess, 2000; Charnley and Engelbert,
2005). As Charnley and Engelbert (2005; p.166)sstd:“evaluation is the best way to
learn how public participation programmes can beeamore effective”

Although there is an increasing emphasis beingeplagn the evaluation of public
participation in many theoretical and empiricaélétures (Beierle, 1999; Chess, 2000;
Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Webler and Tuler, 2000sP2601; Abelsort al, 2002; Rowe
and Frewer, 2004), investigations and evaluatidnsffectiveness of public participation
processes concerning environmental issues are smalimber and problematic (Moore,
1996; Chess, 2000)mportantly, a systematic evaluation of public mapation in
environmental programmes is rare (Santos and CBB68). Only a few of these studies
were conducted based on predetermined criteriansigaihich the programme should be
evaluated (Abelsoet al, 2002). In concrete situations, understanding wnakes public
participation successful is difficult to determiaad challenging (McCool and Guthrie,
2001). This limitation makes improving the publiarficipation process more difficult
(Chess, 2000).

Finally, it could be said that the question of himwbe sure that the participation process is
effective and results in any improvement or usefuhisequences seems to be the most
critical (Rowe and Frewer, 2004). Thus, a systematic evaluaft activities and processes
of public participation is essential to ensure ¢batinuing quality of the process and the
public confidence in the outcomes (Abelsenhal, 2002; Frewer and Rowe, 2005), to
know how to effectively involve citizens in the d&on-making process of development
projects (Charnley and Engelbert, 2005), and, ingmhy, to increase understanding and
develop knowledge of how to improve its practicarf@@set al, 1998; Chess, 2000).

1.6 Significance of the study

This study is essential in order to identify anchaeptualise the related factors for
effective practice of public participation. An imjoth study of the public participation
process in Thailand was conducted. Theoretical @nactical aspects of public

participation were thoroughly investigated and exen. This thesis established a
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framework for evaluating public participation preses by analysing the participants’
perspectives and experiences which can contrilmutbd field of public participation in

development projects in Thailand for three mairsoea explained below.

First, since the mid-1990s, public opposition teelepment projects in Thailand has been
increasing and becoming stronger. There were a auwibdevelopment projects, which
led to considerable environmental and social catsfliin particular a coal-fired power
plant at Ban Krut which faced community protestithdugh, in many cases, the project
owners conducted public participation by using ehiécal hearing and questionnaire
surveys as part of an EIA study, confrontation agnstaekeholders still occurred. The
main reason for this was because the project odidemot respond appropriately to public
opinion. Many projects have been re-sited or céedebecause of such controversy.
Consequently, the results of this thesis will b@antant for an implementation of future

development projects in Thailand.

Second, a great number of international studiesvsti@t public participation is an
effective approach to create consensus amongsthsilmlers in the implementation of
development projects (Beierle, 1998; Chess, 200@s€et al, 2000; Rowe and Frewer,
2000; Raimond, 2001). Responding to industrial ghoand investment, the need for
power plants to provide the energy source has asei greatly. Thailand plans to build
more power plants; however, they always face pubbgections. There are very few
studies of public participation processes relaedhie implementation of a coal-fired
power plant in-depth, and this is the first in-devestigation of public participation
practice associated with a coal-fired plant propoBaus, this study is worth conducting
since it constitutes a significant step towardseusthnding an implementation of public

participation in the Thai context.

Third, although there has been a wealth of reseancpublic participation in Thailand,
how to achieve effective public participation isiasue that is under researched. Besides,
a systematic evaluation of this process is vijuabbsent. Thus, it is essential to evaluate
the public participation process to provide evideona how to constitute effective public
participation. Therefore, this study is importamtTthailand because the research findings
of a systematic evaluation of a public participatiprocess and its barriers contribute

sound recommendations to improve the future practic

29



Chapter 1

1.7 Research objectives

The effectiveness of public participation processegends on a number of factors and
also varies in different contexts. Differences uttaral, legal, and political institutions in

different countries make it difficult to generalise

This study aims to identify and summarise the mégmtors affecting the success or
failure of public participation in a developmenbjact in Thailand. How to implement
effective participation in order to prevent or dlate environmental conflict and how to
improve this process in the Thai context are eseabmponents of the investigation.
Finally, recommendations on how to improve the afieness of public participation in
the Thai context will be made. The research objestare presented in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2Research objectives

Research aims

1. To examine the current practice of public partitigra in environmental conflict
management in Thailand and interpret the findingsiéntify the problems and,
2. To provide recommendations on how to contributeftective public participation

in development projects in Thailand.

Research objectives

1. To examine the concept of public participation aeavironmental conflict
management;

2. To systematically examine and analyse the impleatemt of public participation
in environmental development projects using thee cgtady of Hin Krut Power
Plant Project, by;
2.1.examining how it has been implemented,;
2.2.assessing and investigating the problems and ssss;
2.3.examining the legal framework for the Thai context;
2.4.determining what barriers exist to public parti¢ipa;

3. To develop recommendations on how to improve tHecg¥eness of public
participation in development projects in Thailand.
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1.8 Research questions

It is believed that public participation is an etige approach to obtain public consent, for
collecting useful information from stakeholders,dafor reducing undesired conflicts

during the implementation of development proje@si¢rle, 2001). Nonetheless, it has
been seen that the public participation executedhailand has been unsuccessful. In
many cases, it appears that public participatiogatess conflicts and dissatisfaction.
Frequently, these conflicts have been obstaclesxfediency in the construction of

development projects (Ogunlaetal, 2001). These issues make it particularly impdrtan

to study the public participation process.

This thesis evaluates the public participation pss¢ based on evaluation criteria
developed for this study, and its barriers befoeking recommendations to improve the
public participation process in Thailand. The roatises of the conflicts of the case study,
the Hin Krut power plant project, are investigaiedorder to understand the relevant

issues. The research questions of this study are:

1. What were the root causes of the conflict in the Krut power plant project,

Prachuab Kiri Khan Province, Thailand?

2. What was the level of public participation in thenHKrut power plant project,

Prachuab Kiri Khan Province, Thailand?

3. How effective is public participation for managingnvironmental conflict

management in development projects in the Thaiects®

4. What are the barriers to achieving effective puphcticipation for environmental

conflict management in development projects in [Bmal?

5. How can public participation for environmental datf management in

development projects in Thailand be made more &2
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1.9 Outline of the thesis

The core of the thesis is to examine a public p@dtion process in a specific context of
Thailand and evaluate its effectiveness. The stighs derived information on which to
base an analysis and provide a recommendation ke mh& public participation process
more effective. This thesis is organised into etdpters. The following are brief chapter

descriptions providing an overview of the thesiadure.

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the rationalthed thesis. The background information
for the Thai context is illustrated. The first sentexamines the historical and present
situation of environmental problems and the impletagon of public participation as
environmental conflict management in Thailand. Beeond section analyses the legal
framework for public participation. Then, the praet of public participation in
development projects is described. Finally, thenifitance of the thesis, the objectives

and research questions are explained.

In order to set the conceptual and theoretical énmork for an analysis of the public
participation practice in the case study of the Kiat power plant project in Thailand, a
review of the relevant literature is presented imafier 2. The review introduces the
concept of an environmental conflict, environmerd@ahflict management approaches, a
background on the rationale for public participatithe benefits and barriers to effective
public participation, and what constitutes effeetpublic participation by reviewing the
main relevant literature. The chapter aims to fdateua conceptual framework for
interpreting and analysing public participationarder to integrate the analysis concepts
of participation with environmental conflict managent.

Chapter 3 establishes the conceptual frameworkriaevaluation of a public participation
process. The details of theoretical and pragmaijpeets of an evaluation of public
participation process, including different appraeifor evaluation, are discussed. Finally,

evaluation criteria and an evaluation frameworktfos study are developed.

In chapter 4, the methodology adopted in the thegmsesented. This chapter includes the
research paradigm, research design, the data totmfieand analysis methods. A qualitative
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approach is chosen because of its flexibility aisdability to provide rich and detailed
data. Mixed methods of data collection are employecuding literature reviews,
structured interviews, semi-structured intervieausd in-depth interviews. At the end, the
validity and reliability, the ethical issues ane tmitations of the research methodology

are explained.

The research findings and results of this studypaesented in three chapters. Chapter 5
begins with the background information about theecstudy, the Hin Krut power plant
project. The project descriptions of the proposedation, production processes and
technology are illustrated. Then, the chapter prsséhe research findings and results
about the analysis of related issues about thecangdes of conflicts in the case study. The
level of public participation is also investigatdthsed on the public participation
framework developed in Chapter 2. Chapter 6 presantevaluation of the effectiveness
of the public participation process based on tleeset criteria. The evaluation focuses on
how the participation process was applied and htrecteve it was from the research
participants’ views and experience. The researafirfigs and its discussions of the results
are also displayed. Chapter 7 presents the reséadihgs and discussion of the barriers
to effective public participation. Throughout thgakiation, the study illustrates how
public participation can be effective in environrte@@nconflict management in the
particular context of Thailand.

The final chapter details the conclusions and renendations relative to the objectives of
the research based on the results and discussionGhapter 5, 6 and 7. The discussion
of the major attributes of the case study, the tations of the thesis, and
recommendations on improving the public participatas a tool in environmental conflict

management in the particular context of Thailarediairoduced.

1.10 Conclusion

Thailand has long been faced with numerous seriensironmental problems
(Jarusombat, 2002), especially in terms of natueaburces degradation and pollution
(Bureekul, 2000). An endorsement of developmerdtefjies based on growth through

economic and industry without balancing social angdironment factors is an important
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cause of environmental problems in Thailand (Thabgbon, 2002; Thailand
Environmental Institute, 2005). Many developmemjgcts stemmimg from the country’s
development caused an adverse effect on the qudlitlye environment and introduced

serious conflicts of resource allocation.

Accordingly, public participation in planning aneaisions about development projects
that might severely affect the people’s way of l#ed environment is widespread and
growing (Beierle, 2001). The importance of publartipation and the rights of Thai

citizens in sustainably preserving and utilisingeithenvironment and resources are
recognised and emphasised in a number of Thai dadgegulations. Although the rights
of Thai citizens to participate in environmentabtection seem to be promised and
manifested strongly in Thai constitution, there atdd many barriers to implementing

these rights in practice (Bureekul, 2000).

Accordingly, an improvement of the public partidipa processes is an important
challenge. Not only should public participation ggeses be constantly conducted in
development projects, evaluation of these procestsasld be carried out so that continual
improvement is achieved (Charnley and EngelberQ520Thus, this thesis aims to
investigate how to evaluate the effectiveness dilipiparticipation efforts extant in the
Thai complex. The research findings will be usedaaguideline to improve public

participation processes to make them more effeativie future.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review: A Conceptual Framewok for

Conflict Management and Public Participation

2.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to examine the concepts of pupdicticipation underpinning the
literature on environmental conflict management,atien, to establish a conceptual
framework for this study. This review is confinewl an overview of the theoretical and
practical literature underlying the approach ofalwing and representing the public in

environmental conflict management.

This chapter includes two major issues: conflichagement and public participation. In
the first part, the focus is on ideas of conflienvironmental conflict and conflict
management. General definitions of conflict andiemmental conflict are discussed,
and, the definitions used in this study are dewsdopThen, conflict management
approaches are presented and discussed. The sg@ohdfocuses on the public
participation concept. Unguestionably, public papttion is a complex issue with
different interpretations generating a large bodyliterature. The literature on what
participation means, the characteristics of paditwry techniques, benefits and
contributions of public participation, and barri¢eseffective public participation will be

considered in order to identify appropriate apphesc for involving the public in

environmental decision-making. Particularly, thisapter explores the nature of public

participation as a means of managing conflict marnant.

2.2 Building up a conceptual framework for conflichanagement

2.2.1 Conflict and environmental conflict

2.2.1.1 What is conflict?
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Conflict has a long history as a natural part ofman life (DeChurch and Marks, 2001;
Putnam, 2006) as it seems to exist in all humaatiogiships, issues and in all sections of
societies (Moore, 2003; Putnam, 2006). Basicalbnfiict involves many stakeholders
from different social systems and institutions;tatds, contexts, religions, organisations
and inter personal relationships (Ross, 1993). Wiaenor more social parties such as
individuals, organisations or nations have an ad#on in order to attain their needs,
interests, or goals, these relationships can beaoooepatible or inconsistent and lead to
disputes (Rahim, 2001; Waitchaka al, 2006). Thus, conflict between persons, groups of
people, organisations, communities, national gaweimts, or international entities seems
to be inevitable (Pneuman and Bruel, 1982; Rahif1?2 Conflict can be seen as
functional or dysfunctional depending on how peopé&rceive, handle and resolve it
(Vivar, 2006).

Before proceeding, it is necessary to clarify theamng of conflict. There is no single
comprehensive definition of conflict (Vivar, 2008/aitchallaet al, 2006) as it can be
interpreted in many different ways, depending as ¢bntexts and conceptions of people
(Pneuman and Bruel, 1982; Borisoff and Victor, 198thman, 2002). Basically, different
people in different circumstances may define conftlifferently based on a variety of
disciplines (Uptreti, 2002).

Deutsch (1973) stated that conflicts occur whené@vesmpatible activities exist. These
actions may originate in individuals, groups oriorag and can be classified into five types
of conflicts which are intrapersonal, interpersonahtra-group, inter-group, and
international conflicts. The action incompatibletiwanother action obstructs, opposes,
interferes with, or in some way may result in thiedr being less effective. Mitchell (1997,
p.20) interpreted conflicts d&a normal situation in a society where there arelividuals

or groups with ‘different characteristics’ of vakieinterests, hopes, expectations and
priorities”. Similarly, Borisoff and Victor (1989, p.21) proged the core elements among
these varied definitions d®n expressed struggle between individuals overcemed
incompatible goals, resources, or rewardsAdditionally, Cole (1999) suggested that
conflict is a substantial action of contendingaatilities aiming to achieve different ends,
reflecting differential expertise that produces tcadictory interests, which cannot be
reasonably resolved.
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Rahim (2001, p. 18) defined the classic definitadrconflict as“an interaction process
manifested in incompatibility, disagreement, orsdizance within or between social
entities (i.e., individuals, groups, organisatiomsc.)”. Conflict occurs when one or two
parties engage in an activity that is inappropneité their interests. Similarly, Pruiét al.
(2004, p. 8) considered conflict to béperceived divergence of interest, a belief that th
parties’ current aspirations are incompatible’ln other words, conflicts occur when
parties think that their aspirations cannot besfiati at the same time. The aspirations can
be represented as goals or minimum acceptableastisdn this study, conflict is defined
as:a state of opposing interests which occurs withdifferences in opinions, concepts,

values and belief systems, access and distribatigower.

Actually, conflicts can have both positive and negaresults or consequences which may
cause physical, emotional, and resource impactsag@&®b and Victor, 1989; Pruitet al,
2004; Vivar, 2006). However, when the term ‘coriflis mentioned, the first perception is
that it is a negative and destructive element toakeided, which usually leads to
undesirable and negative effects (Thomas, 1992sBey 2006).

Conversely, conflict can be viewed not only as maging or harmful source, but also as a
catalyst for creativity, innovation, motivation, gtive change and growth (Deutsch, 1973;
Rahim, 2001). If there is no conflict, societiesganisations and states would become
stagnant. In some circumstances, conflict offerspfge an opportunity to develop better
relationships and also appraises the situationag}i2006). Conflict can promote interest
about the issues, can prove to be a learning psadasut problems and provide a creative
impetus to improve decisions and their implemeatatEncouraging the open expression
of the differences not only allows social structute eliminate disassociations, but also
gives support for adjusting and developing its ctrees to meet social norms (World

Commission on Dams, 2000).

Whether wanted or unwanted, conflict is a functadnsocial development and change.
Changes may take place in resource managementic puddicy processes, personal
relations, power structures, and individual andextive behaviour (Borisoff and Victor,
1989; Uptreti, 2002). Glasbergen (1995, p.7) idestia conflict as “a vehicle for social
progress” due to its potential to encourage a gptiesearch for alternatives and develop
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new institutions. However, he emphasises that @eeficial function of conflict needs

decision-making to be progressed to contend wilctmnflict.

Additionally, Rahim (1985) and DeChurch and Mark8d1), found that there seems to be
a relationship between conflict and organisatigmedformance and effectiveness and it
could be argued that conflict can improve grouporganisational outcomes. When the
conflict was properly managed, the group perforreamnas positive. In contrast, when the
conflict was passively managed, the outcome wastineg However, too much conflict

can become destructive, because of the ineffe@na inefficient approaches made to
handle it. The best approach to manage and resalm#licts is to apply a variety of

strategies and processes (World Commission on D203§)).

2.2.1.2 Environmental conflict

Environmental problems have been increasing draalbtiwith growing recognition of
their importance at an international level sinae 1870s, and becoming one of the biggest
issues in the modern world (Canter, 1996; Stewkd98; Cole, 1999; Bredariol and
Magrini, 2003). These problems usually involve iotenections among various parties
including indigenous communities, grassroots orgmions, project developers, NGOs,
and government, who normally have diverse intergBtaniels and Walker, 1995;
Bredariol and Magrini, 2003; Emersenal, 2003; Regaret al, 2006; Welpet al, 2008).
Importantly, these problems often adversely affdw quality of life resulting in
heightened competition between these concernedpgroti people and a high level of
interactions (Emersort al, 2003; Sidaway, 2005). This often culminates itemse

environmental conflicts (Gleick, 2002).

Environmental conflicts can be classified as aifigant subset of public or social conflict
involving many typically different types of partid@ssues, interests and resources (Dukes,
2004). They can arise over environmental managestesitegies, environmental impacts
from new development projects or operation of @xgstprojects, environmental
restorations, or even economic development plansesd issues are particularly
scientifically complex, technically complicated,damighly uncertain (Daniels and Walker,
1995; Canter, 1996). Due to the complexity of thizgtors, environmental conflicts are

becoming more complex and more difficult to solR@gs, 2003; Welpt al, 2008).
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Due to their complexity (Shepherd and Bowler, 19%f)d different and complicated

forms (Campbell, 2003), it is often difficult to expfy the boundaries of environmental
conflicts (Lyster, 1998; Emersoet al, 2003). Sometimes, they transcend national
boundaries (Fiorino, 1996b). For example the imenection of eco-systems makes the
physical boundaries hard to determine. Generalgret are numerous interconnected
issues for resolution and also many parties andrests concerned with the dispute
(Lyster, 1998).Environmental conflict is not only involved in clges in the physical

environmental aspects but also in cultural, ecoooanmd social issues. Additionally, the
consequences of environmental conflict can not amdsult in physical damage to

property, but also results in an aggrieved paristrast and, most importantly, time and

cost investment (Persson, 2006).

According to Kakonge (1998), environmental confiista modern phenomenon which
immediately results from the dramatic increase apysation and the corresponding
increase in use of natural resources. Crowfoot\&ieddolleck (1991) and Bredariol and
Magrini (2003) indicated that conflict between diént groups over the use of the
environmental and natural resources are now comtacamnd are growing in number.
When considered in terms of environmental planrang management, environmental
conflicts can be viewed as contradictory stakeholgerceptions in terms of
environmental values and interests, and sometimeterm of stakeholders’ purposes.
Whatever the different viewpoints or interests dahee main debate in environmental

conflict is fundamentally grounded in exploitatiand conservation (Kakonge, 1998).

As people become more aware of the need to prdkectenvironment for the next
generation, a conflict in values between environaeractivists and government
representatives arises. The first group tries totgot the world from environmental
degradation and also to promote animal rights bypgudoth violent and nonviolent
methods. By contrast, governments have a resptitysiioi prevent any illegal activities
(Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991). As a result thégierences in perceptions and actions

between stakeholders lead to the occurrence of nmawijtable conflicts (Persson, 2006).

Conflicts of interest in environmental management iaevitable (Shepherd and Bowler,
1997). Smith and McDonough (2001) stated that mat@source issues usually involve

the limitation of resources and many stakeholdees aoncerned with their use. One
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interest demands access to natural resources @wostc development, or profits, or
leisure, while others intend to protect the envinent from damage and improper usage.
Importantly, the development interests often haverenmmoney and power while the
impacted group has less (Stewart, 1998). As atrdbid matter leads to a situation where
it is not possible for every party to gain whatytheant (Smith and McDonough, 2001;
Pol et al, 2006). Generally, natural resource conflicts meenly concerned with access,
control and profit from their usage (Uptreti, 200%)could be said that environmental
conflict is a result of scarcity and social striegghgainst unequal usage, distribution and
allocation of environmental resources (Glasberde995; Payne, 1998; Maxwell and
Reuveny, 2000; Jackson, 2001; Reuveny and Max&@01; Ross, 2003; Jackson and
Pradubraj, 2004).

In developing countries, environmental conflictydancreased considerably in numbers,
especially those linked to aspects of the impleateont of development projects. In rural
communities, the conflicts are mainly focussed loa distribution or protection of the

natural resources of indigenous people. In contiasurban areas, the problems are
concerned with the benefits or impacts of governmemestments or development
projects (Bredariol and Magrini, 2003). According $chmidtz (2000), environmental

conflict always occurs when at least one partymgdcted upon by the other party’s
development projects.

Jackson and Pradubraj (2004) stated that envirotaineonflict is an inevitable result of
development and can be both constructive and dasisteu More often, many stakeholders
engage in environmental disputes with their mindggtosed to negotiation (Peterson and
Franks, 2006). The decision related to these kirfiggoblems cannot satisfy every person
affected and cause conflict (Pet al, 2006). The goals of stakeholders are normally
diverse, in particular between the authorised-d@tisnakers and the public. For the
administrators, public participation goals are baldy viewed as reducing conflict,
increasing legitimacy, and educating the public l&vlthe public perceives a desire to
control the decisions that impact their rights (B&g 1990). As Senecah (2004) stated,
environmental conflicts are inevitably multidimemsal with numerous interactions

among multiple parties and across multiple jurisdics.
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From studying a range of literature on environmleotanflict aspects, in this study,
environmental conflict can be defined asresult of unbalanced resource allocations,
inefficient decision-making processes, and unefakdnce of power in societplthough
environmental conflict is an inevitable consequentd¢he development process, if the
social constitution is sufficiently flexible to alv for compromise and change, conflict

can be constructive (Jackson and Pradubraj, 2004).

2.2.1.3 Causes of environmental conflict

There are numerous possible causes of environmeatdlicts which can arise from
particular situations and contexts involving comxpg®ocial issues and interrelationships
(Canter, 1996; Uptreti, 2002; Sidaway, 2005). Thare a number of practitioners and
researchers investigating the possible causesvoamental conflicts (Dietet al, 1989;
Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991; Mayer, 2000; Schmaitd Tannenbaum, 2000;
Emersonet al, 2003; Moore, 2003; Creighton, 2005). Based on litezature, three
common causes of environment conflicts can be ifigt values and opinions
differences, conflicting interests, and conflictiomgnitive information. These dimensional
views help in determining the complexities of cartfand explain why sometimes conflict
proceeds in unexpected directions.

Differences among people are inevitable and alweggse conflicts and problems
(Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Elliott, 1999; Schnaidtl Tannenbaum, 2000). Basically,
numerous environmental conflicts are rooted indterences of human perceptions on
natural resources and environmental values (Crav&nd Wondolleck, 1991; Emerset
al., 2003). As stated by Moore (2003), different vieis, in terms of ideas, beliefs,
religions and ways of living normally bring peoji¢o environmental conflict.

Since the costs and benefits from resources diieutiifto distribute equally, some people
could have a greater interest than others (Cad@96). This might be because of a
scarcity of resources. Actually, the natural resesrare limited and people, basically, do
not have equal power to gain what they want (Pramtl Kim, 2004). When people

conceive that their needs are not met whilst othersefit, then a struggle between two

groups may occur (Stewart, 1998). This unequal ureso distribution often creates
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conflict based on interests (Canter, 1996; StewkE®88). As a result, this inequality
possibly leads to conflict based on interests (€arii996).

Basically, conflicts of interests are substantipepcedural or psychological (Moore,
2003). They could be simple issues such as a dispedr land ownerships, or complex
issues and interrelationships related to socianemic and political concerns (Canter,
1996). However, the causes of environmental damage always related to the
consequence of social and economic activities,aniqular from development projects
(Jackson and Pradubraj, 2004). Lee (1993) desctiteedconomic cause of environmental
conflict as an assumption that resources are compnoperty, and the difficulties of
calculating the value and cost of these resouideseover, available assessment methods
such as cost-benefit analysis do not have cleaeriai to correctly evaluate the
comprehensive value of environmental resourcese(Cb999). Importantly, although
people can have agreement on facts and valueslictertbased on interests are still

possible to generate (Moore, 2003).

The last common cause of environmental conflictagnitive information. Cognitive
conflict occurs when people have different undeiditags about the facts of the case,
while value conflict is a dispute over the goalsgiGhton, 2005). With cognitive conflict,
there is a belief or understanding that one’s oweds, wants, goals or interests are
incompatible with others (Mayer, 2000). Moore (2DP@&ted that conflict over data is
typically criticised as the basic problem of cociii Conflicts in data are also linked to
lack of information, misinformation, and differerscén points of view, perception or

interpretation of data.

Actually, there are other aspects that are oftggested as root causes of environmental
conflicts. For example, Mayer (2000) identified tth@ehaviour or action could cause
conflict because conflict consists of the actiohattpeople undertake to express the
feeling, express the perceptions, and try to aehibeir needs in the way that may have a
potential to interact with the other’s ability toeet their own needs. Moore (2003)
explained that structural conflicts occur when igarivant to perform their roles without
respect to others and are always concerned witlquahepower, time constraints and
environmental factors. Furthermore, Mayer (2000¥ &reighton (2005) delineated

relationships as a cause of conflict from feelingssperception and miscommunication.
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Conflict also involves an emotional reaction toitaagion. When people participate, they
communicate both about content, such as fact, afatianships, such as how much
someone is accepted. In this process, there cauld umber of emotional motivations
that lead to conflicts. These emotions can be f&ainess, anger, hopelessness, or others.
Sometimes conflict occurs because people ‘feetanflict with others, even though these

feelings are not recognised or even known by therst

In summary, there are two common assumptions widgrithe approach to the
environmental problems (Schmidt and Tannenbaum)R®rst, differences, in particular
in terms of views, values and interests, betweeaplee should not be considered
inherently good or bad. Sometimes differences canefit or disrupt individuals or
organisations. Stakeholders and authorised decmsaiers need to clearly understand the
nature of these differences in order to deal withbfems effectively (Pruitet al, 2004).
Second there is no right way to deal with diffeendepending on the condition, it may
be most beneficial to avoid differences and useadety of approaches to cope with
conflicts. Thus, effective conflict management mictal and needs to minimise any
destructive impacts that environmental conflictsusea both to individuals and

communities (Peterson and Franks, 2006).

2.2.2 Conflict management

Conflict is inevitable between people, howeverhwitoper management, conflicts can be
associated with a wide range of positive resultstaiiell and Mitchell, 1984). When
conflicts occur, people will spend a large amouhtime and energy to resolve them
(Tjosvold and Sun, 2002; Vivar, 2006). However, maossagreements are usually
informally managed (Moore, 2003). The best way fpraach successful conflict
management is to analyse what the causes of thiictorare (Vivar, 2006), to learn
which strategies of conflict management are avhdladnd to understand the conditions of
each strategy (Bercovitch, 1984). To resolve cotd]ipractitioners have tried to develop
effective procedures to protect their interests,ntaintain relationships, to minimise

suffering, and to control the expansion of unneagsgesource usage (Moore, 2003).
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Basically, conflict management is identified as mcess for handling conflict in a

reasonable, fair and efficient manner (Uptreti, 200t will be successful when the

sources of conflict are addressed appropriatelgrdlare many factors causing conflict
which are always varied and complicated (Tjosvahd &un, 2002). Each stakeholder
should be able to carefully analyse the importaoteéhe issues, the interests of all
concerned parties, and the alternatives that shbeldnegotiated. Different conflict

resolution processes have different strategiesldoess interests. It is crucial to adjust the
conflict resolution strategies to suit existing isc and cultural contexts (World

Commission on Dams, 2000; Wittmetral, 2006).

Typically, conflict management strategies are nyag@en as, and a response to, particular
situations and have been studied in the contexhegfotiation or dispute resolution
(Friedmanet al, 2000). Ross (1993) pointed out that conflict nggamaent involves a
sense of actions and reactions between disputidgra@rested parties which may or may
not find the solution to end the conflict, and, n@aymay not be peaceful, positive and

unaggressive.

A number of frameworks have been developed to andhflict. Actually, there are
various conflict management strategies to handlglicts (Rahim, 2002). As conflict
management strategies are generally seen as axsesfmparticular situations (Friedman
et al, 2000), reviewing the relevant literature on cmhfimanagement strategies will
enhance knowledge to indicate how to manage comdliectively or how conflict can be
reduced (Rahim, 2001).

A widespread and accepted application model forflconmanagement was first
developed by Blake and Mouton (1964), which progiddramework for studying various
styles of conflict management. This scheme was fieadsubsequently by Thomas (1976)
and, further by Rahim (1985). According to ThomB376), the party’s behaviour is based
on the party’s intention in dealing with confliet different situations. These behaviours
are assertiveness and cooperativeness. Assertiveepeesents the intention that each
party wants to achieve its own objectives, whil®pmrativeness indicates the intention
that each party wants to maintain their relatiopshRahim (1985) identified that
interpersonal styles of conflict management canllbetrated in five strategies on the

basis of two dimensions: concern for self and conder others. The former dimension
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explains the degree to which people are conceroedthemselves, while the latter

dimension explains the degree to which people a@neerned to satisfy others.

Based on these studies, five common strategiesrdfict management can be identified:
competition, avoidance, accommodation, compromaa] collaboration (Blake and
Mouton, 1964; Thomas, 1976; Rahim, 1985). Firsingetition leads to winners and
losers. It involves a high level of concern forfsd a low level of concern for others,
along with high assertiveness and low cooperafldms approach is judged as the most
confrontational style. It is suitable where theseno time for discussion and quick
decisions are vital. However, it is not encourage@n open and participative climate.
Second, when people want to remove themselves tlhensonflict and refuse to confront
with others, an avoidance strategy is preferrencé&avoidance aims to ignore the existing
problems, there is no active resolution of conflicteflects a low concern for self and for
others. Third, accommodation is an antithesis ohpetition where cooperation is high
but assertiveness is low. It refers to conciliatwinen one person or party is willing to
yield to others. This strategy involves a combmratof low concern of self and high
concern of others. Its result leads to an agreetretmieen parties. However, this approach
may not be appropriate for dealing with complexuéss The fourth strategy is
compromising. It involves an attempt to negotiated sswap in order to reach an
acceptable agreement over the conflicting issuashside gets and gives something in
the process. Both concern for self and for otheesnaoderate. However, this strategy is
not recommended when their goals are opposite e powers are equal. The last
strategy is collaboration where interested pac@sront the issue equally, cooperatively
identify the problems, generate and consider ttegradtive, and then select the solution. It
involves high concern for self and others. Thiatsigy is viewed as the most cooperative
and assertive approach involving seeking, sharimgegrating information from

stakeholders, and finally leads to a win-win sitat

These basic schemes have dominated the field oficiomanagement for several
decades, and have been extensively studied inrgliffeareas (Kozan, 1989). However,
these strategies have both advantages and disadeanttach of the strategies can be
right or wrong in different conditions and one t#gy may be more appropriate than
another depending on particular contexts and smost(Pneuman and Bruel, 1982;

Rahim, 2002; Vivar, 2006). For functional and efifee conflict management, combining
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these strategies seems to be the most approptrategy (Rahim, 1985; 2002). For
example, normally, people may avoid confrontati@tduse they do not consider the
problem to be important, or they may have limitedvpr to negotiate, or they may not
think that the situation could be improved (Mod803). In this situation, avoidance is an
effective approach to confront a controversial aitan in the short-term, until more
relevant information is collected and analysed tsh people will try to search for other

strategies to manage the dispute (Rahim, 2001).

A conflict management model in Figure 2.1 presémésconcepts and relevance of these
five strategies of conflict management discusselieeaTheir classifications are based on

the different combinations of assertiveness angheraiiveness.
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Figure 2.1 Conflict Management Strategies Adapted from: Tho(®836), Pneuman and Bruel (1982),
Bercovitch (1984), Rahim (1985), Thomas (1992) Bruitt and Kim (2004)

One of the major difficulties in conflict manageménthe broad variety of approaches to

deal with conflict in different cultures (Kozan, 949, since some strategies can be
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negative in different cultures. In some collectorgtures, such as Thailand (Boonsathorn,
2007), and China (Tjosvold and Sun, 2002), avoidanay be perceived as an appropriate
approach since people are typically employed tontaai their relationships and struggle
to save face (Worchel, 2005; Boonsathorn, 2007)e Btudy by Kozan (1989)
demonstrated that culturally different countriesefer different styles in handling
conflicts. An application of conflict managementpepaches seems to be influenced by
the unique cultural context, especially nationaltwre. Definitely, both context and

culture influences the way people deal with cotsligkahim, 1985).

Importantly, effective conflict management requieepositive attitude in communication

rather than considering all conflict as a negatwadition. Individuals or parties need to

regard differences as a potential source for an¢yatand improvement. It is essential to

understand that an accurate assessment of thectaitilation enables concerned parties
to select the most appropriate interventions aatagjies for dealing with the problems
(Borisoff and Victor, 1989).

2.2.3 Alternative dispute resolution and public paticipation

Environmental conflicts were identified as an impat problem at least thirty-years ago
(Jackson and Pradubraj, 2004). The complexity ef phoblems makes necessary the
development and application of new management appes to cope with them (Pel

al., 2006), since traditional mechanisms for conftesolution such as a judicial system
are considered as an ineffective approach (Witteteal, 2006). Since the 1970s, a

number of researchers and practitioners have deséelanternational theories and

practices to settle them (Crowfoot and Wondollek®91; Montgomery and Kidd, 2004;

Tillett and French, 2006). The disputes about howmianage environmental conflicts

appropriately appear to be increasing in frequenay, are too complicated to resolve or

find a consensus (Uptreti, 2002).

In response to these notions, a field of altereatlispute resolution (ADR) developed in
the late 1980s. ADR is based on the public paditgm concept and experiences which
emerged from multi-party and multi-issue disputesl avere usually instigated by

environmental value challenges (Priscoli, 2004)si&zlly, ADR has two main sets of
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strategies; negotiation, and mediation. Negotiatinoes to build consensus between
stakeholders, while mediation brings conflictingt@s together and uses a neutral third
party to seek agreement (Shepherd and Bowler, 188&Jiation is essentially an art of
persuasion which aims to persuade disputing patiegesolve their conflicts by
encouraging them to work out their differences €dsenet al, 1984; Borisoff and
Victor, 1989). Bargaining and face-to-face commatian among stakeholders to lead to
consensus building are significant features of ADRjportantly, it encourages
stakeholders to accept the solutions (Smith, 1993).

As mentioned earlier, environmental conflicts atedldutcomes are often more complex
than rational problems that can be solved by uséthnical methods only, or a single
party such as a consultant (Cole, 1999). Montgoraed Kidd (2004) added that due to
the difficulty in assessing the causes and contdxconflicts, the decision on the

appropriate methodology may be harder. Howeversaiation approach can guarantee
desirable outcomes. Thus, a selection of confesblution approaches, could be varied
and should be carefully considered in order to é&vbandle and reduce conflicts (Kozan,
1997; Tjosvold and Sun, 2002). It is crucial to éagse that conflict should be resolved
using a non-violent and non-confrontational stratbgcause violent actions always lead

to violent reactions and reproduce the cycle oflar(Stewart, 1998).

In order to be effective in resolving environmentahflicts, a number of practitioners
suggest public participation as a conflict managensé&rategy by involving stakeholders
as decision-making participants and encouraginmtteeshift from being just a member
of the public trying to influence the decisionspcome active participants in the process
(Smith, 1993; Kakonge, 1998; Priscoli, 2004; Panss2906). At both international and
national levels, legal requirements to engage th#ipin environmental decision-making
render environmental conflicts increasingly difficto disregard (Peterson and Franks,
2006). As a result, many participation processes canducted as a means to handle
environmental conflict; however, the processes lsdace a key problem that public
participation brings people to talk and listenheit needs but this does not come closer to

reaching the agreement (Priscoli, 2004).

Numerous environmental problems are interrelated, lack public participation in the

environmental decision-making process. Some cdsflicat are limited in terms of the
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public concerned can affect individuals (Sorenséral, 1984). Due to a limitation of
public participation within environmental conflictanagement, most developing countries
need effective solutions to deal with environmerdaputes and to create a strong
participatory society (Carvalho and Magrini, 200&khough it cannot be implied that an
immediate input of public comments into the decisioaking process can resolve
conflicts, most conflicts will at least be investigd if there is effective involvement
(Wood, 1976).

Actually, there are some important differences leetwparticipation and ADR that should
be realised. Public participation primarily focusea values of empowerment and
creativity of citizens as well as transparencyhsd government. The concept of ADR is
similar whilst aiming at values of efficiency, tilmess and cost effectiveness of the
decision-making process. In opposition, these wBkieh as empowerment, transparency
or timeliness could cause conflicts. Finally, alibb people may agree or disagree with
the final decision, they have to learn to live wdlsagreement. In this notion, public
participation is far more than conflict resolutismce it aims to encourage people to

discern public interests and then articulate theferred alternatives (Priscoli, 2004).

Importantly, increasing public participation hasnyaexpectations and aspirations. For
instance, in Sweden, politicians have integrateddbncept of public participation with
their planning acts because they considered thie ttthe most effective way to achieve a
consensus, and moreover, to improve the planniogess and to avoid conflicts (Persson,
2006). Malczewski and his colleagues (1997) poirged in their study that Mexican
environmental legislation mandates public involvatmend participation in regional land
use planning in order to reduce environmental ecsfthrough a participatory process by

different stakeholders.

Finally, it could be concluded that public partaijon is viewed as an effective strategy to
reduce tensions and resolve environmental conf{\dtengert, 1976; Gunes and Coskun,
2005), whilst conflict resolution has become a ipakar goal of public participation
(Raimond, 2001; Beierle and Cayford, 2002). Thisbécause sharing points of view
enhances understanding and tolerance (Wengert,; 1B&@rle and Cayford, 2001).
However, it is important to understand that theme @mo perfect solutions for

environmental conflict management (Ralal, 2006). When conflict already exists or is
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likely to arise, other conflict management method@s such as negotiation, facilitation,
partnering, consensus building and mediation cdaddadapted as a part of a public
participation programme in order to effectively denthem (Crowfoot and Wondolleck,

1991).

2.3 Building up a conceptual framework for publicgpticipation

2.3.1 Rationale for public participation

Since the 1960s, increased pressure from the puilalic altered traditional decision-
making or top-down approaches. Between the 1960s18i0s, the public began to be
consulted (Jackson, 2001). The concept of publitigigation has been integrated as a
core element in many national and internationaicped (Colebyet al, 2009) in particular
the Earth Summit in 1992, Principle 10 and Agendla\® CED 1987), and the Aarhus
Convention (UNECE 1998). Since then, the practind eole of public participation,
particularly in environmental decision-making, lggeswn and changed exponentially over
the past twenty to thirty years, with increasingges at the local, state, national, and
international level. The purpose of public partatipn has also shifted over time, and
includes keeping governments accountable for taions, identifying and understanding
the public interest, and developing the substarfc@oticy. Requirements for public
notices and comment, or public hearings, have edgmano include consensus building,
policy dialogues, stakeholder advisory committestzen juries, and multi-stakeholder
regulatory negotiations (Beierle and Cayford, 2005 a result, a variety of forms of
public participation have begun to play an impartarte in the decision-making process

as well as policy-making process (Horlick-Joeesl, 2007).

Importantly, public participation is a fundamentalmponent of democratic governance
(McGurk, 2003). It supports democratic principlesl @ontributes to the strengthening of
democracy in society that citizens can participatee than by just casting a vote (Sinclair
and Diduck, 1995). This concept is supported bystindy by Fiorino (1990) based on the
belief that in a democratic context, people havalat to be informed and participate in
public decision-making. Particularly, people whdises are impacted by the decisions
must be able to take part in making those decigigltssurk, 2003).
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Public participation also provides a direct linkween the public and the decision-makers
in the bureaucracy. Basically, public participatimm an approach to ensure that the
authorities who make decisions that affect citizéimes have a dialogue with the public
before making those decisions (Creighton, 2005)th@&lgh the ideal concept of
democracy is the rule of the citizens through maxmparticipation, the dramatic growth

and complexity of bureaucracies had made it unbddagMcGurk, 2003).

A number of researchers emphasise that publicagaation has become a central concept
in environmental decision-making, in particular whtéhese environmental projects or
policies are faced with a Not in My Back Yard symaie (NIMBY) (Ogunlanaet al,
2001; Beierle and Cayford, 2002; Vari, 2004; Mardno and Suomalainen, 2005).
Presently, this concept has become a serious pnotae large-scale development and is
manifest though public protests. This is becausmplpebelieve that these projects could
cause severe impacts to their health and envirohifioi et al, 2006; Alberts, 2007).
While the NIMBY syndrome has frustrated many depels, there is an argument that
sometimes this opposition was only a response ftooal communities who were
excluded from the decision-making process (Bei2@l@l). However, this opposition not
only causes financial and time losses in the ppeimn process to the project developer,
but it also raises hostility towards the projedBggnlanaet al, 2001; Alberts, 2007).
More often, this leads to a cancellation or defagonstruction of projects (Chaisomphob
et al, 2004).

This NIMBY situation leads to the emergence of pulplarticipation approaches as an
alternative to resolve these conflicts (Smith, )9%Based on the premise of public
participation, the NIMBY position can be avoidedibtroducing alternatives and seeking
agreement rather than simply reinforcing entrencpesitions against the development
projects (Richardsomt al, 1998). To lessen opposition, the proponents drypdrgain
more directly with stakeholders to reduce uncetyaamd cost. Governments also attempt
to avoid conflicts by dealing with stakeholdersarshing for consensus, and making
decision-making legitimate (Smith, 1997). As a tequower of the local citizens will be

increased through the development of public paitton (Thomas, 1995).
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Nowadays, public participation has become a centtdme for dealing with
environmental problems for example how to protewnage or distribute environmental
resources (Beierle and Cayford, 2003; Gunes an&udo2005). Additionally, public
participation has shifted to be particularly sigraht in a variety of environmental
management procedures such as environmental agsds&hepherd and Bowler, 1997,
Diduck and Mitchell, 2003), the planning processcliardsonet al, 1998), health and
environmental risk management (Rowe and FrewerD2&bwe et al, 2005), public
health (Abelsoret al, 2003; Abelson and Gauvin, 2006), risk decisiorkimg (Webler,
1999; Petts, 2004), national resource managemeawrfnce and Deagen, 2001),
environmental policy and decision-making procesg®&sith and McDonough, 2001;
Webleret al, 2001; Renn, 2006), and environmental conflict agament (Danielst al,
1996; Daniels and Walker, 1996).

There is a great variety of reasons for publicip@tion, ranging from simply obeying
legal regulations concerning the input of knowledg® the process, to considering
participation a human right. Nowadays, the pub8cincredibly skeptical about the
credibility of government institutions (Rauschmayerd Risse, 2005). The traditional
structures and strategies of government decisickinrgathat often exclude the public
from the decision-making process are no longer@abée since it is now recognised that
making a decision without public support will patieily lead to confrontation, dispute,
disruption, boycott, distrust, public dissatisfaoti and public controversy which can
result in greater costs and be more time-consuithiag an initial investment of time and
costs to include the public (Frewet al, 2001). Overlooking information from the public
potentially leads to legitimacy questions and dotdl (Coenen, 2008a). Accordingly,
governments have begun to progress beyond theiititnaal decision-making processes
and try to incorporate the public into the procdss. example, a great number of non-
governmental organisations have been used to mroinébrmation to governments
(McGurk, 2003). It can be said that public partatipn provides decision-makers with

relevant and important information that underliagzarticular decision (Creighton, 2005).

One important reason why public participation hesag tremendously among society is
due to a rising pressure from the public to be Ive® in open and transparent processes
and also seeking legitimacy and credibility frore tiovernment or agencies (Webler and
Tuler, 2006). Despite many institutions trying foply public participation to deal with
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environmental issues, their efforts often fail édve environmental problems and conflicts
(King et al, 1998; Smith and McDonough, 2001). Indeed, pubdidticipation still needs
to be improved (Webleet al, 1995) and has a long way to go (Smith and McDghou
2001).

2.3.2 Definition of public participation

The term public participation has numerous diffenrmeanings and definitions (Rifkiet
al., 1988; Creighton, 2005). Different authors haviedént meanings when using the
term ‘public participation’ depending on who theopke are and what the setting is (World
Bank, 1996). It is always viewed differently depergdon its contexts and purposes (Kelly
and Vlaenderen, 1995; Strobl and Bruce, 2000).him past, public participation was
considered as being an opportunity to give comméanta public hearing, to vote in
referendums, or just being a member of a socialam@nt society (Webler and Tuler,
2006). Frequently, public participation relatedototicipation at public hearings only, but,
at present, this term refers to a diversity of pohaes for facilitating members of the
public to be effective participants in deliberasan decision-making processes (Webler
and Tuler, 2001).

In relation to environmental decision-making issubsre is some confusion in the usage
of the terms ‘public participation’ and ‘public ialwement’ and, frequently, they are used
interchangeably (Creightoat al, 1981; Marshall and Roberts, 1997; Hostovskyal,
2010). In fact, each term has its particular megnisometimes, they are used to
differentiate the public’'s degree of involvementampowerment (Marshall and Roberts,
1997). Principally, public involvement has a braadeaning and approach while public
participation is more narrow (Roberts 1995). Pulilimlvement refers to a wide range of
approaches in which the pubic can be engaged imle¢besion-making process (Roberts
1995). However, public involvement focuses on exgag information between the
agency and the public, by providing a context inclwhnformation can be interpreted and
used in the decision-making process (Creightein al, 1981). Basically, public
participation is defined as a process in which gublic’'s values and concerns are
integrated in the decision-making process (Creigh2005). More specifically, public

participation engages the public directly in theidi®en-making process (Roberts, 1995)
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and allows the public to play direct, outstandimgl @cknowledged roles in the process
(Bisset, 2000). The public is empowered to cornsahe or all aspects over the decision
(Roberts 1995). It could be said that public pgstiion consents to actual participation of
the public in the decision-making process (Bis3@0).

Basically, definitions of participation are mainBlated to the principle of democracy that
citizens have a right to be informed, consulted] tnparticipate or express their opinions
on matters that impact their lives (Petts, 1999)dekd, public participation is
acknowledged as a core concept of a people-ceapprbach to any development fields
(Kelly and Vlaenderen, 1995).

The concept of public participation needs to bartjeidentified (Kelly and Vlaenderen,
1995), in particular in the context of environménise. Therefore, a variety of meanings
of public participation from different researchénsdifferent fields were determined in
order to develop the ideas and integrate concepttefine the most appropriate meaning
of public participation in the specific contexttbfs research. These are presented in Table
2.1.

Based on investigating these various definitiomsgould be said that a definition of
participation could not be universal (Strobl andi®&, 2000), and there is no set formula
for public participation (UNECE 2000). The varicasplications of public participation in
different contexts and conditions makes it compéidato create a rigid classification of
public participation to be applied in every casear@de and Dagg, 2005). This is
consistent with an argument that definitions oftipgration are still confused (Creighton,
2005). It should depend on the specific settirgpiirpose, and the participants involved
and their objectives (Strobl and Bruce, 2000). Hosve at least we can say it requires
effective notice, adequate information, proper pchses, and appropriate taking into
account of the outcome of public participation (UBEE2000).
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Table 2.1A comparison of definitions of public participation

Author (s)/Source (s)

Definitions

Arnstein (1969, p.216)

A categorical term for @tizpower. It is the redistribution of power thaables the
have-not citizens, presently excluded from politiaad economic processes, to
deliberately included in the future. It is the &gy by which the have-nots join
determining how information is shared, goals anlicigs are set, tax resources &

allocated, programs are parceled out.

Rennet al. (1995, p.2)

Forums for exchange that are organised the purpose of facilitatin
communication between government, citizens, stdkleln® and interest groups, a

business regarding a specific decision or problem

Canter (1996, p.587)

A continuous, two-way commatidy process which involves promoting f
public understanding of the process and mechanibmsigh which environmenta
problems and needs are investigated and solvetdebyesponsible agency; keepi
the public fully informed about the status and pesg of studies and implications
project, plan, programme, or policy formulation amdaluation activities; an
actively soliciting from all concerned citizens ith@pinions and perceptions
objectives and needs and their preferences regprésource use and alternati
development or management strategies and any atf@mation and assistang

relative to the decisions.

World Bank (1996, p.4)

A process through which thimkeholders influence and share control a

development initiatives, decisions and resourcdsiwdiffect them.

Petts (1999, p.147)

A process of engagement, wpeople are enlisted into the decision proces
contribute to it. Participation methods provide fexchange of information
predictions, opinions, interests and values. Hp#ion requires that those initiatin
the process are open to the potential need forgehand are prepared to work wi

different interests to develop plans or amend enelrop existing proposals

be

=

Are

)
hd

ver

Webler and Tuler (2001; ¢
29)

.A variety of processes for enabling diverse memlwdrshe public to be activ
participants in deliberations about preferred polaptions, and in some cas

decision-making.

Beierle and Cayford (2002
p.6)

,Any of several “mechanisms” intentionally institdtéo involve the lay public o

their representatives in administrative decisiokin

Creighton (2005, p.7)

The process by which pubbmoerns, needs, and values are incorporated
governmental and corporate decision making. Theqs® is based on interacti
and two-way communication. The overall goal is take better decisions by th

support from the public”

into

DN
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Based on these various definitions of public pgréition, there are some common features
that can be identified and summarised as followsliP participation is usually a process,
or processes conducted for all stakeholders, easlpeeaiffected or interested parties, by
agencies or private organisations based on a braage of interactions between the
authorised decision makers and people who wanatiicgate (Creighton, 2005; Coenen,
2008a). It can be applied to administrative deassioor implementing of project
developments (World Bank, 1996). Public participatis also viewed as processes of
empowering citizens which allow the suggestions@mnments from participants to have
some level of influence on the decisions, thatcffieeir lives and try to reach a consensus
(Rifkin et al, 1988; Merkhofert al, 1997; Soneryd, 2004). Importantly, a participgator
approach focuses on facilitating communicationyisiganformation, closing information
gaps; and dealing with conflicts and cultural iss@@&otze, 1997; Walker, 2004). As is
apparent from all mentioned definitions, in thigdst, public participation can be defined

as:

a range of activities, or processes, by which &keted and interested parties are
engaged in the decision-making process to prevemesolve a conflict, and to
achieve consensus and its objective through a rhutweway communication

before decisions are made.

Although the concept of public participation in fdllds might be common in some points,
when environmental issues are included then ppatiicin might be more complicated and
have different definitions (Chaisompheb al, 2004; Gunes and Coskun, 2005). Indeed,
there is not an exact term that can be a discigatoach applicable in every context.
Thus, it would be better to define public partitipa as a broad spectrum of
methodologies and tools that vary depending onntitere of the resources, the needs,
capacities and expectations of stakeholders (Ac&erand Halpaap, 2002; Gunes and
Coskun, 2005). For instance, the nature and okgsctof participation might differ
significantly between communities where people &aeing different environmental
problems and communities where the environment ushmbetter (Gunes and Coskun,
2005).

In this study, when an issue of an implementatiba development project is considered,

public participation is seen as:
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the active involvement of citizens in making anglémenting decisions at all
levels and for all forms of political and socialeemmic activities, in particular in

any development projects, to protect their envirentand natural resources.

2.3.3 Levels of public participation

Public participation in the environmental decisimaking process has a wide range of
different levels (Vasseuwst al, 1997; Agarwal, 2001; Konisky and Beierle, 2001esket
al., 2005), with different goals and outcomes (Bard€99; Mostashari, 2005). It is also
likely to be the most intense and takes the widagety of forms (Roy, 1998). There is a
body of research that emphasises the need to enigagmublic in all levels of decision-
making (Halvorsen, 2006). One of the first researshto work on different public
participation levels and their implications was BheArnstein (1969). She classified
citizen participation in the ‘ladder of citizen paipation’, in which the levels of citizen
involvement can be differentiated by the degreecitizen control which affects the
outcome of the process. In other words, the leeélsitizen empowerment sharing in
government or agency decision-making processesateye from none to a high degree of
participation or influence as show in Figure 2.Be @mphasised th&ahere is a critical
difference between going through the empty ritfaparticipation and having the real
power to affect the outcome of the procegainstein, 1969; 217). The higher on the
ladder of citizen participation, the greater théeek of citizen’s influence in the outcome
of the process. In addition, as illustrated by Vest and Boot (2003), the ladder can also
be used as a government attitude indicator of @pation; what they term as the
government and participation “style”. The highevdks of the steps, equate to a higher

degree of participation.
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Style of
Government
Style of

Participation

Degree of

citizen power

Degree of

tokenism

Non

participation

Increasing Interaction

v

Closed Open Consultative | Paticipating Delegating Facilitative
Authoritative Authoritative
None 'Target Group"| consultant Advisor Co-Decision Initiator
of information Maker
1 Citizen
control
Delegated
power
Partnership
M
Placation
Consultaiton
Information
M Provision
Therapy
v_Manipulation

v

Increasing Empowerment

Figure 2.2Levels of citizen participation Adapted from Arrigté1969); Sinclair and Diduck (1995),
Petts (1999); Cooper and Elliott (2000); and, ¥ahand Boot (2003)

On the first two steps of the ladder, there is livgest level of participation or non

participation, where people are only being manifmaaThe middle steps of the ladder are

characterised by a degree of tokenism, which iresdudformation provision, consultation,

and placation. At these stages, the governmentactearstic is open authoritative or

consultative government, people are being informvétl information about the project

passing from the government to the public, butphielic do not know whether their views

have any influence on the decision or not. Step 6% the ladder is the placation stage

where the public may express their opinion on tkeigdon, but their opinions have a

small influence on the decisions. The governmeyhé $¢ participative governance. At the

higher steps, participants have various degreeg#tinén power. In the partnership stages,

the public have the opportunity to engage and n&igowith authorised agencies. At the

top two rungs of the ladder (delegated power anideti control), citizens steer the
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process and outcomes of decision-making with mihimgerference. In the delegated

power stage, some power is delegated, while irfitta category, the citizens have full

power over all decision-making and actions. Thelipubomments or advice have full

influence on the decision-making procedure (Armstdi969; Petts, 1999; Van Ast and
Boot, 2003). In summary, effective participatiorcos only at the last three steps of the
ladder, where power is delegated to citizens amgblpecan achieve a powerful decision-
making authority. In some cases, they may havecfuiitrol of all policy and managerial

aspects (Lyster, 1998).

A number of researchers have explored variationérottein’s Ladder (Dorcegt al,
1994; Wilcox, 1994). Figure 2.3 sets out four vemsi of the participation ladder:
Arnstein’s original and three simplifications degg to make it more operational. These
different levels of public participation are basau different roles in a decision-making

process.

Wilcox (1994) adapted Arnstein’s ladder in order rfake it more operational and
presented it as five stances or levels of publidigpation. They are information,
consultation, deciding together, acting togethed anpporting independent community
interests. At level one, the public is passive @t receiving information. Level two
mainly involves information, sharing and consutiation all relevant aspects. Feedback
from the public is requested and considered asrtgbathe decision-making process
before the authority makes a final decision. THese levels of public participation are
particularly controlled by the initiator. At levéiree, a group of individuals or the public
can delegate power to the authority to make a mecig\t the fourth level, the authority
and the public are working together as a partnprghcarry out what is the best solution.

At the final level, the authority helps and suppdlite public to do what they want.
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Ladder of Participation
(based on Arnstein, 1976)

Spectrum of
Public Involvement
(based on Dorcey et al., 1994)

Level of Participation
in Plaring
(based on Wilcox, #99

Levels of Public Participation Degree of
adopted for this study citizen power

Citizen Control: people have full
delegation of all decision-making
and action.

Delegated Powerdelegating some
power.

Partnership: negotiating with
authorized power holders, agreeing -defining issue
rules, roles, responsibilities and levels  -taglail

of controls. -seek advice
Placation: having a small influence

on decisions made by decision makers.

Consultation: people have a voice,
but no power.

Informing: people are told what will  Informing: gather information and

be happened, what is happening now  perspective
or what has already happened.

Therapy: people are only educated
Manipulation: people are given

information that may be partial
or constructed.

Seeking consensus

Consulting on reaction: defining

Supporting independent
community initiatives: helping the
public do what they want.

Acting together: deciding on and
performing partnerships to carry
out the consensus.

Deciding together:providing ideas
or options and join in decision

Consultation: offering options and
get feedback

Information provision: telling the

icpubkt is planned
Information collection: gathering
important information

Empowerment: the public have a Decision-making
full authorisation in making the final by people
decision

Collaboration: the public is being as  Decision-making
a partner in eageat of decision with people
including the development of
alternatives and solutions
Involvement: the public are directly
involved throughout the process to
ensure its concerns
Consultation: the public provides Decision-making
feedback on analysis, alternatives and  for people
decision
Informimg: the public is provided
with substaintial information

Non
Exclusion: the public is unaware of participation

decisions being made

Figure 2.3Levels of Public Participation Adapted from Arnsté1969), Dorceet al.(1994), and Wilcox (1994)

Increasing level of substantial participation

Control
decision making

Shared
decision making

-~

Consultation

-~

Two-way
communication

One-way
communiation

60



Chapter 2

Using Arnstein’s ladder as a template, Doregyal. (1994) presented a spectrum of
participatory processes with increasing levelsnmbériaction, intensity, commitment, and
influence moving up the continuum. The lower lew&ishe continuum are informing and
educating the public, while the highest levels aftigipation are seeking consensus and
ongoing participation. In this concept, each lamethe continuum can be an appropriate
level of participation depending on the purposeas$ @ntexts of the participation exercise.
This concept states that the nature of public gadtion can change throughout a
decision-making process. Public participation mayrequired at the beginning of the

process, while other techniques may be more seitatihe other stages.

There are some distinctions between these thregepts Arnstein’s ladder suggests that
there are different levels where the public hav@m@amy, influence, or no power, which
are planning by people, planning with or for theogle, and planning of people,
respectively (Sidaway, 2005). The concept of paditton levels by Wilcox does not
discuss the non participation stage where the pubkexcluded and unaware of decisions
that could affect them. The first level is passinormation, from the authority to the
public (Wilcox 1994). Dorcey’'s approach does notcpeve public participation as a
distinct and separate stage. Instead, the poititaiseach level in the spectrum may be
appropriate, depending on the decision to be mbdether words, as higher levels of
participation are employed, each of the lower formseded to be carried out

simultaneously, in order to keep all parties endaayed informed (Dorcegt al, 1994).

Drawing from these typologies of levels of publarficipation, a participation framework
for this study is developed. The levels of publartigipation are categorised into six
levels ranging from low to high as; exclusion, mmfong, consultation, involvement,
collaboration, and empowerment, according to thewrhof power transferred from the
responsible authority to the public. At the lowéstel, there is no participation. The
public is excluded from and uninformed about decisithat are being made. At the
second level, the public are only informed aboet pinoject to assist them to understand
the problems, alternatives and solution. At thedtlevel, the public are consulted and can
provide input to the process. At the involvementele the public are working directly
with the authorities throughout the process to enghe issues of concern are considered.
At the upper level, the public have more powerhe tlecisions as a partner in every
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aspect of the decision including the developmeraliteirnatives and the solutions. Finally,
at the highest level, the final decisions are plaicethe hands of the public. The public
have full influence to steer and control the deciginaking process. Importantly, in this
concept, lower levels of participation are consedeas important stepping stones to the

higher levels of public participation to be substrparticipation.

Drawing from this review, it could be said that palparticipation has a broad scope of
procedures and practices (Soneryd, 2004; Trtssal, 2005). All levels may be
appropriate under certain circumstances and farigpstakeholders. Thus, it is important
to identify and analyse stakeholders in the isslizen determine the objective of
participation, which stakeholders are to be inctijdend what level of participation and
techniques that will be used to engage them. Utliege typologies certainly helps to
clarify who may want to be informed at each stagd the basis of their involvement
(Sidaway, 2005). Importantly, the aim of a partatgry democracy is to generate the
highest possible level of citizen participation ahd critical decisions also need a high
level of public participation (Van Ast and Boot,0&). To achieve effective participation,
public participation needs to be shifted from thér to the higher levels of participation
(Agarwal, 2001).

This study will adopt the literature and the tympés presented in Figure 2.3 as a
conceptual framework to examine the level of, andlueate the effectiveness of, public
participation of the Hin Krut power plant case. Tiesearch results will be presented in
Chapter 6 and 7.

2.3.4 Benefits of public participation

The benefits of engaging the public in genuineip@dtion are extensive (Garande and
Dagg, 2005). Public participation is viewed as hgvsignificant potential for major
benefits for individuals, communities and societyaawhole; as it can enable decisions to
be able to fit the needs of stakeholders and ggwpat from the authorities (Churchman
and Sadan, 2004). Finding and implementing souhdigns for environmental problems

typically requires a broadened participation frdma public.
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The benefits of public participation can be disedssén both theoretical and practical
terms (Stewart, 2005). Numerous public participagwactitioners and researchers have
written extensively on the benefits of public pagation in the literature in different
contexts (McGurk, 2003; Stewart and Sinclair, 20@tch as the policy making process
(Rowe et al, 2004; Checkowayet al, 2005; Quantz and Thurston, 2006), decision-
making contexts (Renet al, 1993; Beierle and Konisky, 2000; Weblet al, 2001;
Petkovaet al, 2002; Stave, 2002; McGurk, 2003; Petts, 2004; ®etnal, 2004; Doelle
and Sinclair, 2006), environmental planning (Wekdexd Tuler, 2001), environmental
assessment (EA) (Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Pak061Q; Doelle and Sinclair, 2006),
and strategic environmental assessment (SEA) (€t al, 2002; Alshuwaikhat,

2005). The following are some distinct examplegadvantages.

Effective decision-making

Public participation can contribute to and enhatiee high quality of decision-making
(Fiorino, 1990; Carnest al, 1998; Forrester, 1999; Beierle and Cayford, 2@&@wart,
2005) because it provides the decision-maker tbessary information and contributes to
the logical identification of problems and theirusas (Marshall and Roberts, 1997;
Coenen, 2008a). It can also advance the qualitydepth of knowledge of stakeholders
(Forrester, 1999) by providing an opportunity fdlr @arties to collaborate and develop
creative solutions (McGurk, 2003). Through publiartipation, the public and the
stakeholders have an opportunity to expand theawkedge and expertise, informing
debates, and deliberating the alternatives, aradlyirthis dialogue may result in inventive
solutions of disputes (Praxis, 1988; Mitchell, 1R9&dditionally, public participation
usually generates new alternatives as well as aideration and an assessment of these
alternative strategic options (Coenen, 2008a). iEhiicause the public are accepted as an
important source of knowledge and ideas for decisnaking (Fiorino, 1990), and can
point out the hidden assumptions that may be tfextefe solutions, discover mistakes,
offer valuable local specific knowledge and expaees including critical information
about existing circumstances; or, suggest how teeistbn should be implemented
(Beierle and Cayford, 2002; Creighton, 2005) inhbibe planning and management stages
of the project or program (Roberts, 1995).

The public participation processes usually helgléify the aims and requirements of a

project or policy (Creighton, 2005). As stated bgtkeéva et al. (2002), public
63



Chapter 2

participation helps to ensure that all relevaneatpranging from identifying the scope of
a problem to initiating solutions are accomplishikdan be applied as a tool to integrate
environmental and social concerns into decisionintalprocesses and thereby develop
decisions that support sustainable development.

Fiorino (1990) and Shepherd and Bowler (1997) adgimat participation can provide
better information for both decision makers andtip@ants by exchanging relevant
information and their points of view. Furthermor@etts (1999) suggested that
participation could improve professional decisioaking by facilitating experts to do

their job more easily by structuring problems aindihg alternatives.

Increasing credibility and legitimacy

An approach to achieve and increase legitimacyecisibns, especially when they are
controversial, is to make a decision-making pro@sar, open and credible by engaging
the public in the process and empowering them flagnce the decision-making process
(Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Creighton, 2005). mwgl the public usually results in the
participants perceiving decision making-processesl @utcomes as credible and
legitimate processes (Smith, 1973; Roberts, 198%9. public will be informed with more
information and given reasons for the decisionsn(Ret al, 1993). Harding (1998),
Bureekul (2000), and Coenen (2008a) recommendet phllic participation would
increase credibility, accountability and transpagenn decision making-processes,
especially in terms of public confidence, and thil result in enhancing support for the
implementation of the plan, project or policy andoadevelop valuable relationships
between stakeholders (Praxis, 1988; Roberts, 189%gn be said that public participation
can help to ensure that final decisions have legity and validity among stakeholders
(Harding, 1998).

Reduce conflict

A great deal of research argues that public ppdt@n has an ability to prevent and
reduce conflict and confrontation (Hollick, 1986gr et al, 1993; Roberts, 1995;
Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; World Commission on Daz080; Beierle and Cayford,
2002, , 2003; Coenen, 2008a) by providing a meanddntify and resolve the conflict
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before the decisions are finalised (Harding, 1988particular, it provides an open two-
way communication that is suitable for resolvinghftiots (Roberts, 1995; Beierle and
Cayford, 2002). Public participation in decisionkimg processes can build commitment,
trust and understanding between adversarial pasies reduce controversy (Fiorino,
1990; Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Creighton, 20@8abse the process can contribute to
the verification and resolution of relevant issumfore they have an opportunity to
escalate into extensive problems (Roberts, 1998litAnally, public participation is used
to identify long-term effects from the decisionspiceed with projects which may be

overlooked by the proponent (Harding, 1998).

Petkovaet al. (2002) suggested that public participation could be imgetad as a

mechanism to manage social conflicts by monitodiféerent stakeholders and interest
groups to discuss or negotiate to find a consenswlows the public to express their
needs and concerns. However, it is difficult torpisge that all conflicts could be reduced

or eliminated through public participation (Creight 2005).

Acquisition of public concerns and attitudes

Working with the public participation process, taethorities’ staff can increase their
awareness about public concerns and their viewth@mproponent’s operations. Through
these opinions, the authorities can justify whabuith be considered in the decisions
(Creighton, 2005). The integration of the publiesdues, goals, and preferences is judged
as an important part of the planning process (Beemd Cayford, 2002). The public is a
crucial source of valid information and public pegdation is a critical approach for
capturing and incorporating this information intarming and decision-making processes
(Rennet al, 1993; Stewart, 2005).

Minimising time and cost

Frequently public participation is seen as a timestiming and laborious activity
(McGurk, 2003). Nonetheless, many practitionersuarghat public participation can
decrease costs and delays concerned with publigutgis that result when public
participation is not implemented (Roberts, 199%)e Teffectiveness of decision-making

should not be assessed only in terms of time ast$cbut should consider any delays and
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costs from the decisions. If the decision is madggnaturely without public participation,

it may result in a very expensive project in thegaerm (Creighton, 2005).

Developing civil society

One distinctive benefit of public participationbstter educated citizens. Participants are
not only informed and learn about the project @anpbut they also learn why and how the
decisions are made (Creighton, 2005). Through @pation, people can learn about the
environmental problems that the society deals watth in turn can change their behaviour
(Coenen, 2008a). Besides, direct participation &dsters the development of the public
(McGurk, 2003). When involving citizens in the pigbparticipation process, they can
learn how to influence others and how to develomlitons. Moreover, public
participation helps participants to work effectivetith others (Shepherd and Bowler,
1997; Creighton, 2005).

As discussed above, a carefully designed and apptely established public
participation program has abundant benefits (Steveard Sinclair, 2007). Public
participation is more than a requirement to be enm@nted. Proactive participation is
beneficial to both project proponents and the puldinplementing public participation in
sufficient time can develop a desirable and actdptaroject, resolve conflicts, establish
cooperation and collaboration, and improve the gge@nd outcome of the environmental
decision-making (Shepherd and Bowler, 1997). Appabply implemented, public
participation can help integrate environmental andal concerns and support sustainable
development aims. To achieve this purpose, it shbel encouraged in all sectors and at

all levels and at all stages of the decision-makiragess (Petkovet al, 2002).

2.3.5 Barriers to public participation

An attempt to increase public participation in paldecisions is currently widespread
(Barneset al, 2007); however, more often, there is considerabiéence that this effort is

not successful (Thomas 1995; Kiagal. 1998). When effective, public participation leads
to substantial advantages such as more effectieisides, and a satisfied and supportive
public; however, when it fails, public participati@an result in a dissatisfied or even a
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restive public or ineffective decisions (Thomas930P Some participation processes are
ineffective because of poor planning or executwhijle other practices may not work
because administrative systems are based on erpeltement only in the participatory
process (Kinget al, 1998). Frequently, public participation is coms&t as a forum for
the identification of latent conflicts, but it doest offer an effective means to resolve
these conflicts (Smith, 1997). It can be argued the issues and problems of public
participation depend on different environmentaluess and also vary across different
stages of the environmental assessment procedbeseTproblems are also relevant to
scientific disciplines and practices (Forrester99)9 The risks of failure have frequently

persuaded the decision-maker to avoid or minimig#ip participation (Thomas, 1995).

Despite wide acceptance of the importance and hergfpublic participation, it has still
been subject to considerable controversy (Pet@3)20Vhilst a number of authorities and
developers are seeking to legitimise their actibpsmore direct involvement with the
public and establish more direct and accountabibdigparticipation (Barnes, 1999), some
do not fully perceive the benefit of participatiand view it as a hindrance that threatens
their power (Churchman and Sadan, 2004; Tah@l, 2008). This is because public
participation aims at distributing power among stailders which makes it difficult to be
dispassionate. They argue that lay people are orapetent to take part in the decision-
making process due to the complexity of the proBleihey also add that they make a
subjective decision by seeing a large picture; evlokdinary people may make an

objective decision concerning only their own ingr@hurchman and Sadan, 2004).

Public participation processes are often criticised being complicated and creating
difficulty when trying to reach decisions on complnd disputed issues (English al,
1993; Barnes, 1999). Frequently, public particpatmechanisms bringing the public
directly into the decision-making process are sa®rbeing time-consuming and costly;
potentially enhancing conflict (Englisét al, 1993); and being counter-democratic, by
increasing the influence of people who are not rassty representative of the public

interest as a whole (Creighton, 2005).

There are numerous factors identified as barriersffiective participation. These factors
concern different aspects such as legislative rements, institutional and professional

support, costs, lack of skills and knowledge, aadklof experience in valuing and
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identifying the benefits of public participationdes, 2003). Based on guidelines by Petts
(1999; 2003; 2004), Diduck and Sinclair (2002), igheon (2005), and Doelle and
Sinclair (2006), these barriers can be classifieth ithree main groups: individual,
legislative and structural barriers. Individual fiens are restraints related to a personal
perception regarding the issue or the purposedegirojLegislative barriers include
constraints related to legislative framework whiigtuctural barriers are constraints
associated with institutional settings and socistialctures. The details of each barrier are
described below.

2.3.5.1 Individual barriers

Time and money

Time and money factors are frequently cited togesirece the process usually involves
many parties and stakeholders and needs a lot ofeynand sufficient time. Thus,

spending the time on public participation is casiiis is a significant factor in a case
where the organisers, either the government omtbgct proponent, have insufficient
funding to support their activities. For the prassparticipants, in particular the local
people, lack of time and financial support in teshtransportation costs or the cost when
leaving their usual job are crucial barriers (HugHE98; Woljer, 2008).

In many cases, public participation is providedeafa decision has been made; the
stakeholders might perceive that they have onlyopportunity to receive information
about the decision rather than an opportunity tovige constructive dialogue or to
influence the decision (Creighton, 2005). This magke people unwilling to participate
since they think that it is useless when the decisias already been made (Ashford and
Rest, 1999).

Education

Generally, well-educated people are more likelyta&e part in public participation

processes than poorly educated people (Nigkeal, 2003). In particular, when the

participation process is relevant to technical apdcific issues, well-educated people
usually take more responsibility to became involeed make more contributions to the

process (Beierle and Konisky, 1999).
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Mistrust

Mistrust often pervades a relationship among stalkielns. A number of researchers
suggest that mistrust, in particular among the gowent, the developer and the affected
people, was a serious barrier to effective pubadipipation (MacNaghten and Jacobs,
1997; White, 2001; Vari, 2004).

2.3.5.2 Legislative barriers

Ambiguity in legislation and guidelines

Unclear wordings and procedures in the relevansli&gpn and guidelines of how to
manage and encourage public participation arecisgtl as a barrier to the authorities and
the project proponents in providing participationtie public in many countries (Blahna
and Yonts-Shepard, 1989; Vari, 2004). Okadtoal. (2009) expressed similar views that
legal frameworks which are inconsistent and ovedfign confuse the audience and lead
to difficulties with interpretation and practice.

2.3.5.3 Structured barriers

Political and instructional culture of decision-mag

Different countries have various systems of prowgdparticipation to the public, and
countries delineate the public participation pracdgferently. For example, Australia
provides opportunities to the public to oppose sleos that have adverse impacts on the
environment (Wood, 1993; Gross, 2007). In contrasfJurkey, the government has a
strong centralist institution and its administratidloes not promote responsive and
autonomous institutions to local governments. Tisisa key obstacle to developed
mechanisms for participation at the local levelqlio, 2006).

Finally, to involve all of the affected stakeholslén a project development or policy, it is
crucial to be aware of all these potential barrterparticipation. Correctly identifying and

addressing the barriers of public participationcess are an important approach to:
motivate stakeholders to participate, eliminate #ignificance of such barriers, and

improve the public participation process itselfe{@art and Sinclair, 2007).
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2.3.6 The public and stakeholders

In project implementation where the public haverbeenvened to deliberate with the

authorities, there are often questions as to wheklgeparticipants are truly representative
of the impacted community (Raimond, 2001). Idemifyand engaging the affected and
interested parties is essential to the design diflipyparticipation programmes, but

frequently the public and stakeholders are diffitolidentify (Stewart and Sinclair, 2007).

Too often, involving the public can be more comgiexl than identifying a single

stakeholder or a set of stakeholders, due to tteethfi@t the composition of the relevant
public or stakeholders can change and be diffepgat time (Schlossberg and Shuford,
2005). There is no single group or interest whiohld be exactly defined as the public
since different parties and interests appear, dabsind reappear at different times and in
different forms. As a result, the public and stakdbars are different for each particular
issue (Petts and Leach, 2000). Thus, the termsubfigoand stakeholders should be
carefully defined by considering the potential rigk excluding people who should be
permitted to participate (Doelle and Sinclair, 2006 is essential to ensure that every
group of persons is included in the participatorpcesses (Canter, 1996; Yosie and
Herbst, 1998). Importantly, since some participatiechniques are more effective with
certain groups of people than others, identifyihg tight representatives in the process

leads to an appropriate selection of participateminiques to be used (Canter, 1996).

In general, the ‘public’ refers to the citizens latge (Mostashari, 2005). This means
everyone who may possibly have something to caneibto the process should be allowed
to participate (Doelle and Sinclair, 2006). Pett999) highlighted that the public are
frequently seen and approached as a large homogemdity which focuses on special
interests. Similarly, Warner (2001) found that théblic covers a wide range of potential
actors, ranging from individuals, families, comnties, and local and minority groups.

The public can be both intentionally and unintemiity affected by a proposed

development project.

In contrast, in the literature the public is oftest viewed as a single entity but as various
affiliations formed in response to the issues ténast (Stewart, 2005). The public can be

classified by geographic, economic, social, ortmali interests (Creighton, 2005). The
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conceptions of the relevant public can be varieth wegard to goals and interests of the
other parties (Smith, 1997). There is an argumbat successful public participation

requires public involvement, not only as an indiatl but also collectively such as a
community (Agarwal, 2001).

In the public at large, there are many people waeehpositive or negative views about
the issues, which may depend on their ethical aothhviews or interests. Members of
the public can be described as stakeholders akbmgthe proponent or NGOs.

Stakeholders are often a subset of the public ¢Gten, 2005). Stakeholders can be
variously defined based on their different conté®sith, 1997).

Basically, the term “stakeholders” is defined ag group or individual who can affect or
is affected by the decisions, projects or any &t to achieve the organisation’s
objectives (Smith, 1997). Similarly, Engligh al. (1993) identified that a stakeholder can
be defined as a person, group, or business unih#saa share or an interest in a particular
activity or set of activities. As stated by Pettsldeach (2000) and Creighton (2005), the
term stakeholders refer to those who have a stak#eayests in an particular issue, which
may include government agencies, industry, non-gouental organisations (NGOs) and
individuals. Stakeholders can be both individuatl allective actors such as social
movements or local networks. They can incorporatera such as unions, chambers of
commerce or organisations that are composite grolupsople who have a high degree of
autonomy in identifying their purposes. More oftenl|lective actors are represented by

individuals linked to the collective actors (Coen2@08a).

Typically, not all stakeholders can be activelyalwed in a public participation process
since not everyone can participate at the same &wen if they are the most potentially
affected by the decision (Engligh al, 1993). Too often, many stakeholders prefer not to
participate because of lack of time, poor self@stelack of inclination or a sense of
inability to contribute, and so on. Most importamiany of them are still unaware of their
opportunity to participate (Yosie and Herbst, 1998B)rthermore, many participation
techniques can be too difficult to manage if adkstholders take part (Mostashari, 2005).
These issues raise the question as to how to sblEecommunity representatives? Retn
al. (1995) identify three strategies for selecting particigamt a public participation

process. The first is to select representativegradips or organisations that are interested
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in the issues. Asking for the volunteers from thiteecded community is the second
approach. The final strategy is random selectionequivalent methods to achieve

statistical representation of the population.

Whatever kind of process is employed, identifyifge tstakeholders in the public
participation process is essential and links togb&s and outcomes that the process aims
to achieve (Smith, 1997; Yosie and Herbst, 19987 &ad Yuen, 2006). This important
issue leads to two fundamental questions. These vene should be selected to be
participants and, which participants can best mgmeall stakeholders? (Engligh al,
1993) The approaches to identify who should pardie in the participatory process can
be grouped into at least four as follows.

First, the persons who are affected by the decisimuld have greater priority to engage
in the participatory process. Due to the fact tiat general public should be informed
about the project and have an opportunity to ppete, the people who are seriously
impacted by the decision should have a greatet tduavolvement (Canter, 1996; Smith,

1997; Yosie and Herbst, 1998; Priscoli, 2004), e the citizens who live near where

the project is implemented (Creighton, 2005). Addially, the persons who gain or lose
financially, whose usages of a resource or facdity limited by the decision, should also
be involved (Roberts, 1995; Creighton, 2005).

Second, the persons who have a power or an authoribfluence the implementation of
the decision or project (Smith, 1997), in particbaisiness and commercial developers
(Canter, 1996). The members of the public who déctthe ability to implement the
decisions should be involved (Thomas, 1995), indgdhose who have potential to help

or hinder the goals of the process (Smith, 1997).

Third, the persons who can provide important infation or knowledge to the decision or
programme (Yosie and Herbst, 1998). Typically, pulgarticipation processes should
engage participants who have useful information akdls to solve the problems
(Thomas, 1995; Coenen, 2008b). For example, teahmgperts, preservationists, or
academics are usually viewed as key informantspoldic participation process (Canter,
1996; Smith, 1997).

72



Chapter 2

Fourth, the part of the general public comprisirgpge who prefer a high standard of
living and who do not want to sacrifice this stamdan order to preserve national

resources and environment or to prevent any dafnagepollutions (Canter, 1996).

The basic rationale for stakeholder involvemerthet there is a complexity in decision-
making systems that cannot be dealt with solelyaby set of experts. An agreement is
only possible through stakeholder dialogue and u&gon. Therefore stakeholder

participation is crucial, although communicatingomrmation to a broad stakeholder
audience can be difficult due to the dynamics @& #ystem, differences in technical
expertise of the audience, and potentially configctperspectives among stakeholders.
Furthermore, many social and economic systems idasigypically involve complex

scientific and technical issues and a wide rangstakeholders, scientific uncertainty,
value conflicts, ecosystem dynamics, and sociahdyos, so that environmental decisions

are essentially prone to challenge (Mostashari5200

The challenge is to balance the need to consigemimy views of all stakeholders in the
deliberations, with conveying the interests of augr of individuals who have a role in
decision-making processes (Yosie and Herbst, 199&8an be summarised that public
participation should not only encourage the numbkrmparticipants but should also
emphasise balancing the interests involved (Sri#9,7). Although some people choose
not to declare their interests, they still havegatrto know or participate if their interests
may be affected (Petts and Leach, 2000).

2.3.7 Public participation techniques

A critical issue in planning a public participatigrogramme is associated with the
selection of public participation techniques to tnéme objectives and the needs of the
identified public and stakeholders (Canter, 199%here are numerous different
participatory methodologies and tools that can seduto facilitate public participation

(Webler, 1999; Petts and Leach, 2000; Glassbral, 2005) and engage the public
(Stewart, 2005), depending on the particular cdntaxch as the needs, abilities and
objectives of the stakeholders (Gunes and Cosk005)2 Different techniques have

different relative effectiveness in terms of theye of contact achieved (Petts, 1999;
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Charnley and Engelbert, 2005). Some methods acdititnaal while others are more
innovative; some methods are used to generatenalitees while others are used to find
out specific decisions; and, some methods needtjpantts to give an immediate point of
view while others allow for more deliberation (Retihd Leach, 2000). Appropriate public
participation is specific to social contexts, makin difficult to select the appropriate
participation techniques to be applied to everyigieec made on project development
(Garande and Dagg, 2005).

Frequently, traditional methods, such as a pubé&arimg, are used in environmental
management fields (Konisky and Beierle, 2001). Anown practice of traditional
techniques is involving the stakeholders in mestititgat quite often take place in an
atmosphere of confrontation which could lead totgsts or fully fledged social
movements formed to challenge those in power (Iremed Booher, 2000). This can
discourage the process through some, often a rtynaldminating a meeting with their
extreme views which do not represent the wider iops of the public. Frequently, the
meetings take place in day time or at specific sinvéhich limits the numbers of
stakeholders who want to attend. The restrictee &@md locations of public meetings also
decrease the possibility of widespread attendaftris, only a small number of
participants are engaged (Kingstenal, 2000). Moreover, traditional techniques are too
often reactive in nature, providing insufficientlideration (Konisky and Beierle, 2001),
employing one-way flows of communication, and lggeraction among stakeholders, in
particular between the decision-maker and the &ftepeople (Wondolleck and Yaffee,
2000).

Therefore, more and more attention is directechatsearch for new approaches to deal
with the limitations of the traditional methods. Mo innovative and deliberative
participation approaches are being developed t@eetboth greater responsiveness and
better outcomes (Barnes, 1999; Bareesal, 2003). Deliberative innovations, such as,
citizen juries, or round tables, are new technigwésch encourage citizens to reflect
problems affecting them and their communities thfoany forms of deliberative process
(Lowndeset al, 2001). Importantly, innovative approaches fosteen and constructive
communications, interactive flow of information amwllaboration (Wondolleck and
Yaffee, 2000; Konisky and Beierle, 2001).
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Since the number of public participation technigisesonsiderable, and each method also
has its own substantial features, advantages amtations (Ashford and Rest, 1999),
grouping this wide range of participatory technigjbg using common features or relevant
concepts will help to understand their particulanaepts. Actually, there are many ways
to categorise them (Englisbt al, 1993), for instance, by their goals or purposes
(Vantanen and Marttunen, 2005), by degree of ppdiion (Praxis, 1988), or by forms of
participation (Lownde®t al, 2001). In this study, the public participatiochaiques will

be classified into five categories based on thanegal purposes, levels of public
participation, and degree of innovation adaptednfieraxis (1988), Sinclair and Diduck
(1995), Leach and Wingfield (1999), and Petts aedch (2000). These categories are
public education and information, information an@&edback, involvement and

consultation, extended involvement and joint plagni

First, public education and information is a tremfial method and involves the provision
of information to the public about the activity aredated issues. Second, information and
feedback on the public concerns and perspectivestdbe activity are requested. Third,
public involvement and consultation involves the o$two-way communication between
the decision maker and the public based on orilyiretcepted objectives. Fourth, in
extended involvement, the public gives their pahtiew to the decision maker and has
an influence on the decision. Finally, in joint phéng, the authority and the public share
the decision-making responsibilities. These lattgv categories have a high degree of

deliberative innovation.

Although there are a variety of techniques that axailable to conduct public
participation, only one or two techniques are ugsedoublic participation processes
(Stewart and Sinclair, 2007). Many researchers hayldighted the benefits of employing
multiple techniques when seeking to involve the ligulfPraxis, 1988; Stewart and
Sinclair, 2007). It is because there is no moseatffe or best method of public
participation because each participation methodteasvn advantages and disadvantages
(Vantanen and Marttunen, 2005). Importantly, thisrao single approach to conducting
public participation. Some participation techniquesrk best in some contexts but they
may not fit other conditions (Sidaway, 2005). THere, employing a variety of methods
helps to capture the broad range of affected amdasted publics (Simonsen and Robbins,

2000) since they can participate in the most comveriorum for them (Smith, 1993). To
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achieve consensus between affected citizens anjdcprproponents, the collaborative
activities among all stakeholders should be irgtlaat the project planning and design
stage. In these phases, the public should be allaweparticipate to ensure that the
selected methods are appropriate to the way they tegparticipate (Doelle and Sinclair,
2006). Thus, using a combination of techniqueseseficial and highly recommended
(Smith, 1997; Stewart and Sinclair, 2007), and sedm be the best approach for
conducting participation processes (Engkstal, 1993).

2.3.8 Effective public participation

When a government or a private agency employs pudarticipation in their activities,
there is a substantial interest in determining Wweebr not their endeavours have been
successful (Ashford and Rest, 1999). To begin withs important to clearly verify and
define what successful or effective public paritipn means (Chess and Purcell, 1999;
Frewer and Rowe, 2005). Generally, effectivenessbeadefined aswhether something
works as intended and meets the purpose(s) forhwhis designed{Sadler, 1996; p.37).
However, the definition of effectiveness is typigalomplicated because of a diversity of
objectives and expectations for public participatfrocesses and mechanisms (Ashford
and Rest, 1999; Barnes, 1999; Chess and Purcé&f)l18loreover, the definition and
interpretation can vary depending on participaatsl stakeholders’ perspectives (English
et al, 1993; Hartley and Wood, 2005; Stringdral, 2006), contexts and situations (Yao,
2006). Specific political, social and economic @xt$ in each country typically have an
influence on the effectiveness of public participat For these reasons, developing a
single universal definition of effective public paipation is difficult (Chess and Purcell,
1999). This notion is emphasised by Hartley and @V{005; p.338) who write that:
“Throughout the Aarhus Convention considerable emighs placed upon achieving

‘effective’ participation yet this term remains wiithed”.

A number of researchers and scholars have triestrtmture the definition of effective
public participation and establish criteria to exdé it. Many researchers propose that
interpretations of effective public participatioreadefined by two categories: the success
of the participatory process, and the successebtlicomes of the process (Ashford and
Rest, 1999; Chess and Purcell, 1999; Weblexd, 2001).
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In terms of process effectiveness, many scholarsh s Englishet al. (1993), Laird
(1993), Syme and Sadler (1994), Yosie and Hert&88§), Webler and Tuler (2001; 2006)
etc, indicate that process effectiveness focuses pitynan means rather than ends. It is
therefore, to examine a variety of procedural aspeicthe participatory programs that add
value to a decision making process. These factatade; procedural justice, accessibility
to the decision making process, inclusiveness, rsitye of views represented,
opportunities for participation, information exclgan identification and integration of
concerns, early involvement of stakeholders, nunabeptions identified, number/types

of participants, and availability and clarity of teaals,etc.

For some practitioners, the success of a publitggaation endeavour can be judged in
terms of results, outcomes or specific goals. Ti@posed important outcomes in term
of, project/decision acceptability, mutual learniagd improved understanding (Laird,
1993; Beierle and Cayford, 2002; Jabbour and BialsiR003); conflict resolution
(Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Shepherd and Ortola@67; Yosie and Herbst, 1998;
Beierle and Cayford, 2002); consensus (Fiorino,01®nglishet al, 1993; Beierle and
Cayford, 2002); influence on and participation gcidion making (Fiorino, 1990; Lynn
and Busenberg, 1995; Beierle and Cayford, 2002ai@FReallaigh, 2009), cost efficiency
(Rowe and Frewer, 2000), and participant satigfactiith the outcome (Schweitzet al,
1996; Beierle and Cayford, 2002). However, in peagtit is difficult to facilitate public

participation processes to achieve all desired efdsn

Due to the fact that there are many parties invbinea public participation process, with
different knowledge, perspectives, and expectatithesfirst concern is who should define
effectiveness. What may be effective to some partiay not be for others (Frewer and
Rowe, 2005). For example, the proponent may measioeess in terms of the support of
the public for the decisions, the resolution of fiots, or the implementation of the
decisions. Participants are increasingly interestedvhether their inputs make any
difference. On the other hand, for the communhg, success of outcomes may mean their
altering or blocking the project proposals (Ashfart Rest, 1999; Abelson and Gauvin,
2006). Thus, it is important to integrate and bedarthese different views of every

involved party as a goal for public participatidgirdwer and Rowe, 2005).
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The complexity of environmental management, thet digersity of stakeholders and
interested parties, and the tremendous differentasterests between these groups, are
valid reasons for using a variety of definitionssofccess in assessing the effectiveness of
public participation. For example, a successfullipytarticipation effort can be identified
as a decision-making process being accepted dsrlatg by key stakeholders (Ashford
and Rest, 1999). Petts (1995) defined effectivdiputvolvement as a means to enhance
effective decision making through an opening-ughef decision process to public views
and connects to empowerment, such as helping pemplehieve their goals by increasing
their confidence and capacity. According to Vandeden and Muro (2005), public
participation could constitute accountability arrdnsparency to the decision-making
process. Thus, for public participation to be dffexin any context, it requires the public
to be well informed and kept aware of the posgibdf participation.

It could be seen that the definitions of effectessm are influenced by individual
expectations and interpretations (Cashmeteal, 2004). Thus, there is no single
definition of effective participation processes @& et al, 2001). In this study, effective

public participation is defined as:

A process that has clear objective(s); initiatesle@nough to allow participants
to influence the decision; is inclusive; increasesisparency; empowers people;
fosters two-way communication and learning procgsseeks for a consensus and

resolves conflicts among stakeholders.

2.4 Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the literature, in otdesstablish the conceptual frameworks to
develop knowledge to guide and answer the resegueltions of this thesis, covering
three major issues: environmental conflict, comfliesolution, and public participation.
All relevant definitions and concepts are clarifiéa particular environmental conflict,
public participation, and effective public partiatpn. Importantly, two conceptual
frameworks for interpreting and analysing publictiggpation; the conflict management

model, and the public participation model, are ldsthed. These issues are all relevant
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and will be helpful in analysing, supporting, anédkimg discussions thought out the

study.

Nowadays, environmental conflicts are woven in tonAn society and become more
complicated and difficult to handle from the compieteractions among stakeholders and
ecosystem (Walker and Daniels, 2001). Importatitigre is no single approach capable of
adequately addressing these complex problems. timaali command-and-control is
viewed as an unsuccessful strategy in environmeataflicts. These disputes have high
potential to divide communities (Peterson and Fsar@006). Accordingly, an effective

approach to resolve environmental conflicts is eeeahd essential.

From a widespread recognition that the decisiomatbe legitimate without broad public
participation, public participation is acknowledgasl a proper strategy to deal with these
problems (Peterson and Franks, 2006). There is nanedsed demand for public
participation in environmental decision-making @es and it has increasingly been
recognised as a key element of environmental manege(Palerm, 1999b; Beierle and
Cayford, 2003; Gunes and Coskun, 2005). The rdgobahind this is to decentralise
decision making to the public in a democracy. @itz who are affected by the decision
have the right to be informed, consulted and taesgptheir views (Creighton, 2005). In
an implementation of development projects, publ@rtipipation is depicted as a
significant means of reducing conflict becauserdves all stakeholders, in particular
affected people, as well as people who did noteagiith the project to express their ideas,

opinions and alternatives.

The literature offered in this chapter is not onBeful in developing an understanding
about public participation and related issues lefmmducting the study, the conceptual
frameworks developed from this chapter are alsergsd and helpful in interpreting,
analysing, and integrating the analytical concepls public participation with
environmental conflict management concerns. Besitles conceptual framework is
useful for supporting and making a discussion efrésearch findings in Chapter 5, 6, and
7. In the next chapter, a review of evaluationgfééctiveness of public participation will

be presented from which relevant evaluation cateiiil be developed for this research.
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Chapter 3: A Conceptual Framework for an Evaluation of

Public Participation

3.1 Introduction

Whereas public participation is commonly viewed aas/aluable practice, there is a
recurring issue of how it is implemented and used laow effective it is (Forss, 2005).
Thus, there is a need for a systematic evaluatioth® public participation process
because this can inform whether the participatiamtegss is effective, what works or does
not work in this respect, and what modification®wid be made to improve future
practice (Creighton, 2005; Forss, 2005). Indeed,pthirpose of evaluation is to help the
authorities strengthen their endeavours to effettiinform and engage the public in the

decision-making process.

This chapter aims at discussing the challengindarsatelevant to the evaluation of public
participation processes. The chapter comprises foam sections. The first section
presents the evaluation concepts. The second seidti@ review of theoretical and
conceptual frameworks of public participation ewion, and then the conceptual
framework in this study is initiated. The third 8en presents the evaluation criteria
adopted for this study. Finally, a conceptual framek for evaluating the effectiveness of

public participation processes will be developed.

3.2 An evaluation of public participation

3.2.1 Defining evaluation

Evaluation is a basic part of human living whiclsists people to evolve, develop, and
improve things. People make evaluations in the foffadgments about whether an entity
is valid, desirable or even successful (Mak al, 2006). Besides, evaluation is an

essential part of every decision-making procesganticular when the decision is related
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to environmental issues which have wider impadtszesthe decision makers have to
weigh the significance of the comments from stakddrs who are directly and
significantly affected by the decisions (Creight@005). As stated by Syme and Sadler
(1994; p.525), the decision-making process relate@nvironmental concerns can be
improved through dprocess that leads to informational exchange amidt evaluation of

alternatives”

Evaluation is a young discipline in social scienegearch (Rowe, 2003; Forss, 2005), and
there is currently no universal concept and dediniof this term (Forss, 2005). There is a
need to increase knowledge and develop practicaifgr levels of performance in this
field (Rowe, 2003). Thus, before proceeding, itingortant to understand what the
evaluation term really means. A number of auth@eehdefined what evaluation is and

some of the acknowledged definitions are as predantTable 3.1.

Table 3.1A comparison of definitions of evaluation

Author (s)/Source (s) Definitions

Rosener (1978; p.459) A judgment about the valusome activity or programme, it necessatrily
involves the values of biases of those doing tldgijg, as well as the valugs
of those being judged.

Patton (1986; p.14) The systematic collection rdbrimation about the activities, characteristic,
and outcomes of programme for use by specific meom reduce
uncertainties, improve effectiveness and make ewswith regard to whatt
those programme are doing and affecting.

Patton (1997; p.23) The systematic collectionndbrimation about the activities, characteristics,
and outcomes of programs to make judgements aheuprbgram, improve
program effectiveness, and/or inform decisions &hdure programming.

Bellamyet al. (2001, Evaluation is fundamental to identifying changeparting an adaptive

p.408) approach that is flexible enough to meet the chg#eof change, ang
enabling progressive learning at individual, comityyninstitutional and
policy levels.

Fournier (2005; p.139) An applied inquiry procdss collecting and synthesising evidence that

culminate in conclusions about the state of affawslue, merit, worth
significance, or quality of a programme, produatson, policy, proposal, g
plan.

=

Forss (2005; p.43) A systematic process of inquityhas to build on the methods of socjal
science research, on a systematic collection aalysis of data.

@

Martineauet al. (2006; p.6)| A process of inquiry for collectingdagynthesising information or evidenge.
There is considerable variation in how informatmmevidence is gathered
analyzed, synthesised and disseminated; and thmerdifferent purpose for
which these things are drawn.

In this study, evaluation is defined as:
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A systematic process of determining the value facefeness of a programme,
based on systematic processes of data collectidnaaalysis, and rating it based

on its important characteristics against a set wtecia.

3.2.2 Rationale for evaluating public participation

Reflecting the fact that the public participatiogess is important to all parties involved
(Frewer and Rowe, 2005), and becoming more opethdopublic (Forss, 2005), the
evaluation of the overall success and effectiveradsthe public participation process
becomes more important (Chess, 2000; Manowong auhi@na, 2006). This is because
a systematic evaluation provides valuable inputsrelases the processes’ accountability,
and increases knowledge of how to improve undedstgrand the performance of current
public participation processes (Sewell and Phillip879; Carnest al, 1998; Chess,
2000; Rowe, 2003; Forss, 2005; Laurian, 2009). dddevaluation is a valuable means of
acquiring substantive information about the perfamoe of programmes and activities
(Rowe, 2003). To evaluate a public participatioogpamme means determining its merits,
worth, value, or significance; in particular involg the judgments of: how effective the
programme is: to what extent has the programme imeglemented as expected: what the
programme’s outcomes or results are; and how it lsanimproved (Patton, 2008).
Consequently, the systematic evaluation of a pydaiticipation programme is required to
ensure and judge the success of the process asasvahe public confidence in the
outcomes (Sewell and Phillips, 1979; OECD, 2005).

Unfortunately, evaluations of the effectivenesgulblic participation exercises are rare in
practice (Petts and Leach, 2000; Rosteal, 2005; Laurian, 2009), and do not appear to
be grounded in the empirical evidence (Scottishchttee Social Research, 2005), due to
its difficulties and problems in practice (FrewaddaRowe, 2005). As noted by Rowe and
Frewer (2004; p.512)'the merits of participation are difficult to asdain as there are

relatively few cases in which the effectivenegsadiicipation exercises have been studied
in a structured (as opposed to highly subjectivggnner”. A number of practical

problems inherent in conducting evaluations werented out by many scholars for
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example Rosener (1981), Beierle (1998), Bellagyal. (2001), and Petts (200&}c,

which are discussed in the following text.

First, the concept of public participation is compland value-laden (Frewer and Rowe,
2005). There is still a lack of consensus on whdilip participation means and what it
aims to achieve (Beierle, 1998). Besides, publigigpation varies from low levels
(referred to as tokenism) to high levels (includiogilaborative partnerships) (Chess,
2000). There are also variations in interpretatbwhat constitutes effective participation
(Abelsonet al, 2003), and what is an effective participationgess (Webler and Tuler,
2001). The participation techniques are numerous there are still many unanswered
questions about the most effective methodologiespilic participation (Beierle and
Konisky, 1999). There are also different perspestion what form participation should

take.

Second, there is no consistent and common apprasahlable for assessing public
participation (Beierle and Konisky, 1999). Partanly, there is still an absence of widely
accepted criteria for judging the effectiveness faildre of public participation processes
(Rosener, 1981). In practice, the examples andtesxds of good practice guidelines,
evaluation criteria and consistent methods for wetadlg the success of public
participation are not enough (Beierle, 1998; P&&)6) and are still in many cases,

underdeveloped (Raimond, 2001).

Importantly, unsuccessful public participation aggeto occur more often than successful
public participation, typically when the proponetrigto introduce public participation in
the implementation of their project (Peedieal, 1996). In public participation research,
there is a great deal of information about differapproaches that are assumed to
contribute to successful public participation. Unidioately, there still remains a lack of
understanding and insufficient data of what hasnls=omplished and what contributes
to success (Beierle and Konisky 1999) and favoerahltcomes (Peellet al, 1996).
There seems to be an essential need for more syttekmowledge about significant
factors that contribute to effective public papaiion (Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Raimond,
2001).
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Finally, although the main constraint to evaluatgbl participation is the limited
definitions of clear objectives and criteria ofesffiveness, limitations of time and cost to
convey the evaluation may cause difficulties incpce (Petts and Leach, 2000; Roete
al., 2005).

Due to these difficulties in rigorous evaluatiohe tevaluation of public participation is
rarely undertaken (Rowet al, 2005); consequently, improving public participatiis

difficult and complicated (Chess, 2000). Besidae#gknt perspectives on the nature of
democracy and the purpose of participation havedaetifferent approaches to evaluating
public participation (Raimond, 2001). As a restitie evaluation of the effectiveness of
public participation programmes is still in its tial stages (Chess, 2000; Rowe and
Frewer, 2000; Oels, 2008) and needs improvemenkd@@berg and Frideres, 1986). It
can be said that without effective evaluation, itl we difficult for the participatory

process to make progress towards greater effeetbgefiPetts and Leach, 2000).

3.3 A development of evaluation frameworks for pulgbarticipation

As previously mentioned, not only is the amounttioie and resources invested in
eliciting and responding to public participatiortigities growing, but a need to evaluate
the success and effectiveness of these endeaveuatsa increasing. Accordingly, a
number of scholars have conducted research in ghrsicular field and there is a
considerable volume of research evaluating pulaitigpation using different approaches
(Oels, 2008).

Obviously, the existing evaluation approaches waidely with regards to differences in
concept, purpose, focus, scope, methodology ardptireary perspective (Oels, 2008).
Besides, different stakeholders may have diffeobjectives and measurements (Rosener,
1981). As a result, the evaluations in the parditgn field have been applied from a
variety of theories such as public participatioredty (Rowe and Frewer, 2000),
communication theory (Webleet al, 1995), and democratic theory (Fiorino, 1990).
Indeed, the approaches to public participation watadns are primarily developed from
the traditional evaluation that focused on whetpeblic participation achieves either

process or outcome goals (Chess and Purcell, 1999).
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It can be summarised that most acknowledged evaluahdpproaches of public
participation are related to the effectivenesshefdonstruction and implementation of the
participation procedure (Webler, 1995; Petts, 200/kbler and Tuler, 2001), and the
success of the outcome (Chess and Purcell, 1999). participatory process-based
evaluation typically measures fairness and compgetematters (Webler, 1995),
interchanged information, inclusiveness and promeslChess and Purcell, 1999). This
includes the evaluation for how effective publiatm#pation is in democratic decision-
making (Chess, 2000). The outcome-based evaluasies indicators of how stakeholders
influence decisions, their satisfaction with theafi decisions, or an ability to reach a
consensus (Yao, 2006). This approach is not ordgdban stakeholders’ or users’ goals,
but it also includes social goals (Beierle, 1998id8e and Cayford, 2002).

The following section presents these different apphes to the evaluation of public
participation programmes as discussed above. Sostances of the findings of these
different approaches are also presented. In additesearch that may furnish particular
aspects of successful public participation will discussed. Analysing these various
studies can increase knowledge to develop a preperof evaluation criteria and a
framework for both conceptualisation and evaluatbmpublic participation effectiveness

for this study which will be presented in the ns&ttions.

3.3.1 Evaluation based on process

In concept, evaluation can explore how the pubdidipipation process is conducted rather
than its outcomes (Patton, 1997). Many attemptschvthave been made so far in
evaluating the overall success and effectivenesiseopublic participation process mainly
fall in to the frameworks of process evaluations€€s, 2000; Scottish Executive Social
Research, 2005; Manowong and Ogunlana, 2006). 8sdused evaluations focus on the
study of what goes on while a programme is in gFegrand relate to the phase of the
programme being studied (Abelson and Gauvin, 20@@he public participation context,
process refers further to the total network of apens involved in implementation
including social interactions and participant petmn of the issues (Bellamy and
McDonald, 1999). The studies of these evaluatiam&works developed by a number of

scholars are presented below.
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At the beginning, this approach was initiated byimQuand Rohrbaugh (1983). They
focused on two foundation dimensions. The firstehision was related to structure of the
process underlining a flexibility and control ofetlprocess. The second dimension is
related to the process focus emphasising the redatiese directly affected and the needs
of the wider public. Both dimensions are combineddefine the distinct rational,

empirical, consensual, and political perspectivegfbective participation processes.

Fiorino (1990) developed criteria for process eattn. His study was based on a concept
of participatory democracy, by using political thes to evaluate many citizen
participation methods. He emphasised that an impbrssue that citizen participation
should increase is learning, and also suggestddptitantial citizen participation may

arise from a range of different mechanisms.

English et al. (1993) endorsed an ideal outcome of dialogue witikeholders as a
normative consensus. They also suggested twmEetgderia be applied in designing and
monitoring processes of stakeholder involvementctvliare practical and ethical criteria.
The practical criteria include time involvement, ralion, cost setting, complexity,
prerequisite knowledge, selection method by paaict, inclusiveness, amenability,
adaptability, resiliency, durability, and generabgity. The ethical criteria are
representativeness, impartiality, accountabilipnfaentiality, transparency, replicability,

and recognition of promise.

One of the most notable evaluation frameworks basegrocess was introduced by Renn
et al. (1995) and Webler (1995). Their studies preserded evaluation approach
concentrating more on the process than the out@adrpablic participation by developing
normative criteria to evaluate the participatiolmgass. The studies focused on fairness
and competency of processes. Their study buildhemwork of Jurgen Habermas and his
theory of communicative action (Habermas, 1984€87). Webler developed the criteria
of fair and competent participation processes lplyapg the concepts of validity claims
and their corresponding discourse with communieativmpetence. He expanded the term
of competence in Habermas’ theory from individuapacities to a procedural meaning
(Webler and Tuler, 2001).

86



Chapter 3

Fairness is relevant for access to the participagprocess, and the provision of
opportunities for participants to adjust the plamd arules of participation, and the
provision of a fair opportunity to every particiggda invoke their prospects. To be fair, all
parties affected by the decisions should have aaleapportunity to participate, present
truths and values, and to challenge other partitgastatements to influence the
decisions. Competence relates to the ability of ghexess to provide participants with
access to knowledge, explanation of terms and adoeisiterpretations of understanding,
and the best procedures for resolving disputes taknawledge and interpretations.
Finally, they implied that successful public papation should achieve not only a fair and
competent decision-making process, but also meetnmn needs and strengthen
democracy (Webleet al, 1995).

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA 1998yvealoped a framework for
evaluating the effectiveness of the participatialmcpss on four significant aspects:
process structure; participation in the processicgss management; and substantial
resources associated with the process. This ewamtuaif the success of public
participation processes was conducted though sumyehe stakeholders’ perspectives.
This evaluation aimed to investigate: whether tree@ss was well structured, whether the
participants could participate effectively, whetlilee participants perceived any barriers
to participation; whether the participants weras$igd with the process outcomes, and
whether the participants were equally distributied process’ benefits. The EPA study
defined a well structured participation processoas that provided adequate time and
technical information to the participants: the @s€ goals were clearly articulated: the
relevant issues are addressed: and, the processcomasicted in the proper period.
Participants’ attitudes played an important roleewhthey evaluated participation
processes which would indicate how well the process carried out. The process’
participants viewed barriers to participation as groblems limiting their participation.
Additionally, inadequate and unequal distributidrr@sources, in particular information,

can reduce credibility and create distrust amoakgettolders.

Poisner (1996) evaluated participatory processek sarggested seven criteria for the
effectiveness of community involvement processé®se€ criteria can be set in question
format to check appropriateness of participatioioilsws: do the participants represent

all significant sectors of the community?; does phecess focus on the common good?;
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does the process effect critical reflection of #adues underlying the discussion?; is the
communication approach of the face to face typ@esdhe process engage citizens as
opposed to individuals hired to represent citizedg®s the participation process provoke
a dialogue?; and , finally, does the process infuswic virtue?

Indeed, the Renn and Webler framework, has beenaprmnfluence through the

widespread use and adaptation of the fairness anmgpetence principles in numerous
evaluation studies, in particular the public papition field (Beierle, 1999; Petts, 1999;
Pratchett, 1999; Beierle and Cayford, 2002). Faangxe, Petts (1999) suggested the
evaluation framework and criteria were relevantht® EIA process. The study suggested
participation in both consensual and non-hieraalhapproach, and encouraged two-way
communication where participants are both spealkexd listeners. Opportunities for

critical self-reflection and challenging the speakaust be provided.

Webler and Tuler (2001) assessed public partiopati watershed management planning
in Massachusetts by using Q methodology. They pdimtut four perspectives that best
engage the public in participatory processes. Tis¢ perspective focuses on credibility
and legitimacy which enhances popular agreementdosensus. The second perceives a
good process as one that generates competent agcdime third emphasises the fairness
of the process. The final stresses educating tHdigpand heightening constructive

discourse.

Abelsonet al. (2003) developed evaluation criteria based on Vt&blcriteria; fairness
and competence of the process. They identified yddaanponents of any evaluation of
public participation process as; representationcsire of the processes, information used

in the processes, and outcomes and decisionsgafisim the processes.

In summary, the evaluation frameworks based onga®a@re structured based on two
criteria; the fairness, and competency theme inetreduation of both environmental and
non-environmental participative processes. Varauthors have considered criteria based
around the fairness and competency theme in thieai@ of both environmental and
non-environmental participative processes (Petts lasach, 2000). These frameworks
focus on issues of: inclusiveness; timeliness; $popenness; resourcing; responsiveness;

and appropriateness. However, the utility of tippraach for practical evaluation might
88



Chapter 3

be limited due to their abstractness. For instamdele comprehensively exploring the
theoretical underpinnings of fair and competentcepts, these frameworks inadequately
address the practical but crucial issue of opamatising and measuring the achievement
of the process goals (Abelson and Gauvin, 2006).

3.3.2 Evaluation based on outcome

Frequently, the effectiveness of public participathas been judged and defined in terms
of the outcomes achieved or results of the prosegsaticularly the legitimacy of the
decision (Ashford and Rest, 1999; Petts and Le20B0; Abelsonet al, 2003). Thus,
outcome evaluation is a desirable form of evaluafmr decision-makers to answer the
question of whether public participation has praduits intended programme effects such
as an influence on the decision (Abelson and Ga@@f6). A number of scholars pointed
out that evaluating the outcomes of a participaposgramme can provide evidence that
the initiative works, and, importantly, to improvie (Beierle, 1998; Smith and
McDonough, 2001). However, in practice the evabratiof outcomes of public
participation is less developed (Chess and Purt@89), and is problematic due to the
argument that the assessed outcome is influencethdypublic’s diligence in their
participation, or other variables such as sociahtexts, or the particular nature of

environmental problems (Gariepy, 1991).

Indeed, the participation outcomes, are typically tcomplicated to be clear, specific, and
measurably defined (Raimond, 2001; Creighton, 2088hough many researchers have
tried a diversity of evaluation approaches to aétl the complication of goal definitions
(Raimond, 2001), there are no clearly defined tefonsconsensus, in both practice and
theory. This leads to one of the most contentiogsirments over which goals should be
evaluated (Chess, 2000). For example, althoughwagothe conflict is not always the
main objective of public participation, it is cratto acknowledge it (Renet al, 1995).
Besides, whilst the authority may measure publidigpation achievement in terms of
public support on plans, projects or decisionsitilegcy, or conflict resolution (Ashford
and Rest, 1999; Abelsost al, 2003), for the public, on the other hand, thecsasful
outcome may be the extension of their influence and their participation in, decision
making (Fiorino, 1990).
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The following section presents these approachdsidimy user-based evaluation, goal-

free based evaluation and social-goal based evatuat

3.3.2.1 Evaluation based on interest (user-based)

The stakeholder or user-based evaluation is basédegoremise that different participants
may have different goals. There is often confusibout the goals of public participation
in practice (Renret al, 1995), with no common agreement on what the gsiaballd be
(Raimond, 2001).

A study, in relation to the outcomes of a progranoheublic involvement, representing

this approach was outlined by Rosener (1981). Tiuelysdeveloped a user-based
evaluation to assess task-oriented workshops tee¢ employed by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers at two different sites. There were &ssumptions underlying this approach.
The first was that public participation goals arjeatives need to be spelled out at the
beginning of the process. The second premise itedictihat different stakeholders have

different objectives and measures.

The study began with a preprocess interview withrasentatives of key stakeholders.
This interview was aimed at identifying goals, abjees, and measurement criteria for
goal achievement. The second stage was to gefciparits to fill in questionnaires
following each workshop or major activity. Someteria were measured by evaluator
observation during the participation process. Wtinenprocess was concluded, there was
still one more round of post-process interview$ind out how well the program satisfied
each party’s criteria. The final evaluation repmreésented the satisfaction levels of each
stakeholder. The researcher claimed that this agprowas not only suitable for
conducting an evaluation but also added value tiyngestakeholders verify their goals,

objectives and measurement criteria at the beginoinhe process.

Aronoff and Gunter (1994) reviewed the literatun@ni seven case studies, and
summarised the factors that they interpreted dsen€ing the effectiveness of public
participation performance. The case studies foauscally based hazards to public health
and the environment where conflicts existed. Thin@s highlighted three factors that

they expected to affect the outcome of participateiforts. The first factor was the
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relationship between the government agency andgddic, which was reflected in the

agency’s willingness to negotiate with the public acommunity representatives. The
second factor was defined as community charaat=isthese referred to the background
experience in problem solving and negotiation drediével of representation of the public
by local governments and institutions. The finakéa was broader political and economic
characteristics of the particular controversy. Tiaistor involved the inclusion of other

stakeholders outside the local community that mayehan influence on the outcome of
the negotiation process.

3.3.2.2 Evaluation based on social goals

A more recent evaluation framework has developenhfihe fields of science, technology,
and environmental policy, which all have long hige of public participation (Abelson

and Gauvin, 2006). The framework assesses the meof participatory processes, but
taking a broader perspective of outcomes than imlusTypically, the outcome of a

decision-making process refers to its substantivecisibns, conclusions, or

recommendations such as which environmental prabkmuld have priority attention, or
whether a development project should be built. €hsgbstantive outcomes can be
evaluated and even compared with comparable ndrcipatory decision processes using
a variety of criteria, including stakeholder satttfon with the result, cost-effectiveness,
or risk minimisation. A more expansive interpreatatiof outcomes includes the extent to

which a participatory process has achieved goatedaml terms (Beierle, 1998).

This evaluation framework was initiated by Beie(l998) and is designed with two
objectives: to identify the advantages and disathges of several different participatory
methods, and to measure the tangible outcomesegdarticipation process. He developed
an evaluation approach focusing on the desirecdbowgs and defined them as social goals
of public participation. From his perspectives, tkecial goals are what public
participation is expected to achieve. The six dagiels are related to public education;
incorporation of public values into the decisionking process; improvement of quality
decisions; trust building; conflict resolution; aachievement of cost-effectiveness.

The next research was conducted by researchersResources for the Future, Beierle

and Cayford (2002). They developed five social g@al evaluation criteria: to incorporate
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public values into decision-making; to improve thébstantive quality of decisions; to

resolve conflict; to increasing trust institutiosid to educate and inform the public.

The goal of incorporating public participation vatuand knowledge into the decision-
making process is grounded on the finding fromrikk perception and communication
literature that point out significant differencek perception and interpretation between
communities and experts (Beierle, 1999; Beierle @agiford, 2001). These assumptions
support the argument that in the decision-makingcgsses the differences in values,

premises, and preferences should be deliberated.

A particular goal, such as increasing the substaruality of decisions, acknowledges
the public as a legitimate source of knowledgectamtributing towards the decision and

enhancing political support.

The goal of building trust is derived from the degio decline of trust in government and
institutions over the past thirty years. In additim fostering trust, public participation

should reduce conflict among competing partiess gual is based on the rationale that
collaborative decision-making is more likely to uktsin decisions that increase entire

benefits for all relevant parties.

The final goal, educating and informing the pubichased on the basic argument that in a
democratic arena, citizens have a right to be wealiin the decisions that may impact on
them. To participate effectively, the public sholldve enough knowledge about all
relevant issues in order to formulate and discos®ttcomes with other parties.

3.3.3 Evaluation based on mixed process and outcome

One of the most controversial debates on evaluationhich should be evaluated, the
process or outcome. Indeed, evaluating the effexcéigs of public participation processes
should focus on whether the process is reaching piaicess and outcome goals (Chess,
2000). Lynn and Busenberg (1995) examined 14 eogpicase studies of the Citizens
Advisory Committee involving environmental policgdsions from 1976 to 1994 in the

United States of America by conducting comparagvaluation research. They defined
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the definitions of success used in the study, &edstiggested factors contributing to the
success and failure of the public participationdeyeloping mixed process and outcome
criteria. Afterward, Chess and Purcell (1999) atseestigated the process and outcome
goals from 22 empirical case studies using thredigpyparticipation techniques: public

meetings; workshops; and citizen advisory commsttégom their study, 16 cases used
both process and outcome criteria, five cases psszkss criteria, and only one case used
outcome criteria to assess the success. Thesésrebiolw strong evidence for assessing
both process and outcome aspects when evaluatingftactiveness of different public

participation approaches. In fact, the researcheesented the mixed approach to
overcome the limitation of using only one approa&tiditionally, Yosie and Herbs (1998)

interviewed 37 people with intensive experiencsetakeholder involvement processes and
suggested that there was a need to evaluate botless and outcome when measuring

effectiveness.

Looking at the evaluation of participatory processé the UK Environment Agency in
England, Petts (2001) employed evaluation questiaith different criteria, to evaluate
the use of innovative participatory techniques iaste strategy development. These
criteria were used to assess the effectivenedsegbriocess and the details are as follows:
clarification of objectives and legal process; @rsis building; input of the assessment
process; representativeness; inclusivity; delib@natcapability; sound learning; actual
decision representativeness; and trust enhanceméattive participation should have
good connections between the purpose of the promedsthe outcome, particularly if
outcomes are likely to be limited. All the barridis the public participation process
should be identified and minimised. The non-pgrating stakeholders should be
informed of all important information. The dialogsbould be open, inclusive, detailed
and constructive. All substantial resources suchtim®, money and staff must be
available. The participatory process should proveteugh information and should
encourage satisfaction with process which leadotsensus. Finally, the process should

increase trust between proponents and stakeholders.

More recent and productive contributions to thelioytarticipation field, in particular the
development of evaluation frameworks have been wcted by Rowe and Frewer (2000;
2004). They highlighted nine understandable catghat public participation should

comply with in order to be effective for both pubkcceptance and a good process of
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participation. They formulated these criteria frantiterature review and classified them
into two groups of assessment criteria. The fingiug was ‘acceptance criteria’ that
concern aspects of a method that effectively inwollie wider public accepting the
project. The second group was ‘process criteriat tha necessary part of the process, and
is guaranteed to make sure that the participatias taking place in an effective way. The
acceptance criteria are composed of representageimdependence, early involvement,
influence, and transparency. The public particgratprocess should be administrated in
an independent and transparent way so that theenoext parties can see what is going on
and how decisions are made. The participants sHmilehgaged early in the process and
be representatives of broadly affected citizensrddeer, the outcome of the process
should have an influence on the decision. The pceteria are comprised of resource
accessibility, task definition, structured decisioaking process, and cost effectiveness.
The participants should have easy access to stidstagsources to enable them to
effectively fulfill their briefs. The participatiotask should be distinctly identified in terms
of nature and scope. The participation process Idhbe organised with an effective
budget, and should employ suitable mechanisms earlgl structure and display the

decision-making process.

From the evaluation of selected public participaticases examined by using these
criteria, it was very difficult to justify which tdnique is the best, but possibly the most
suitable methods for public participation are likéb be hybrid approaches (Rowe and
Frewer, 2000). Whilst their framework contains enié emphasising the procedural
features of public participation, the authors makealuable contribution in articulating

outcome criteria. Their studies made a further graent and application of public

participation typologies and evaluation frameworksch were used as a key preference

throughout this thesis.

3.3.4 Evaluation approach of this thesis: an evaldi@n based on mixed process

and outcome

There are numerous different interpretations on rgonales of how to judge the

effectiveness of public participation (Rowe andviige 2000). Although there has been

94



Chapter 3

much research to define evaluation criteria for ¢fffectiveness of public participation,
these still have limitations in practice (Creight@005). There is no accepted evaluative
framework for every practical case. Which approackhe best depends on the specific
situation and contexts and uses different standéwdsissess the success of public
participation (Beierle, 1998). As a result, th&estill a need for a more comprehensive
evaluation framework and a set of criteria for eae#ing the success of public

participation mechanisms (Rowe and Frewer, 2000).

Different evaluation approaches discussed earliavehtheir own advantages and
disadvantages. The selection of approaches sheusgbpropriate to the kind of problems
that the evaluator is interested in and the questie or she is trying to answer (Belierle,
1998). For instance, if the assessment is relatdte reaction of key stakeholders, then
interest-based evaluation seems to be appropr@teighton, 2005). Moreover, it is

reasonable to assume that some of the social gmats;ularly building trust and reducing

conflict, will not be achieved without paying attem to the democratic values and
specific interests of the various participants whiorm the basis of the alternative

evaluative frameworks (Beierle, 1998).

From the theoretical and empirical research meatiasbove, it can be argued that both
procedural and outcome goals are significant inlipykarticipation (Ashford and Rest,
1999). Consequently the evaluation of the succégmublic participation should assess
both aspects (Smith, 1984; Rowe and Frewer, 20Qfd;,T 2001; Laurian, 2009).
However, these aspects are not the only two v#slia@s. Context is particularly crucial
when participation occurs which normally affects firovision of public participation and
its effectiveness (Smith, 1984). Accordingly, analeation framework of public
participation process of this study has three phadbe ‘context’ within which
participation occurs; the ‘process’ by which thertiggpation takes place; and the

‘outcome’ of the participation process, as showRigure 3.1.

Assumptions integrated from studying relevant éitere, research, and others working in
the field allow the construction of a more comp®sset of criteria for evaluating the
success of the public participation activities e tstudy in terms of both process and
outcome. These criteria include procedural fairngsscedural competence, and the

variety of outcomes as presented in the evaluat@wh
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Context Evaluation Process Evaluation Outcome Evaluation
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Figure 3.1A Conceptual Framework for Public Participation Enxaion

3.4 From evaluation framework to evaluation critexi

Typically, the fundamental basis for evaluatiorthis establishment of a set of evaluation
criteria to assess how well the initiative bein@leated is conducted and achieving its
expected objectives since criteria provide the fésitest assumptions underlying the
implementation of the initiative (Bellamgt al, 2001). Evaluation criteria as defined by
Rosener (1978; p.461) arestandards used in the programme evaluation in \wh&
judgment of effectiveness can be mad#'hile interest in public participation evaluation
efforts has increased (Conley and Moote, 2003), tardmethodologies and theoretical
issues associated with evaluating public partiaypaprocess have been long studied, no
set of commonly used criteria for the evaluatios et developed (Oels, 2008). Besides,
a failure to develop evaluation criteria obstruatslevelopment of knowledge of what
constitutes meaningful and effective public papi@tion (Chess, 2000; Abelsat al,
2003). Indeed, every evaluation must articulateusluation criteria (d'Estrée and Colby,
2004). Thus, a set of practical criteria to evaditée processes and outcomes of the public

participation process is an essential part of thdys
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Much evaluation research centres on which factoes assumed to be important to
meaningful public participation (Halvorsen, 2006). number of researchers have
developed specific recommendation criteria, suchinghisiveness or transparency, to
evaluate the success of environmental pyiditicipation programmes (Rowe and Frewer,
2000; Raimond, 2001; Conley and Moote, 2003). Hawmethe appropriate set of
evaluation criteria, which are clearly defined aadceptable, is still highly prized
(Abelsonet al, 2003). However, most of these criteria focustmnfactors that contribute
to an effective process, rather than concentratenoeffective outcome or results such as
the quality of decisions (Chess, 2000; Rowe andvére2000). There is still a high
demand for a broader set of effectiveness criteteted to the both process and outcome
of the process (Petts and Leach, 2000).

While efforts to outline criteria for evaluatingfegtive public participation have been

relatively rare and the agreement on a consistenbf effectiveness criteria has been
problematic, there seem to be common themes atiregaublished research (d'Estrée and
Colby, 2004). Many researchers conducting evalnatEsearch have tried to adopt a
universal approach and presented their evaluatiberia as being appropriate for most
participation programmes (Rowe and Frewer, 2004jusT there are universal and
consistent criteria presented in both early and emoecent theoretical evaluation

frameworks (Abelson and Gauvin, 2006), as reviewedhe previous section. For

example, many scholars agreed that the processldsheu perceived as transparent,
inclusive and relationship-building (d'Estrée araldy, 2004).

One of the main objectives in this research is éwetbp an understanding of public
participation practices and levels, and how effectit is in the Thai context. To achieve
these aims, evaluation criteria were developeddiasean integration of all the evaluation
approaches discussed previously. This is becausieiagon criteria that focus only on
outcomes or process will miss the points of theeo{®imonsen and Robbins, 2000), for
example, the outcome criteria could miss some &spafcthe process of information
provision or access. Therefore, the evaluatioreiatof this study were developed based
on a combination of all the evaluation approachssudsed previously; process and
outcome. The main reason for choosing social gagslthe evaluation criteria is because
the benefits of achieving these goals cover not thd stakeholders but also the society as

a whole (Beierle, 1998). For process and outconpecds of public participation, the
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criteria were mainly built up based on studies lne€s (2000), Rowe and Frewer (2000)
and the IAIA Best Practice Guidelines (Andreal, 2006) whilst specific social goals for
public participation were defined by adopting fr@mierle and Cayford (2002).

As previously mentioned, most interpretations déé&fve public participation are defined
by two categories: the success of the participajmgcess, and the success of the
outcomes of the process (Chess and Purcell, 199@xe is both an essential practical

need and an academic interest in identifying theveat factors that influence the success

and failure of public participation (Ashford and $Re1999). Many practitioners and

researchers endeavour to define which elements rpakdéc participation processes
effective (Praxis, 1988; Weblat al, 1995; Peellest al, 1996; Schweitzeet al, 1996;
Chess and Purcell, 1999; Chess, 2000; Rowe andeFr&000; Sinclair and Diduck,
2001; Bondet al, 2004; Sidaway, 2005; Stewart, 2005; Andtéal, 2006). The list of

common factors usually identified in the literatuae being relevant to the success of

public participation are summarised in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2The evaluation criteria adopted for this study

Evaluation Criteria

Definition

Requirement to be Effective

Process- Clarification of The nature and scope of th&he scope, content, and the overall aims
based goals and participation goals and tasks aref the process should be clearly identified
criteria stakeholder roles clearly identified. and appropriate to prevent confusion and

dispute while the participation process
conducted (Fiorino 1990; Weblest al.
1995; Schweitzeet al. 1996; Beierle ang
Konisky 1999; Andrét al.2006).

S

Educating and

informing the public

The participants have enou

information and are sufficiently understanding and improve relations 3

educated to effectively deba
the issues and participate in t

participation process.

IThe process should encourage n

allows all stakeholders to discuss &
nelebate significant issues in order
develop creative solutions for th
problems (Petts and Leach 2000; Ro
and Frewer 2000; Andrét al. 2006;
Webler and Tuler 2006).

we
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Table 3.2The evaluation criteria adopted for this study (Con

Evaluation Criteria Definition Requirement to be Effective
Process- The participants should have an opportunity
based to develop a high level of understanding|of
criteria the issue, situation, alternative and the
different views
(Peelle et al, 1996; Rowe and Frewey,
2000; Rowe, 2003; Boncet al, 2004;
Sidaway, 2005; Stewart, 2005).
Inclusiveness and | The  public  participation The participants in the process should|be
adequate programmes are inclusive anmccomposed of a broad cross section | of
representativeness | included all stakeholders whorepresentatives from the affected citizens
are affected by the decisiongPeelleet al, 1996; Petts and Leach, 20Q0;
and the wider public who arePetts, 2001; Boneét al, 2004; Abelson and
interested. Gauvin, 2006; Andrét al, 2006).
A full range of potentially affected
individuals should be clearly identified
(Praxis, 1988; Stewart, 2005).
Multiple and The participation methodsThe participation techniques used should be
appropriate used for conducting anfappropriate for engaging, communicating
participation displaying the  decision- and participating with the public and allow
methods making process should behe participants to contribute effectively
varied and appropriate to thgPeelleet al, 1996; Bondet al, 2004).
situations and involved Public participation should apply a varigty
parties. of activities and techniques to involve the
public (Petts and Leach, 2000; Creightan,
2005).
The methods used are appropriate to |the
situations and involved parties achieve |its
initial aim (Creighton, 2005).
Early involvement | The participation processThe public participation must be conducted

begins early enough to ensurearly in the process and the stakehold

ers

that all participants can hayeshould be engaged as early as possible

their input into the process.

(Praxis, 1988; Petts and Leach, 2000; R
and Frewer, 2000; Sinclair and Didug
2001; Webleret al, 2001; Bondet al,
2004; Andréet al, 2006).
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Table 3.2The evaluation criteria adopted for this study (Con

Evaluation Criteria

Definition

Requirement to be Effective

Process-
based

criteria

Transparency

The participation process
transparent in order to let th
public see what is going on ar

how the decisions are made.

2005; Andréet al, 2006).

et al, 1996; Schweitzeret al, 1996;
Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Bonet al,
2004; Andréet al, 2006).

Two-way

communication

The betwee

stakeholders is

dialogue
a two-wa
communication involving
information coming in and goin

out.

and open dialogue for discussion of
j project 1996;
Schweitzeret al, 1996; Bonckt al, 2004;
Abelson and Gauvin, 2006).

issue (Peelleet al,

Resources and
information
availability and

accessibility

The participants have an abili
to access all the appropria
resources relevant to th
decision-making  process

fulfill their knowledge.

tenformed how to access to all relevas
edocuments to the
oprocess (Peellet al, 1996; Schweitzeet
al., 1996; Petts, 2001; Boret al, 2004;
Sidaway, 2005)

public to obtain and

2000; Bondet al, 2004; Andréet al,
2006).

Information is
understandable for participants (Prax
1988; Andréet al, 2006).
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sA public participation process must be

how their input was incorporated and

ytwo-way communication and create f]iir
he

yThe public are provided with and

appropriate and

eopen, transparent and implemented with
dntegrity (Petts and Leach, 2000; Rowe
and Frewer, 2000; Petts, 2001; Sidaway,

The public should be able to see and trace

used in the decision-making process and

how the decisions are being made (Peglle

nThe participatory process should fostef a

nt

decision-making

Resources, particularly information, are
available for participants and the wider
increase the
information and expertise they need (Petts

and Leach, 2000; Rowe and Frewer,

is,
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Table 3.2The evaluation criteria adopted for this study (Con

Evaluation Criteria

Definition

Requirement to be Effective

Outcome-
based
criteria

Impact and
influence of
participation

The

genuine opportunity to b

participants  have
heard and the outcome of t
participation process has

bearing on the decisions.

aParticipants can participate

naliscussion and debate; development
aecision making rules (Peelkt al, 1996;
Schweitzeret al, 1996; Bondet al, 2004;
Sidaway, 2005).

The process should focus on sharing

between stakeholders. The output(s) of

process influences the decision-maki

process (Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Bastd

in agenda

e setting; deciding how to run the mechanism;

of

the

decision making and balancing the power

the

Incorporation of
public values and
concerns

The public’s values, concern

and perspectives af

incorporated into the decision-assumptions, and preferences should

making process and reflectg

in the final decision.

al., 2004).
s,The stakeholders’, and particularly t
epublic’s, differences over  value

Beierle and Cayford, 2002; Bondt al,
2004).

ne

rdleliberated in a public participation process
(Beierle, 1999; Beierle and Konisky, 2000;

Values and Trust

The

development of value of th

process fosters th

process and trust among

stakeholders involved.

e€The process should aim to rebuild tr
eamong stakeholders (Beierle and Konis
alP000; Beierle and Cayford, 2001; 2002).
expression, expertise, interests,
respected and considered (Abelson
Gauvin, 2006).

Different viewpoints and different forms of

ust

Ky,

valyes,

feelings and needs should be represented,

and

Resolving conflict

The participation process c4d

effectively resolve the

conflicts and allows 3

consensus to be achieved.

conflict and allow a consensus to

1 achieved and foster development of mut

Abelson and Gauvin, 2006; Andrét al,
2006).

ainThe process should enable the resolution of

be

ual

understanding among stakeholders (Tuler
and Webler, 1999; Beierle and Konisky,
2000; Beierle and Cayford, 2001; 2002;
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3.5 A conceptual framework for an evaluation of plib participation of
this study

From the previous section of this chapter, it saclthat there has been some progress in
improving the evaluation of public participationndait is clear that the evaluation
framework should include both process and outconopegsties (Abelson and Gauvin,
2006). However, there is no recognition of bestuwatson practice; balancing all relevant
information is required when designing an evaluafiamework (Bellamyet al, 2001).
There is also no universally applicable or commadgepted framework to evaluate the
effectiveness of a public participation programi@ewell and Phillips, 1979; Abelson and
Gauvin, 2006). Perhaps the most significant obstatlcreating a rigorous evaluation
framework is because systematic evaluation whialidcdraw generalizable conclusions
has been rare in participation programmes (Thursta, 2005). Usually, the evaluation
was conducted by the agency that sponsored thegmnoge. Inevitably, the biases in
assessment resulted from narrowly defined objestwiich were generated. In addition,
different participants in the participatory procekad different perceptions of the
objectives as well as the evaluation criteria. Agsult, the conclusions were drawn in a
different way (Sewell and Phillips, 1979).

In order to make a rigorous evaluation of publiatipgation processes and build
generalisable conclusions, some consistency inretieal frameworks is essential and
needed (Abelsort al, 2003; Thurstoret al, 2005). The framework should contain a
clear articulation of an initiative to correctly stegibe the specific aspects of the process
such as the resources used, the objectives, armdk#mable outcomes. A study based on
the clear framework will make the findings morestwmoorthy and consistent (Thursten

al., 2005). Thus, a comprehensive evaluation framewsoneeded to guide improvements
in a way which actually contributes towards effeetpublic participation (Bellamgt al,
2001).

It could be said that a development of an evalnatiamework is a crucial part of this
study. This is because this research intends testigate whether the public participation
programme conducted in this case study was efgativparticular how to improve public
participation to make it more effective. The evéla framework could help to verify

what is to be evaluated, what the evaluation daitare, and what kind of data are needed

102



Chapter 3

for an evaluation (Yosie and Herbst, 1998). Impaiia a well performed and organised
public participation programme is crucial for dea@hent project management as it can
encourage and facilitate cooperation that contebub achieve effective decision-making
and this can be done through a systematic evafuatio

In this section, an evaluation framework for thealaation of the public participation

process of this study is developed and presentédyure 3.2. Moving from left to right in

the figure, the framework depicts the three maiasels of evaluation; the context in which
the participation takes place; the process of Hréigypation conducted; and, the outcome
of that participation programme. The model focugeshe different perspectives of the
participants in the public participation processvadl as the roles and influences that they
had. The measurements of these phases are anadysgatesent the effectiveness of the
public participation. Effectiveness is portrayed terms of relevant indices based on

stakeholders’ responses which revealed their pgorey attitudes, and satisfactions.

The first phase is related to an evaluation ofpthielic participation context. As discussed
earlier, every public participation process is blagpon a particular social context and
should be made explicit (Clarke 2008). However,stxg evaluation frameworks for
public participation programmes rarely integrateigloand political contexts (Syme and
Sadler, 1994). The context evaluation is mentioasdan important part of the study
because there are diverse contexts within whicligphrticipation may be conducted and
these contexts can exert considerable shapingtefecthe outcomes of the process on its

participants.
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Participanis” Attitudes and Experience towands Public Participation and
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Figure 3.2: An Evaluation Framework of Public Participation §ramme for this Study
Source: Adapted from Sewell and Phillips (1979), Smithg4) Yosie and Herbst (1998), and Abelson and Ga(R006)
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In this study, in order to understand thoroughly thechanisms of public participation of
the case study; it is essential to assess thel smigext within which the participation
processes takes place (Thursatral, 2005). However, there are other significant atspec
that should be considered. Political contexts argditutional arrangements such as the
legislative provisions and administrative structunesually affect the provision and
conduct of the public participation (Adomokai anue8te, 2004). These issues should not
be disregarded and must be considered and underé€sammons, 1994; Thabchumpon,
2002; Eliaset al, 2004). An evaluation of these aspects can progid®mprehensive
picture of the participation process (Nadeem anchétsd, 2008). Besides, environmental
conflicts are complex and require a cautious arelgs the causes and the conditions
under which conflicts are generated (Uptreti, 20B&1ersonet al, 2003; Vivar, 2006).
Thus, the root causes of the conflict in this pebjre crucial to investigate in order to
truly understand which aspects underlie the probkemd to correctly introduce the

appropriate solution approaches (Emersbal, 2003; Tillett and French, 2006).

Moving to the middle of the figure, a large bodyensfaluation focuses exclusively on the
study of the effectiveness of the public partidipatprocess. This framework defines a
need to evaluate the participation of various pgudints against their own perspectives
that may influence their involvement with the pregeA set of the evaluation criteria and
their details are illustrated in Table 3.2. The leaon consists of four main sub

categories: participant activities, characterist€sstakeholders, methodology employed

and availability of resources.

First, an evaluation of participant activities airas assessing how well the goals and
stakeholder roles were clarified to the public &wodv well the public were educated and
informed by the authorities. Second, evaluatingdi&racteristics of stakeholders focuses
on an identification of stakeholders and the inekisess and adequate representativeness
of the participants. The evaluation focuses on @l these aspects were implemented.
Third, an evaluation of methodology employed s&sslBow the participation methods
were employed including how appropriate the teamesq were, when they were
employed, how transparent they were, and how thesevemployed. The interactions
among stakeholders are also the focus of the asalifmally, an evaluation of an
availability of resources emphasises how adequatd @ccessible the participation

105



Chapter 3

resources were, in particular the information, bod they were provided. The evaluation

also investigates the time and place of the ppgten process.

To the right of the figure is the evaluation of thietcomes of the participation process,
which are measured concerning the stakeholders| tHwiewpoints and experience. This
evaluation depicts two sets of outcome evaluatamch are routinely considered core
outcomes of the process: firstly, the results eflarticipation programme; and secondly,
contributions of the participation process and \@tatis. The former focuses on an
evaluation of impacts and influence of the paratipn process, and an integration of
public values and concerns to the decision-maknoggss. For example, the participants
need to be informed of the decision and how thgiut was considered (Abelson and
Gauvin, 2006). The latter emphasises an increasfngublic values and trust among

stakeholders, and, importantly, a resolution offleciramong them.

It can be seen that this evaluation framework gitento make more explicit the factors
that should be considered when evaluating bothptbeesses and outcomes of a public
participation process. The framework facilitatebadanced evaluation that indicates not
only effectiveness but also the factors instrumettahat effectiveness (Smith, 1984).
The evaluation criteria also encompass substanbakideration of the participation

processes and outcomes.

Finally, this evaluation framework will be appli¢hroughout this study as a conceptual
framework for evaluating the effectiveness of tlubl participation process of the case
study. The results of the evaluations and discassi@® presented in Chapter 6, 7, 8

respectively.

3.6 Conclusion

Not only should the authorities continue to carmt public participation processes to
solve conflicts from any environmental decision-ingkprocess, an evaluation of the
effectiveness of those processes should be comtlisciethat these practices could be
continually improved (Sewell and Phillips, 1979;r@ss et al, 1998; Charnley and
Engelbert, 2005; Frewer and Rowe, 2005). Howewer practice of public participation is
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still in the early stages and more work is need&oelson and Gauvin, 2006). Besides,
definitions of effectiveness and the criteria tsess it are varied (Wolfet al, 2001).
Thus, the evaluation framework and criteria needdoflexible and adaptable to any
particular issue and context because no framewockiteria can fit all cases.

The evaluation not only focuses on judgment, batlsb emphasises a development of a
learning process (Barnes 1999). An improvemenubfip participation practice in project
implementation and decision-making processes camdbgeved through a systematic
evaluation of the initiative (Sewell and Phillipd979; Carneset al, 1998), since
evaluation can increase knowledge of how to imptbeeparticipation process (Carnss
al., 1998), and increase accountability at the same {Rowe, 2003). Doing so should
lead to better public participation in environméndavelopment projects, and greater
success in achieving environmental management tolgsc(Charnley and Engelbert,
2005).

In this study, the evaluation’s purpose is to descrand assess what and how the
participation processes were actually implementetiat outcomes or results were
achieved, and how the processes could be impro¥ecbrdingly, in this chapter, the

criteria to evaluate the effectiveness of publidipgation and the evaluation framework
are developed and they will be applied throughdwe tase study. Discussion and

implications of the research findings are presemigdhapter 5, 6, and 7 respectively.
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Chapter 4. Research Methodology

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research methodologyedpiol this thesis covering five major
sections: research paradigms, research designstabedesign, data collection methods,
and data analysis. The first section provides audision of the different paradigms in
social science research and the rationales forsthgdhe pragmatism paradigm as the
philosophy underpinning this study are explaindae Tiext section provides a description
of the research design. The rationale for choosinegcase study design as a research
strategy to examine the research questions ofsthidy is provided along with a critical
assessment of some aspects of the case study epprbbe research methods for
collection and analysis of empirical data are dbsdr, explained, and evaluated to clarify
their limitations. This chapter also proceeds vatliescription of the target groups, the
population, and the data collection procedure. abe issues of validity and reliability of
the evidence and the findings are addressed. mhkdection of this chapter deals with the

limitations of the research methodology.

4.2 Paradigms in social science research

Based on Guba and Lincoln (1994; p.105), a paradgnia basic belief system or
worldview that guides the investigator, not onlychoices of method but in ontologically
and epistemologically fundamental wayuhn (1996) characterised a paradigm as a
package of substantive concepts, variables andiriagulinking with methodological
approaches and tools. Principally, a paradigm stssif three basic systems which are:
how the researchers define truth and reality, (og§Q; how the investigators come to
know that truth or reality, (epistemology); and,atlapproaches or manners the researcher

should perform to gain knowledge, (methodology)§&and Lincoln, 1994).
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A research paradigm not only helps to determineeriai used to select and define a
research inquiry in which an investigation is peried and what method should be
employed, but it also enlightens the types of neteguestions that will be posed, and
criteria for appraising the reliability of the inigy (Plack, 2005). However, since one of
the most important parts of doing research is sapthe methodological approach to the

inquiry, this issue must be carefully considered.

The selection of research methodology is concenmdnly with the decision of how to
gain information and knowledge of the research tjues posed but also the adaptation of
the theoretical model or paradigm, which embrabesassumptions about the world and
how it works (Lamolla, 2002). To achieve creditablesearch, it is important to
understand the differences between existing pamsligecause different approaches have
different strategies to observe, measure, and stadet the reality of the world
(Cresswell, 2003). Importantly, these differencefluence how research should be
conducted and reported (Cresswell and Plano CRORY7). Clearly understanding these
approaches will help to select appropriate methiodseach study correctly (Neuman,
2000). The next section will determine the différparadigms in social science research

and justify an adaptation of the pragmatism paradig guide this study.

4.2.1 Existing paradigms in social science research

During the past century, a number of paradigms hawerged and replaced the old
paradigms (Guba, 1990; Dash, 1993). In naturahsei@esearch, a succession introduces
the progression of conditional “fact” statements aotrue fact such as Darwinian
evaluation or Newtonian mechanics; while in sosielence research, the succession of
new paradigms presents different approaches favingesocial life. In a social science
paradigm, there is no true or false perspectiverdlare only more or less useful opinions
(Babbie, 2001). The major paradigms in social s@eresearch are positivism, post-
positivism, constructivism, critical theory (Denzamd Lincoln, 2005), and pragmatism
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998; Cresswell and Pla@trk, 2007). Different paradigms
present different ontological, epistemological andthodological assumptions (Denzin
and Lincoln, 2005). Hence, it is important to catlgf examine the characteristics and

differences of research paradigms especially im$eof these aspects in order to provide

109



Chapter 4

sufficient knowledge to adopt the most suitableagaym to guide this research. However,
the main point of this section is particularly cenmted with methodology which is

involved in deciding how the researcher approathesesearch.

Positivism has a long influence on the developnoésbcial research (Dash, 1993), which
aims to: solve practice problems; discover preciaesal relations by using statistical
analysis and quantitative observations to test @edover the truth (Kim, 2003); and,
acquire an explanation that would be predicted @rdrolled (Guba and Lincoln, 1994).
Ontologically, positivism assumes that reality ismprehensible: logical deduction,
science enquiry, and replicable findings will bengeegated upon comprehensible
objective truths (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994; Guba &mcoln, 2005). It conceives that
reality exists independently from its contexts aaa be discovered via objective design
(Kim, 2003). The knowledge of the way things are b@ summarised in terms of time
and context-free generalisations (Guba and Lincoli§94). Epistemologically,

objectiveness and neutrality of the inquirer argpanmant matters. Through the use of
statistical analyses, theories are tested andstratie discovered (Kim, 2003). The
investigators should be distanced observers. Melbgatally, positivism is generally

suitable for cause and effect experiments wherevaglt factors can be controlled. In
social research, positivism applies valid and bdiamethods to describe and predict
human behavious. Quantitative methods are primariployed to verify facts (Guba and
Lincoln, 1994). It could be summarised that postiv approaches are objective,
controlled, rigid, and rigorous in reaching thethr(Plack, 2005). Although positivism has
continued to influence social research for a langet it was criticised because of its lack
of subjectivity. Positivists perceive that humaméaour can be controlled (Dash, 1993),
and the fact that human nature is very complex ciR1&2005). Accordingly, new

paradigms have been invented.

Post-positivism is a softer concept of positivisDagh, 1993). It aims to discover cause
and effect relations and to predict and controureitbehaviours based on the present.
Ontologically, post-positivism assumes that thditse@xists but it cannot be perfectly
comprehended and can only be explained in prolakélims because of human error and
the intractable nature of phenomena. Post-postivigerceives that with statistical
analysis the inquirer can state that there is a pigbability the truth can be obtained.

Rather than verification, post-positivism ascriltesthe principle of falsification (Guba
110



Chapter 4

and Lincoln, 1994). This paradigm is appropriate ggperiments of cause and effect in
the real world (Muneenam, 2006). Epistemologicgtigst-positivists aim to investigate
the presence of human interactivities and contr@lsi much as possible (Plack, 2005).
They prefer rigour and control in design that deaih human nature; however, total
objectivity is unattainable (Guba and Lincoln, 1R94nlike the positivists, post-

positivism employs multiple methods as a way tsifalhypotheses. The methodology
can consist of both qualitative and quantitativehieques. However, positivism and post-
positivism are based on assumptions the world ®xistdependently from the

investigators’ knowledge of it (Guba and Lincol89%).

Although post-positivism is the compromise approfmhresearch inquiry, some social
researchers believe that human behaviours shouftbtzeived and interpreted based on
the individual’s motives, intentions or purposeactions as well as the social rules (Plack
2005). This enquiry of human behaviours leads ® é¢mergence of a new paradigm.
Constructivism is suitable for an investigationcafuse and effect in a natural world in
which cause and effect cannot be separated. Tlestigator's goals are to interpret and
construct knowledge from the individual as welkasial constructions which relate to the
inquiry (Schwandt, 1994). Ontologically, construigm believes that the personal
meaning arises from investigators and inquiry dretd is a unique real world that pre-
exists, and exists independently of human mentaligcand human symbolic language.
The reality of the world is thought to be consteatcby social factors at a particular place
and time through the complexity of social interacs (Guba and Lincoln, 1994).
Knowledge and truth is not discovered but ratherstmcted and created. They must be
interpreted to understand the world (Schwandt, L19Bgistemologically, construction is
created not only by individuals, but by the contest well. This paradigm views the
investigator as intimately participating in the Iplem (Kim, 2003). The inquirer is
considered as an important research tool whiclffisrent from positivism which confines
the researcher as being a distanced observer (8dhwa994). Methodologically,
constructivism supposes a multifaceted reality Wwhiould not be fragmented or studied
in any laboratory. Conversely, reality can be stddas a unified whole within it natural
context (Cresswell, 2003). Constructivists use @@&ng exploratory stance with the goal of
understanding the complexity of the phenomenonwbkae (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). A
gualitative approach is primary adopted in a heenénal and dialectical manner

(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998; Mertens, 2003).
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Critical theory is suitable when the study aimstri@ansform the respondents’ mental,
emotional and social structures (Guba and Linct894). For ontology, critical theory
believes that knowledge is interpreted to undedst#me relationship between the
particular and the whole or between the subjectthadbject of analysis (Kinscheloe and
McLaren, 2000). It believes that knowledge has bslesped over the time by social,
political, cultural, economic, ethnic, racial, agender factors (Lincoln and Guba, 2000).
Not only should the perceptions of the individual dbnsidered, but also the factors that
lead to the improvement of these perceptions bbthdividuals and society (Kinscheloe
and McLaren, 2000; 2005). With regard to epistempldhe critical theorist cannot be
excluded from the subjects of the study becausevdhess are not only the values of the
investigator, but also the values of those involiethe investigation (Guba and Lincoln,
1994). The investigator is expected to participatéhe research and be an instrument to
facilitate the investigation within the social cext (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Kinscheloe
and McLaren, 2005). The investigator examinesaality and transforms social, political,
economic, ethnic, and gender values. The data raalys®ed and interpreted within the
conditions of the theoretical framework and theeagsher’'s ideological assumptions
(Avramoski, 2002). The methodology is primary dae dialogue (Kinscheloe and
McLaren, 2000).

A number of researchers saw the difference betweetwo traditional paradigms of post-
positivism and constructivism as irreconcilablejghhey suggest research designs using a
mix of quantitative or qualitative approaches dgrithe data collection phase of a study,
or through the use of methods drawn from both aggires within one study (Creswell
2003). This lead to an emergence of new researcidigan: pragmatism. Pragmatism
restrains a practical and applied research philogdpashakkori and Teddlie, 1998). For
ontology, pragmatism perceives the world as varahsolute unities not an absolute unity
(Cresswell, 2007). It accepts knowledge as beirig bonstructed and based on the reality
of the real world (Greene, 2007). Epistemologicaihteraction between the researcher
and the participants is essential and this intemacshould be understood and trusted
(Mertens, 2003). For methodology, since pragmatsetssider the research question to be
more important than either the method employedher garadigm that underlines the
method, pragmatism can have either qualitative u@nttative approaches (Tashakkori

and Teddlie, 1998).
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4.2.2 Research paradigm of this thesis: An emergemof methodology

As discussed earlier, each research paradigm lfif@sedt ontological, epistemological
and methodological assumptions. The question of taoselect the research paradigm and
research methodology to guide the research is i@pbrand should be carefully
examined. The following is a discussion of a s&becof research paradigms for this

study.

This study aims to investigate the public partitigpa process and to evaluate its
effectiveness in terms of process and outcome.cbheeptual frameworks established in
Chapters 2 and 3 provide knowledge to interpret amderstand the concept of

environmental conflict management and public pgudidon, in particular how to evaluate

its effectiveness. It was found in the literatuhattthere are a number of factors and
crucial relationships within this social phenomeisoch that there are different barriers to
an effective participation process in different texts. Thus, the evaluation criteria to
evaluate the participation process could be variéese factors or relationships may be

imperfectly known and understood.

These assumptions conform to pragmatism in ontcébgerms because it is believed that
there is an external reality that should be exjplpne particular crucial relationships and
the results or data sets from any research studybeaexplained by multiple theories
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998). Whilst pragmatisasdd research can provide a
description of the causal relationship of a compi®enomenon, it can also provide
explanations and perspectives for those relatipgsiihrough a consideration of the
experience of the participants (Teddlie and TasbakR003; Greene, 2007). Importantly,
pragmatism chooses the explanations that createbése desired results. It involves
whatever methodological and philosophical approacheduce the best outcomes to
answer research questions. Pragmatism is alsobléexin its system which has both

objective and subjective views (Tashakkori anddlieg1998).

To understand the relationship between the pulaitiggpation process and its outcomes
in Thai practice and to understand how to makepghastice more effective, it is important

to realise that this may be affected by multipleses and this relationship needs to be
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investigated and reality is more complicated thansal relationships (Tashakkori and
Teddlie, 1998). The epistemological concern in stigly is that values are independent of
the relationship between the investigator and éisearch participants. This coincides with
the pragmatism paradigm which views that realitygamng, and knowledge exists,
however its content and context are changing onex and the knowledge construction of
that reality is mediated by experience, training aolture (Maxcy, 2003; Greene, 2007).
Greene (2007; p.83) explained this ashat we obtain on a daily basis in research
should be viewed as provisional truth$ragmatism is also similar to post-positivism in

that it tests the theory or the relationship betwesuse and effect quantitatively.

For methodology concerns, pragmatism supports grioyment of both quantitative and
gualitative research methods in the same resedrally sand offers a choice of a
combination or mixture of methods and procedures thork best for answering the
research questions (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2008¢1&&, 2007). The different inferences
from mixed methods often reflect different perspas and information (Teddlie and
Tashakkori, 2003). This diversity of information Iseneficial by providing wider

information for making a discussion and conclusiothis study.

The pragmatic paradigm is a consent to study dhedisre of interest, embracing methods
that are appropriate and using findings in a pasithanner (Cresswell, 2003; Teddlie and
Tashakkori, 2003). It links the choice of approdaiectly to the purpose of and the nature
of the research questions posed (Cresswellal, 2003) and can provide different
explanations from the other approach (TashakkatiBeddlie, 1998). Based on the earlier
discussion, it can be argued that the pragmat@&digm is suitable and can be adopted for
the purpose of social and management researchrdingty, the pragmatism paradigm is
adopted to guide this research for the key reasimasit is flexible and can enable the
researcher to answer the research questions mdeetiafly by overcoming the
conceptual limitations (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 809

4.2.3 Research methodology associated with reseangaradigm

In social research, the selection of research ndelbgy is important because it will be

used as a tool to understand the phenomenon of imelaaviour, which is concerned
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with various factors depending on different cultur@nd contexts that are sometimes
simple and sometimes complex (Neuman, 2000; Mumeena006). The main
methodological approaches are either quantitativgualitative (Sarantakos, 1998). These
approaches view the world differently and haveedédht approaches to observe, measure,
and understand social reality (Neuman, 2000). Haewavis crucial to realise that there is
no exact theory and paradigm that can completepjagx the complexity of the world

(Maxwell, 2005). Understanding these issues woeltiddpful in designing research.

A decision regarding the particular approach depemad the aim of the study and its
research questions (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1398%e the research aim is to investigate
a social phenomenon (public participation practexej improve it, a qualitative approach
is seen to be the most appropriate approach. Bhisecause a qualitative approach is
suitable to understand complex issues and provideiradepth and interpreted
understanding of the social world by studying hurbahaviour, experiences, points of
view, circumstances, and histories (Ritchie, 20@8)antitative research designs are based
on the assumption that human behaviour can be iaggdlan terms of social facts, which
can be investigated with the aim of distinguishicitaracteristics and measuring how
much or how often they occur (Nau, 1995). Qualitatiesearch is flexible and facilitates
an iterative inductive-deductive procedure enablengcomparison between existing
theoretical concepts and empirical realities (Bukkeet al, 2003).

Importantly, one of the key advantages of the ¢atalhe approach that make this approach
best fit in this thesis is that it allows the studfyproblems, cases or events in depth and
detail, and usually produces much more rich, dedaind in-depth explorations and
descriptions (Patton, 1987; Todd, 2001). In orderirtvestigate and understand the
participation participants’ perspectives and theriactions among them, it is necessary to
interact with them to gain in-depth information.ighs because qualitative data can
provide rich insight into participants’ subjectiegperiences with the public participation
process (Craig and Hannum, 2006). This also ineeasderstanding of the cases and
situations studied (Patton, 2002). Importantly, lgatve research is accepted as an
appropriate method in the study of people’s intsresxd views to be involved in the
participation process (Jabbour and Balsillie, 2008)this case, a qualitative approach
allows for in-depth assessment of how to make ali@uiarticipation process more

effective for stakeholders (Kingt al, 1998).
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The key reason why quantitative methods are notrthie approach applied in this study
is because, basically, quantitative research searfdr explanations of social phenomena
presupposing a theoretic-analytic conceptual fraonkwthat holds independent of
interacting individuals and generalised explanaiand assumes that social processes are
objectively measurable through the collection camfitative data drawn from the context
under study (Vallaster and Koll, 2002). It facitéa comparison and statistical aggregation
of the data and gives a broad generalisable setontise findings (Patton, 2002).
However, it stresses the measurement and analysisausal relationships between
variables, not processes (Denzin and Lincoln, 200Bys, quantitative methods are not
appropriate for this research because this thasis & study a public participation
process, evaluate it, and find out how to makeateveffective.

Although, qualitative research has many distinctagvantages, there are still some
limitations. By its nature, qualitative methods arencerned with people and their
complexities, and aim to discover and describentkaning of, and understand the world
of, human experience rather than to verify truthpoedict outcomes (Myers, 2000).
Qualitative methods emphasise processes and meathiaigare not strictly determined or
measured in terms of quantity, intensity, or premaé (Denzin and Lincoln, 2005). This
affects validity, as it can be difficult to detemaithe reliability of findings. For example, a
small number of samples may lead to claims thafitittngs are not representative of the
population (Johns, 1997). Moreover, qualitative esgsh designs are particularly
associated with interpretative approaches rathan ttmeasuring observable behaviour
(Sarantakos, 1998). This results in a failure sxover deeper underlying meanings and
in-depth explanations of measured factors. Somstimfmrmation may be too abstract
and vague for applying to specific contexts (Jol®87). However, the issues of validity

and reliability will be discussed later in sectibid.

4.3 Research Design

The research design is a systematic plan of rdseascally involving the formulation of
a strategy to resolve problems; the data colleatr@thodology; the analysis of data and

their interpretation; and the publication of res{iRobson, 2002; Maxwell, 2005). A good
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research design should be clearly defined with ie between research questions and
methods which could lead to generate valid anébtdi data (Lewis, 2003). This section
focuses on the methodological approach based opragmatism paradigm applied for
this study. A case study was selected as a researategy. Mixed methods of data
collection were applied to accommodate the disatwpms of each other. The research

design model developed as guidance for this thegigesented in Figure 4.1.

4.3.1 Case study design

A methodology is more than a description of a styator plan of action. It provides the
rationales behind the strategy, how the inquirycpeals, and guides how research should
proceed (Neuman, 2000). When engaging qualitatie¢hatds to learn perspective and
gain knowledge from personal experience, a casdysimethodology is a common
approach which has been frequently used and idyhagipropriate (Stake, 2005). This is
because a case study has the advantage of effgcbbserving and analyzing the
phenomena that usually are not accessible by genvestigation (Abelson, 2001). As
defined by Yin (2003b; p.13) a case study“a empirical enquiry that investigates a
phenomenon within its real-life context, especialiyen the boundaries between
phenomenon and context are not clearly evideA’ case study also provides a
contextually rich understanding and helps to ingas¢ context that would be difficult to
gain from surveys that normally limit the numbenvafiables, questions and respondents
(Yin, 2003b).

In this study, the case study approach is choséheamain research strategy to explain

and conduct an in-depth study of a public partibgraprocess and to evaluate its process
and outcomes from its distinctive benefits for maegsons. First, as a research strategy,
the case study research method is a techniquenfovaaing who, why and how questions

(Yin, 2003b). Case study research is most valuatilen the question being posed

requires an investigation of a real life interventin detail, where the focus is on how and
why the intervention succeeds or fails, where tleaegal context will influence the

outcome and where researchers asking the questibmot have control over the events.
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Figure 4.1 A model of research design of this study
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It is also valuable where broad, complex questibage to be addressed in complex
contexts (Keen and Packwood, 1995). In these cistaimces, a case study seems to be the
best fit in this project because research quesBoidsand 5 aim to study how to evaluate
the effectiveness of public participation, what #re barriers to participation and how to
improve its practice in the Thai context. A casedgtis well suited for the study to
understand complex, contemporary phenomena inweddt situations where that many

factors seem potentially significant (Stake, 198%&,amoski, 2002; Yin, 2003b).

Second, typically, a case study allows the useaufmabination of data collection methods
such as archives, interviews, questionnaires asdrghtions to gather information in one
study (Eisenhardt, 2002; Cunningham and Tiefenba@@08). This is because no one
method is sufficient to capture all salient aspe€tan intervention (Keen and Packwood,
1995). The evidence gathered can either be queaditat quantitative or both (Eisenhardt,
2002). This characteristic of case studies offer®pportunity to gain a rich picture, and

in-depth and powerful data (Pegram, 2000), whichld/de a benefit in this study.

Third, typically, a case study is often selectedttas research methodology because its
successful application has been widely reported aakthowledged in the field of public
participation and environmental management (Beianié Konisky, 1999; Beierle, 2000;
Loring, 2007), especially in environmental assesdreerature (Furia and Wallace-Jones,
2000; Avramoski, 2002; Diduck and Mitchell, 2003ituri, 2003; Robinson and Bond,
2003; Yang, 2003; Almer and Koontz, 2004; Jha-Thakual, 2009; Theophilotet al,
2010), waste management (Petts 2001; Hartley anddv20605; Muneenam 2006), water
management (Vantanen and Marttunen, 2005; Har2i@96), and power plant literature
(Bond et al, 2004). Particularly, in the Thai context, mangaachers have employed a
case study approach to study the public partiopatssues in solving environmental
problems and their results are highly accepted (2ma et al, 2001; Awakul and
Ogunlana, 2002; Chaisomphebal, 2004; Charuvichaipong and Sajor, 2006; Manowong
and Ogunlana, 2006; Muneenam, 2006).

Fourth, a case study not only is an approach feorthseeking and theory-testing, but it is
also appropriate for evaluation research due tdlatsbility in design and execution
(Bassey, 1999; Robson, 2002), in particular anuatadn study of public participation

processes (Syme and Sadler, 1994; Mercier, 199%eRmd Frewer, 2004; Hinkt al,
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2007). In an evaluation context, the case studie® fbbeen used widely to document and
analyse implementation processes and the outcorhdbeoinitiatives, such as the
initiatives supported by either federal agencieprovate organisations. Case studies are
flexible and could comprise any programmes, prgjesituations, initiatives or sites
(Bassey, 1999; Yin, 2003a). An exploration and dpson from a case study can provide
a valuable function in identifying variables of ¢texts and mechanisms (Yin, 2003b) that
might influence the effectiveness of a public mapttion process. The flexibility of case
study research is beneficial to an evaluation studyarticular of a public participation

process.

It could be said that the case study approach sporeds to be the best method for
evaluating the effectiveness of public participatiddowever, there are some basic
questions that need to be considered about a tadg research design: how many case

studies are needed?; which cases should be studied|avhat are the basic criteria?

4.3.1.1 Number of case studies

There is no exact number of case studies to beriak@® in case study design (Tellis,
1997; De Vaus, 2002). A case study design can theresingle or multiple cases. The
single case study design is when a single researeht is employed. It requires careful
investigation to avoid misrepresentation and tdisati the research's access to the
evidence. A multiple case study is used when sécases are compiled with the purpose
of logical replication of the observations. Mulgptase studies focus on a replication
rather than sampling logic and enhance the rebylteplicating the pattern-matching and

increasing confidence of the theory (Yin, 2003b).

How many case studies should be in the design dispam the nature and the aims of the
study including; the degree of the expected detaitsl a difficulty of which research

propositions will be tested (De Vaus, 2002; Yin026). Given the lack of systematic

evaluation of public participation in Thailand hiigjnted in the previous chapter, it seems
most appropriate to apply the rationale of the evgibry case study method in great depth
(Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003a). Basically, a large numifecase studies do not provide in-
depth information, whereas, a small number of ctigdies can generate a great level of

detail (Lamolla, 2002; Yin, 2003b). If the studyeks theoretical replications, there will be
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a need to conduct additional case studies (Yin3BDMHowever, when the other cases are

not available for replication, the research isiedito a single-case design (Tellis, 1997).

This thesis aimed to thoroughly examine the pupéidicipation practice and evaluate its
effectiveness where in-depth investigation and aetee required. Thus, a single study
was appropriate since it could provide broad andlepth details and exploratory

knowledge which could be used to confirm, testchallenge theories relevant to the
processes (Yin, 2003b; Stake, 2005). Indeed, aesiogse study allows in-depth and
extensive investigation of any number of contexd process characteristics (Conley and
Moote, 2003). What is known from a particular cas®y very well be true to other similar

cases (Stake, 2005). Hence, a replication of tee study is not necessary in this context.
Importantly, the crucial concept is to select thestrstrategic case relevant to the aim of
the study rather than focusing on the number of saisdies (De Vaus, 2002).

Other important reasons for applying one case sindthis study were the practical
constraints of time, money and access to relevasgx Multiple case studies can be very
time and cost consuming (Conley and Moote, 2008)sequently, fewer are more
appropriate. The short time available for condurtihis research makes a single case
study the most suitable option. Drawn up from thesgects, a single case study seems to
be most appropriate in this context.

Additionally, an influential factor on the numbef oase studies is the conceptual
framework for the study. A single case study igatle when it meets all requirements of
the relevant theory and propositions (De Vaus, 200re details are explained in the

following section.

4.3.1.2 Case study selection

Perhaps the most difficult and significant issusoagted with case studies in social
science research is the selection of cases to §idy 2003a; Stake, 2005). This thesis
aims to study the problems of current practiceutflic participation processes in detail to
find out the factors which contribute to achieveftective public participation in conflict

management for environmental project developmenthailand. An appropriate selected
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case study will enable the study to be more detaglled investigated in greater depth
(Awakul and Ogunlana, 2002).

There are a number of different types of develogmprojects with different
characteristics in Thailand which could be selettebe a case study for this thesis. Thus,
a set of selection criteria to screen the candidates were established based on the
screening criteria outlined by Furia and Wallacee¥n(2000), Beierle (2002), Beierle and
Cayford (2002), Lamolla (2002) and Webler and T{#0906) to ensure that the case is
suitable for the objective of this study; in these the evaluation of public participation.
The selection criteria to screen the candidatescase adopted. Thus, the case study

should demonstrate:

¢ significant environmental problem and conflict;

e public participation in environmental decision maki in particular at the
project level,

e a participation method or set of participation noelh such as public hearing,
advisory committees, or environmental mediatiorengage the public in the
administration of the decision-making process ofe tenvironmental
development project;

e sufficient and accessible information on the cotgegrocesses, and results of
the participation efforts and process;

e a varied range of interests and involving variouakeholders including
government, private sector, academics and expentsn-government
organisations and affected citizens in the pamiogn process;

e aneed for a public participatory approach to stiveproblem;

e relevant issues of development of participatorycpss and aspects of social
and environmental interaction;

e a sufficient number of participants or informantsonare available and willing

to provide information and be studied.

A number of development projects in Thailand weneestigated carefully through
different sources, such as newspapers, researchbaplls. On the basis of the

aforementioned criteria, the Hin Krut Power plargject in Prachuab Kiri Khan province
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had the characteristics that fulfilled the researbjectives and is a worthy case study for
many reasons. First, and most importantly, the ktut power plant project was selected
based on its reputation as having significant emmental problems and conflicts with a
high level of controversy among stakeholders. Seéctins project was acknowledged as a
development project that concerned many issuesadlsand environmental interactions.
Third, a great number of different parties in tinéire society were involved in the project
and the wider public was interested in its procEssirth, the Hin Krut power plant was a
typical case of how environmental public policies alecision-making have been made
without giving an opportunity to the public andeaffed community to participate in the
project (Sukin, 1999). Public participation at tight stage of project implementation was
lacking. Fifth, the Hin Krut power plant projectalfailed to achieve the ideal purposes of
public participation by means of public hearingstéad of reducing conflict between
project owners and the affected citizens, it inseehit. Sixth, it also has distinguishing
characteristics: it was a large-scale project psapwith high capital costs of investment.
Seventh, this project also potentially reflecteé thIMBY syndrome in that the local
community shared the responsibility for coping wathvironmental problems in spite of
the fact that such shared responsibility was nehaught fruitful for the local community.
Eighth, relevant information about the participatiefforts and process was still available.
Finally, there were a sufficient number of stakeleos who were accessible and agreeable
to be research participants and provide information

It could be said, based on the characteristichefHin Krut power plant project which
met all selection criteria, that the project is thest appropriate case study of how, in Thai
experience, a public participation programme in agamg environmental conflict did not
succeed in satisfying the stakeholders, and indéedgonflicts were increased. A careful
investigation of this project will help illustratde real situation and increase ability to
achieve effective public participation to resolventflict in an implementation of a
development project in Thailand.

4.3.2 Population, Respondents, Sample Size and Sdmg

The primary question to start the research is wigidup of people would be selected to

be the target groups and samples of this case &tlibis is very crucial because good
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representation from this population will improvestrelevance of the research finding to
the population (Thochim and Donnelly, 2006). TyfHicgropulation can be interpreted in
many different ways depending on different contelttdoes not mean only the population
in a conventional sense (such as the populatiofhafland) but also includes a discrete
group of unit of study such as the population dfitg, community, firm or particular
groups (Bryman and Cramer, 1999). Based on thimitieh, the population of the Hin
Krut case study is its stakeholders or the pasditip who were involved in the public
participation process. This is because stakeholdeesch specific problem are the most
appropriate groups to provide extensive and exphtdrmation (Colebyet al, 2009).

In this thesis, to avoid confusion, the terms ‘ggrant’, ‘respondent’ and ‘interviewee’
and ‘attendee’ are defines as follows. An ‘intevwee’ refers to a person who was
interviewed in person during this study. A ‘respent is defined as a person who refuted
or responded to a thesis or any argument in a igngsbsed by the researcher. Indeed, the
terms ‘interviewee’ and research ‘respondent’ aienilar and are often used
interchangeably. A ‘participant’ is defined eittees someone who involved in the original
EIA process, or someone who took part in any pytdidicipation activity associated with
the Hin Krut development. Finally, an ‘attendeefers to a person who attended and

participated at a convention of the public heariofgghe Hin Kurt power plant project.

4.3.2.1 Research respondents: stakeholders of tigip participation process

A review of the relevant literature in previous kenaions of the effectiveness of public
participation programmes was conducted in orddrelp identify key stakeholder groups
to be studied. In order to answer the researchtignesabout which factors contribute to
effective public participation and how to improverrent practice in Thailand, there is a
need to truly understand interaction between staklels and their level of influence. To
reach this point, the interaction and participatwith whoever had participated in, and
been affected by, the project was necessary. Asutr the stakeholders or target groups
in this study were stratified into five discret@gps of unit analysis: government agencies
and local government officers; the project propdsethe affected people and local
communities; the non-governmental organisations QN and, academics, experts and
freelance researchers. These groups of stakehol@eesidentified and selected because it

has been acknowledged that they have particularactaistics that enable detailed
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exploration and understanding of public participatissues based on guidance by Carnes
et al. (1998), Bryman and Cramer (1999), Ogunlataal. (2001), Avramoski (2002),
Awakul and Ogunlana (2002), Vari (2002), Environtaérnimpact Evaluation Bureau
(2006), Manowong and Ogunlana (2006) and MuneeZ&@g).

The main reason for this categorisation is thahggally, different parties pay important
and different roles in project implementation. Istigating this subject from various
stakeholders can lead to a wide range of usefussiand experience that would be
beneficial to the research (Schweitagral, 1996). A recognition of the differences in
behaviour and attitudes among different partiesdaiety is a rational concept of public
participation process (Churchman and Sadan, 2004puld be said that stakeholders
who had been involved in the participatory and sieakmaking process, both formally
and informally, including public hearing fora, oirHKrut Power Plant Project were the

best population in this study. A description of¢@earget groups follows.

The government officers: central government offi@erd local government officers
Although there were many related government orgaioiss involved in the project, only
a few representatives from this group could be axietl and participated in this study. At
the national level, representatives from the Migistf Resources and Environment were
interviewed, while at local level, local leaderdanfficers working in the project areas
from Tambon Administrative Organisation were invadv Local government officers
were crucial in this case because local governmamtoften a keystone to successfully

implementing and enforcing public participation [@net al, 2002).

The project proponents

In this development project, the project was oadjinplanned by business sectors. The
officers of the UPDC were viewed as key informarf®soject staff who were most
accessible and had an important role in the ppeimn process were selected. One of the
project proponents was a public relations direofathe project who worked closely with
the affected villagers. His roles and responsibgitvere mainly to gain understanding and
support from the local villagers through publicatedns programmes. He tried to foster
community relations through community initiatives, particular a public participation

process. Another officer was a public relationsceff who organised participation events
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such as conferences, exhibitions, and open daybetgoublic, in particular the local

communities.

The affected people and local communities

In this group the population was divided into sulo tgroups: local residents; and, their
community leaders. They were all directly impadbgdhe development project since they
all live, work or have worked within or near theojact area. They were either protestors
or supporters of the project. They were expectedptovide in-depth and useful

information for the study.

The academics, experts and freelance researchers

The researchers in this study are from the nati@wa@demic organsations who are
interested in this project. Some played an importasie in participating such as

participating in the public hearing, seminars, mingy comments to the public in this case
study. In particular, one academic was selectedittmn the committee of the public

hearing conducted in the project.

NGOs

Basically, NGOs are playing an important role irvismnmental protection and could
provide important information (Nadeem and Hame®&®82. This group comprised of the
special interest groups such as conservationistsjirommentalists, or voluntary
organisations. The representatives were selected fhe NGOs who had contributed to

the project or building awareness amongst the loamamunities.

Since the 1980's, the numbers of NGOs in Thailagaee Hoeen increasing dramatically
(Sangchai 2000). NGOs are not only important imgeiof influencing the setting and
changing of domestic and international politicatl @ocial structures, but also in terms of
environmental management and activities (Clarke819®lany environmental NGOs in
Thailand have supported community rights on envirental and natural resource issues
over state rights. They have played important rategoicing the views of rural people
over their livelihood problems and they have helpedourage and organise people to
fight for their causes (Awakul and Ogunlana 20@%)hough NGOs have participated in
government activities, their roles are not univilysaccepted by government officers and
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politicians and there have been examples wheradtigties of the government and those
of NGOs have gone in opposite directions (Vatana2a@3).

Presently, there are approximately 80 NGOs regidtaith the MOSTE as environmental
NGOs while many more have not yet registered (Kngjadhipok's Institute 2007). The
reason for non-registration is assumed to be bec#usy do not want to be legally
accountable under the law, and being registeredraamaental NGOs would increase
paperwork since they have to submit reports abbeir tactivities to the government
(Sangchai 2000).

Both registered and non-registered NGOs were siudibe registered NGO was the
Thailand Environment Institute (TEI). The TEI islarge private institution (purely
academic in nature) that has influenced developsnant environmental policy agenda
formulations. It has close relations with the goweent because most of its board
members are academics and former senior governmoficers. Their papers and
information are often cited in government docume@se of the interviewees is the TEI
staff member who experienced the Hin Krut powemplproject. The non-registered
NGOs were the Association for Alternative Energg #me Ban Krut Conservation Junior
Club. The interviewee from the former associatiarked closely with the villagers at the
time of the project controversy by providing thenthrimportant information about the
power plant, government documents and environmelatas and regulations. The
representative from the latter group was the leafiehe young people in the impacted
communities. She set up many meetings and actvitieteenagers in the communities to
provide them information about the project, andlaxpwhat was going on in their

communities.

4.3.2.2 Sample size and sampling procedure

In practice, it is necessary to select an apprtgsample from the target groups because
the size of the population is often massive andamageable (Tosun, 2006). How to find
the most appropriate samples in doing researclsascaucial and complicated so that the
sampling procedure is an important step (Flick, @0Qvhich needs to be carefully
considered and implemented (Thochim and Donneldg62. Generally, there are two

main types of sampling: random or probability samgpl and non probability sampling
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(Huberman and Miles, 1998; Sarantakos, 1998; BryarahCramer, 1999; Bambergsir

al., 2002; Thochim and Donnelly, 2006; Saundetrsl, 2007). Frequently, quantitative
research employs random and statistical samplingilewqualitative research uses
purposive and conceptual sampling (Huberman anddyli1998; Bamberget al, 2002).

However, which approach should be selected shoefgentd on the decision of the
researcher on considering all research contexfgaiticular the purpose of the sampling,
the type of sampling, and the research method (Bryend Cramer, 1999; Gliner and
Morgan, 2000). Actually, there is no right number how large the sample should be.
From the literature, sample size design has aigalatith data analysis, which can be
classified into two main groups of sample size fetatistical generalisation; and,
theoretical generalisation (Flick, 2006; Muneenaf06). Importantly, the sampling
procedure needs to be carefully determined to enthat the final samples meet the

requirements of diversity and symbolic represeatafRitchieet al, 2003).

Generally, probability sampling is often employedquantitative research as a way to
analyse probability statistics or test the sigaifice (Huberman and Miles, 1998) because
this sampling is appropriate when the research igino test hypothesis empirically
(Ritchie et al, 2003). This approach is suitable for generalisato a whole population
because the sample is from the population and hasgaal opportunity to be selected
(Thochim and Donnelly, 2006), and employs stricobability rules in the selection
process (Ritchiest al, 2003). An equal proportion or number of each dargroup is
selected for the sample. In addition, this approacbhomplicated, expensive, and time
consuming because it requires a large sample Isizgractical terms, the desired sample
size may not be achieved during the data collegti@mtess. If the actual number of the
sample size is too small, the results of the stady be affected and distorted (De Vaus,
2002). Non-response rate is the main problem ias issue (Bryman, 2004). Thus, to
increase the number of the sample size it is nacg$ss solve this problem. For example,
if the sample size is 100 respondents and theofaten-response is expected to be 20%, it
may be suggested to select 125 respondents beappsmximately 25 units will be non-
respondents. However, it is crucial to realise thateasing the number of the sample size
does not always result in correct generalisatiothefresults to the whole population. If
the sample is not truly representation of the pafporh, the generalisation may not be
correct (Bryman and Cramer, 1999; Gliner and Moy@&00).
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In practice, probability sampling cannot be conddcin some contexts due to the
limitations of cost, time and accessibility (De ¥a2002; Thochim and Donnelly, 2006).
Importantly, in some situations, researchers migite purposive participants who have
experience with or knowledge of the phenomenondeixplored (Cresswell and Plano
Clark, 2007). In these cases, non-probability sargps applied.

Typically, non-probability sampling is frequentlged and more appropriate as a sampling
approach to select the groups to be studied initgtiaé research (Ritchiet al, 2003).
Although the main difference between probabilityd aron-probability sampling is that
probability approach is concerned with random dgi&Eec while non-probability is not
(Bryman and Cramer, 1999; Thochim and Donnelly,&2@aunder®t al, 2007), it can
not imply that the samples from non-probability péing are not representative of the
population because this sampling does not depentthemationale of probability theory
(Thochim and Donnelly, 2006). In non-probabilityngaing, units are deliberately
selected to reflect particular characteristics gf@p within the sampled population. The
sample is not statistically representative. Theoogmity of selection for each sample is
unpredictable so that some unit of analysis migiveha greater opportunity to be chosen
than others (De Vaus, 2002). However, the importaaracteristics of the population are
considered as the selection basis (Ritatieal, 2003). Accordingly, in social research,
theoretical generalisation can be achieved whenpnobability sampling is applied
(Pellow, 1999; Gliner and Morgan, 2000; De Vau€)20rhochim and Donnelly, 2006).

Non-probability sampling can be characterised ibk@ main groups: accidental or
convenience sampling; and purposive sampling. Ameld by Tashakkori and Teddlie
(1998; p.76), a purposive sampling ‘iselection of individuals/groups based on specific
questions/purposes of the research in lieu of ramdsampling and on the basis of
information available about these individuals/grstipwhile convenience sampling is:
“done on the basis of availability and ease of datdlection rather than in terms of
suitable based on research objectives/questions”.practice, purposive sampling is
mostly applied because the researchers are witbngpproach the sampling problems
with a particular plan in their mind. The samples ehosen with a purpose to represent
the key constituencies relevant to the subjecteis@Ritchie et al, 2003). Basically,
purposive sampling has a small number of casesdviduals. This sampling is very

useful in the circumstances that the researched toereach the target sample rapidly and
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where the proportionality is not extremely impottaWith this approach, it is easy to get

the opinions from the target population (Thochind &onnelly, 2006).

Basically, the sample size of non-probability sanglcan be varied and there are no
guidelines about what is the most appropriate nurobsamples in qualitative research
(Bryman and Cramer, 1999; Gliner and Morgan, 206)wever, the sample size in
qualitative research should not be too large orstoall. Normally qualitative samples are
small in size (Bambergeat al, 2002; Ritchieet al, 2003). There are some rationales to
support this statement. First, there is a pointdliafinishing return where an increase of
sample size does not provide any contribution ov meidence. Second, opposite to
quantitative research, the sample does not neled karge enough to support statements of
prevalence. There is no requirement to determiaiesgtally significant variables. Third,
data in qualitative research is rich in detail tsis idifficult to do justice to the richness of
the information if the sample is too large (Ritcleeal, 2003). Finally, focusing on a

small number of samples can generate deep andedetafiormation (Yin, 2003b).

Presently, much social research becomes more crnaplé requires a combination of
sampling techniques to effectively explore the albophenomena. This is because mixed
methods of sampling procedures can increase interalgity, trustworthiness, and
generalisability. This often consists of two typsssample: a probability sample and a
purposive sample (Kempeet al, 2003). Accordingly, in this thesis, both of these
strategies are mixed and applied in order to aehibwth statistical and theoretical
generalisation. Stratified non-random samplingseduto achieve good representativeness
of the participants from a large population. Isistable for conducting data collection in
large communities (Sarantakos, 1998; Saundtral, 2007). Thus, this approach is
applied with the affected people and local commesjtwhich have a great population.
Purposive sampling is applied with key stakeholdersin-depth study and to obtain
insight and understanding from well-situated pgtiats. Snowball sampling is used with
key informants for inaccessible and small poputegjsuch as the leaders and key persons

of local affected communities.

Sampling Procedure for local affected villagersia8ified non-random sampling

In this study, the population of affected peoplel &mcal communities can be identified

both as individuals or householders. However, basethe EIA study of this project, the
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unit of analysis was householders which represemach single house (Saangsan
Consultants Company Limited, 1999). Thus, a studiy ihe local affected villagers
applied this concept. Based on the official docuinieem the Thong Chai Municipality,
the number of householders in this district is mitv@& 500 which requires significant
investment of time and money. Thus, it was diffitalachieve a great number of samples.
The field work conducting data collection withiniglresearch lasted six months. These
limitations mean that not every householder affétte the power plant has participated in
this study. However, it could be argued that thenga sizes of relatively large
populations, such as in social surveys, of aroudB40 cases are still adequate for
statistical analysis (Bryman and Cramer, 1999)tHa event, the sample size of the
affected villagers for this research is 34 intamges and this was implied to provide

enough accurate data to achieve the research’ssesp

Stratified non-random sampling was applied to dekmmples from local affected

householders, classified by gender, and physictanice of households from the project
site. Remoteness was catergorised by radius arbensite. The householders within this
physical distance were stratified into two stratnatum 1 area within the radius of five
kilometres; and, stratum 2 area between five t&ilbnetres. The classification of these
strata were based on guidance by the OEPP whitdsdtae area within a radius of five
kilometres from the project site is defined as directly affected area whilst outer areas

are experiencing indirect effects due to the ptojec

Table 4.1 presents the sample of research respanfiiem the local householders in the
study areas. The total interviewed with the afféqieople in the local communities in this
study were 34 samples: 22 sample households fromtust 1, within a radius not over
five kilometres; and 12 interviewees from stratunsi@rounding areas within a radius five
to 15 kilometres. The representatives from thesmumsg had equal opportunity to be
represented from households from every villagehwithese distances from the project

site.

Thus, the samples were mainly selected from village target communities located
within five kilometres from the project areas sirtbey were considered to have direct
impacts due to the project. Within this radius, thierviews were conducted along the

seashore of Ban Krut Road, Ban Krut-Kok Ta Hom Raad at Ban Krut Market which
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were: Ban Tum Khi Ri Wong, Ban Pak Klong (Fishernvdlage), Ban Krut, Ban Nong

Wa Yang, and Ban Tang Sai. These villages locatdthmbon Thong Chai, Bang Saphan
District. Villagers whose households were locatethe areas within a radius of five to 15
kilometres from the project site were also studiedrder to complete all background
information on the surrounding communities, gaindevi perspectives and more
information, and, finally, make sure that all imj@ort data were gathered. The interviews
were conducted in Ban Ta Kien Shong Pee Nong, Ban Deam Yai, Ban Nong Ta

Muang, Ban Nong Mong Kol, Ban Chai Mong Kon, andchEBxn Song in Tambon Thong

Chai, Bang Saphan District. Figure 4.2 shows tloatlon of these 11 villages affected
from the power plant project. These respondents setected from a sub-group of the

population who were at home and willing to parttg (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998).

Table 4.1 The number of local householders (and numbers adettsampled for interviews) within five
kilometres and within a radius of five to 15 kilomes from the site of Hin Krut Power Plant Projéldiong
Chai Sub-District, Bang Saphan District, Prachualrikkhan Province, Thailand

No (Moo) Village Households Samples  Radius from the site (km)
1 Ban Tum Khi Ri Wong 177 3 <5
2 Ban Pak Klong 207 8 <5
3 Ban Krut 229 6 <5
4 Ban Nong Wa Yang 154 2 <5
5 Ban Don Leam Yai 190 2 5to0 15
6 Ban Nong Ta Muang 215 2 5to0 15
7 Ban Nong Mong Kol 265 2 5t0 15
8 Ban Ta Kien Shong Pee Nong 225 2 5to 15
9 Ban Tang Sai 135 3 <5
10 Ban Chai Mong Kon 221 2 5to 15
11 Ban Don Song 75 2 5to0 15
Total 2,093 34

Source: Primary demographic data from Department of Conitpidevelopment (2007)

Sampling procedure for key informants: purposivegkng
As mentioned earlier, in this research, the sarmgpdocess is faced with time, money and
accessibility constraints. Non-probability samplisgnore appropriate in this context and

this approach can help to achieve theoretical gdéimation (De Vaus, 2002) of what is
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effective public participation and how to achiewein Thai contexts, which are the

purposes of this study.

Ban Tum Khi Ri Wong
A

Chaikasam e The Hin Krut Power Plant Project

Ban Nong Wa Yang
0/
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f o/

Ban Ncqg Ta Muang

Thongchai

Ban Don __S'éng

O f
Ban Nong Mong Kol/

Kamnoet Nopphakhun

1 QT
Iéan Chai Mong Kon
A Image

Dat 10, NORAL 0.5 vy Noh, G =GOOgle

Tele Atlas
281"E elev 7m Eyealt 1552 km

Figure 4.2Local villages within a 5-kilometre and 5-15 kilotreradius of the project’s site

Purposive sampling was applied in this thesis beealis more flexible and makes no
claim for representativeness (Sarantakos, 1998pdBive sampling allows access to the
target groups easily and gains perspectives frgynrkermants and people who are more
readily accessible (Thochim and Donnelly, 2006)y Keformants are people whose
insights are particularly useful in helping to elgainderstand the studied issues (Patton,

1987). In this study, key informants were peopleowtave specific knowledge and
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experience about the studied issue, a public [j@ation process. Indeed, there was no
clear sampling frame or list of the members of ¢hetakeholders groups, government
organisations, project proponents, NGOs, and ac@deand experts. The samples of

target groups in this study are summarised in Tdlde

Table 4.2A summary of samples of target group in this study

Target groups Number of Sample size

Government officers Ministry of Resource and ervinent 1

Ministry of Industry 1

Local officer leaders and officers

- Thong Chai Municipality 3

- Ban Krut Municipality 3

- Thong Chai school 2
Project proponents 2
NGOs 3
Academics and experts 3
Local people affected by | Leaders 5
the project Villagers 29
Total 52

Additionally, snowball sampling was used throughting data collection process to make
interviews with key affected citizens and stakekaddcombined with other approaches as
a way to contribute a potential network of intewses. Initially identified participants
were asked to recommend other people who also ghlaye important role in the
participation process of the project and met thiecsien criteria (Kinget al, 1998;
Ritchieet al, 2003).

4.3.3 Data collection methods: combining research ethods

Qualitative methods have been applied extensivelyhe environmental management
research because they facilitate the capture ohimgs, interpretation and analysis more
easily (Jabbour and Balsillie, 2003). Mostly thegmprise documentary reviews,
interviews, focus groups, or observations (Roseh®81; Beierle, 2002; Gariet al,
2002; Stewart and Sinclair, 2007). Sometimes, qiadive approaches, such as surveys or
guestionnaires, are employed (Vari, 2002). In recgrars, an increasing number of

scholars have employed a mixture of methods orgss®s which support the triangulation
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concept (Ritchie, 2003). They postulate that usmged methods will expand and deepen
the scope of their study (Marshall and Rossman919andelowski, 2000), in particular
to understand and improve human practice in thé weald (Greene, 2007). This is
because mixed methods allow the weaknesses of ettethto be offset by the strengths
of the others and to study the phenomenon fromvarsity of possibly complementary
angles (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998; Bambeeged, 2002; Patton, 2002; Vallaster and
Koll, 2002; Cresswell and Plano Clark, 2007).

Denzin (1978) illustrates that triangulation invedv combining diverse data, different
methods, theories, and perspectives to contributeclasions which can increase
credibility. Triangulation is based on the assummptihat by using various data sources,
methods and researchers, researchers can overbentksddvantages of qualitative and
quantitative methods (Denzin, 1978; Johns, 199%ar§akos, 1998). Denzin (1978)
clearly defined four common types of triangulatidfirst, data triangulation or intra-
method triangulation relates to the use of diffedgita sources and data sets in research.
Data can be both qualitative and quantitative. 8dcovestigator triangulation refers to
the use of different researchers. Partnership aathwork are important as a way of
contributing various perspectives. Third, theorgrtgulation involves the use of different
theories to determine hypotheses and to interpr&a. dFinally, methodological
triangulation or inter-method triangulation impliesing multiple methods to study a
problem. It may involve the use of the same methmdstudy different situations.
Methodological triangulation can be either a combon of qualitative and quantitative
approaches or purely qualitative or quantitativée Tdata collection methods can be
different or the same (Teddlie and Tashakkori, 2008 adaptation of the triangulation
concept in this thesis to increase validity of teeearch findings is explained in section
4.7.

Basically, there are six common methods of datéectbn; questionnaires, interviews,
focus groups, tests and scales, observations, @uhtentary analysis (Denscombe, 2002;
Robson, 2002; Johnson and Turner, 2003; TeddlieTastiakkori, 2003; Bryman, 2004).
Different methods have different advantages andddi@ntages and fit best in different
circumstances (Denscombe, 2002). A number of pusvistudies about public
participation have alternatively attempted to measis effectiveness by ascertaining the

perspectives of the participants though mixed datkection methods (Strobl and Bruce,
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2000; Jabbour and Balsillie, 2003; Thursttral, 2005; Vantanen and Marttunen, 2005;
Charuvichaipong and Sajor, 2006; Badr, 2009; Jhaekilihet al, 2009; Okelloet al,
2009; Theophilowet al, 2010).

Importantly, the data collection methods should gractical, efficient and feasible

(Marshall and Rossman, 1999). Although participatmgervation has been often used in
many evaluation studies of public participation aedvironmental management
(Avramoski, 2002; Lamolla, 2002; Charuvichaipongl &ajor, 2006), it was not adopted
in this research. This is because the public ppdimn processes of the Hin Krut power
plant project were already completed. An obserwmatd the public hearing and other
activities was not possible. However, the photolgsagf the facility sites, the environment
and the related environmental problems of the lecahmunity, were taken in order to

provide strong arguments and supporting evidencehi® study. Field notes were taken

for important issues during the interview processes

In this study questionnaires were not selectecséwmeral reasons. First, this thesis aims to
investigate in-depth the public participation pieetin Thailand while questionnaires
cannot produce a variety of in-depth informatioanir the research repondents. This is
because questionnaires are inflexible in the wawimch questions are asked in the
structured setting. Second, the research findirgddcbe biased since the pre-coded
questions and answers are designed based on tlearadesr's perspective. The
respondents’ perceptions of matters are potentifithed within a line of thinking
established by the researcher (Denscombe, 2008all¥;i questionnaires provide less
opportunity for interaction between the researama the respondents. When any inquiries

occur, the researcher has no opportunity to claniéyn.

Therefore, the most suitable and practical datéecidn methods in this study were;
literature reviews, structured interviews, semustured interviews, and in-depth
interviews. This is because a variety of qualitmethods will help to explore the details
of the public participation context in-depth. Tharsnary of data collection methods is

presented in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3A summary of data collection methods for this thesi

information of the
research participants

Research Issues investigated Methods Instrument Subjes)/
Questions Participant (s)
Demographic | Background Structured interviewp  Intenvigiide Research participants

effectiveness of the
public participation
processes

Semi-structure intervig

In-depth interviews

1 Causes of conflict Literature reviews Search engine 00KB, journaletc.
Semi-structure intervidInterview guide Members of local
and tape recording communities affected
In-depth interviews Interview guide Representativesf
and tape recording government, develope
academic institutions,
NGOs, Freelance
researchers, and
Local leaders of local
communities affected
2 Level of public Literature reviews Search engine Books, journaletc
participation processegSemi-structure intervigInterview guide Members of local
of the case study and tape recording communitiestaffe
In-depth interviews Interview guide Representativesf
and tape recording government, develope
academic institutions,
NGOs, Freelance
researchers, and
Local leaders of local
communities affected
3 An evaluation of the Literature reviews Search emgin Books, journalgtc.
effectiveness of the [Semi-structure intervidInterview guide Members of local
public participation and tape recording communitiffected
processes In-depth interviews Interview guide Reprasers from
and tape recording government, develope
academic institutions,
NGOs, Freelance
researchers, and
Local leaders of local
communities affected
4 The barriers to Literature reviews Search engine Books, journal etc
effectiveness of the [Semi-structure intervidInterview guide Members of local
public participation and tape recording communitiéfected
processes In-depth interviews Interview guide Reprasers from
and tape recording government, develope
academic institutions,
NGOs, Freelance
researchers, and
Local leaders of local
communities affected
5 How to improve the Literature reviews Search engine 00KB, journaletc.

Interview guide
and tape recording
Interview guide
and tape recording

academic institutions,
NGOs, Freelance
researchers, and
Local leaders of local
communities affected

Members of local
communitiffected
Reptesiens from
government, develope
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4.3.3.1 Literature reviews

Literature review is a very functional method irtisb research, in particular in the public
participation field, for many reasons. It is econmgat) easy to obtain and access, and does
not require collection or processing (Denscombe)220Ritchie, 2003). It offers a
supplementary explanation and interpretation oketsp in particular a historical insight
which is not provided by other research methodsaf8akos, 1998; Denscombe, 2002).
Vast amounts of information are contained in doauséDenscombe, 2002), and more
often documents are the only source of informatiwhen studying past events
(Sarantakos, 1998), which is very useful in thissth. Besides, a number of studies of a
public participation process apply literature r@seas the main method of data collection
such as Beierle and Cayford (2002), Hartley (20@®)] Henleet al. (2008), or as a
combination with other methods (Thursteh al, 2005; Badr, 2009). Based on these

rationales, literature reviews were conducted is tthesis.

In this thesis, literature reviews were used thhmug the study in three stages; before,
during, and after conducting research. First, efmonducting research, the reviews of
relevant data were conducted to build up backgreufrdmeworks and methodologies
used in the thesis, in particular information abaypublic participation process and its
evaluation frameworks. These reviews aimed to p@wackground on the rationale for
public participation and conflict management; irigege the benefits and barriers of
public participation, evaluate the public parti¢cipa, provide an overview of public

participation in the meaning of environmental cmfimnanagement approaches, and to
outline the theoretical underpinnings that the ih&sbased on. Importantly, literature and
documentary reviews not only help to construct aceptual framework (Muneenam,

2006), but also help to inform survey development d@he analysis of the results

(McGurk, 2003). Second, during the research, ugefillications and documents were
used to support the study, in particular publicaioand documents obtained from
despondents during fieldwork. Newspapers, minutesneetings, lists of participants,

committees and organisers of public participatiotivdies and government reports were
used as references to identify informants for tlesearch. Finally, after conducting the
research, documentary analysis was also appliedhen data analysis processes.
Substantive data from research and publications wsied as important evidence for

arguing, debating, and supporting the results i timesis. The reviews and analysis of
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relevant documents were used in combination wi¢hrésults of the interview to make a

recommendation to improve the public participatoactice.

In this study, these secondary data were colletrtmd the literature, publications and
substantive document on public participation ineigd government publications,
conference proceedings, relevant research, booksngls and practitioner guidebooks.
Publications were relatively easy to access, whilspublished reports, studies, and
internal documents were more difficult to obtaiklsas documents from the government
bodies, business and non-government organisatidresinformation about the Hin Krut
power plant project and the public hearing was \dffycult to obtain because of a lack of
documentary evidence. Some minutes of meetings m@ravailable since they were old
and lost. However, related documents of the sarsaess were provided by local

environmental groups, freelance researchers artkata institutions.

4.3.3.2 Interviews

Interviews are one of the most common and importathods of data collection in social
science research (Sarantakos, 1998; Denscombe; 26B8son and Turner, 2003), in
particular in case study research (Tellis, 1997, Y2003b). Interviews are not only
applied as an unaccompanied method of data caltedbiut frequently interviews are also
used in combination with other methods (Kvale, 9d0@ecause of their extensive
advantages. The interviews provide a wealth ofifetadepth, and nuanced information
that other methods may not capture because inteezei® are more likely providing

idiosyncratic and complex information (Innes, 1999)

To answer research questions nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 aad iB-depth knowledge of the points of
view of stakeholders affected by the project i®rtial'Y. Based on the extensive benefits
of interviews as discussed earlier, in this stuglyalitative interviews were the most
appropriate method to elicit information from sth&klers’ experience, perceptions, and
meanings to investigate public participation preet(Bambergeet al, 2002) since
interviews focus on studying participants’ viewmsi (Bryman, 2004). The justification

for this selection was also based on the broadicgtign of qualitative interviews in a

&) particularly, the local people, government représres, developers, researcher and NGOs as igkhtif

in page 126
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number of public participation studies since intexis offer an opportunity to examine
and adjust existing theories on public participagwocesses and to develop new ideas at
the same time (Bucheckest al, 2003; Adomokai and Sheate, 2004). Importantly,
interviews can be conducted during the participapoocess, just after its conclusion, or

even several years later (Innes, 1999).

There are many types of interview such as: stredtuinterviews; semi-structured
interviews; unstructured interviews; standardisederviews; intensive interviews;
qualitative interviews; focus-interviews; Delphitenviews; group interviews; oral
interviews; elite interviews; and life history iméews (Sarantakos, 1998; Denscombe,
2002; Bryman, 2004). Apart from structured and déadised interviews, the other types
of interview are mostly associated with qualitatresearch. Commonly, the structured,
unstructured and semi-structured interviews arentlaen types of qualitative interviews
based on the degree of structure imposed on tbemats (Robson, 2002). Each type of

interview has its own features and is suitableiffeint contexts.

Structured interviews are based on a formatteafsgtiestions which are mainly closed.
This interview is frequently associated with sodatveys where a large volume of data
from a wide range of respondents is required (Dembe, 2002; Robson, 2002). The
questions are detailed and developed in advancéy assurvey (Yin, 2003b). Semi-
structured interviews allow flexibility in the iméewers’ approach to collect data and
allow the interviewees to develop their ideas teagpmore independently on the issues
(Denscombe, 2002). Unstructured or in-depth ingavei are often depicted as a form of
conversation mainly based on open-ended questiegaldet al, 2003). This type of
interview aims at exploring a certain topic anduses on the interviewees’ perspectives
(Denscombe, 2002). In-depth interviews are alsoenilaxible than the semi-structured
interviews; however, in-depth interviews are monéetiactive and have an ability to
generate in-depth information (Legaed al, 2003; Fontana and Frey, 2005). Semi-
structured and in-depth interviews are widely usesdmethods of data collection in
qualitative research (Robson, 2002; Legetrdl, 2003).

In this study, structured interviews were useddlbect data on the research participants’
demographics on their gender, age, occupations adhdr related information. This
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information had been identified as providing reld@vdescriptions of interviewees and
being essential in many literature studies (Manayand Ogunlana, 2006; Coleby al,

2009). The interview questions were asked in adstatised and straightforward manner
in the structured setting to get data. This typanédrmation was used to support the

discussion of the research findings.

In-depth interviews and semi-structured intervievese selected as the main methods of
data collection to examine and investigate the ipydarticipation practice of the Hin Krut
power plant project, to evaluate the effectivenefsgs practices, and to investigate the
barriers to effective public participation from therspective of the participants. In-depth
interviews were used to collect significant infotiroa from the key informants and
stakeholders while semi-structured interviews wesed to gain more general information

from the local affected villagers.

However, interviews also have some disadvantagest, Faterviews are inevitably subject
to an individual interviewer’s skill which requireesme basic skills and experience (Innes,
1999; Kvale, 2007). Second, an interpretive analgsithe interview data is difficult to do
well because of the complexity of the findings @an1999). In particular, the interview
data from semi-structured and in-depth intervievesreot pre-coded and have a relatively
open format (Denscombe, 2002). The interviews ampgsely loosely structured; the
interviewees may be asked the same basic questisightly different ways. This could
potentially alter the answer which makes it difficto interpret, analyse and compare
them. In addition, in answering a question such“aas this process effective?”
respondents will rarely use a simple “yes” or “ndt”is much more likely that each
respondent may use different wordings and explanstio answer the question. This
detail is essential in providing the context ttgasignificant in qualitative research (Todd,
2001).

To overcome these constraints in this study, thestijpns were presented in exactly the
same words to each interviewee in the same ordenake interview data easier to
interpret and analyse, both within each interviea across a wide diversity of interviews
(Fontana and Frey, 2005). This also aimed to ptepessible misinterpretation. To gain
truthful and in-depth information from the interwiees, combining both open-ended

interview questions and more structured, closedtipues, on the same topics was useful
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and crucial since it was a useful approach to tamate the data and interpret the oral
responses. In this study, broad questions suctwas: this process effective and if so, in
what ways?” were often used early in the interviewallow the interviewee to develop
their idea and feel comfortable with the intervieMien, the open-ended questions which
were more specific were asked late in an interviéMae open questions were
supplemented with closed questions that allowechiégedd number of choices. At the same
time, this made it possible to make a statemenh @& “eight villagers thought the
process was fair while three did not”. Such discr@&ta were also important in the
research which would be constructive to test treicy of the developing conclusions.
Besides, the researcher had working experience hwhwvas useful in conducting
interviews. In this case, the researcher maintathecheutral role by not interjecting any

opinion to the interviewees’ answers.

Conducting interviews
When conducting interviews, there are three immpragpects that needed to be taken into
account: interview guide, interview process, anpetaecording and note-taking. The

following are descriptions of how these issues vegngroached.

Interview guide

To ensure that interviewees’ experiences and viewpavere collected appropriately and
comparative within an interview situation, an intew guide, containing a list of issues
and questions that were to be explored in the vigers, was developed. This interview
guide was prepared in order to organise the baakgronformation of the research on
topics and ensure that all questions covered pkcis of public participation issues in a
more structured way (Patton, 2002; Vallaster andl,K2002). The interview guide
facilitated interviewing with different stakeholderto be more systematic and
comprehensive by delimiting the issues to be dsmdigPatton, 1987; 2002). In this study,
the interviews aimed to understand and exploreptrécipants’ perspectives concerning
key dimensions and issues of public participatiotivdies. Thus, the main topic covered
in the interviews included important issues suclihesways and means by which each
interviewee participated in the participation paxgme, how they were facilitated, and the
adequacy of the resources. In addition, this in¢ervguide was also used to dictate the
interview activity including a clear schedule oftal@ollection activities, and a plan for

unanticipated events in this study (Stake, 1998pRa2002).
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In this thesis, the interview questions were desigio search for explanations rather than
simple answers and be clear and focused on thematomn needs (Bamberget al,
2002). Research respondents were asked a mixtuctogd#d and open questions about
their views regarding their participation and thie&iveness of the process. Importantly,
the question design was based on four basic typgsestions illustrated by Forss (2005),
which are knowledge questions; feeling questior@nion questions; and behaviour
guestions. First, knowledge questions aim to find €actual information from the
respondents such as do they know about participgiocesses or did they receive any
information from the campaign. Second, feeling tjoes ask about the respondents’
emotions; for example, how they feel about theigigdtion process or does the process
inspire confidence or generate mistrust? Opinioastans are used to find out what the
participants think about the public participatiorogess such as was it convenient to
access to the information, was the information rchead easy to understand, or was the
process credible? This type of question informahut people’s goals, intentions, desires
and values. Finally, behaviour questions aims tecdee people’s actual experiences,
activities and actions by asking people about wthay do or do not do. All types of
questions were applied throughout the study. Therirew questions began with easy
questions and progressed to more difficult questiand moved from concrete to abstract
answers. Similar and relevant questions were gbupée same section to make it more
convenient in both the interview processes and da#dysis (De Vaus, 2002). Questions

were designed to be clear, short, and unambiguous.

The structure interview’s questions consist of anlbmation of closed and open-ended
questions to collect the interviewee’s demograpmicrmation. Where the answers were
closed, the interviewer only checks the chosenomsgs. On the other hand, opened-
ended answers are given to the interviewees toigeaaiternative answers. A different
version of research questions was developed andnestiened to different stakeholders.
Semi-structured interviews were based on a standset/iew pattern with key questions
to be discussed during conducting interviews. Thaldpth interview questions and
patterns were more detailed and varied dependingvtom were the interviewees. The
general questions were applied to all stakeholdemslst specific questions relevant to
each group were asked where appropriate. For exartif@d representatives from central
government were asked more about their roles, tmstraints of their duties and the
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enforcement of the legal procedures about publitigi@ation. The project proponents

were asked more about their roles and responghilib handle the conflicts at that time.

However, these different versions of the interviguestions were common in pattern
which consisted of three sections: Part A-Backgdoguestions; Part B-An evaluation of
the effectiveness of public participation and tlaeriers to effective public participation;

and Part C-Wrap up questions. The actual questimmpresented in Appendix B.

Interview Process

A pilot study was carried out among the identifddkeholders in order to ensure that
respondents from target groups were happy withgthestionnaires. The method for the
pilot study was in-depth interviews using the arai questions developed for the
interviewing process to make sure that all aspettbe interview questions were tested
for validity and reliability in their content andomstruction. The interviewees were
allowed to add or comment on any aspects of treniigw in terms of the matters they
wanted to change or the aspects they wanted tadeclThe interview questions were

revised after the pilot study following the feedb&mm respondents.

The interviews were conducted based on the intergeideline which included a set of
predetermined and key questions that indicateditiréficant points to be revealed. From
most of the in-depth interviews, the intervieweemted to see the interview schedule and
questions in advance before the interviews werelwctied so that they would be able to
effectively answer and discuss the issues. Thesgtbarticulars were sent on request on a
case-by-case basis. This aimed to ensure thatieditigpns were clear and concise and to

allow other significant matters to arise during pinecesses.

In this study, the interviews were conducted iretirsg of the interviewees’ preference.
Most of the interviews were conducted during thenviewees’ free time at their preferred
locations to minimise disruption to their daily WworFor the semi-structured interviews
with affected citizens, the locations of the intews were selected by the interviewees;
however, most of them were conducted at the irterees’ house. The selection of the
interviewees was decided during the fieldwork aegehded on who was at home and
available at the visiting time. The interviews wenestly conducted during the working

time involving a day time visit. However, some mviews started early at seven o’clock in
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the morning or in the late evening. These practieese flexible depending on the
situation. The semi-structured interviews lastetiveen 20 minutes to 40 minutes. For in-
depth interviews, all of the interviewees were ectéd and made an appointment before
the interviews were conducted. The in-depth ineang with key stakeholders were mostly
held at their working places during their workingnés. Typically, the duration of these
interviews were from 50 minutes to 75 minutes; hesvesome interviews lasted around
90 minutes. Importantly, the interviews were cortdddy the researcher to minimise any
language and translation problems.

A unique identification number of the intervieweasdgage number was written at the top
right and left respectively of every page to préveonfusion if the questionnaires were
lost or tearing. Date, place, beginning and endinge of the interviews were also
recorded on the top right of the first page.

Tape recording and note taking

Tape recording allows the researcher to pay meeatain to the interviewee and focus on
the conversation rather than concentrate on writiaggn what is being said during the
interview (Patton, 2002). However, tape recordirgguires permission from the
interviewee before recording and sometimes it naybe authorised. In this study, before
the beginning of the interviewing, the interviewagsre asked for their permission on
recording the contents of the interviews. With pleemission of the interviewees, all of the
interviews were recorded on auto recorder, andn ttranscribed verbally. These
transcribed interviews were used in the analysexgss using content analysis. In this
study, note taking, observations and photographse v&#so conducted to generate

supplementary data.

Fieldwork description

Field procedures mostly involve data collectionuess and must be properly designed
since the circumstances cannot be completely déedrgYin, 2003b). In this study, the
fieldwork was undertaken from the middle of NovemB807 to April 2008. The main
purpose of this activity was to gather all relevaribrmation about public participation
and conflict management in Thailand and particuldhle information about the case

study, the Hin Krut coal-fired power plant proje€he selection of research respondents
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and more than 90% of interviews were conductedhénfirst four months. In the last two
months, additional interviews were conducted tcambtomplementary data and more
specific information. The aim of these activitiemsvto validate the findings of the
research and to gather the missing informationttier project. During the fieldwork, 52

participants were actually interviewed.

4.3.4 Data Analysis

Unquestionably, data analysis is the most compleallenge of qualitative research
(Thorne, 2000; Spencet al, 2003). In general, data analysis refers to aagtmes done
in the management and reporting of data but, ma@eowly, it can be defined as
“systemic procedures in order to identify essentedtures and relationships(\Wolcott,
1995, p. 24). Typically, raw data in qualitativesearch are voluminous, messy, unwieldy,
and available in non-standard format (Miles and étatan, 1994; Denscombe, 2002).
Although there are a number of different approadioeanalyse qualitative data which
vary with epistemological assumptions about theinreabf the research enquiry and the
aims of the analytic process, there are still rearclsets of formulae, or calculations to
analyse qualitative data. Accordingly, qualitatdega analysis requires a careful, creative
and systematic approach (Speneeal, 2003).

Typically, in qualitative research, raw data ardecbed in relatively unstructured forms
such as tape recordings or transcripts of conversa{fMays and Pope, 1995). First of all,
these raw data must be prepared by converting @ntsuitable format for analysis
(Cresswell and Plano Clark, 2007). Since the rata dathe interviews are quotations, the
most suitable format would be full transcriptions wmterviews (Patton, 1987).
Accordingly, in this study, interview data, incladi observation data, were verbatim
transcribed and encoded to maintain the anonymityhe interviewees. During the
transcription processes, the transcripts were alyethecked for accuracy before and
during transforming into a word-processing file foralysis. This is because maintaining
meticulous records of the interviews and obsermatiand documenting the process of
analysis are approaches to ensure the reliabilitheresearch findings (Mays and Pope,
1995).
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To deal with these massive amounts of data, inofuthianscribed interview texts running
in the hundreds of pages, the effective approach twadraw up common themes. This
gualitative approach is acknowledged as the masdlda approach for this kind of data
(Tuler and Webler, 1999). Indeed, qualitative datealysis is about relationships and
identifications of key themes that emerge from shaly (Wolcott, 1995). Accordingly,
content analysis was employed in this study sindedused on the way themes were
identified and presented, as well as the frequeftlyeir occurrence (Cresswell and Plano
Clark, 2007). Besides, a number of researchers siaseessfully applied this approach in
their study of the effectiveness of public partatipn (Moore, 1996; Tuler and Webler,
1999).

It is possible to analyse qualitative data, in ipatar interview transcripts, by hand or
using computer analysis programmes, which perhapsircreasingly used nowadays
(Cresswell and Plano Clark, 2007). In this studyjwé, a popular software package for
gualitative data analysis, was used to manage algse the research data and code data,
create memos, and form families of codes baseti@més found from the interview data.
The transcribed data were imported into the Nvivogpamme, then the interview data
were compiled and analysed. The common themeseofldta set were identified. Using
computer analysis seemed to be more convenienthaddmany advantages over hand
coding (Bazeley, 2007). The Nvivo programme proside organised storage file system
that enables the management of interview data ngorekly and easily by locating
material and storing it in one place. This makesnidre convenient to retrieve data

associated with codes, themes, or documents (Ba2€67; Cresswell, 2007).

However, computer use in qualitative analysis $tds some constraints. For example,
Nvivo requires the users to clearly understand howuse the programme as its
instructions could be varied. To run the programioe process data effectively,
competence and knowledge are essential (Cress2@$llf). However, in this study, the
researcher has attended a number of training cotwsehe Nvivo programme in order to
increase levels of skill and competence to effetyivfacilitate the software in order to

analyse the research data.

In this study, data were characterised regardinglai attributes in the coding process

(Tuler and Webler, 1999; Sinclaet al, 2009). Analysing data was conducted by
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examining the transcribed data and coding themdudress the research questions. A
coding scheme guide was formed as the basis oarlg/sis such as: why the conflict
occurred?; what methods were used in these pra&&ssad what were barriers and
constraints to implementing public participatioA?great number of characteristics were,
then, formulated. Consequently, with respect tteration, these characterised attributes
were classified again into more conceptual categoaf theoretical analysis. Data and
categories were grouped in accordance with thé&tioms with each other. Importantly,
the analysis of these common themes was conductemaascripts and relevant data.
Although frequency tables for the number of theeinparticipants raised discrete issues

were not generated, the quotations representetaf@ity of interviewees’ viewpoints.

In the presentation of findings and results of tthesis, direct quotations from the
transcribed interviews based on interview questiand the interviewee answers were
used. These direct quotations were coded accuratelypresented in italics. However,
some grammatical inconsistencies and speakingaltiesis such a&um” and“oh” were

removed, in addition, some additions, words in ket&, were added to clarify speech.
Exact quotations were essential here because tmesyittited the empirical data, and, were
evidence, dealing with the effectiveness of puplcticipation of this study. Since data in
this thesis were mainly qualitative, these quoteticepresented the points of participants’

perspectives found in their interviews.

4.4 Generalisation, validity and reliability

4.4.1 Generalisation

In case study research, a major concern is howrerglise. Although it is understandable
that the more cases that are studied, the momblelare the generalisations gained, the
investigators sometimes prefer to trade off gersakbility with other aspects such as level
of detail (Stake, 1995).

Generally, case studies are used for theoreticatinge or building rather than
generalisation (De Vaus, 2002; Yin, 2003b). It && assential to the validity of the case

study research method that a case study shouldlbdcabe generalised. The relevance of
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a case study is more important than its abilitjpéogeneralised. When a case study is
carried out both systematically and critically amdémed at the improvement of
understanding then it is relevant, and if any maslon of its findings extends or expands
the boundaries of existing knowledge of the subgees, then it is a valid form of research
(Yin, 2003b).

In this study, developing and testing a theorytheemain approaches for generalisation in
this study. The thesis aims to investigate all etspef the public participation practice
based on theories in Chapter 2 and 3, such asette of public participation, and its
effectiveness. A case study could help to refimoties, discovering complexities that can
be used in further investigation which helps tol dgth the limitations of generalisability
(Stake, 1995). Although generalisation is not aregmssue in this thesis, it could be said
that the research results of this study could beggised since generalisation of results

from case study research is made in relation toryhand not to populations (Yin, 2003b).

4.4.2 Validity and reliability

In conducting social science research, it is ciucgnsure the accuracy of the data and
the truthfulness of the analytic claims and thalfiesults being made (Lewis and Ritchie,
2003). This is because, when carrying out the rebgamany practices can create
invalidity and unreliability (De Vaus, 2002). Thughen conducting research, validity and
reliability need to be achieved if the researcloi®e sound (Neuman, 2000; Rowe and
Frewer, 2004).

Validity is the truth or correctness of inferentesed on the research findings (Lewis and
Ritchie, 2003; Craig and Hannum, 2006) and is glpyaelevant to the extent to which an
instrument or process effectively and properly mess the research purpose; in here,
public participation effectiveness (Bryman, 200#n construct validity in case study
research is often particularly problematic (Yin,030). Yin (2003b) pointed out three
strategies to deal with this aspect by using migltgpurces of evidence, establishing a
chain of evidence, and having a draft case stupggrtaeviewed by key informants. In
case studies, inference is usually problematinternal validity while external validity
deals with whether the results can be generaliegdra the case. Especially, in a single
case study, these are some of the critical comnemgasst case studies in this aspect.
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Nonetheless, this criticism is directed at theisiaal and not the analytical generalisation,

which is the basic concept of case studies.

In this thesis, increasing and ensuring the valightemise was approached using the
triangulation concept following the suggestion bgnin (1978) and Yin (2003b). Data
triangulation and method triangulation were adopté&irst, the concept of data
triangulation was adopted by using multiple sourcésdata, in this case different
stakeholders. This is because the use of multgukeces of evidence provide stronger and
wider evidence for reaching conclusions throughveogence and corroboration of
findings (Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998) and alldkes researcher to provide a convincing
argument as an answer to the research questionsn&emethodological triangulation
was adopted through the use of different methoddaté collection: literature reviews,
semi-structured interviews and in-depth intervieWsth this approach, the researcher can
generate more complete knowledge (Tashakkori ardtlliee 1998; Bambergeet al,
2002). The use of multiple modes of data collecti®®ran acknowledged approach to
achieve a higher degree of validity and reliabivtfnen studying complex issues in
qualitative research (Johns, 1997; Vallaster anitf R602; Bucheckeet al, 2003).

However, a mixed methods approach is not an alesgluarantee of the validity of the
findings if different results are produced. Theseoften a dilemma over which of the
research findings should be given more weight @ur2000). This can cause a chance of
error. In this thesis, the most important inforroatwas drawn from in-depth interviews
with key informants since they hold detailed andcsjic knowledge and experience about
the public participation process and they had goontant role as key stakeholders in the

Hin Krut power plant project. Their perspectiveseveery valuable in this study.

Reliability refers to the degree to which the resybroduced by a measurement or
procedure can be replicated (Bryman, 2004) as dityab yield consistent results (Rowe

and Frewer, 2004). It is concerned with how comesisé study or measuring instrument is.
A measurement is accepted to be reliable or camgisthen it can produce similar results
if it is applied again in similar circumstances {Ron, 2002). It can be said that if the
research is not reliable, it is hardly to be coesd valid; on the other hand, if the study is

reliable, it may or may not be valid. Basicallyeté are two main aspects for reliability
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that social science researchers aim to achievernialtand external reliability (Sarantakos,
1998; Bryman, 2004).

Internal reliability refers to the extent to whiahmeasurement is consistent within itself.
The important issue of internal reliability is ind&ter or intra-rater reliability. Inter-rater
means the degree of stability exhibited when a nreasent is repeated under identical
conditions by different raters (Sarantakos, 1998k of inter-rater reliability may arise
from divergences between observers or instabilitthe aspect being measured. On the
other hand, intra-rater refers to the degree diil#ha presented when a measurement is
repeated under identical circumstances by the gatee. Lack of intra-rater reliability
may arise from divergences between instruments e@dsurement or instability of the
attribute being measured. To deal with this issoia-rater was managed. More exact
definitions of every important characteristic aatht were set. This can make the research
more reliable by creating similar results of ratibg just one rater or different raters
(Sarantakos, 1998; Bryman, 2004).

The reliability of secondary data from literatueviews was also measured. In practice,
literature reviews may encounter a number of digathges such as authenticity,
credibility, and meaning. Some documents lack &gty because of the source, while
some documents are biased from the interpretaindsviews of the authors (Sarantakos,
1998; Denscombe, 2002). Thus, it is important @wate the authority of the sources and
the procedures used to produce the original dagatge the credibility and accuracy of
the documents before using them (Denscombe, 200%; 2003b). In this study, most
documents were research publications, governmahtaaademic documents which were
reliable and credible since they were proved by dbthorised organisations and their
original data and production process were recoatedl could be traced. The references
and the sources of these documents were also chémkéheir accuracy. Only accredited
and reliable documents were used as referencassisttidy.

External reliability means the degree of consisgamcthe degree to which a study can be
replicated over time (Bryman, 2004): in the otherds the consistency and replicability
of data across the sites (Sarantakos, 1998). Ehability type is essential for a test of
reproductivity of results when the study is adntemed on different occasions (Rowe and
Frewer, 2004). This criterion is difficult to ackieein practice according to the fact that it
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is impossible to set the social setting and cirdamses of an initial study to make it
replicable in the exact conditions (Bryman, 2004hwever, the concept of test-retest
reliability can be applied (Rowe and Frewer, 2004jis result could vary by the way the
interview was conducted; or, how the question wsed. Additionally, the interviewees
may gain more knowledge during the time or justtwarchange their mind. In this study,
a common way of assessing the external reliabdityobservations is conducted by
applying the inter-rater reliability concept. Thisvolves comparing the ratings of two or
more observers and checking for agreement in theasurements. In this case, academic
researchers who are experts in the public particpdield were invited to review the

research findings to ensure the reliability of tbsults.

Finally, the quality of qualitative data in term \dlidity and reliability depends on many
factors, such as methodological skill, perceptivignd expertise of the researchers.
Validity in quantitative research depends on cdnefstrument construction to be sure that
the instrument measures what it is supposed to urea$he instrument must then be
administered in an appropriate, standardised maaceording to prescribed procedures
(Patton, 2002). Actually, validity and reliabilitgf measurement are interrelated. If a
research instrument is valid, the result is expetiebe reliable too. However, if reliability
is present, it is not necessarily valid (Sarantak@98). Based on these critical points, in
this study, to generate valuable and trustworthta deom interviewing, and content
analysis, discipline, knowledge, and hard work liy tesearcher were put in the research
(Patton, 2002).

4.5 Ethical issues

When conducting a research, there are some commhnicaleissues which need to be
carefully considered. The ethical issues concemedhlis thesis are informed consent and
anonymity and confidentiality. These ethical consexere addressed throughout the
research processes, in particularly during thervigesr and data presentation phases.
Details of each issue are described below.
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4.5.1 Anonymity and confidentiality

In any research study, anonymity and confidenyiaite crucial and must be made clear
and guaranteed to the interviewees. Anonymity mélamsdentification of a person who
takes part in the research must not be known, vdoiididentiality refers to an avoidance
of the attribution of information in any reports presentation of the research to identify
the participants (Lewis, 2003). Thus, it is neces$a protect the interviewees from harm
if their information were to be revealed. In thisidy, the interviewees were guaranteed
anonymity and all data were guaranteed for confideprotection. The information was
securely kept and inaccessible. A code number veasl o prevent the participants’
information from being identified. All means of wldication were removed when

presented in this thesis.

Besides, anonymity and confidentiality also havelioations for data storage (Lewis,

2003). In this study, the tape and the intervieamscripts were not labelled in ways which
could identify the interviewees. As tape recordsengsed in case of permission from the
interviewees only, the interviewees were informedt ttapes and field notes would be

securely stored for a number of years before beasgroyed.

4.5.2 Informed consent

In any research study, an informed consent to ésearch participants must be provided
(Lewis, 2003). In this study, a consent form wasvpted to the interviewees before the
interviews were commenced in order to comply withieal codes of practice, see
Appendix B. The contents of the consent form usedHis study included: a general topic
of the inquiry, the purpose of the study and itsib@rocedures, an identification of the
researcher, the contact name and address of tbarcber, a guarantee that all responses
will be kept confidential and anonymous. The iniexwees were allowed to ask any
questions about the interview processes that watreoluded in the consent form such as
how the data and conclusion might be used. Thevieteees could keep the informed
consent letter as a guarantee of the study andder@ basis for complaint if necessary.
Importantly, the interviewees were informed thagytltould withdraw at any time during

the interviewing or in the research processes.
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4.6 Limitations of research methodology

There are some limitations of the research metlgyoin this study that need to be
acknowledged. First, as mentioned earlier, althahghcase study approach may provide
rich insights into a specific situation, it is deffilt to make generalisations about the
studies as a whole (Yin and Heald, 1975; Yin, 20Q03towever, in this thesis a
development of the theory was more important thamegplisation since research question
no.5 focused on how to improve public participatipractice in Thailand. It could be
argued that the development of theory could fulfi# generalisation requirement. In order
to be able to generalise the research finding, séesatic study of a number of case
studied should be conducted (Yin, 2003b). Howewepractical terms, this was difficult
to conduct and achieve. Second, quite often intgecthe validity and reliability were
difficult to assess. However, some practices asans to establish validity and address

reliability were discussed and recommended in tegipus section.

4.7 Conclusion

This chapter presents a justification of the pratigrmaparadigm that guided the research
methodology of this thesis. A single case study agapted as an inquiry strategy for this
thesis in order to conduct an in-depth study ofphielic participation practices in the Thai
context. To achieve broader and better data andtsesnixed methods of data collection
were carried out. The first method was a reviewl@fuments concerning the operations,
activities and concepts of public participationqass. A need for in-depth information of
public participation processes and their outcomss ked to the decision to carry out
interviews with a wide range of stakeholders of shedy project. Thus, interviews were
selected, including structured, semi-structured iandepth interviews with stakeholders.
Stakeholders who held key positions or played ingmdrroles in the public participation
process were identified for interviews. An intewiguide including evaluation questions
was developed. This chapter also explains how tainatvalid and reliable data that
supports the research’s results and conclusionshandto conduct this study to comply
with ethical issues. Data analysis and discussien canducted through a qualitative

approach and are presented in Chapters 5, 6 and 7.
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Chapter 5: Environmental Conflict Analysis and Levds of

Public Participation

5.1 Introduction

A clear understanding of the public participatiomgess associated with the proposal of
the Hin Krut power plant project is an importanttpaf this thesis. This chapter aims to
identify and document common themes by demonsgrahe perspectives and premises
from the research findings about the causes ofdhdlicts of the case study and the level
of public participation in siting the Hin Krut powglant project which aims to answer

research questions no. 1 and 2 and respectively.

The chapter consists of four main sections. It tegvith an overview of the background
information of the case study. The second partegmissthe interviewees’ roles and
experiences in the public participation process.e Tiesults of the demographic
characteristics and the interviewees’ backgroundspaesented as essential context to
their participation. The third part presents anlygsia of the root causes of the conflicts of
the Hin Krut power plant project. The final sectim@sents an investigation of the level of
public participation achieved in the case studye Tsearch findings are analysed,
interpreted, discussed and applied in relationh® theoretical framework of public

participation concept mentioned earlier in Chagter

5.2 Background information about case study: the rHKrut Coal-Fired

Power Plant Project

This section presents general information about Hiie Krut power plant project to
increase an understanding about the case studgséxidtion of the project and associated

controversy are illustrated below.
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5.2.1 Project description

In 1992, the Thai government adopted a policy twoarage the private sector to invest in
the power supply industry. The main reason for gdims was an attempt to lower its
investment as well as to increase the competitserad efficiency in the electricity
business. In response to this strategy, the EbggtriGenerating Authority Thailand
(EGAT) launched an Independent Power Producer (fP&gramme to allow the private
sector to construct and operate large-scale povegeqis and sell electricity to EGAT and
the programme was approved on May 31, 1994 (Somb@800). The IPP in Thailand
officially began at that time, offering up to 5,934ega-Watts (MW) of generating
capacity for competitive bidding from private comps. Thai government called for an
IPP tender and invited bids that were arrangeduigtation. Consequently, fifty private
developers bid for contracts to EGAT (Woo, 2008)tHe first round bids in December
1994, from 50 proposals submitted by 32 investeesen large-scale IPP projects were
awarded. They were the Bo Win project, Eastern p@sgect, Ratchaburi power project,
Keng Khoy power project, Hin Krut project, Bor Npkoject, and PBLC project. The first
four projects were gas-fired power plants while tiieers were coal-fired stations. Their
capacities ranged from 350 to 1,400 MW (Sombut&®00; Woo, 2005). All coal fired
power plant projects were opposed by local villagehile the gas-fired power plants
were constructed and are generating electricitywéd@r, the Hin Krut project had a
violent protest involving a blockade of the Southétighway and gained the interest of
the wider public. The Hin Krut power plant and 8er Nok project were cancelled. The

PBLC project was constructed in the east of Thdilan

Among these IPP projects, Hin Krut power plant @cojwas a 1,400 MW coal-fired
thermal power plant proposed by the Union Power digyment Company Limited
(UPDC), a company with major shareholders from dagéanland, Hong Kong and
Thailand. EGAT selected and signed the Power Psechfgreement (PPA) for this
project with the project owner in 1997. The powkmp was planned to be located along
the coastline of the Gulf of Thailand at Ban KnmutTihongchai Sub-district, Bang Saphan
District, Prachuab Khiri khan Province in the uppeuth of Thailand, as shown in Figure
5.1. Prachuab Khiri khan province was chosen tthkeebase on recommendations from
the government that; 1) the IPP power plant shbeldocated in Industrial Zone 3 areas,
which qualifies for tax break in the first 5 yeafsnvestment, in the south of Thailand; 2)
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Prachuab Khiri khan is in a promotion area for Z&as well as suitable to supply
electricity to the western and southern part ofifana; and 3) the coastline is appropriate
for building a jetty for importing high quality coeitom abroad. Additionally, the site also
met many criteria compared with the other candidées, such as deeper seawater depth
available for coal delivery; no reserved area fatural resources and tourism; no national
forest reserve near the site; and low populatiamsite (Saangsan Consultants Company
Limited, 1999).

Prachuab K

-.Google

Eye alt. 1561.48 km

Figure 5.1 The location of the Hin Krut power plant projecflihailand
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The construction was planned to start in the secpradter 1999 and proposed to finish
within 45 months. The project was planned to ogerfar 25 years (Union Power
Development Company Limited, 1999). The power plamgnstruction included

conventional coal-fired steam generators, turbireegators plus auxiliaries and plant
systems. The main components of the power plant Wweo coal-fired boilers, producing
steam to drive the two turbine generators of 700 M&¥power output, exhausting to 200
metres stack height, and feeding 500 kilovoltsh® EGAT distribution grid. The EGAT

500 kilovolts power transmission line would conndot the power station at the
switchyard that would be an outdoor-conventiongletydesign and suitable for the

operation (Saangsan Consultants Company Limite28)19

Bituminous (low sulphur) coal, was planned to beduso fuel the power plant, both
because natural gas is limited in Thailand and dmeaf its low cost, and would be
imported from Australia, Indonesia, and South Adraturing the project’'s 25-year period
(Union Power Development Company Limited, 1999; IRRuHearing Committee, 2000).
The transportation of coal would be via a deepgs®wa with a covered conveyor system
from ships to the coal storage area in the powantpbuildings. Approximately 50
shiploads of Bituminous coal were estimated (oruat$750,000 tonnes of coal) to be
required annually. The port's jetty was designedbdobuilt at 3.5 kilometres from the
shore, into the Gulf of Thailand. The designed ¢uidyct was 3 metres wide, 5.16 metres
high with 15 metres spacing of supporting columB8aangsan Consultants Company
Limited, 1998; Union Power Development Company kedj 1999). A 25-metres spacing
would be provided every kilometre for small fishibgats to pass though (Saangsan
Consultants Company Limited, 1998; Public Hearirgn@ittee, 2000).

For the pollution control system, a low-N®urner design would be used to minimise
emissions, wet limestone based flue-gas desulm@timis (FGD) for SQ@ removal,
electrostatic precipitators for particulate mattemoval. The cooling system would use
seawater drawn from the Gulf of Thailand. The awplitowers would reduce the
temperature of the heated cooling tower t8C3%n average, at the discharge point, 160
metres offshore, to minimise the impact on the necology (Saangsan Consultants

Company Limited, 1998; Union Power Development CampLimited, 1999).
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5.2.2 Controversial aspects of the case study

The Hin Krut power plant project became controvarginen UPDC acquired large tracts
of land from local people between 1995 and 1996fakct, at the beginning of the
purchase, there was no opposition from local vdtagbecause they thought that the
purchased area was for a golf course. Then in 198@&, some villagers found out that the
purchased land would be used to construct the foedl-power plant. A previous coal-
fired power pant, Mae Moa, in the North of Thailahds a bad reputation for its
environmental impacts (Bureekul 2000). This ledoagdl Conservation Group to organise
a number of people against the project (Mantaluetpa, 2000). The protestors believed
that the power plant would cause massive envirommhemd social impacts such as air
pollution, and impact on the marine ecology, fishen's livelihoods, and the tourism
industry (Office of Environmental Policy and Plangj 2000). Although, there were many
local villagers from some parts of the purposecseho supported the project, it was
inevitably faced with strong opposition from thege number of project opponents who
were adversely affected by the plant. Moreover,togestors requested a public hearing
but the government and project proponent did ngpoad to this demand. They argued
that the project was already approved so a pulelizihg was not necessary (Mantalumpa
et al, 2000). This disagreement increased oppositiohinvithe community and led to

conflict.

Both the EIA for the deep-sea port for shippinglcaad the construction of the power
plant were approved by the OEPP in April and Ma®8l9%spectively (Public Hearing
Committee, 2000). However, in April 1999, some kadof the Local Conservation
Group and academics argued that the EIA of the p@leat was not correct since it did
not include an assessment of the impact on madalgy. Particularly, the report failed
to identify the fertile coral reefs offshore nede tproject site (Center for Asian Area
Studies, 2003). This was an important issue bedduespower plant would be constructed
close to this coral reef. Then, future working be EIA report was requested. To settle
this mistake, the OEPP withdrew the EIA licensarfrBaangsan Consultants Company
Limited, who conducted the original report, and eseti UPDC to revise the EIA
(Bureekul, 2000; Manowong, 2006). An additional EBdudy on marine ecology,
including information about the coral reef, was @octed by a different consultant (Tesco
Company Limited, 1998) and resubmitted to the OBEFPFAugust 1999. Finally, on
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October 9, 2000, the second EIA report, which irdtegl the additional study with the
first version, was approved by the OEPP. The cditestgld EIA together with a Thai
version were available to the public in mid 200&ri€&r for Asian Area Studies, 2003).

In July 1999, the impacted villagers issued an oledter to the relevant government
authorities, aiming at the rescission of the aparéor the three certifications. Those were
the EIA report approved by the OEPP; the plant ajpmnm approved by the Department of
Industrial Works (DIW); and the PPA between EGA™ dhe project opponents (Center
for Asian Area Studies, 2003).

The number of protestors grew continuously and tlo@yed with the protestors of Bo

Nok power plant project, another coal-fired pow&np of the IPP project. This project

was also located in Prachuab Kiri Khan provincee @ilsputes became more violent when
the protestors from these controversial projectsckdded the Southern Highway,
Phetkasem road, on 8-10 December 1998, leadingritrantation between the project
opponents and the police (Sukin, 1999).

Responding to conflicts between the supportersthadorotestors, the incomplete EIA,
neutral sectors in the public and widespread coned&out the potential impact of the
power plant, on December 15, 1999 the governmenitiele to conduct a public hearing to
reduce public tension. Some members of the pulilic demanded public hearings in
order to comply with the new constitution's proers on public participation, and as a
way to express their opinions. Finally, the heamrag arranged on February 24 - 25, 2000
in accordance with the Public Hearing Regulatiok.B2539 (1996). The public hearing
committee was composed of 11 members from diffepamties; a senator, lawyers and
academics. The Chairman was Professor Dr. Sippakandihat, a well-known academic

and former minister (Public Hearing Committee, 200e Manager, 2000).

Before the day of the public hearing, some staldgrsl used mass media, particularly
national television, for expressing their idease THDPC representative expressed his
opinion to the media that this project would ceryabe continued. At the same time the
representatives from affected communities and raregment organisations submitted
information about the adverse impacts of the pgu@nt on communities to the Ministry

of Industry (MOI) and the MOSTE. One day before tigaring occurred, more than one
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hundred policemen with police dogs searched for limmm the conference room and

surrounding areas (Sukin, 2000).

A large number of people demanded to participatberhearing. There were 9,252 people
registered to attend the forum. The limited spddé® conference room caused a problem
for the organisers because the room was not seitapld large enough. It can
accommodate only 200 attendees (Sukin, 2000). Dtieet fact that the project had many
approved certificates before the public hearinguoed, the project opponents requested
that these licenses be rescinded. Besides, theyaaked for the replacement of the public
hearing committees. Nonetheless, their demands adesried. Hence, these people refused
to participate in the event since they argued thit public hearing should have been
organised before the government signed the agraemtnthe UPDC so they could not
accept it (Mantalumpat al, 2000).

A large number of people from many parties gatheredind the public hearing area and
followed proceedings on radio or television eithatside the conference room or at home.
Approximately 1,000 people wearing green T-shiggmbols of the environmental
conservation group, came to the public hearing angla hundreds of green flags and
national flags. These people did not participatdis forum and were not allowed to enter
the public hearing area. Besides, hundreds of riisbe sailed their boats to the meeting
place, Provincial Hall which was close to the gegrotest. More than 200 fishing boats,
decorated with green and national flags, lined mgront of the hearing location. The
protestors conducted their own activities outsidee tconference room by using
loudspeakers to voice their ideas about the impafctee project that might affect them
and the environment. They also gave their speeadha@sng accusations against the
government and the public hearing committee. Theyed that the public hearing was
not organised at a suitable stage of the projecalme the decision was already made, the
contract to purchase power was already signedttantbcal communities did not have an
opportunity to be involved in the decision-makinggess. Hundreds of policemen were
assigned to guard the conference room and prevantagistered people from entering

into the conference room (Sukin 2000).

Despite this controversy and tension between tstdesholders, the public hearing still

went ahead. The attendees in the conference roome weblic hearing committee
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members, technical consultants, observers fronteglgovernment organisations, local
government officials, contractors and technicalisahg (mainly university lecturers who

worked as private consultants), members of the mmesBa, and people who either agreed
or disagreed with the project (Sukin 2000). Then¢éweas separated into two parts. The
first section was for committee members and theghmical consultants. This group of
around 30 persons occupied almost half of the robne. rest of the space was for the
team of contractors, their technical consultantd armerested people (Public Hearing
Committee, 2000).

In the hearing, the chairman allowed the peoplé mtpporting and objecting to the

projects to express their ideas and ask questibriseoproject owners and government
agency representatives. However, some technicauttamts and the committee used
some technical words that were too difficult to ersfand. On the second day of the
hearing, few people expressed their ideas or agkedtions. The chairman ended the
meeting two hours before the scheduled time. No @e®anded to discuss anymore
because the protestors felt that the committee wetaneutral and could not be trusted.
Some of the people felt that the chairman alreaaty d proposal in mind and was simply
using the hearing to convince people to accepaltésnative. The hearings were televised
in the South for the full two days of activity bonly the first four hours of the first day's

activities were televised in other parts of Thaig8ukin 2000).

As a result of the public hearing, the attendee®@ed the chairman's comments and
proposed the donation of 30 million baht per yeathe village fund for occupational
support, such as training. A tripartite committe@ch included villagers, contractors, and
government, was established to deal with any probsland to monitor pollution from the
project, as well as administer the village fundklRuHearing Committee, 2000; Center
for Asian Area Studies, 2003). However, some groopgeople still objected to the
project because they did not want the power planthis area. These people felt that
money could not compensate all the damage caus#tehyroject. Moreover, some locals
believed it was just a token set up and funded Hey froject owners to silence their

opposition (Ban Krut Environmental Conservation6;I12000).

Finally, the PHC made and submitted the public ingareport to the government in April
2000. Their conclusions related to three aspeatst, Fhe committee stated that the OEPP
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had not yet approved the revised EIA and the nati@mvironmental board should
carefully consider: the coral reefs which could &eriously impacted upon by the
construction of the quay; the cooling tower of {@wer plant; and the contaminated
sewage water from the operation of the plant. S&cdhe PHC suggested that the
government had to respond on the means of pregeaimpollution. In particular, the
government must consider seriously how best togmegoal ash dispersion and Sulphur
Dioxide emissions from the power plant and its btack. Third, the PHC pointed out that
some procedures of the public hearing regulatiomewamplicated and difficult to
implement in Thai society. They also commented that government and the project
proponent should study in-depth the environmemtgdacts, and how to reduce them in
the short and long term, as well as the processcoéasing understanding and confidence
in the project via mediation and compromise in #agly stages of the project (Public
Hearing Committee, 2000). It can be seen that tHE id not make a clear decision

whether or not the power plant should be constduatdBan Krut.

Although the public hearing aiming to obtain infaton to report to the Cabinet was
finished, surprisingly, no member of the Cabines lexpressed any opinion about this
project. The opponents had to wait for the govemtiaedecision after the hearing. The
conflict in the communities still existed, and tgevernment still did not make any
decision (Mantalumpeaet al, 2000). This unclear situation made the affectedppe
continue their opposition activities by protestaigmany organisations such as the office
of the project proponent, bankers, temples and tBesaoffices. Moreover, they also
engaged in informal public participation activitiesanged by local groups, the media,
contractors and NGOs. These informal activitiesuded community meetings, television
broadcasts and seminars. In January 2002, more 3b@racademics signed a petition
requesting that the government review the contécthis controversial project and then
the Prime Minister visited the proposed locationHif Krut power plant. On May 10,
2002, the Thai government officially announced tihat cabinet decided to postpone the
project (Office of Prime Minister, 2002). Regarditigg violent protest activities by anti-
coal NGOs and local communities, the project failed the face of the public
environmental oppositions. Finally, the power plaas subsequently been substantially
relocated to Radchaburi province, together witthhange from a coal-fired power plant to
a gas combined cycle generating plant (Woo, 2005).
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The background information of the case study addranology of participatory events are

summarised and presented in Table 5.1 below.

5.3 Interviewee demographic characteristics

This section presents an introduction to each guipterviewees and their roles. The
participants’ roles and responsibilities in thigdst refer to both the individual roles and as
the representative of their organisations. Somernigwees have experienced many
positions and roles with this project: for examm@epositively-affected villager role and

the local officer role; or a negatively-affectedlager role and a local leader role.

However, this multiple role of these intervieweesvided the research with more useful
and detailed information.

5.3.1 Respondents: In-depth interviews

This section portrays the background informatiorth@ interviewees from the in-depth
interview process in particular their roles andrtleeperiences in the public participation
programme. In this study, these interviewees wena fkey stakeholders; the government
officers, the project proponents, academic anddnee researchers, NGOs, and leaders of
local affected communities. 23 target intervieweesre formally contacted and
interviewed. All of them had extensive experiendéhvpublic participation or had been
involved in public participation activities. Thetaa sample responded in this study.
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Table 5.1Summary of Case Study Characteristics

Characteristics

Description

Project description

Type of Project
Location
Activities

Time Frame

Project Proponents

Opponents

Chronology of events

December 1994
27 December 1996
26 March 1997
May — March 1998

9 December 1998
17 August 1999

13 January 2000
24-25 February 2000
April 2000

9 October 2000

11 December 2001

10 May 2002

Type of public participation

at the beginning of project

after conflict occurred

Objective of public participation

at the beginning of project

after conflict occurred

Coal fired power plant

Thongchai Subdicstrict, Prachuab Kfinan Province
Construction of 1,400 MW: two coatdd power plants
(2 x 700 MW), using Bituminous coal A port’s jetty receive
coal, extending 3.5 km. into the Gulf of Thailamdis planned.
December 27, 1996 Agreement on corfoattading
electricity
Scheduled for commercial operation date: Unit 1t @
Unit 2: Jan 06

Union Power Development Compamited (UPDC)

supported by government policy

Local environmental conservation groiljzetis from affected
communities

EGAT announced a solicitation prograrfor IPP
Agreement on contract for tradiagtricity
The first EIA report submitted to ®EPP
A series of meetings and semittaisform the project’s
information to the public, such as the Thongchhbst
teachers, the local villagers, was conducted byJRBC
The protestors blocked the Phatkhgghway
An Additional EIA study on marinekgy was submitted
The OEPP rejected the additiomakiidy
Public hearing was organised
The public hearing report was submittedhe government
The Second EIA was approved
The government organised a poiglating on the forecast of
power demand and energy reserves
The government postponed the project

Surveys and Quastiires — conducted by EIA consultant
Informal small group meetings — Conducted byaéd
citizens

Printed Material — Naetter, Brochures, Fact sheet,
Leaflets, Posters — Conducted by project proponent
Exhibitions and Displays — Conducted by projectpoment
Open houses — Conducted by project proponent
Informal small group meetings — Conducted byaéd
citizens, NGOs and freelance researchers
Public hearing — Organised by the government aiiibsr

informing the gabinforming the public and get
feedback

informing the publioferming the public and getting
feedback, public consultation
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Central government officer

One of the representatives from central governme® a member of the environmental
impact assessment staff of the OEPP under the MO&THEhat time. In both the
government officer and personal role, her respdltgilwas to collaborate with other
government departments to determine all environaterdgsues of the EIA report
submitted by the project owner, and to consider imyiries concerned with project
implementation and activities generated from tHecé#d citizens and parties including
the public. The interviewee was personally resgdador reviewing the EIA report from
the developer. She gave the recommendation onmpeovements that were needed in
order to get an approval of the EIA report to thajgct owner and passed this information
to the expert review committee, who had authortydecide whether the development
project should pass or fail. Moreover, the intemge also had to join in the public hearing
forum of the Hin Krut power plant project as a esg@ntative of central government. She

explained more about her role and responsibilitiphsws.

“Our department’s main responsibility was to coreidhe EIA report submitted
by the developers. We considered the report stepstep. We then gave
recommendations on every aspect. There were mamgrtexin our department
who had to work together to make those commentsr&3ponsibility was just to
make recommendations about environmental issuetheofproject in the EIA
report. We were not authorised to decide to pasfairthe project or move the
project site, we could only comment on report. fustance, we may give a
recommendation that we agreed with the project extbfo the project owner
compiling with all regulations and accepted envimental conditions.
Nonetheless, the industrial department, the indalstninistry could do differently,
it might determine to continue or cancel the projd2epending on the various
information, such as, economic, social, and tecbgichl data, the authority could
use this useful information, in particular our infieation, to support their

consideration and decision(Central government officer 1).

The other interviewee was the officer of the IndakMinistry. His responsibility relates
to the permission for plant construction. At thaediof the conflict period, he was one of
the government officers who reviewed all relevarfbimation of the project and made

recommendations for the authorities to make a aetis
166



Chapter 5

Local government officer

The interviewee was one of the government offitbahl leaders who supervised in the
selected area. His department had authority tooappconstruction in their area. He
described this role at that time as:

“I became a local governor in 1999, two years aftke project was approved.
However, | had a chance to work closely with thajqxt. | had to coordinate with
all stakeholders; particularly, the villagers, tipeoject proponent and the central
government. If any party needed more informatiomuabthe power plant, in
particular technical issue which my organisatiorutcb not support, 1 would ask
for their support. | had to support the villagers avell. More often, my
organisation, Thong Chai Municipality, was usedaathird party to set up some
participation activities for the villagers and tldevelopers. | tried to support every

party” (Local government officer 1).

Project proponents

In this study, there were two representatives fribia project proponents. The first
interviewee’s significant role and responsibilityy the position of public relations
director, was to communicate and form relationshigth the affected citizens and
communities at the project site. In his compang as the project developer, he had set up
many useful public participation programmes in oregive information and make the
local citizens understand more clearly about tregept. He invited the local leaders, the
local villagers, and the public to participate m exhibition, a local meeting, a seminar
with experts, and even go on an overseas field tipnetheless, these participation
programmes were conducted after the governmenaheady signed the contract with the
developers and: the project site was selected; mystrtantly, the conflict between the
local villagers and the owner had already occurrilalso described about these points as

following.

“In fact, we had set up the criteria for projectesiselection, such as, the depth of
water for coal delivery, national forest reservepplation around that area, and
accessibility to highway. There were many propdsedtions to be selected for
the power plant site, but Ban Krut seemed to bentlbst appropriate one. This

place had many advantages: the sea water was deepgh for coal shipping.
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There was no national forest reserve existing atbtimat site. The communication

was also convenient with three available accesslsd@Project proponent 1).

The other interviewee was the public relationsfste#mber of the UPDC, and her major
role was to survey the local points of view abdu project from the local affected

villagers and the wider public around that area.

“In the beginning, | was not a staff member of WeDC, but after the dispute in
the community occurred | was hired as a memberubfip relations staff. One of
my duties was to survey the public opinions, previde relevant information
about the power plant to the public and set upwatatis with local communities”

(Project proponent 2).

Academic and freelance researcher

This interviewee, an academic lecturer, as he wased by the government was invited to
participate in this project as a member of the jgubkaring committee. He sometimes
helped and advised the local communities on sosessrelevant to Thai environmental
laws and regulations, and some administration nm@magt. Moreover, he was also an

adviser to some government officers about publra@pation.

“I'm an associate professor in the school of sodalvelopment and environment
at the university under the government. Environaentanagement and public
policy are my subjects. | was invited to be onghblic hearing committee of the
Hin Krut power plant project. | had to go to theopoosed project site, thus | knew
the conflict situation, as well as the connectioithwthe local community very

well” (Academic 1).

As a freelance researcher, the interviewee somstimanaged the local meetings in the
communities to inform local citizens about the powéant, and discuss the problems

about its environmental aspects.

NGOs
The interviewees were members of NGO groups andbad working with the protestors

since the beginning. One of the NGOs had knowledgeut energy planning and
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alternatives. Being trusted by the local villagérs,usually worked closely with the locals:
he helped and advised the local community on teahmsues in particular searching and
giving essential information. Besides his work, eas usually visiting, observing and
even arranging a meeting in the local communityhwhie villagers. Furthermore, on some

occasions, he helped the villagers to make a aecwi their opposition activities.

“Often, the local people asked me for informatiohew we conducted a meeting.
We studied documents, research, and other refesent@articular the EIA report
to find whether there was any useful informatiosupport the protestors’ claims.
Actually, at the time | acted as their consultahtworked as a coordinator,
searching for information and even requested reievaformation from different
sources; the central government, the local goventméie academic institutions,
NGOs, and the project owne(NGO 1).

The leaders of local villagers and conservationup®

The respondents from this stakeholder group wesen fboth sides, representing both
positive and negative perspectives about the prof@ce of the interviewees from this
group was a key person in the opposition groupnthgr opposition leaders, who closely
worked together with freelance researchers, acaderand NGOs. She and the villagers
organised the local meetings in their communityeSehmeetings gave information about
the project in particular the negative impacts frarprevious similar project in Thailand;
Mae Moa coal-fired power plant in the north of Taad; and others around the world.
They also set up a local environmental conservatibe Ban Krut Environmental
Conservation Club, as their own protest group. &ttethe opposition group claimed their
right to make decisions for their own needs. Theydtto oppose the potential impacts
from the project construction and operation onrthecal community. They tried to
organise their activity through: sending letterdtdh central and local authorities, staging

demonstrations, and attracting widespread meckatain.

“Many villagers thought that | worked for the NGOt a local villager, and
received money from them for being a leader ofptla¢estors. But actually, | was
a local villager who was affected by the projed¢te Tmost important thing was that

the coal-fired power plant would generate more ydin that negatively impacted
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our health and environment. The local villagers whobe affected much more

than anyone else. | thus had to figlftocal leader 2).

5.3.2 Respondents: Semi-structured interviews

The following section presents the demographic adtaristics of all affected people
interviewed that may be relevant to the researbls iE crucial to cross check whether the
right questions were asked to the right person.fsiance, the duration of the respondent
residence in the project area was asked to enkatepeople who lived there during the

conflict period were included.

An examination of the demographic characteristitshe semi-structured interviewees
provided useful information on two counts. Firstshowed that there was a variety of
interviewees providing different perspectives. $el;at was useful in revealing whether
gender, length of residence, education, and ocrupaiffected the public participation
activities. Thus, this study tried to balance thenviewees’ characteristics in these factors
to gain the greatest benefit from the interviewdeshis study, female interviewees (59%)
outnumbered male interviewees (41%) which, in terofisgender balance, is not
representative of Thailand as a whole (51.67% femé8.33% male) (Department of
Community Development 2007). However, this reseaidhnot aim to generalise data to
the whole population and the sample size is todldmpermit such an extrapolation.

Gender

The gender of the interviewees introduced in sdmictured interviews was one of the
characteristics of quota proportional non-randomgang used in this research. Table 5.2
shows that there were interviews with more femétes males. The results of the semi-
structured interviews show that the number of famakas slightly higher than males
which were 59% and 41% respectively. However, sitlie study does not aim to
generalise data to the whole population in termgjudntitative meaning, this will not

affect the research interpretation.
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In this study the interviews were conducted dutimgworking day when, in retrospect, it

might expected that proportionately more men wdnddabsent because they were at
work. In the event, the samples did have more wothan men, suggesting that the
timing of the interviews might have caused some mastudy.

Table 5.2Summary of Respondent Demographic Characteristies Semi-structured Interview: Gender

Age Frequency Percentage
Female 20 59
Male 14 41
Total 34 100

Age

In practice, the semi-structured interviews weradueted only with the interviewees
whose ages were more than 20. This was becaugserghehat the conflict occurred was
more than 7 years ago: if the interviewees are wg@git means that at that time they
were still a child and they may not remember wizat happened. Table 5.3 shows that the
age of the respondents in this study varied front@2@ver 60 years old and are ranged
into five groups: 20-30; 31-40; 41-50; 51-60; arid&hd over. In this study, the largest
group was the age of 41-50, while the smallest%@a§0.

Table 5.3Summary of Respondent Demographic Characteristies Semi-structured Interview: Age

Age (years old) Frequency Percentage
20-30 3 8.8
31-40 11 32.3
41-50 13 38.2
51-60 3 8.8
61 and over 4 11.8
Total 34 100
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Length of Residence

The Hin Krut power plant project was first introguwicto the local community in 1997, ten
years before the interviews were conducted in 200 question was included to check
whether the interviewees were suitable samples suifficient experience of the project.
The interviews were conducted with the citizens viiaal stayed in that area only. All
respondents had lived in the communities for mbemt10 years. The largest numbers of
the respondents, (47%), had settled in this placeenthan 35 years. More details are

presented in table 5.4 below.

Table 5.4 Summary of Respondent Demographic Characterigtice Semi-structured Interview: Length of
Residence

Length of Residence (Years) Frequency Percentage
5-15 1 2.9
16-25 2 5.9
26-35 14 41.2
More than 35 16 47.0
Total 34 100
Education

The level of the interviewees’ education is expdbire order to investigate the relationship
between education and the public participation @sees. Presented in Table 5.5, the
largest group of the respondents’ higher leveldfoation was in high school which was
nearly 60%. Only a few citizens were educated talgate level, and the smallest group

has obtained a masters degree.

Table 5.5Summary of Respondent Demographic Characteristics Semi-structured Interview: Education

Age Frequency Percentage
Primary School 5 14.7
Secondary School 20 58.8
Technical 6 17.7
Bachelor 2 5.9
Master 1 2.9
Total 34 100
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Occupation

In terms of occupation, most respondents wererisbe (41.2%), farmers (23.5%), other
(resort and restaurant owners) (11.8%), merchakts8%), and employees (8.8%), as
presented in Table 5.6 respectively. In additi@me respondents had more than one job,
such as, a respondent who had a resort businesdsandas a fisherman at the same time.

However, only the main occupation was selected.

Table 5.6 Summary of Respondent Demographic Characteristiosn f Semi-structured Interview:
Occupation

Age Frequency Percentage
Agriculture 8 23.5
Fishery 14 41.2
Merchant 4 11.8
Employee 3 8.8
Government Officer 1 2.9
Other 4 11.8
Total 34 100

5.4 Contextual Circumstance of Conflict and Key tgs of Conflict

5.4.1 Conflict analysis: root causes of the conftie

Environmental conflicts are always complex in theauses and component parts, which
are frequently obscured and difficult to revealotigh study of the dynamics of the
stakeholders’ interactions (Moore, 2003; Sidawa05). An investigation to gain a
deeper understanding of the inherent aspects oflictorand its relationships is

complicated; however, it has great value (Moor®illett and French, 2006).

To effectively deal with conflict, it is essentt@ analyse, verify and assess the true root
causes of conflicts and the conditions under wimhflicts are generated (Uptreti, 2002;

Emersonet al, 2003; Tippettet al, 2005; Vivar, 2006). This is because an actual
173



Chapter 5

understanding of what caused the conflict can keathe initiation of an intervention
process to manage or resolve the conflict effelgtitEmersonet al, 2003; Tillett and
French, 2006). Accordingly, an in-depth investigatof the root causes of the conflicts of
this case study is valid to understand the natdiréh@se causes in order to find out

solutions to prevent a reoccurrence.

5.4.2 Conflict analysis of the Hin Krut power plantproject

The Hin Krut power plant was widely known for itggh controversy in environmental
and social issues among key stakeholders; localosdties, the government, the project
proponents and the local communities who would fbected by the project. There was
considerable opposition to the proposed project amdmplicated series of conflicts of

interest.

In this section, the conflicts among stakeholdessewcarefully analysed based on the
conceptual framework developed in Chapter 2. Nty mnconflict analysis important, it is
also crucial to thoroughly examine its context idey to ensure that all important aspects
will not be overlooked (Emersaet al, 2003; Tillett and French, 2006). Thus, the analys

of legal and social contexts is also outlined.

In this case study, the root causes of the cosfli@n be categorised into five major
groups: structural constraints, value differena@snpeting interests, data insufficiency
and misunderstandings, relationship problems. Thestecauses are summarised in Table
5.7. From this table, the total population of remgpents from the semi-structured
interviews is 29, and of in-depth interviewees & Eor example, 20 out of 29 semi-
structured interviewees thought a DAD approach thasause of conflict. More details of

each cause are explained in the subsequent sections
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Table 5.7Summary of interviewees' opinions of the root causfeconflict of the Hin Krut power plant

. Number of interviewees from | Number of interviewees | Total
No Root causes of conflict ] ) ] : ) )
semi-structured interview from in-depth interview | number
5.4.2.1 | Structural constraints
5.4.2.1.1 | A centralised decision-making
19 20 39
approach
5.4.2.1.2 | ADAD approach 20 19 39
5.4.2.1.3 | Representative democracy 15 17 32
5.4.2.1.4 | Lack of public participation 25 20 45
5.4.2.1.5 | Unclear legislative framework 17 19 36
5.4.2.2 | Value differences 22 21 43
5.4.2.3 | Competing interests 25 20 45
Data insufficiency and
5.4.2.4 ) . 25 19 44
misunderstandings
5.4.25 | Relationship problems 26 19 45

5.4.2.1 Structural constraints

In this case, many restrictive aspects of the gsysiere highlighted by the research

interviewees including:a centralised decision-making approach, a DAD aggrp

representative democracy, a lack of public parditgm and unclear legislative framework.

A centralised decision-making approach

In Thai practice, most project planning and implatagon is based on a top-down
approach or centralised decision-making (Sathiratl2903). With this traditional

decision-making method of the Thai governmentpiild be argued that the government

has rarely tried to engage the public in the dgwelent process and, frequently, the

affected citizens have always been excluded fronisaa-making processes (Bureekul,
2006; 2007), as occurred in this case study. Oeviewee stressed that:

“In traditional practice, the decision-making progses for energy policy and

development projects, such as, the power plantheiland was carried out by the

responsible government organisation, such as, tkd Who had the authority to

approve the factory, the MONRE who had to appréweEIA report, and other
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related departments. There was no chance for giheties or organisations to be

involved in any stage of the government’s decismaking process(NGO 1).

Consistent with this supposition, the empiricaldevice obtained by Glasbergen (1995)
and Lyster (1998) showed that an imbalance of paaveong parties in society could

produce an undesirable outcome, including confligtarticular.

An implementation of development projects chiefgpdnds on central government power
and on obtaining support from the local leaderca@hmunities rather than achieving
acceptance from the affected people in the affeateds (Sathirathai, 2003). One villager

explained that:

“No one came to explain the project to us. Eachtyp@ommunicated within their
own group. The project owners talk only with themarters. We did not have a
chance to participate. At the beginning, we did krmdw what they were going to

do. We were not allowed to be involve®illager 3).

Undoubtedly, the decision making process is a w@ogcial subject and needs to be
carefully considered when any development projeeeds to be implemented

(Sukkumnoed and Nanthawarakran, 2001). While thesigonent or the project owner do

not recognise the importance of public participation the other hand, the public have an
intense desire to be involved, and pay more aterith the process of decision-making,
problem solving, and monitoring the activities bé tprojects either by the government or
private sector that may impact on their quality aay of lives, cultures, and environment
(Bureekul, 2007). It could be said that the practé€ centralised decision-making without
consultation or participation of the local affectpdople in the Hin Krut case caused

considerable conflicts among the stakeholders.

This issue was also a critical problem in practitether countries, such as, the United
States (Shepherd and Bowler, 1997), European cesr(ffippettet al, 2005) and India
(Diduck et al, 2007). These studies showed that a top-down approf decision-making
process presented few opportunities for publicigpgtion and this caused conflict in the

society by impeding interaction and communicatiomag stakeholders. The public felt
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that the developer was not receptive to their corscand the decision was unilateral and

unfair.

A DAD approach

Importantly, in Thailand, the traditional practieeproject implementation begins with the
“DAD approach” (Decide, Announce, and Defend). Wéhear the government thinks that
a development project is needed, it usually plartsraakes a decision before announcing
the issue to the public without informing the commities (Vatanasapgt al, 2003). There
were a number of development projects, such as, lafacts, expressway projects, gas
pipeline projects, waste disposal projects, andgogant projects using this approach. In
these cases, the government decided to sign theacgmpurchase the land, and construct
the project long before it announced any detailth®o public (Vatanasapt, 2001; 2003).
When the conflicts occur, the government, therestto defend its decision (Vatanasapt,
2003).

Similar to other development projects in Thailamdthe Hin Krut power plant case, Thai
government and project proponents, including foralgvelopers, had conspired over its
development plan. They selected the site for tpkaint’'s construction, decided on project
design, and most importantly, commenced the appraneess (Center for Asian Area
Studies, 2003). The project owner has already dighe contract with the government
since 1997, the land had already been purchasedih@entechnology had already been
chosen and committed. As a result the UPDC hadtdsdbusiness by pushing project
implementation to be continued on time and in adaonce with the agreement of the
contract. The representative of the project propbgave his comment on this aspect as

follows.

“It was our responsibility to carry on the projecthis power plant was launched
by the government policy allowing private sectarsoperate large-scale power
projects and then sell electricity to EGAT. As tleity was the basic utility of the
country: we had to respond for the country’s depeient and benefit. We had a
contract with EGAT: we had an agreement, and wethaubey this obligation. To

respond to this contract, we had to invest in tr@gget and produce electricity for
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EGAT on time as designated in the contract. Theme wur responsibilities to

keep our commitment with the governme(ifoject proponent 1).

Clearly, the decision has already been made béfi@government or the project owner
made available any information about the proje¢h&local communities. Thus, many of
the affected villagers claimed that they were negen any information about this
controversial project at the beginning. One of tbeal villagers argued that he was
informed as well as consulted about the projecydwer, all activities were being carried

out after the project was approved and the sitesebescted. He claimed that:

“At the beginning, we did not receive any informatiabout the project. We knew
just from the local leaders that a golf club woblel constructed here. Later, when
the member of our community knew that it was ng;tm fact, the power plant
would be built. The group of protestors was themtmd. ... When the disputes
became more serious, the project owners then were wpen and tried to make
contact with the communities. Consequently, theyegas information through
brochures or other printed materials and also sptthe exhibition at their site”
(Villager 20).

Surprisingly, the information from the managemenel staff of the UPDC supported the
fact that the public was not informed about the powlant at the early state and this

caused the conflict between the developers anddimmunities. He explained that:

“When we submit our proposal of our power plantjpod in the bidding process,
we need to identify the project site, technologyl @he selling price of the
electricity, and then, they (EGAT) would consider project. As a result, the
bidders needed to search for the land to be thgeptsite themselves. In this case
we had made a land purchase contract with the lamd for about 1,200 rai (1
rai = 400 nf) with numerous landlords. The contract showed iaiportant
information. We gave them the deposits and afterpooject was approved, we
would pay the rest. This was a weak point becaeselid not know whether our
project would be selected, or our project couldvn in the bidding process, so
the procurement process was a deal with only thdltads in a quiet way. If more
people knew about this issue, the land price mighincreased. This was a very
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significant practice that, finally, was the coreusa of the conflict”(Project

proponent 1).

Indeed, at the beginning only the owners of thel lamght know that a power plant was

planned. One of the landlords gave information &limis concern as.

“At the beginning, the project owner came into tteenmunity and made contact
with me for land procurementwas informed that the power pant would be built
here. In the contract, it also revealed all detafsthe agreement. | as a landlord
knew from the time when | signed the contract tiratiand was purchased to build

the power plant”(Villager 15).

Comparable findings are evident in many studiesep8brd and Bowler (1997) and
Tippett et al. (2005) found that traditional institutional structa could be hostile to
participation processes and made it difficult ftakeholders to gain sufficient resources
and support from the authorities. The studies Hitivat the affected citizens wanted to be
informed and involved in the decision-making prace$ any development project that
posed eminent hazards to their lives. In this rgBaniels and Walker (2001) suggested
that a decision-making process should be more ttatise and participatory in order to
solve the conflicts from a lack of participatioropess. Mitchell (2005) proposed that a
style of decision making, the DAD approach, wapprapriate and should be replaced by
a PEP model, Profile-Educate-Participate (Vatartasgpal, 2003). According to
Vatanasapet al. (2003), ‘profile’ referred to an understandingdtieate’ means educating
the local communities about the proposed developmenects, discussing issues and the
alternatives. Finally, ‘participation’ referred &m involvement of community in studying

all aspects of the development project and seetangensus for the problems.

Representative democracy

Moreover, the conflict in this case was generateninfthe Thai democratic system.
Thailand transformed its ruling system from absolotonarchy to democracy more than
70 years ago. Nonetheless, the revolution of Tleanatracy has not been smooth for
many reasons (Nicro and Apikul, 1999). One of th@mreasons is the political power
and the fact that the high-levels of governmentauities had more power than other
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sectors (Bureekul, 2006). Thus, Thai citizens weften excluded from political

participation. This position was clearly explairi®done of the interviews.

“In our country, people were familiar with repredative democracy more than
others. In people’s views their right is limited twwhen they select their

representatives. The representatives think that tieese full rights and authority

to do, issue and decide on every policy and prascthey are the representative
of the whole citizens{Project proponent 1).

This finding supports Petts’ (1995) study that emaging participatory decision-making
processes could be viewed as challenging représentdemocracy. Since, more often,
citizens were opposed to a plan or project whilErthepresentatives were supportive of

that proposal.

Lack of public participation

From this case study, it was clear that public ip@dtion was almost omitted at the
beginning of the project. One interviewee explaitteat: “for this project, the authorised
organisations made the decision following the nadlopolicy, but the problem always

occurred because the local people were not allotwgghrticipate at all levels' NGO 1).

Clearly, the public has no power to influence thejgrt's decision at any stages. A
number of the opponents stated that the governnefused to involve the public in the
project both before and after the decision-makingcess(Villager 2, 9, 15, 20). This
aspect was claimed as one of the important fatiatscaused the conflict in this project.

“Conflict primarily stemmed from the governmentiawielded its powers over its
citizens and was not concerned with indigenous awsdwhich may have
alternative dispute solutions. The government aitigive an opportunity for the
public to be involved in the decision-making pracekthe project both before and

after” (Local leader 4).

However, different opinions on this matter werespréged. In this study, one villager
stated that the developers allowed the communtitigell them about their concerns and
needs.
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“When we consider this issue with a neutral mirtteré would be difficulty in

project implementation. The project owner told hat if the villagers wanted them
to do anything to improve the project, please ettt know and they would listen
to these concerns. The power plant could make ommaunity more civilised. The

villagers could work with the power plan{Villager 17).

In agreement with this finding, the Center for Asiarea Studies (2003) and Vatanasapt
et al. (2004) found the affected communities were alwagstted from the decision-
making process of development projects that migivehhuge and adverse impacts that
directly affect their lives. Fiorino (1996a) sugggkthat an important source of conflict
was a gap between the citizens’ expectations agid genuine ability to participate and
contribute to the decisions. According to Sath@ai{2003), Bureekul (2007) and Coenen
(2008b), a lack of public participation and insciiint publicity in the decision-making
process could lead to an illegitimate decisiomack lof a trust among stakeholders, and a
failure of project implementation. This could rdsuh violent conflict between
stakeholders. Conversely, Montaz (2002) and PrimrandrKyllonen (2006) indicated that
through public participation, the decisions abdu¢ projects would be accepted and
legitimated. The public trust could be increased é&cilitation of projects would be

smooth.

This problem was a national level dispute betweeopfe and the government over the
manner in which conflicts could be solved. Moreeaftthe preferred technique selected
by the government to solve conflict is to condugbublic hearing to listen to people’s
opinions (King Prajadhipok’s Institute, 2004). ladethe local affected communities tried
to request the government to conduct the publiciihgavhen they first knew about the
project, in fact at the beginning of the protestveroent; nonetheless, their request was
completely overlooked by their government and tr@egat proponents (Center for Asian
Area Studies, 2003). One villager argued thae were not supported by the government.
Especially in this public hearing, this forum waamaged in order to support the project

owners. They had their own public hearing: they tiar own attendees(Villager 2).

Finally at a very late involvement stage, when toaflict became more serious, the

government then assigned the relevant parties nduwzt the public hearing in order to
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resolve conflict. However it was too late, the poubhearing hardly affected the
controversy. One interviewee argued tH#t:.was difficult to make any changes to the
project from a result of the hearingLocal leader 4). Many of the affected people from

the indigenous communities supported this argument.

“What was the point? They had already made the sil@ei Our participation

could not make a difference. They were going tédbine power plant anyway.
They just invited us to listen to what they saithmhearing. | knew nothing would
happen after that so why did we have to participateghis meeting. It was a

foregone conclusion{Villager 1).

Importantly, a number of the protestors consideiteat this hearing was illegal and

unacceptable since it was not organised in theogpiate phase. They claimed that it was
too late to conduct the hearing because many desisiad been made and, significantly,
the contract between the government and the projeoer has already been signed. The

leader of the local environmental conservation grpresented her view of this issue:

“... It must refer to the constitution. ... According the 1997 constitution, in
section 59, it clearly indicates that citizens haveight to receive information,
explanation and reason from the government befoeepermission is granted for
any project that may affect the quality of theirywaf life and environment.
Conversely, in this case everything was completforé we have any information.
In fact, the public hearing should be conductedoteefany decision about the
project was made. The hearing should not be orgahis order to reduce the

conflict when it had already occurreqiLocal leader 2).

Finally, even though the public hearing was orgashias a means of reducing the conflict,
the situation became worse. The project opponezitssed to participate in the forum
unless the government recalled all the approvaty laoenses granted to the project

proponents.

“Actually, we have no question about the experéisd the appropriateness of the
hearing committee, but we did not agree with thecti®en process. We did not

have an opportunity to be involved in this cru@abcess”(Local leader 1).
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Clearly in this case, many protester activitieseveonducted in an aggressive way. For
example, a great number of the protestors blodkedduthern highway to protest against
their government. They remarked that their concevese hardly considered until the
protests became violent. The following quote pres#ns issue.

“In an overview, participation is cooperation in csion-making, implementing,
and monitoring. Nonetheless, for this project gias did not issue the idea: it
was the government authority. If the governmentkthicarefully, we can accept
the idea: but in this case the project was too hage seemed to have more
adverse impacts. In fact, co-decision was not bietéo apply with the government
agendas, but the public should have the right tanitno. However, only one
measurement method that we could do was to giveriews and concerns to the
authorities. Although the government has alreadsidisl to initiate the plant, we
had our reasons. We, then, had to do everythingrésent our grounds to the

government. They should consider our concerns 85 \{leocal Leader 1).

Confirming this issue, Beierle and Cayford (200Bgierle and Konisky (2000) and
Jackson and Pradubraj (2004) stated that whendbisidn-makers did not consider the
local stakeholders’ concerns and made a decisidhowi involving the public or
stakeholders, the affected people would fight Fairt rights and to protect what they are
likely to lose. This could lead to strong oppositito policy initiatives or project

implementation.

Unclear legislative framework
The other aspect that was important and could &eed as one of the main causes of this
environmental conflict was a legislative factor. Arample discussion is illustrated as

follows.

“We should accept that we did not have an offigiedcess to allow the public to
be involved in the decision-making procdsaws and regulations supported for
citizen’s right in public participation have beemanded for a relatively short
period at that time. There were no laws, regulagion procedures that clearly and
actually pointed out about this issuéProject proponent 1).
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The other issue about the legal system in Thailenthat the laws, regulations and
guidelines are unclear on how to involve the pulnithe decision-making process of any
development project, and how to improve public ipgration. Particularly, the NEQA

1992 provides the public with rights and dutiep#oticipate in environmental issues, but
does not provide any mechanism for the public tedtliy participate in the EIA process.

One officer explained that:

“At the time the conflict occurred, the ‘Public Haag Act 1996’ had just been
recently enacted and we had no experience of hawséait. | felt that the project
was initiated before this act was introduced. Wereh#ried to develop public
participation in the EIA system as indicated in tbenstitution. However, we did
not exactly know how to do it because we did novehdhis before.
In the past, we did not allow the public to dirgcparticipate in the system.
Moreover, we did not disclose the EIA report to fhublic or place it a public
place, such as, a library, as we do now. Everythias changed since the
government launched the ‘Public Hearing Act 199@dathe ‘Public Official
Information Act 1997'. These acts provided the fmulthore opportunity to

participate” (Central government officer 1).

A similar problem was found in the study of the E#ftstem in Bulgaria (Almer and
Koontz, 2004) and Egypt (Badr, 2009). Neither Etyptor Bulgaria’'s EIA statutes
provided any requirements for public participat@nthe beginning stages of the project
implementation. In the Bulgarian EIA system the lmubearings occurred too late in the
EIA process and often led to the controversies ansbakeholders.

At the same time, one project proponent arguedttietdevelopers were constrained by

their lack of knowledge of how to employ public fpapation properly. He stated that:

“When we conducted the EIA study, we had never bdermed that the project
owner needed to involve the public because at tiha, there were no laws or
regulations requiring the developer to provide pabparticipation before we
apply for the license. The procedure was very wncl®/hen no law clearly
mentioned that as well as there was no clear exarglthe developers, thus, we
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could not implement it in the appropriate way twdlve the public” (Project

proponent 1).

The other critical problem in the government cdosibn is correlated with the EIA
practice. Eleven interviewees hinted that the ElAcpss has not been carried out in a
participatory manner due to a lack of public pgation. Consequently, it has not been
able to effectively capture the environmental, s@tonomic dynamics of the affected
local communities (Ban Krut Environmental Conseomat Club, 2000). Many
disagreements about the appropriateness of thegbriopjplementation were evident. The

following was an example of this point.

“... The approval and study process of EIA shouldrbasparent. ... In the EIA
study process, the consultants went to the comynanid directly made contact
with the villagers. They conducted a survey to @epthe villagers’ perspectives.
They asked for people’s ideas if the power plantld/de constructed in their
community. Actually, in the EIA processes, there aaurvey process to study the
affected villagers’ attitude if the power plant weto be built. Nonetheless, if the
question was ‘did the locals have a meaningful ipgration in the EIA study
processes’, the answer would be ‘no’. The villagessuld never be truthfully
involved in the study process. When the OEPP adiviseto restudy the EIA
process, we had conducted more studies about thieenecology. In this process,
the villagers should be involved in the study pssc&Ve should allow the locals to
attend the meeting with the technical committeee Tbmmittee would receive
more useful information: at the same time, theagi#irs would see the study

process more transparently and then accep{ffoject proponent 1).

In summary, it could be said that the public nemdbe involved in the decision making
process of development projects that directly a$féleeir lives. One interviewee gave an
interesting statement thdif the stakeholders could not equally participatethe process,
how a consensus could be develope(Ffeelance researcher 1) It could be seen that in
the Thai context a number of constitutions do nopp®rt public participation; in
particular, the Thai government still favours theneentional decision-making process
which excludes public participation. Although malaws and regulations emphasise
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public participation, the Thai bureaucratic systbas not properly adjusted itself in

accordance with those intentions (Thailand Envirental Institute, 2005).

5.4.2.2 Value differences

In this case, more than 85% of all intervieweesicaigéd that conflict between the
developer and the protestors resulted from thewffce in their perception of the value of
the environment. On one hand, the project ownetdcgain a lot of money and benefits
from the power plant operation and the governmésa wanted to build the power plant
to support electrical sustainability in the countjhese benefits could trade off any
impacts to the environment. One officer explairteat:t

“To develop our country, it is important that théeericity supply for every
activity must be sustained and sufficient. Everys@e and every house uses
electricity. If we preferred only the dam to produelectricity, why we did not
think that in some day the water would empty. Ndtgas could run out as well.
We have to buy some electricity from our neighboua®s, or Malaysia. It was
better to have a good power plant project to pragetectricity in our country”
(Central government officer 2).

On the other hand, the local villagers did not wiwet power plant because they strongly
believed that the project would impact their waylitd and environmental values. The
following quote demonstrates the differences iernpiteting the value of natural resources

and the environment.

“We thought in different way. We could not valuesfr air, beautiful beaches or
coral reefs. Local people needed peaceful and sete ways of live. We want to
protect our beautiful environment. We did not wamy kind of industry to destroy
it. The developers would gain what they want, beitthve local people, would lose

our valued things”(Villager 2).

Comparable findings were evident in research by Mrefi995) which showed that in
many cases, the problems evoked serious conflettsden cost minimisation and equity,

and between the social rationality of local commigsiand the bounded rationality of the
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decision-makers. In the Hin Krut case, one of tbeegnors reflected that the project had
value and its effects could be controlled, while @h the leaders of the protestors claimed
that environmental and national resources are lpaseThe difference of the two sides of
perception in environmental values is clearly pnése in the follow argument.

“Personally, | thought this project was worth thevestment. In the EIA report,
there were hardly any harmful impacts. It could fretected. For the tourism
industry, there would hardly be any effect as wEtle coal-fired power plant can
be sited without any change. For example, therenaaey places in the world that
the coal-fired power plant sits in tourism regioasd that area is still a visitor

attraction” (Central government officer 2).

This statement was strongly contradictory with engeent that:

“If they ask about how much compensation would bheugh for our destroyed
environment, | can say that they cannot pay to ccale the damage. The
developer gains more than one-hundred thousandomibbaht from the project’s
life time, twenty-five years. But the public losimtless natural resources, such

as, clean air, coral reefs, sea-side scenery astiefiy resources{Local leader 1).

The opposed villages argued that whales and ddptame recently been witnessed in this
surrounding area. They argued that these animdlsated the diversity of the ecology
and also claimed that the government and the gropoer did not recognise this point.
The EIA did not appropriately mention the powernpls impacts on them. Addtionally,
the affected people also stated that the EIA repodermined the value of a coral reef in
the area. One NGO pointed out thalre value of a coral reef cannot be measured only

by its appearance(NGO 3). This issue was supported as this respdandéicated:

“We lived in a very nice environment so why did want a power plant, and
pollution to be in our hometown? The power plantldacause harmful emissions
to the environment. ... There would be a pipe limehtd water from the plant’s
production process into the sea. In this area, ¢heere many different kinds of
fishes. What would happen with these fishes if tiaglyto live with hot water for a

long time” (Local government officer 3)?
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According to these dissimilarities, the protestafised to listen to other opinions and
retained their own values. This concern was alsarttportant cause of conflict in the case
study. However, there was disagreement on thistp&ome of the villagers and the
project owners viewed differently that the projeould bring benefits and add values to

the community and the society as a whole.

“For me, personally, | thought this project couldrdribute valuable things to our
community. Many villagers were hired to work at gimver plant. The villagers
could sell more of their products since many lalosiwould come here. Besides,
our community would have more money from the pgiset funding to develop
our community in many ways, such as, building adroa school or even a
hospital” (Villager 16).

Comparable findings are evident in studies of pulparticipation by Lyster (1998),
Schneideret al. (1998), and Tippetet al. (2005). The research showed that individuals
and stakeholders had different perspectives, @itand values which influence a
determination of what the problem was and how tal déth it. According to Antunes
(2009), the decision-making process which could paiperly include the interests,
perceptions and values of all stakeholders couldeaonflict among them.

With respect to the Ban Krut location, its surroumgg feature a number of recreational
and tourist attractions. The beaches are apprepf@t recreation, except during the
northeast monsoon period. Though this place isansignificant scene for year-round
tourism, there were a great number of tourists fidarch to May, annually. However,
this tourism was a comparatively small industry paned to other locations in those
surroundings. There were several resorts encirdliag area (see Plate 5.1) (Saangsan
Consultants Company Limited, 1999). The propostzl\gas next to the sea and located

along a stretch of the beach as shown in Plate 5.2.
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YA

Plate 5.2The proposed project site
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Actually, in Prachuab Kiri Khan Province, local pésis preference is for it to be an
attractive tourism place. One villager claimed thate preferred to maintain the
environment and did not want the high economic ¢gnoinom this development project
Our preference was for it to be an attractive teumi place” (Villager 5). Many affected

villagers agreed with this value. An example isspreed here.

“They (the villagers) have their own occupationgey had their farms. They had
palm trees (see Plate 5.3), fishes and many kirfideaas. If you told them to
protect the environment, they could. Converselg, ghwer plant would destroy
their environment; they drained the hot water itite sea. What did you think they

would do? Would they agree with the projefitbcal government officer 3)?

In agreement, Owens (1985), Daniels and Walkerg)}%radubraj (2002), Moore (2003)
and Eliaset al. (2004) indicated that the differences in valued iaterests with respect to
the quality of the resources and the use of enmental resources that existed in society
was inevitable since a society comprises a diweddipeople who have different opinions
and concerns. There is no doubt that these diftesenn individual values regarding
environmental issues potentially lead to conflicthe society (Dietet al, 1989; Proctor,
1998; Persson, 2006). Stave (2002) found that ictsflamongst stakeholders with
different environmental values and goals were alsomatically increased, and usually

involved resource allocations and use decisionsc{idil, 1997).

In summary, it could be said that different perc@m on environmental values of
stakeholders caused the controversies in thisstagg. On one hand, the government and
the project proponents have desire for economicsgmoty at the expense of the
environment. Whereas, the local communities preteto maintain their ways of life and
culture depended on the clean environment. Theyoui@d conservation of the
environment rather than the economic goals of vaogiprofit. To deal with this issue,
Elias et al. (2004) suggested that an awareness and undergjaofipeople’s different
value system was a crucial step to resolve the licanfSimmons (1994) and
Thabchumpon (2002) recommended that the differeat@erspectives and values must
be carefully demonstrated and handled to ensuralante point to make every party

satisfied.
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Plate 5.3Coconut farms in Ban Krut community

5.4.2.3 Competing interests

At the beginning, when massive amounts of land werehased around Thong Chai sub
district in 1996, local villagers were informed thea new golf course and resort were
planned to be built on the purchased land. Onegelt told that: We did not know that the
land would be the location for the coal-fired powsant. We just were informed that a
large golf club would be constructed her@Villager 5). Many opposed people had an
enquiry about the purchase of land and indicatetl ttiere was a hidden agenda on this

issue.

“A corruption allegation over the land acquisitiomas a vital argument in the
society. The land purchase was not transparents €hrruption was revealed by
the local government officers who know more abdu$ proposed project”
(Villager 21).

The land selection process was a moveable platfornbocal politicians with a direct
relation with the potential benefits they could ider from supporting the project
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construction with respect to an effort on land safel construction business. Many
villagers claimed that their leaders gained a lbtmmney and benefits from these
businesses. Furthermore, they also pointed ouptnatle who lost their benefits from the
land sale became the key personnel of the protesps.

“The conflict was started because some landlordsicmot sell their land to the

projects. | think they lost some benefits fromphgect. The landlords were upset
for failing to sell their land to the project owrgerThey, then, told other villagers
about the power plant and some of them becameetidefs of the opposition

group” (Villager 12).

According to Owens (1985) and Martin (2005), catfli from competition for

environmental and resource use are inevitable. eltmsnpetitions have become a
significant issue in many developing countries k8aa and Pradubraj, 2004), particularly
in Asia (Kalland and Persoon, 1998). A number dfotars confirm this statement
(Owens, 1985; Ross, 1993; Shepherd and Bowler, ;1R6@ntz, 1999; Pellow, 1999;

Elias et al, 2004; Le Tissieet al, 2004; Mitchell, 2005; Aasetre, 2006; Persson,6200
They pointed out that, usually, conflicts amongkstelders, in particular the local
communities and the developers, stemmed from ttwmnpeting interests due to limited

space and resources.

Undoubtedly, in the Hin Krut power plant case, a&kleof mutual benefits among
stakeholders was viewed as a cause of conflict. Sthkeholders’ benefits from the
controversial project were different and unevenistributed. The affected villagers felt
that they were losing their benefits while the goweent and the project owner grasped
more. For the developer, the power plant would deated in a suitable place for the
production process and coal-fired transportatioth @sing national resources to maximise
their profits. Conversely, more than 95% of thejgeb supporters presumed that the
power plant would induce more investment and depraknt that would result in more

income to the communities. One villager argued: that

“In my opinion, | thought the power plant could lgrimore development to the
community. Many local villagers could work theredathey would have more

income... When the project was first proposed hdrexet were a lot of shops.
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People had more money. Nonetheless, when the prags withdrawn, many

locals lost their jobs; many shops were closédillager 6).

Indeed, the developers provided financial fundsldoal communities, in particular local
government bodies and schools. The developer atgmped to give annual benefits from
the project to communities through a community fumdich was co-managed by a
tripartite committee, including the local communitshe local government and the
developer, to handle any effects from the proj€cte local officer gave an interesting
idea that:

“As a local government officer, | was confident tththe power plant could
increase tax income for local administration, andrease local employment. Most
importantly, the project could even promote foreignestment that would finally
benefit the country economically. Besides the meed investment from private
sectors, all citizens would have long-term bendfidsn the low cost of electricity
since the government’s investment in the powersimgwould be decreased. The
power supply to the southern part of Thailand wobkl more sufficient and

stable” (Local government officer 1).

Additionally, a number of supporters claimed tha¢ focal government administration
would gain more revenue from tariffs and taxes. Treposed local development
foundation would support the community’s activitiaed also solve the community’s
problems. In agreement with this finding, Lidskd@®97) and Eliagt al. (2004) found
that a large-scale development project tended nergée conflicts from an involvement of
multiple stakeholders. The conflicts of interestomg them were inevitably from their
competing demands. This was because interests ftam loe difficult to identify and
allocate since each party had different interests \@ere entrenched in their beliefs and
positions. Importantly, Mitchell (1997) stated th#éte benefits and costs from
development projects were difficult to fairly diswte and hard to evaluate and compare.
According to Owens (1985), when competition forrebaresources amongst stakeholders

was mutually exclusive, conflict was then created.

Similar to other development projects in Thailatigg Hin Krut power plant project was

predicted to produce adverse impacts to cultuaglition and the way of life of the local
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communities, in particular the surrounding envir@min The most important concerns

were related to the environmental impacts. Ondefillagers expressed that:

“Actually, there was pollution everywhere. In Bangkthere was lots of pollution
as well. In my opinion, some places or some prsjaad more serious problems.
They had more hazards and pollution than this miofed; however, people could
live and the project was continuingVillager 26).

On one hand, the support groups of the project werdident in the power plant’s
technology to control the environmental aspecte filowing presents some views that
believe in the project technology and experttédaelieved in their technology that they
can find the best technology for the project, tmtpct our environment”(Local

government officer 1).

On the other hand, the project opponents had meagonable arguments against the
project. The protesters strongly argued that thegpoplant would have dramatically

negative impacts on their communities and the enwirent. They did not believe that the
project owners could decrease and control all efativerse impacts on the environment.

One villager claimed that:

“I was not confident in the project proponent’s nitoring programme for the
power plant implementation and environmental protec | did not think that it
could be effective enough or had less impact tolmaith and environment. The
impacts from the power plant on the environmentewserious and it was

impossible to control all these effect@illager 11).

Indeed, the issue of environmental impacts from plger plant's construction and

operation was also initially a concern for the loadagers that they cited as a rationale
for resistance. An investigation from Ban Krut Enovimental Conservation Club (2000)
and Center for Asian Area Studies (2003) showetlablaes emitted from the power plant
would pollute the air; adversely impact villagefgalth; and affect the local tourism

industry as well as a large amount of greenhousébgang released into the environment.
One leader of the villagers claimed thatthough the plant planned to use low-sulfur

coal, the emission of air pollutants, such as, carldioxide, particulates and ashes from
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its operation were inevitable'(Local leader 2). However, the developer claimed t

emissions from the power plant were within the ptaiele levels.

Regarding this issue, there were two opposite fseli@n one side, the project supporters
were confident in the power plant’s technology amethod to control the environmental

aspects from the project’s construction and opamatFor example, one villager stated
that:

“Their technology seemed to be reliable for me,particular, the monitoring
programmes for preventing adverse environmental hadlth impacts. It was
impossible that when the power plant was builtyalagers would be killed. There
should be a safety systerfVillager 13).

Conversely, the project opponents argued that fkigation scheme was insufficient. For
example, the EIA proposed cultivation of seven Bglecies as a compensation measure.
This strategy was highlighted as an unproductiver@gch to protect the existing fish

diversity. One villager explained that:

“The marine ecology in our community, Ban Krutmsich sustained and high in
biological diversity. The expert from the fishingpdrtment discovered that there
were around 340 species of commercial fish, anddted number of fishes in this
area would be more than 400 species of fish aniddiereatures. Unbelievably,
the EIA report indicated that there were around ldPecies of fish. Most
importantly, the mitigation programme of the compawas to provide a
cultivation of seven fish species instead of tliectgd 140 species. What an idiot
idea it is” (Villager 7).

Additionally, the project opponents indicated tiia® construction of the power plant’s
port for imported coal transportation would damageal reefs, affecting marine ecology
in particular small scale fisheries, the importaotupation of local villagers. This would
hinder fish migration and villagers' fishing acties. The opponents supposed that, as a
consequence, their self-sufficient fishing commymibuld face problems with their ways
of life.
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“The construction of the power plant's port was bugnd would damage coral
reefs. Its extension length was around 3.5 kiloageinto the sea. The corals in
this area are very nice and complete. They are waportant to small fishes and
animals in this area. The port's construction cemtp had adverse effects on
marine ecology of our community as well as smalidries (see Plate 5.4). How
could the fishermen, with their small boats, saittier than three kilometres from

the shore? They were certainly affected from thresttaction” (Villager 19).

Plate 5.4Small scale fisheries in Ban Krut community

Not only the construction of a jetty for coal trangtation would endanger the life cycle of

the living creatures in the sea nearby the prgjéet but heated water released from the
cooling towers also causes hazards. This would hagative effects on the environment,

especially the fisheries in the area as well asniwrby coral reefs. One leader of the
opponents explained that:

“The power plant was designed to use a large amaofiseawater as a coolant in
its cooling system, and then, a massive amounbbihter would be discharged
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directly into the sea. The temperature of this wasater would be 1-3 degrees
higher than that of the normal seawater. Can yoagme what would happen with
small fishes and living creations in this area? {leeuld not live in this dangerous
environment... What would happen with our coralkéf temperature was higher?
Undoubtedly, all coral reefs in this area wouldfeufand be destroyed. All living
creations would be affected and, finally, die. bicbnot imagine what our ecology
would be when massive cooling water was pumpedtirdcsea. How could our

marine ecology be the sam@Villager 9)?

As aforementioned, coal would be used as a fugeteerate power of the Hin Krut power
plant. Although the project owners explained tHa¢ power plant used clean coal,
producing low sulfur content, imported from Ausi@aland Indonesia, the local

communities still enquired.

“What could we do if the coal was accidentally doeg into the sea during its
transportation? Who can guarantee that there wawddany impact to the ecology,
the government or the project proponent? Who waoaleive the most impacts
from the power plant? We, the local villagers, wéne group who received all
these adverse impacts. We have a very nice sem wlater and fresh air. Why do
we have to live in a bad environmergVillager 4)?

These findings are in agreement with the resultssiofilar studies by Jackson and
Pradubraj (2004) and Regan al. (2006). They stated that conflicts could occur aghon
competing users of the resources, in particularyden the decision-maker who made a
decision on resource allocation and use and pedaptewere affected by that decision; or

between stakeholders who wanted to use a resondcthase who wanted to protect it.

It could be said that environmental problems ugualolve a number of stakeholders
with competing agendas and vested interests idebesion (Regaet al, 2006) and these
different interests among them are key root causesonflicts (Shepherd and Bowler,
1997; Schmidt and Tannenbaum, 2000; Tipmttal, 2005), as found in this study.
Antuneset al. (2009) stated that a decision-making process wbazhd not balance the

interests of all affected parties is potentiallgifg difficulties. Thus, it is important to
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accept this fact. According to Persson (2006), Wik concern, there was a possibility for
involving stakeholders to create a conflict solatiapproach and find common gains

which satisfy every party.

5.4.2.4 Data insufficiency and misunderstandings

Once the affected villagers realised that the pgu@nt was planned to be constructed in
their communities and the contract between EGAT taedproject proponents was signed
already, more than two-thirds of the villagers mlad that they did not receive any
information about the project. One villager claintldt: “Truly, the local villagers knew

nothing about the project at the beginning. We i receive any information from any

party that the power plant would be built herepat communities’(Villager 4).

When the local villagers asked for more informatabout the project, in particular the
EIA report and the project's contacts, their redsiesere ignored. All information

requested was always delayed. They had to waia fleng time to receive all requested
information. Conflicts and opposition actions theak place. One key informant gave her

comment on this issue as follows.

“All information we received especially the contrand the EIA report, we had to
request from relevant parties. Our group leader hadind out all relevant data
from the government in Bangkok. We had searcheohformation ourselves. The
government and the developers did not aptly prowdethe information we
wanted. Indeed, everything was revealed after tiogept was approved and the
conflict was stimulated. The contract we got frdra project proponents was in
English: we had to find the interpreter and the ttact had many pages(Villager
3).

Conversely, one of the representatives from theegowent gave her opinion about the

enquiries for these documents from the oppositspaetive.

“At that time, we could not give them the EIA repatrthe time they wanted. This
was because we had to ask for the permission fhenptoject owner. We had to

inform them that some affected villagers want titgiA report and ask whether
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they were willing to give the locals their infornmat. The report was in the
reviewing process we had no authority to make puthlis document’(Central

government officer 1).

Confirming this concern, Lyster (1998) pointed dbit unequal access to project
information and related data caused a significanblem. Diduck and Sinclair (2002)
found that, frequently, technical and scientifitonrmation was not available to the general
public.

The Hin Krut power plant was a good illustrationaofontroversial project that had a high
controversy caused by incorrect and unreliablermédion in particular in its EIA report.

A number of the protestors firmly remarked thatEté& report was incomplete, incorrect
and untrustworthy. Some of the villagers also ciinthat the impacts claimed in the

report were too low and unreliable.

“For information provision, they did not give usl aformation. Some data were
incorrect, such as, the missing of the coral reefthe EIA report. A number of

fish species was underestimated. The EIA identiégsithan 200 species, while an
expert at the Bureau of Fisheries found much moraumbers. The report also
missed fisher folks in neighbouring areas. It diok meflect on the impact on

villagers working in related industries, such asod processing and fishing-gear
making. The impacts from the power plant were wided greater than was

determined in their study. | thought they knew allbem but they did not want to
discover it” (Local leader 1).

Many mistakes have been spotted in the EIA reddrey were found and pointed out by
the opposed citizen collaborative with assistamoenfacademic staff and NGOs. One
leader of the protesters explained that:

“We did not believe the information in their EIAp@t or from the project
developers. They said that the power plant woulchawe any impacts to our way
of lives, but we thought it should havenédmber of fishing households was also
underestimated. They said that only 99 fishing liaswould be impacted from the
project. We then checked for the truth. We askedl hiow could they get this
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number and the answer was they got this number fhenoffice of fishing in Bang
Saphan district. ..., but, in fact, there were mdrant 500 fishing families. If the
company had to pay the compensation to the affdetedy, they should pay to
500 families not only 99 families as they claimé¢ddcal leader 2).

A similar finding is evident in a study of the Elgrocess in Bulgaria by Almer and
Koontz (2004). In the EIA report a number of migskvere found, such as, a lack of
social and economic evidence to support the prejedaim of being harmless to the
environment, and a lack of investigation on thee&8 of project operation. Besides,
minutes of the hearing meetings were not alwaysrdezl completely. According to Hinte
et al. (2007), reliance of information was significant @nthis issue could increase
mistrust and led to conflicts among stakeholders.

The project opponents then asked the OEPP to releonthe EIA report, as well as
requesting the authorities to rescind the apprdeal the project. As a result, the
government decided to review all relevant inforrmatabout the project, and the project
owner had to produce a new EIA report from the gowent requisition. However, the
cancellation of the project was disregarded. Onerniwewee agrued thatEven though
many questions remained, the government authorityndt take any action to stop the
project” (Local leader 5).

Concerning many issues and though an inability rtavide true and reliable facts and
information, the project was strongly protestede@hthe affected villagers highlighted a
very interesting point:

“We needed to know everything that affected oueslivour community. The
information must be accurate, clear and correct.sMionportantly, the information
when they gave us must agree with what happened tWieeproject was done”
(Villager 7).

It could be said that a lack of information, alomgth inaccessible, inaccurate and
technical information, were considered to be aiB@ant basis for the conflict in this
project. This tallies with studies by Moore (200&)d Glassoret al. (2005) which
indicated that these aspects could lead to diftayein analysis and interpretation process
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and would result in misinterpretation of data, artgular, information about a proposed
project which could cause a conflict from mispetmap According to Haklay (2003),
reliable information and accurate data are esdedotiaan effective participation process
since they make the process transparent and ceed®bhdubraj (2002) suggested that an
exchange of factual information in a two-way commation was an effective strategy to

take when facing environmental conflict situations.

5.4.2.5 Relationship problems

In Thai society, the government and the project enwmere respected because they were
well-educated compared with most of the local peagho were poorly-educated (Klein,
2003). More often the local villagers were underespnted because the authorities
assumed that the lay people would believe whatthayr were informed. Consequently,
the public were usually excluded from any decigsimaking process. This made the locals
feel that they were cheated and overlooked. Imptitaa lack of public participation of
the local affected communities in the decision-mghkirocess for this project resulted in a
loss of trust in their government and led the opgopeople to conduct their protest
activities (Center for Asian Area Studies, 2003mifarly, Daniels and Walker (1995)
found that, basically, an implementation of a depetent project often involves multiple

parties, frequently with volatile prior relationpiiand little trust.

In 1997, as soon as Ban Krut villagers knew thaitrthometown was chosen as a mega
coal-fired power plant project site proposed by tHeDC without consideration of their
concerns, the controversy about the credibilityhef project began. The protestors did not
trust the decision-making processes of the govemhnmetwo main issues: the project
approval process and the pollution monitoring paogmes. Firstly, more that 90% of the
affected villagers perceived that the decision-mgkprocesses were not open to the

public. So they could not trust this decision.

“l thought the decision making process of the pcopas not transparent. Not all
important information about the project was revell&his project was decided by
the top government. | know that it was difficulimi@ke the process open but they
should try. The bidders and the management knewtdhis but we did not know.

The local government did not know as well. How douw say that the project was
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transparent and how could we trust this decisionoof government?”(Local
leader 1).

This issue needs to be investigated and a soltdiomd because, until now, frequently, the
government and the project owners still cannot midee public trust their decisions

regarding any proposed development project. Cdsflce still occurring in Thai society

and seem to be more difficult and complicated spoikee. Comparatively, Phongpaichit

(2001) found that a lack of transparency in thesiers-making process made people feel
that the use and exploitation of natural resoumas unfair. Pradubraj (2002) suggested
that instead of concealing information and any sleairmaking about the development
project, open processes and letting informatiow fleould be a means to prevent conflicts
among stakeholders and increase the public’s trust.

For the second issue, more than 90% of the affedtiedjers did not trust the pollution
monitoring and control programme initiated by tlevelopers. This was because the local
communities in the north of Thailand have been daag&h serious environmental and
health problems from another coal-fired power plarject. Until now, the government

still can not solve these problems. Many resporglemtphasised this aspect.

“The problems stemmed from the adverse effectegahvironment and humans
from the previous development projects; the otluad-fired power plant project,
Mae Moh and Mab Ta Pud industrial estate. At thgiting until now, the
government has not been able to solve, manage amtot the impacts of these
severe environmental problems from these projettetal leader 1).

According to Petts (2003), trust is a fundamerdatdr of the extent to which people wish
to be engaged and involved in the decision-maknoggss and the expectations from their
participation. In this case, one interviewee argtned: “Critical distrust was a significant

and uncontrollable problem that the company carastdle” (Project proponent 1).

Besides, the public hearing, that Thai governméenaised as a mechanism to reduce the
conflict (Bureekul, 2007), was not effective in kdéng the situation. Conversely, it
heightened the controversy. One interviewee indttathat: “the government would

conduct the hearing only when they gain advantagéhey want to reduce conflicts”
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(Local Leader 2). In the forum, the project pratestdid not accept the public hearing
committee because they were not engaged in thetisgleprocess. A number of the
opponents claimed that some of the hearing comenitiere not neutral since some of the
committee worked for the organisation that initiatiee project.

“How could we believe in the public hearing? Whslame members of the hearing
committee had a close relation with the managerbeatd of the power plant,
how can we trust the process? How can we belieatettie hearing was conducted

in an unbiased manner?Villager 23).

Besides, the opponents contended that only smalipgr of people and a limited number
of participants were invited to attend the meetifgereas everyone wanted to attend. This

led to the protestors agreeing not to participatdé hearing.

“All project licenses have already been grantedeféhwas no need for a public
hearing. We did not want to participate in the palilearing because we did not
want the project owner of the government to clauat e accepted the result of
the hearing. | was sure that my ideas would havéearing on the decision. The
project owner and the government would gain morenebes from our

participation than the affected people. So why Idithve to be involved in this

unfair hearing” (Villager 7)?

Related to the social and political issues, thgeptrotestors argued that the government
did not support the members of the public including local people and communities to

be adequately involved in the decision-making psec@&his practice resulted in social and

environmental problems in the local communities, garticular controversy within

families.

“In fact, this area had a very nice landscape amyieonment and there were not
too many citizens. The community was very peaeaefiiicalm. Nonetheless, when
the power plant was introduced here, everything whanged. People were
fighting; the community became a controversial styciIn some families, the
father agreed with the project while the son did. fidhey clashed. Close friends
were struggling”(Local government officer 3).

203



Chapter 5

In this project, it was clearly seen that relatlips were seen as a significant problem in
Thai society. The public strongly distrusted itvygamment. This assumption was clearly
presented in the following statements:

“We did not believe them or listen to them. Theg ts only the good things of the
project but they did not inform us of any negasige of it. They could not clarify
our enquiries about the impacts to our communiti&®wv could we believe in their
project operation or any monitoring actions whee tteveloper did not tell us the
truth at the beginning (Villager 19).

Consistent with this supposition, Petcharamesr@@2Rand Moore (2003) considered that
relationship conflict was primarily initiated frodistrust and suspicion between parties, in
particular the government and its citizens. Siroaosl Haller (2000) found that public
trust in the officers who make a decision on megeetbpment projects tended to decline,
whilst Raimond (2001), Beierle (2002), HalvorseQ(2) and Vari (2004) indicated that a
lack of trust in the authorities was a significanbt cause of conflict in many countries.
Whenever the public did not trust in the authositiperformance and transparency, this

relationship might lead to a high degree of cohflimong stakeholders.

The different approach in problem solving betwelee government and the public was
also a contributing factor to the conflict. Thespects were merged and then created a
complex environmental context for conflict resabuti In this case, despite taking the
negative effects on the environment of the powantplproject into consideration and
inviting the public to take part in this issue, @nghority ignored it. This created hostility
from the affected people in the sense that theewecluded from decision-making that
directly affected them. This government approachkteied a non-supportive attitude
towards the implementation of the project. As aultespeople’s disappointment and
hostility has gradually transformed to resist thejgct.

Consequently, the competition strategy of conficanagement, which is the most
confrontational style, was preferred by the praestin particular the majority of the
affected villagers based on social movement arettaction, than to adhere the ideals of

collaborative approach. The result was obviousét ttonflict was not properly resolved.
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It is essential to realise that conflict arisingwe society may or may not be resolved and

it should not be assumed that conflict can be ceteyl resolved (Uptreti, 2002). There is

no most appropriate or inappropriate strategy t@l deith conflict. Importantly,

identifying and knowing what the causes are at any estage is important for effective

conflict resolution. It is, therefore, the respdmigly of the person or group to be

conscious of the problem, and to select the mosalda strategies depending on the

context in which the problem has emerged (Vivaf&0

After investigating all root causes of the conflaftthe Hin Krut power plant project, it

was found that the conflicts stemmed from five kayses: structural constraints, values

and opinions differences, conflicting interestsnftioting cognitive information and

inappropriate relationships. Sub-categories of dheauses and their findings of the

evaluation are summarised in Table 5.8.

Table 5.8The conceptual summary of the conflict analysis

Environmental conflict
root cause categorised

Causes

Findings

Structural constraints

- Culture of non-participgto
government bureaucracy

-Top-down decision-making
- Excluding the public and the affected
people from the decision-making process

- Weakness in legal system

-No supported law guledion for public
participation

- Ineffective EIA system

- No effective approaohiriput the public
concerns into the EIA system

Value differences

- Differences in beliefs andemia
in evaluating ideas or behaviours

- Differences over environmental values 4
how to evaluate them between key
stakeholders; the government, the project
owners, and the villagers

- Different ways of life

- Tourism, agriculture éfishery
communities

Competing interests

- Competing interest

-Competition for resources
-Imbalance in resource allocation
-Nontransparency in the land purchase

Data insufficiency and
misunderstandings

- Lack of information
- No available information

- Difficult to access important information
especially from the government and the
developer

-Disclosed information by officers

-Delay in information request process

- Misinformation or incorrect
information

-Incomplete, incorrect, and unreliability of
some information found in the EIA report

- Complicated and technical
information

- Technical information, in particular in
English, found in many reports that are ndg
easy to understand

Relationship problems

- Personal and strong emstion

- Distrust in the government’s decision arj
conflict solution approach
-Distrust in the developer’s technology an

monitoring programme
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5.5 The level of public participation

This section aims to provide the empirical evidefroen the research as well as other
relevant studies to answer research question noWRat was the level of public
participation in the Hin Krut power plant projeBrachuab Kiri Khan Province, Thailand?
It was found that many opinions were expresseddiffarent way in this question. More
details are discussed below.

Basically, public participation process involve tiple stakeholders with differing

groups’ authorities, roles, objectives, and exgemta from public participation and these
construct their attitudes towards public partidpat(Tosun, 2006). For example, in this
case, the government perceived that the state'sla@went projects and policies were its
authorisation and responsibility. The best apprdachdevelopment project management
should be initiated and implemented by the govemirtteus the government had to direct
the project to be targeted. Consequently, in theegonent view, the level of public

participation should be low and cannot control geeernment decision and should not

apply to the decision that had already been madat(@ government officer 2).

“We signed the contract on June 30, 1997 and th@osiption groups were formed
in November 1997. In that year, The Constitutiothef Kingdom of Thailand B.E.
2540 (1997) was just enacted. This became a poattthe locals were not being
involved in the decision-making process for theettgyment in the way that they
wanted. It should be accepted that at that perfagublic participation level was
low. It was just an information provision that wamainly trying to give
information and make people understand about theeldpment project rather
than allow people to have a true participation e tdecision-making process. This
was a weak point. Every project that was initiaggdthat time was in the same
situation” (Project proponent 1).

On the other hand, in the public's view, more tfe% of the respondents reflected
clearly that although the traditional decision-nmakpractices in Thailand were top-down
and the government was the only main party who éhdsll authority to make a final

decision of any development project; public papétion should be on a higher level. The
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public should have an opportunity to be involvedhe decision-making process of the

project especially to monitor the project operatione leader of the villagers argued that:

“The decision was not based on fundamental and atpe information and, in

particular, was missing the consideration of ecomyraocial and environmental
impacts since this project was approved beforeBEh% process was completed.
Before any development project will be approvedptanned to be in any
community, the local people in that community stidndve a right to decide and
manage their community and resources. What do we wa community to be?
Do we want this project? Do we agree with the prtjeHowever, actually in

practice, this never happenedlocal leader 2).

In common with this finding, public participatiom iChina (Xiuzhenret al, 2002) and
Spain (Palerm, 1999c), were frequently remarkabiyitéd, because of restricted
procedures. Most policies and strategies were gegptet from the public (Xiuzheet al,

2002). One governor exploited this issue for the Kiiut power plant project as follow.

“We had to accept that in this case the level dblguparticipation was a bit low.
It just provided the communities with informatiomdatried to make people
understand the project and accept it. It was notu participation that gave the
public an opportunity to be involved in the deamsioaking process”(Local
government officer 2).

Therefore, for the public, the government shouldrimee open and allow the public and
project opponents to be engaged in the developrpenject at a higher level of
participation. One interviewee stated tH#te government and the project owners could
gain more accurate and useful information from morkeractive participation before
making any decision(NGO 2). Moreover, if the project had already beecided, the
authorities should include this information in tleeconsideration process before the new

decision will be made.

“Even though the contract has already been signeelcould still reconsider it for

its appropriateness. If we could not do this, negaimpacts could occur. In fact,

there were many development projects initiated Hey government that created
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unpleasant outcomes. ... If the project procedurdssdimething wrong or were
unclear, the government should bring it back faramsidering. The policy should

also be reviewed. We should have the right to @ tfLocal leader 1).

Following the schema of public participation leveds introduced in Chapter 2,
information from semi-structured interviews showibdt the level of public participation
at the beginning of the project implementation weeslowest level of participation or non
participation.

“People were only being informed about the projddie government had already
decided what was to be done, and allowed only astakeholders, such as the
developer and the land owner, to be informed andlired in the first stage of the
project implementation. Only the project ownersnpled, worked and negotiated
with the government. Conversely, the local villagier the affected area were not

provided an opportunity to do thatVillager 9).

According to Sinclair (2004), the level of partiatpn varies, frequently seen as degrees
of power sharing among stakeholders. Obviouslyhis case the public did not have any.
Later, after the decision was made, the local gdta in the proposed project area were
finally informed about what would happen in theamamunity. One key informant argued
that: ‘the local villagers did not have a chance to adyuglarticipate in the public
participation forum. We just passively receiveainiation. We did not have any power to
negotiate with any parties. There was no true pgtition provided for us’(Local leader

1).

This result tallies with empirical evidence of;inén participation in water management in
the U.K. (House, 1999), the EIA process in wast@aagament in the U.K. (Petts, 2003),
public participation in forest planning in Finlafideskinen, 2004) and an evaluation for
sustainable river basins of different projects urdpean countries (Antunes al, 2009).
These studies showed that the public was not tiir@ctolved in the decision-making
process. The public participation process focusedyathering information from people,
such as on what their concerns were about, to shevauthorities, rather than providing
them an opportunity to meaningfully communicate ateliberate among different
perspectives in the process and influence the méso The last case also found that the
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purpose of public participation was still limited tonstituting an accountability of the
decision-making process rather than contributingubstantive decisions and outcomes.
The implications of the participation process wemnéy at a minimum requirement level of
informing the public. O'Faircheallaigh (2010) inalied that when the officers refused to
share decision making power with the public, pulparticipation would be as low as
tokenism. In all cases, a true involvement andataliation of stakeholders in the public

participation process was still not achieved.

The results from most in-depth interviews showedt tthe public participated in the
participation process at two levels; informationoypsion, and consultation. The
communication approach was mainly top-down; peapdéee being informed about the
project with information passing from the governmtnthe public. However, the public
still did not know whether their concerns and comtadad any influence on the decision

or not.

“Actually, in practice, our laws do not identify Wopublic participation should be
done properly. Public participation is just beingesm as an approach for the
public to present their opinions and concerns. Haeve more often, these

comments were not used in the decision-making psd¢dlGO 2).

This statement is supported by the fact that tpasgcipants, who were stakeholders from
different parties, had more opportunities to beolwed in the different stages and
activities of the participation programme. Sigrafitly, they played different roles in the
decision-making process. Most of these stakehold@mscipated at the consultation level.
However, the decision had already been made, aed they had been invited to
participate. The interviewees from local and cérgavernment, project proponents, and
freelance researchers were involved at the conigultéevel while representatives from
NGOs and community leaders were engaged at botarnation provision and
consultation levels. Comparable findings are euvigemesearch on public participation in
EIA in Kenya (Okelloet al, 2009). It was found that the level of public papation was
low which failed between the beginning level of soltation and involvement stages. In
the U.K., Petts (2004) found that no British regiolas called for public participation
beyond consultation. Thus, no resources were pedvidithin an authority to perform

more than a minimum requirement.
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In this regard, it should be realised that pubhctigipation is very important when siting
any development projects in Thailand. Through ¢ffec and appropriate public
participation, conflicts among stakeholders could prevented or eliminated. The
following response supported this statement.

“To be successful and to avoid conflicts and aatittn when people get frustrated
with the project, the authority should pay moreeation to listening to people’s
voices, not just going through the process. Theawukl be a truly participative

process to make people feel that when they werengmalomments, someone
listens to them. When people could not see how ithait mattered in any way,

they think that it was a waste of their time. Theu would alienate people”

(Central government officer 1).

Nine interviewees agreed that it was very importanpush the current level of public
participation, which was low, to the higher levealich as, partnership level. One
interviewee recommended that:

“Indeed, we still did not have a true participatio@ur current practice was just at
a beginning stage and had no meaning at all. Thiglipunput was not clearly

reflected in any stage of the process. For me, degelopers or even the
authorities just conducted public participation legitimise their project rather

than to integrate public values and concerns irte tecision-making process.
This kind of practice was worthless. The publicdegemore power to negotiate
with the authorities or even had a full authoritydecide what they wanted their

community to be or what kind of development theytwéLocal leader 1).

This finding is consistent with those of Leskin@0@4) and Okellet al. (2009). That is,
there was a need to progress public participatiomfa low level to a higher level, such
as, involvement, collaboration and then furtherthte empowerment level. Gathering
information was not enough for effective participatof the public. With regard to the
varied levels of citizen power in participation grammes presented in Figure 2.3,
effective public participation can occur only aé thigh levels. Where the government is
prepared to enter into a collaboration level, poweasy be: “redistributed through
negotiation citizens and powerholde(Arnstein, 1969; p.221). At the higher level of
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public participation, where the public had more powp communicate and negotiate, the
process could overcome misunderstanding regardiferaeht perspectives and interests.
The decision-makers could better understand theéesadnd knowledge possessed by the
public. In highest level, citizens would have al fabntrol of all policy and decision-
making aspects (Lyster, 1998; Agarwal, 2001).

Similarly, Purnama (2003), stated that public pgtition processes could be seen as a
continuum ranging from low levels of informationoprsion to higher degrees of
involvement and decision sharing. However, Hardib@98) indicated that achieving the
right level of participation and satisfying all k#holders is difficult. Therefore,
implementing public participation needs to be wahnned and organised since, the
higher levels of participation requires more anghler conditions to achieve which must
be provided (Harding, 1998; Purnama, 2003). Fomge, Purnama (2003), suggested
that from the lower public participation level thet higher level, public participation
needed to meet with suitable conditions, such a#ficent information provided,
appropriate legislation, two-way communication witlore interactive and deliberative or
sufficient education and expertise of either thé¢harties or the public. Importantly,
Thomas (1990; 1993; 1995) suggested that the dedneablic participation depended on
the nature of the problem, the issue involved ctiracteristics of the stakeholders; some
problems may demand high levels of participationlevbthers require less. A high level
of public participation is essential when the issgecontroversial and needs high
acceptability. This issue should be realised whenev public participation process is

planned.

Clearly, in this study, there is a suggestion ofcemaging public participation to the
higher levels of participation since the implemépta of development projects in
Thailand always face high controversy. Howeverardimg the relevant regulations in
Thailand, the public are allowed to participationthe government’'s decision at only at
the consultation level where the final decisiorstidl in hand of the authorities. This is
similar to the placation level in the Arnstein’sltker of participation. In the Hin Krut case,
although the public perceived that their involvem&as useless since the government did
not clearly show how their inputs were exploited, l@ast, public comments were
submitted and considered by the decision-makershwbould imply that the authorities

were aware and concerned about the public’s coacern
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The in-depth interviewees agreed that local pebpkk been entitled to participate in the
Hin Krut power plant project between the informatiprovision and the consultation
levels, but the villagers were in agreement thay tivere only allowed to take part in the
project at the highest level of information prowisiThis result is similar to many
countries where public participation is only at deasultation level. It can be implied that
the level of public participation in this case stwdas on the lower steps of the ladder of
public participation ranging from non-participatido consultation levels. Top-down
participation is the most accurate description #oralysis of the level of public
participation from the interviewees’ experienced &ews. The summary of this issue is

presented in Table 5.9.

Table 5.9Summary of Public Participation level in Thailarglperceived by the interviewees

Stakeholder groups Public Participation Level

Government Ministry of Resource and EnvironmentConsultation
Ministry of Industry

Local officer leaders and officers Consultation
- Thong Chai Municipality
- Ban Krut Municipality

- Thong Chai School

Project proponents Consultation

NGOs Between Consultation and Information
Provision

Academics and experts Consultation

Local people affected by Community Leader Between Consultation and Information

the project Provision

Villager Between Information Provision and

Non-Participation

5.6 Conclusion

This chapter presents results and discussion otdhéict root case analysis and public
participation level of the Hin Krut power plant eagackson and Pradubraj (2004) argued
that environmental conflict is a frequent resultaofievelopment process, in particular in
implementation of development projects. From theeaech findings, the environmental

conflicts of the Hin Krut project resulted from amber of factors including: structural
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constraints, value differences, competing interesteta misunderstandings and
relationship problems. Particularly, the centrdia of the environmental management
approach and a lack of public participation caused acceptance of the project.
Whenever public participation is limited, confliatsll usually occur (Vatanasapt, 2001,
Bureekul, 2006).

Indeed, if the situation in Thai society is not moyped and the government is still
practicing the conventional decision-making apphoadtich does not encompass and
support public participation concepts, there wid more conflicts leading to severe
impacts. In order to effectively solve the conflictspect must be paid to differences in
societal viewpoints, interests and concerns. Alossce of factual information of the

development project to stakeholders is essentmapottantly, public participation in

decision-making processes must be encouraged. willidead to a greater chance of

achieving a consensus.

In the Hin Krut case, it was found that public papation was limited to the low level of
information provision or consultation. The findingsow that the public was allowed to
participate in the project’s decision-making pracasthe low levels of non-participation
and information. Some participants claimed thatomild be in the consultation category.
Although the public are now provided more oppotiesiin the participation process, in
practice, public participation is still limited the level that the authority wants it to be.
The cabinet still has a full authority to make aafi decision on the project. If the
government actually realises the importance of ipupérticipation, relevant laws and
regulation that enforced and encouraged publicgiaation practice will be initiated; and,

as a result the level of public participation shiooé increased (Bureekul, 2007).

In the next chapter, an evaluation of the effectégs of public participation including its

contributions and barriers from the case studyagsented and discussed.
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Chapter 6: Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Pubd

Participation Processes

6.1 Introduction

An evaluation of the effectiveness of the publictisgation programme applied in the
case study is an essential part of this studyaritidentify the strengths and weaknesses of
the programme and, moreover, the result will helprtprove participation programmes in
the future. This chapter aims to identify and doentncommon themes drawn from the
interviews about the effectiveness of public pgsaton. The effectiveness of public
participation, as perceived by the participantgjualitatively analysed. The data obtained
from various sources of information: in-depth intews, semi-structured interviews, and

the literature review findings, was used to evauhe effectiveness of the process.

This information will be analysed, interpreted,adissed and applied in relation to public
participation concepts using evaluation criteriavedeped and discussed in previous
chapters. This evaluation incorporates both theigi@ation process and outcome, as
shown in phase two and three of the framework. questions to gather sufficient data for
analysis included: how representative were theigyaants?; how did the public input
influence the decisions?; and whether the publidigigation process resolved the
conflict. The results of the participant intervieilgstrated how well the criteria were met

in the process. A number of quotations are useniphasise these aspects.

6.2 Evaluating the effectiveness of public partiefpon in environmental

conflict management

In the light of the theoretical framework set outGhapter 2 and 3, the research aimed at
evaluating the effectiveness of the public paréitiggn process for the case study.

Undoubtedly, evaluation is necessary to deterntieeetfectiveness of public participation
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in terms of improving the process itself (Sewell d@hillips, 1979). In this study, an
evaluation was based on experiences and perceptiomarious stakeholder groups in
relation to the pre-defined criteria. Three mainadsources were used to evaluate the
effectiveness of the programme: documents; in-deptérviews; and, semi-structured
interviews. Finally, the results of this researaphhght the key components of effective

public participation and the factors that influeticem.

In relation to the findings reported here, eacterviewee was initially asked for their
perspectives on how effective the public particgratprocesses they experienced were.
The interviews were mostly open-ended questiortgerathan a list of closed questions.
The purpose was to stimulate unbiased thinkingadotdin the wider views of individuals.
Moreover, time was allowed to ensure that the uerees had included everything they

thought relevant.

6.2.1 Process-based evaluation

6.2.1.1 Participant activities: Clarification of gas and stakeholder roles

Clarification of the participation process’ goadtakeholder roles, and how to handle these
diverse perspectives are widely accepted as dritaspects of effective public
participation in project implementation in mucheasch (Barnes, 1999; Tang and Waters,
2005; Tres=t al, 2005). 15 participants from the research intevsistressed that it was
important to have a clear definition of the pagdation process in its scope, purposes and
stakeholder roles in order to effectively run tmegess. For example, one villager argued
that: “There needed to be a clarification in terms of wthe decision-makers were, what
the purposes of the process were, and what theg \geing to do with this input”

(Villager 17). Other participant from the local comnities supported this idea.

“When | thought about the participation processeanf the important aspects to
be understood was what the purposes of the pubfiicppation were, what would
be achieved, and then, did not forget to commueidaese proposes to all

stakeholders™(Villager 3).
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In the Hin Krut case, two-thirds of the participarargued that they were not informed
clearly about the purpose of the participation pss¢ their roles, and very importantly,
how the outcome of the process would be used. Divergment was not aware that it
should clarify all these issues. The following msexample to support this argument.

“The participation process, in this case, such apuwblic hearing was set up
without really ever articulating what the stakehexs or participants’ roles were. |
think it was because, very often, the authoritibe weveloped the plan for it have
not thought it through. They did not clearly realiwhat they expected from the
participation and what they were going to do wile input, such as comments. So

they did not communicate it to the participan{¥illager 4).

Frequently, in organising public participation peeses, unrealistic expectations and
frustration from stakeholders, which might resutinfi careless planning (Harding, 1998),
could occur and might slow-down the decision-makprgcess (Roberts, 1995). One
participant explained thatwhen the purposes of the process were not cledefyned,
this brought a mismatch in expectations and a ndsustanding which negatively affected
the participation process’{Freelance researcher 1). An illustration of thsmatch is

below.

“We were not well informed about the purpose of pihecess and our roles. For
us, the impacted villagers, the public participatiprocesses were taken forward
by the authorities and project owners without readlver articulating what the
expectation of the process was, and most impoytamthat the final result was
going to be. ...they did not inform us... did not. Wtmild we expect from the
process? When we did not know what was going on;dould we believe that our
participation was worthwhile? How could we belieN@at everything would be

better? We were guaranteed nothinfyillager 5).

One academic researcher suggested that to avad geblems of misunderstanding and
conflicting expectations from the public particijpat process, it is crucial to make sure
that the purpose, intentions and scope of the psoege clearly identified and agreed
before the process starts. The following commdigats this suggestion.
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“The first thing that the organisers delivering tparticipation process should be
aware of was what the purposes of the process wereause if they haven't
thought about what they expected or what they geieg to do, they would not be
able to speak to persons who would be the parttgpavho would give input into
the process. Let’s think, what would have happehdde process was running
without communicating these elements to the ppditis. What should the final

results of the participation programme bg&cademic 1)?

Verification was presented in a study by Sincl2®(4) that the first imperative for any
participation activity was clarity about its purp¢s). If a public participation process does
not have clear goals, its outcomes would be paandlirrelevant to decisions (Antunets
al., 2009). For instance, it is important to determim@dvance whether the participation
aims to educate the participants or to reach causemver the controversial issue.
Besides, different stakeholder groups have diffengerceptions of the goals of the
participation process (Santos and Chess, 2003)selissues are significant since they

have an influence on the design of the participatiamcess.

The results of a study of participation procesHimgary (Vari and Kisgyorgy, 1998)
proved that public participation would be effectivbere stakeholders clearly understand
the goals of their participation, their role in tpeocess and the concerned issues. In
agreement, Thomas (1995) recommended that therdaigb@xplain how different levels
and methods of participation process were connetdethe decision-making process.
Otherwise, all the effort, time and money put itite process would be worthless since the
process would be significantly affected by the tiratson felt by confused participants.

One leader of the protestors hinted tlatpublic participation programme could not be
effective without the sincere commitment of thed leathority” (Local leader 2). In
agreement with this finding, Thomas (1995) statkdt tthe participants in a public
participation process should not be engaged witfiggtt getting commitment including
what the aims of the process were, and what theepsoand outcome of the participation

process would be, from the authorities.

According to Sinclair and Fitzpatrick (2002) ana@air et al. (2009), providing adequate

notice and fair timelines were considered as ingyarfactors for a meaningful process,
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since they referred to a genuine attempt to engeggemany impacted citizens and
interested parties as possible, and encourage tbeparticipate (Stewart and Sinclair,
2007). Despite this, in this study, many particigaargued that they were not given fair
notice and time (Villager 4, 8, 9, 14, and 17).sTias reflected in the comment of a
participant as follows.

“It would be better if we were noticed very earlgaat the participation process
before it was carried out. The authorities shoutdyide enough information, and
flexible time, for us to participate and make a cwent on the issues. These are

very important for our participation. Indeed, we chaery little information”
(Villager 10).

Conversely, the authorities argued that they ttiedcommunicate all the important
information about the participation programmes hkefthey were carried out. This
included the purpose of the programme, its paditip, and what the expected outputs
were. One participant explained that:

“As a civil servant, who was directly concernedtwihe public hearing for this

project, | tried to make everything clear. At theglmning, when we wanted to
deliver the process to the public, an importanthghivas to know what we were
looking for. If we did not know what we were gotoglo or expected to achieve,
we could not correspond that to the public or atgksholders who will be the

participants of the processes, as well as to wheded to be asked for an input”
(Central government officer 1).

There is empirical evidence of inadequate andratiication in other public participation
research (Pellow, 1999; Palerm, 1999b; Sinclair Bitdpatrick, 2002; Diducket al,
2007). These studies suggested that the notificatimuld be made with sufficient time to
allow the participants to prepare their informatimndiscuss and contain all important

information such as background information, venimee and date of the activities.

In could be said that before the public participatprocess originates, all participants

should have a clear consent and understand whapatieipation purpose is (Praxis,

1988). This is because a clear plan of public padiion containing clear aims, the
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participants’ roles and responsibilities, combinedh effective communication in a

proper time line, is an important factor to minimsonfusion and unrealistic expectations
from all stakeholders which could exacerbate dsstrand cause dissatisfaction and
frustration (Crowfoot and Wondolleck, 1991; Tippettal, 2005; Peterson and Franks,
2006). Harding (1998) and Kingt al. (1998) indicated that poor planning and execution
could result in ineffective participation processasd delays in the decision-making

process.

6.2.1.2 Participant activities: Educating and inforing the public

Basically, knowledge is recognised as an importaator for effective decision-making
(Beierle and Cayford, 2002; Pagk al, 2006). A number of scholars stressed that a publi
participation process should facilitate learningd asystem thinking amongst the
participants (Beierle and Cayford, 2002). Althougis aspect is significant, it was not
fully achieved in this study. A significant numbar participants argued that they did not
receive any support to increase their knowledgestatie issues from relevant parties, in
particular the authorities and the project propssé¥illager 2, 4, 7, 1&tc). One villager
explained that‘we hardly had any support from the government #mel developers. No

effort was made to assist us to understand thessesualternatives’{Villager 14).

Later, after the conflict had occurred in the comities, a series of informal and formal
meetings and seminars were conducted to educatenfamch the public (Local leader 1,

2). However, these activities were initiated byfatiént parties and the villagers preferred
to attend only forums conducted by their favoriteeo For example, although the

developers set up many meetings for the publicpim®mnents refused to participate.

“We set up the meetings ourselves. The meetingovgasised once a week at our
leader’s house or the temple. From this conservagooup, | was learning a lot
from many parties. Our leaders gave us informaabout the issues, or how the
project progressed. Sometimes, we got externalkgpgasuch as academics or
NGOs, to teach us in particular issues. They werg wnice and willing to support
us. We learned a lot from them. However, this whsdane from our own
endeavours. Indeed, there should be more suppmrt the government(Villager
14).
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After attending these activities, the local villegjdrom both protest and support groups
explained that they had a better understandinghefissues. They had widened their
horizon about what was going on in their communitiiat was going to be built or what

they were planning to do. One villager explaineat:tin the process, | also learned more

about the power plant from NGOs and some acadewticscame to help and teach us. |
learned that | had the right to protect my commytite environment and the way of life”

(Villager 2).

Confirming this issue, Vantanen and Marttunen (3@ggested that public participation
should be organised as a forum for social learfongll stakeholders. The conditions for
social learning should be supported. For exampke authorities should create forums for
discussion such as seminars or meetings. A studyaoket al. (2006) illustrated this by

demonstrating that participants in conferences leadned a lot from other attendees

during the sessions.

Although the supporters and the protestors maimlgtigpated in their own activities,

meetings, or seminars, they agreed that this wasfioeal. One participant explained that:
“... at least they could increase their knowledge whwahat had happened and what the
iIssue was about. They have raised awareness ahftected people in this environmental

problem” (Academic 1).

In this study, a significant number of interviewed¢so argued that they needed to have the
opportunity to develop a high level of knowledgehe subject, problems, situations, and
alternatives, as well as the different perspectaed views of other parties. To support

this concept, a quote from fieldwork interviewgpresented below.

“We needed to be informed and educated. They (@wergment and the project
proponents) should do that. The lay people needdaave sufficient knowledge
about the issues, about the problems so that tbeldenake a valuable response”
(Villager 9).

This is similar to Beierle and Cayford’s (2002) dstuthat when insufficient effort was
devoted to educating the public, the participantaile be powerless to engage in the

decision-making process. According to CreightonO80 to be an effective process,
220



Chapter 6

stakeholders, in particular the affected citizemowd be provided with enough
information to be able to effectively discuss amthate the issues, alternatives, and their
concerns. Importantly, Graham (2004) pointed oat ffublic participation is not only a
transmission of information, whether one-way or tmay, but also is a process of
learning and social construction. To make publitipi@ation more effective, Daniels and
Walker (1996; 2001), Kingt al.(1998) and Jabbour and Balsillie (2003) suggestatia
collaborative and constructive learning process reagslired. One interviewee explained
that:

“A key problem was how to enable the participantshiave a high level of
understanding on the issues and be aware of itwel as how to encourage a
constructive process among them. Stakeholdersaiticplar the authorities and
the citizens, needed to learn from each other aB. Wwee factors that were
relevant to the topic such as technical aspectsalternatives should be well

known” (Villager 19).

One participant stated thdtecause of the time taken and the complicated aggin
used, the authorities and the project proponent uad begin public participation to
educate people at the beginning of the projedidcal leader 2). As a result, conflict
occurred. This finding supports Omekaew’s (200@ygtin that whenever the citizens do
not understand their actual roles and real caukdiseoproblems, false assumption can

then make the situations more serious.

It could be summarised that, in the Hin Krut cake, participants learned about relevant
technical issues and problems through their megtmgl seminars which were mostly set
up through their own efforts. However, this was eabugh to make them feel effective in

the process.

6.2.1.3 Characteristics of stakeholders: Inclusivess and adequate representativeness

The importance of inclusiveness and representasgiof public participation processes
is frequently mentioned, with many practitionerdlicg for an inclusive and adequate
representative process (Rowe and Frewer, 2000; Andx~ocht, 2002) because complex

societal and environmental problems cannot be dobyeonly one perspective or power
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(Wagner, 1996). Likewise, in this study, more tl&% of interviewees emphasised the
significance of ensuring that public participatisrboth inclusive and representative of the
potentially impacted parties, interested partied stakeholders in order to be effective.
The following idea reflects this point.

“The participation needed to include all the variqusblics or parties who have a
stake in the issue. They could be local peopleemorent officers, NGOs or any
interested people. Every party or individuals whigh affect from the project
should be involved(Villager 16).

Although the representativeness of public partiigumawas perceived as a very crucial
aspect, a number of the villagers in the projeedargued that they were excluded from
the process (Villager 2, 3, 7, 9). They claimed,tbéher the authorities or the developers
did not make enough effort to engage the rightigipeints in the participation process.

Thus, the opinions and comments from the meetinddcoot represent the voice of all

who were likely to be affected by the project (Udeader 2).

“Both government and the project proponents did sioterely make an effort to
engage us in their forum. They did not let us eegagheir participation process.

They had already prepared the participants who giiun the same way as them.
Importantly, some of the participants were fromestitcommunities, even from
other parts of Thailand. The rest of the particitmawere from other parties such

as NGOs or academic institutiongVillager 7).

There was also an argument that broad participadamong different groups of
stakeholders and individuals was lacking. One ptgpeoponent pointed out that broad
involvement could be reached by proactively engagie peoplelf you hold a meeting
or any activities, and nobody attends, then youehtvknock at their doors and invite
them” (Project proponent 1). One interviewee explainedt:t“... to get wider and
relevant information for supporting the decisidme tparticipation process needs to collect
information from the wider public as well as thepawted citizens in the controversial

area” (Academic 1).
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12 participants noted that one problem with thelipuparticipation process was that
individuals or groups were engaging in the processdependently of each other. For
example, the project proponent initiated their ipgration programme by aiming to give
knowledge to people while the protest group carpad their own activities to educate
their members. These groups of stakeholders haducted their activities separately

without any connection.

In this case, a large number of protestors had r@ megative attitude towards the project
than average people. This made most protestorsedfu take part in the participation
programmes run by either the authorities or theetigers and made it difficult for the
government to engage all parties in the partiogpaprocess. However, one participant
claimed that:“the local government did not make any real efftost encourage the
villagers to work together to find the solution tlus problem” (Local leader 5). The

results had often led to misunderstanding and imbnfl

“We found that it was very difficult to be involvadthe project. The people who
were there, in the project owner’s exhibition ward true stakeholders. They were
from other villages or even other provinces. Weeneéirectly impacted by the
project. We should be the key stakeholders whoahfargt priority to participate.
So at that time, there were separate participatativities. On one side was the
project proponents, whist the opponents were onother side. At that time, the
government had to do something to bring these tlleations to work together”

(Local leader 1).

Conversely, one officer argued that the governniréed to engage all stakeholders in the

process. She explained that:

“We tried to let every affected person who wantegarticipate in, and we tried to
give everybody a chance to say what they wanteconlyecut them off in the end
when it was clear that they were repeating thenesend that we weren't getting

anywhere”(Central government officer 1).

A great number of researchers faced the same pnolthat the participants in the

processes were not representative and inclusiaé sfakeholders, for example, a study of
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the EIA process in Bulgaria (Almer and Koontz, 2))04 participation in water
development project in Finland (Vantanen and Madty 2005), a study of citizen
engagement processes on genetically modified (G8Pscin UK (Horlick-Jonest al,
2007), a study of the assessment process in Catéidee et al, 2007), and public
participation for traffic planning in Gréningen,etiNetherlands (Coenegt al, 2008).
These studies failed to represent either demographattitudinal characteristics. A lack
of larger and wider numbers of citizens to engagtheé process limited the effectiveness
of public participation from lack of inclusive vi@eints and interests, and legitimacy and

cooperation from the excluded parties (Tipgetal, 2005).

One the other hand, a number of other empiricatarehers have identified success
stories. Vari and Kisgyorgy (1998), Beierle and sy (1999), House (1999), Strobl and
Bruce (2000), Beierle (2002), Bickerstatfal.(2002), Niskeretal. (2003) and Wittmeet

al. (2006) identified that a wider participation oalstholders in decision-making was a
crucial means of gaining broad support from stalddrs, particularly a public, increasing

transparency, promoting greater understandinge@&sing a sense of ownership, finding
reasonable and broadly accepted solutions. Preity $hah (1997) found that local

citizens who were engaged during planning and implgation of the project were more

likely to continue their participation activitiefiex the project was implemented.

However, this does not imply that larger groups tanéy representative. In some cases,
there is a need to select participants who havee rkmowledge on the issue so that they
can provide more informed perspectives (Coenendl20@ne government officer argued

that sometimes, the participation process was ldait® engage only a small number of

people to obtain more precise information. He sujgoichis argument as:

“The key issue was to include all values of theaoted community into the
process. However, in practice, under some conditidinwas better to carry out
the public participation and get comments from aalbrsegment of the society

instead of the entire public{Central Government 2).

In accordance with this view, a study of publicatwement in development projects in
Finland found that the local activists and stalkééis close to the project formed a highly

motivated steering group with high experience axedise that could contribute benefits
224



Chapter 6

to the process (Vantanen and Marttunen, 2005). Mewehe majority of the local
residents, who were potentially impacted from tkeeision and living in that area, could

be left without a representative in this steeringug.

Engaging the public and all stakeholders in thasi@t-making process is also viewed as
a significant component of good democratic govereafHaklay, 2003; Alberts, 2007).
However, not all citizens are able to directly mapate in the process. Accordingly, the
selection of participants in the process is aaaitissue and is always concerned with
representation and fairness (Webler, 1995), byiog all stakeholders and any interests
that could not participate in the process (Martml 8oaz, 2000; Jabbour and Balsillie,
2003), as it is important to find out who are paidly the most affected people by the
development project (Roberts, 1995). However, hathprinciple and in practice, an
identification of, and engagement with, all releivatakeholders and interested parties (in
particular the public), and the selection of p@vhats, is problematic and difficult to
manage (Bickersta#t al, 2002; Quantz and Thurston, 2006; Prager and &r2e€89).

An identification of relevant stakeholders could behieved either by a top-down
approach by the authorities or a bottom-up apprdachhe public or the third parties
(Thomas, 1995)In the Hin Krut case, the attendees in the pubkaring case were
identified and selected by a top-down approach wkeemed to engage all stakeholders;
Both the project proponent and central governmeidt mbt make clear who the
stakeholders were and who should participate irptbeess. This point was raised by one

of the government officers who work closely witke tBIA process.

“To identify who the main affected people were weawy problematic in practice.
At present we only have the guideline from theveaie regulations and the EIA
practice. It was difficult to say who the right paipants should be”(Central

government officer 1).

In agreement, Pellow (1999) and Martin and Boad@0ndicated that it was difficult to
engage an appropriate and inclusive representatoss section of the entire community
in a forum. Particularly, Thomas (1995) and Oel80& found that if the top-down
approach was applied, there would be a risk of ingssome important stakeholders or

parties since the number of participants who cam joe forum was limited. Martin and
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Boaz (2000) identified those people who were aatgist risk of being excluded from the
participation process: people of low income growosing people, older people, members
of families with disabled people, and people innethminority groups. These results
showed that these groups of people were willindpgoinvolved in the process, at least
passively. Horlick-Jonest al. (2006) suggested that people at the grass-rogts whose
voice has not been heard should be encourage tipaie in the programme. This is
because overlooking an engagement of poorer comynumember could cause an
opposition to the project implementation (Thoma893;, Stringeret al, 2006), while

focusing too broad public could lead to compliadeisions (Thomas, 1993).

Although, frequently, random selection is the majgproach (since this is acknowledged
as a fair method for selecting the samples), ig $ituation, random selection may not be
equitable and should be combined with other metisodh as purposive selection (Ritchie
and Lewis, 2005). An example of ineffective samgplprocedure was found in Australia
in public participation by the Aboriginal Communityealth Council in health policy,
which could not capture all relevant opinions oé tommunity members (Quantz and
Thurston, 2006). The sampling procedure resultegtierselection of people who had been
involved with the council for a period, and who hadyood a relationship with them.
Consequently, only positive opinions were refleceedtl the views of the community
members who had no experience with the council vggrered.

In this study, seven interviewees highlighted tthetre were problems in practice when
selecting the right participants due to selectiotega not being clear. They stated that the
participation process should emphasise engagiraj &tected villagers and communities
by stating thatthe authorities should engage and give the firgbpty to people in the
impacted area’(Villager 4). One officer explained thatif the villagers were directly
impacted by the project development, they were nligedy to participate” (Local
government officer 3). Accordingly, more than 95geamt of the lay people felt that, as
they were directly impacted by the project impletaéon, they should have the first

priority to take part in the decision making-praxes

“To get support from the public, it is necessarygtet data from them. However,
the people whose interests could be more impadiedld have more of a say

about their problems than the people who were ifgillager 20).
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Importantly, a number of the interviewees argued gersons who do not have any direct
impact from the project or issue should have laflsence and less opportunity to present
their concerns compared with the most impactedgyaaints. As stated by one villager,

“How could villagers from another village come imch be in the same position as the

villagers in this area?”(Villager 11).

In agreement, Pratchett (1999), Dungumaro and MagdR003), Priscoli (2004) and

Vantanen and Marttunen (2005) suggested that okaders and stakeholders who would
be directly affected by, or benefit from, the demisor development project, and were
closer to the project, should have first opporturid participate and present their
concerns. Alberts (2007) found that stakeholders Wit they were excluded from the

decision-making process, or whose concerns werecosidered, would mount strong
opposition to the project or policy initiatives asdme of these could be delayed or

cancelled.

Additionally, some participants highlighted thabpé with a stake in the issue should be
involved in the processwhether you agree with other’s opinions or ng&cademic 1).
This was because, if the debating issue was tooitbipcame difficult to get new ideas
and achieve goals (Freelance researcher 1). Alth@aametimes people abused the
process by trying to deviate from the main issugaal of the participation process, this

could bring benefit to the process from these werideas.

Seven interviewees reinforced this issue, by pogntiut the significance of representation
and they agreed that this could not be achieveelsarthe participation events were held at
convenient times and places for the participantse @roject proponent explained that:
“most of our activities were presented all day aenken during holidays in order that

working people could join our activities in theieé time” (Project proponent 2).

In Thailand, the most popular technique for pulplarticipation was public hearings in
which it often proved very difficult to engage ampresent all stakeholders and interested
parties in a single forum. Many participants alsated they were not provided the
opportunity for an appropriate attendance of theggamme. One villager argued that:
“Actually, a list of people who want to participaie the public hearing was quite large,

227



Chapter 6

and | could not see that all people on the listldgain the forum”(Villager 13). Another

interviewee explained that:

“In my experience, there was no responsibility éweryone to attend the meeting.
In terms of representativeness, a wide range destalders should have an equal
opportunity to participate which will result in aiversity of opinions from the

meeting. People should sit and participate in thee way”(Villager 12).

There was a claim that those who participated m pablic hearing were not truly
representative of all affected stakeholders: thendees did not comprise a broadly

representative cross section of the affected ptipulaOne villager claimed that:

“There were only a few representatives from NGOd #e protested group. Most
of the citizens who attended the hearing seeméad\e positive attitudes with the
proposed project. It can be said that there werevasious groups of stakeholders
in the hearing”(Villager 8).

In summary, an important issue to be recognisedhsther different viewpoints are
sufficiently represented in the decision-makinggess. To be effectively implemented,
the project should involve as many different pariad individuals as possible (House,
1999). The appropriate representation of partidgpanany public participation processes
is crucial and needs to be carefully consideredesan inadequacy of representation will
result in a reduction in the diversity of the pagants in the processes, which can affect
the quality of input as well as the processes (Bkdand Mitchell, 2003; Mitchell, 2005).
Particularly, Schneideet al. (1998) and Sinclair (2004) suggested that everfigyaant
should have an equal status and right to partiejgatesent their ideas, and evaluate the
alternatives. For many reasons discussed earliewas difficult to claim that the
representatives in the public participation procesghe Hin Krut power plant were
appropriate and inclusive since many affected gdta claimed that they were excluded

from the process.

6.2.1.4 Method employed: Multiple and appropriatarpcipation methods

Actually, there are numerous public participatiechiniques available to the authorities

and the developers to engage the public in diftesgmations (Canter, 1996; Harding,
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1998; Creighton, 2005). In the Hin Krut case, maaplic participation techniques were
employed in different stages by different partiewever, clearly, the decision was
already made before any public participation progree was conducted. From the
research findings, the developers did apply seysdicipation techniques to engage and
provide information to those communities affectadtioe project. Information brochures
were distributed to communities, schools and Igeslernment offices. Nonetheless, their
first attempt was to let the public know about theject and accept it, by giving
information about the project and educating thelipihrough either formal or informal
meetings, or seminars in different locations. Maméeractive programmes such as
exhibitions or open houses at their project sitev@l as many public locations such as the
community’s convention hall, the local governmeritice or the local school were
conducted later. Due to the fact that these ams/ivere not initiated at the early stage of
the project and they were conducted later wherptbblem seemed to be unsolvable: as a

result, these efforts were not effective in resajvihese conflicts.

“Indeed, we set up numerous activities to suppaittlic participation. We issued
and distributed many printed materials introduciogyr project. We also hired the
local villagers as public relations staff to comnuate our project information to
the local communities and set up many activitieth whem. Everyone who was
interested in our programmes was welcome to joioun seminars, site tour, or

exhibitions at our site’(Project proponent 1).

Additionally, one of the project’'s public relatiorstaff argued that*actually, | did
communicate with most of the affected villagersualoair participation activities. Some of
them were interested in the programme, while sosfgsed to participate and protested
against the project’(Project proponent 2). One interviewee explainemtearabout the

participation activities provided by the developers

“l participated in many programmes initiated by ttlevelopers in the role of both
a local authority and citizen. | joined many megsnwith the project proponent
and the villagers. They provided many activities give information to the
villagers. | had a chance to join in the oversaa#dftrip to the Philippines to visit
the power plant there. Personally, | thought thpeegrammes were good and the

developers did well in their rolegLocal government officer 1).
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From this research finding, more than 90% of thepeaople in the affected communities
felt that the project owners and the government dad provide sufficient public

participation techniques to engage with all thepteoThey claimed that the methods
adopted did not allow them sufficient opportunitiede involved in the processes as well
as engage in the discussion. One villager clainhed“¥We had less chance to ask for
information we wanted since most of their actigitreere just passive which aimed to give
us the pre-set information. We were provided witly avhat they wanted us to know”

(Villager 22). Most importantly, one villager himtéhat most of the participation methods
were not conducted at the proper stage (Villaggr TBe following quotes a discussion

illustrating this:

“It was impossible in Thailand that if some peop¥ant to be involved in the
hearing, they can. Or if some people want to joirtHe open seminar, they can.
We were not allowed more opportunities to do thiwey just thought that we were
lay people who do not have a right to shape anysdets. They thought we were
only the citizens who had to accept every decifiey made for us{Villager 8).

Noticeably, public participation techniques empldye this case study were varied and
could range from traditional public participatiorethods on an education and information
provision level, to a more interactive approachhsas public meetings. However, the
majority of participation techniques were tradisbnThus, the public did not have more
opportunities to discuss the issue and there waappoopriate means to manipulate the
decision. Many affected villagers were frustrateithwhe participation process and their
government because they felt that the process was Iparticipation process in which

they could make any change to the decision or er@gpropriate dialogue. It seemed to be
just a public relations activity to convince themaéccept the project already approved.
Clearly, in this case, traditional participationchaiques had been unsuccessful in
developing collaboration between stakeholders.

This tallies with Kingston’s (2007) finding thatattitional methods, in particular public
hearings or meetings, was always held in a fixedelor location and at a fixed time,
often during office hours. Thus, many people wereavailable to attend. These activities
could be dominated by minority groups and are oftificult for the lay people to
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understand since the whole process often involvaeghh technical information.

Importantly, these meetings could lead to confribmtaamong stakeholders.

Although there were many arguments expressing tii&setion with the implementation
of participation methods, many participants enjoyied developer’s activities such as

seminars, site tour and sports activities. Onel letlager highlighted that:

“l liked the multiple types of their participatioapproaches. They provided more
benefits to us. | like their creative activitiesparticular the social activity. They
made people share ideas, do more activities togethkenefits the whole society.
Whenever we wanted to make input or learn morernmdgon about the power
plant, we had a variety of ways to do that. Theyupean open exhibition at their
site for more than a month, and they also providiedf to answer our questions.
They invited students and teachers to our comnasnit run their seminars. They

did give us the information we wanted to kngWillager 6).

Frequently, traditional public participation tectnés have been criticised as ineffective
approaches to engage the public (Kingston, 200i¢yin® (1990), Daniels and Walker
(2001) and Bickerstafét al. (2002) pointed out that, although traditional methavere
being widely applied to provide the public with apportunity to communicate their
concerns with the authority and receiving feedb#ody focused one-way transmission of
information from the developer or the authoritytte public and the public had less
opportunity to input into an early stage of theigsien-making processes. Importantly, a
meaningful public input is not guaranteed. Thezeitis do not know how their input will
be used and whether it will influence the decigidaniels and Walker, 2001; Walker and
Daniels, 2001).

Although, there were many participation activiti@s, particular meetings or seminars,
conducted by both sides.d, the project opponent and the project proponemt)y

supporters for each group attended these events.pidject supporters joined in the
forums conducted by the developers, while the ptogpponents always refused to
participate in the activities organised by the gecbjproponent or even the government. At
the same time the local villagers set up their @etivities to educate themselves on the

issues. They conducted regular meetings in themtion every week and most of them
231



Chapter 6

were supplied with information by NGOs and academi@ne villager stated thdtn
fact, we wanted to discuss or debate with the ptopevners; but when we set up the
seminar with NGOs or other academics, they didaomhe. We wanted them to be in the

forum to clarify our enquiries{Villager 11). Another villager argued that:

“Although 1 did join in some of their programmesgpsh of the participants were
their supporters. The developers invited only thsupporters. Most of the
impacted villagers did not participate. We did nmlieve what they tried to

convince us. Their information was not correVillager 4).

In the Hin Krut case, at the beginning of the caohféscalation process, the protestors
called for a public hearing to make their voicerdedlowever, the government paid no
attention to their requests. Finally, the publiatieg was conducted in the Provincial Hall
in Prachuab Kiri Khan province but it could notwathe problem since it was too late and
the conflict was too complicated to solve. Althoutje public hearing was not the only
technigue employed to solve the problem, it seetodsk the most recognised mechanism
to engage the public and solve the conflicts. Tiveeee a great number of the research
interviewees who experienced this event. Some @intlyave their perspectives on the

positive side of the public hearing as follows.

“From my point of view, it was a useful mechanisaecduse it is a method for all
stakeholders and interested parties to meet with amother and discuss together
to find out agreements and disagreements. In thHdipthearing, there were a
great number of the representatives from differstatkeholders for instance;
central government officers, local government effi¢ the developers, and local
villagers. Different opinions were presented apprately. | thought that was a
pretty good mix of opinions. Although this vehidld not work for this case, |
think this was a good approach that had to happ@mcal government officer 4).

On the other hand, many participants felt that plblic hearing was not effectively

organised and, importantly, caused more confliGise academic researcher pointed out
one weak point associated with large public heariwbereby too many attendees in the
hearing made it impractical for the organisers ltowa every attendee to present their

ideas, so the organisers could not accurately @scethe representative public views
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(Academic 1). Obviously, in this case, the publeating seemed not to be an effective

technique to engage the public, or to solve thdlicbamong stakeholders.

“Basically, the public hearing aimed to bring evbody’s input into one forum.
However, you could have too many difficulties & #ttendees did not sit down
together, discuss based on reason, listen to otlées, and try to accept the
views of everybody. Many different ideas were dhisdow to manage this
complex issue was still problematic. Moreover, hlownake everyone pleased and

accept the forum was more difficulfAcademic 1).

A public hearing is a classic example of a paritigm technique grounded in a traditional
approach, and perhaps it is the oldest and mostlyvidsed technique for citizens to
participate in governmental decision making atltoal, national, and international level
(Petts, 1999; Yang, 2003; Senecah, 2004). Frequeh# public hearing is the only main
approach in the public participation program (Fhori 1990). In the Thai experience, a
public hearing was a common technique which theegowent usually adopted to solve
conflict problems in construction projects in a noolent way (Ogunlanat al, 2001).
However, it was clear that frequently this techeiguas not successful in solving the
conflict in Thai society (Nicro and Apikul, 1999uBeekul, 2006).

On the equality issue, a public hearing hardly ellews people to participate equally in
the process with government officers and expertss Ts because, normally, in the
hearing, the authorities define the agenda, sehegormat, and provide the information
and analytical resources (Fiorino, 1990). Pett99)@nd Halvorsen (2001) stated that the
structure of the public hearing process could teagkpert bias and by nature of the public
hearing, attendees may not truly the representab¥¢he public. In the public hearing of
the Hin Krut power plant, a number of villagersiciad that the hearing committees were
not neutral enough since some of them worked fad, lzad a close relationship with, the
project proponent. Many participants agreed thdilipthearing committees should be
neutral and allocate time fairly and give an oppaity for all attendees to express their

ideas, both negative and positive (Academic 1, Limaaler 1, 2, Villager 2).

Moreover, more than two-thirds of the participafitam local villages claimed that the

seats and the presentation time were distributedjuadly between the participants. They
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explained that almost all of the attendees in #@ing event were supporters. This made
the villagers who wanted to be involved in the psscfeel that the hearing process was
unequal and unfair. Thus, they boycotted the fordme protestors sent only their

representatives into the hearing. As one villagptaned:

“It was unacceptable from the beginning of the hegrprocess. The stage could
carry less than two-hundred attendees. The numbempacted villagers who
wanted to participate in the forum was vast andytbeuld not all be registered.
Only the members of central and local governmehts project owner, academia,
and the villagers who supported the project werekeal on the stage. On that day,
we went there but we were excluded. We could nahg&/e were all around the
hall. The seats were limited and not enough forFusthermore, the process was
not neutral, we did not want join them. We sent representatives to present our

concerns”(Local leader 5).

One leader of the protestors, who joined in therihgaprocess, stated that there were
limitations of presentation time for the protestarsthe hearing and that the attendees

from the supporters and the developer had morecelsain speak. She said that:

“We wanted to express our perspectives, our corecéut we had very limited
time. The representatives from the project owneis their supporters spent a lot
of time talking. They had more opportunities toadpd thought the process was

offensive”(Local leader 2).

Frequently, public hearings are mandated by lawyewer, they can lead to troublesome
rather than productive participation (Duram andviarp1999; Petts, 1999). It allows not
only for the diffusion of antagonism, but also th&suaging of public opinions (Smith,
1984). This is especially the case if hearingshalel late in the planning process, and
there were no, or few, previous attempts to englaggublic (Duram and Brown, 1999).
As clearly presented in this project, when the uléaring was held too late, it could not
resolve the dispute, and the situation became mongroversial. This statement was

supported by one interviewee from an academictingin that:
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“In our experience, we hardly found a successfublguhearing. Indeed, Thai
people usually preferred to avoid conflict. Howevier this case when people’s
voices were not heard, they started to oppose thgg. Public hearings could
easily lead to confrontation among stakeholdergdrtantly, the lay people were
more likely not to listen to others’ concerns. Gonfation might work in a strong
democratic country but not in Thailand. We werdedédnt. In my opinion, the

public hearing was not suitable with the Thai cotitéAcademic 1).

In accordance with this finding, Arnstein (19690 hearlier distinguished public hearings
as a weak mechanism for public involvement in hassic ladder of citizen participation.
As stated by Fiorino (1990) and Almer and Koont204), although the public hearing is
a forum for discussions, it is often superficiablazauses conflict over the exploration of
the common ground. Petts (1999) commented thahéaeing could intimidate and be
prone to adversarial confrontation. In many casegublic hearing is not the most

appropriate means of engaging the public.

6.2.1.5 Methodology employed: Early involvement

When the Hin Krut power plant was first initiated, could be argued that it was

implemented without creating opportunities for lowdlagers to take part in project

development at the right time and stage of its remvental management. A number of
villagers argued that they were not given an oppity to know the government’s plan

with the local settings in the proper period. Theals knew about the project only after
the government decided to launch the power plaojepr and the project proponent
bought the land (Villager 1, 3, 4, 7, 17).

Clearly, in this case study, the employment of julplarticipation programmes was
criticised as occurring too late. The affectedzeitis had no chance to air their concerns or
any opinions at the very beginning of the projedtigplementation. One interviewee

explained that:

“At the beginning, only representatives from thiagers, in particular the local
leaders of the communities, were invited and inérabout the power plant at the

district office. Later, the leader informed thelaglers this information. They set up
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the exhibition at their proposed site near the bea they did not invite us. The
UPDC exhibited without directly inviting the protess; however, they allowed
anyone who was interested in the project to becowmved. In fact, they invited
the project supporters, students, teachers, andllgovernment officers to join
their activities. Some local villagers went themdaeceived documents from the

developers; we then know more about the projéottal leader 5).

Due to a late involvement, there were a great nurobeespondents of the opinion that
the public participation process must be initiaggdthe very beginning of a project
development before any important decisions wereenmtause the public hardly had a
power to influence the decision. One intervieweeegan explanation to support this view
that:

“In this case, public participation took place wh#re decision was already made.
Whenever the authorities decide to initiate anyettgsment project, we need to
know what would be happening in our areas befordhdtowever, in Thailand,
almost all public participation processes were am-®f-pipe type and usually
took place after the decision-makers had alreadglliectually and emotionally
decided on their position. It is not right to les know after the decision was
already made. The public did not have a real oppaty to shape any decision”

(Freelance researcher 2).

As is evident in this case study, it was clear thek of public participation in the early
stage of project implementation became the crificablem. Particularly, a public hearing
was conducted after a decision has been made anilictsoamong stakeholders already
occurred. In line with this view, a study by Chaigzhobet al.(2004) showed that public
participation processes were usually conductedr afte conflicts between project
proponents and affected citizens have occurred.thrSmand McDonough (2001)
highlighted that early participation could help énsure that no significant issues were

omitted which could cause conflicts and costly geli&they were discovered later.

Interviewees, however, had somewhat different gettaes of the issue. For example:
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“Indeed, the government had an authority to plarddaunch any development
project to serve the whole country. If the publie &volved in the project from
the beginning, these might be some controversieatahe project. This could be
a problem rather than a benefifLocal Government Officer 2).

Clearly, in the Hin Krut case, the public, in paunar the affected people, were given an
opportunity only to receive information about theojpct and this occurred after the
decision was made. Surprisingly, one member of g@ment staff of the UPDC

supported the fact that the public participationgass did not occur at the beginning

stage. He explained that:

“Although we had a public participation programmeé,was not initiated at the
beginning stage. This was the problem that thegdfs might think that they did
not have an opportunity to be involved in the dewelent project that had a direct

impacts to the quality and way of live@Project proponent 1).

A large number of research studies show that pyaiticipation frequently occurs too
late in the decision-making process, sometimes aften the decisions have been already
made (Richardsoet al, 1998; Palerm, 1999c; Garigt al, 2002; Almer and Koontz,
2004; Depoe and Delicath, 2004; Flynn, 2008; Oketlal, 2009), as evidently illustrated

in the Hin Krut power plant case.

6.2.1.6 Method employed: Transparency

As illustrated in Chapter 2, many development motgjeén Thailand were implemented
with a lack of transparency and public participatid\wakul and Ogunlana, 2002). The
Hin Krut power plant project was planned and impdeted in the same manner. This
practice led to conflicts among the project’'s statders. As a result, public opposition

emerged. One leader of the villagers added that:

“For me, it was very important to know how my camseaffected the decision. It
would mean nothing if people present their ideast bothing happens, like
happened in this case. The government should matlear. | thought that the

conflict occurred due to an ambiguity in the gowveamt's decision-making

237



Chapter 6

process. We walked away from the process and didtrost the government

because we couldn’t see any change from our inuodwe’ (Local leader 2).

Importantly, evidence from the survey showed thagst interviewees (97% of the
respondents) argued that this concept was not fady in this study‘One thing that |
think was very important but that was not reallyrid in this case was transparency. We

need to know what would be happening in our aredsrehand”(Villager 15).

Correspondingly, Bengston and Fan (1999), Phonpjgi2001), Smith and McDonough
(2001), Diduck and Mitchell (2003), Stagl (2006)aking Prajadhipok’s Institute (2007)
suggested that to solve this problem, the goverhrekauld increase transparency by
disclosing pertinent information to the public, aocdnducting public hearings or any
participation techniques to establish people’s iopis prior to commence a policy or any

decisions about the project being made.

In point of fact, 21 villagers in this study statddht their government and the project
owner were not honestly attempting to solve theabfems and did not pay attention to

their concerns, as reflected in the following comine

“We were not being paid attention to at that tinfdie government ignored our
distress, our problems. In fact, there was no s@gehow that the authorities paid
any attention to our opinions. Nonetheless, they fied to go through a process

without having any intention of listeningVillager 14).

In line with these research findings, there is aerable empirical evidence of
implementation of public participation processesimg similar problems concerning a
lack of transparency. For example, research oni@udarticipation processes, in local
transport planning in the UK (Bickerstagt al, 2002), in the EIA system in ltaly (Furia
and Wallace-Jones, 2000), in the environmentalsasseent in Canada (Diduck and
Sinclair, 2002; Hinteet al, 2007), in an application of the SEA Directive €biphilouet

al., 2010), found that the decision-making and publicticipation processes failed to

demonstrate transparency.
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More than 95% of local villagers and all of thepasdents of the in-depth interviews
stated that it was crucial to know how the publiaput was used and influenced the final
decisions. Howevetff this input was not used, a rational reason mhstgiven for why it
was not applied”’(Freelance researcher 1). Clearly, in this cdse |dcal villagers were
not informed as to their concerns were consideretapplied, as stated by one villager:
“l think it should be better if the government masi@&re that our input was used and
fedback the result to us{Villager 9). A supporting statement was captuiredhe quote

below:

“What | perceived as good process was that whesside, any information from
the public must be actually used and the publictrbesable to see how it was
integrated in the final decision. The authoritiesuld be able to explain that this
input was incorporated or not incorporated in thectsion process. However, this
did not happen in this case. | could not see havitput was used or reflected in
the decisions. No one explained to me what pohdyg thade and what use was
made of our commentgLocal leader 3).

Additionally, a number of participants in the Hinrlk case indicated that, to be
transparent the public should be able to follow gheticipation process including a clear
consideration of the results of the input collechextn the process. To achieve this, one
participant stated thatThe key thing is accountability. In particular, ére should be

more transparent links between the public’s inpatd a&he final decision outcomes”

(Villager 8). For example, a number of the publeahng’s attendees argued that they did
not receive any result of the hearing from eithe public hearing committee or the

government. One stated that:

“To track that your views were heard was a gooatsgy. However, actually, this
practice did not manifest in any reports of any t@pation activities. We were
not only unable to see how our input was used there were also no follow-up

processes that the villager could trace the progid¥illager 10).

For this reason, most villagers perceived that ghecess was not transparent. These
attendees also identified that they expected t@ivecinformation about the hearing

results, the progress of the project, and thevielip process.
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“For me, | could not say that the participation mess of the Hin Krut case was
transparent. There was no follow-up process to enghat appropriate and

relevant information from the public was actuallged in the decision-making
process as well as how it was manifested in thed tliecision. For example, after
the public hearing event, there was no summarisgnt circulated back to us.
No feed back at all'{Villager 5).

Confirming these concerns, Schnei@¢ral. (1998), Martin and Boaz (2000), Bickerstaff
et al. (2002), and Fiorino (2006) stated that a resulparticipation should be explicitly

reported and demonstrated. It was very importapteovide feedback to participants about
the decisions made and why, including what woutdyould not happen. Raimond (2001)
suggested that the public needed a follow up peooestheir inputs to ensure that their
concerns were considered and incorporated in thisida-making process. Through this

practice, the public will view the process moregarent and acceptable.

Based on the earlier discussion, it was clearlyébthat the public participation process in
the Hin Krut power plant project has not satisfidek transparency criterion. Most
interviewees, (25 local villagers and 19 in-deptteiviewees), strongly agreed that the
public participation process should be run withng@arency and accountability. As stated

by one freelance researcher:

“Indeed, the public participation itself needs tee kransparent and inspire
confidence. What is meant by a transparent proceskat the appropriate and
relevant input from the public must be actuallyleipd in the decision-making
process, when it was practicable. An input neededet checkable, and balances
in place, to make sure it was really taken intococt in the decision-making
process. Moreover, this input should be appliedh@ final decision. But if this
input was not used, there should be a reasonalasam why it was not applied”

(Freelance researcher 1).

This assumption was evident in a number of stu@ésbler and Tuler, 2001; Abelsat
al., 2002; Hamilton, 2004; King Prajadhipok’s Ins&u2004; Hartley, 2006; Primmer and
Kyllonen, 2006; Russell and Hampton, 2006). Theadiss found that the development

of openness and transparency with the public wantral theme to effective participation
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process. These could build trust, increase awasesfagghts and responsibilities, generate
respect for diverse perspectives, accept individwdtions, resolve conflicts, and develop
the relationships between the developers and irmgacommunities surrounding the
project site. If the participation process was ibyed transparent and legitimate, the policy
or the project would be smoothly implemented beeatisvould be more accepted and
increase public satisfaction with decisions. Imaotty, in order to be a transparent and
legitimate process, the participation process néede respectful to the public and open
at every step. It could be said that transparescgn important factor to achieve an
effective participation process which needs caretuisideration and implementation in

the Thai context.

6.2.1.7 Method employed: Two-way communication

Fundamentally, in public participation processes itiformation exchange spectrum has
two-sided flows (Creightoet al, 1981; Aasetre, 2006). One side is a flow of infation
from the government or project owners to the pulsiich as an update of information on
a proposed project and its options (Creightbral, 1981), while the other is a flow of
information from the public to the government (Ceen 2008b). A pattern of
communication between key stakeholders is influenbg many factors such as a
distribution of power and conflicting interests @sdre, 2006). As presented in this case,
regarding a decide-announce-defend strategy ofjdlernment, the Thai government did
have the absolute authority to make a decision. déweloper had more important roles
than other stakeholders, while the public, paréidyl the affected villagers, had less
power in negotiating with other parties. The comioation was mainly a one-way
approach from the developers which was based gopiogriate time and dialogue. A
limitation of public access to official communiaati channels and forums was noticeably

predominant.

Indeed, the project owners produced and circulgiécked materials about the power
plant structures and processes, along with othgyortant information such as its
pollutants and how to reduce and control theirasde to the local agencies and lay
people, but most of the impacted villagers stilfused to receive and study this
information. Just a small number of the local g#es received this information and

studied it. However, some participants said that phovision of this information was
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limited and contained only positive information abahe project (Villager 4, 5, 7, 17).
One villager stated that:

“In fact, we received much information from the jg proponents; however, it
was only a good side of the project. We just rekihe information they wanted
us to know. We did not have too much chance towhat information we want as
well as discuss and present our ideg¥illager 8).

Additionally, 76% of the villagers argued that irany forums, such as the public hearing,
seminars or exhibitions at the project site, maattigipants comprised the supporter

groups as they had more chance to be heard andtéeeld to, than the protesters. One
respondent stated that:

“Actually, in participation activities, there werkardly any opportunities for the
participants to discuss in two-way communicatiorprapch. Although we had
some chances to present our ideas and ask somsapsesve still felt that we did
not have a real opportunity to engage in discussioar questions were mostly
ignored. Moreover, many forums were full with thejgct supporters and they

always had more chance to spedkillager 7).

This might be because both the government and oleselwanted the public to be a
passive stakeholder, relying on only the infornrattbey provided and accepting what
they have decided for them. Comparable findings ewelent in studies of public

participation in the EIA system in lItaly (Furia aMiallace-Jones, 2000), and Spain
(Palerm, 1999c).

Around two-thirds of the participants expressedrtiveews about their desire to see
participation processes which conveyed a two-waw flof information as well as
encouraging open discussion and debate. They daithat although the project
proponent provided opportunities for the publiatk, discuss and debate relevant issues

about the power plant, they still felt that theqass was not fair and open.

“When we attended the public hearing or seminar, twed to ask the lead
organisation some questions but we never got amvangr any clear solution.
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Especially, in the hearing, we sent our represewtato participate. When they
issued any enquiries about the project, in paracwd negative side, our questions

were almost neglectedVillager 13).

A few patrticipants also commented that in the pgodition processes, the participants’

abilities to communicate and participate were ddfe. They claimed that the lead

organiser should be more aware of these differenoéstry to persuade individuals to

present their ideas and participate in an effectie@ner. The following illustrated this:

“In the meetings or seminars conducted either by pinoject owners or NGO
groups, the villagers were not considered becaumssy tlacked the ability to
communicate and discuss the issues. We did neezbserno support us to present
our idea in a meaningful way. We needed to exptain concerns directly and

correctly” (Villager 2).

Importantly, more than two-thirds of the villageasgued that to achieve effective

participation, the forum needed to have a fair litator or committee in initiating,

conducting and maintaining the process to be fairta have two-way communication.

“The authority should encourage the participantsdiscuss and debate in a two-
way information flow approach. The project ownersl@ghe government had to
receive information from the public and provide ortant information to them.
Moreover, the public should not only be providefbimation, but it should also
be given an opportunity to discuss and debate $kaes. This approach would
essentially allow people to make points and chgkemther's opinions. Most
importantly, a good and fair organiser was needecdider to lead the process

and people in a constructive manngRcademic 1).

Although, in some cases, a participation processingy one-way communication and

traditional approaches could be effective, for eplamthe case study of Australian water

saving (Coeneeet al, 2008), a great number of studies on public pagton in different

fields showed strong evidence to support that ga@dway communication could provide

a high level of, and more effective, participati@eierle and Konisky, 1999; Duram and
Brown, 1999; Palerm, 1999b; Strobl and Bruce, 2@¥lerle and Cayford, 2002; Jones,
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2002; Abelsoret al, 2003; Boncet al, 2004; Hamilton, 2004; Leskinen, 2004; Stringer
al., 2006). Allowing the public a chance to take partwo-way communication with all
stakeholders allows the participants to learn &haerspectives, adjust their preferences

and create shared moral values.

To consider information exchange and learning is ttase study, it could be said that
there has been partial success. From this findithgractitioners and scholars should bear
in mind that participation processes should notobe-way communication from the

government to its citizens or the citizens to tlggwvernment, but should instead involve
collaborative and two-way communication which notyoengages the impacted citizens,
but also all pertinent stakeholders and allows yeyarrty to interact and influence each
other independently. Highlighted by Canter (199&) &énnes and Booher (2004), effective

participation was the process where communicatiesxning and action were evolved

properly.

6.2.1.8 Availability of resources: Resource andanfation availability and accessibility

Principally, information is a fundamental elemefiavell designed participation process
(Abelsonet al, 2007). In this study, 97% of the villagers cladhtbat they did not receive
accurate information and found it very difficultaocess and gain all relevant information.
A number of factors which can be seen as havingninence on the value of the
information were identified based on the particiganpinions and relevant literature
including accessibility (Abelsoet al, 2002; Sinclair and Fitzpatrick, 2002), sufficignc
and correctness (Fitzpatrick and Sinclair, 200Zi@hton, 2005; Stringeet al, 2006),
comprehension (Creighton, 2005; Stringéral, 2006) and peresentation (Vanderhaegen
and Muro, 2005).

Accessibility

There is an increasing demand for public accesntaronmental information (Haklay,

2003). In this research, more than 95% of the &dteuillagers highlighted that one of the
weaknesses of this case was that the local pe@uedifficultly accessing all data and
information related to the project, maintained eitlhy the government or the project

proponent. A number of villagers confirmed tHat: this case, full access to information
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was problematic” (Villager 2, 7, 8, 11, 14). One villager explaindtkir difficulty in

accessing the project information as follow:

“We had requested for an EIA report for a long timeore than one year, | think.
Finally, we had got it. Unfortunately, it was watt in English. How could we
understand it, when most of our villagers graduatemin primary school? We
asked for a Thai version and requested the authtoitranslate it for us. We spent

another one year to receive the report in Th@illager 2).

Similarly, an access to information was found akey problem in a number of
participation studies (Sinclair and Fitzpatrick,020 Diduck et al, 2007; Okelloet al,

2009). The findings showed that information wadidift to access either in terms of
readiness or physical access and often too latésirarrival since some screenings

decisions were already made before the publicregthihe information.

A number of villagers and stakeholders indicateat the extent of accessible information
for the development project needed to be more wigesl. They called for convenient
access to all relevant information because theyewsd that this was critical in
determining the quality of their involvement. Ondlager stressed that‘indeed,
information needed to be available to public. Wented the authorities to provide us with

sound information”(Villager 20).

“We needed to be able to fully access all relevarformation in order to
proactively participate, and also had more knowlkedzpbout how complex the
issues are. We had to search for things we wantwéf@ to ONEP in Bangkok
many times until we could get the EIA report. Thés just one example. In fact,
almost all relevant information about the powernglave had to find by ourselves.
The government or even the project owners showe Ipsovided this to us, but
they did not”(Villager 4).

These findings support Tippettt al.’s study (2005) that stakeholders needed the
information to be more accessible to a wide ranfjghe public. Owenet al. (2008)
indicated that it would be better if the public bwork with the authority to control and

use the relevant information to meet their neeastidularly, Petts (2003) suggested an
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assessment of the environmental impacts of anygiaevelopment project to be open to

the public.

Additionally, a great number of local villagers golained about the inappropriate roles of

these government bodies in that they did not gay support from them. One villager

said:

“l expected to receive good support from the ofSogho should stand on the side
of people. Conversely, we were not supported inveany. We had to do everything
alone. | expected the government officers to tehgbe what's going on in our

community, or what would happen to us if the poplant was here. They should
provide us all necessary information and how toeseat” (Villager 19).

Sufficiency and correctness

From the interview data, most interviewees fromalocommunities claimed that they

were not provided with sufficient information, imnpicular relevant information about the

project. Thus, they felt that they did not havetegivinformation to effectively discuss the

problems or achieve an informed position on theai@ssThey stressed the need for

sufficient information, including information shag. This was shown in the quote from

an NGO interviewee:

“If we were given appropriate time and informatibefore we participated in the
forum, | thought the villagers could deal with akind of consultation. For

example, after the EIA report was revised, the OER{Ated stakeholders
including the developer, impacted villagers, and Q§sto have a meeting to
review this second report at The Century Park Hd&etually, if you have to make
comment on any report and have to prove whetheinfdkmation is correct, you

should have that information beforehand. In parftcpa technical issue basically
needs more time for consideration. In this casdidInot receive any information
from them. | got information on that day. As a feslucould ask them only one
question” (NGO 1).

It could be seen that information in this case wdadicient and could not reduce

misunderstanding and increase cooperation in tbggir Empirical studies by Huttunen
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(1999), Sinclair and Fitzpatrick (2002) and Didwatkal. (2007) showed a similar finding

of poor and insufficient information, particulaghyoject information.

Importantly, one scholar highlighted that in orderncrease the public’'s knowledge and
understanding, the public requires sufficient infation which is relevant and accessible
(Academic 1).

“If you are willing to meaningfully engage the pithlyou have to provide them
with all the necessary information. You need tashiaformation with them. How

can the participation be legitimated, if the infation can not be accessed or
shared” (Villager 18).

In agreement with this finding, Creighten al. (1981), Lenaghan (1999) and Stagl (2006)
indicated that people could not effectively evadutite problems and alternatives unless
they were provided with appropriate and sufficiefbrmation, in particular, related to the

development project and its consequences.

Importantly, many affected people argued that imfation presented by the project
developers contained only the positive contribugiaof the project and some were
inaccurate. For example, there were some mistak#®ei EIA report. There was an error
in estimating the number of fish species in thedotpd area. The existence of coral reefs
was dismissed. This made the villagers feel thatbisic information was incorrect and
they questioned whether they could trust otherrmédion provided by the government
and the developers (Villager 4, 5, 7, 19). Simitastakes were found in the study of the
EIA system in Canada (Sinclair and Diduck, 20019l &ulgaria (Almer and Koontz,
2004). In their study, the authorities did not sssfully ensure that the EIA report
contained all accurate and complete informationthi@ Bulgarian case, inaccuracy in
addressing national and international laws and eotens protecting rare and endangered

species was pointed out by NGO groups.

Comprehension
While there was a crucial problem over the lackindbrmation provision in this case,
there were contentious issues with the informatwavided. As one villager stated:

“before involving the public in any participatiorrggramme, it was important to make the
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villagers precisely understand the project. Peagteuld know, first, what the project was
and what the importance wagVillager 2). In this study, a number of respondent
claimed that almost all information was too techh&nd difficult to understand (Villager
2,11, 14, 23). 20 local villagers indicated thatsome situations, they needed assistance
from the government bodies or other institutions imerpreting some technical
information and documents to enable them to unaedsthe issues more effectively. They
argued that they need to understand the relevéoimation to gain the highest benefits
(Local villager 11, 20, 2@tc). The following quote illustrated this claim.

“One barrier to clearly understanding the projechformation was that it
contained technically dense information. The proyeas about a coal-fired power
plant. Its major activities concerned high techmploin its activities and
consequent impacts. How can we, who just are laplpeand graduated from
high school, comprehend this scientific data? W rted assistance from the

authorised bodies but we hardly got {Villager 2).

This issue was found as a critical problem in matydies. For example, research on
public participation process by Huttunen (1999) &itlair and Fitzpatrick (2002) found
that more often the information about developmenjgets contained more technical and
scientific information which was difficult to und#and. O'Faircheallaigh (2007) suggest
that the authorities should provide the public wabfficient technical or scientific

information required to participate effectively.

However, in contrast, five villagers thought thiae fproject’s information did not contain

too many technical and difficult terms. One leadfethe community claimed that:

“l did not think that all information was too teclwal and difficult to understand.
We can make it more comprehensible. Use simplesamordhake lay people easy
to get along. However, we do need support fromvegleorganisations”(Villager
10).

Pellow (1999) found that the public, particulafetenvironment movement groups, often

needed assistance in interpreting technical datgall statutes and other relevant

information. In agreement, Laird (1993), Kinsel2®(4), Stringeet al.(2006) and Okello
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et al. (2009) consented that the public needed a braatdemore critical understanding of
the problem and technical issues at hand. Theyldhwt only be provided all relevant
information, they should also be educated to urdedsthe problems, interpret and
analyse these data, in particular the technicarmaétion, in order to be able to efficiently
use this information in the way that enables themeffectively participate through
integrating the information with their knowledgedaassessment criteria. Indicated by
Haklay (2003), people were interested in accesmt@preted information, which was
more understandable and related to them, ratherrdva data.

A great number of affected villagers pointed outtfor them, who did not have any
degree, the use of English was their constraint theg needed support in translating
(Villager 6, 14, 20etc). Many affected people felt that they were not caddely

expressing their perspectives since they coulduilyt understand information presented
in English and technical terms. The following qudeamonstrated the significance of the

use of language.

“Most information about the project, in particulan EIA report, was in English.

We could not understand it. | graduated from highaol. Not only me, most of us,
the lay people graduated from high school. How doué understand the English
report over several hundred pages(¥illager 11).

This finding supports a study of environmental asseents in Kenya by Okellet al.

(2009) that language was an important device thifdances the participants’ ability to
understand information. When English was not thist flanguage in that community,
frequently the message was missing because of qoatke interpretation. This limited

stakeholders’ abilities to meaningfully particigatiin the process.

Presentation

In this study, two-thirds of interviewees had soexperience of poor public presentation
in the EIA findings. More than 80% of local village expressed that the project
information, in particular the information aboutetlpower plant processes and their
monitoring programmes, was not illustrated in adarstandable pedagogic format which
made them difficulty to understand. One villageessed that:
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“Actually, not only was the information about thewer plant, environment and
marine geology too technical, its presentation waso problematic. The
information was not well presented. Some infornmatioontained more
descriptions which needed special technique to nitadasier to understand. The
villager found it was difficult to understand thentents, such as the process

diagrams, or the by-product from the plant’s operas” (Villager 5).

An empirical study by Vanderhaegen and Muro (20§f)wed a similar finding that a
number of people experienced difficulties to untherd the spatial data in the EIA reports.
They suggested that the results of the EIA studykhbe presented in an understandable
format to the public and without technical backgrou

These people highlighted that information shouldwel presented in order to get lay
people interested and to facilitate comprehensibine following quotes stress the

significance of good presentations.

“The authorities should focus on the process ofedatlg, synthesising, and
presenting all relevant information in order to pe:t misunderstanding which
may occur to people who have little knowledge altloeitsubject. In particular if
this information was too technical and difficult tanderstand, it should be
presented in an appropriate format and easy for sdikeholders to correctly
understand. If the information is well presentdte tocal villagers would find it

easier to understand. And it would be beneficia\teryone”(Academic 1).

According to Abelsoret al. (2004), the best available information did not rgudee its
understanding or acceptance by the participanthdrsame way, Wiedemann and Femers
(1993) indicated that information about the projshbuld be simple, easy to access,
transparent, reliable and trustable. Significantlligis information should cover the
benefits, disadvantages, costs and technical fiefddhe project. Nykvist and Nilsson
(2009) suggested that scientific and technical Kadge should be communicated and

presented in a less complex format.
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Based on different backgrounds and experiencespl@eaterpreted and recognised
information in a different way; it would be usefial use multiple techniques in order to

reach the participants when presenting data. Bbigei was introduced as:

“Actually, people learn differently. Some peoplefer watching, so using video or
a movie presentation is better; others may learnrégding or questioning; an

exhibition or a seminar is also appropriate. Itimportant that the information

should be presented using a variety of technigasademic 1).

Timing and venue

Not only is sufficient information crucial for effeve participation, but the appropriate
time allowed for all stakeholders to study and coghpnd the information is also
significant (Creighton, 2005). For example, in thése the public hearing was organised
on a working day. Thus many people were not aviglabparticipate. Many interviewees
of this study expressed how the timing of theseetspcould be important to participants
when they were trying to participate in the proceBsis point was identified in the

following statements:

“In this case, we were not given lots of notice aintke to access, think about, and
discuss with others, especially project owner ofgations. We did not receive an
appropriate notice from the authorities. For examphe project owners set up the
open house at the power plant site for a monthyee lost in communication.

They told only the supporters, not the protestéke bs. We had to find out
information we needed by ourselvdgttcal leader 4).

In support of this, 34 respondents also argued tthdtte allowed to have fair timelines
before any participation activities; they shouldd@dequate time to collect, receive, and
review all relevant information to take part in @aningful discussion or deliberation over
the issues that concerned them. One villager sthisd“It would be better if we had
more time before participating in the hearing. Aatt time | was notified just a few weeks

before the event. | did not have enough time tonexa the issues{Villager 6).

251



Chapter 6

Additionally, fifteen respondents expressed thdtamy is the timing of the beginning of
the participation process important, but the appabg time for the villagers to evaluate

the information is also essential. One villagermokd that:

“Time to study and review information of a huge jpad like this power plant was
certainly important and needed to be sufficient tbe participants in every
participation process. We did need more time tal fout whether it was good
information or not. At that time, we did not haveegh time to do that{Local
leader 3).

A similar problem was manifested in studies of puphrticipation process by Lenaghan
(1999) and Furia and Wallace-Jones (2000) whichvedathat, in practice, the time was
limited for creating the public comments. Peoplé niéed adequate time to produce their

input and make a discourse before the decisionichas made.

Turning to the Hin Krut case, the facilities, esplg some locations to conduct the
participation programmes, were inappropriate. Faangple, a place for conducting a
public hearing, the convention hall, was too remael too small to accommodate all
registered stakeholders, in particular, the affbgieople. This point was supported by one
villager who argued that;The hearing took place at the provincial hall. Was not
suitable and convenient. It was too small for a shasnumber of people who wanted to
join the meeting”(Villager 17). Besides, the hearing was locatedainvell-respected
place, which many ordinary people felt uncomforeatd enter (Villager 25). A study by
Nadeem and Hameed (2008) agreed with this theselusions. They found that the
venue for the public participation programme shdagdconvenient and accessible for the
directly impacted lay people who often lived in s communities. Okellet al. (2009)
suggested that meeting a public in their local ggawhere they could carry on their
livelihoods is more convenient to them rather tfmmal places such as hotels.

Taken as a whole, in this study, a large numbentefviewees considered that provision
of resources was insufficient and unsatisfactorgstelevant information was difficult to
access and not available to the public, for exarti@eEIA report. The lack of a wide and
inclusive distribution of project information wagiticised as a main reason for
irreconcilable views. In this study one intervieweghlighted that:
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“The success of public participation depends on heell public participation
techniques were employed. It meant that time, camavenues and methods, and
public relations were influential factors in the ceess of public participation
activities which should be carefully planed and aged” (Freelance researcher
1).

This finding is similar to that in a study by Tigpet al. (2005) that insufficient provision
of time and resources could be major barriers fecafe public participation. The
importance of a provision of sufficient resourceasweinforced by a number of scholars,
such as Schneidet al.(1998), Vari and Kisgyorgy (1998), Lenaghan (19®inclair and
Fitzpatrick (2002), Haklay (2003), Coenen (200&)tuneset al(2009) and Theophilou
et al. (2010). They agreed that the participants shoel@jileen the appropriate time and
resources, in particular rich information relatedthe issue and the public's concerns, in
order to make them be able to consider, debateysisand clearly understand the various

issues before they participate and make a comnhenit &he project.

6.2.2 Outcome-based evaluation

6.2.2.1 Results of participation programme: Impaatd influence of participation

When thinking about effective public participatioone basic issue which is often
considered is whether the information from the puld used and implicated in the
decision (Nadeem and Hameed, 2008). As clearlyepted in this case, the public input
and their participation hardly influenced the demismaking process of the government.
The outcomes of the participation process wereobstously brought into the decision-
making stage. 95% of the villagers felt that thejputs and concerns were not reflected by

any adjustment to the decision. One villager daad.: t

“l did not think that my input was being consideradd my participation would
have value in the decision-making process. Thesoecihad already been made
before the authorities asked me to give any consnéritas to have an essence of
being able to make any change in a projedtillager 8).
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This problem also was apparent in participatiorciicas in many countries, for example,
case studies of public participation; of a hydropowstation in Finland (Huttunen, 1999),
in local economic development in Wales (Raco, 206Dpublic hearings for EIA projects
in Bulgaria (Almer and Koontz, 2004), in the headttrvice in the UK (Barnest al,
2005), of hydro development in India (Diduek al, 2007), in traffic planning in the
Netherlands (Coeneept al, 2008), and in the EIA system in Pakistan (Nadeerd
Hameed, 2008).

Clearly, in this case the government initiated plodicy in a traditional approach which
often did not get support from the affected comrtiesi One leader of the villagers

explained in more detail that:

“Typically, to effectively engage the public in arficipation programme, people
must be given an opportunity to participate at deyel of their interest by
different formats of methods. However, at that time did not have more
occasions for doing that. We mostly received onlypsrtive information on the
project. We needed true participation in which participation was empowering.
Our concerns should be visible and reflected indbhtcomes of the process or the

final decisions”(Local leader 4).

Key-informants from the leaders of the local vikag claimed that the decision-makers at
central level did not have any intention to encgargublic participation in any form
(Local leader 2, 3 and 4). Some argued that thibeisause!they did not want to
distribute their power to the local people, or ewbe local government bodieglocal
leader 4). Another interviewee claimed thdhe political power was limited to elite
actors only, and institutions such as the centrategnment” (Freelance researcher 1).
Additionally, one interviewee commented théthe public administrative system in
Thailand was too bureaucratic to respond to theligoneeds effectively and efficiently”

(Local leader 3). Interesting statement in thisiésis explained by one officer that:

“I was a local government officer in Thong Chai Dist Municipality two years
after the project was initiated in this area. | haa participate in the meeting all
the time as a chairman and a local officer authariHowever, the decision-

making was not my authority: | just had to do mp jollowing the central
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government direction especially the Cabinet Dediarss. The Cabinet had
already approved the project. I'm a local governmnefficer: | had to obey this

statement and allowed the developers to do thesimass”(Local government 1).

This finding confirmed Klein’s study (2003) tha, Thailand historically, there has been a
strong central government which has precluded theergence of effective and
autonomous institutions at local level. Other tsgitons in society were excluded by the
nature of the Thai culture in power distributiordadecision-making process (Vatanasapt,
2003; Bureekul, 2007). This aspect is a criticalriba to an implementation of public
participation in Thailand and leads the local peod involve themselves in their own

affairs.

According to Simonsen and Robbins (2000), when leetgel that they were unable to

influence the decision-making process, or even atiministrative process through the
participation programme provided, such as the puldiaring, the affected citizens might
choose to participate in direct action such aso#ept or a blockade of the project to make
their voices heard. This was evident in this castha impacted villagers found that their
involvement was too late in the process to haveimpact on the decision or even make
any change to the project, so they preferred ngiatticipate in the government’s or the
project owner’s participation processes. Insteagly set up their own protest activities.

“In reality, everything was done. The decision ve&r®ady made. The government
wanted the power plant to be here, in Ban Krutpur hometown. They did not
listen to us. Thus, we had to protest to get oucesoheard. We began our own
actions. The government must have reasons to sioprotest, but, they have not”

(Villager 5).

Eight interviewees mentioned the importance ofolelup processes in order to trace how

the public input is used.

“In fact, I did not know how my concerns were usEde government officers and
the project owners did not feedback any progresmiyway. | really did not know
what the hearing was set up for. For me, | thinksitould be better if the

authorities or the project proponents really usddstinformation and also
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informed us what use of my input was being maderelshould be a direct
channel, like a listening process which from ourceocan be traced. If | had
already made a comment but | could not see iteectlin in any way or nothing
happened, it made me very upset and did not wgptrton the process’(Villager
10).

This statement agrees with studies by Vari and YWisgy (1998), Strobl and Bruce
(2000), Beierle and Cayford (2002), The Office bé tDeputy Prime Minister (2002),
Vantanen and Marttunen (2005), and Russell and Ham{2006) which highlighted that,
when designing participation activities, it is inm@mt to ensure that it was made clear to
the participants how their input would be reflectedhe decision or plan and what they
could expect as a result of the consultation. Nadead Hameed (2008) stated that the

participants should be informed how their concemeped the final decision.

Besides, many participants mentioned that theyldhoel informed about the level of the
influence on the decisions that the authoritiesukhcommunicate clearly how the input
could be used in order to avoid any difficultieatticould occur with misrepresentation.

This statement was supported in the following gsiote

“No one told us how our input could impact the finigcision. We did not know
what they were going to do with our comments or ia@acould stop or make any
change to the project. Particularly, we did not knanything changed about the
project after the hearing was conducted. We knething at that moment. They
just wanted to end their process without reallynding to listen to our problems”
(Villager 8).

Conversely, the local authorities argued that thgyported the public being involved in

the participation process and listen to their vei€&ne local officer explained that:

“We did provide many participation activities fdnd public. However, the format
of participation might be more indirect and passiVhis might not meet their need
and strongly support them to have their voice heardthe decision-making

process but we did try our bedff’ocal government officer 2).
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Not surprisingly, on the other hand, some of th@esentatives from the central and local
government agencies argued th#ltere was no point in engaging the local peopldhe
decision-making process of environmental managesieog the lay people are not ready
for this” (Central government officer 2). They claimed tloatal government agencies, in
this case Thong Chai Municipality, could implem#émtir own decisions. Since the head
officers and committees were selected by the ladabers, it was implied that the role of

the local people in local affairs had increaseccélgovernment officer 1).

“To have an impact on the decisions needs more adual skill. When you
recommend a policy or strategy to follow, you ninaste an ability to implement it.
If people are not ready in terms of their educatmmknowledge, they cannot
implement any suggestion they initiated effectiviélys important to know how

logical your recommendation ifCentral government officer 2).

A similar finding was apparent in a study by Coereal.(2008), where citizens were not
authorised to make decisions on policy, as thel fohecisions were still made by
representative democracy. Indeed, people wantedddheir input influence the decision,
while the officers did not have high expectatiofishe value of public inputs. A study of
public participation on waste policy in Ireland sfem that although a summary was
distributed to participants, the report did not rayppiately present the concerns of
stakeholders (Flynn, 2008).

Indeed, in Thailand, only after the enactment ef 1997 constitution (this was the first
constitution that introduced the concept of pulplticipation into Thai society) did the
lay people realise their rights in protecting theemmunities and environment and use

their rights employing their own methods. One leaifehe affected villagers stated that:

“The 1997 constitution does permit the local people participate in

environmental management. The citizens have the tigprotect their resources
and environment. However, in fact, we did not hawe opportunities to have any
inputs to environmental management at both cerdral local levels. Only well
organised and economically powerful groups, suchthes project owners, had
impact on the decisions, especially in the enviremtal development project”

(Local leader 2).
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In agreement, Haklay (2003), Colebyal. (2009)and O'Faircheallaigh (2010), indicated
that the stakeholders, in particular the affectedpte, need more opportunities to express
their views and concerns and needed their inpurtfloence the decision-making process.
Sidaway (2005) stated that, from a democratic gatsge, the citizens who might be
affected by the decisions and development progutsild be involved in what concerns
them. This is in accordance with a central themeuddlic participation that the citizens
can contribute directly to the decision-making @sx that affects their rights (Clarke,
2008).

Additionally, some patrticipants reinforced the impoce of a rationality of the decision
and that they wanted to see the decision base@&asom. They revealed that they could
accept a decision they did not agree with if theigslen was logical; one villager statéd,
think if there is a rational reason to support whets been chosen or has been done, it
would be easier for me to understand and accemvén if | did not agree with it”
(Villager 11). Although the final decision was tio the project, slightly over half of the
affected villagers argued that they were not infednof any rationale for this decision by
the government. There was no obvious evidencedw shat this decision was influenced
by the public input since the Prime Minister annmeoh the decision without any

reasonable justification.

In the Hin Krut case, a great number of participaarigued that they should be directly
involved in the decision-making process and theyeweery sensitive to the questions
regarding the influence of their participation. Mathan 95% of the participants were
adamant that in the public participation procebg, public needed to have a genuine
opportunity to be heard and influence the finalisieas. They wanted the information, in

particular their opinions, from the participatioropess to have influence on the decision-

making process. The following statements refleetstakeholder views on influence.

“There should be a real opportunity for us to irghce the decision, even though,
in fact, we did not have any. This contributiorreslly needed. The implication
should be that the participation occurs throughdié entire decision-making
process, so that people would know how the probleas defined, what
alternatives were considered, how they were evatijaand which alternative was
selected. However, this did not happen in our c&¥kat can we do when the
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government was already intellectually and emotitynbdcked into their answer”
(Villager 9)?

Similarly, to improve and facilitate the public peipation process, Hendry (2004)
suggested that the voices of people who were uigipdeft with the environmental
consequence of the government’s decision must éegnesed. In agreement, Simmons
(1994), Petts (1995), Bondt al. (2004), Mitchell (2005), Okellcet al. (2009) and
O'Faircheallaigh (2010) suggested that, to achiefective participation process,
stakeholders, especially the public and the looailigs, should be empowered and have a
real influence in the decision-making process,artipular a decision of any development
projects and plans that affects them. AccordingW@demann and Femers (1993),
empowering was not only power sharing and free sscde information, but also an
efficient transfer of necessary competency to thbklip. The authorities should express
their good faith to allow the participants a redluence on the decisions and incorporate
public inputs into the decision-making process (hhs, 1995; Hendry, 2004). Since, the
participants in the public participation processowhtere not successful in achieving their
desired outcomes may question the time and effmy have invested (Thomas, 1995;
Conley and Moote, 2003). Stewart and Sinclair (3Gfessed that people were keen to
stop their participation when they did not haveo@portunity to influence the decision.
This, finally, would turn into opposition to thegpect.

6.2.2.2 Results of participation programme: Incomaion of public values and

concerns

The question of what information from the parti¢ipa process contributes to the quality
of decisions is crucial and widely discussed. Imt,fahere are different kinds of
information available to be used in the considerafprocess, especially expert and local
knowledge (Coenen, 2008b). Local knowledge is nyagi@nerated from ordinary people
and has more of a basis in common sense, causali@smp or thoughtful speculation,
while scientific knowledge is basically producednr experts and subject to more testing,
degree of verification or distinctive techniquei@le, 2000; Coenen, 2008b).

When thinking about effective participation, thencern is not only how the information

from the public impacts the final decision, butoaigshether the public information from
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the participation process is exploited and playemla in the decision-making process
(Coenen, 2008b). In this case, it was clearly priesethat local villagers of Ban Krut

tried to add their ordinary knowledge and concents the process. However, there was
no obvious evidence that their knowledge was squidegrated into the process. As
stated by one villagefthe decision made it clear that we were excludéegas out of our

power to decide or control(Villager 18).

In addition, one leader of the villagers added,tivatfact, the local people had useful
information for the project as they were more atmued with the area. This knowledge
could have added value to the decision-making moead should not be overlooked. For
example, the local villagers made a useful comnadaiut incorrect information in the

EIA report such as wrongly estimating the numbeiishf species and the coral reefs. This

issue is reflected in the following statements:

“Although, the lay people here were poorly educateld people finished from
primary school, the next generation might have getdd from high school, but
they hold local knowledge. They knew best abourt toenmunity. The fishermen
knew deeply about the diversity of fishes and sedsyeabout the monsoon,
everything about their career. They spent all thees in this location. They were
more professional in fishery than academics whal leoPhD from fishery science.
When researchers did their study, they had a plawhat should be investigated
and what topics should be covered. They just cogiedld report. They came to
the impacted area for less than a month. How cdéy know everything better
that the local people?{Local leader 5).

A similar finding was apparent in a study of pulparticipation for resource conservation
(Pretty and Shah, 1997), and a study on a watannlg process in Sacramento,
California (Connick and Innes, 2003). In the formase, stakeholders revealed a number
of errors in a federal agency’s calculation of &l@de water and forced much more
accurate modeling; while in the latter case, fasneere more familiar with soils and
plants and this specific knowledge was valuablermftion for the decision-making
process. These studies highlighted that local kedg# could complement experts’

knowledge, in particular where unique local sitoasi were concerned.
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Although the importance of incorporating the publiwalues and concerns into the
decision-making process is extensive, there weraynwases where this notion was
dismissed. For example, a study of public partibgpaof environmental policy by Flynn
(2008) found that a citizens jury report did nohtzon all the significant information from
stakeholders. The information from elected repreges was largely missing and that

from the local government was minimal.

As discussed earlier, in this case many affectéldgears claimed that they were not
provided enough opportunity to speak. One villaygued that{the government did not
intend to listen to us. We wanted our voices tchéard and our concerns to be taken
seriously” (Villager 14). Thus, people expressed frustraabnot being heard. According
to this weakness in the process, many participaetstioned that the public participation
process appeared to be meaningless. One intervistressed thatwhen your opinion
was blocked, why do | have to attend? There waseaning when you knew the outcome
was going to be what they wanillager 18). This finding confirms a study by tdnell
(2005) that an effective decision-making processtigularly environmental management
decisions, could not rely on only technical exmertand knowledge. Bringing local
knowledge and values into both the participatiod dacision-making processes is very
useful and can assist in finding consensus th&fiest a wide range of interests (Pretty,
1995; Pretty and Shah, 1997).

Not surprisingly, more than 95% of participants regsed their desire to voice their
concerns or provide inputs into the decision. Teged that they needed to ensure that
their views and concerns were meaningfully incoaped into the decision-making
process.’l wanted to see my views was valued and was gtonige used, not abused”
(Villager 23).Some argued that they felt strongly that they wantebe involved in the
process in some way. One villager explained that:

“Undoubtedly, we wanted to be able to have a stakbe decisions that impacted
our way of life. It was a very bad feeling whenehlised that my voice was
ignored, either because | did not have a changarésent my idea or because my

guestions were not answere(Villager 25).
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Empirically, a number of researchers in the publigticipation field substantiated the
importance of incorporating the public’s values,oWtedge, and concerns into the
decision-making process, such as Shepherd and Bdd@97), Vari and Kisgyorgy
(1998), Beierle and Konisky (1999), Duram and Bra£99), Van Ast and Boot (2003)
and Stringeret al. (2006). They indicated that integrating the infrom the public and
stakeholders could help find an emergence of negppetives, alternatives, and solutions
previously not considered. These relevant valuesypoints and knowledge could assist
in solving the environmental problems, and envirental protection (Dungumaro and
Madulu, 2003).

On the other hand, disregarding expert knowledge azaate problems through lacking
meaningful details, in particular for complex emvimental problems because these
missing factors can lead to long-term problems @Ve001; Welpet al, 2008). This
means that the public has to recognise the impoetar scientific discourse as well as
their own values. They should have at least sons& bBavel of technical knowledge in
order to effectively participate in the processn@élla, 2004). A number of researchers
confirm this notion. For example, empirical studissEden (1996), Kinsella (2004), and
Oels (2008) showed that without adequate techrknalvliedge, lay people could find
difficulty in participating in the process; as wall being unable to make valid comments

or argument.

Noticeably, this research finding is a strong enmeof the enhancement of incorporating
the knowledge and values of stakeholders, partigulae affected parties. Richardsen
al. (1998) and O'Faircheallaigh (2010) stated thatptiiglic participation process needed
to be conducted carefully to ensure that all stakigrs were given opportunities to voice
their ideas, values and concerns, and every irtes&s considered fairly. Thus, a cautious
consideration of all relevant information, concearsl values of all stakeholders could
provide the authority with more valuable and sufiste information and wider
perspectives for making a right decision, with maceountability and legitimacy (Innes
and Booher, 2004; Creighton, 2005). The researcdustainable consumption by Coenen
et al. (2008) emphasised that better information fromirastusion of local and expert
knowledge contributed to make the outcomes mordamable and environmental
friendly.
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Nonetheless, it should be realised that the integrarocess could face difficulties with
subjective, biased, value laden, context speafid ambiguous information. For example,
an investigation of the public viewpoints in a paeggion of river basin management plans
in the south of France by Garet al. (2002), focused on this issue. By comparing
stakeholders’ viewpoints, the study showed thatape concerns were not identified by
the experts; some problems suggested by the experesoverlooked by the public; and,
experts’ and stakeholders’ opinions on the rooseanf the problem and the approaches

for a solution could be opposed. This could leadpposition among them.

6.2.2.3 Contribution of participation process andtavities: Values and Trust

Basically, public values are different from, andeof conflict with, other stakeholders’
values (Tippettet al, 2005). Thus, in this study, every stakeholdexdtrio present their
views and concerns; nonetheless, each party hawlgstrinsisted in their own beliefs and
information. These conflicting opinions were theusas of failure in creating

understanding and trust among stakeholders. Oaeriatvee explained that:

“We had to accept that we see things differentlye Villagers and the developer
valued the natural resources, the environment aaglsvof life in their own way.
The villagers wanted to live peacefully. They tritedprotect their environment
while the developer wanted to use this resourcéoweer their cost. It is very

difficult to find an equilibrium point among thenNGO 2).

Beatty (1991) advocated that a correct identifamaf citizen values would facilitate the
authorities to help the public better articulaiedbmmon desires and interpret the public
needs. The study highlighted that the decision-nalprocess would be effective in
reflecting both citizen values and individual selferest. Accordingly, the decision-
makers should try to find out what the public otizen values really were in

environmental issues to effectively handle themédie and Konisky, 2000).

Definitely, trust among stakeholders in the puplicticipation process is essential since it
iIs a significant factor that can influence both thecess and the outcome of the
programme which contributes to its effectivenessnggah, 2004; Prager and Freese,

2009). However, trust was a crucial problem inithplementation of many development
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projects in Thailand (Bureekul, 2007), in particuthe Hin Krut power plant project.
Throughout the interviews, many interviewees madmerous comments on a lack of
trust between citizens and government since théemmgntation of the power plant did not
gain high levels of trust and acceptability frone thffected communities. One villager
stated that‘how could we trust the government? They decidetyking without asking
our opinions. They did not come and ask us whetleeneeded the power planfVillager
15). Importantly, the information they received the beginning was different. One

villager explained that:

“The developer bought the land before informing plublic that they would build
a power plant. | knew only the land was purchasea@dnstruct a golf club ...l
knew the truth when the local leader told us ttet developer would construct a
coal-power plant here, in Ban Krut. That was whg tbcal villagers did not trust
the developer. How could we trust them? They didelbus the truth, they were

not sincere”(Villager 24).

Similar problems were found by a number of researchAs stated by Shepherd and
Bowler (1997), Siroros and Haller (2000), and Ccknand Innes (2003), trust and
confidence in the authorities decreased since thigpcould not see the government’s
willingness to support them and be transparentsirdecisions. These strongly impacted

on their relationships.

According to Laird (1993), mistrust was composed teb components; technical
competence, and fiduciary obligation. From the gtigdhnical competence referred to an
ability of the managers or scientists to do thelrsj while fiduciary obligation referred to
a focus on the public’s interests before the gavemt’s interests. Noticeably, in the Hin
Krut power plant case, technical competence wasaility of the authorities to run the
process which might result from a lack of legalmup. Non-transparent administration by
the government was prevalent as the decision-magiogess was conducted without

consulting the public. This could be viewed as ¢iduy obligation.

Although many public participation programmes wenducted later, it was clearly
evident in this case that these processes couldimwease the trust among key

stakeholders; the government, the project ownet,tha local villagers. Conversely, the
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participation processes, especially the public ingardid create more distrust in the

government. This view was reflected in the folloggcomments.

“The government supported the UPDC. The committ@s welected without
asking for our opinions. Some members of the pliglazing committee were from
the company. How could we believe that the forumm sed up for us to resolve this

conflict?” (Villager 7).

This finding supports Dungumaro and Madulu’'s (2008antanen and Marttunen’s
(2005), and Persson’s (2006) studies that trust elasely related to openness and
transparency. If trust is lacking, the public thewere difficult to see the decision is
transparent and led to protest and antagonism astakgholders. When the stakeholders
did not trust each other, they were more likelyetal the conversations. However, they
pointed out that if the participation process was on a dialogue basis and complied with
regulations, many conflicts could probably be aedidAccording to Elliott (1999), only
the authorities and the decision-makers who wereepged as neutral would be able to
gain trust and confidence of all stakeholders. Ta®I1§1993) highlighted that the public’s

acceptance and trust were essential for projedemmgntation.

Looking at the Hin Krut case, the government aredgioject owners were unsuccessful in
providing the public assurance on minimised soama environmental impacts. The Thai
government could not effectively manage and corargl impact to the environment and
people’s health of the operation of other coaldipower plant projects. This was a key
reason why the local villagers did not believe my anonitoring programme of the project
presented by the developer and their governmenis,Td state of low trust levels was not

improved. Conversely, it was decreased.

However, it should be realised that trust is diffido generally operate across individual
situations and contexts and needs a long-time heae (Senecah, 2004). It could not be
dealt with by a specific form or formula (Owest al, 2008). Choosing the right
participatory technique at the right stage couldrease trust among stakeholders.
According to Beierle (2002), building trust coule bmade through generating new
knowledge and this would eventually result in impng the quality of decisions and
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resolving the conflict. The participation practiters should be aware that trust takes time

to be developed.

6.2.2.4 Contribution of participation process andtavities: Resolving conflict

Surprisingly, conflict and mistrust are viewed dandlard factors for environmental
project development and policy making in the eathges (Fiorino, 2006). Often, local
opposition to large-scale development projectstifatss the project owner since a large-
scale project was easily justified to be in theljuimterest (Beierle, 2001). In Thailand,
“over the past twenty years, many development ptsjaave often faced negative and
obstructive opinions when it came to put in loaanenunities”(NGO 2). As discussed in
Chapter 5, the conflicts stemmed from differentwpeints, an unbalanced distribution of
costs and benefits, incorrect information, and kbeal communities’ distrust in the
willingness and competence of the government arel dbveloper to protect their

environment and interests. These controversies egmplicated and difficult to handle.

“At that time, the problems were very serious. timg families, if the members
have different ideas or were on different sidesyttvere fighting even within the
same family. The husband did not agree with the.Wihe brother fought with his
brothers. The situation was very bad. Conflicts upced everywhere in our

community and could not be resolvddlbcal leader 5).

Conceptually, to find consensual solution is tyfycaited as an intended goal of public
participation processes which should be definedaapted by all stakeholders (Central
government officer 1, Vantanen and Marttunen, 20B88)ticularly, in the Hin Krut case,

there was an argument in this notion. On one sideproject proponents and the officers
claimed that they tried their best to resolve tloaflict between them and the local
villagers; whilst on the other side, the villagargued that the developer was not willing

to do so. One villager said:

“l did not believe that they (the developers) triedsolve this problem. They just
wanted the project to be built and processed. Tjney set up these events to
demonstrate that they got support from the pulblmw could they claim that they

intended to solve the conflict in our communitieé@illager 5).
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This notion was strongly disagreed with by the digwers as presented in the following

quotes.

“Talking about our effort to resolve the confliatthat time, | could guarantee that
we (the developer) tried our best in every approtet we could. We set up many
activities to provide the villagers with the infaation we had. We organised many
formal and informal seminars in the local commuwestsuch as local government
offices or schools. Actually, we did get collabaratfrom the local villagers who
favoured the projects. In particular, we set upeahibition at our project site for
more than a month. Many people joined there, ndy dhe local people, we
opened to the wider public to get into our actesti ... However, the villagers who
were opposed to the project had a very strong ematnd they mostly did not join
with us. To be honest, we tried our best to resthieeconflicts in the communities”

(Project proponent 1).

When compared with other research, the result bfeaing consensus was similar. The
study of the health-system in Ontario and Quebec, ifistance, found that public
participation for the purposes of achieving conasrend resolving conflict largely failed
(Abelson et al, 2002). Abelsoret al. (2004) indictated that, in practice, it was really
difficult to reach consensus and the point whererywne agree with a decision. This
might result from high expectations from citizemtred reforms which may be too

ambitious to achieve.

In this study, several respondents enlightenedirtiportance of information provisions
both in terms of accessibility and technical aasist as essential factors to consider
conflict perspectives and search a consensus. Qireviewee presented an interesting
idea that:

“We found difficulty to access to project’s infortimm so how could we
meaningfully participate in a consensus proces®yT{the government and the
developer) did not provide us the information. Eifene did, the information was
too scientific in nature or written in English, weuld not understand it. How can
the conflict be solved and reach the consensukeifpublic did not have full
267



Chapter 6

disclosure and full information? So not only do yoeeded full disclosure and
information, but you also needed translation of samformation you could not

really understand it"(Local leader 4).

This finding supports Pellow’s (1999) study thatess to information and technical
assistance are necessary elements for effectiviecipation. Without these aspects,
effective public participation would be hard to este and conflict resolution was at best

elusive.

Evidently, in the Hin Krut case, the public was lexied from the decision from the
beginning, so they thought the project was notsparent and did not accept it. As one
villager stated;the government just did what they want, doing welvat they want. They
did not care about us, the directly impacted persidrey did not even ask did we prefer it
or not?” (Villager 2). Although there had been an atteroptesolve conflicts between the
protestors and the developer, it proved impossdote this effort was disregarded.
Consequently, not only was the existing conflict solved, it was made worse. Besides,
mistrust in this case made conflict resolution maifficult and complicated. Similarly,
Rennet al. (1993) enlightened that conflicts could not bevedlif the process of decision

making is perceived as unfair or biased.

In the Hin Krut case, the developers usually arghedoroject’s long-term benefits simply
outweighed the community’s short-term impa¢tsdeed, we provided payments of cash
and community funding as well as public servitedurther compensate the affected
communities for the costs they had to bedProject proponent 1). However, this
proposition was not agreed and could not pleaseilidbers. The protestors refused the
offers since they perceived that their loss cowdtl lme compensated. One villager stated
that: “why we had to bear most of the social and envirental costs while the whole
society got the benefits?{Local leader 2). Furthermore, the monitoring amhtrol
programmes designed to reduce the adverse impadtercourage public acceptance
were unaccepted. Most villagers did not agree witgm. Unsurprisingly, local villagers
usually felt that*we had little protection from any pollution andfa€ts from the project
under current laws and regulations which focusedioniting a highest level of pollution
rather than reducing it"(NGO 2). In accordance with this notion, a studypablic

participation in tourism development in Turkey bgstin (2006) depicted that different
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stakeholders groups looked for different approadbeachieve their own concerns and

interests. This potentially led to conflict withhetr stakeholders.

Frequently, stakeholders might have a misunderstgnabout the public participation

concept. In many cases, the participants have listteaexpectations for the outcome of
their participation and inputs from the participatiprocess (Roberts, 1995). This also
applied in this case. For example, many local géls thought that the public hearing was
a means for conducting a referendum, in particthar local leaders. Conversely, the
authorities’ view, as stated by law, was that tharmg forum was an activity to solicit the
public inputs to support the decision-makers to enatore reasonable decisions. This
caused difficulties in building a consensus amaaggeholders. Similarly, Vantanen and
Marttunen (2005) suggested that the public padiogm process should be an interactive
forum for discussion, learning and collaboratiothea than to dictate whether the project

should be implemented.

Even if the conflicts of the Hin Krut case were mesolved,“at least the stakeholders
could learn to understand each others’ goals andspectives through communication
and building relations”(NGO 2). To effectively resolve the conflicts, omgerviewee

suggested that:

“Most importantly, all different parties should liairly open-minded to determine
other’'s concerns. Consensus could be reached amdlicts would be solved
where the stakeholders’ goals are appropriatelyredaand common. However, it
would be more difficult in controversial environnercases”(Academic 1).

Similarly, a study of public participation on watked planning by Duram and Brown
(1999) showed that the public participation processsuaded the participants to better
understand each others’ concerns as well as tdraehsommon ground for deliberation.

A number of researchers enlightened the importafiqaublic participation in resolving
conflicts (Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Abdel-Mas205; Persson, 2006; Coeneiral,
2008). These studies showed that encouraging p¢odarn about the environmental
problems they faced, and empowering the publictitoutate alternatives and solutions

could increase democracy concerning, transpareénust, and the legitimacy of decisions.
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This, finally, could considerably decrease the l@feonflict in society and help finding a
consensus. As stated by Beierle and Konisky (1899) study of public participation in
the Great Lakes region in North America, the comicaftion process, consensus building
and fairness were significant since they alloweslghrticipants to raise their perspectives
and resolve differences.

To sum up, one researcher who works in the paaioiy field in Thailand suggested an
interesting meaning of public participation. He Highted that important characteristics

of an effective participation process should béo#sws:

“Successful public participation is a process thahgages stakeholders; in
particular, the public who want to be involved iactsion-making processes and
the authority who could make the decision in a way dialogue. To do so the
public must be provided with the appropriate meahgarticipation which creates

mutual learning and consensus. Most importantlis garticipation process must
be initiated before any decision has been mg#eéelance research 1).

6.3 Conclusion

There were a great number of comments from paaiitgin the process indicating that
the public participation process was not completdfective when tested against these
pre-set criteria. Table 6.1 presents a summaryhefolverall results of the evaluation of
effective participation process by each criteritm.this study, in each criterion, fully
successful means there are no deficiencies irctitation. Moderately successful refers to
a moderate sufficiency extent or degree of thecaffeness of public participation with
one or two deficiencies; while partly successfid dss effective with few deficiencies
respectively. Minimally successful means publictiggration process is slightly effective
with a number of deficiencies against that criteri&inally, not successful means that
public participation is not sufficient. For exampl@hen public participation is partly
successful in any criterion means that the proesst completely successful; however,
some conditions are met. In this study, no critereas evaluated as fully successful or
not successful.
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Table 6.1A summary of the evaluation of public participatimiHin Krut power plant

Category Evaluation Criteria | Overall effectiveness Arguments/Supports
Process- Clarification of goals Partly successful The scope, content, the stakehslldoles, and the
based and stakeholder roles overall aims of the process were not clegrly
evaluation identified.

Educating and Moderately Participants learned more about the problem Jand

informing the public successful conflict. Most of them had developed a high level| o
understanding in the issue and alternatives. Hokyeve
some of them were not able to meaningfully
participate.

Inclusiveness and Partly successful All potentially affected partiesre invited to

adequate participate in the process but not all of them ddué

representativeness involved due to some constraints such as limited
time, inappropriate venues or strong opposing ideas
of the protestors themselves. Thus, most partitgdn
in the process were not composed of a broad cross
section of representatives from the affected aitize

Multiple and Moderately A number of participation techniques were used to

appropriate successful engage and communicate with the public. However,

participation methods these participation methods seemed not to| be
appropriate to the situation and involved parties.

Early Involvement Minimally successful| The stakeholders, in particutee affected villagers
did not engage early enough in the participatory
process.

Transparency Partly successful The process seemed not to be apgrransparent
enough. The affected villagers did not have |an
opportunity to participate through the processes.

Two-way Partly successful Two-way communication approach mat properly

communication promoted through the participatory process. The
process did not create fair and open dialogue| for
discussion of the issue.

Resource and Minimally successful| The public were not providedthwand informed

information how to access all relevant data. The informatios wa

availability and inappropriate  and incomprehensible for many
accessibility participants since most of if was in English and ha
many technical terms.
Outcome- Impact and influence Partly successful Even though the project was diaehere was ng
based of participation official evidence presented that the public inpatsw
evaluation influence the final decision.

Incorporation of public Partly successful The public input was only minilpdahcorporated

values and concerns into the decision-making process.

Values and Trust Partly successful Trust was improved only among pheticipants’
groups. However, trust among different stakeholders

in particular among the affected villagers, the

government, and the developer was decreased.

Resolving conflict

Minimally successful

The conflict could not be rksal and was eve
made worse. The participation process did not re

L
ach

consensus on a written agreement.

The success or the failure of public participateleo depends on the way the public

participation techniques are employed so the eptioeess should be well structured and

organised (Bureekul, 2007). Time, duration, venaed participation techniques are

271



Chapter 6

perceived as major factors that are relevant tootlganisation of the public participation
programmes (Creighton, 2005). Although a well-scited! participation programme is
necessary, and should include clearly and apprepyiadefined times, places and
participants, the process should be flexible (Clagwk Purcell, 1999; Chess al, 2000).

To achieve an effective participation process, @ren (2005) and Vantanen and
Marttunen (2005) suggested that a plan for condgcpublic participation processes
should be flexible because all participation teghes do not automatically work in all
situations and there is no single universal pubdidicipation technique to best suit every
situation. Importantly, there is no single factdratt could contribute an effective

participation process, rather a combination of congmts (Carnest al, 1998).

A closer analysis of the qualitative data suggtss participants were in favour of public
participation in a more effective manner and atighér level, as described in the
participation typology in this thesis. Thus, thesféected people called for innovative
participation approaches which encouraged thenrdapesly deliberate on the issues and
have more power in the participation process. Asarked by Wondolleck and Yaffee

(2000) and O'Faircheallaigh (2007), to achieve fdectve public participation process,

innovation and collaboration was critical. The imative methods should foster two-way
communication, and an interactive flow of inforne&ti The decision should be made
through an open and interactive process rather @ahelosed process. A problem-solving
process should be encouraged by allowing stakeimltie learn together, understand

constraints, increase trust, and develop relatipssind creative ideas.

Based on the overall results, it may be concludhed the local affected people want to
take part in the environment development processk Lof consideration of people’s
concerns caused a major problem in the projectfdementation (Coeneat al, 2008).
Simply recognising the value of citizens’ perspesi and concerns was considered as a
partial solution (Abelsomet al, 2004). When diverse interests are involved ieféort, the
ability to devise an appropriate problem-solvingatgtgy is more important. The process
requires mutual respect, knowledge and teamwor&réate the best solution for every
stakeholder (Wagner, 1996).

Explicitly, participation of stakeholders is a siggant component of any development

project since their involvement is a key factor torbroad acceptance and successful
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implementation (Vari and Kisgyorgy, 1998). Thereaisequirement that all stakeholders
should have an open mind to accept other partidsimation and opinions. Alternatives
for conflict resolution, in particular to prevenhyaimpact that may affect the public
quality of life and environment, should be cargfuliscertained and fully covered
(Sidaway, 2005). This issue is not only dependent amwcurate and accountable
information provided to the public, but also rethte the adequacy and appropriateness of

participants in the public participation processgigGhton, 2005).
The next chapter presents the research resultdisoassion of barriers to effective public

participation of the Hin Krut case, and recommeiatat for improving the participation

practice in Thai context.
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Chapter 7: Barriers to Effective Public Participation and

Interviewees’ Recommendations

7.1 Introduction

An investigation of the barriers to effective pagation is crucial as it will enable
identification of the missing elements of publicrtgapation in development project
implementation. This chapter is significant as anseto explore, identify and analyse the
barriers that can be assessed as having a signifidduence on public participation of the
case study of the Hin Krut coal-fired power plardjpct. The empirical results of the case
study drawn up from the interviewees’ perspectifresn both semi-structured and in-

depth interviews, and relevant literature are preskand discussed here.

This chapter consists of two main sections. It hegvith a presentation and discussion of
the categorised barriers to effective participatipointed out by the interviewees.
Afterwards, recommendations from the respondentsher research are presented as
suggestions for improving public participation irmet future implementation of

development projects in Thailand.

7.2 Barriers to Effective Public Participation

Due to the fact that public participation is a tekly new phenomenon in the Thai
environmental decision-making system, it tendsdcsbbjected to a variety of problems,
in particular, of a legal and constitutional nat(farusombat, 2002). This section presents
the barriers to effective public participation itiead by the research respondents and
aims to answer research question no. 4: what arbdtriers to achieving effective public

participation for environmental conflict managementdevelopment projects in Thailand?

Since the participants did not participate in evemailable activity, the factors that
prevented participation were identified throughemtews. The interviewees also
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suggested a variety of factors that could constitagnpublic participation process. Their
answers were then classified by themes extractad the related literature review and

will be presented in the next section.

Nine factors were identified from the semi-struetiiand in-depth interviews as barriers
to participation which could be grouped into thpeenary categories applying guidelines
in Chapter 2. These barriers are summarised ineTaldl, and details of these barriers and
the associated findings are described and discussdide section below. Finally, the
research results from this section will guide teeommendations from this study to

improve public participation in Thailand and makenore effective in the future.

Table 7.1Summary of barriers to effective public participati

Number of interviewees from  Number of interviewees  Total

No Barrier Factors ) ) ) ) ) )
semi-structured interview from in-depth interview  number

7.2.1  Individual barriers

7.2.1.1 Lack of time and money 4 9 11

7.2.1.2 Strong opposition 21 16 37

7.2.1.3 Mistrust 24 21 45

7.2.1.4 Educational constraint 16 19 35

7.2.2  Structural barriers
Political and instructional culture of

7.22.1 o ) 25 17 42
decision-making

7.2.2.2 The Thai bureaucratic system 12 9 21

7.2.3 Legislative barriers

7.2.3.1 Legal framework 6 19 25
Ambiguity in legislation and

7232 o 5 9 14
guideline

7.2.3.3 Legal enforcement 9 15 24

7.2.1 Individual Barriers

7.2.1.1 Lack of time and money

Lack of time and money was identified by many & thterviewees as a key barrier to
public participation. In this case, four impactetdlagers stated that they could not

participate in the participation activities prowiddor them because they were not
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available. They had to run their business or tae of their family. Additionally, some
of them thought that it was a waste of time becdlisgroject had already been approved

and the decision had already been taken. One eillagued that:

“l could not join the activities because | did nmve enough free time to go. | had
to work to feed my family. If | went to the meetinighad to close my shop. | also
had to take care of my babies as well. | couldleate my babies alone at home”
(Villager 28).

Comparing this finding with those from other stidi@ the public participation field
conducted in Canada (Diduck and Sinclair, 2003),WhS.A. (Chess and Johnson, 2006),
and the Netherlands (Woljer, 2008), it was foural {eople refrained from participating
due to a lack of time. They pointed out that peaphaply did not have time or have
limited time to participate, or thought it unnecaysto be involved continuously in

participation processes. It may also require a digree of interest to get them involved.

In addition, one representative from an NGO hirtteat: “the less time for involving the
public, the less understanding from the(WNGO 2). This was because most participation
activities were limited in time. The developer ugu@onducted their activities on the
working day which did not match with local peoplesailable time (Villager 1). In
agreement, Simmons (1994), Hughes (1998) and Didinck Sinclair (2002) suggested
that providing many public participation activitiaad spending more time with the public
could lead to successful participation processesautcomes since this would allow the
people more opportunities to participate. This argnot was supported by many

interviewees from all groups of stakeholders.

“Basically, the lay people were willing to give tige information, but maybe they
are not available. They have to do their jobs sgyto not come to join. If we run
the participation programmes in their free timee tlocal villagers would love to

participate because this process is concerning tings. Actually, they want to be

involved if they do not have to work or they haee time” (Academic 1).
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7.2.1.2 Strong opposition

It was understandable that a great number of affectlagers from the coal-fired power
plant disagreed with and opposed the project becahesy thought their lives and
environment would be affected and they would logdeatwthey were accustomed to
receive. However, there were still a number of peeyho supported the project. In this
situation in which people had different ideas, aflict would potentially be generated. 21
villagers affirmed that there was a very strongasifion to the power plant. One villager
explained that:

“At that time, there was a very high level of aostg opposition. There were a lot
of conflicts in our communities as well. Many peoplere fighting from their
different view points. There were even some vitegdo wanted the power plant;

they were scared to express their ideas honegtfylager 11).

16 in-depth interviewees experienced a strong negaerception about the project. This
factor prevented the opposition groups from lisigrand receiving any information from
the developer. Although the developer had set upyrparticipation activities and invited
the protestors to take part, they refused to ppdtie in any activities. One leader of the
opposition group gave a reason tH#t:we took part in the participation process, this
would make the process creditable which would nmikanthe decision was legal and the
developer was authorised’Local leader 2). Indeed, only a few leaders ofdpposition
groups participated in these activities to obtafoimation and debate issues. However,
they argued that their participation did not mehat they agreed with the project and
believed in the information. One project proponpritvided more information on this

issue as set out below.

“We did provide different activities to approachetlcommunity. Actually, we
introduced our project to the community at the begig, before any opposition
activities occurred. We told them directly how tmject would be; what the
effects would be; and what the measurement progeswere. Then we set up the
public relations centre located at our project sike also showed the power plant
model. Sometimes, you would hear that the projecteo presented only the good
side of the project; that was not true. We providieem all the information we

had. We showed them the EIA report both in Thai&nglish. Moreover, we set
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up an exhibition and gave out information in sclscahd local government offices.
However, the local people had different viewpogitshat time. It was simple to
say that there were the supporting groups, the spiom group, and the so-so
groups. When we conducted any activities peopleagneed with the project and
some villagers who had not taken sides came, baplpevho disagreed with the
project did not come. Moreover, the protestors donee tried to interrupt our
activities. However, we tried to involve all sta&kters in our project”(Project
proponent 1).

Usually, wherever conflict occurs, the communicatietween different parties would be
less. In contrast, the communication within thewuyp is increased (Creighton, 2005). In
this case, in order to increase their ability iigotgating and the decision-making process,
the impacted villagers who had the same attitudsbeged into the same group, in
particular the opposition group. It is apparentrrirehis study that a great number of
villagers from this opposition group hardly paniaied in any activities provided by the
developer or the government because they believadtheir voices would not be heard.

One local government officer stated that:

“The project owner held a sports event at one lageiool. Many local villagers
came including the students. They asked for oupatpWe helped them to
organise leisure activities. There was a lot of.fiNonetheless, just only the
villagers who supported the project participatetheTopposition groups refused to
join. It was very difficult to get in touch withettprotestors or even to give them
some information about the project. They had vegative viewpoints about the
project and did not open their mind to listen toytning” (Local government
officer 4).

Obviously, strong opposition ideas constrained teveloper and supporters from
effectively contacting, providing and discussingything with the villagers. Another

villager commented that:

“I remembered that the project proponent made tadléts and tried to send them
to every household. They contained information &b project. Only the

supporters collected it. The protestors refusedet®ive any information from the
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developer and some staff of the UPDC were afraicbtatact the opposition group

as well” (Villager 19).

In this case, it was found that the affected velagtended to believe and accept only the
information which supported their positione., NGOs or freelance researchers, rather
than information from the government or the projeaponent. As a result, information
provision to the protestors was restricted. Thbjam is discussed by one academic. He
pinpointed an interesting issue that:

“However, this is the problem of Thai society. Ty not listen to others. The
government does not see the importance of themeas; while the citizens now
increasingly want to be involved in every governnastisions. This point must be

carefully considered and a solution foun@cademic 1).

This confirms the study of Creightoet al. (1981) which stated that the participants’
perceptions and beliefs basically depended on tédillity of the information sources
and were influenced by communication. In contronasrojects, people tended to believe

the information which supported their position.

Clearly, strong opposition prevented the oppositpoup from being open to listen to
information from the developer, although they ieditthem to participate. It can be said
that a strong opposite perception was a key canstta public participation and

compromise between the opposition group and thegrproponent.

7.2.1.3 Mistrust

Unquestionably, trust is essential for cooperatiorong stakeholders (Bureekul, 2007). In
this case there were many root causes that createdst. 45 of 52 research respondents
had experiences that created mistrust in this stiadyexample; exaggerated information,
incorrect information, and biased selection of ipgrants both for the hearing committee

and for the public hearing.

In this case, the Ban Krut villagers were suspisiofi the experts’ technical report and

suspected the credibility of the project's inforroat The villagers felt that the
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information was biased and only presented the goael of the project (Villager 2, 7, 11,
etc). One villager argued thdin order to increase the level of project acceptarby the
local residents, the developer might exaggerateabge they believed that the lay
villagers would believe whatever they were tol(WVillager 27). This is significant
because, in Thai culture, the government and dpeelare generally respected as they are
well-educated when compared with lay people (KI&B03). Many interviewees found

that exaggeration could cause confusion and ledastaust in the public.

The fact that information in the EIA report was natcurate in many points was
considered important. Regarding this point, thegstors did not trust the agencies and

did not believe any information provided. One \gka explained that:

“The EIA report was conducted in order to suppt project, to legally carry out
the project. The survey did not appropriately stuly effects. For example, the
report identified that there were ninety-nine fish@ouseholds and less than one
hundred fishery boats in the communities. This ai®lutely wrong. In Ban Krut,
there were around five hundred fishery househoMere than three hundred

boats were still being usedVillager 5).

Noticeably, this erroneous information became afieyor that reduced the credibility of
any participation methods that the developer tteectonduct later. One local affected

person also added that:

“The EIA report was not correct. At first, it didohtalk about the fertile coral
reefs offshore which were near the project sitee Taport missed important
information. How could we trust them? We are teadrmen, we live with the sea.

We know that there is a lot of coral. They were arahto us” (Villager 7).

Additionally, not only was incorrect information mained in the EIA report, some
respondents who had participated in the oversgadarthe Philippines found that the
project owner had also provided untruthful and lateel information about the project.
This made them confused and led to distrust ofdéhweeloper as shown in the statement
below:
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“The UPDC invited many villagers to visit the powglant in the Philippines.
Some villagers could communicate with the localppedhere. They found that
that power plant was different from this projedbelcoal used as an energy source
was different and people were still affected frdma plant operation. They just
took us to see what they wanted us to see. Théy wouianswer all our questions.

So, | did not believe what they tried to convine® ifLocal leader 5).

Besides, many villagers mentioned a biased prdocesslecting the hearing committee as

well as the registered attendees in the hearingteve

“For the public hearing, the only thing we neededswaccountability from the
hearing committee to make the process transpakl&iethad a right to refuse the
biased committee. We had a right to inform the arggr. Even when we told the

government, there was no response from th@rotal leader 1).

One attendee recommended tHatr make a public hearing accountable, the hearing
committee should be selected by stakeholders dizérns. The committee should not be
from any side. The committee must prove that tleynautral” (Project proponent 1).

Basically, the affected villagers tended to beliéweelance experts whom they trusted

more than the government.

Furthermore, there were a limited number of seétthe® public in the hearing forum
comparing with those of other stakeholders. Thelmemof the project’s supporters were
more outweighed than the opponents. This causédistisn the project.

In the absence of trust, the affected citizens ghothat the government organised public
participation activities did not allow the public influence the decision-making process.
This was illustrated in this case when the oppagedp did not participate on the second
day of the public hearing. In this case, when tlblip became more distrustful, a

compromise became more difficult to reach.

Evidence of the same problem was found in a studyandscape development in
Switzerland (Bucheckeet al, 2003), which illustrated that mistrust made ceapion

more difficult stated. In line with this researsdies by MacNaghten and Jacobs (1997),
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Hughes (1998), Vari (2004), White (2001), Tippettal. (2005), Oels (2008), and Owen
et al. (2008) identified that mistrust has serious imglmas in the public participation
process and a lack of trust among stakeholderseheddeffective public participation,
particularly, mistrust in the government and theddeper.

Creighton (2005) stressed that if the degree dfttaimong stakeholders increases, the
level of public participation would be increased asll. One freelance researcher
explained that:

“If the affected villagers do not fully trust thegovernment or the developer,
participation in any participation activities harglloccurs. On the other hand, if
some civil servants and some experts do not thestcitizens for any reason,
strong public participation would not occur becaudeskepticism on providing the
citizens an opportunity to play an important rotethe participation and decision-

making process(Freelance researcher 1).

7.2.1.4 Educational Constraints

Educational level and poor education

More than two-thirds of respondents found that etlon was a vital barrier to effective
participation. Most grass root villagers were ppa@tiucated and short of knowledge. The
demographic structure of interviewees’ educatiodidated that the highest education
level achieved by local villagers was from secogdsechool for 20 respondents, and
primary school for five respondents. Six peopledgeied at diploma level, two at
undergraduate level, and one at postgraduate l@vethe contrary, the interviewees from
in-depth interviews who were the government oficeacademics, NGOs, and some of
local leaders, had a high education level. Mosthein obtained bachelor degree (nine
participants). 12 interviewees obtained a mastegses and two respondents hold a PhD
degree. One interviewee stated tHatctually, in these communities, the villagers were
poorly educated. They were not acquainted with béghhnology”(Local leader 5). 19 of
23 in-depth interviewers identified educationaldeas one of the barriers to effective
public participation.
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“In my opinion, education is very crucial. It carelsaid that meaningful public
participation could not be achieved without suffiti knowledge and this is closely
connected with level of education. This is becabasically, it takes a long time to
make people have enough ability such that theyyeemlderstand the points that
enable them to really be able to investigate tlsei@s, consider the alternatives,
and build up the consensus that can be valuabtdendecision-making process”
(Academic 1).

Similar findings are evident in other studies, sashHughes (1998), Klein (2003) and
Tang et al. (2008), which identified that a low level of edtioa was a constraint that
restricted the ability of people to effectively peipate in environmental decision-making
and the EIA process. This was because the low #&duneh level of the villagers could
have led to a misunderstanding of information drelfacts of the project because of the
difference in their education and background bgli€or example, the planning process
for an infrastructure project may be too complidaa@d require specialised knowledge to
carry on the processes (Woljer, 2008).

Besides, 35 of 52 interviewees emphasised that @docation, in particular a lack of an
ability to learn new information and exchange ide@as a critical constraint to effective
participation. This finding reflected those of Saic and Diduck (1995), Diduck and
Sinclair (2002) and Tosum (2006), who stated thdack of appropriate knowledge,
competence and background in the issues amongstipants leads to difficulty in

discussing, making arguments and decisions.

One interviewee argued thdimost Thai citizens do not know how to be proactive
participants in the decision-making and politicopesses because they were not provided
an opportunity to learn” (NGO 2). This may result from the current edugasystem in
Thailand that pleads with students to strive tonbmber one (Klein, 2003). This kind of
system does not properly encourage Thai peoplstanland make reasonable arguments.

It makes people more individual and does not eraggiteam work (Temcharoen, 2003).

On the contrary, there were some villagers whoegieed that poor education should not
restrict them from participating in the process.eOQeader of the protestors thought that

although the lay people had a low education lethedy could increase their knowledge
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through meetings or seminars by asking for supfrarin academics or NGOs. She

claimed that;

“Although, we, the local villagers did have a lowlugational level, it did not
impact our participation. We could learn. We couidrease our knowledge. We
could find many supporters, for instance universigcturers, freelance
researchers or NGOs; they were willing to help Eer example, EIA was first
issued in English version. We then requested #@fTimai version. However, there
were many technical and specific issues that wawalifficult and complicated for
us to understand. We asked for help from manyegmrtVe got much support from

them. They helped us to understand more aboubthe’t(Local leader 2).

In fact, not only can insufficient knowledge of thmublic affect the success of
participation processes, but a lack of sufficienbwledge to run the process by the
government officers and the project owners is aigaificant. As pointed out by many
interviewees, many authorities did not have sudftiknowledge and competence to
conduct the public participation process. Sincénlgmvernment and the citizens had little
experience with participation, they did not trulpderstand what public participation
really was (Project proponent 1). One NGO arguedt thnly a few government officers
at both national and local level truly understar timplication of public participation”
(NGO 2). This is similar to Vari’'s (2004) study thane hindering factor for effective
public participation was that a number of officialsd planners lacked the methodological

knowledge to administer public participation prosex successfully.

Lack of understanding in technical issues

A number of villagers stated that a lack of undmrding of technical issues and the
potential effects from the project was their cosisit: 19 villagers indicated that the highly
technical terms and techniques made the EIA infaonalifficult to understand. Besides,

most relevant information was available only in Estg and contained technical

vocabulary. One interviewee stated thf&or me, | found that the EIA report was highly

technical, particular information about the powdapt. This made this value information

difficult to understand and inaccessible for thélai' (Villager 2).
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Similarly, one civic servant argued that technteains made it difficult for the villagers to
comprehend the information which could mean theaicbpd people did not correctly

understand the project information.

“It really was a problem. In the public participatn process, we tried to suggest
the developer use plain language with the lay peolflthe project information
contained too many technical terms or technical deraic issues, they should
make a new version of their document in a simplendd which is easy to

understand”(Local government officer 1).

Empirical research by Diduck and Sinclair (2002pwed that lack of knowledge in

technical issues deterred people from being inwblivethe public participation process.
Alberts (2007) indicated that people without suéfit knowledge in technical issues were
unable to engage in meaningful discourse and wenserjuently incapable of engaging
effectively in the decision-making process. On thiher hand, people with better
experience were able to take part in meaningfutalisse which led to more successful

participation.

Deliberative skill

Some respondents indicated that educational caomstramited the opportunities for
dialogue about the project, and this resulted iadaced ability to take part in the public
participation process (NGO 2, Villager 11, 20). §hargument is supported by the

statement from one NGO.

“Since the beginning, the contract between the E@A@ the company was in
English. The EIA was also first written in Englidiost relevant documents were
written in English. Therefore, how to access anddasstand them was

problematic. This was a limitation to the locallagers’ participation” (NGO 2).

One villager expressed that one way to limit tliastraint was through capacity building

in order to effectively communicate in a fair argka dialogue in a two-way approach.

“...in fact, a number of lay people may not have adydbackground in

communication skills. There should be an opporjufot the people, who have a
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stake in any decisions or developing projects,dwetbp their ability so that they
would be able to discuss, debate and be involveahirffective way(Villager
10).

Empirical research on public involvement in Canadaws a comparable finding. Diduck
and Sinclair (2002) found that people refrainednfaiaking part in the participation
process due to their deficient speaking and dedibay skill.

7.2.2 Structural barriers

7.2.2.1 Traditional culture of decision-making inh@i institutions

In this study, 80% of the respondents felt thataditional culture of decision-making in
Thai institutions impeded their participation. Infaation from them indicated that the
decision-making process in Thai culture was motiprdown, from the government, to
the developer and academics, and then the puldpectively. In this case, a bottom-up
approach was restricted to stakeholders sending tdmenments to the government;
however, there were no appropriate responses frengovernor. One officer explained
that:

“In our traditional practice, most of the decisianaking for, in particular, the

national energy policy and power supply industrylimailand was carried out by
the responsive government organisation, in thissdhe EGAT, the MONRE, the
MOI, and other related organisations. The coaldineower plant was one of the
factories. These authorities made a decision falgwthe Thai government’'s
development policies of 1996; nonetheless, there mea participation from the

public at this stage. However, there was an attetmphcrease transparency and
deliver unbiased performance, an environmental assvas investigated and
recommended separately by the responsible depatitnmethis case the OEPP,

through the EIA report(Central government officer 1).

Similar finding was made in a study of waste sejp@ngroject in Hatyai City in Thailand
by Charuvichaipong and Sajor (2006) which agreed ¢hpractice of a traditional top-
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down approach and a non-participatory style of adstriation of Thai government and the
authorities were causes of failed public partiggrat The public were not allowed to be
directly involved in planning, decision-making amdplementation of the development
project in all stages. Charuvichaipong and Sajo0@ and Diduclet al.(2007) indicated

that this traditional style of management precludedevelopment of good relationships

and co-operation with the local communities.

Decision-making on both the policy and project lageextremely important and affects a
great number of citizens but, frequently, this kafddecision-making process is closed to
the public (Awakul and Ogunlana, 2002). Clearlyistiproject was initiated by the
government’s policy and it had a full authorisatitm control everything about the
project’s implementation. The government argued #flaof its actions were lawful or it

was authorised by law to do everything to comptleéepolicy. One NGO stated that:

“If we followed the project from the beginning, weuld have found that the
government launched the policy and project and deedt for a private company
to operate the power plant. This was because th&TEGould not supply the
electricity to meet the forecasted demand in theréu This was a national issue
and difficult to be criticised by other parties. teg the government selected the
investors and signed the contract. This meanttfi@government was not only the
project’s initiator, searching for the contractdout also was the inspector of the
project. This process did not have any involvenfemh other organisations”
(NGO 1).

Additional information was added by one governnadfiter. He commented that:

“In this case, the government made the policy. TB8AT launched an
Independent Power Producers (IPP) programme tovaltbe private sector to
build and operate large-scale power projects antitee electricity back to EGAT.
The developer then planned where to build the powant and what kind of
technology would be used. All these processes daiottle local people who were
affected by the project from participating at thegmning of the development”
(Local government officer 2).
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A lack of follow-up actions was an institutionalpgan the public participation process.

One interviewee stated that:

“There was no link to the official decision-makipgpcess from the participation
practice. The participation process itself had mduilt mechanism to formally
transfer the process’ outcomes to the decision-ngakirocess. Thus, the public
might question about the transparency of the precasd this might constrain

their participation” (Freelance research 2).

Importantly, in the Thai context, nothing could nga the policy and planning process
because the commitments which were made at theypaind planning levels were
decided by the government. This is shown in thieofdhg statement from one lecturer:
“We did not prepare public participation at the pry and planning level or even the
project level. This meant that there was no pgrttion prepared before the decision-

maker made a decision and signed the contré&tademic 1).

One officer argued that only the government hadaimhority to approve or cancel the

project.

“We can not decide anything. My department’s radeto review and make a
comment on the environmental issues in the EIArtepat we cannot make any
decision to pass or fail the project. We are nothaused to do that”’(Central

government officer 1).

This finding supports King Prajadhipok’s Institgte(2007) study which stated that,
traditionally, the Thai government’s role was teaify the policy and then bring it into
practice. The government has full authority in thexision-making process and it can
command all relevant functions in order to achithe policy’s target. This concept was
deeply embedded in the Thai society for a long tifrftee same statement was apparent in
other studies. Petts (1999) and Diduck and Sin€002) indicated that when the final
decision was a foregone conclusion, the public theunld believe that their participation
could not make a difference. They would not pgrate or prefer to participate in other

ways. This was a significant barrier to effectiatpipation.
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7.2.2.2 The Thai bureaucratic system

After the 1997 Constitution came into effect, treople’s perception of their rights and
actions was changed since many sections of thistfation guarantee the right of the
public and local community in preserving and usthgir environmental and national
resources, or common property goods (Office of theuncil of State, 1997a).
Consequently, in this study, under this constitutithe villagers understood that they had
a right to protect their own environment, to beiasfathe project, and to deny the project.
This issue was supported by 12 villagers and nireepth interviewees. The following

statements reflected this issue.

“We had to accept that, in the past, before the7L@®nstitution was adopted, we
did not have real public participation. We were ebr aware of this issue. Besides,
occasionally we did wrongly interpret the meaningtiee public participation
term. We usually thought that public hearing is [puparticipation. ... Actually,
we signed the contract on June 30, 1997 before @dadsion of the 1997
constitution. Nonetheless, the opposition was nsail in November, after the
constitution was enacted. The local villagers cameaecognise their rights to
protect their environment and their community. pbent was that the local people
did not take part in the decision that affectedirthi@es. They did not have an
opportunity to be involved and decide what kinddef’elopment they needed”

(Project proponent 1).

In Thailand, most government officers are accustbmoethe bureaucratic system where
hierarchy is significant. They obey the chief araidhy listen to their citizens, while lay
people have to listen to their governors (BureeROD4). Vatanasat al. (2004)stated
that although the 1997 Constitution aims to refolnen practice of bureaucratic ownership
of national resources towards more citizen stevidpdshe public’s role is limited. Klein
(2003) and Charuvichaipong and Sajor (2006) indatathat decentralised functions,
government officers and local politicians still r@med captive of elite domination. They
did not want to lose the power and influence thagt Bnjoyed for many decades. Thus,
they did not support the promotion of participat@inthe grassroots level. Not only are
they unaccustomed to being questioned by the putblec civil servants also refused to
countenance political reform (Klein, 2003). Impaoittg, Bureekul (2004) hinted that,
according to the political tradition in the pasipshThai citizens believed that politics are
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the government’s and government officers’ respaligib This seems to be a crucial

constraint for public participation in Thailand.

This constitutional influence on public participati is experienced elsewhere, Tosun
(2006) conducted a study of tourism planning inKeyr and identified that a lack of
democratic culture in the government institutionl @nlack of developed mechanisms for
participation at the local level were key obstacteslocal community participation
because of its strong centralist institution andhipotent bureaucracy.

Importantly, more often the problem of facilitatipgblic participation stemmed from a
lack of government readiness. Many government effichad a limited knowledge and
awareness about public participation. One interemexplained that:

“Although there are many kinds of participation heeques to be applied,
participation techniques have rarely been taughd applied in the government
institutions. Clearly, public hearings were usedstnoommonly in Thai practice
but it could not effectively resolve problems. Mofin it produced more conflicts

in the society”(Academic 1).

Similarly, King Prajadhipok’s Institute (2007) falnthat a number of Thai local
administrative organisations did not have a clemteustanding of their rights and scope of

their authority. They were not ready to run pulplaticipation programme.

While many groups of people called for public papation in the decision-making
process, a number of officers were not aware ofrtiportance and advantages of public

participation. One interviewee indicated that:

“In Thai society, it was believed that governorsrevéhe citizens’ masters. They
did not believe that public participation could aete benefits and even solve the
social problems. Thus, people were not allowedddrnivolved in any decision”
(NGO 1)

This is consistent with the study of public pagation in sustainable development in
Lancashire by MacNaghten and Jacobs (1997). It feasd that a lack of a sense of
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individual agency could have serious implicatiows the political salience of public
participation. O'Faircheallaigh (2010) indicatedatthgenerally, the decision-makers
preferred to keep control over the decision andimed to share their decision-making

power. Thus, public participation practice was ofé@oided and limited.

7.2.3 Legislative Barriers

7.2.3.1 Legal Framework

In recent decades, a great deal of legislationineguand structuring public participation

in decision-making process and policy-making hasnbesued internationally (Graham,
2004). However, a lack of regulatory support isegatly criticised as the fundamental
barrier to effective participation (Petts, 2003; nés and Coskun, 2005). From the
research findings, it was obvious that in the Tobamtext the legal framework was a
significant barrier to effective public participati. Three key problems were highlighted;
no clear guidance for direct participation in tHé& Bystem and decision-making process,
no supported and clear legal obligation for implatmg public participation and a limited

distribution of information by the government.

Firstly, the research respondents draw attentiom tonited legal framework both in
public participation process and information prawis aspects. From this survey, 25
research respondents agreed that there were no dawegulations that provide an
opportunity for the public to directly participabe the government decision or project.
One interviewee explained thatWe had to accept that in the past there was no
procedure to allow the public to participate in tliecision-making process. No law
mentioned this. There was no regulation mentioning as well” (Project proponent 1).

The following presents further evidence of the tedilegal framework.

“In Thailand, there was no existing regulation allmmg the public to directly

participate in project development since the bemgigrstage. No law mentioned
this practice until now. Although section 56 of th@97 constitution declares
support for public participation, there has not hesny regulation to support this
section. At that time, the public was very awarewtbenvironmental issues but
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there were no supporting laws. Moreover, relevaeguliations were unclear”
(NGO 2).

Actually in the Thai context, there are a numbeen¥ironmental laws and regulations
involving environmental management (Vatanasapt,32@ureekul, 2004). However,
there is no requirement in law for the authoritypoficy makers to consent to the public
participating in decision-making (Papussaro andufgam, 1999). One NGO agreed that,
in fact, there were a number of relevant laws alpuldiic participation but the problem

was to adopt them in practice.

“Actually, we have some relevant laws about papttion but they were not
effectively enforced. At present, public participatis better than it was in the
past but this was not from the legal framework.sTeisulted both from the social
movement and the fact that there were some relatesl that gained the citizens’
rights” (NGO 1).

Other limitation of the legal framework is that theblic is limited to directly participate

in the decision-making process. In more detailtigec/ of the NEQA 1992 allows the

public to legally participate in the process ontyough the registered NGOs or local
group (Office of the Council of State, 1992). Therldoes not allow the public to directly
and appropriately participate in the process. Tusit raised consequent problems as
presented in this case. For example, in the puid&Ering forum, the numbers of seats
available for the public were limited. Only key pens and representatives from the local
groups could attend the meeting. Thus, an engquoutathe representativeness of the

public was initiated. One interviewee explained:tha

“The results from the hearing or any participatioprogramme could not
guarantee that the opinions of the non-participatmarty or individual villagers
were appropriately represented through these pguditng NGO or local groups.
This was because their representatives might ptesaly their own personal

views, not those of their group¢Freelance research 1).

Second, there is a lack of minor laws or supportiagulations with respect to public
participation issues. For instance, some sectidriheoconstitution needed a supporting
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regulation to clarify details in practice or iddittation. One officer presented an idea

about this issue in the following statement:

“Some aspects need more clarification. For exam@egction 67 of the new
constitution states that any project which has hjgtential to cause severe
impacts to the community and environment shoulddecanSIA and HIA using
specialists. As designated by the constitutiorrethe a need to have a supported
regulation for this issue to verify what types akidds of project may cause
serious impacts. Presently, we still need an annement of the types and scales
of the development projects that need SIA and HilAact, in our department, we
have only a declaration about the types and scafedevelopment projects that
need to carry out the EIA repor{Central government 1).

Mallikamarl (1996), suggested that since thesevagielaws have been used for many
decades, many of them need to be revised. Thisaause they do not respond to existing
problems or situations and cannot effectively dmlate with one another (Office of
Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and ridhgn 2004). Most importantly,
these laws and regulations need to be applied soneling to the new Thai Constitution

2007 that strongly promotes public participatioacehtralisation, and good governance.

“In Thailand, there was no grant for the public participate at the beginning. No
law concerned that until now. Section 56 of The slitution 1997 supported
public participation. However, there were no subies of laws or regulations to
support this subject of the constitution. When @usistitution was first amended,
public awareness about the environment was coreidgrincreased. Presently,
we had a new constitution, the 2007 Constitution te same problem still

existed. There were no subordinate laws for ttages (NGO 2).

It is clear that the Thai legal framework does aygbropriately support public participation
(Ogunlanaet al, 2001). This inadequacy in relevant regulation rhayexplained by the
desire of the decision-makers or the governmentetdaim power (Petts, 2003). The
subordinate laws and regulations for public pgsaton are required. There is a
considerable empirical evidence of insufficient sideration of legal and fiduciary

obligations in the assessment process in Canadae(di al, 2007; O'Faircheallaigh,
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2007). In those cases, it was found that publicippation was encouraged in the EIA
process; however, there was a limited opporturatyttie indigenous peoples as a part of
the decision-making process. Legislation shouldrédsed to encourage indigenous
participation. Steinemann (2001) indicated thatligytarticipation often occurred too late

in the EIA process and could not extensively infleeethe design of alternatives.

Third, a resource provision, especially of inforioat held by the government or the
developer, was pointed out as a critical problemdByinterviewees. Clearly, in the Hin
Krut case, even where there was some legal sufgattie right of citizens to access the
crucial information that impacted their lives, theblic could not get all the information
they wanted. This was because the NEQA 1992, the Tonstitution 1997, and the
Office Information Act 1997 clearly stated that thablic has a right to know and to
access official information, but there is an exmaptif the information is confidential

(Office of the Council of State, 1992, , 1997b).

Accordingly, occasionally, the government cannatvpte all kinds of information to the
public because, legally, the public may not getoimfation if that information is
confidential. In this case, when the public reqgiire-depth information from both the
government and the developer, there was a conspvieecause, occasionally, some
information was defined and kept confidential fechnical reasons. For example, the
government could not provide an unapproved EIA refmthe public since it was still in
the approval process so it was treated as beinfjdemtial information by the legal
definition. Thus, the officers could not reveal sthinapproved information to the
requestors without any permission from the ownerthe authorisers. The following is a

quote from one governor:

“If the public wanted to know information in theAcfreport but it was still in the
consideration process, we could not disclose itsi&sdly, if someone made a
comment on the draft report, the project owner dalécline that recommendation
because it was just a draft report. The developmria claim that it was a draft
report that could be adapted all the time. For theason that during the
consideration process, the secretariat and the gxqmnmittee called this report a
‘draft’ and it was also keep as a confidential domnt. Importantly, if the EIA

report was in the reviewing process, any measuoetddoe changed or adapted at
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anytime depending on the consideration of the teahncommittee. If the
committee thought that the impacts from the prageetsignificant or serious, they
might ask the project owner to revise the mitigajpwogrammes and resubmit the
EIA report again. After the authorities had complgtapproved it, then we could
open it. We could then put the report in our librdor the public to retrieve it or

study it” (Central government officer 1).

Conversely, one developer argued that they hadodisd every related document such as

the contract and the EIA report. However, they douabt give the public all the

information they needed if that would be matertald competitor. He explained this issue

as follows:

“In fact, some documents such as the contract batwbe government and the
company contained some confidential sections. Wl ot reveal to the public.

We could disclose all documents except some gdawever, since the contract
was related to both the government and the company the public want it, we

had to get an approval from the government befoekeasing it” (Project

proponent 1).

One interviewee presented an interesting idea ah@uissue in the following statement:

“The system of how the public could get informatamml give a comment was very
unclear. In particular, when the document was ckdimio contained confidential
information, the authorities might not reveal it.oW to define the term of
‘confidential’ was also problematic and complicatddhis issue needed to be made

clear to every party’(Freelance researcher 1).

This barrier is also a critical problem in practinether countries. The empirical evidence

of public participation studies in the Czech RepulBranis and Kruzikova, 1994), the
UK (Petts, 2003), Bulgaria (Almer and Koontz, 200A)rkey (Gunes and Coskun, 2005),
and China (Tangt al, 2008) presented that public participation in depment decisions

were constrained through a weak framework and #édiimn of environmental legislation.

Gunes and Coskun (2005) found that the regulatibiciwcould not fully reflect current
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social, economic and environmental realities cob@timper the effectiveness of the

participation process.

7.2.3.2 Ambiguity in legislation and guideline

As discussed earlier, prior to the 1997 Constitytipublic participation has been
identified in many laws, regulations, and governtiseaction plans such as the Office of
the Prime Minister's regulations concerning pubhearing, the NEQA 1992tc
However, these laws and regulations did not cleagvide detail about public
participation processes or methods (MallikamarQ@9Bureekul, 2004). The Hin Krut
power plant was largely in progress in 1996, whbe early stages of a public
participation regulation was emphasised via an ancement of the 1997 Constitution,
and the public hearing regulation has also jusinbleenched. The different types of
participation addressed by these different laws eeglilations seem to be a practical
problem and need to be worked out properly (Kingi&thipok's Institute, 2004).

For example, the guidelines for putting public jggpation into practice are unclear. As
presented in this case, the main law, the NEQA 1&8ERvs the public to participate in
assessing and monitoring environmental standartshbuesponsible organisations were
faced with ambiguous guidance. 14 intervieweestifieth an ambiguity in legislation and
guidelines in relation to public participation piiae as one barrier to effective

participation. One interviewee gave details that:

“The law and guideline were unclear on how to iveolthe public over an
environmental problem issue and how to conductipyidrticipation. Thus, the
responsible organisations did not do well in plarmand preparing to involve lay
people in the process. This might be because tidegad know how to implement
the process (NGO 2).

Another officer explained that:

“At that time the 1997 Constitution was just lauadrand the Public Hearing Act
1996 was just adopted. We never used them befogeoginised that the Hin Krut

power plant was started before the new constitutidawever, the public were
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very concerned about their rights and communityhtsgin protecting the
environment in their communities. My departmenedrito develop public
participation in the EIA in the 1997 Constitutidmyt we did not have this before.
We had no practical experience. At first, we cowdtirelease the EIA report to the
public since it was in a reviewing process. We hadsk the UPDC before we
could publish it. However, it was better when théliz Official Information Act
was adopted. The public could obtain easier actegbe information. As | told
you before, there was no law which mentioned thateveloper needed to involve
the public. Consequently, when the procedures wacotear, we could not force
the project owner to provide public participatioefbre they got the license from
the industrial department. There was no mentionanty law. When one law
covered this practice, there was also no examplé® developer. They could not

do the right approach to involve the publi¢Central government officer 1).

This finding tallies with findings elsewhere, faxaanple, the study of Blahna and Yonts-
Shepard (1989), which stated that the public’s g@aight not be achieved and public
participation might not be successful because d¢&ck of guidelines on conducting

interactive public involvement.

Since there was no case study of effective pubdidippation, the project proponent
argued that“the practice was constrained by an imprecise guica for practicing”
(Project proponent 2). The developer was uncleaw o engage the public in
participation processes and activities and at #mestime the public also were not clear
how to participate or whether they should take pathe project. One developer claimed
that:

“Bad planning in the project was a weak point iropiding public participation.
Possibly, this could result from an unclear guideliln fact, at the time or even at
present, in Thai society we hardly had a good exangd effective public
participation. There was no good example to show kize public participation

process really worked. This limited our practicapertise” (Project proponent 1)
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One officer supposed thdtin the future, development projects might be thedth the
same problem since the project owner is afraid w¥olving the public” (Local
government 2). The findings of Vari (2004) and Qkedt al. (2009) support what was
found in this case. They highlighted a lack of noetibiogical knowledge to manage public

participation procedures as a factor hinderingetifiectiveness of public participation.

Additionally, one researcher stressed that in pradt was very difficult to define who the
public and stakeholders were. This was supportedrt®y academic who also indicated
that, “How to identify stakeholders was still a key preivl in Thailand?”(Academic 1).

This problem leads to another important issue. @searcher supposed that

“In practice, it was problematic to decide who skbuparticipate in the
participation process. Should the public be the samevery case? How could we
define who were the public, who were impacted meopind who were
stakeholders? What were the guidelines for thessors? If we could not
correctly define who stakeholders were, we could wentify appropriate
participants in the participation process. Conseuplie how to define effective

public participation is also crucial and complicale (Freelance research 2)?

As the developer did not clearly understand hovagproach and involve lay people, at
the beginning they approached the public by firstigking contact with the local
government, the local village leaders, then localigs and finally the local people. This
might be because the local village leaders, inipdar Phoo Yai Ban and Kam Nan
which are the local leader positions in Tambon Adstrative Organisation (TAO), had
an important role in their communities because theye to work and cooperate with the
local authority and lay people. Usually, they amdlwnown and accepted and they know
everything about the community (Klein, 2003). Thile developer who wants to initiate
any development project in the community is priadipwilling to make a good contact
with them and asks for their recommendations. 8aaitly, the local village leader
seemed to have more opportunities to participat@any participation activities than the
lay people. For example, in this case a large nurobcal leaders were invited to have
fieldtrips both inside and outside the country. {Be contrary, this may be a barrier of a
true representative of the whole community becaaseasionally, the local leaders and

the local villagers may have different opinionse&ly, in this case, a large number of
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villagers disagreed with their leaders since mdghe latter supported the power plant.

Consequently, conflict in this different idea wasrged.

According to Hughes (1998), unclear wording in $tgfion and guidelines was a
significant barrier to managing and encouragingearticipatory processes. Thus, clear
legislation and guidelines of how to practice pabparticipation programmes and

techniques are essentially needed.

7.2.3.3 Legal enforcement

A number of scholars point out that Thai environtaémaws and regulations are not
effectively implemented and enforced (Mallikamd996; Bureekul, 2000). It was found
in this case that, not only was there a lack otigpation laws and regulations, their

enforcement was still a problem. One leader optiaéestors stated that:

“It could not be said that there were many laws afbpublic participation. It did
exist but the problem was about how to use therctefély. Actually, the
implementation of public participation was bettkat it was in the past. However,
this resulted from the strong social movement nathan the law enforcement. We
had to accept that the enforcement of the enviromnewns in Thailand was
ineffective” (NGO 2).

This research finding is consistent with that ofrauma (2003), Abdel-Massih (2005),
Gunes and Coskun (2005) and Okadtaal. (2009). That is an ineffective implementation
and enforcement of the regulations promulgatingipyiarticipation was a key barrier to

achieve effective process and could lead to mowera@mental problems and conflicts.

There is a need to implement and enforce the regntarelated to public participation

effectively. Particularly, in Thailand while the lgic hearing is acknowledged as a tool to
ensure the transparency of a project, there isnfmr@ement, by any laws or regulations,
for the government authorities to conduct publi@arivgs before project approval, in

particular no law enforces the findings of the pubkaring (Ogunlanat al, 2001).

“We do not have a regular public hearing law; wevkaonly a Prime Minister’s

Public Hearing Order. It is not a standard. Besidese know that the developer
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has to follow the EIA monitoring programmes, bugytlare usually ignored. For
example, in the Suvarnabhumi airport case, the el#ort required the developer,
the government, to move the impacted people frenmdiise nuisance away from
the affected area but nothing happened. The impgat®ple were still there, the
airport could be constructed. When these peopledpnbthis issue to the court, the
result was that the project could not be closed miéov economic reasons. People
only just got compensated. Actually, the EIA inthdathat the affected people
must be relocated before the airport is operation@h enforcement of the EIA
measurement and monitoring programmes were nottefédy applied” (Local
leader 3).

This issue should be mentioned and a solution sourgfently by all relevant parties, in

particular the government and the public. One Itezadler suggested that:

“... In the Thai legal system, there were no supmbregulations to fulfill these
law enforcements. In fact, the 1997 constitutionl lzdready decreed that the
public must be heard. These laws must be cleariitenrand be considered as

tools that could be applied effectivelf’ocal leader 1).

7.3 Recommendations from research findings

This section presents recommendations suggestdtelgsearch interviewees to improve
the public participation process in the Thai cohtexthe future. To progress the public
participation process as well as to increase thiectfeness of the decision-making
process, interviewees discussed their ideas whintesmes were different depending on
their knowledge and experience. For instance, s@sgondents wanted the government
to change their roles and to be more decentraliSethe wanted to see the participation
process be more transparent. Importantly, recomatems$ from this research
exemplified not only how to effectively achieve abjic participation process, but also
how to implement a development project effectivbly employing appropriate public

participation.
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7.3.1 Timing of public participation programme: Early and on-going
participation

An important question for facilitating a public gampation programme is when the public
should be involved in the processes (Chess anceRPut®99) since timing of conducting
public participation is crucial to achieve effeeiness (Creighton, 2005; Vantanen and
Marttunen, 2005; Flynn, 2008). In this study, aagreumber of interviewees raised the
issue of timing to conduct public participation as important factor of effective
participation. 19 of 23 in-depth interviewees sigjgd that participation processes should
begin before key decisions have been made andplake at the early planning stage of
the project. Additionally, 95% of affected villagefelt that it was very important that
participation should occur as soon as possible.dfieer explained that:

“l think it is very important that the public shauhave a chance to participate in
any decisions respecting a development projediabeginning, before the project
would be launched with appropriate methods for thEablic participation should
not be created after the project has kicked ofe Tdtal people should be involved
before the project was initiated; before the cantflwas created” (Central

government officer 1).

The importance of an early involvement of the pubh the participation process is
confirmed by a great number of researchers (Thod®285; Shepherd and Bowler, 1997,
Chess and Purcell, 1999; Huttunen, 1999; Paler894,9, 1999b; Furia and Wallace-
Jones, 2000; Welp, 2001; Bickerstagt al, 2002; Sinclair and Fitzpatrick, 2002,
Adomokai and Sheate, 2004; Boatlal, 2004; Hartley and Wood, 2005; Tippett al,
2005). These studies agreed that public partiopathould be taken place early enough to
allow the public or stakeholders input to have dfece on the decisions or an
implementation of the project. They concluded #haevelopment project which included
an earlier participation process would have lesatrogersy and opposition from

stakeholders.

301



Chapter 7

Ashford and Rest (1999) and Rajvanshi (2003) st#tedl early participation enabled
citizens to meaningfully engage in discussionsseties, options, and consequences. They
agreed that if the decision has already been madetwe public cannot influence it; the
public participation process would be worthless. damfirm the importance of early
involvement in a participation process, one projgoponent presented an interesting idea
from the view of the process organiser that it wideg much better to spend plenty of time
at the beginning to make the people understandaandpt the project. The opposition
would be reduced and the project could be a suckkesgave his idea as below:

“From the past experience, if | could choose, | Wiolike to spend more time at
the beginning. | prefer to get people involvedha project at the beginning. Time
spent at the beginning means we have a strongggaation process. If we let the
public get involved and have an argument from tlgirming, the problems are
less and could be earlier to solve. In this cadetha beginning everything was
fast, the contract was signed very quickly, butgbblic participation process was
not appropriately established. When the conflicsveaeated, we could not get
back to solve everything at the beginning. Evehtuttie project was delayed and
cancelled. So if | could choose, | choose to be slbthe beginning and get fast

later” (Project proponent 1).

This finding supports O'Faircheallaigh’s (2009) testaent that corporations have
increasingly recognised that they could not rurirtbesiness or projects unless they were
accepted by, and met the needs of, the public éafweir project's execution. Loring
(2007) found that development projects conquerigd kevels of public acceptance were
more likely to succeed in their implementation tipaojects attaining low levels of public
acceptance.

Based on evidence of late involvement, many schodeigue that public participation
should be initiated early in the decision-makinggass to define and formulate the
problems and be sustained throughout (Chess am@lRPur999; Palerm, 1999a; Ogunlana
et al, 2001). In the Hin Krut case, the following stagrhsupports this view:

“To make public participation processes more effextthe public should be
provided a genuine opportunity to participate iparticipation programme which
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should occur early and throughout the entire derisinaking process. The public
views should influence the decision. There alsaulshbe some participation in
how the problem is defined, what the solutions amd how they are evaluated,
and which solution is selected and wh{{freelance Researcher 1).

Additionally, nine out of 23 in-depth interviewessiggested that public participation
should not only be started at a very early stage,tbshould also be implemented at all
levels of decisions in particular at the nationaliqy and planning level. One interviewee

explained that:

“When thinking about when public participation shaidbe conducted, the answer
is that it should be started early and reasonaklgrtainly, public participation is
essential in every stage and level of decisiong Jévernment and the project
proponents have to start to talk and consult whke public, in particular the
affected people, as soon as possible. We need boabestorming, planning, and
studying, at the beginning not in the last steps Bpproach would let people gain
more useful information for their decision abou firoposed project. They would
talk about the resources, how to use and distriliugs well as how to control the
impact, especially the pollution. The stakeholdgmsuld think together ... work
together. Finally, if the public state that theyndowant it, the authorities should
accept this, and don't force thenfRGO 2).

The research finding supports what House (1999pbStand Bruce (2000), Momtaz
(2002) and Badr (2009) indicated in their studieat,tin order to achieve meaningful
public participation, it should take place at awerarly and every stage of the
development project, particularly at the points mehall opportunities are still open and
the public’'s comments and options could be conetleand enforced. Involving
stakeholders, in particular local people, in proj@evelopment processes would lead to
better decisions. Importantly, this practice is enbkely to be publicly accepted (Loring,
2007).

Also related to the time issue, one scholar gavat@nesting point that a suitable time to
involve the public would be the convenient time the public not the regular working

day. He presented his suggestion in the followingtation:
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“For the timing issue, it should be a most convahitane for the local villagers. It

means their free time or after they finish theiutioe work from their field. People

could come to join in participation activities wlexer they want which is

convenient to them. The authority project ownersugh always be available for

the public to consult. In big communities, the preations or meetings should be
conducted a number of times to inform and engagplpeeffectively. We must
recognise their available time(Freelance researcher 1).

It can be concluded early involvement was crumahthieve effective participation, and
needed to be rigorously executed. As one intervigated: “an involvement of
stakeholders should start as early as possibleesihis could prevent conflicts and help to
reveal hidden issues that may cause any probleitas’ |§Freelance researcher 1). This
finding agrees with Petkovat al's (2002) statement that an early implementation of
public participation can reduce the opportunitydonfrontation between opposing parties
and also minimise both the number and the magnitfdeonflicts arising over the

project’s life time.

7.3.2 Multiple and appropriate participation techniques

Although a need for effective public collaboratiand participation has been increasing
and yielded abundant literature, the process itsaifiains challenging due to many
perspectives of what a public participation formaght be for any specific endeavour
(Webler et al, 2001). In the Hin Krut case, 12 interviewees ¢atitd that to make the
public participation process meaningful, the authes should employ a multiplicity of
techniqgues or formats to engage the public becdhse public would have more
opportunities to be involved in the process anceremito dialogue. One interviewee

explained that:

“In my opinion, there should be different opporties for people to get into the
process. | think using multiple methods is a gopgraach. So that whenever
people want to make any comments they can haveabesagys to do that. It would

be less convenient for people to be involved in ghexess, when only a few
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methods were employed. Sometimes, if people weravaable to present their
idea at one particular forum then they could jom the process later(Local

government officer 4).

Strong evidence for using multiple participatiosheiques as a means to reach effective
participation was enlightened by many scholarsgf@ample, Simmons (1994), Chess and
Purcell (1999), Al-Kodmany (1999), and Owen al. (2008). They suggested in their
studies that multiple participation methods weraeaneffective than a single technique to
provide the public with increased familiarity withpd awareness of, the process. In the
Czech EIA system, Richardsagt al. (1998) illustrated that a broad range of public
participation techniques was employed in the desisnaking process, which facilitated
the prospect of stronger public participation ia EHA system.

In practice, a combination of participation methadsld be more fruitful than application
of only one specific technique, for the reason thatsingular technique can fulfill all
requirements of the participation process in evamytext (Sinclair, 2004) and different
public participation techniques can complement lidts of other(s) (Smith, 1984;
Coenenet al, 2008). Fiorino (1990) suggested that for the nsrecessful approach for
effective public participation, the authorities altbemploy multiple techniques such as
large public hearings, workshops, seminars, inféionabrochures, and other techniques
to sustain a high level of public participationdifferent stages of the decision-making

process.

A number of research studies confirmed the benefitasing multiple and appropriate
participation methods when running public partitipa programmes (Praxis, 1988;
Stewart and Sinclair, 2007). Facilitating multipleblic participation techniques to solicit
people’s viewpoints is one effective approach tsuea the representativeness of the
participants (Vantanen and Marttunen, 2005), ahd process would be more accessible
and get wider involvement and interest from a wideblic (Al-Kodmany, 1999; House,
1999; Tippettet al, 2005; Stringeret al, 2006). According to Stringeet al. (2006),
employing different participation methods at diéfiet phases of a participatory planning
process would encourage maximum public input amtggaation. This is because people
usually favour different levels and methods of iggrating (Stewart, 2005). A study of

participation processes in the United States byoSsan and Robbins (2000) showed that
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a combination of methods could help to accuratelgniify citizen’s opinions and

concerns and provide the public genuine informaéind an opportunity to think about, or
work out, a problem and its solution. For examph@re traditional techniques such as
public hearings and public surveys can involvedagyoups of the population (Creighton,
2005), whilst focused workshops or local eventsid@onsider a broader range of local

interests more effectively (Horning, 1999).

Despite the fact that public participation techmigjiare numerous with a wide range of
potential applications, frequently only very fewe aamployed in the process (Creighton,
2005). In practice, one of the most common adnretise problems of the participation
process is deciding which technique to employ thiea® participation objectives
(Wiedemann and Femers, 1993; Kiegal, 1998), and constructive public participation
(Danielset al, 1996)? This is because the choice of public gagtion techniques could
impact on the usefulness of the results, the qualfiparticipation, and the acceptance of
the processes (Thomas, 1995; Vantanen and Marit@oés).

A number of commentators highlighted that the ssg&cef selecting participation
techniques is extremely dependent on their apptgress and fithess to the purpose,
specific project, situations, affected publics, andtional contexts (Mermet, 1991,
Thomas, 1995; Shepherd and Bowler, 1997; Raimo@dl;2Sinclair, 2004; Stringest
al., 2006). This is because different techniques ast buited to different contexts and
problems (Laird, 1993; Thomas, 1995). For examplghlic meetings are useful in
informing the public and soliciting people’s ideakile they might not be suitable to
integrate the public’'s values in the decision-mgkirocess (Raimond, 2001). One
interviewee explained thatparticipation programme should be planned specificthe
conditions of decisions case by case and its atnfiblution approach should be
appropriate with in its contexts(Academic 1). In particular, Thai society is compénd
unique in its characteristics (Boonsathorn, 20§ selected participation techniques
should fit with the Thai culture and contexts whigad to less confrontation among

stakeholders (Academic 1). One interviewee highdidthat:

“A public participation process will be more effa when it is designed
collectively maintaining awareness about the speascumstances of the

situation. The authorities must carefully selea #ppropriate methods, to both
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conditions and parties involved, to engage, comoataiand participate with the

public” (Freelance researcher 1).

Agreeing with this finding, Simmons (1994), Thon(@995) and Shepherd and Bowler
(1997) identified that selected participation teges should suit the participants and
match the expect outcomes from, and current stigthe process. Thomas (1995) and
Halvorsen (2001) also suggested that participateshniques should be convenient,
accessible, and attractive. In this study, a coaplaterviewees stated that the best way to
design a public participation process to be appatprwith a specific situation and

community was to involve the public by consultihgin at the beginning of the designing

process.

“From my experience, there was a common mistake ttie public participation
process was designed without any discussion wi¢h pilblic. More often, we
ended up with an unsuccessful process. The progeamas conducted in ways
that did not meet with the public needs. As a tegdople did not join; they did
not participate. If you did not know how to get pleain the process, you just go to
the community, make friends with them, and ask tih@mthey want to share their
idea and get involved(NGO 2).

Besides, three interviewees argued that a seleptiocess needed careful consideration

and the organiser’s skills. One of them explairred:t

“In Thai society, we need our own approach to sahe conflict and to get people
to participate. A special method is needed sincenaxee special characteristics.
For example, there is gap between the elders aadhéw generation group due to
differences in education and culture which maldifitcult to balance these ideas”
(Academic 1).

To achieve effective participation, practitionen®gld pay attention to the types of issues;
problems and decisions so that they can predictrataly what kind of information, input
and outcome they need from the processes (Thon&80); 1Abelsonet al, 2007;
O'Faircheallaigh, 2010). This is because diffetgpes of information and knowledge are
drawn upon and utilised in different stages of aigien process (Coenen, 2008b), and
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different participation techniques provide differetypes and formats of valuable
information which are appropriate for differentge#a of the participation process (Al-
Kodmany, 1999; Creighton, 2005; Coenen, 2008b).omamtly, sufficient resources and
information are also required and need to be aawmtiwith each participation technique
(Creighton, 2005). Attention to these attributedl wnable the authority to choose the
right mechanism for the public participation prac¢abelsonet al, 2007). For example,

the case study by Huitema (2008), found that angsgme who had accessed the
participation process during the consultation anduiry stages could receive and
determine the information as well as provide fee#badowever, in less participatory
stages, such as occur in regional planning, citpaarels were facilitated to solicit an input

from experts at the first stage.

Accordingly, Thailand urgently needs to find appia mechanisms of public
participation which suit with the specific conte{tThai society in order to bring peace to
the country as a hole (Nicro and Apikul, 1999). Gmerviewee pointed out that in the
Thai context there was a need to shift away fraditional participation methods with a
typically large and formal structure to smaller,formal and more collaborative

approaches.

“In my opinion, informal approaches such as workiggoups or unofficial
meetings were appropriate. This would support clagerking and discussion. In
our society, searching for a consensus needed iabff meetings and
deliberations. When we thought about the commiitessemed to be very official.
This could cause barriers between the local peapid the developer or the
government. The authorities needed to rethink almder available techniques
which suit our contexts. If it was possible, weudti@evelop our own technique to
engage the lay people in the decisions or projebts affected their lives”
(Academic 1).

Agreeing with this finding, Kinget al. (1998), Horning (1999), Chaisomphebal(2004)
and Sinclairet al. (2009) agreed that participation techniques shoute away from
static and reactive processes toward more dynammigractive and deliberative
participation processes. Similarly, Aasetre (20@@)cated that formal participation was

not always a guarantee for a real influence indéeision-making process. According to
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Daniels and Walker (1996; 2001), Halvorsen (2001 Bickerstaffet al. (2002), public
participation methods became less focused on gatheformation from a wide range of
the public, and concentrated more on becoming meliberative and interactive, with the
emphasis on achieving agreement among a small grogbakeholders. In agreement,
Barnes (1999), House (1999), Diduck and Sincla@0g), Jabbour and Balsillie (2003)
and Graham (2004) identified that informal partitipn techniques and activities within
small group could facilitate effective participatiorhese techniques could contribute co-
operation, deliberation, democracy and ultimatgipraciating the different views since
the members were more likely to have adequate tymtes to speak and equally
distributed decision-making power. Importantly, therticipants’ relationships were well
developed through a small group discussion forflaése methods are useful means of
reaching the silent majority’s voices which aregfrently overlooked in a direct approach
(House, 1999).

However, the small group format has some disadgastaGraham (2004) indicated one
of its difficulties was a problem of the choicevdfiere to sit has on what kind of exchange
took place and what kind of conversation was credasically, participants preferred to
sit down with people with whom they are already ifean This could limit the degree to
which relationships actually build up among theeradiees who were new to them since
most people sat and communicated with people whnay already knew or had the same

ideas in common.

Traditional techniques for public participation drequently perceived as necessary only
as part of a command and control strategy (Well@99). Fiorino (1996a) argued that
due to the participation gap between public expectaand their actual power, citizens
persistently called for alternative approaches that only provided information to
citizens, but also defined and deliberated the esswith the authorities. This was
confirmed as a result of a study of public par@tipn initiatives across local government
in UK. The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (Z)0reported that, although the
traditional participation techniques, such as mubieetings and surveys were widely used
and accepted in engaging the public, there wasuaatic rise in the application of more

innovative techniques of participation.
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The research finding related to the Hin Krut powkmnt demonstrated strong evidence to
support this notion. A great number of affectedagérs called for more innovative
approaches which would provide them which more dpipdties to participate in a more
meaningful way. One local leader stated that did not want to just receive information
from the developers or the government. We needéa t@ble to discuss and deliberate
with them” (Villager 18). Confirming this finding, there is1ancreasing demand for an
alternative to traditional participation techniquwesich are more deliberative, democratic,
and consensus building (Fiorino, 1989; Depoe, 2004)s demand was highlighted in
many environmental case studies, for example, Dsaaied Walker (2001), Konisky and
Beierle (2001), Innes and Booher (2004), and Kawvghat al. (2005).

However, in some situations, collaborative paratign techniques need more
consideration before being carried out. Before wa#teng a collaborative effort, if the

conflict already exists, the authorities should fi@e that a conflict assessment is
conducted to find the problems and determine whetiey could be solved. This includes
an identification of stakeholders and their consernmportantly, collaboration can be

costly. A carefully consideration of costs is atsocial (Innes and Booher, 2004).

To go beyond the traditional approach, Fiorino (I98uggested features of public
participation techniques grounded in a more dentiscegoproach, such as: encouraging
direct participation of citizens with diverse opns; providing sufficient access to
information and resources; providing direct inté@t and discussion among
stakeholders. Along with this criticism, many sael and practitioners have been
challenged to articulate and develop alternativaigpation processes (Fiorino, 1989;
Depoe and Delicath, 2004).

Occasionally, the problem of effective participatites in the technique itself. A number
of participation techniques have no integral med@ranto transfer the outcome of
participation process to the decision-making pre¢€oenen, 2008b). In many cases, the
authorities usually commit to honour some of thesdcomes themselves. If the
participation techniques do not have a built-in haggsm to automatically incorporate
their outcomes from the participation process te thecision-making process, the
participation process would risk the decision-mak#ismissing this information and the

process may become separate from the genuine aleaisking context. This all leads to
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ineffective participation processes (Flynn, 2008pefien, 2008b). Besides, every
mechanism could be modified to account for its adeficies as well. For example, a
survey could provide a baseline to understand dluses of controversy in preparation for
a negotiation or a public hearing.

It could be summarised that there is no single otktor approach that can fit every
context and situations. Thus, the public partiegraprocess should be flexible, multiple,
and dynamic depending on the specific context amtlitions, and also meet with the
identified purposes, level of participation, thpdyg of decisions or projects, and the needs
and natures of stakeholders (Mermet, 1991; Simmd®894; Chess and Purcell, 1999;
Chess, 2000; Chaisomphah al, 2004; Churchman and Sadan, 2004; Strirgfeal,
2006). The selection of methods applied must befglly determined (Petts and Leach,
2000). A combination of methods appears best stredtto accurately gauge public
attitudes and preferences (Simonsen and Robbidg)2Barticularly, conflict over large-
scale projects is complex so that a solution wobkl complex and need more
consideration as well (Klein, 2003). A tailor-mapeblic participation process in every
specific context seems to be the best approaclthig\e effective public participation.
However, it should be kept in mind that public mapiation techniques do not guarantee
the success outcomes or predict the desired ousolwhen conducted with valid
methods, participation programmes are expectedelp the authority to accurately
identify the true values and judgments of the etz and lead to consensus building

among stakeholders.

7.3.3 Improving the educational system

As mentioned earlier, education was highlightedaasrucial constraint of effective
participation processes in this study. Of the 5Z2erinewees, 29 suggested that
stakeholders and all parties should have an oppitytio enhance their knowledge
through dialogue so that everyone participatinthenprocess could effectively share their
ideas and learn from each other, and most impdytaerid up with a desirable consensus.
Some commented that, in fact, the government aadtbject owner should provide all
affected people with an opportunity to increasér tleeel of understanding in the issues as

well as the various perspectives of participants.
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“In the participation process, the villagers or eyestakeholder need to be
informed and educated. The participants need tavkeiwough about the project or
the related matters so that they can make a dismusg an argument to present
their views and protect their concerns. How can ffaaticipants make their

comments credible if they do not have sufficientladge?”’(NGO 2).

A number of empirical studies by Simmons (1994ihc&iir and Diduck (1995), McCool
and Guthrie (2001), Webler and Tuler (2001), Jabland Balsillie (2003), Adomokai
and Sheate (2004), Stringetral.(2006), Yang (2007) and Sinclat al.(2008) reinforced
the importance of education and suggested thatp#rgcipation practitioners should
encourage learning process, educating people, apdtfention to promoting constructive
discourse to involve the public. One academic wlas been working in the public

participation field stated that:

“What works in Thai society in terms of effectiveblic participation is that a

process that engages usually a variety of stakemsltdeing in a forum where the
initial part of the process is dedicated to leampirio mutual understanding and
relationship building. Once people truly understaheir constitutional roles and

duties; they would realise how to protect theirhtg, and conflicts could be
minimised. If you reach that, then you can achisuecessful participation”

(Academic 1).

In agreement with this research finding, Jabboud &alsillie (2003), Russell and
Hampton (2006), Oweset al. (2008), and O'Faircheallaigh (2010) stated tHabugh a
learning process which allows for interaction amdilebration between people, the more
learned and educated participants could facilitatere effective approaches to
meaningfully and actively engage in the process,pbyducing a better analysis and
assessment of relevant information and alternatiViets is because appropriate education
and interaction allows participants to share infation, rethink an issue, make an
argument, consider alternatives, and create neasi(leierle and Cayford, 2002; Patk
al., 2006; O'Faircheallaigh, 2010). According to Be&tret al. (2001), people with a
relatively high level of education better recogdigke importance of incorporating other

parties’ views rather than their own in the proceéssiumber of commentators, such as
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Webler et al. (1995), Schneideret al. (1998), Jabbour and Balsillie (2003),
O'Faircheallaigh (2010) and Petts (2006), suggetitatithe concept of social learning
could develop mutual respect among stakeholder rtiet recoginse the differences in
attitudes and preferences amongst them. This coakk the stakeholders integrate these
differences with broad diverse and common interastsground the basis and rationality
for constructive deliberation to contribute potahalternatives to solve a shared problem

and, finally, reach consensus.

According to Diduck and Mitchell (2003), learninguid help people to overcome
personnel constraints on public participation, iartigular a lack of knowledge,

understanding or deliberative skill. In the Hin Koase, one respondent suggested that:

“There should be an educational process organisgdthe government or the
project proponents to increase public knowledgas TWould make these affected
people able to know what they were talking abont] people could effectively
exchange their ideas with them. Most importanthe villagers might increase

their trust in their government and the proje¢Ereelance Researcher ll).

Verification was presented in the studies by Blateeal. (2001), Carr and Halvorsen
(2001), Klein (2003) and Niskest al. (2003) that illustrated that educated citizens or
citizens who have sufficient knowledge about theuésand understood conditions were
more likely to engage in the participation procasd present their opinions. They were
more confident to participate in the process asviddals or even on behalf of the
community as a whole. Conversely, studies by Puan&003), Adomokai and Sheate
(2004), and Kinsella (2004) showed that withoutfisight technical knowledge and
confidence, the lay people could have difficulty participating and representing
themselves in the programmes and may not engageis extensive approaches. This
was because they felt that they could not conteilmtich into the forum.

Increasing the public and stakeholders’ awarendssh® environmental, social and
economical impacts of a development project is alscessary (Sinclair and Fitzpatrick,
2002; Primmer and Kyllonen, 2006; Nadeem and Ham26a8). Through a learning
process, the citizen could develop awareness ofribations to the issues and a

willingness to resolve the problems. During deldtems and discussion in the
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participation process, the participants would hawae opportunities to learn different
values and make arguments (World Bank, 1996).Udiss on public participation in the
Great Lakes region (Beierle and Konisky, 1999) wadershed planning initiatives in the
U.S.A. (Duram and Brown, 1999) presented the diganiice of the education issue. Their
findings showed that educating citizens motivatesht to recognise their contribution to
pollution and take more responsibility over the iemwvmental problems. Importantly,
people took more part in the decision-making pre@® public awareness on protecting

the environment was increased.

In summary, new and effective learning systems rageessary to achieve effective
participation in the Thai context. Education shobkl appropriately and continuously
available to the citizens, in particular at thedolevel (Pretty, 1995). However, it should
be realised that to develop participation capabibt the citizens and interested parties to
the point where they have a sufficient level of Wiexlge and be ready to be involved in
the participation process will take a long educsloprocess and require flexibility
(Tosun, 2006; Alberts, 2007). Similarly, AlbertsO() suggested that given sufficient
time, commitment, and interaction, lay people codilelop sufficient knowledge to
participate in a meaningful way. Healy (2008) iraded that effective participation should
account for how to construct knowledge and delitbezaskill through sound processes.
One interviewee stated thdeducation and knowledge of people is very impartim
effective participation. The citizens should hauéficient knowledge and sense of
environment in order to make a right decisiofRGO 2). This will eventually lead to

successful achievement of both participation andrenmental goals (Oweet al, 2008).

7.3.4 Strengthening public participation in the EIAsystem in Thailand

Although the EIA system has been adopted as a tooleduce and minimise
environmental impacts from large-scale developnmojects in Thailand for several
decades, public participation in the system hadeen effectively carried out because of
a number of practical constraints (Office of NatlRa@sources and Environmental Policy
and Planning, 2004; Stardadi al, 2004). In the Hin Krut case, many restrictiondhe

system were identified by the research interviewaeduding: a lack of public
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participation in the EIA procedures, inefficientgé requirements, unclear practical

guidelines, and improper institutional arrangements

7.3.4.1 Lack of public participation in the EIA pexlures

In the Thai EIA system, there was a lack of appaterpublic participation in the EIA
procedures. Five interviewees of in-depth intendeagreed that there should be an
appropriate approach to meaningfully integrate ijcupérticipation and the EIA process.
One civil servant stated that:

“To conduct the EIA study, there were a varietytaathniques to gain the public
opinions. It was dependent on the developers wmethod they preferred. These
techniqgues were varied in their practices and cpitge They could prefer to
involve the public by interview, focus group, magtor operational meeting, or
public hearing. These methods could be conductdu the representatives from
relevant parties or with stakeholders. However,réghevas no clear specific
approach allowing the public to directly involvecaimfluence the decision-making

process”(Central government officer 1).

Similarly, in the Taiwan EIA system, a lack of pahparticipation in the decision-making
stage was also found (Leat al, 1996). In contrast, Bell (2001b) suggest thateheere

many EIA patterns that successfully integrated pgheticipatory concept in its system.
Soneryd (2004) suggested that when EIA was condueiéh aiming to integrate the
public in environmental decisions, it could enatile public to influence the decisions.
Public participation should be incorporated throtigl project lifetime; at the beginning,

implementation, and monitoring stages.

Accordingly, the current EIA system in Thailand slibbe revised. There was a comment
that the process could be made more valuable andptable by containing useful

information from impacted people. One NGO arguex:th

“Public participation should be integrated into thievelopment process. It should
start from the EIA study which includes public mfi@ation, public hearing. After
that the developer gets the permission and constithe project. Then, the project
owner sets up a public relations programme, providinem the project
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information both on good and bad sides. Besides déwveloper should share the
benefits with the public such as providing partatipn activities and hiring staff
from the lay villagers. When the public participmatiis appropriately conducted,
there will be fewer problems and opposition sirfee public is always consulted.

The public concerns could not be overlookédGO 2).

7.3.4.2 Ineffective legal requirements

Based on 9 in-depth interviews, ineffective legajuirements of the EIA system caused
practical problems and controversy in many progestelopments in Thailand. This issue
is a critical problem in practice in the EIA and ABystems in many countries, such as
China (Yang, 2007), Pakistan (Nadeem and Hamee@B)28nd Kenya (Okellet al,
2009). It was found that public participation had heen successfully carried out. There
was a lack of implementation of compulsory requieets in the EIA system, including
inadequate enforcement. These studies recommenttedgthening current legal

requirements, adapting institutional arrangementsestablishing guidelines.

Furia and Wallace-Jones (2000) recommended thatldggal framework to foster
effectiveness of an EIA system should address pimvs of public participation practices
and its timely implementation, the accessibility ioformation and documents, and an
adequate time for formulating comments on the ptojéhese aspects should be clearly

illustrated with specific references.

7.3.4.3 Unclear practical guidelines

17 interviewees highlighted that EIA was not thesmeffective means to resolve the
problems since it still has many practical probleansing from its unclear practical
guidelines which included a lack of an effectivelégation of Social Impact Assessment
(SIA), a lack of specification of the types andlesaof development projects that should
be subjected to EIA, and a lack of an effectiveimmmental monitoring programme.

In this case, the social contexts were disregardée. project proponent did not have
sufficient information to explain to the public agdt their understanding and confidence.
A number of respondents stress that the systenmatichave an appropriate approach to
conduct SIA and this point led to conflict betwettre lay people and the developer

(Academic 1, NGO 1, 2, Local leader 3). As onervigavee highlighted:
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“It could be said that in Thailand, social aspeetere always overlooked. Many
people thought that if the project was subjecthte EIA process, accordingly, a
social impact assessment should meet the critdffee EIA system does not
emphasise all issues that the lay people are awadrein particular, social
problems and concerns. Actually, there were noifipeguidelines. There was no
legitimate enforcement to run the SIA. This coddse problems as wel(Local
leader 3).

Clearly in Thailand, SIA was not properly adopt@ahe interviewee suggested that:

“A sound integration of SIA and public participatian development projects is
crucial in Thailand as a possible way to tackle soeial problems and conflicts.
Indeed, SIA in development decision making has fasgmg practical constraints

and needs to be continually improve@cademic 1).

In agreement with this finding, a number of studiesfirmed the importance of SIA. For
example, Ricksoret al. (1990), Gagnoret al. (1993), Gagnon (1995), and Scott (1999)
found that public participation in SIA could impethe intelligence of decision-making
in resource development, and empower affected camtm@s in decision-making

processes to control their own territory and futdexelopment. This is because SIA is
fundamental to development as it is a learning ggeacontributing to communities and

societies learning to increase their abilities KRanet al, 1990).

One respondent made a comment that the procesgenfifying all of the potentially
affected communities and interested parties is lproatic from a lack of regulatory

guidelines. He suggesed:

“How to identify stakeholders was still a key prefl in Thailand? Who had an
authorisation to say you were the impacted groupdesmhe others were not?
There was no responsible party to do this. Impdiyaninformation about

stakeholders, context, and controversy are esdeatid needed to be carefully
considered by the authorities in order to sele@ thost appropriate participants
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for the each activity. In Thailand, supported lafws this particular issue are still

lacking” (Academic 1).

In this study, three interviewees stressed thatetheas a need to revise a list of
specification of the types and scales of developrpasjects that needed the EIA study to
be updated with the current situations of environtale problems. One interviewee

suggested that:

“Clear lists of additional project types which potelly caused serious impact to
the environment and should pass the EIA reportreefts implementation is
urgently required. There should be a revised predes this issue. Some types of
manufacturing process should be added even wherprtiject is not a large-scale
project since it could cause severe impacts tetheronment. Relevant guidelines

are also necessary and some should be revisedIHs (Fecelance research 1).

Confirmed by King Prajadhipok’s Institute (2007pafrethanya and Perera (2009), in the
Thai EIA system, there were a number of projectgadrticular small- and medium-scale

infrastructure development projects that did naech& issue an EIA report despite the
high potential to affect the environment afterafseration. This issue must be considered
urgently. This problem is also found in other cow@st Branis and Kruzikova (1994)

investigated the public participation in the ElAs®@m in the Czech Republic and found
that a list of projects which required the EIA repeas too broad and misleading to be a

good basis for assessment.

Ineffective implementation and monitoring programme
There were many arguments that the environmentaitorong programmes proposed for
after the project is operational in the EIA repadre not sufficient and the developer
usually dismissed them. Besidék) Thailand, there was no procedure for the pulticc
review the EIA report”(Central government officer 1). More than two-tlsirdf the
villagers did not believe that the project’'s moning programmes could control any
impacts to the environment from its operation. Trieffective environmental monitoring
programmes of the Mae Moa coal-fired power planjgmt was the key concern that made
most of the affected communities not believe inséhgprogrammes. The subsequent
response was an example of this opinion:
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“Actually, the developer did inform the local vijars about the monitoring
programme of the power plant; however, they did lmglteve it. They disagreed
with this project. The project opponents did th@iotests at many places such as
the offices of the MONRE, and the MOI. There wemeesofficial staff on one side,
the affected villagers sat on the other side anchroented that the power plant
could affect their communities. The officers tdld protestors not to worry since
the project’s technology and monitoring programnaeild mitigate the impacts
but the local villagers did not believe this claifrhe villagers strongly disagreed,
no way. Finally, the project was stopped and theytdecided to move out from
Ban Krut” (NGO 1).

Likewise, Badr (2009) and Trethanya and Pereraqp®und that the EIA system in
Egypt and Thailand, respectively, have placed smaalphasis on the operation and
monitoring phases of development projects. Thiseduhe problem of people’s distrust
in the project’s monitoring plans. The similar stagnt was evident in other countries,
such as, Canada (Sinclair and Fitzpatrick, 200@ed&n (Soneryd, 2004) and England,
Wales and Denmark (Loring, 2007). These studiesvstothat the public should be
provided an opportunity to participate in an impéation of development project not
only at an early stage but also after the projeas &lready constructed and operated,

particularly in the monitoring and auditing process

7.3.4.4 Improper institutional arrangements

Drawing from the research findings, there were mlper of respondents who mentioned
that improper institutional arrangements in the iTBBA system caused difficulties in

development projects. In this study, improper tnsbnal arrangements included: site
selection process; a lack of authorities who eveluhe EIA report; inappropriate

organising of the EIA consulting companies; andaekl of application of Strategic

Environmental Assessment (SEA).

First, an ineffective site selection process waghlighted by 12 in-depth interviewees.
Actually, there was a discussion about how to timel most appropriate location for any

development projects. One freelance researcheestegyan approach as follows:
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“To find out the site location, we must searchtfoe most suitable area. GIS could
help to find the right region. Any technique cob&lused to find out 4-5 nominee
sites, and then we could conduct focus groups gipanticipation technique to get

the public ideas. At this stage, economical andasagsues could be considered. If
the study shows which area is not appropriate agid gesistance from the public,
it can be stopped at the beginning. The preferoadtion should be confirmed at
the very beginning{Freelance research 1).

Confirming this finding, Petts (2003; 2004) indedtthat site selection was an intrinsic

technology process, relating to the definition »flasive and inclusive selection criteria

and a verification that the sites were approprsate met these criteria. This process was
usually undertaken by the authorities or the deyais.

Nine interviewees recommended that when the goventimad initiated any development
project, it should have the candidate sites in hdimgn, the public participation process
should be started to select the most advantagecasidn in agreement with the affected
community. This approach benefits every party sinceould prevent any dispute that

would arise later.

“Actually, the project must be kicked off by thevgmment. At first, the
government should search for the optimum locatibydgtself. The government
should find out which locations are possible andadle to construct a power
plant. Then the government should conduct a pyi@iticipation process. It may
organise a public hearing or any participation adties with the public and have
to inform their citizens that the project was owrigdthe government, we don’t
know which private company will be an operator.| Tleém that the country needs
the power plant for which fuel could be either matugas or coal to produce
electricity to support our demand. Explain why tlasation is suitable and what
kind of benefit the community would gain. Imporgnthe government must ask
for their opinions and feedback on whether theytwhe project to be located in
their community. Then the government will know Whiommunity needs the
project and which community does not want it. thils process, the government
would get some optimum locations where the locapjfgewould accept the project

in hand. After that the government could run theti&mn process. The company
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presents its technology and price. The winning @mgpcould choose the suitable
location for building its project. Then the devetoronducts more participation

with the lay people, gives them more informatidrihé indigenous people accept
the project at the beginning, the problems shod@diécreased. The conflict would
be easier to solve. This approach benefits eveyesiblder. The government and
the country have the development project. The dpeelcould do their business
without opposition. The local villagers gain betefrom the projects and get their
compensation. This is a win-win solution. The gowesnt has to do hard work
which it should do”(Project proponent 1).

One villager also argued thé&tf the public gets involved at the beginning, tbenflicts
could be decreased. However, it depends on whdtadma how much of the benefits that
the community could gain{Freelance research 1). 2 respondents suggestetbtkite a
development project on the government’s land cbeldne solution. This idea was shown

in the following statement:

“From my point of view, the government could couastrthis kind of facility at its

own property. If the development project is proedssy the private sector, it can
offer the developer to select the suitable sitenftbe list. If the government does
have any appropriate location in hand, it shoulddfiout and agree with the lay

people before’(Local leader 5).

Empirical studies on the siting process of wastaagament in Germany and Switzerland
(Schneideeet al, 1998), and U.K. (Petts, 2003; 2004) suggestetiftti@e public could be

directly involved in and learn through the siteestibn process as well as an application
of selection criteria to site identification, the®uld provide more benefits since they

would be able to make a consideration on whatrdaetoffs should be.

Second, three respondents highlighted that therery a few staff in the Environmental
Impact Assessment Department who will be direatlyolved in all of the EIA issues.
This, occasionally, limited the state capacity amefully considering the EIA report and
making correct recommendations on the report iretifwo interviewees stated that a
lack of authorities who evaluate the EIA report v@agroblem in implementing the EIA
process. One government officer argued that:
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“The number of staff is not balanced with the potgethat need to be considered.
In some periods, there was a massive amount of.vikak example the officers

had to consider the project, conduct a meeting, seice the community at the
same time. Sometimes they had too many meetirgggeimveek and had to go to
the site if there was any complaint. They had avheaork load. In some

departments, there were few staff and they coutdcamplete everything in the
limited time” (Central government officer 1).

Similarly, to strengthen the EIA procedures, Simcdad Fitzpatrick (2002) and Nadeem
and Hameed (2008) suggested that adequately qualditaff and support, in particular for
enforcing the EIA requirements and inspecting tlmitoring programmes, are necessary
and need to be fulfilled. One interviewee suggested: “in the Thai EIA system, the
authorities should be provided administrative power impose fines or stop any
development project breaking EIA requiremend§GO 2). In this case, it was clear that
the ONEP were not authorised to cancel the projeey could only make a comment to

the developer advising of improvements.

Additionally, sincerity and willingness in solvirtpe problems and bringing benefits to
the public were deemed essential to achieve effegiocess. One interviewee explained
that:

“In the EIA process, the authorities have to gstody the impacted area. They do
a survey asking for the public attitudes. In trase, they asked the public whether
they want the power plant. In the EIA process, éheeems to have been a
participation process but the affected villagers i really get into the process.
In fact the lay villagers have a local knowledgealihs valuable. They should be
invited to have a conference and discuss the preyéb the technical committee”
(Project proponent 1).

Third, in the Thai EIA system, the EIA report wamrged out by specialists certified by
the ONEP as consultants and these companies wezd by the developers. Five
interviewees pointed out that this structure wozddse problems because the developers

make a payment directly to the consultant for thA Eaking processes. It could be
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implied that the consultant would try to make theveloper happy with the report and
make this report pass the consideration process fhe technical committees. This may

lead to biased information in the study. One acadenmggested that:

“Our current practice is that the developer hirdgetconsultant company to carry
out the EIA report. Thus, the consultant needssten to the developer because
the developer will pay for the completed reporteTdeveloper is a payer so
everything in the report should be satisfactoryobefthe compensation process. If
the government authority make a change by beinglzmolute controller of the
EIA process, this would be better. The authoritgusth directly control the EIA
study process. The consultant is directly paid bg government and the
government reimburses the money from the projempgent. So the specialists
do not need to listen to the developer. They cdoldheir job fairly. Instead of

payment being made by the developer, the authsidyld do it” (Academic 1).

Finally, more than one-third of the intervieweeguad that EIA is not effective enough to
solve the environmental problem. The public needirbmlved at higher levels of
decision-making. They want to take part at theqylevel where they could say what
they want their community to be and issue their ostrategy. Five interviewees
recommended that the public should be involvedha government decisions since the
very beginning, particularly at the policy leveld@ddemic 1, Freelance researcher 1, Local

villager 2, 3). One respondent stated that:

“We need to be involved in the decision at the natitevel in national policy not
only at the project level. If public participatiarccurred at the EIA level, it was
too late to change anything. It would be bettemieolve the public and make an

assessment at the policy levél’ocal leader 2)

These interviewees suggested that SEA should bentahkto account in the policy
planning process, such as energy use plans, siB&ec8uld increment the limitations of

EIA process. One of them explained that:

“l didn’t think that EIA could solve all problems.thought that SEA should be

adopted and allow the citizens to take part by @néieg their ideas and their own
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development approach. They should be involveddrptiicy-making process. The
development strategy of the whole country shoutdbeodependent on only one
committee, a national economic and social developnecemmittee. | was not
surprised why many development project proposeoetset up here faced many
protests. This was because it was not the develapamproach they wanted”

(Local leader 3).

Confirming the importance of SEA, Wood and Djedd¢®92), Shepherd and Ortlano
(1996), Alshuwaikhat (2005) and Sinclagt al. (2009) found that SEA was often
promoted as a means of improving and facilitatingh ©©f development projects.
Alshuwaikhat (2005) highlighted that in many deyetg countries, SEA was adopted as
a way to promote sustainable development sinc&Hre process could mitigate a lack of
transparency and accountability and ineffectivelipyarticipation in the development of

the policy, plan and program.

However, there was no clear evidence of implememtatf SEA in the Thai
administration. Trethanya and Perera (2009) fohatl although there has been an attempt
to use SEA by considering environmental impactsl@felopment plans in Thailand, it
was not yet a legal requirement like EIA. StudigsXiiuzhenet al. (2002) and Okelleet

al. (2009) showed parallel practice in China and Ketaythat in Thailand. They pointed
out that in the current situation; a comprehenapglication of SEA in these countries has

not properly occurred.

Drawn up from the research findings, a number gpoadents perceived that EIA was not
the most effective tool to solve environmental peatis. They strongly recommended that
EIA could not solve the conflicts and participatiag SEA level is a better approach to

handle environmental problems and conflict.

7.3.5 Improvement of legitimacy

In Thailand, there are many laws and regulatiofpulstting the importance of public
participation in the management of environmental aatural resources at the localised
level, such as, the NEQA 1992, the 1997 Constiutiand the 2007 Constitution.
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However, a distribution of power to people seem$dounsuccessful. It is still at the
beginning stage where each party is learning abimeit rights and duties relating to
participation and decentralisation (King Prajadkipdnstitute, 2007). One interviewee
illustrated that:

“Actually, there are many parties asking for publparticipation. We are all
agreed that public participation is important buewo not know how and when to
start, do we? The government has a blank idea.r&ctwe, if we think about
public participation, the government and the projewner should talk with the
public from the beginning. The lay people just winprotect their communities
and environment. Besides, there should be lawsregalations to encourage and
control the project proponent to strictly managee tparticipation process”

(Freelance researcher 2).

It is essential to enact the relevant laws and latigms governing the environmental
management so that the environmental provisiorthe@hew Thai Constitution 2007 can
be effectively enforced (Kokpol, 2007). The iss@iemacting the supported laws and their
enforcement was raised by nine interviewees duniragepth interviews. One leader of the
protest group interestingly presented his percapttb how to encourage people to
effectively participate in any project or decis@asfollows:

“The right and role of the citizen in public panj@tion must be clear and the law
has to support its practicdNational laws are needed to encourage the public to
directly participate at the beginning of the decrsimaking process and the
detailed laws and regulations need to be issuedediately. It means that this
aspect needs to be clearly developed under docat@emiaind strong standards in
order to protect and support the community morenthiavas in the past{Local
leader 1).

In contrast to the Thai context, in the US and @angublic participation occurs in the
context of significant legal powers of citizens dodal government can approve only
development projects that are acceptable to thdéigpubhe project proponents usually
adopt more public participation in their decisioaking process since they realise that if
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they exclude the public from the process they Ww#l confronted with a legal battle
(Beierle, 2001).

Although the 1997 constitution and the Governmafrimation Act 1997 insist on the
public right to access information, in this cases right is still unfulfilled. It was clearly

stated that some government officers doubted wingt &f information could be revealed.
Sand (2002) revealed that public access to enviemtsh information held by

governmental authorities or private stakeholders, particular information on

environmental risks, was crucial and should be @rngpmade available. The study
suggested innovative initiatives to establish cagtiety’'s ‘right to know’, by mandatory
disclosure of information, held by government amduistry, through court and law
enforcement. Legislation on government and pridata disclosure was essential.

Five interviewees argued that in Thailand thereewsenumber of environmental laws but
some of them had overlapping contents. Not only these laws have some common
characteristics, the government officers’ roles rapped. These sometimes caused
practical problems because the officer could naid#ewhich law would be applied and

who should take this responsibility. One intervievexplained this point.

“Actually, there were a number of legal frameworkbout environmental
protection. For example, in the waste managemeatosemore than 20 laws
could be used. Most of them overlapped. The autesnvould take response only
identified by laws and most of them were not cl&ame of them were just second
level laws so they had less enforcement and péngftgelance researcher 1).

A similar finding was apparent in a study of pulgi@rticipation in Kenya (Okellet al,
2009), which showed that the inconsistent legainéaork with many overlaps caused
confusion and lead to difficulty with interpretatiand practice.

As aforementioned, law enforcement is problematicThailand (King Prajadhipok's
Institute, 2007). One interviewee suggested thatachieve effective public participation
process, there is a need to emphasise legal suppdrenforcement. The related laws and
regulations need to be effectively enforcgtlocal leader 1). This statement confirms

studies of Hartley and Wood (2005) and Okealtaal. (2009) which indicated that if laws
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and regulations relevant to public participatioagiices were adequately enforced, people
would participate appropriately and effectively time implementation of development

projects.

According to the importance of laws and regulatjanany studies’ findings reached the
same conclusion as presented in this study. Yad@7(2 Gunes and Coskun (2005) and
Okello et al.(2009) concluded that to improve the public paptition process, there was
a need to enhance the institutional supports toitmoand enforce the relevant law and
regulations. The legal requirements must be sthemgid. Finally, one scholar also
mentioned the importance of providing public edigratso that the lay people could

sufficiently understand the concepts of the envitental laws.

“If we enact the laws for them, but they don’t knbew to use them or how
important they are. It is nothing. The governmeee¢ds to increase the citizens’
knowledge as well. Consequently, people could tefédg participate in the

process”(Academic 1).

7.3.6 Encourage social movement and network

Clearly, the government or the developer aloneoisansole repository of wisdom and
information. Citizens, NGOs, and related partiesoahave important knowledge and
insights which are important to development prgembd the decision-making process.
One local leader affirmed thatthe lay people should not be left and their comser
should not be ignored. All public knowledge is wadéuand should be rigorously
considered to support the decision&bcal leader 1). Accordingly, in this study, tloeal
villagers set up their own network to expand th@iowledge and support their members

(see Plate 7.1). One interview described that:

“In our case, we tried to set up a strong commuitotgupport ourselves. We were
assisted from other parties, such as NGOs or acaermhey gave us information
to increase our knowledge. Then we transferred weahave learned within our

group. If social activities are conducted with acdrece to good governance, and
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strong community, these will finally bring sociétypeace in the future(Local
leader 3).

In agreement with this research finding, many ptiacers mentioned the significance of
the social movement and network as a strategy barese public participation. Jabbour
and Balsillie (2003) and Adomokai and Sheate (20@tpommended that to achieve
effective participation, all stakeholders should émcouraged to work together as a
network to increase their awareness, knowledgepaneer. Research by Botes and van
Rensburg (2000) identified that community partitipa was expanded and exemplified
from social movements by NGOs and local communitganisations. However,

interestingly, Loring (2007) found that if an orgsation group of the project’s opponents
was established, there was a significant chancpragct failure, as presented in this

study.

Plate 7.1A meeting at Ban Krut Environmental ConservationkCl

According to King Prajadhipok’s Institute (200Hetsocial network could create a forum
because various types of information and knowlexdtged flow freely and rapidly among
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stakeholders (Innes and Booher, 2000). Quantz amarsion (2006) presented that
through social networking, partnerships and refeigp among different parties could be
built. Bell (2001a) indicated that encouraging peiplarticipation in the form of providing

data, experience and opinions via the social ndsvoould strengthen the decisions by

making them more realistic and acceptable. Indhge, one interviewee explained that:

“Now, we know that we had the same the cries, ssunel concerns. That was a
good feeling that we were not alone. We were a aomtgn We had our own
working partners that we could be together all time to learn together to work

together with the same patrticular issug¥illager 2).

In agreement, Dungumaro and Madulu (2003) and Buie@007) recommended that
grassroots community organisations should be sinengd in order to encourage the lay
villagers to meaningfully take part in any publiarficipation processes or programmes at

all levels.

Indeed, the developer’'s role is also crucial. Rsb€i995) emphasised the project
proponent’'s role in promoting meaningful participat process. From his

recommendation, the responsive parties or the dpeelneeded to recognise that if the
participation process was well organised and opehteansparent, the project would be
more acceptable to the public. Additionally, NG®s proposed as a suitable institution to
lead and empower the local people to take parullip participation processes through

various means such as education (Tosun, 2006).

Drawing from the information above, it could be @ed that effective public participation
can be achieved through social movements via strogtgvorks. One leader of the
protestors stressed thafn achievement of their claim in protecting themvironment or
receiving information they need resulted from thsirong collaboration within the
community comprising NGOs and academic networfisical leader 2). Cooperation
from stakeholders is essential, in which at leas parties should be involved including
the government sectors, the private sector, NG@satademic sector, and the grass roots
community (Vatanasapt, 2003). Significantly, theigblearning process should take place

in the society to promote meaningful participat{dtari, 2004).
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7.3.7 Encourage decentralisation and participatorglemocracy

In Thai society, the government is elected from riiggority of the country and its main

responsibility is to protect the country’s natiomalerests even if it creates conflicts of
interest in a specific local area (Albritton andr&ekul, 2002). However, there were
several cases involving natural resource managembate the government’s decision
faced opposition from the public, in particular tHen Krut power plant. From the in-

depth interview processes, three respondents glgklli an approach to improve the
public participation process by promoting partitggg democracy as well as

decentralisation. One key informant explained that:

“To be effective, public participation needs morevgrnment support. For
instance, local administrative organisations andlewant authorities should
provide resources and enforce pertinent laws. litfaése issues are well thought
through, we will discern readiness, willingness,agenable participation,
confidence, and capacity-building of people fortmapation. Then, these will lead
to the growth of a democratic culture, in particulgarticipatory democracy, at
both the local and national level. Moreover, thea# fulfill the objective of the
constitution resolving conflict through peacefulanse and making communities

more decentralised{Freelance research 2).

Basically, decentralisation in natural resource ag@ment extends opportunities and
empowers the citizens so that they can participaflitics and control and monitor the

environment. Public participation is a tool to detcalise from the state to local authorities
because the local people are the ones who knowabest their problems and concerns. If
the public pay more attention to participation, feeernment’s operation would be better
monitored and inspected (King Prajadhipok’s In&iti2007). Similar to these research
findings, Charuvichaipong and Sajor (2006) founat tiecent democratic decentralisation
drive in Thailand did not sufficiently promote pithbparticipation at the community level.

Correspondingly, a study by Weblat al. (1995) suggested that successful public
participation must yield a contribution to the deyenent of democracy. According to

Lyster (1998), bureaucratic power should be deaéséd and the government should be

aware of the pluralistic sentiments of the communit
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Besides, local governments are often cited as atéeg to successfully implementing
participation (Tuleret al, 2002). Thus, the government should increase tybiti
participatory development which should be promdtedh the central to the local levels

by maximising lay people’s opportunities to pagate in the government’s decisions.

Principally, participatory democracy relates toexerage of unbalanced authority and
unequal resource allocation which could fulfill theeak point of representative
democracy (Pratchett, 1999). This is because amtally the decision-making authority
is not truly representing the minority; thus theéhawity should be distributed in the same
way so that individuals could have influence in aoltective activities (Bureekul, 2004).
Mooteet al. (1997) stated that participatory democracy’s ppies allowed the citizens to
participate in politics and management and encadamn equal delegation of decision-
making authority and resource management amonglsbtéders (Mooteet al, 1997).
Overdevest (2000) highlighted that public partitipa might reject a representative
democracy process in which interest groups padieipyet represent the underlying
distribution of issue interests of the public atga In this study, one interviewee
highlighted that:“many Thai politicians, officers, and citizens fal to recognise a
distinction between representative democracy andtigg@atory democracy. This
sometimes causes practical problems in Thailagdtademic 1). Another interviewee

emphasised the importance of participatory demgcrac

“In fact, in our society, we were accustomed wiile representative democracy.
When the citizens select their representativesy thenk that on behalf of the
citizens’ representatives, decide, and plan evangth They will try to do
everything as they had planned. This is right bute ask whether the process of
issuing the policy has properly involved the publibe answer would be no. This
process hardly involved the public. The participatis only from the academics
not the grass roots people. Consequently, an impothing to do is to encourage
participatory democracy. Importantly, if the goverent does not promote what
public participation really is, effective particigan is hardly generated{Project

proponent 1).

Participatory democracy not only focuses on theesgntative selection processes at

localised and national level, but also the govemnmperations and decisions which
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affected the public at large, especially the cit&estandard of living (Bureekul, 2004).
According to Mooteet al. (1997), through participatory democracy, publictiggation
could prevent environmental conflicts from the lbegng of the planning process, since
the voice of people is a crucial part of the decisinaking process (Bell, 2001a). One
interviewee stated thatif participatory democracy is appropriately set ughe citizens’

rights will be better protected and guarantedd&cademic 1).

A similar finding was apparent in a case study bl land planning by Mootet al.
(1997), which illustrated that the authorities deci to make a considerable shift from the
traditional public participation process to a mguarticipatory approach by widely
advocating an application of the participatory deraoy concept to public participation. It
also argued that successful collaboration is irsgéaDungumaro and Madulu (2003)
hinted that a participatory approach which invol¥led local communities could increase
the public’s trust and reduce conflicts. It is Vita make the decision making process
legitimised through a public participation procesge the public has an opportunity to be
involved in any decisions that affects their rigfitenaghan, 1999).

Finally, it could be argued that the principle @irficipatory democracy could resolve the
weak point of representative democracy in the Tewstitution (King Prajadhipok’s
Institute, 2004). This will be challenging for Tlad to ensure that public participation is
democratic and transparent because it will be éissdar the government officers who
generally organise the process to adjust theitud#i towards the public and re-establish
their reputation for honesty and integrity. Oneemtewee argued thatencouraging
participatory democracy to establish a strong deraog in Thailand is highly

recommended(Project proponent 1).

7.4 Conclusion

This chapter presents the results and discussibaroikrs to effective public participation
in accordance with research questions no. 4 iniecl.2. Recommendations for
improving participation process in the Thai conteiih regard to research question no.5

are also illustrated in section 7.3.
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From the research findings there were a number aftidss to effective public
participation which could be characterised intoe¢hmain groups; personnel barriers,
constitutional barriers, and legislative barriefhie research respondents recommended
that public participation needed to be improved apcesented a number of
recommendations to improve a public participationcpss in Thailand. Fundamental
factors of public participation should be developRdlevant laws and regulations should
be revised, better supported and enforced. Thergment, as a key stakeholder in
environmental management in Thailand, should ermgmurpublic participation right
through the country. An administrative service teate and procure participation
resources such as the governments’ skills shoulcbbstructed. Participation could also
encourage learning processes among stakeholdgusrthmtly, constructive participation
could build up alternatives and help identify carges. This is a challenge for Thailand to
achieve this commitment, overcome all barriers, mnye toward a high level of public
participation that fit its contexts as well as sg#hen the protection of the country’s

environment and natural resources.

The next chapter provides a complete summary ofréBearch strategy applied in this

thesis, together with the research findings andugdision in Chapter 6, 7 and 8.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions and Recommendation

8.1 Introduction

Thailand’s rapid economic growth and industrialmatover the last four decades have led
to significant environmental challenges. The Thaveynment recognises the linkage
between continued economic prosperity and the ghiote of the environment. Thus, the
government established the concept of public ppdion in the environmental decision-
making process through a number of laws and legplirements, and the public began to
recognise their rights granted by laws. Althoughoandation for involvement in the
decision-making process is provided to the pubdms is still in the early stage of
implementation (Violette and Limanon, 2003).

Public participation is a continuing challenge ihafland. A number of development
projects initiated either by the government or gnvate sectors frequently have faced
strong public opposition, and the public partiapat process itself is viewed as
unsuccessful practice (Violette and Limanon, 2008k question of how to be sure that
the participation process is effective and resultdesirable outcomes seems to be vital
(Rowe and Frewer, 2004). systematic evaluation of public participatiorrégognised as

a means to ensure the acceptance of the processuooimes, and, importantly, to
develop knowledge of how to improve the practichdss, 2000; Charnley and Engelbert,
2005).

This study is important to Thailand because it higits the significance of conducting
public participation in the implementation of deymaient projects in Thailand and
identifies the critical factors for effective prae of public participation. The public
participation processes of the Hin Krut power plaate evaluated to provide evidence on
how to constitute effective public participatiorhél evaluation was achieved by studying
and determining the stakeholders’ perspectives expkriences based on evaluation
criteria. Recommendations for effectively condugtpublic participation in development

projects were constructed and justified by integeatinformation from both the
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participants’ interviews and literature. These mowendations are vital to enable all

stakeholders to effectively participate in the diexi-making process.

8.2 Research implications and recommendations

In Thailand, the concept of public participatiorsieecome more and more acknowledged
as a significant element of the decision-makingcpss at all levels, in particular for
project development. Indeed, in Thai society inseeh public participation is often
associated with an increase in conflict. PartidyJanany conflicts that have arisen were
related to disputes over mega-projects, since theyld widely affect people and

communities and had an adverse impact on the emaiat.

Although many organisations try to practice puplaticipation, the process has brought a
lot of problems and complications. There have beere failures than successes in trying
to encourage effective public participation in Taad. In particular, the Hin Krut power
plant project was recognised as evidence of unssfude public participation and
ineffective management of resources at both ndtiand local government level. The
project faced strong opposition due to its envirental and social aspects which
eventually brought serious conflicts. There ardl stignificant barriers since many
problems concerning its implementation still exttoblems found in building the public

participation process in Thailand stem from margsoms (as stated in Chaptemwhich

need to be solve&ignificantly, one crucial factor that makes thiscess more difficult is

the traditional decision-making process of the amties, which has always ignored

public concerns.

8.2.1 Synopsis of Thai legal framework related to yblic participation in the

EIA process

Public participation has become a popular termsaciidhailand since the country adopted
the 1997 constitution by specifically establishimghts for Thai citizens to participate in
environmental decision-making. Presently, consth&l provisions for public
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participationare presented in many sections in the 2007 cotistitundeed, many Thai
laws and regulations, in particular the NEQA 1988 the 2007 Constitution, mention the
concept and importance of public participation nvieonmental management; however,

these laws lay only a framework for this concept some issues need to be clarified.

For example, section 58 of the 2007 constitutiatest that a person shall have the right to
participate in the decision-making process of stdfeeials in their performance of the
administrative functions which affect or may affées or her rights and liberties. The
2007 constitution also has provisions to proteappess rights concerning property and
dwellings. Section 33 states that a person sh@blyethe liberty of dwelling. A person is
protected for his peaceful habitation in, and fosgession of, his dwelling (Office of the
Council of State, 2007). Further, Section 41 pr@sithat the property rights of a person
are protected. Besides, the NEQA 1992 states tha¢rson has the right to receive
compensation in the case of damage caused by thadspf pollution or changes in the
environment arising from activities or projectstieied or sponsored by the state (Office
of the Council of State, 1992).

The constitution also contains specific provisi@smed at protecting the environment.
Section 85 establishes public participation prifespn state environmental management.
It stipulates that the state should encourage thdiqto participate in conservation and
protection of the quality of the environment untleg sustainable development principle.
It also requires the state to promote public pgditon of the local communities and the
local governments in controlling and eliminatingllpton which may affect health and

sanitary conditions, welfare and quality of life thie public. Besides, in section 87, the
government shall implement the public participatipolicy by encouraging public

participation in the determination of public poliapd the making of economic and social
development plans both at the national and locadllerhe government has to encourage

and support public participation to make decisionghe provision of public services.

Reinforced by section 85, section 67 guaranteesighé of a person to participate in the
preservation and exploitation of natural resousres biological diversity as well as in the
protection, promotion and preservation of the duatif environment (Office of the

Council of State, 2007). Importantly, this sectexplicitly prohibits an implementation of
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projects or activities which may seriously affeleeit lives, their health, their quality of
life and the environment without conducting an ElAd HIA studylt also establishes a
right to environmental information, and a right poovide public comment on the
environmental impacts of projects since it requagsublic hearing to obtain the opinions
of the public and interested parties before projegblementation. The development
projects which are subjected to a public hearirsgsfated in section 67) are any projects
or activities deemed harmful to the community amel énvironment such as power plants,
underground mines or expressways. This is a sggmfi requirement since the 1997
constitution did not require a HIA study before amplementation of those projects.
Besides, the right of a community to sue a staémeyy state enterprise, local government
organisation or other state authority as a legétyeto perform the duties is protected
(section 67). It could be seen that this sectiorsubject to pervasive corruption in
Thailand in which legal efforts aimed at gettingngensation are extremely rare and take

decades (Awakul and Ogunlana, 2002).

However, it could be said that the provision in tnstitution for conducting public
participation and public hearings are not clearugimoand this might cause confusion in
practice. Therefore, it is necessary that Thailengt have a clear practical guideline that
sets the general framework for the government tmdgot public consultation.
Consequently, the Notification of the Ministry ofatdral Resources and Environment
Thailand Re: Rule, Procedure, Method and Guideliioe Preparation of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Report for ProggcActivity which may Seriously
Affect Community with respect to Quality of Envinment, Natural Resources and Health
was enacted in December 2009 set up the scope of public hearings, their fayma
organisation and ways to handle comments from th#iQp(HIA Co-Unit, 2010). This
guideline is the latest regulation and is treatedha essential tool for conducting public
participation, in particular the public hearingden the Thai EIA system, since any public
participation programme must follow the contengs laid down in this guideline. Thus, it
is essential to examine every aspect of this réignl@ao understand the current practice of
public participation in Thailand and to reflect ¢ms along with the findings of this
research which pre-date this regulation, in ordemiake recommendations of how to

improve the practice.
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Indeed, there is some confusion in the Thai letisslaregarding the public participation

concept. For example, in many clauses in the 2008fidation, the term ‘interested

parties’ is often used instead of ‘stakeholderg/hich might cause problems in practice
(HIA Co-Unit, 2010). Besides, section 67 of the 2@onstitution stipulates that projects
or activities deemed harmful to the community miststudied and evaluated on their
environmental and health impacts, and a public witetson must be held on its virtues
before proceeding. However, the Constitution inEmglish version uses the term ‘public
hearing’ instead of ‘public consultation’. In priaet, whenever the developers or the
authorities want to receive the public opinion onsult with the public, the only favoured
technique in Thai society is the public hearing.this sense, it could be implied that

public participation in Thailand is perceived oaly public hearings.

At present, despite apparent progress towards s&ldgeweaknesses found in cases such
as Hin Krut, real improvements are not likely torbalised without further strengthening
of public participation procedures. The NotificatigHIA Co-Unit, 2010)provides that,
before approval of the project, public consultatisrrequired in three main stages of a
preparation of the EIA report: determination ofmer of reference; assessment and
preparation of the EIA report; and reviewing thaftof the EIA report. This is a new
practice which aims to provide the public more appaties to be involved in the
decision-making process and increase the publiepance to the project and this is
expected to improve the Thai EIA system. Howeverces the Notification states that

public consultation must take place three timesaoh EIA and, given that public hearings

are the only favoured consultation meththds might cause inconvenience in practice.

This is because public hearings spend more time sl and need highly skilled
organisers. Howevein practice, in many cases public hearings as anmeé public
participation are conducted at the same time astagtion of the project commences.

This is a key problem in Thailand that needs taddressed.

Second, this Notification should recognise thateree many different formats for public
hearings. It is important to avoid proscribing spegrocedures which would preclude
the flexibility to conduct alternative formats whianight be more appropriate for a

specific policy or project. Indeed, public hearinds not always have to be formal

338



Chapter 8

discussion in a conference room or community cetfublic hearings should provide a

forum for discussion.

Third, in particular, the Notification states thitae EIA must include opinions of an
independent organisation, consisting of represeetatfrom private environmental
organisations and from higher education institigioproviding education in the
environmentalpatural resource or health fields. Importantbymal public consultation,

such as a public hearing, should be conducted byn@ependent ad hoc committee.

Members of such ad hoc committees should be apmbing an independent organisation

from the list of impartial specialistélowever, no legislation has been issued to found

such independent organisations and their estabdishms still in process. The extent to
which specialists will be ‘impartial’ and the orgsation ‘independent’ remains to be
seen. Cashmoret al. (2008) suggested that power and agency dictatehwstakeholders

are involved, and this may extend to the membershipe independent organisation.

Fourth, regarding th2009 Notification, the responsibility to organise thebpa hearing
(including the reviewing process of the draft EI&)still in the hands of the private
agencies and the authorities without a true oppdstifor the public to be involved in
organising the process. In the hearing forum tHaipumight have an opportunity to give
comments. However, the form of participation is-tlmgvn and passive, where the public
are simply informed about the project and askedttieir support. The communication
approach within the participation process is mammg-way communication. It could be
argued that the public are still passive participan the process, as was the case in the
past. This is expected to change when the indepemdganisation is established because

the participation process should be more neutrdlaaeepted.

Finally, the 2009Notification calls for public consultation to beltidbefore the project
gets an approval from the authority to explain ibes project proponent responds to the
public concerns; however, how to make the documehtait the result of the hearing
publicly available to the public is still uncleakt the beginning stage, the Notification
only requires the consultant company to send tpertedirectly to the ONEP staff and
does not require the organiser to communicateréert to the public. At the final stage,
involving reviewing the draft of the EIA report,egiNotification only states that the draft
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final report shall be disclosed to the public thgbuat least three public communication
channels, but no specific communication channelsaplained or cited. This might cause
problems in practice as, importantly, how to feedkthe results and summary of the
hearing to the public is not identified. AlthoudtetNotification requires the authority to
clarify the public’s opinions on each issue in wgt and convey such justification to the
public on the website, access to the internetiislistited to large cities and to young

people only. This might not be an appropriate apgnoto communicate important
information to a broad cross section of Thai people

Indeed, most procedural practice for public hearitigough this Notification is the same
as was stated in the Prime Minister’'s Public Heprder 1996. It could be said that as
the overall practices of public hearings have re#rbchanged, problems regarding their
practice still existThere are several critical issues associated withlip hearings that
should be considered to make the law more effeckimportantly, as pointed out by many
scholars (Klein 2003, Vatanasapt 2003, Bureekul720public hearings should not be
used as a single tool through which public opiniend be provided to the decision-
making process because of its weaknesses. Cléoficéor this statement is provided

below.

First, public hearings in Thailand are considerede an inflexible and unsuitable method
since it often causes confrontation between procmdgroups, in particular between the
project opponents and the project proponerdather than compromise. Using public
hearings to find yes or no answers in Thailand migit be suitable because this would
lead to the loss of face of one of the parties Ive@ which potentially leads to a more
serious confrontation. Thus, public hearings shd@dised as information sharing forums
combined with other techniques to find alternatif@sthe project and to assimilate useful

information about the project from the public itlhe decision-making process.

Second, a public hearing is a participation techaig/hich could be manipulated by the
organiser and the information could be managed.pFbklem in the Thai context, learned
from the Hin Krut case, is that usually negativéoimation about the project will be

disclosed at the forum. The explanations givemathearing are occasionally inconsistent

with what is written in the schema. There is a la€ka proper format to handle public
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hearings regarding agenda setting, interaction gnsiakeholders, consensus finding,
especially issues regarding the use of the publieroents in the decision-making process.
These contribute to the problems with the publiarimgs in Thailand. Importantly, these
illustrate a need for using public hearings in corabon with other public participation

techniques, such as public meetings or roundtabtaisisions.

Third, the EIA report should make recommendationshow any identified adverse
effects of the scheme can be prevented, reducedanamaged. However, in this
Notification, these issues are not clearly mentibrEhe contents in the Notification are
only about when and how to conduct public partitgra through public hearings.
Besides, the need for identification of alternadite the project is not clearly stated in any
Thai legislation. Indeed, for projects with a sigrant negative environmental impact it is
incumbent on the environmental consultant to carsadternative ways of delivering the
project. More often than not these include desigiifitations to mitigate the negative
impacts, but in extreme cases can also include@mmendation to abandon the project

and locate it elsewhere.

Finally, most public hearings held in Thailand abuhot adequately represent all
stakeholders. As stated in the 200NEP Notification, the selection of the hearing
participants depends on the organiser, the comsyitacompany. The independent
organisation, consisting of representatives frofifedint parties, should participate and
provide an opinion in public hearings before thegceed; however, it would not be able
to determine who the attendees are or how rep@sentthey attendeeare. The
independent organisation could only advise the gowent on the approval process of
projects. The hearings are seen as biased as theysad as a means for the project
proponents to bargain their interests since tharosgrs are the consultancy company
who work for the project proponents. This mightsmbias in the selection process of the
participants in the forums and leads to the quesiichow inclusive the participants in the
forum are? Moreover, this also raises questionsitatiee extent to which the authority

should react to the comments from the forum?

These public participation regulations are strong maper, but there are serious
impediments due to the powerful figurésat use force, threats and intimidation to scare
341



Chapter 8

people from participating. Indeed, in the Thai esmtthe public affected by the project is
usually kept in the dark about what is going tog®apin their areas until construction has
already started. The project owners, governmentdec, do not want them to know,
fearing an increase in land price and oppositiothéoproject. The community affected by
the project then views EIA as a tool allowing thieject owners to do anything they want
once EIA is approved. They generally mistrust th¥ grocess because they have no part
in it. It could be seen that violence and intimidation edmat activists and lawyers,
combined with bureaucratic delays and lack of capaas well as corruption and
kickbacks between companies and government officrakean that these provisions lack

effectiveness in practice (Awakul and Ogunlana, 2200

Public participation also constityta significant part of the EIA process and the @eWw

local residents and stakeholders including NGOs @thér relevant agencies should be
canvassed via appropriate methods so that theitecos can be addressed in the EIA
(Hostovskyet al, 2010). The importance of public participation ldonot be overlooked

as the Thai experience, in particutae Hin Krut case, has shown that fervent public
opposition to a project during the early stages q@froject can result in high production

cost, significant programme delays or even prajaatcellation.

It could be summarised that from Thailand’s legahfework, the public is granted the
foundations of public participation: the right tadw, right to be heard and the right to
affect the decision. However, the means by whiesétrights are facilitated have yet to be

formalised effectively.

The public’s right to know: Public access to infatmon

A right to access official information, includingformation relating to the environment,
for the public is granted in the NEQA 1992, thei€#l Information Act 1997 and the
2007 Constitution. Thailand's 2007 Constitution baseral sections that guarantee free
information from the government and provide for lpulparticipation. For example,
section 56 states people shall have the right io gacess to public information in
possession of a state agency, state enterpri@eardovernment organisation, except if it
will affect state security or public safety. Alsm,person shall have the right to receive

information, reasons, and explanation from a stency, state enterprise or local
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government organisation before permission is gieenmplementation of any project or
activity which may affect the quality of environnigmealth, and sanitary conditions,
guality of life or other material of interest tonmior her or a local community and shall
have the right to express his or her opinion orhsmatters to agencies concerned for

consideration.

In places where an EIA is required by law, one teftasks is to ensure that enough
information is available to all concerned parties fhem to make informed decisions
(Kakonge, 1998)Affected local communities and other stakeholdexsdhto know what
impact the planned activity would have on their Igqyaof life and their societal well-
being. This means relevant information has to lzlavle freely in a language and format
easily understood. In short, transparency assurhes availability of user-friendly

information that is not misleading, cannot be mdanstood, nor is easily misinterpreted.

However, there is still a limitation and the offiséhave a right to refuse disclosure of
some information if they deem it to affect the cloyis security, public safety, personal
rights, property right or any business confideitiial The terms of “environmental
information” and “confidentiality of commercial iofmation” require specification to
clarify which types of information can be disclosed must be made available to the
public. A lack of clarity in these issues resuttsneffective enforcement of the legislation
and arbitrary decisions. Besides, the Official tnfation Act(Office of the Council of
State, 1997b3hould specify a timeframe to respond to the pudaliguiry or requisition.

In previous Thai practice, most government offigensvided information to the public in

a passive manner. Often, this information was rptta date and was not delivered

promptly. In the Hin Krut case, the villagers ardubat they received and heard about the
project from their neighbours rather than the depets or the government. This might

distort the reality and understanding of the infation and create conflicts among these

parties.

The research participants stated that the governaifcers should regularly publicise the
environmental information including the steps nektte access relevant information via

various media, and should encompass full coveragd sufficient and up-to-date
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information. This information should be in varieatrhats to reach the wider public. For
example, the EIA report should be put in the logablic libraries rather than being
available only in some libraries in Bangkok (sush@NEP’s library). The 2009 ONEP
Notification does not mention this issue. It waggested that information about the
project should be simple, accessible, transpanemibjased and correct. Exaggerated
information should be avoided to re-establish thblip trust. Importantly, using sound
information to communicate with local communitidsosld be key prior to any decision
being made. This tallies with Wiedemann and Fen@®&93) statement that providing the
information to the public could close the knowledggm among stakeholders, particularly
the villagers and the experts. According to Craeaghet al. (1981), without sufficient
information the public would face difficulties ovelecisions to support or oppose the
project.

The public’s right to be heard
Clearly, in the Hin Krut case, the public’s views,particular the lay people, who were
directly affected by the power plant, have not bdistened to and their views not

appropriately incorporated into the decision-makprgcess. For example, in the EIA

process, a public opinion survey through questisaeawasoften Used to solicit the

villagers’ ideas about the power plant. When usedgarticipation techniques, surveys
have some weak points (Denscombe, 2002). Sometitwveas difficult to use quantitative
data to make a decision since it did not providecimdetail for analysis. Particularly,
individuals have their own perspectives. The resperdepend on who the researcher met
and represented the negative or positive views tatheuproject. This technique does not
allow people to communicate in-depth opinions. Tésponses might not be inclusive and
reflect the true perspectives of the community. dngntly, good surveys need resources
for organising which could be costly and time canswg. This might not be considered

practical.

Clearly, as revealed section 7.3.2, the villageisdtto express their ideas about the
project through the different participation techueg provided. In Thailand, the public
hearing was a key technique that the governmefé¢npeel to employ to collect the public
comments. In the Hin Krut case, the public heamagsed confrontation between the
project’'s supporters and opponents rather thanngad compromise. Public meetings,
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both formal and informal, were faced with a loweatlance and the inclusiveness of
different parties was quite low. Thus, the inforimatfrom a few groups might not
represent the entire community. Besides, some ignsstvere unclear which might lead to
biased information. It was difficult to concludeaththe responses represented the public
viewpoints. Furthermore, the authorities paid nerdaion to develop or apply any other

techniques that suited the Thai context.

In this study, it was found that the local peopéal [Wifferent backgrounds, interests and
opinions, any of which might have limited their atvement. The recommendation from
this study is to provide the public with educationincrease their ability to meaningfully
participate in the decision-making process. Tongfileen the education, the government
should increase the public’s knowledge in scientiBnvironmental and legal areas in
order to enable them to use this knowledge and hag¢éhod to participate in the process
and protect their rights. If the public does notdaufficient knowledge, it is very difficult
for them to play a positive role in the process arake their voices hears presented in
this study, public education could be delivereatigh open houses, workshops, or public
meetings since these techniques are appropriaiectease knowledge of a project’s
impacts and environmental awareness. This concluttlies with a study of public

participation in EIA in Vietnam (Hostovskst al, 2010).

This research showed that the public wanted theiws to be heard. Thus, whenever a
new policy or regulation is established, the puldiould be consulted. Encouraging
public participation in decision-making processes duild trust among stakeholders
through a good relationship. This tallies with Hegs (1999) statement that true
participation is achieved when the public are atyivinvolved in the decision-making

process.

The public’s right to affect the decision

Undoubtedly, the public wants to participate in ecidion-making process of any
development projects that affects their lives. Hesvein this study, the decision was
made without the public having an opportunity tatiggate in the decision-making
process. The public participation did not makegaificant difference, nor did it have any
direct impacts on the decision-making process aamted to produce stakeholders’

satisfaction and, indeed, even increased confetticularly, public participation often
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happened at the later stages of project implementan particular after the conflict had
already occurred, as opposed to the prescribediggan developed countries (Almer and
Koontz, 2004).

This study affirmed that it was difficult to empometizens if the public administration
was not committed to public participation. To aekieffective public participation, the
central government should delegate important pairtgs power and responsibility to
lower levels of government bodies, in particularldoal government. This will help to

overcome the institutional restrictions for Thadao be a more democratic country.

In the Hin Krut case, the lay people participateditimately only at the project level.

However, from the research findings, public papition in Thailand should occur both at
the policy and project levels, including projectambing, site selection and the
environmental impact assessment. The authorityldhfoaus on the public’s interest and
opinion and reflect it in the decision. It is alsagperative to clearly identify the purpose of
the process and explain how decisions are beingeraad how the public input could

influence the final decision. Particularly, pubparticipation should start at the earliest
stages in the decision making process since tes tmore likely to be publicly accepted.
This could reduce conflict and doubt between theegament and the public, as well as
legitimising the public right as granted in the Gtitution.

A number of scholars have stressed the importahtwalving the public in the decisions
that affect them (Pratchett, 1999; Beierle and Kkyi 2000; Rowe and Frewer, 2000).
However, the public participation processes cdhaicasionally be valuable, even if they
do not directly impact on the final decision in adgvelopment projects. They can
increase the government accountability as welhasease the knowledge and activities of
different stakeholders who are willing to effectivparticipate in the process (Almer and
Koontz, 2004). In this regard, public participatiordecision-making processes could be a

promising approach to effectively manage this peobbhnd fulfil the public desires.

An important judgment from this study is that palparticipation is not a magic tool that
can solve every problem and satisfy every partye Tihal decision could not please
everybody. However, it depends on whether the tdteparties from that decision accept
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it or not. People tend to fight to change the denido meet their desires. This is a

dilemma which cannot be evaded in public particgraprocesses.

In summary, it could be seen that several artigleshe NEQA 1992 and the 2007
Constitution have secured the rights of the pudnfid local authorities to participate in the
decision-making process regarding projects that nmagact their living conditions.
Presently, there are few specific laws to enaldsdhrights. The 2009 ONEP Notification
is the only detailed regulation establishing rideg€o how the public could participate and
be heard before the projects take place. Howewvengsaspects of the Notification are still
unclear and are not appropriate. Thus, these latvsh are seen as too lenient in the area
of the rights of public participation, should bevised and improved. The constitution,
laws, rules and regulations must be reformed tined-up, fair, and transparent, and to
support public participation. Finally, effectivefercement of laws is essential. No matter
how good they look on paper, if each stakeholdetisoes to go their own way without
the proper checks and balances, conflicts woult atcur and the people's well-being
would deteriorate.

8.2.2 Problems with the EIA process and public partipation in Thailand

EIA is utilised as a decision supporting tool inmpacountries around the world and
Thailand is no exception in this regalidwas first introduced in Thailand as a part of th
NEQA 1975, which has been amended from time to,timast notably in 1978nd 1992.

Presently, the EIA process is a compulsory systepraxzedural control mechanisms for
certain types and sizes of project and activityaunubtifications issued und8ection 46-

47 of the NEQA 1992. Currently, 34 types of prombpeojects or activities in Thailand
are required to undergo EIA study, which range fmhrefineries to medium sized hotels
and condominiums. In Thailand only environmentahsdtants approved by, and

registered with, ONEP can prepare and submit ErAbahalf of their clients.

The DEIE is responsible under ONEP for specifyimg types of projects that require EIA
and for undertaking the preliminary review of sutted EIAs and making

recommendations to the expert review committee witlanake the final judgement. The
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DEIE are also responsible for monitoring the enwinental performance of projects after

the EIA has been approved.

Indeed, the primary aim of an EIA is to ensure thatpotential impacts, both positive and
negative, of a project on the natural environmewtlacal communities are assessed at the
planning and decision making stage so that apmtgreasures can be put in place to

prevent, limit or manage the negative impacts opaaticular project and promote

sustainable developmen€anter 1996) Nonethelessalthough the EIA process was

introduced to Thailand over 30 years agjés still filled with controversy. Many parties

involved in the process still cannot agree on vii&t exactly means and they each have
differing views about it. For example, many develgpin Thailand regard EIA as a
burden that they have to overcome in order to aliteeir construction permit. In order to
get their projects approved quickly, they usualgmise to do anything the EIA reviewers
want, but without a sincere commitment to followoaigh (Ogunlanaet al, 2001).
Moreover, as presented in this case study, manyrEplrts are made after the projects
are already underway, which always causes comdircing stakeholders. This is a narrow-
minded attitude and does not do the process jusgcause international evidence shows
that producing a robust EIA actually makes sour@mhemic sense. For example, focusing
on energy efficiency and waste minimisation notyonénefits the environment, it also
makes the stakeholders happy. Consequently, thetesntevelopers have learnt that it
makes perfect economic and marketing sense to comimleheartedly to the EIA
process (Sinclair and Fitzpatrick, 2002; Didwtlkal.2007).

Moreover, many ONEP officersiew EIA as a heavy burden, which requires more
knowledgeable personnel and budget than is availdliiey also lack the authority to
enforce EIA requirements since they are not thal fauthority for project approval. They
cannot cope with the monitoring and follow up atte® project is underway. Besides, the
EIA consultants can also be careless. Since atligbr&lA consideration requires a large
amount of accurate field data, they will try to ggtwith data borrowed from other reports
with little site-specific information. Large volumeof reports are generated to hide the
lack of detail. Many EIA consultants view EIA juss a way to make money. Moreover,
the EIA reviewers themselves are not experts inaedlas. They work for very little

compensation reviewing and approving EIA reportspimjects worth several hundred or
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even thousand million baht. They also work underspure, since the law imposes a
review time limit on private projects. They viewetkIA process as an overwhelming task

(Central government officer 1).

Indeed, the provisions for public participation time EIA process are new and quite
specific in Thailand, where the powerful bureaugr& historically quite secretive. In
many cases, the political will and expertise tofifuhem are lacking. Even if the
Constitution and relevant laws grant the publicogportunity for participation in the
government’s administration, the officers lack fieads, understanding and intention, and
so effective public participation cannot occur. thermore, the release of many EIAs is
prevented by overzealous bureaucrats guarding #wmninistrative turf (Vatanasapt,
2003). This prevents fully informed participatioy the affected public, and must be
overcome to produce effective EIAs that protect #@vironment while allowing

sustainable development to proceed.

It could be argued that EIA has had a minor efteciThai’s development planning and
decision making to date. In particular, the Thah Blystem is viewed as a technical tool,
which lacks a formal ‘participatory culture’, whigh also found in other countries, such
as Indonesia (Purnama 2003). Stardshdl. (2004)highlighted that the Thai EIA system
suffers from inadequate staffing and experienagk & monitoring and evaluation, poor
coverage of baseline information, the failure teegmate responsible ministries and
agencies, and lack of transparency in public inewient. These problems are also present
in the EIA systems of many developing countriesau(@hlet al., 2004; Hostovsket al,
2010).

In this study, public participation resulted frommetpublic’s demands, particularly the
citizens who were affected by the project, not fraghe government’s initiatives.
Unquestionably, the awareness and strength of tfieeie are important factors to
establish public participation. It is clear thativaut the necessary changes in practice, and
increases in resources for skills training and mueesonnel, the officers cannot deliver
effective participation to the publi@ccordingly, there should be training programmes to
develop and increase the officers’ skills and kremgle in participation practice, such as
to improve their understanding of their respongipiin granting the public access to

information. Importantly, public participation workshops should conducted because
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listening to public opinions is quite new to comut agencies and to many developers.
Besides, specific procedures of public participatio development projects, such as
through publishing operational manuals for conawgrtpublic participation, should be

established. Such a manual should include not objgctives, benefits, levels and tools,

but also the processes or steps for people tacte.

8.2.3 Improvement of public participation and the HA Process

In order to improve the EIA process in Thailande tbontroversies and problems
concerning the practice were tackled and invesdjaFour major issues were identified
based on the research findings which are: stepdAnprocess; special EIA organisation;

NGOs roles, and public participation.

Historically, in Thailand, public participation ®rmally required only in the scoping
stage of the EIA process but as mentioned earlierent EIA practice is for public
consultation to be held in three main stages. Hewegwblic participation as part of the
site evaluation and selection processes, whicltayeably sub-stages, is not compulsory
and this potentially leads to conflict among stakdars. This might be because project
siting has always been a key issue that createllgmns for project implementation in
Thailand. Although there were several factors duautributed to the conflicts, the fact that
people who lived near the proposed site did notnkaphave a chance to participate at the
beginning stage of the project implementation. &ntipular, the site selection process is
viewed as a key factor that caused the problemseMer, this issue is not stated in this
Notification. Indeed, there are at least 5 stepsthe@ Thai EIA Process including;
screening, scoping, report preparation, EIA reviangd monitoring (Ogunlanat al.,
2001). Public participation must be included insiips.

In Thailand, the public has a limited role in th@mitoring process, including for the
construction and operational stages. Indeed, th@egir proponents must provide
assurances over the running and maintenance oprbject in order to increase the
public’s confidence that the project is of good ldguawith social, health and
environmental soundness. Otherwise, it will beiclift to gain support from the public.
This is because the participation of local peoplé HGOs in monitoring the operational
350



Chapter 8

impacts of a project can lead to the early idesdtion of problems, and can foster public
acceptancelmportantly, public participation must be continuddoughout the project to
prevent failure of the projecit this stage, one academic in this study suggestex
approach to deal with this issue that the devebpan provide call centres or hotlines to
respond to the public complaints and inquiries. Sihthey could take prompt action to

alleviate the problem.

Based on this study, it was found that the publissttin the officers and the project
proponents was low. A number of interviewees pairdgat that loss in public confidence

over the neutrality and non-partisanship of theharities causes further decline in
confidence in the decision-making process. Thug, ltommendation was to set up a
special EIA organisation as a government suppaotgdnisation independent from the
ONEP. Its duty should be to support and act asdieectary to the expert panels, perform
EIA monitoring, manage the EIA fund, conduct pubparticipation activities, and

promote EIA knowledge. Besides, these intervievass commented that a separate EIA
Fund should also be set up. The money should bectedl from project owners to support
EIA review costs, expert panel fees, and monitogogts. They argued that this would
make the EIA process more effective and independdmbugh this strategy, conflict in

the Thai society is expected to be lessened, wheclefits the country as a whole.

Another context for public involvement in the ElA&opess in Thailand is the nature of
NGOs. Based on the research findings, malyOs have played significant roles in
helping local communities manage their natural weses.In the past, attempts to gain
access to government information have had mixedessc However, recently NGOs and
the public have been more successful in their &fftar gain access to the EIA and other
government documents. Besides, MONRE has orgarmisddsupported the network of
NGOs and volunteer groups at the grass-roots levéhe villages to protect natural
resources and environment. It has been realisedpudblic participation is important and
can help protect the environment. Many organisation Thailand have an agenda to
promote public participation; in particular locattiaities related to public participation
that could be supported by the environmental fundeu the 1992 NEQAOffice of
Environmental Policy and Planning, 2002).
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Since NGOs and grassroots groups have begun toaplagnportant role in monitoring
environmental issues and, in conjunction with lao@inmunity leaders or committees in
diminishing or mitigating the potential of enviroental impacts from development
projects, these groups likewise should be encodrémenonitor and curb misuse, abuse,
and illegal allocation of natural resources by dlué¢horities. These problems are expected
to be solved via public participatiofhis tallies with Kakonge’s (199&tatement that
direct community involvement by NGOs is necessargrder to minimise the causes and

consequences of environmental conflict.

Furthermore, NEQAL992 states that the government can provide assestid support
registered environmental NGOs if they face difficd in undertaking their activities and
request assistance. Also, this Act sets up an @mwiental fund, which can be used to

support projects that NGOs can propose for findrscipport from the government.

In sections 7 and 8 of this Act, NGOs can undertididar roles indirectly through the
NEB. NGOs are allowed to nominate representatioethé NEB who can serve on a
three-year term, but the cabinet has to delibeaat give approval. Within the NEB,
NGOs can participate at the policy level and in ldve-making process, because NEB is
the highest authority in controlling, managing, ewsing and determining all
environmentally-related policies and plans of tlwrgry. On one hand, it is a good
opportunity for the government and NGOs to workselg and the government can gain
wider perspectives. On the other hand, the regjistracan be seen as an effort of the

government to manage the NGOs through legal ragaland financial manipulation.

Regarding this issue, it could be seen that itnisadvantage that environmental issues
have received greater attention from active notestavironmental actors. However, its
weak point is that the environmental agenda is dated by a small group of actors.
Environmental concerns might not be based on aattedests for the environment, they
could be used to obscure the economic interestssaine businessmen-cum
environmentalists in those private organisatiomsleéd, it is difficult for NGOs in
Thailand to become commonplace in the oppositiom#&por development projects. All
NGOs must receive approval to operate from govemrmaethorities, but strong NGOs are
seen as a threat to the government. Besides, arsefficer of the OEPP argued that
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public participation is a good concept, but peagie not ready. She claimed that some
NGOs are narrow-minded since they keep insistinghair issues and do not listen to
other people's opinions. Public participation, urnt causes government projects to
progress very slowly because some people tendejadge or obtain wrong information

from some quarters.

However, there is one important issue regardingigex 7 and 8 of the NEQA 1992.
Presently, there has been no precedence, ruletbothef selection process available. The
officers could not clarify criteria for choosingettiNGOs; nor could they explain which
NGOs would or would not be chosen. Theoreticalymmees should be selected among
NGOs by the registered NGOs. Nonetheless, in meactbminees were picked by officers
of ONEP. Based on the research findings, the NGE€mwesentatives in this study
complained that the present selection procedumeajgpropriate and it should have been
more democratic. They claim that most of the regm&stives are from those NGOs which
usually have warm relationships with the governm@&PP officers usually select those
who work at certain NGOs and are widely known amengironmental experts. The
ONEP officers only point out that they prefer wialewn academic NGOs, not the
activist NGOs. This might be because some of theDNMGoles are supportive of the
government's decisions and activities, some are Swietimes the intentions of some
NGOs for organising demonstrations are not clearsé€veral occasions NGOs have been
accused of staging protests against the governrwentheir own political purposes
(Vatanasapet al. 2004). Importantly, the NGOs representatives is tieisearch pointed
out that many NGOs used to be on the oppositetsitlee government, while only a few
NGOs from the academic field were accepted by theeos. Prominent academic NGOs
and private institutions in Thailand represent omhe small group of people, especially
those of the middle and upper-classes. They aredbiais Bangkok and they consist of
public figures, businessmen, and scholars withrmatisonal backgrounds hus, it could
be argued that the selected nominees may not eeyirals environmental NGOs.

This aspect must be changed and criteria for setetihte NGOs representatives to sit on
the NEB must be clearly set up. For example, tiecgen criteria should state that the
selected representatives should have an emineat antl a distinguished record in
participatory activities, or should have significadirect involvement in, or job

responsibility for, public participation in the easf NGOs, or should have direct work
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experience in public participation in the case cddemic members. Importantly, these

representatives should be varied and from diverseps.

In the Thai EIA system, it is required that the lube involved in decision-making on
developments that affect them. It has been proptisadall stakeholders must have a
chance to participate in the EIA process. Howetee, question of how to define a
stakeholder continues to challenge the authoriiéshailand. The definitions of “general
public” and “stakeholders” are not clearly statethexr in the NEQA 1992, the 2007
constitution, nor the latest regulation (the 200QEP Notification); thus, public
participation is often misinterpreted and inappiatety applied and frequently causes
conflicts in society. These issues lead to diffigun implementation and corrective
actions to these problems are needed. Basically, digfinition of a stakeholder is
influenced by factors such as the issues, the mdsthsed to evaluate whose views need to
be solicited, and the skill with which stakeholdarsiculate their interests. However, at
least the following groups of stakeholders are tified to be the EIA participants: local
community which would be impacted; project ownetBg ONEP; the permitting
authorities; the EIA consultants; the local auttyofor natural resources; independent

environmental organisations; educational instingjcand the media.

Moreover, EIA and HIA should be considered as tdolsindicate the strengths and
weaknesses of an area or region in terms of itsralatesources and environment. They
should be made available before a policy callstlier development of an area or region,
which could further damage the environment or nastie natural resources in the area.
Unquestionably, only integrated environmental, @oic and social considerations could

help to promote sustainability of a project ané\lte public opposition.

Clearly, this study revealed an ineffective pulgarticipation process that resulted from
bad governance, as manifested by ineffective andflicong legislation, lack of

empowerment of the public, lack of transparencyoantability, or responsibility and,

arguably, corruption. Unfortunately, underlying kware nonexistent, and the
constitutional provisions are poorly implemented that unscrupulous officials and
corporations often ignore them with impunity. Thésepholes in the bureaucracy and
decision-making in Thailand must be plugged so t@hmunities would be able to

effectively protect their rights and liberties. Hewer, more details on how to overcome
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these problems are beyond the scope of this sfitdys, this research recommends these
issues for future researchers as a focus for hofurtber improve public participation

practice in Thailand.

The recommendations to improve the EIA process udsed above need to be
implemented as soon as possible. The duration oEl&nprocess including effective
public participation may take longer, but it shovésult in more acceptable solutions to
the impacted public and save more time in the l@rg. Importantly, the government
should also make basic environmental data availtdlaise in preparing EIA reports.
Failure to consider an area’s natural resourcesitanchpacity to support a given project

often results in controversy, as found in this gtud

It should be realised that even the best publitiggpation programme may not alleviate
the public’s dissatisfaction. Nonetheless, thistesteent can be cited to justify only
minimal public participation efforts. Active publmarticipation could positively provide a
long-term contribution to the public acceptance poblic confidence could be increased
when a real opportunity to participate is providaed the public. Thus, a public

participation programme is an essential part of @@welopment projects.

From this study, it is recommended that public ipgration should be considered as
obligatory in any development projects with potaltyi significant impacts and local
communities should be empowered as equal develdppagmers who should participate
in activities related to development projects, artjgular, in the design, implementation,
mitigation, and benefit sharing aspects. This cardi Dungumaro and Madulu’s (2003)
statement that public participation is more thast puprocedural obligation to be complied
with in development project implementation. It gaovide extensive advantages to the
whole of society in particular preventing, mininmgiand resolving conflicts, developing
trust and co-operation among stakeholders, inargasiceptance in projects, establishing
democratic involvement, and improving the environtak decision-making process and

its outcome (Shepherd and Bowler, 1997).

Drawn from this study, it can be seen that publartipipation in Thailand lacks
transparency and is led by the authority and tlopgment. A participation culture, or the

high degrees of public power which exist at highels of Arnstein’s ladder, are absent.
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From this case study, there was either little inpuno identifiable comments from the
public in the decision-making process. Indeed,phielic participation process should not
concentrate only on increasing the higher levelgasficipation but a full set of conditions
for effective participation should be establish&dcould be said that there is no single
component that contributes to effective public ipgration, rather a combination of
components - because public participation is ndiitiensional and complex (Carnet
al., 1998). Most of the components are interdepenaeitt there must be a combination of
components to make any programme meaningful. Comestky, when one factor
deteriorates it is difficult for the other elemetdsbe incorporated to their full capability.
This finding corroborates Beierle and Konisky's 999 p.44) statement thatpublic
participation is far too complicated to come to ya®nclusions about what works and

why”.

Importantly, in this research, it was found thafadure to achieve inclusiveness of
stakeholders in the participation process led tdack of trust and cooperation in
implementation of the development project from stakders who were excluded from
the process. Therefore, the project will be seela@sng transparency. The legitimacy of
the decision-making process is potentially affecwither by the extent to which
inclusiveness of the stakeholders is achieved oenwthe participation process is
conducted. A good decision requires careful comatden of all these relevant factors, as

mentioned in this study.

Principally, participatory processes are highlyluahced by prior experience with
participation, and cultural and institutional codige(Tippettet al, 2005) and there is no
consensus on a format for public participation (@weal, 2008). As the public hearing

is the accepted method of public participation &thgr public comments in Thailand

(Vatanasapt 2001; Bureekul 2007), the governmentn@ge paid no attention to

developing any other suitable techniques. Accordnthe specific and dynamic context
of governance in Thai society, public participatibechniques should be carefully
considered to be properly applied in this speaifimtext. For example, smaller public
meetings should be used instead of public heariwhsch are traditional in the West,
since they create more informal settings withowt tisk of losing face. The informal
meetings provide an opportunity for the public ipress their perspectives without the
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scrutiny of other people. The research finding stebwthat different methods are

particularly favoured and are suitable in differ&ointexts and vary in their purposes
which should be judged on how well they fulfil arfieular purpose. Thus, this research
recommends that, in practice, a combination ofigpgtion methods could be more

fruitful than application of only one specific teghue - for the reason that different public

participation techniques can complement the linitghe other(s). These participation

mechanisms should be multiple and rigorously apgpi&se by case in order to achieve the
effectiveness of public participation.

Based on this study, it could be implied that dffecpublic participation is not a single
event, but a carefully designed and planned prot¢kas applies a multiplicity of
techniques suited to the situations, contexts dedcommunities involved. Importantly,
due to a variety of stakeholders’ attitudes on witanstitutes effective public
participation, it is very difficult to design a pidparticipation programme to please every
party (Englishet al, 1993; Hartley and Wood, 2005). UnderstandingeHhasitations is
vital to effective choice and applications (Pettsl &each, 2000). Based on this study, it
was clear that to achieve effective public paratign, it is very important to plan and
execute the process very carefully, allowing adegjuene and resources. The public
needs to be involved as early as possible in thepEbcess; preferably from the screening
phase and, in particular, from the site selectimtg@ss onwards. The participation issues
need to be clearly framed and communicated befweptocesses are commenced. The
sessions should be employed in two-way communicadod sufficient information
should be exchanged. This finding confirmed Abelstral!s (2003; p.239) statement
that: “complex decision making processes require a mafermed citizenry that has
weighed the evidence on the issue, discussed dvatedkepotential decision options and

arrived at a mutually agreed upon decision”.

Drawn from this study, it should be said that eiffex public participation in
environmental issues requires motivation and effiamtn all stakeholdersThe lack of
trust shown by the public in the authorities, pagether with the apprehensions of the
regulators about public involvement in the EIA pss, will require a great deal of work
to change. Open and inclusive debate amongst @lllelsblders on what changes are
needed in their relationships, and in the distidyutof decision-making power, is

essential. However, this might need more time thivate and develop. Particularly, it
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requires skills from the authorities and trust amafidence from the public. If public
participation is credible, transparent, and legitien the process could simply reach an
acceptable and desirable outcome for every stalehdin summary, a legitimate public
participation process is a potential approach fecéf/ely resolve conflict over large-scale

development projects in every context in non-violgays.

Therefore, it could be concluded that public pgvaton is not a mechanism to slow
down project planning and implementation. It isseful approach to evaluate, in advance,
the different problems, perspectives and interdstsallowing grassroots people to
interactively participate in the EIA procedadeed, public participation is an effective
mechanism for conflict resolution since the pulslicooperation is fundamental to the
successful implementation of any development ptsje&s pressure mounts throughout
the country for large infrastructure projects, tesscan be learned from those which have
experienced serious problems in recent years (iticpkar the Hin Krut case) and have
sought ways to resolve them. It is clear from thpegience of this project that the value
and legitimacy of the EIA process in assessingas@nd environmental impacts hinges
on the adoption of methods that safeguard the ggaation of multiple voices and
perspectives. It could be concluded tlighe development projects are to be effectively
implemented, and the potential to resolve conflicien their implementation succeed, the
public must be appropriately involved in the demmsmaking process. A full involvement
of the public in the decision-making process mdie donsideration of the project more

efficient and effective than would otherwise wobklthe case.

Finally, various assumptions discussed previouslthis study could lead to a conclusion
that public participation is the pre-eminent apploto achieve a balance desired between
stakeholders from development projects or policglementation (Churchman and Sadan,
2004). By providing public participation from thedinning through until the end of the
process, it could reduce strong opposition (siteepublic could be involved before the
decision has been made), resolve conflict, anceteasger from the public, and enhance
the trust and credibility of the authority or demgér. This is a challenge for Thailand to
move towards forms of public participation thatTitai culture and institutions. Greater
public awareness of their rights to be involvedha participation processes, and greater
knowledge of how to be involved would lead to tmeager environmental protection. The

more the public are involved in the decision-makpmngcess, the better educated they will
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become on environmental issues, and hopefully themsafer the environment in Thailand

will be from thoughtless plundering and degradatbnatural resources related to project

implementation.

A summary of the recommendations to improve thelipuparticipation process in

Thailand drawn up from this study is as follows.

Public participationmust begin before any decisions are made. The public
should be involved early enough that they can lzareasonable expectation of
influencing decisions. This point is clearly statedoth the 2007 Constitution
and the ONEP 2009 Notification. However, most pubparticipation
programmes occur very late in the decision-makiraggss and in many cases
were conducted after the project was approved ostoacted. Thus, effective
enforcement of environmental laws is essential. yTeBhould not be left
somewhere on the shelf. The authorised agencigmriicular the ONEP who
are responsible for initiating the EIA process #&mel MOI who are responsible
for granting the project approval licence, shoukbaversee enforcement of
the environmental laws. Besides, the governmente htv enhance the
institutional support, in particular the independerganisation from section 67
of the 2007 Constitution, academic institutions @&@Os to monitor and
enforce the relevant law and regulations.

Public participatiormustbe included in all steps of project implementation
particular, public participation in the site evaloa and selection processes of
a project’s implementation is necessary to redwrdlict among stakeholders
at the beginning stage. Participation in monitotimg operational impacts of a
project can also lead to the early identificatidnpooblems, and can foster
public acceptance. These should be clearly stateitia EIA regulations, in
particular the ONEP Notification that establish tH&A and public
participation procedures. Indeed, there should bewa regulation regarding
these issues.

Public participation techniques should be varied dlexible since public
hearings are too formal and rigid which might nait sThai society. A
combination of participation methods is recommendede different public

participation techniques can complement the limftsther(s). This should be
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stated in the new ONEP regulation regarding paiodn practice in the EIA
process to allow the participants more opportusitie be involved in the
process. In particular, they could select the tand their favoured method to
participate.

Bad governance, lack of transparency and accouityadond corruption of the
Thai authorities are key factors that affect thdéeaiveness of public
participation processes. These problems in Thaedugracy and decision-
making mustbe solved immediately so that citizens can be @bleffectively
protect their rights and libertieNonetheless, more details on how to overcome
these problems are beyond the scope of this stlitiys, this research
recommends these issues for future researcherdasis for how to further
improve public participation practice in Thailand.

The constitution, laws, rules and regulations nhestreformed to ensure that
public participation is fair, transparent and suppa public participation
strategy in Thai government administration. Laworef initiatives, in
particular the drafting process, should employ gig@patory approach. The
reforming process should let all stakeholders (irtipular the public,
academics, relevant government agencies, NGOshangrbject developers)
be involved so as to get their opinions to makeeHaws achieve their goals.
The definitions of ‘general public’ and ‘stakehaigieshould be clearly stated
in the Thai legal framework to prevent confusioiowho should be involved
in the participation process. Thgeneral publiccovers a wide range of
potential actors. Ishould be defined as ordinary people in society adwdd
be either intentionally or unintentionally affectbg a proposed development
project. Stakeholdershould be defined amny group or individual that has a
stake or an interest in, or can affect or be a#@dby, the outcome of the
development project. Normally those involved in i EIA system should
include the general public (including affected commities) and other
stakeholders, including the developers, the coastdf NGOs, the authorised
agencies, such as the ONEP officers, and the media.

The ONEP 2009 Notification should be revised torifglathe terms of
publication of the summary record of the public ie@ to disclose the

consequential actions taken by the competent atidsom that project and the
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rationale behind the decision to take that coufsection. The summary record
should be clear about how the public input informed influenced the
decisions and if it did not, an appropriate reasamumst be provided. This
document has to be widely distributed to the publiparticular the affected
communities through more appropriate chann&lpecific communication
channels should be explained or citeach as leaflet distribution, or mail
delivery to every household in the communitiessetr up an exhibition board
for at least one month in the affected communiti@portantly, an evidence of
the consultation should be detailed in the EIA gtieport.

The organiser or the authorised agencies shoulfutlyr plan and organise a
public participation programme. The role and infloe of the public in the
participation process should be clear in advanéeréehe forum is conducted.
The participation issues need to be clearly framed communicated before
the processes commence. These issues need taally stated in the practical
guideline and regulation, in particular the ONERButations since ONEP is
responsible for the EIA study and public participat

The organisers should employ public participatioraitwo-way dialogue and
communication approach rather than a presentatibnarguments and
information for and against the project. The orgars should be educated on
how to appropriately run the participation prograg@smlraining to develop the
organiser’s skill is essential. This issue shoudd duldressed in the ONEP
Notification or in other guidance regarding pulp@rticipation practice. Thus,
the related parties, in particular the authoritiesuld use this guideline as
reference in managing public participation prograsam

Motivation and effort from every stakeholder is de@. The government must
be more pro-active and show stronger leadershiperinouraging public
participation. The government must provide suffitieesources to support the
participation process. Moreover, the authority stiodentify or create public
participation techniques that suit the Thai contéxtparticular, NGOs should
be supported to play a greater role in the padicim process.

To achieve effective public participation, a pragpes attitude, understanding
and skill are needed. Practical training and publticipation workshops

should be conducted for the concerned agenciespubkc and even for the
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project owners. The training organiser and traioeuld be academics or a
group resulting from cooperation among the praxtgrs and the authorised
agencies. Public participation skills should themvbdened since training will
increase knowledge and help each party to know tlodes clearly, which

could support their participation in the procesgereffectively. Moreover, this
might lead to a creation of a unique participatiechnique that suits the Thai

society.

8.3 Limitations of the study

This thesis aimed to evaluate the effectivenesputilic participation in development
projects in Thailand through examining the perae@ptiand experience of various
stakeholder groups of the process participants. dsearch results here should be
highlighted as an investigation as they were based study of public participation in a
single case study of one development project. Trength of the study relied on its
controlled design. The participants were selectedaadom using snowball sampling.
However, there are a number of reasons that tlienfys warrant cautious interpretation

and analysis.

First, the case study approach and the small nurobeesearch participants limit the
generalisability beyond the context within whicle tetudy was conducted. The issue of
small sample size is difficult to overcome in thiad of study, however increasing the

sample size would enable a broader generalisatitrestudy (Webler and Tuler, 2006).

Second, the research participants were predomynémil in their level of educational
background. The samples also represented a smalipgof authority agencies.
Consequently, the conclusions might not be appkcaio those with a different

educational background.

Third, the established conceptual framework folating the performance of the public
participation process consists of several critefgived from the available literature.
There might be other significant criteria that ddoloe included in the framework - such

as financial issues, which can be complicated &ffidwdt to assess accurately. Therefore,
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the authorities should consider these issues toewehcomplete evaluation of the

participation process in other practices.

Fourth, a case study approach was adopted forrésisarch since it is a traditional
approach to studies in social science. Howevemglescase study is not appropriate to
represent the entire population since there afeculiies with cumulative generalisation
of knowledge. The results of this study have beenegplised in the Thai context, in
particular the Thai legal framework, on the assuompthat this research finding is
representative of public participation practice Tihmailand. However, whenever the
contexts are changed, this research might represagt a set of cases with similar

characteristics.

8.4 Future research

The recommendations for future research in Thailaodld be as follows.

First, this thesis was limited to a single casalgtuhe findings support and advance
empirical study respecting an effectiveness of igulglarticipation processes in a
development project. It is important to continuésthine of this study with additional

studies of public participation process for othgpes of development projects. A
comparative case study is a good strategy to peovitbre information of public

participation process to allow generalisation aicasions regarding practice in Thailand.
Any differences revealed might have significant semuences for the consideration of

effectiveness of public participation - which woudd useful for future practices.

Second, in order to find out the most suitable neplres for public participation processes
in Thailand, an evaluation study of particular m#pation techniques, both in the siting of

development projects and on related environmessalgs, is required.
Third, there is still a lack of accepted evaluatioieria for public participation. There is a

need to develop publicly acceptable evaluatioregatwhich could be widely applied to

other fields of public participation studies.
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Fourth, although this case study is important beeand its extensive characteristics which
make it suitable for an evaluation study (as dbsdiin Chapter 4), the project was
initiated a long time ago and some context has @gén For example, the 1997
Constitution was replaced by the 2007 Constitugom, although the key concept of
public participation already existed, there haverbminor change in some matters. An in-
depth investigation and study of current developnpeojects is recommended in order to

understand current conditions and practices ofipyalrticipation process in Thailand.

Fifth, in some situations, in particular where dmt$ are serious, some public
participation methods such as public hearings mightoe effective. Thus, an assessment
of public participation processes should emphasiserisks of conflict development in
order to prevent reoccurrence - including assesiagypes, level and substance of the
conflict which might affect the effectiveness ofetlprocess. This could benefit in

improving the effectiveness of public participation

Sixth, there is an increase in the use of technpologpublic participation which seems
likely to play an important role in the future. énactive internet is the cheapest technique
for gathering public comments (Kingston 2007). Fexample, a list of e-mails and
websites has been widely used for information sigaty a number of government
agencies. This technique is suitable for the cquntwhich there is a number of internet
users. In Thailand, however, the use of interadtiternet is normally limited to people in
large cities. In addition, most internet userstaenagers who pay little attention to such
serious matters as law, politics, civil riglee However, this situation could be changed
within few years due to the sharp growth of infotima technology in all part of Thailand
and the need for participation in decision-makinmgcess as well. Thus, a study of
technology that could be a useful tool for pubkgtgipation would be valuable for future

applications.

Finally, in the very intensive situation of enviroantal problems in Thailand, it might be
difficult for new and large-scale power plant prigeto be located because Thai citizens
are increasingly concerned about environmental essurhus, a study of public
participation in implementation of small-scale gap, or on post-assessment after the
development projects are located in the commurstyseful. Besides, a study of public

participation in the re-development of existingesitwith poor management would be
364



Chapter 8

significant and needs to be undertaken. Such sudmuld be expected to reduce the

severity of environmental problems in Thailand.
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Consent Form

An Evaluation of the Public Participation Practicein Environmental Development

Projects in Thailand: A Case Study of the Hin KrutPower Plant Project

This consent form is a part of the process of mid consent, which will be left with you
for your reference. It gives you a basic idea altoeiresearch and what your participation

will involve. If you would like more information,lpase feel free to ask.

Dear Participant,

My name is Chutarat Chompunth, a PhD student irStteol of Environmental Sciences,

University of East Anglia.

This research project is being undertaken in tlognamme for Interdisciplinary Research
in Environmental Assessment and Management, SchboEnvironmental Science,
University of East Anglia. The purposes of thiseagh are to evaluate the effectiveness
of public participation and explore the opportwstiand barriers to its implementation in
the contexts of conflict management of developmprgjects. You are invited to
participate in the interview part of this studywhich representatives from governments,
academic institutions, NGOs, project proponentsafetted communities involved in the
participation process will be asked a series ofstjoes to gauge their opinions on the
effectiveness of public participation. The resulfsthese interviews will be used, in
combination with a literature review, in order teakiate public participation initiatives in

the area of environmental conflict management.

This interview will cover a range of the topicsateld to public participation. You can

refuse to answer any questions or end the interaeany time. Your responses will be
kept in confidence, and the results of this studi/lve aggregated with no reference made
to specific participants. Your mailing addressagquested only incase you would like to

receive a summary of the research findings.
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Thank you in advance for your time and attention.

Chutarat Chompunth

PhD student

School of Environmental Sciences
University of East Anglia

England, NR4 7BT
c.chompunth@uea.ac.uk

Tel: (066) 875 399 171 (Thailand)
Tel: (044) 77 3725 8396 (U.K.)
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Interview questions for the project proponents

INEEIVIEWEE ...t e e e e e e e e e e Contact number................

P OS I ON .o

The purpose of this study is to define the effentess of public participation and to
explore the opportunities and barriers to its impatation in the context of

environmental conflict management. This researchsao examine the approaches to
improve public participation in conflict managemdmtough the examination of existing
conflict management related participation prograsme environmental development

projects.

The interview will take approximately 60 minutesdawill cover a range of topics on
public participation activities in related to demgnent projects. You can refuse to answer
any questions or end the interview at any time.rfegponses will be kept in confidence,
and the results of this study will be aggregatethwio reference made to specific
participants. Your mailing address is required anlgase you would like to receive the

summary of the research findings.

Part A: Participant information and background questions

A.1Gender
[ ] Male [ ] Female
A.2 Age
[]18-21 [ ]22-30
[ ]31-40 [ ]41-50
[151-60 [ 160
A.3Education
[ ] Lower than Undergraduate [ ] Undergraduate
[ ] Postgraduate [ ] Others, please specify
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A.4Have you ever participated in the public partidipatprocess, such as in a public

hearing, for any environmental development project?

[ ]Yes ] No

If yes, which one?

A.5What was your role in that participation process?
[ ] Government officer
[ ] Project proponent
[ ] Academic or freelance researcher
[ INGO
[] Citizen from affected community

[_] Other, please specify

A.6Did you get involved as an individual or as a repreative of a group?
[ ] Individual [ ] Representative

A.7What were your particular reasons for getting imedl in the process? Please tick
all that apply.
[ ] Invited to participate
[ ] Concerned about the conflicts or the problems ftioenproject
[_] An opportunity to present point of view
[] An opportunity to listen to public concern
[ ] To find out benefits from the development projects
[_] Time appropriate for participating
[_] Feeling of civil responsibility
[ ] Related to responsible duty
[] Other, please specify

A.8What were you expectation from the participatioogess?
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A.9Were your expectations from the participation met?

[ ] Yes [ ] Yes, partly [ ] No
If no, which were not met? Please explain.

Part B: Evaluation the Effectiveness of Public Paitipation

This section is involved the evaluation of effeetipublic participation. Key evaluation

criteria are extracted through reviewing a largmhbar of the literature.

o o bk w

. What was your role or responsibility at that time®gd, please explain and give

some examples of your role and responsibility ire ghublic participation
programme of this project
Were there any controversies concerning an impléstien of the power plant?
= If yes, why the conflicts arise?
What were the root causes of the conflicts?
When the participation process was taken place?
When did you all the local villagers to participatethis project?
Were the purposes and intentions of the parti@papirocess made clear at the
beginning of the process?
= If yes, how was this done?
Was the scope and context of the process cleaehtiited?
= If yes, how was this done?
Please explain how the information was presentddoanvided in the participation
process?
Was the information provision available to widebpef?

= If yes, how it was provided? If no, why not?

10.Do you think you have appropriate level of skilldaknowledge in setting up,

running the participation process and handlingoiiieomes?

11.Did you have adequate time to collect, review, shand distribute relevant

information?
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12.Did the participation process allow for developmehtideas, learning and new
ways to look at the problems?
= If yes, please explain how?
13.What strategy of public participation did you use¢hat time? Please explain.
14.What public participation techniques were usedrduthe project?
= Why this technique was used?
15.Were all stakeholders in the development cleadyiidied?
= If yes, please explain how?
16.Did the participants represent all significant ssw of the public and
stakeholders, especially the affected community?
= If yes, how was this achieved?
» If no, who was omitted and why?
17.Did all of stakeholders have an equal opporturatgxpress their opinions?
= If yes, how it was provided? If no, why not?
18.Were the participation processes open enough toheee the decisions were
made?
» If yes, how was this achieved?
19.Do you think the public hearing is an effective hoat for public participation in
conflict management?
= If yes, what were the strengths?
* If no, what were the weaknesses?
20.In your opinion, were the participation processedl wrganised and managed?
Please give your comment.
21.Did the process contribute to build trust amongtkeholders?
= If yes, please explain how?
22.Did you manage the participation outcomes to réflacy influence on the
decision?
= If yes, how was this done?
23.What were the specific interests and concerns cf stakeholder?
24.Were the benefits fairly distributed across all skekeholders?
» If no, what the interest and concerns of which atakder groups were

neglected?
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25.Did you think that the public participation processnsistent with the aim of
resolving the conflicts?
= If yes, please explain. If no, why not?
26.Did you try to avoid and resolve the conflicts?
27.Did the conflicts were solved or the consensusneashed?
» If yes, please explain how did you manage conflantsl disputes to be
resolved?
= If no, please explain why.

Part C: Wrap up Questions
The following questions ask about the barriers fiectéive public participation from

participants’ knowledge and views and ask you tcomemend how to improve the

participation practice.

1. In your view is it necessary for the public andkstelders, especially affected
communities, to be involved in the public partidipa process for environmental
development project? Please give your comments?

2. Do you think the public participation process wa®ful in decision-making in
your project or not? If so, how?

In your opinion what are the barriers to effectblic participation?

4. What do you consider to be the obstacles of usiggllabout public participation?

After discussing about the effective public papation, what other factors do you

think that can contribute to achieve effective puphrticipation?
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