PLACE-BASED PLANNING FOR RESILIENCE
EVALUATING THE CALLAGHAN VALLEY OLYMPIC INITIATIVE

by

Andrew P. Stegemann
B.A., Simon Fraser University, 2004

PROJECT SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF

MASTER OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
In the
School of Resource and Environmental Management

Report No. 472

© Andrew P. Stegemann 2009
SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY

Summer 2009

All rights reserved. However in accordance with @opyright Act of Canadahis work
may be reproduced, without authorization, undercthalitions ofFair Dealing.
Therefore, limited reproduction of this work foetpurposes of private study, research,
criticism, review and news reporting is likely te imn accordance with the law,
particularly if cited properly.



APPROVAL

Name: Andrew P. Stegemann
Degree: Master of Resource Management
Title of Project: Place-Based Planning for Resilience: Evaluating the

Callaghan Valley Olympic Initiative

Report No. 472

Supervisory Committee:

Dr. Peter Williams

Senior Supervisor

Professor

School of Resource and Environmental Management

Dr. Alison Gill

Supervisor

Professor

Department of Geography

Date Approved: May 19, 2009



SF SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY
LIBRARY

Declaration of
Partial Copyright Licence

The author, whose copyright is declared on the title page of this work, has granted
to Simon Fraser University the right to lend this thesis, project or extended essay
to users of the Simon Fraser University Library, and to make partial or single
copies only for such users or in response to a request from the library of any other
university, or other educational institution, on its own behalf or for one of its users.

The author has further granted permission to Simon Fraser University to keep or
make a digital copy for use in its circulating collection (currently available to the
public at the “Institutional Repository” link of the SFU Library website
<www.lib.sfu.ca> at: <http://ir.lib.sfu.ca/handle/1892/112>) and, without changing
the content, to translate the thesis/project or extended essays, if technically
possible, to any medium or format for the purpose of preservation of the digital
work.

The author has further agreed that permission for multiple copying of this work for
scholarly purposes may be granted by either the author or the Dean of Graduate
Studies.

It is understood that copying or publication of this work for financial gain shall not
be allowed without the author’s written permission.

Permission for public performance, or limited permission for private scholarly use,
of any multimedia materials forming part of this work, may have been granted by
the author. This information may be found on the separately catalogued
multimedia material and in the signed Partial Copyright Licence.

While licensing SFU to permit the above uses, the author retains copyright in the
thesis, project or extended essays, including the right to change the work for
subsequent purposes, including editing and publishing the work in whole or in
part, and licensing other parties, as the author may desire.

The original Partial Copyright Licence attesting to these terms, and signed by this
author, may be found in the original bound copy of this work, retained in the
Simon Fraser University Archive.

Simon Fraser University Library
Burnaby, BC, Canada

Last revision: Spring 09



ABSTRACT

Planning involves changing places, and the progssd for planning will
determine whether these changes connect with tises# place established for an area.
This was the case in the creation of the Whistlgn{ic Park, a venue for the
Vancouver 2010 Winter Games. This research evauhteplanning process for the
venue using a theoretical framework. The theorktinacess aims towards resilience,
characterized as the ability for multiple stakeleodoto come together in times of crisis to
flexibly co-manage change. The findings suggesQiyenpic process largely followed
the theoretical one. However, there were some avidieviations such as a lack of
dialogue in the structured process defined by tivirenmental assessment process of
BC. Future engagements should take advantage tfiohged processes before
environmental assessments, creating a space fplepohave a sustained conversation

around place.

Keywords: sense of place; dialogue; social-ecological syste&complex adaptive
systems; resilience; 2010 Winter Olympics; Whis@éympic Park.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Planners can play a significant role in creatimgpng and changing places. The
planning processes they use help determine howavelluse developments mesh with
existing landscapes and their sense of place. #tt panning processes engage a wide
range of participants whose perspectives contriméganingfully to the creation of
places. At worst, planning processes alienate thase people and create places with

little attachment and meaning to stakeholders.

Planning for an Olympic Games is an especiallylehging process with
potentially significant ramifications for placestérnational mega-events such as the
Olympics act as a catalyst for a wide range ofasel and infrastructure changes
associated with venues development and assortgbgupcilities. All of these
developments generate short and long term chandessting landscapes and places.
This is particularly true in mountain tourism dasations where environments and
cultures are particularly vulnerable to externatés. This is the case in Whistler, British
Columbia, where a new Olympic venue, the Whistlgmipic Park, is an example of an

external force shaping the place.

1.1 Research Significance and Questions

In this research, theories of place, dialogue,adaiological systems and
resilience are combined to inform a proposed plaased planning process designed to

bring stakeholders together to create resiliertgdaThis hypothetical planning process



is then used as a framework to assess and undgth@planning process that shaped the
development of the Whistler Olympic Park. Insigitsn this assessment are also used to

consider the strengths and weaknesses of the tloabfeamework.

The Whistler Olympic Park was planned to becomeddiclass Nordic facility
surrounded by sublime wilderness. Supporting Olyniperature highlights a vision
imbued with place meanings and claims of sustalityaberived from a collaborative
process of stakeholder engagement. The intentdes to create a special and resilient

place.

As a result of this context, this research attertgpenswer the following
question: What components of an idealized placeatanning process (one which has
the greatest potential to result in a resilientg)avere included in the Whistler Olympic

Park planning process?
Three subcomponents of this question direct thestgation:
1. What are the key components of an idealized plased planning process?

2. Which of these place-based planning components wwel@ded, or not

suitably included in the Whistler Olympic Park pheimg process?

3. What are the implications of the presence or alessehthese components for

the resiliency of the place?



1.2 Research Approach

1.2.1 Literature Review

A review of the literature on place, dialogue, ab€icological systems and
resilience articulates the foundation and frameaftiteoretically-informed ‘place-based
planning process’ that guides the investigatiore frame highlights the position that by
explicitly identifying place meanings through wallanaged dialogic processes,
stakeholders can develop the types of mutual utatedig and trust needed to create

meaningful and more resilient places.

1.2.2 Case Study

Using the previously mentioned ‘place-based reskeframework’ as an
assessment tool, the planning process used to #apevelopment of The Whistler
Olympic Park is examined. The planning processyauated using two forms of input.
The first is publically available documentation erating from the Whistler Olympic
Park planning process. The second, a set of keynr#nt interviews with stakeholders

involved in the planning process.

1.2.3 Report Structure

Following this introduction, chapter two review ttheoretical literature relevant
to this study and its research questions. Thetresalplace-based resilience planning
process which provides a framework for evaluatibthe case study. Chapter three
outlines the research design for this study, indgdhe rationale for the case study
selection, the methods of data collection, datdyaisa and the limitations of the

research. Chapter four reports on the assessméme ¥¥histler Olympic Park planning



process, and chapter five discusses the implicetvdthe study findings. The final

Chapter offers conclusions and provides recommendator further research.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter is divided into four sections. Thestfthree sections review the
theory that informs the planning process creatdtierforth section. The first section
(2.2) addresses the current understanding of phes®y. Within the social sciences,
including tourism, theories on place are becomimeg® of increased interest for
researchers (Hall, 1997). The goal of place-basmthmng is the attempt to understand all
the nuances that intersect to create a sensea# piarder to create/modify that place
for a given purpose. In this section, different@gptions of place are discussed along

with their implications for this research.

In the second section (2.3), the theory surroundorgplex adaptive systems and
resilience are outlined, especially as they rdalateurism contexts. Farrell and Twinning
Ward (2004) suggest that resilience is especiaiportant in tourism settings, which
they argue constitute complex adaptive social-epotd systems. These ideas are

elaborated upon in section two.

The third section (2.4) reviews the significancelafce-based planning in the
context of resilience and complex adaptive systentlis research. Resilience is
established as the ultimate goal for the placebptmnning process that follows in the

final section.



This final section (2.5) details the step-by-stepcpss which is used as the
assessment framework to evaluate the planningtitatrred for the Whistler Nordic
Competition Venue. The first three sections disthegheory of this planning process
without actually detailing it. Operationalizing shiramework so that managers may use it
in real world scenarios needs to occur for the &awrk to be useful. This is the outcome

of the final section.

2.2 Perceptions of Place

The complexity of place has led to a proliferatiotheoretically focused
literature. While all the theories maintain thaaq® is inherently interdisciplinary, there
are still varying mental models of place and hoaught to be studied. Theories of place
can be placed along a spectrum. At one end, apsrglace meaning is viewed as
constructed by many pieces which can be broken dgowlrstudied individually. Authors
have attempted to understand these pieces thraafhdeas as place attachment (e.g.,
Vorkinn and Riese, 2001) and place identity (ebgvyenport and Anderson, 2005). These
theories often stem from individuals in the envir@ntal psychology field. Their work
focuses on understanding place as a constructexdimgeansuing from the capacity of
humans to make choices at free will and imposesetisbsices on the world. The
generated meanings are thus psychological constngateliant on such interrelated
factors as social relationships which include imdlial experiences within the place
mixed with the physical features of the landscdqelt(and natural; biotic and abiotic).
All of these pieces contribute to a symbolic megrmat is ascribed to the place. These
individual pieces can be broken down and studieteQinderstood, the pieces can then

be put together to generate a holistic understgnofimn individual's place meaning.

6



On the other end of the spectrum, place is thedi@®ea phenomenon that can
only be experienced in its whole by an individuwetcording to Relph (1976, 3), “place is
not just the ‘where’ of something; it is the locetiplus everything that occupies that
location seen as an integrated and meaningful phenon”. Elaboration on this theme
comes from Tuan (1977) who suggests that placeirsversal human phenomenon. As a
phenomenon, place can only be taken as it is gaveins often referred to as place
experience. Breaking up place into its parts iadWised because the experience of place
is more than the sum of its parts. On this sidéhnefspectrum, place is thought of as
already in existence. Thus, place is learned hpdinidual who then experiences the
phenomenon. As a result, it makes little theoré8ease to break down place, since there

will be essential components missing once the giace put together.

Understanding which model of place is correct dmanting exercise. The current
understanding of place is not dominated by eitheoty. During a roundtable discussion
on the subject at the 2006 International Symposiarsociety and Resource
Management held in Vancouver, BC, it was stressatdegmphasis in the theory should
perhaps not be on concluding which model is coy@scthat may never happen. Instead,
future studies should be clear about which sida@imodel is being used. This is
especially important for this research, which doetsattempt to further the theory of
place, but instead relies upon the current stateeoidea. In this research | establish a
place-based planning process for managing changamplex adaptive social-ecological

systems. Thus, my considerations of place neeéd tddar and consistent.

It seems logical that place is derived by the fwdkof individuals, as the same

area is often experienced differently from persmpdrson (Stedman et al, 2004). An



important component of the process establishelisvésearch is to understand different
people’s sense of place. From a practical stanpemy@ess which attempts to understand
place is relatively more straightforward if plasébroken into components which can be
discussed individually. As a result, place in fh@gper is understood as an occurrence
which can be studied through its component patiesé& parts include social
relationships, which encompasses individual expege within the place, mixed with the
physical landscape- all which contributes to a sgiclmeaning that is ascribed to the

place.

As a result of this logic, place-based planninthis research is viewed as a
process that attempts to understand all these padhat intersect to create a sense of
place in order to create/modify that place for\aegipurpose. Seemingly straightforward,
there is a significant pitfall that can dislodge firocess. Place-based planning may
actually be harmful when it fails to understaiidthe complex factors that merge to form
place. It is for this reason that reductionist \8ea¥ place-based planning are often
criticized. For example, Hall (1997) critiques pesses which reduce this planning into a
primarily economic exercise. Hall argues that fejlto understand the full complexity of
place will likely result in a simplistic refashiorg of a location’s sense of place. This can
result, for example, in the marginalization of ggewnot involved in the process and/or
the simplification of historical/cultural experieggwithin the place (Hall, 1997). In the
context of tourism, businesses often brand thestidiations to create a sense of place for
the purpose of marketing (Kotler, Haider and R&B93; Williams, Gill and Chura,

2004). Economics are often the motivation of tHasading exercises. As a result of the

potential consequences of this reductionist viewpdVilliams, Gill and Chura (2004)



cautioned against downplaying social and envirortaleralities noting that place
branding is complex and deserves holistic attentibrfortunately, reductionist place-
based planning may be especially appealing indoudestinations due to the rapid shifts
in global demand for tourism products. Productibtoarism destinations for global
consumption is happening in an era of flexible sggation (Hall, 1997). This requires
producers to be able to adapt their product tadigmhanging external markets.
However, genuine places cannot be produced flexitdy can they change rapidly. Yet
reductionist planning occurs regardless, oftentdymwer relationships that mobilize
economically focused stakeholders to lead placesdpsocesses as a means to an
economic end. Unfortunately, a forced process driwea predefined end goal too often
results in a specific, rigid, and inaccurate safgg@dace controlled solely by the

intentions of those in power (Hall, 1997). As autesother place identities, including
authentic ones, are more likely to be suppressddaals may actually experience a
‘loss of place’ (Ness, 2005). In extreme cases, lthgs of place can be so traumatic for
local populations that they react with hostilitywmat Ness (2005) refers to as “locational

violence”.

Planners and policymakers, especially in tourismtexts, need to be aware of the
holistic nature of place and inclusive of all itngponents when conducting planning
processes. When done properly, these processgsetadugreat benefits to both decision
makers and stakeholders. Schneekloth and Shib8b{Jpresent such a holistic and

inclusive process based on a three-step modelrg-gu



Figure 1: Conception of a holistic and inclusive @lce-based process.

Step 1: Create a space for ongoing and open dialogue

1 !

Step 2: Confirmation and interrogation within this space

: !

Step 3: Determine future actions

(Schneekloth and Shibley, 1995)

The three steps are a simplification of their dethprocess; however, they form
the basic framework of the detailed place-basednitey process constructed in section
2.5. In the first step, an open space for dialagwgeated. It is here that the process
requires inclusiveness, targeting key stakeholtteparticipate. Schneekloth and Shibley
refer to the second step as a process of ‘confiomaind interrogation’. Specific topics
related to place are first ‘confirmed’, or discu$sand then ‘interrogated’ through a
process of inquiry that breaks down the assumptmalsdetails of each topic.
Elaborating on this step, | deconstruct it intohbodntent (i.e. ‘the what’) and process
(i.e. ‘the how’) criteria. The content criteria ateawn from theories surrounding both
place and complex adaptive systems/resilience pfbeess criteria are derived from the
well-established ideas on dialogue, a form of miunguiry involving many stakeholders
in a collaborative effort to reach understandinige Tinal step involves future action

resulting from the first two phases. It is here tt@nsensus is made on how to proceed.

Schneekloth and Shibley’s conceptual model reptegbe basis of a holistic and
inclusive place-based process. Far from complete nodel will be elaborated upon in

section 2.5. Here it will be integrated with thedhy surrounding both place and complex

10



adaptive systems/resilience. Once complete, theepsowill be effectively

operationalized as a detailed step by step pragredggefined by specific criteria.

2.3 Complex Adaptive Systems and Resilience

2.3.1 Tourism as a Complex Adaptive System

Current discourses on sustainability emphasizedieel to consider the nature of
complex adaptive systems influenced by both sa@aidlecological factors (Berkes,
Colding and Folke, 2003; Bryant and Wilson, 199&r&éll and Twining-Ward, 2004;
Gunderson and Holling, 2002). Sustainability irstbdntext is understood as the ability

to be resilient through an ability to constantlyapd

These systems are complex because they come inforamy and are
characterized by multiple components interactinglifierent temporal and spatial scales
(Abel and Stepp, 2003; Gunderson and Holling, 2002)ey are adaptive because,
together with their component parts, they havectacity to evolve, learn, and work
toward adjusting to their surroundings” (Farreldl@wining-Ward, 2004, p. 277). In the
past, complex adaptive systems were consideredljafipm an ecological perspective
(e.g. Holling, 1973). However, recent studies hiaoied at these systems as being
comprised of interdependent social and ecologicaippnents, making them complex
adaptive social-ecological systems (Berkes, Coldimg) Folke, 2003; Folke et al, 2005;

Gunderson and Holling, 2002).

Farrell and Twining-Ward (2004) argue that touriswith its many
interconnections, can be explained by the theafie®emplex adaptive social-ecological

systems. Indeed, understanding tourism from atimhgproach is beneficial to planners

11



and academics who struggle for ways to comprehecil an interdisciplinary study.
Viewing tourism as a complex adaptive system islaively new endeavour. However,
the complex nature of tourism has been describeddny authors, including Mill and
Morrison (1985). In their text, tourism is descdlas a system involving processes that
relate to those who consume travel, how they transpemselves, the nature of the
destination they travel to, and how one may mattketight components of the
destination to them in an effective manner. Duth&se many interconnected processes,
Mill and Morrison describe the importance of plampipolicy and regulation. Through
this description a picture of social and ecologa@ahplexity emerges similar to theories
of complex adaptive social-ecological systems. WMill and Morrison do not
specifically describe tourism as a complex adapn@al-ecological system, nor do they
discuss any of its theories, they do describeatspgiex interconnections, which require
careful planning and policy. Farrell and Twining-k¥#2004) recognized the theoretical
connection between tourism and complex adaptiveesys and masterfully integrate the
two together referring to the result as complexpasta tourism systems (CATS). In
doing so, the authors have given other researemeasiditional tool to study the
complexity of tourism systems. To understand haanping processes based on place
can help achieve sustainability in complex adapgveial-ecological systems, the

characteristics of these systems need to be edrifi

2.3.2 Complex Adaptive Social-Ecological Systems

Complex adaptive systems result from a numberafihchically nested systems,
each with their own adaptive cycle. A full desdoptof adaptive cycles can be found in

Holling and Gunderson (2002), but a brief accouititfellow here. Figure 2 shows a
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typical adaptive cycle. As opposed to a systemhiegca stable equilibrium state, as is

often postulated, the cycle displays a number efliotable phases.

Figure 2: The adaptive cycle.

conservatjo n

Release

(FromPanarchy edited by Lance H. Gunderson and C.S. Hollingpy@ight © 2002 Island Press.
Reproduced by permission of Island Press, Washin@e).

In the first phase, systems will slowly mature &udd up, demonstrated as the
movement from exploitation to conservation abowea tourism context, this occurs for
example when residences and businesses begin&tesihemselves in a destination,
building links between locals, tourism markets #melenvironment. The adaptive cycle
(Figure 2) depicts this phase with small numeraousves indicating the process to be
relatively slow and deliberate. The conservatioagah once reached, represents great
potential in the system, yet ironically it is atstan which the system is severely
vulnerable. It is here where systemic links arawmerous and complicated that they
tend to become entrenched and rigid. The interadiores between various components
of the system may be so set, that they have ailitgdb adapt to change. The result is
vulnerability to unexpected systemic shocks, megaaicatastrophic event could collapse
the system entirely, propelling it to re-emerga idifferent dynamic state. This is

displayed as the movement from conservation t@aselén Figure 2, with long arrows
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indicating it as a fast and uncontrolled occurre@erell and Twining-Ward (2004)
argue this rigidity can be seen in the tourism ernillustrated by the stagnation stage of
Butler’'s (1980) model of tourist area cycles. Ia #tagnation stage, tourism visits level
off as the destination no longer has a capacigréav. Interconnections within the
tourism system then become entrenched with anlityatm adapt to an external shock,
such as a SARS scare for example. The likely restitte collapse of the destination.
After the collapse, the system will eventually gaorize itself, building up new links and
connections that it begins to exploit once agairso® it to re-emerge in a state governed
by different variables that determine its behavidiowever, if potential from the
adaptive cycle leaked out of the system duringliagse — seen as the tail leading away
in Figure 2 — the system would then re-emergel@ss desirable state since it has fewer
resources from which to draw upon. This may happéaring the SARS scare, for
example, the destination generates a negative atagrd no longer has the ability to draw

in as many consumers of tourism.

After considering adaptive cycles in multiple segs, Holling and Gunderson
(2002) describe notable characteristics relevaatltoycles. These include the existence
of multiple equilibrium statésunpredictability, and unexpected systemic sholcs

may shift the dynamic state of the system, at tiocagastrophically.

! As systems go through their adaptive cycle, thay display multiple equilibrium states. For example
tourism business that changes its focus based on @ad cold seasons will have two stable equilitriu
states. Multiple equilibrium states are also seethé context of ecological systems; for examgia)lew
lakes, coral reefs, and kelp beds in oceans (Hp#imd Gunderson, 2002).
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Further elaboration on the model demonstrates hownenous adaptive cycles
interact in a nested hierarchy, in what is refetceds gpanarchy(Gunderson and
Holling, 2002). To see the point more clearly, adasa small scale and fast adaptive
cycle that may be represented by an individualri®ss in a tourism destination, perhaps
a bird watching company. This company will haveeitds and flows in success resulting
from market demand and availability of attractiwellspecies. This fast cycle will be
nested within a larger scale, slower moving cyelgesented perhaps by the entire
tourism destination, marked by numerous factor$ sischow popular the destination is.
This would in turn be nested within a cycle repreed by the regional tourism system,
and so on. Each of these adaptive cycles repreetown complex adaptive social-
ecological system while simultaneously being pathe larger panarchy, or hierarchy of
systems. Interactions within panarchies are desdrdy Holling, Gunderson and
Peterson (2002) who suggest that the small sceleyales interact with the large scale
slow processes in a way suggested by Figure 3colepse of small and fast cycles will
inevitably affect intermediate sized cycles, whoaim cause “revolt” in the larger cycles
if they are vulnerable, causing their collapse (Feg3). This may happen, for example, if
the larger system was experiencing vulnerabilpeshaps from a degraded environment
or an unstable economic situation. Drawing fromghevious example, if the larger
tourism system was vulnerable, the bankruptcy efsingle bird watching company may

cause just enough turbulence to collapse the |laygem as well.
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Figure 3: Interactions between hierarchically nestd adaptive cycles: a panarchy.

large
and slow

. small
and fast

(FromPanarchy edited by Lance H. Gunderson and C.S. Hollingpy@ight © 2002 Island Press.
Reproduced by permission of Island Press, Washin@c).

However, it is the large and slow cycles that naiften create stability in the
panarchy. These large and slow cycles accumulaenta as they move towards their
“conservation” stage (Figure 2). As small and tagtles collapse, the potential
accumulated in large and slow cycles can be “reneeeti (Figure 3) in order to
facilitate the orderly re-emergence of the smallea faster cycles towards their
“exploitation” phase (Figure 2). For example, thel lvatching business may re-emerge
as a whale watching operation, facilitated by tamarous connections and opportunities
that have accumulated in the larger system- itaractated potential (Berkes, Colding
and Folke, 2003). Once systems are understoodsimtéinner, appropriate planning can

emerge that attempts to push the panarchy towastigeof increaseesilience

2.3.3 Effective Planning within Complex Adaptive Tourism Systems

Farrell and Twining-Ward (2004, 2005) suggest praper management within

complex adaptive environments, such as tourisnyldream to avoid rigidity and
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vulnerability in adaptive cycles. In especially vefable systems, moving from the
conservation to release phase may be so traurhatipotential for the whole system is
lost. This loss of potential often occurs when plag and management attempts to
stabilize systems within their conservation phasdortunately, resource management
has traditionally attempted to do just this. Mamadgewve mistaken this phase as desirable
due to a misconception that systems mature intlirmax equilibrium’ when systems are
construed as ‘at their best’ and apparently st@blenderson and Holling, 2002).
Assuming that climax stability is desirable, marradeve long used command and
control techniques to reduce variability in systemmaintain this stability (Holling and
Meffe, 1996). The typical result is short term ssxwhich reinforces the command and
control behaviour. Unfortunately, as natural vaitipbis managed out, the system
becomes inflexible to change and maladaptive, tieguih increased potential of
systemic collapse from unexpected shocks (Hollimdy effe, 1996). In addition, the
natural variability that has been managed out efsystem is no longer available to
facilitate the re-emergence of the system resultirgreality with less potential than its
previous iteration. Command and control managemsexgpecially dangerous since
managers rarely change their behaviour due to esmnand political realities that

reinforce their methods (Clapp, 1998).

Avoiding loss of potential within panarchies candohieved through
management that aims towards a statesifiency,defined as the amount of disturbance
that a system can absorb before its structurepssdaand re-emerges in a state controlled
by undesirablevariables and processes (Gunderson and Hollir@R)2®esilience occurs

when systems are able to adapt to disturbancettrenternalizing it or by collapsing
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and re-emerging in a state controlled by the sanmeasedesirablevariables. The release
to reorganization phase of the adaptive cycle (f@@), also known as ‘the backloop’,
form an important process in building resiliencedasese it is in this phases that
innovation occurs. Schumpeter (1950) used the teneative destruction’ to refer to the
opportunity for innovation that arises when outdatrhnology caused industries to fail.
These collapses would propel innovation so thatrtiestry would re-emerge as a
healthy business adapted for the new external tondi Similarly, when any system
enters the release phase, or collapses, reorganizaticurs which presents a window of
opportunity for novelty and creativity aided by #tability provided by other adaptive
loops within the larger panarchy (Berkes, Colding &olke, 2003). Suppose our birding
business collapses due to a shock, perhaps a dgatlgnate. The business could
innovate by targeting a different species such lzales, and healthily re-emerge due to
connections within the larger panarchy, perhagherform of consumer data from
government sponsored research at the regional $exgglesting whale-watching has

potential in the area.

In this way, many resilient organizations actinghivi social-ecological systems
see disturbance, and indeed even collapse, aspantopity for improving the resilience
of the greater panarchy (for a wide range of exasmpee Colding, EImqvist and Olsson,
2003). Building resilience can be accomplisheddarning from, and adapting to, the
constant changes and feedbacks that complex adagystems go through whenever they
are disturbed by natural or human causes (Berkadjri@ and Folke, 2003; Farrell and
Twining-Ward, 2004; Gunderson and Holling, 2002¢chapelle, McCool and Patterson,

2003; Ludwig, Hilborn and Walters, 1993; Mitch&l)02). It is precisely because we
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‘learn by doing’ that management actions shoultfbated as experiments to test the
system. By monitoring the feedback from our decisjave can then determine if the

action taken was appropriate and if not, adapidegarsion making accordingly.
Sustainability: our capacity to adapt

A paradigm of sustainability naturally flows froimg theory as described by
Holling, Gunderson and Peterson (2002) in an uritoadl interpretation of ‘sustainable
development’. By sustainable development, the aathioggest that that we mussistain
our capacity to be adaptive in the face of uncetyaithus becoming resilient, while we
developopportunities within this adaptive environment. éAsesult, themes of
sustainability, such as sustainable tourism, atdinal destinations. Rather, sustainable
tourism should be viewed as a way of thinking aidggrocesses that sustain adaptive

capacity while developing opportunities.

2.4 The Role of Place-Based Planning in Achieving Resilience

Given the interdependence of social and ecologigstems, Folke et al (2005)
warn against studies that consider only sociakotagical components. They point to the
example of Belizian coastal fisherman who formedparatives which were socially and
economically desirable, but which devastated Ist@tks of lobster and conch. In this
example, the strict focus upon the social systethriegative consequences for the
ecological system. A focus on both social and egiold systems yields a much more
complete picture. For example, unregulated whalehuag in British Columbia, Canada
led to degradation of whale habitat in the Johrest®mait. This prompted commercial
operators to create a code of conduct designefietctigely manage user behaviour

(Gjerdalen and Williams, 2000). By recognizing thipacts they were having upon
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whale habitat the operators adapted their sodmbed interactions with the ecological

system to have less negative impact.

Place-based planning is an endeavour which canbugligh resilience in tourism
systems, and indeed all complex adaptive socidbgmal systems. It incorporates both
social and ecological factors and then makes dew@saccordingly. Because place-based
planning can generate a holistic understandingdgstination, this knowledge can be
used to not only affect place, but to also helpygwee involved understand the social,
ecological and economic interconnections that existin the destination on multiple
spatial and temporal scales. Understanding théseconnections that make up
panarchies can help create a management regimé wiscieases adaptive capacity and
resilience. Ultimately, to achieve resilience, fott al (2005) argue that management
should strive towards what they refer to as adaptar-management systems. They define
these as “flexible community-based systems of nesomanagement tailored to specific
places and situations... supported by and work[intj} warious organizations at

different levels” (Folke et al, 2005, 448).

Folke et al (2005) suggest that an adaptive co-gemant regime can help
achieve resilience because it is a regime whichlgdnelp systems survive abrupt
changes, or collapses, 2) evoke change in undésiggbtems and 3) mobilize resources
after changes that enable reorganization in arctafeeand controlled manner. In order to
create a regime that meets these goals howeveg, itingst first be a detailed knowledge
of how the system in question behaves both socaltl/ecologically. Only once a system
is understood, can its strengths and weaknessastéenined and can shifts be made to

allow the system to remain in or move towards ardete state (Farrell and Twinning-
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Ward, 2005). Attaining this level of knowledge iffidult however, but can be aided by
planning that is conducted through joint managenresdlving stakeholders with a
collective knowledge of the whole system in ques(iBeixas and Berkes, 2003).
Because of the holistic and inclusive nature of@lbased planning, it has great potential

to both inform and result in an adaptive co-manag@mnystem.

The detailed process established in this reseamthtawards the creation of a
resilient place in a tourism destination. Thisas@nplished by creating conditions in
which an adaptive co-management system can emexgeevplace-based planning
process. A key to this process is dialogue whidpshstakeholders understand each
others sense of place, also helping everyone gaitichunderstanding of the complex
adaptive social-ecological tourism system in questWith this knowledge, an adaptive
co-management regime may then emerge with the Bkaeping the tourism system (or

place) resilient.

While Figure 1 outlines the basic place-based m®oatlined from the work of
Schneekloth and Shibley (1995), the details widaoh step are missing. Using the
theories on place and complex adaptive social-godbsystems I fill in these details to
effectively operationalize the framework. The résal framework will then provide a

checklist by which planning processes that afféatgcan be evaluated.

2.5 Towards an Evaluative Framework
Currently, no framework suited to guiding the ewadilon of place-based resilience
planning processes exists. However, separate botlresearch on place and resilience

planning are available. The framework emergindia section combines these two
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fields, among others, and focuses attention ositjréficance of creating an adaptive co-

management regime designed to help ensure theeneslof places.

Olsson, Folke and Hahn (2004) studied the decaugémergence of an adaptive
co-management system for the catchment area ¢tielgea River near the city of
Kristianstad in southern Sweden. The process iatidnstad contains a number of
valuable lessons concerning the emergence of gtiagd@o-management regime. A

description of the basic process that occurredristidnstad follows.

2.5.1 Kristianstad Case Study?

Within the city limits of Kristianstad lies a wetld area that is ecologically
diverse, providing a variety of ecosystem servioekiding flood control, habitat supply
and high biodiversity. In addition, the area istardlly and historically important.
Together with the natural surroundings, thesehatteis provide a setting for extensive
tourism, recreation and education opportunitiesira by a changing political culture
that emphasized the importance of environmentakssthe municipal government
implemented a policy designed to sustain the eatdbgtegrity of the area while also
increasing local recreation and tourism in an étiofput the town on the map’. This
window of opportunity allowed a key individual toifg together stakeholders who
collectively established a municipal organizatiorhelp the local government manage
the region. This key individual's role was pivotal.

In response to ecosystem change, he met with athezerned individuals
and groups and developed a social network basddushand dialogue. He

2 The case study example that follows is taken f@sson, Folke and Hahn (2004).
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compiled existing ecological knowledge and expexemound within the
network in a project proposal, and linked peopld angoing projects in the
area. He also provided overall goals and visioarinecosystem approach to
wetland management and used a window of opporttmitpnvince political
decision-makers of the need for a new organizateamd improved
management of the wetland landscape (Olsson, Rol@éHahn, 2004, 7).

The individual brought together stakeholders fraffecent organizations. They
included people with localized ‘fine-grained’ kn@alge, as well as non-local
organization representatives with regional, ‘cotgssned’ knowledge. Bringing the
interested parties together successfully was hddgddcusing on the inclusion of strong
individuals identified as key players within eatakeholder group. This created a
sharing of experience and understanding among leg/ers representing organizations
on multiple spatial scales. The resulting genenatibknowledge led to the
implementation of action-oriented plans that wessigined to improve both ecological
conditions and management practices. A newly astaal municipal organization also
played a key role. All plans were filtered throubis organization, which served as a
common link for stakeholders so that collaborationld be achieved on a regular basis.
Whenever a crisis occurred, the organization hetpedilize knowledge and
stakeholders within the existing social networkatlalress the challenge.

It is a flexible and dynamic organization, promgtia management... that
treats humans as part of ecosystems and includgal,seconomic, and
ecological dimensions... It plays a key role as difator and coordinator in
local collaboration processes that involve intdoratl associations, national,
regional, and local authorities, researchers, nofitpassociations, and

landowners to maintain and restore the naturalcaitdral values of the area
(Olsson, Folke and Hahn, 2004, 7).

In Kristianstad, an adaptive co-management stragsunow in place which helps

people flexibly self organize towards social-ecadagresilience on a case by case basis.
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The place-based process created in this reseasch $ienilar goal of creating an adaptive

co-management structure for resilience.

The place-based resilience framework outlined reatapted from Schneekloth
and Shibley (1995). Figure 1 highlights key compus®f the process. It is divided into
three parts, coinciding with the three steps irufedl. Each step includes criteria which

define and operationalize this study’s proposedeslaased process for resilience.

2.5.2 Step 1: Gathering the Stakeholders

A critical factor identified for the emergence of adaptive co-management
regime is the ability to create opportunities thlkaw for a diverse set of stakeholders to
self-organize towards social-ecological sustairnighjFolke, Colding and Berkes, 2003).
This is especially important in tourism destinasipas they frequently rely upon social
and ecological interconnections that require argityeof viewpoints to be fully

understood (Farrell and Twinning-Ward, 2004).

In a place-based process, Schneekloth and Shib®)b} point out that the
involvement of people who inhabit and are affedigdhe place is paramount. Many of
these people will have a strong attachment to kheep characterized by concern
developed as a result of personal experiencesntiei physical environment (Relph,
1976; Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff, 1983). biitawh, Schneekloth and Shibley
(1995) contend that the process should be operetolbars of the public and the media
should they wish to participate. The inclusionlaide who are not specifically invited,
but still wish to participate is important becaps®ple often do not realize how attached

they are to a place until it is threatened by clean/orkinn and Riese, 2001). Without
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wide stakeholder participation, achieving a colieddy and socially desirable outcome is
difficult. Key information resides in the knowledgéstakeholders (Folke et al, 2005;
Schneekloth and Shibley, 1995) and without thailusion, any proposed solution would
face a legitimacy problem, lacking a so called fablicence to operate’ (Williams et al,

2007).

In tourism destinations, this social licence torape is paramount. Residents of
tourism towns need to be involved in place-basest@ses because they require places
that allow them some retreat from the ‘tourist tomentality- a place to escape and

simply be with friends, for example (Stedman eth4).

For those stakeholders who are sought out, thasian of individuals identified
as strong players within each stakeholder grogssential (Olsson, Folke and Hahn,
2004). ‘Strong players’ can include people whoedfective facilitators, leaders, and/or
social connectors in addition to having people wapo sell ideas to those in power (Folke
et al, 2005). Having them engaged is essentidhegscan push a process past the

‘tipping point’ that represents the line betweeitufa and success (Gladwell, 2000).

Criterion References

Key individuals  The process involves strong individuals targeted to  Folke et al, 2005;
in stakeholder participate in the process (i.e., leaders, fatili® social Gladwell, 2000; Olsson,
groups identified connectors, etc). The stakeholders include indadsior Folke and Hahn, 2004;
and included members of organizations which inhabit and/or are  Schneekloth and Shibley,
affected by the place. The process should alsgpba o  1995; Williams et al, 2007
to members of the public and the media should they
wish to participate.

In order to understand the social-ecological systeits entirety, stakeholders
representing multiple spatial and organizationales; in addition to those affected by
the place, need to be included.

Adaptive co-management focuses on creating funatidaedback loops
between social and ecological systems. It reliescaiaboration among a
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diverse set of actors operating at different levelsen in networks, from
local users to municipalities to regional and rmaio or supranational
organizations (Olsson, Folke and Hahn, 2004).

Additionally, effective management in complex syssanvolves juggling
processes that occur at multiple organizationaliefe.g. political, bureaucratic and
community) while using methods that participantdenstand and trust (Westley, 2002).

If stakeholders on these many scales are not iadluah adaptive co-management regime
will likely not occur. An effective regime requirespresentation on the multiple scales

that represent the complex adaptive tourism system.

Criterion References

The stakeholders involved The stakeholders involved operate on many spati@lisson, Folke and

operate on many spatial and (e.g. local, regional, national, international) and Hahn, 2004;

organizational scales organizational (e.g. political, bureaucratic, pteja Westley, 2002
community) scales.

2.5.3 Step 2: Confirmation and Interrogation

Once the stakeholders have been assembled, howntkeact is important. Step
two has both a process and content component. Attre second step loosely follows
what Schneekloth and Shibley (1995) refer to adicoation and interrogation. Within
this process, a number of aspects of place atédasfirmed’, or brought before the
group (the content). This content component distatieat topics the group ought to
cover to increase the chances of creating a rnespi@ce at the end of the process. This
content is then ‘interrogated’ in a process knowlialogue. It aims to uncover values

and assumptions that may be implicit while alseedwvg the authenticity of each item.

2.5.3.1 The Process

Dialogue is an important component of place-badaxdning because a successful

process requires open and meaningful discussiorchvielp to build relationships and
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establish trust (Schneekloth and Shibley, 1995)k&e Colding and Folke (2003) argue
that important components of the process includeakoapital and social memory.
Social capital refers to networks and interactibesveen people that help build trust and
reciprocity (Putnam, 2000). Social capital is thierication that helps the process run
smoothly. It is pervasive in nature, and is buyltflequent interactions between people
(Putnam, 2000), such as dialoguing, while alsoihglfhese interactions run more
smoothly (Berkes, Colding and Folke, 2003). Opetodjue, aided by social capital,
allows participants to mobilize their collectivecg memory, an important factor in
building resilience.

“Social memory” has been defined as the arena ichwtaptured experience

with change and successful adaptations, embeddedéeper level of values,

is actualized through community debate and decisiaking processes into

appropriate strategies for dealing with ongoingngfea(Folke et al, 2005, p.

453).

To be clear, dialogue is very different from a deb&lowever, it is a discussion

method that can successfully actualize social mgnfonumber of factors should exist

for a true dialogue to exist and be successfuls&lactors are true no matter the topic

being discussed, be it the creation of a tourisstidation or another subject matter.

First, dialogue requires a commitment from partaifs to come together in
sustained conversation in order to understand alckrineir places better (Schneekloth
and Shibley, 1995). It requires that people parét in “purposeful talk that involves
openness, listening, making meaning and learniggther. The intention of dialogue is
to seek understanding on an issue or situation frantiple perspectives” (Ashworth,

2006). Anderson (2006) eloquently sums up the camant required, “The only implicit
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contract is to be there, to stay and listen, aiuit ¢he statements of others, and to speak

if so moved.”
Criterion References
Commitment Participants commit to come together in an open Anderson, 2006; Ashworth,

from participants environment to listen and have a sustained contiensa 2006; Schneekloth and
about place and experience with change from meltipl Shibley, 1995
perspectives.

Because tourism stakeholders likely represent dévepatial and organizational
scales, they may come to the dialogue with diffepamadigms of the world, each relying
on different assumptions and opinions (Bohm, 199Bus, a critical factor for successful
dialogue is that participants are able to suspand,even question, their assumptions
(Ashworth, 2006). In doing so, they need to go

into the process of thougbtehindthe assumptions, not just the assumptions
themselves... And they may not realize it, but thayehsome tendency to
defend their assumptions and opinions reactivebireg evidence that they
are not right, or simply a similar tendency to deféehem against somebody

who has another opinion. If we defend opinionshis tvay, we are not going
to be able to have a dialogue (Bohm, 1995, 9-11).

In a dialogue, participants must work to reveairtaesumptions so they can be
evaluated (or re-evaluated) rather than defendiag assumptions as though they were
truth (Yankelovich, 1999). This is especially imgamt when discussing place. It is
important to reveal any differences between thea@mnce, or perception, of a place and
its reality (Sack, 2004). This appearance/realjiyainic specifically deals with the issue
of authenticity. A tourism destination may be praetbas inclusive for example, but if
one finds only people of higher socioeconomic ct@ssnly one culture present, then the
reality may suggest otherwise. Suspending onesrgggans, and having the ability to
question them are invaluable within a dialogue #iats to generate true understanding

of an issue.
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Criterion References

Assumptions Participants effectively suspend and evaluatedavaluate) Ashworth, 2006;
suspended and  their assumptions about place and experience Wihge to  Bohm, 1995; Sack,
guestioned explore if the appearance or their perceptiondaxfgpmatch  2004; Yankelovich,

up with reality. To do this, people explore theitpyalues 1999
and/or process of though behind their assumptions.

It is important to note that in the dialogue itséiie idea is not to come to a
decision on an issue. Dialogue may lead to a causein the future, which forms the
basis for a decision, but this is not the pointhaf actual dialogue (Anderson, 2006). The
idea is to seek understanding and requires thatl@eoe willing to admit uncertainty;
that they are willing to learn and perhaps evemgkgAshworth, 2006). This
understanding is achieved when people seek to @ndmw issues are understood or
misunderstood (Anderson, 2006). This criterion Bavaturally from the last. People
suspend their assumptions because they seek numaeistanding of place through a

process of collaborative inquiry (Yankelovich, 1999

Criterion References

Participants seek The dialogue seeks mutual understanding by uncayeri  Anderson, 2006;

understanding how issues are understood or misunderstood by peopl  Ashworth, 2006;
Participants effectively make meaning and learann Yankelovich, 1999

atmosphere of collaborative inquiry.

Because dialogue aims for understanding, it shootde framed as a debate.
The focus of dialogue is collaboration and inquiagher than advocacy or
debate. Dialogue is not a debate. When you enterdialogue you are not
required to defend or argue your views or to seésciaws in other's views.
You are expected, however, to explain your viewhe® are invited to ask

questions or pick up on a thread of the ideas ptedeby the previous
speaker (Ashworth, 2006).

Aiding the dialogue away from debate, participastisuld view each other as
equals and let go of any hierarchical notions timay have. Instead, they should view
each other as individuals with valuable input (Ashity, 2006). There are a number of

differences between dialogue and debate. Highhghtiese differences, Yankelovich
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(1999, 39-40) gives a number of opposing ideasdasavhether one is in a debate or a

dialogue (Table 1).

Table 1: Debate versus dialogue.

Debate Dialogue
Assuming that there is a right Assuming that many people have pieces of the
answer and you have it right answer and that together they can craft a

solution

Combative: participants attempt to Collaborative: participants work together towarg
prove the other side wrong common understanding
About winning About exploring common ground
Listening to find flaws and make Listening to understand, find meaning and
counterarguments agreement

Defending assumptions as truth  Revealing assumptions for reevaluation
Critiquing the other side’s positions Reexaminifigpasitions
Defending one’s own views again< Admitting that others’ thinking can improve on

those of others one’s own
Searching for flaws and weaknesseSearching for strengths and value in others’
in other positions positions

Seeking a conclusion or vote that Discovering new options, not seeking closure
ratifies your position

(Yankelovich, 1999, 39-40)

By avoiding a debate, participants will be bettguipped to mutually understand

place and the factors that will make that placédiess.

Criterion References

Participants are involved Participants view each other equally and are roptired  Ashworth, 2006;
in a dialogue as opposedto defend or argue their views- participants ara in Yankelovich, 1999
to a debate. dialogue, not a debate. They are, however, reqtired

explain their views.

The final criterion for a good dialogue is the mmese of a skilled facilitator. A
facilitator will help the group collaboratively leaby helping individuals understand how
to express their assumptions and interests, whalemg sure that people remain open to
the perspectives of others (Ashworth, 2006). Intaatd a skilled facilitator will

encourage people to share their doubts surrourtdeigown position, without feeling
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weak, while helping the group recognize that déferes in opinion do not equate to

hostility (Ashworth, 2006).

Criterion References
A skilled facilitator is  Facilitator helps guide the group to learn by hedpparticipants  Ashworth,
present to guide clarify their motivations and interests, while Istdmaining open 2006
participants through  to the contribution of others. There is opporturiidypeople to

the dialogue. share their doubts on a position, without feelireplvand a

recognition that differences do not equate to higsti

Dialoguing is an extremely valuable tool for undansling. It is also valuable to
the place-based process being outlined here. lti@udtb building trust between
participants, the dialogue will aid in the undenstiag of place and the various
interconnections of the social-ecological tourigrstem. In order for this to be the case

however, specific factors need to be discussedinedtin the upcoming content section.

2.5.3.2 The content to discuss

An important aspect to be discussed is who thesaetimakers are, what
motivates them and how they will implement the pobjSchneekloth and Shibley,
1995). “Ethical action also requires knowing wha n@ access to power or influence but
will be affected by an action nonetheless” (Schi@blkand Shibley, 1995, 9). Even with
participants in the process letting go of their fitles and hierarchical positions, the
reality is that a specific group or person willdii have control of implementation.
However, in a collaborative decision making progcsessh as this one, significant power
imbalances may be present (Frame, 2002). Planhatgattempts to embrace place
meanings from multiple stakeholders must addresgpdynamics so that every
stakeholder can have meaningful input. Power inrizaa can be mitigated by, for
example, participant funding, training and professi facilitation if so chosen (Frame,

2002).
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While attempts to equalize power are importans #lso critical to determine
which groups historically had power, and what dftacs has on the place. Often, place
meanings are imposed by groups who have the pawkresources. For example,
tourism destinations are often branded in marketargpaigns, which acts to establish a
place meaning defined by those who have the paweefpetuate the brand image
(Williams, Gill and Chura, 2004). In addition,

Institutional actors such as land management agemony play a large role
in the creation of place meanings: official manddtet "freeze" a landscape
at a particular point in time, interpretative sighiecting tourists to particular
views (while also telling them what they are sumebto be seeing) directly
affect the meanings that National Parks visitory mi@an from their visit.
Other policies, such as restricting access to iceai@as (i.e., camping only in
designated backcountry campsites) or specific typésactivities (i.e.,
allowing hunting in National Forests but not NatabiiParks) can indirectly
affect the meanings attributed to the setting mfauencing the behaviors that
support these meanings (Stedman et al, 2004, 583).

As a result, understanding that those with poweelan asymmetrical
opportunity to shape place and recognizing whidugs/individuals have power is of
importance. A discussion of past power holdersiwithe planning process may help

people understand how a particular sense of plaezged, while identifying present

power holders may lead to a decision to even obtlances.

Criterion References

A discussion of Participants discuss who has power to make deasion Frame, 2002; Schneekloth
who the what their motivations are, and how their past sleois and Shibley, 1995;
decision have affected place. Also, participants discuss ddes not Stedman et al, 2004;
makers are. have power, or if significant power imbalancesamesent, Williams, Gill and Chura,

and if the imbalance should be overcome by, eugdihg, 2004
training or professional facilitation.

The next three criteria relate to factors that aifect participants’ understanding
of place. Davenport and Anderson (2005, 627) clamifiy place-based planning is
important in all natural resource management. htiqadar, they describe four
interrelated points affecting the relationship betw humans and the environment.
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1. Places manifest the physical characteristics eftng, activities and
experiences, social phenomena and processes, Givd iral
interpretations.

2. People assign meanings to places and derive meemihgir lives from
places.

3. Some place meanings translate into strong emotlworads that influence
attitudes and behaviors within the context of tholsees.

4. Place meanings are maintained, challenged, andiagggbin natural
resource management and planning.

The authors provide a progression that highlightg Wis important to
understand sense of place in natural resource reareg. Essentially, any management

action will affect the meanings of places to whidople have strong emotional bonds.

Discussing place is also important regarding thigling of resilience. Dialoguing
towards a mutual understanding of place will previdllective knowledge of the factors
that make up the complex adaptive tourism systesrdéimonstrated in the adaptive co-
management regime that arose in the Kristianstathple, this collective knowledge was

crucial to success.

To effectively cover the factors that create placaumber of topics need to be
discussed. These topics include social relatiosslmgluding individual experiences, the
physical landscape, and the symbolic meaning ghascribed to the place. From a
practical standpoint, it is easiest to talk abbese parts individually. However, it is also
important to note that all these parts are intategl. The symbolic meaning attached to a
place results from social relationships and indiaidexperiences that occur within a
specific landscape, be it human made, naturalicoootabiotic. Thus, while the three
factors of place are separated below and discusdeddually, they must be understood

as interrelated aspects of place once reassembled.

33



When identifying place, it is important to determimot onlyhow mucha place
means to people, but alsdatthat place means to them. Often the two cannot be
separated. Determining both of these factors caacbemplished by eliciting the
symbolic meanings people attach to a place by gskiestion such as: what does this
place mean to you? Or, how did you come to know place? (Davenport and Anderson,
2005). Symbolic meanings manifest in many diffefenins, but generally refer to “the
symbolic importance of a place as a repositoryefaptions and relationships that give
meaning and purpose to life” (Williams and Vaskg02, 6). Davenport and Anderson
(2005) found that symbolic meanings not only hedppde identify with place, in either a
positive or negative manner, but also underpin httached they are to the place.
Stedman et al (2004, 581) helps explain this figdi®ymbolic meanings underpin place
attachment: we attribute meaning to our settingd,ia turn become attached to the
meanings.” When dialoguing around place, it is ulskelr participants to not only discuss
whatthe place means to them- how they identify witn phace- but alshow muchthat
place means to them- how attached they are tdis. i$ done by discussing the symbolic

meanings that the place holds for people.

Symbolic meanings that people attach to a placgemerally individualized and
differ from person to person. For example, Stedetaal (2004) conducted a study of
place meanings in the popular tourist destinatiodasper National Park in Alberta. They
explored the meanings that residents of both Jagfméch is economically tied to the
Park, and the nearby town of Hinton, more tiedxinaetive resource management,
attached to the Park. The authors found that retsde Jasper attached positive

symbolic meanings to the spectacular areas thptthalraw in tourists, places where
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they recreated with their friends, or that theyogag going to relax. In contrast, the
residents of Hinton attached symbolic meaning éoRhrk as an area where restrictive
policies “contribute to ‘nature under glass’ meaii(Stedman et al, 2004, 603). They go
on to explain, “Many of those who live in a cultucantext that includes occupations
based on cutting trees and digging coal find thesning off-putting” (p. 603). To the
residents of Hinton, the Park was an area wheredbeld not enjoy motorized

recreation or be outside the influence of the Rar&gulations.

While specific symbolic meanings may differ by merdased on their
experiences, broad social categories may be createdich people’s symbolic
association can be positioned within (Grieder aadk@vich, 1994). For example,
Davenport and Anderson (2005) conducted a studyntover the place-based meanings
that members of gateway communities in north céNehraska ascribe to the Niobrara
National Scenic River, a protected area adjacetitdio towns. The authors present the
spectrum of place meanings that people attachetoitkr. They found that the Niobrara
River was thought of in many different ways thatildobe categorized into four symbolic
categories: sustenance, tonic, nature and idetitytenance refers to people who
associate the river as a source of water and edomernenue through, for example,
tourism. The tonic category represents people wledlse river as a place to rejuvenate
themselves mentally and physically, through reaoedbr example. River as nature
represents people who think of the river as ansiahed ecology and a place with
abundant wildlife. Finally, the river contributesd sense of identity for some, be it as an
individual, a family or a member of the communi@urthermore, the authors found that

the symbolic meaning many people ascribe to thex evolved, both positively and
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negatively, over time. “Two participants explairtealv learning about the ecological
uniqueness of the river had increased their attachto the river. Three other
participants’ comments suggest they had becomactet!’ from the river as government
regulations increased” (Davenport and Anderson526088). Perhaps the most relevant
finding for natural resource managers and placedatanners was that people’s sense
of meaning for the river affected their perceptiang attitudes towards increased
tourism and development.
For example, a rental cabin erected in the valley nmterfere with tonic
meanings related to scenic beauty and escape;enataanings related to
wildlife and habitat; and identity meanings relatedthe neighborliness or
rural character of the community. At the same tithe, development may
enhance other meanings, such as identity meanieigsed to individual

autonomy (e.g., private property rights) and sumtee meanings related to
economic security (Davenport and Anderson, 2008).63

A discussion of the symbolic meanings that peopteibe to place is an
important factor in not only understanding sensplate, but also how change may affect
place and whether the change is positive or negjdtivelps clarify what a place means
to people, how much that place means to them, amdchange may affect these
meanings. In addition, the discussion can helgtbep understand how social meanings
are ascribed to natural environments making intareotions within the social-ecological

system more clear.

Criterion References
A discussion of  Participants discuss the various symbolic mean(tays Davenport and Anderson,
the symbolic repository for emotions and relationships that give 2005; Grieder and

meaning that meaning and purpose to life” (Williams and VaskgQ2,  Garkovich, 1994;
people ascribe to 6)) they associate with different locations witttie place, Stedman et al, 2004;
the place i.e., home meanings, nature meanings, sustenance Williams and Vaske,

meanings, tonic meanings, identity meanings, dteyT 2003

discuss where these meanings originate from and how

potential change may affect these meanings.
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The social relationships and individual experierntt@s$ occur within an area help
form a significant portion of the place meaningspie ascribe to that space (Tuan,
1977). Sack (2004) gives the example of an aretagong a person’s work or business.
The individual's experiences within that space ¥attus on the creation of wealth and
the building of relationships between co-workerd alrents. These factors help create
similar identity and meaning within that space vihiall partially generate a sense of
place. Similarly, Uzzell, Pol and Badenas (2002vslthat a person’s psychological
construct of their identity as it relates to placel its physical aspects is partly created
from social relationships. The authors’ also digred that the social interactions which
influence how an individual perceives the peoplthimitheir community impacts the
meanings that they ascribed to the place and wkiingness to improve that place. For
example, the “extent to which people believe thhers are willing to help solve
environmental problems is an important influenceta@ir own willingness to change”

(Uzzell, Pol and Badenas, 2002, 49).

Also demonstrating the importance of social refattops and individual
experiences, Stedman et al (2004) found that tfaesers were important aspects of
place in their research conducted in Jasper NdtRark. For example, the authors found
that while the residents of Jasper were attachsegéotacular areas that drew in tourists,
they were also significantly attached to the ordiacations where people socialized
with other residents. These places included thal lecreation centre and post office, and
for one individual, an alleyway outside the homeesvehneighbours met regularly
(Stedman et al, 2004). Indeed, in a destinatioh siscJasper where nature-based tourism

is highlighted, the residents “placed particulaipéasis on their community being more
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than just a ‘tourist town’... [making] the distinctidoetween local and non-local people
and how important it is for residents to have sitethe community that are not overrun
by visitors” (Stedman, 2004, 592). Their study leelghow that place is derived from an

interrelated set of factors including social relaghips.

Discussing the social relationships, individual ex@nces and perceptions of
other people that occur within an area are impoiapects of place. The discussion will
likely help stakeholders understand where certinogomeanings originate from and

which parts of the location in question hold spleeiaaning for them.

Criterion References

A discussion of social  Participants discuss how their social relationshipd Sack, 2004; Stedman et
relationships / individual experiences affect and are affected by  al, 2004; Tuan, 1977;
individual experiences place (e.g. with their peers, business Uzzell, Pol and

and their influence on  partners/employers, the government, etc). People’s Badenas, 2002

place perceptionf their community are also discussed.

Any place-based process will have defined geogcapbiindaries of the area
under discussion. This could range from a singliging to an entire tourism destination
and beyond. Whatever the scale, the physical emviemt, be it built, natural, abiotic or

biotic, will have an impact on place meanings (8tad, 2003).

The usage of the tergenius lociis a good example of the natural landscape’s
influence on place. In Roman mythologgnius locireferred to a protective spirit of a
place which was thought to get its unique chardoten the physical nature of the place
itself (Jackson, 1994). The term is now more urtdersas a metaphorical ‘feeling’ of
place that one senses as opposed to an actual pportantly, its usage suggests that
place is at least partly derived from the landsatgmdf as opposed to just experiences

within that landscape. For example, Shumaker arytbm §1983) suggest that people
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partly become attached to places with particulave-inspiring landscapes due to its

sublime physical features.

In an attempt to understand “the relationship betweharacteristics of the
physical environment and sense of place”, StedrB@@3, 675) conducted a study in the
lake-rich landscape of Vilas County, Wisconsin (hgv1320 lakes). He found that
natural, man-made, abiotic and biotic factors sackhoreline development, water
clarity, public access and chlorophyll levels haphgicant impacts in constructed
meanings of place. As a result of these findingscdncluded that “landscape attributes
matter a great deal to constructed meanings” (p).@urthermore, photos taken by
residents in the previously mentioned Jasper NatiBark study (Stedman et al, 2004,

595) “made it clear that the physical landscape .a. sgynificant source of attachment.”

There exist a few places where traural environment (versus thmuilt
environment) plays a very small role in establisplete meanings. If, during the
dialogue on place, it is discovered that the nhemaironment has little to do with place
meanings, it is an important point to note. If tiedural features play a small role in
people’s attachment to a place, then “there isdewatitude in which environmental
degradation may occur, while leaving attachmemtarit(Stedman, 2003, 682). An
example of this phenomenon comes from Swan Hiliés Albertan town was the first
North American community to willingly vote in thétiag of a special waste treatment
centre within the town limits; an action which pdsggnificant environmental risk
(Bradshaw, 2003). Even after a number of highlylisiged plant failures which caused
significant environmental impacts, the local suppor the facility remained strong due

to economic reasons. Bradshaw (2003) attributestdherance to a transient population
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with little time to form any attachment to the @aéndeed, the main groups in opposition
to the facility were the regional First Nations Blarwho have lived in the area for
generations and are significantly attached to thesigal environment surrounding Swan

Hills (Bradshaw, 2003).

The final aspect of place to be discussed in aimgain a comprehensive
understanding is the influence of the physical $aage (natural and built; biotic and
abiotic). In addition, the extent to which thatural landscape affects place meanings
should be discussed. This will help determine haveimenvironmental degradation can
occur without affecting place meanings. If envireamtal sustainability is a goal, a
population with little attachment to the naturaldacape will need to be managed more

closely than a population with strong attachmerih&landscape.

Criterion References

A discussion of Participants discuss how the physical Jackson, 1994; Sack, 2004,
physical landscapes landscapes (built, natural, biotic and abiotic) Shumaker and Taylor, 1983;
and their influence on affect place. Also discussed is to what extentStedman, 2003; Stedman et al,
place thenatural landscape affects place. 2004

After a discussion surrounding place, a dialoggar@ing people’s experiences
with change over time within the place, and how tthange was adapted to should
occur. An initial discussion of place is an impottéactor however. As Davidson-Hunt
and Berkes (2003) note, identifying sense of phdlmvs people to recognize their
everyday activities, their perceptions of ecosysteand their relational networks in those
ecosystems. This awareness helps people gain anstizuading of how the system that
they act within works, how resilient the systemaisg how it may be made to be more

resilient (Olsson, Folke and Hahn, 2004).

After this understanding is achieved, a dialoguiad social memory can more

effectively occur. Social memory is defined as‘tieena in which captured experience
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with change and successful adaptations, embeddedeeper level of values, is
actualized through community debate and decisiokikmggorocesses into appropriate
strategies for dealing with ongoing change” (Fatkal, 2005, 453). Dialoguing around
social memory will help people understand how thmay 1) help systems survive abrupt
changes, 2) evoke change in undesirable system3)andbilize resources after change
that enables reorganization in an effective androled manner (Folke et al, 2005). To
help achieve these three important abilities, thé&due should revolve around times of
change and how people and the ecosystem reactegdbsitively and negatively.
Dialoguing around social memory plays an importatd in developing an adaptive co-
management regime. It allows key people to betteletstand, and therefore effectively
use, the multiple scales of knowledge availab&dfisis occurs in the future (Folke,
Colding and Berkes, 2003). In addition, collectivelerstanding of successful and
unsuccessful strategies for reorganization aftangk is promoted by a dialogue around

social memory.

An example of actualizing social memory comes filann, Light and
Musumeci (2003), who conducted a study in ForeseKra popular tourism and
recreation destination in Minnesota known for iiglang opportunities. The creek was
historically managed for trophy fishing through habimprovements that focused solely
on enhanced angling opportunities. As cultural eomlogical knowledge increased
however, people realized that these habitat impnargs had negative impacts on the
wider social and ecological resources of the aeeh) as plants, non-fish animals, and
archaeological sites/artefacts. The projects rggdcame highly contentious and

politicized affairs. As a result of these bad exg®res with projects, when additional
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habitat improvement was proposed by anglers, statmirce managers knew they had to
act to avoid conflict. They “created a facilitai@acess that was fair, open, and flexible.
A critical change was devolving the authority acdauntability for the final decision
making to the local managers and to the procedsgih(B Light and Musumeci, 2003,
215). The new, localized process brought stakel®ldgether to find solutions through
discussions, resource mapping and studies thagdhelperyone gain an understanding of
the collective experiences with past changes tbatroed on the river. In addition to
producing an agreement that satisfied all stakedis|dhe process played an important
role for later crises, as it became a source absaemory. For example, when a quarry
operation was proposed near the creek, individalistook part in the process knew that
an important recharge area for the creek wouldhteatened posing wider environmental
problems for the ecosystem. They knew this becawsas identified in a resource
survey they had conducted in the initial procebsdiViduals responded quickly through
the informal communication network that the Fokestek project had spawned. They
managed to get the property designated fairly kg@igl an important ‘Scientific and
Natural Area’, through a state land acquisition ar@hagement program” (Blann, Light
and Musumeci, 2003, 225). Because social memoryastaslized through the Forest
Creek project, when proposed change came in the dbthe quarry the network of

stakeholders came together to effectively and aradjvely come to a solution.

The Forest Creek example demonstrates the usesubfis®cial memory gained
by a process which highlights collective experiena@h prior change. As in Forest
Creek, this discussion may simply produce infororagaps which need to be filled by

ecological studies, resource surveys or other megim$ormation gathering. Once the
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information is gathered however, and after theedtalders understand the experiences of
others, the result is a stockpile of knowledge. ptacess can also build social
relationships and informal networks, or social talpthat may be accessed in future

times of crisis to mobilize the social memory todseffective strategies for change.

Criterion References
A discussion of Participants discuss how prior times of changegwer Blann, Light and
experiences with dealt with to understand, in the future, how people Musumeci, 2003;

change over time and may 1) help systems survive abrupt changes, 2)eevdkolke, Colding and
how this was adapted change in undesirable systems and 3) mobilize Berkes, 2003; Folke et
to (social memory) resources after changes that enable reorganization al, 2005

an effective and controlled manner.

To encourage an all-encompassing dialogue arowwt pSchneekloth and
Shibley (1995) suggest that participants exploesittiiplications if alternate conditions
existed. This could be in the past, present oréutlihis dialogue helps people better
understand the current state of conditions thragghparing and contrasting alternate

visions of reality.

Criterion References
Participants explore the Participants discuss the potential implications if ~Schneekloth and
implications of alternate another condition existed in order to better Shibley, 1995
conditions understand the current reality.

Finally, it is important for the process to incluaie opportunity for the
stakeholders to bring up issues that are impottatitem which may not be on the
agenda (Schneekloth and Shibley, 1995). This giveslialogic arena legitimacy as a
space where participants are truly attempting tteustand all the nuances that converge

to create place in a manner that is inclusive efrgvody.

Criterion References
Participants have an Participants have an opportunity to bring up issues Schneekloth and
opportunity to discuss regarding place or past experience with change notShibley, 1995

aspects not on the agenda on the agenda, but of importance to them.

The main purpose of dialogue is to create collectinderstanding around the

issues being discussed. The actual dialogue ia debate, nor a decision-making
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process. The dialogue is a forum to promote unadedstg surrounding place and
experience with prior change and crisis. Throughdeéliberate process of dialogue,
collective understanding is achieved and capasibuilt for adaptive co-management by
fostering social capital and social memory. WHile tlialogue is not a decision-making
step, a specific shift towards determining futurgamn needs to occur. This happens in

step three.

2.5.4 Step 3: Determining Future Actions

The Kristianstad example demonstrates the impoetah&ey leadership which
inspires and encourages stakeholders to work teg#tloughout the process (Olsson,
Folke and Hahn, 2004). Westley (2002) outlines itihigortance by telling the story of a
particularly successful resource manager who ctargly managed stakeholders on
multiple organizational levels through determineddership. Folke et al (2005) similarly
argue that in order to effectively mobilize socismory, leadership needs to be present
to guide the process and bring a diversity of ed&s together. Without leadership, the

process is likely to become ad hoc and vague.

Criterion References

Leadership A leader, or leadership, is presentiwbjpires and encourages-olke et al, 2005; Olsson,
stakeholders on multiple organizational levelsedarvolved  Folke and Hahn, 2004;
and work towards a collaboratively decided upoiovis Westley, 2002

The next step towards future action is to comedorsensus on who will be
involved. “There are no rules or simple guidesdelecting who plays, only values and
beliefs” (Schneekloth and Shibley, 1995, 15). Hoarethe dialogic process, which seeks
understanding and clarity, can provide insighte thie selection process. Certain
stakeholders may feel they have been adequatety bed will not desire future

participation, while others may want to continue gnocess. There is no right way to
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select who will participate, but Schneekloth andbi#ly, (1995) make it clear that the

process needs to be transparent.

Criterion References
Consensus reached orThis process will involve value judgments and Helie Schneekloth and
who will be involved statements. The dialogic process will offer insiigitd those  Shibley, 1995

in future action who will be included. There is no right way to sglthose

involved, but the process needs to be transpaveait. t

In addition to agreeing upon who will be involvedfuture action, a transparent
and collaborative process needs to determine hgwoieed, or whether to proceed at
all. The choice of methodology is a not just a tecal question, it is also an ethical one.
The methods should come from consensus and natlderhso as to avoid what
Schneekloth and Shibley (1995, 16) refer to as ho@blogical tyranny”. They continue,
“If the dialogic space is working, then as the wprkgresses to decisions about action,
all voices can see themselves in the approach, daigher level of commitment to the
decisions, and often be more willing to live withdecare for the resultant conditions”
(pp.16-17). Because every method will have an mothat promotes it, that ideology
ought to be transparent. For the entire place-bpsszkss being outlined here, there is a
very specific ideology that should be driving &lide steps. The goal of this process is to
achieve resilience. “Social-ecological resilieneters to the capacity of a social-
ecological system to absorb disturbance and reagavhile undergoing change so as to
still retain essentially the same function, stroetudentity, and feedbacks” (Olsson,
Folke and Hahn, 2004, 2). To complete this goamash effort as possible should be
made to create an adaptive co-management regingeidBology follows two
assumptions: 1) that social-ecological resilierscégsirable and 2) that place-based
planning can result in an adaptive co-managememeethat increases resilience. Thus,

future actions for this process will always, at lib&st, involve this ideology.
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In deciding how to proceed, the methods used, e of what needs to get
done, and the ideology behind these two things tebe determined in a collaborative
and transparent manner. Failure to do so may casttan the process and present a

legitimacy issue in the eyes of those affectedneyeixercise and casual observers alike.

Criterion References
Transparent How to proceed (i.e. the methods used and whatlgxado be  Schneekloth and
decisions on how done) — or whether to proceed at all — need todberhined ina  Shibley, 1995

to proceed transparent and collaborative manner. In additioa ideology or

logic behind the method needs to be agreed pon.

A successful place-based process is one that catesrnn the building of a
resilient tourism destination. The likelihood ofesilient destination increases due to a
diverse set of stakeholders acting on many orgtaira scales dialoguing, collaborating
and coming to a transparent decision on how togad¢Folke, Colding and Berkes,
2003). As a result of the process, a social netwark on trust emerges where social
memory is actualized and used to work towards iawisf place and its maintenance
afterwards (Olsson, Folke and Hahn, 2004). An irtgodrfactor in creating this resilience
is that collaboration occurs among the diverseftattors (Folke et al, 2005). This is
especially important in tourism systems where caxipy is the norm (Bodega,
Cioccarelli and Denicolai, 2004; Farrell and TwimgiWard, 2004). Every step of the
process leading up to this one is intentionallyigieed to help the actors come together
and collaborate. Collaboration cannot be forced timough a dialogue concerning

everyone’s sense of place and prior experienaest, and collaboration is much more

® For example, the ideology behind this place-bgsedess is consistent with the assumptions that the
three-step process can help build places with adapb-management regimes that result in social-
ecological resilience.
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likely to occur. These factors are then used t@eoatively work towards the creation of

a resilient place.

Criterion References
Collaboration occurs As a result of the dialogue, a social network  Folke et al, 2005; Folke,
among a diverse set of  built on trust is created and social memory is Colding and Berkes, 2003;
actors operating on realized among participants. These factors are Olsson, Folke and Hahn,
multiple levels used to cooperatively work towards the agreed2004

upon vision.

As stated by numerous authors, social-ecologicdieace in complex adaptive
systems is essential for sustainability (Farretl @awinning-Ward, 2004; Farrell and
Twinning-Ward, 2005; Folke et al, 2005; Folke, Gotgdand Berkes, 2003; Gunderson
and Holling, 2002; Olsson, Folke and Hahn, 2004eaBexamples of achieving this
resilience come from both Folke et al (2005) anssoOh, Folke and Hahn (2004) in the
form of adaptive co-management systems. Unfortiyateeating an adaptive co-
management system is not a fast course of actaircétm be simply mandated. It emerges
as the result of a process that encourages satiabrks, assisted by social capital and
equipped with social memory, to flexibly come tdgatin times of crises to effectively

adapt to change (Folke et al, 2005).

| believe the three-step process outlined provadaseful framework for adaptive
co-management regimes to emerge, thus bringingtabsilience. Bringing together a
diversity of stakeholders and dialoguing arounat@lean help in two significant ways.
First, the dialogic process can help build socagdital. Second, the process can enlighten
the collective understanding of the social-ecolaljiourism system and its
interconnecting factors, helping to actualize daziemory. With the aid of social capital
and social memory, people are more likely to flexdelf organize towards social-

ecological sustainability (Olsson, Folke and H&2004). When a crisis occurs, the
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appropriate actors and knowledge will be mobiliggdugh the pre-existing social
network to appropriately adapt to the change. Aswhin Figure 4, resilience is the

result.

Figure 4: The progression towards resilience.

The Goal:Resilience
Characterized by adaptive co-management:
the ability for multiple stakeholders to come tdggtin times of crisis to
flexibly co-manage change.

4

Step 2: Dialoguing the
content

Step 1: Gathering the
stakeholders

Step 1: Future actions

Relevance to resilience
Brings together a wide
group of individuals and
organizations who can
collectively understand
the system in question,

Relevance to resilience
A) Building social
capital through ongoing
discussions. B) Creating
mutual understanding s
there is a collective
understanding of how

Relevance to resilience
Action occurs in a
transparent and
collaborative manner
helping create
functioning social
networks for the future.

the system works.

The last criterion emerges from this progressiath @nnot by measured during
the actual process, as it embodies a future fiatsuch, the final criterion outlines the

ultimate goal for the process.

Criterion References

People flexibly self organize towards social- Folke et al, 2005; Folke,
ecological sustainability on a case by case basis iColding and Berkes,

the future. When a crisis occurs, the appropriate 2003; Olsson, Folke and
actors and knowledge is mobilized through the pretahn, 2004

existing social network to appropriately adapt to

the change.

Future adaptive co-
management occurs
among a diverse set of
actors operating on
multiple scales
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2.5.5 The Evaluative Framework

One of the best case studies outlining the emeegehan effective adaptive co-
management regime comes from the Kristianstad ebeaoytlined by Olsson, Folke and
Hahn (2004). As a result of that study, the autldestified a number of processes and
strategies that contribute to maintaining resileemccomplex adaptive systems (Table 2).
To test the potential effectiveness of the threg-sivaluative framewoftkeach of the
processes/strategies in Table 2 are considereer édich process/strategy, the step in the

process | have outlined which best correspondseistified in brackets.

Table 2: Strategies for resilience and their inclusn in the place-based process.

Developing motivation and values for ecosystem meament
» Envisioning the future together with actors (haptfeoughout steps 1-3)
» Developing, communicating and building supporttfer mission (Leadership- step 3)
» ldentifying and clarifying objectives (Dialogic press- step 2)
» Developing personal ties (Dialogic process- step 2)
» Establishing a close relationship and trust with kelividuals (Dialogic process- step 2)
* Fostering dialogue with actors (Dialogic processp <)
» Providing arenas for trust building among actoral@jic process- step 2)
» Building trust in times of stability to facilitateonflict resolution (Dialogic process- step 2)
» Developing norms to avoid loss of trust among ac{Dialogic process- step 2)
»  Continuously communicating success and progrepsopécts (Transparency requirements-
outlined in step 3)

* The three-step evaluative framework of a placetasocess for resilience can be seen in its épiine
Table 3.
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Directing the local context through adaptive co-ragement

« Encouraging and supporting actors to perform moini¢p including inventories (Discussion
around prior experience with change, which mayudelinformation gathering- step 2. Also
contained in the action phase- step 3)

» Encouraging and supporting actors to manage e@maystocesses for biodiversity and ecosystem
services (not specifically included)

» Initiating and sustaining social networks of kegliinduals (happen throughout steps 1-3)

* Mobilizing individuals of social networks in proledriven projects (Step 3)

* Making sense of and guiding the management prqéesslitation- step 2. Leadership- step 3)

« Synthesizing and mobilizing knowledge for ecosysteanagement (Step 3)

» Providing coordination of project and arenas fdtatmration (Dialogic process- step 2;
Leadership- step 3)

« Encouraging and inspiring actors to voluntary ggstition (Leadership- step 3)

« Initiating projects and selecting problems that barturned into possibilities (This criterion
identifies a future state after the adaptive co-ag@ment regime is established not during the
process- Not applicable)

» Creating public opinion and involving local medgté€p 1)

Navigating the larger environment

» Influencing decision makers at higher levels tontan governance structures that allow for
adaptive co-management of the area (Involving $talkiers from multiple organizational scales-
happen throughout steps 1-3)

* Mobilizing new funding when needed (not specifigaticluded)

* Mobilizing external knowledge when needed (not ffjmadly included)

« Exchanging information and collaboration with lostdward associations [locally] and
internationally (Include key stakeholders- step 1)

* Collaborating with national and international stigts (Include key stakeholders- step 1)

» Collaborating with national and international namvgrnmental organizations (Include key
stakeholders- step 1)

» Participating in international institutional framexks (Include key stakeholders from multiple
organizational scales- step 1)

e Supporting diffusion of the values of [the locatal through social networks (Social capital
building- dialogic process- step 2)

» Providing a buffer for external drivers (not spaifly included)

e Communicating with national media (Step 1)

(Olsson, Folke and Hahn, 2004, 15; Table 3)

Evaluating the place-based process against trexiarthat contribute to

maintaining resilience in complex adaptive systéhable 2), the results are positive.

Of the 30 processes/strategies identified, theepbased process (Table 3)
specifically includes 25 of them (83%). Two of {hrecesses/strategies are not overtly
included (mobilizing new funding when needed, arabitizing external knowledge
when needed). However, the process allows for thetaties to occur if they are

needed through stakeholder collaboration. Includnege two criteria, and omitting the
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criterion that is labelled ‘not applicable’ (initiag projects and selecting problems that
can be turned into possibilities) the place-bagedess covers 27/29 of the criteria
(93%). This suggests that place-based processebenapgound way to create resilient
places. Additionally, the entire process as oudlifieable 3) provides a useful framework
for evaluating any project that creates or modifieses.

Table 3: Three-step idealized place-based planningocess

Criteria Reference(s)

Step 1- Gathering the stakeholders

Key individuals in The process involves strong individuals targeted teolke et al, 2005; Gladwell,
stakeholder groups participate in the process (i.e., leaders, fatilits =~ 2000; Olsson, Folke and
identified and social connectors, etc). The stakeholders include Hahn, 2004; Schneekloth and
included individuals or members of organizations which ~ Shibley, 1995; Williams et

inhabit and/or are affected by the place. The al, 2007

process should also be open to members of the

public and the media should they wish to

participate.

The stakeholders The stakeholders involved operate on many spati@lsson, Folke and Hahn,
involved operate on (e.g. local, regional, national, international) and 2004; Westley, 2002
many spatial and organizational (e.g. political, bureaucratic, ptesa

organizational scales community) scales.

Step 2- confirmation (content criteria) and intgation (process criteria)

Process criteria

Commitment from  Participants commit to come together in an open Anderson, 2006; Ashworth,
participants environment to listen and have a sustained 2006; Schneekloth and
conversation about place and experience with ~ Shibley, 1995
change from multiple perspectives.

Assumptions Participants effectively suspend and evaluate (or Ashworth, 2006; Bohm,
suspended and reevaluate) their assumptions about place and 1995; Sack, 2004;
questioned experience with change to explore if the Yankelovich, 1999

appearance or their perceptions of place match up
with reality. To do this, people explore the logic,
values and/or process of though behind their

assumptions.
Participants seek The dialogue seeks mutual understanding by ~ Anderson, 2006; Ashworth,
understanding uncovering how issues are understood or 2006; Yankelovich, 1999

misunderstood by people. Participants effectively
make meaning and learn in an atmosphere of

® Including the necessary stakeholders (definechbyctiteria in this section) increases the soiahke to
operate (Williams et al, 2007) and helps achieueliective and socially desirable outcome becated|i
be informed by the multiple levels of the sociablegical system (Folke et al, 2005; Olsson, Folké a
Hahn, 2004).
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Criteria Reference(s)

collaborative inquiry.

Participants are Participants view each other equally and are not Ashworth, 2006;
involved in a required to defend or argue their views- Yankelovich, 1999
dialogue as opposed participants are in a dialogue, not a debate. They

to a debate. are, however, required to explain their views.

A skilled facilitator ~ Facilitator helps guide the group to learn by Ashworth, 2006
is present to guide  helping participants clarify their motivations and
participants through interests, while still remaining open to the
the dialogue. contribution of others. There is opportunity for
people to share their doubts on a position, without
feeling weak and a recognition that differences do
not equate to hostility.

Content criteria

A discussion of who Participants discuss who has power to make Frame, 2002; Schneekloth
the decision makers decisions, what their motivations are, and how and Shibley, 1995; Stedman
are. their past decisions have affected place. Also, et al, 2004; Williams, Gill

participants discuss who does not have power, oraid Chura, 2004

significant power imbalances are present, andeif th

imbalance should be overcome by, e.g., funding,

training or professional facilitation.

A discussion of the  Participants discuss the various symbolic meaninBsvenport and Anderson,
symbolic meaning  (“a repository for emotions and relationships that 2005; Grieder and
that people ascribe togive meaning and purpose to life” (Williams and Garkovich, 1994; Stedman et
the place Vaske, 2003, 6)) they associate with different  al, 2004; Williams and
locations within the place, i.e., home meanings, Vaske, 2003
nature meanings, sustenance meanings, tonic
meanings, identity meanings, etc. They discuss
where these meanings originate from and how
potential change may affect these meanings.

A discussion of Participants discuss how their social relationshipsSack, 2004; Stedman et al,
social relationships / and individual experiences affect and are affected®004; Tuan, 1977; Uzzell,
individual by place (e.g. with their peers, business Pol and Badenas, 2002

experiences and their partners/employers, the government, etc). People’s
influence on place  perception®f their community are also discussed.

A discussion of Participants discuss how the physical landscapesJackson, 1994; Sack, 2004;
physical landscapes (built, natural, biotic and abiotic) affect pladdso Shumaker and Taylor, 1983;
and their influence  discussed is to what extent thatural landscape  Stedman, 2003; Stedman et

on place affects place. al, 2004

A discussion of Participants discuss how prior times of change, Blann, Light and Musumeci,
experiences with were dealt with to understand, in the future, how 2003; Folke, Colding and
change over time andpeople may 1) help systems survive abrupt Berkes, 2003; Folke et al,

how this was adaptedchanges, 2) evoke change in undesirable system2005

® This discussion should occur after the dialoguglane. As Davidson-Hunt and Berkes (2003) note,
identifying sense of place allows people to recogrheir everyday activities, their perceptions of
ecosystems, and their relational networks in tleasesystems. This awareness helps people gain an
understanding of how the system that they act withorks, how resilient the system is, and how iyma
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Criteria Reference(s)

to (social memory)  and 3) mobilize resources after changes that enabl
reorganization in an effective and controlled

manner.
Participants explore Participants discuss the potential implications if Schneekloth and Shibley,
the implications of ~ another condition existed in order to better 1995

alternate conditions understand the current reality.

Participants have an Participants have an opportunity to bring up issueSchneekloth and Shibley,
opportunity to regarding place or past experience with change nb®95

discuss aspects not on the agenda, but of importance to them.

on the agenda

Step 3- determining future actions

Leadership A leader, or leadership, is present wbpires and Folke et al, 2005; Olsson,
encourages stakeholders on multiple organizatiorfadlke and Hahn, 2004;
levels to be involved and work towards a Westley, 2002
collaboratively decided upon vision.

Consensus reached This process will involve value judgments and  Schneekloth and Shibley,

on who will be belief statements. The dialogic process will offer 1995
involved in future insight into those who will be included. There s n
action right way to select those involved, but the process
needs to be transparent to all.
Transparent How to proceed (i.e. the methods used and what Schneekloth and Shibley,
decisions on how to exactly is to be done) — or whether to proceedl at 4995
proceed — need to be determined in a transparent and

collaborative manner. In addition, the ideology or
logic behind the method needs to be agreed Gpon.

Collaboration occurs As a result of the dialogue, a social network built Folke et al, 2005; Folke,
among a diverse set on trust is created and social memory is realized Colding and Berkes, 2003;
of actors operating among participants. These factors are used to  Olsson, Folke and Hahn,
on multiple levels cooperatively work towards the agreed upon 2004

vision.

Future adaptive co- People flexibly self organize towards social- Folke et al, 2005; Folke,
management occurs ecological sustainability on a case by case basis Colding and Berkes, 2003;
among a diverse set the future. When a crisis occurs, the appropriate Olsson, Folke and Hahn,
of actors operating  actors and knowledge is mobilized through the pr2o04
on multiple scalds  existing social network to appropriately adapt to

the change.

become more resilient. Discussion of experiencés @fiange over time could possibly be framed as a
discussion of a changing sense of place over timdehaw this was adapted to.

" For example, the ideology behind this place-bgsedess is consistent with the assumptions that the
three-step process can help build places with adapb-management regimes that result in social-
ecological resilience.

® This criterion is an outcome, and may not be &blee assessed until long after the initial proigss
completed.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

3.1 Introduction

Two forms of qualitative research were used in tegearch. The first was a
review of the literature, as articulated in Chagteo. This resulted in the creation of a
three-step evaluative framework of assessing tteneko which place-based process
factors contribute to resilience. The second iasestudy of the planning process that
occurred for the Whistler Olympic Park. Marshalddossman (2006) emphasize the
value of qualitative methods in a variety of resba©Of the list provided by Marshall and
Rossman (2006, 53), the following research typealitbr qualitative methods apply to

this study:
— Research that elicits multiple constructed realjtstudied holistically;

— Research that elicits tacit knowledge and subjeainderstandings and

interpretations; and
— Research that delves in depth into complexitiespndess.

In this case study, a review of the documentswleaie publically released as a
result of the planning process were examined. Atieds, a qualitative survey method
(see section 3.4) collected additional data relet@mmentifying and examining the
criteria of a place-based planning process estadivia the literature review. Finally the
data collected from both the planning documentsthadnterviews were analysed using

the evaluative framework.
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3.2 Research Objective and Questions

The primary objective of this research was to usi@d which elements of a
place-based planning process would have the gtgaitsntial to lead to resilience and to
identify and understand the extent to which thésments were used in planning for the

Whistler Olympic Park.

3.2.1 Research Questions

To achieve this objective, a primary research goestas created: What
components of an idealized place-based planningegso(one which has the greatest
potential to result in a resilient place) were urtdd in the Whistler Olympic Park

planning process?

To help answer this primary research questiongetkresuing operational

questions were asked:
1. What are the key components of an idealized plased planning process?

2. Which of these place-based planning components wel@ded, or not

suitably included in the Whistler Olympic Park phémg process?

3. What are the implications of the presence or alssehthese components for

the resiliency of the place?

3.3 Case Study

In addition to a review of the theoretical litenatua case study is used in this
research. A ‘case’ is defined by Stake (2000, 2pasntegrated system.” The author

continues, “The parts do not have to be workind,we¢ purposes may be irrational, but
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it is a system.” As a method of inquiry, the caselg “allows investigators to retain the
holistic and meaningful characteristics of reat-ivents” (Yin, 2008, 4). In this research,
the case study is used in the same way Yin (200&cbmmends; as a method that will
“contribute to our knowledge of individual, growrganizational, social, political and
related phenomena.” This case study attempts tordete to what extent the different
components of a place-based planning process ectunria real-life event: the planning

for the Whistler Olympic Park.

3.3.1 Case Study Selection

The planning process for the Whistler Olympic Pads chosen as a case study
for this research because it involved a plannireg@ss for a venue that was being created
in a location that a) was rich with place meanirjsyas within the boundaries of a
tourism destination, and c¢) would inevitably affptace meanings given its connection to
the Olympic Games. The case was also ideal be@agszat deal of publically available
documentation was available to help identify: alipgoants in the planning process, b)
how these different participants conceptualizedGhttaghan Valley as a place and, c)

the chronological steps that occurred to plan gaue.

3.4 Data Collection

Primary qualitative data were collected throughumber of personal, semi-
structured interviews with participants in the Wlas Olympic Park planning process.

These interviews took place between May and Augq@8.
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Secondary data were obtained from a variety ofipalty available sources.
These include newspapers in addition to the websitgovernment, VANOC and First

Nations.

3.4.1 Primary Data Collection: The Active Interview

Primary data were collected in one-on-one semesired interviews using an
active interview process (Holstein and Gubrium,3)9%he literature review yielded a
set of criteria that served as an evaluative fraomkvior an idealized place-based
planning process. These criteria and frameworkethapd informed the interview

process and its questions. In addition, the teofelfse active interview were used.

In any interview, the respondents act as a recleptd&nowledge, and when
interviewed, the researcher must be aware of wiher&nowledge comes from and how
it is derived (Holstein and Gubrium, 1995). Intews, by their very nature, involve an
interaction between two individuals and “narrativeare constructed in situ, a product of
the talk between interview participants” (Holstaimd Gubrium, 1995, 2). Holstein and
Gubrium (1995) suggest an active interview is ahm@tof inquiry where respondents are
thought of as ‘active’.

Construed as active, the subject behind the regmnibt only holds facts
and details of experience, but in the very proa#ssffering them up for

response, constructively adds to, takes away fiamd, transforms the facts
and details (Holstein and Gubrium, 1995, 8).

In an active interview, the primary interest in ttetent of answers lies in “how
and what the subject/respondent, in collaboratidh an equally active interviewer,
produces and conveys about the subject/respondexgérience under the interpretive

circumstances at hand” (Holstein and Gubrium, 1995In the active interview, the
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respondent is seen as having a collaborative mgbedducing knowledge along with the
interviewer. However, this is not to suggest thatinterviewer cannot bias the
knowledge. Indeed, in an active interview, themwitwver should only ask for
clarification or probe an issue when necessarygtéol and Gubrium, 1995). In this way,
the knowledge that emits from a respondent is llalsoration with the interviewer, to a

limited extent, while being actively created antkrpreted in situ.

The active interview method was chosen becauskninledge respondents held
came from diverse experiences. A structured inggvvnay inhibit these unique
experiences from emerging. By conducting a flexdsgve interview, using open-ended
guestions and using the methodological freedomrdabgpand question, the unique

experiences of the interviewees was allowed to rhdlgemerge.

3.4.2 Respondent Selection

Respondents were selected based on their partaipatthe Whistler Olympic
Park planning process. Participant groups weretiitkshin the publically available
literature. Individuals from these groups were i@ either through this publically

available information or through personal reference

A total of 15 individuals were interviewed. Tablédéntifies the broad groupings

from which these individuals were selected.

Table 4: Distribution of respondents by organizatio/broad grouping.

Organization/broad Grouping Number of
Respondents
BC Environmental Assessment Office 2
Squamish Nation 1
Lil'wat Nation 1
Public Recreationist 1
Mining Sector 1
Commercial Recreation Operator 1
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BC Ministry of Environment 1

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 1
Environment Canada 1
Resort Municipality of Whistler 1
Squamish Lillooet Regional District 1

Local reporter

(to understand the perspective of media and gehsesof the general public) L
Environmental Non-Governmental Organization 1

VANOC 1

Total Number of Respondents 15

3.4.3 The Interview Process

All interviews, with the exception of one, wherendocted in person at a time and
location convenient to the respondent. The oneptiarewas an interview conducted
over the phone at the respondent’s request. lews/lasted between 45 minutes to two
hours. Before interviews took place, respondentewenailed a Participant Study
Briefing (Appendix A) to introduce the researchtelviews began with a brief discussion
on the research, followed by respondents readidgaming an informed consent form
(Appendix B). Interviews were semi-structured, gdiine active interview method. They
were directed by a survey instrument with open-drgiegestions. Two survey instruments
were created, one for the VANOC respondent (Appef@ijiand another for non-

VANOC respondents (Appendix D). The survey instraotaavere used as a guide to the
interview and were approved for use by the Resdatigits Board of Simon Fraser

University’s Office of Research Ethics on Marc2808.

Using the active interview method, questions watd¢imes, skipped or amended
depending on the respondent and the context afdheersation as it unfolded. At the
permission of respondents, each interview was decband subsequently transcribed for
accuracy. Respondents were given the option t@wetrianscriptions; however, no such

requests were made.
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3.5 Data Analysis

Holstein and Gubrium (1995) suggest that meanimgmstructed within the

active interview. “Active interviewing orients teystematically notices, and gathers data

on the simultaneous coding and construction of kadge within the interview”

(Holstein and Gubrium, 1995, 57). Furthermore,abthors suggest that analyzing the

data that emerges from such interviews requireguia¢yst to explore differences,

similarities and patterns. Marshall and Rossmaf§2@rovide a seven step analytical

procedure for data. Table 5 outlines these stepaggested by Marshall and Rossman

(2006) and gives an account of how these steps addrered to in this research.

Table 5: Seven step analytical procedure for dataral this research.

Step

Description of Step

How the step was followed this research

1: Organizing
the data

Organize data by, e.g.
type, date, names, times
etc.

’

Data was organized by respondent. In addition, most
guestions asked within the interview related tocHjme
criterion within the place-based planning procéiss (

evaluative framework, outlined in Table 3) further
organizing this data. Secondary data was organizedhe
evaluative framework by criterion.

2: Immersion in
the data

Review the data multiple
times to become
intimately familiar with
the data.

Data from interviews was reviewed within the actual

interview, upon transcription, and several timderaf

through sorting data into the relevant sectionthef

evaluative framework. Secondary data was reviewed
multiple times to ensure familiarity.

3: Generating
Categories and
Themes

Identification of themes,
recurring ideas and
patterns of belief.

The survey instrument provided the first steps towa
identifying such themes as the questions were lgpdisel
to specific criterion within the evaluative framenkoOnce
the data was reviewed (both primary and secondinyps
sorted into the criterion of the evaluative framelvarhich

suited it best. Once here, the data was examirmred fo
recurring ideas, themes and patterns of belief.

4: Coding the
data

Formally applying some
coding scheme to
identified categories and

themes outlined in step 3.

For example, using key
words, coloured dots,
numbers, etc.

No formal coding scheme was applied to the dathign

research. Sorting the data into the relevant sestd the

evaluative framework helped group the data in a
manageable way.

5: Offering
interpretations
through analytic
memos

Attaching significance to
what was said, making
sense of the findings,
offering explanations ang
drawing conclusions.

Once data was sorted into the evaluative framewbwas
all reviewed for relevance to the criterion in cficas
Relevant data were noted, and non-relevant data wer

either not used or moved to a criterion of relewarn@nce

the data was in the correct place, it was furtinalyzed by
the researcher for meaning.
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6: Searching for
alternative
understandings

Once data has been
interpreted, the research
critically challenges the
patterns that seem
apparent.

Interpretations of data were critically challengé¢here

pdata corroborated, the criticism was eased. Datiddhad to

conjecture is identified as such in both Chaptand 5
where it occurs. In an attempt to incorporate tieevs of
all respondents, all were quoted at least once.

7: Writing the
report

The researcher writes th
report understanding that
the writing is part of the
analytical process. For
example, through the

D

words that are chosen, the

researcher is interpreting,
shaping and forming
meaning.

The Findings and Discussion chapters (4 and 5) were
written over a two week period of time better eimsythat
interpretations made upon the data were considRetort

writing will always involve interpretation and meag
making. This understanding was clear during thesmof
this research

(Adapted from Marshall and Rossman, 2006)

3.6 Study Limitations

The methods used in this research are not withairt limitations. Some possible

limitations are listed here to provide transparency

Case study research is limited in the extent taclvigeneralizations from the case can

be extrapolated to other cases. In this reseagsterglizing results is problematic

beyond the case of the planning for the Whistlgm@ic Park.

The active interview involves discussion, questiand probing from the researcher.

While the researcher should intercede only wheressary, this decision is

subjective. Every attempt was made during intergiembe mindful of the questions

asked and how interviewees were asked to elabopate themes. However, there is

no guarantee this was done in a way that completahyased responses.

Respondents were not chosen at random, nor aresh#cient numbers of them to

be certain that their responses are a true regegsmnof the groups which they

represent.
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When interpreting qualitative data, this researchay have mistaken its true intent.
While every effort was made to interpret data otiyety, there can be no assurance

that such misinterpretations didn’t happen.

The researcher was employed for a period of founthreoby VANOC. While data
was retrieved and interpreted by the methods @dlin this chapter, biases resulting
from the experiences gained during employment naag laffected the findings

presented.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS- THE WHISTLER OLYMPIC
PARK

4.1 Introduction: The Whistler Olympic Park

The Whistler Olympic Park(Figure 5) is the venue that will host a numbethef
Nordic events for the Games, including the biathtynss-country skiing, Nordic
combined, and ski jumping. The venue, as builtpemgasses a number of facilities and
supporting infrastructure, including (List from Vgher Olympic Park, 2009a):

* Three venue stadiums (cross-country skiing, biathdmd ski jumping)
= Technical sport buildings for each venue stadium

= A day lodge

= 14 kilometres of biathlon and cross-country contjuatitrails

= Two ski jumps (normal hill and large hill)

= 35 kilometres of training and recreational trails

= Sewer, water and power services

= Access roads and parking lots

= Maintenance buildings

° The Whistler Olympic Park was formerly referrecamboth the Whistler Nordic Competition Venue and
before that the Whistler Nordic Centre. For thizs@n, some of the quotes and figures refer to thistr
Nordic Competition Venue or the Whistler Nordic @enlt is also possible that this name may be once
again changed post Olympics.
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Figure 5: Whistler Olympic Park and associated fadities.
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(Whistler Olympic Park, 2009b. Reproduced with pisgion.)

Because of its size, the planning process for thesiiér Olympic Park began
well before Vancouver was awarded the Games binteenational Olympic Committee
(10C) on July 2, 2003. The process began in 199@sponse to the original desire to
host the 2010 Games. Eleven sites were originalhgicered for the venue. However,
the Callaghan Valley, approximately 14 kilometresg from the heart of the Resort
Municipality of Whistler (RMOW), was eventually cken (Figure 6). The location was

selected “due to the moderate temperatures, absémiad, abundant dry snow,
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established and easy road access, elevation aroniroto the proposed Olympic
Village site and Whistler resort” (VANOC, 2003, 154 the following years, an
extensive planning process was implemented culmigatith the groundbreaking for

the site in April of 2005.

Figure 6: Whistler Olympic Park Location (formerly the Whistler Nordic Centre).
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(VANOC, 2004g. Reproduced with permission.)

The original idea of using the Callaghan Valleyttoe Games came in 1997 from
the owner of Callaghan Country, a commercial rd@yradusiness operating in the area
(VANOC, 2003). Using the Callaghan Valley, the dethebid committee presented a
preliminary facility design to the Canadian Olymg@iommittee in an effort to win

Vancouver the Canadian right to bid for the 2019nqdics. This domestic bid was
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eventually successful. With these rights secutelptocess for developing a feasible

Nordic venue began in 1999 with the creation of286&0 Callaghan Nordic Sport Work

Group comprised of Canadian and international Mosgorts experts (VANOC, 2003).
While the Nordic Centre was in the same generation as it was for the
domestic bid, the above group ultimately createdhale new design... The
2010 Callaghan Nordic Sport Work Group took severalks at the site to
determine the proposed location of jumps, stadiutra)s and support
infrastructure. The need for a Callaghan Valley terasgplan became

increasingly clear as the site was being desigmeditabecame obvious the
location could support a world class Nordic ceffANOC, 2003, 9).

In 2000, the initial planning process evolved itite Callaghan Valley master
plan process. This involved transforming the 20&ll@ghan Nordic Sport Work Group
into the Callaghan Valley Master Plan Work Groufs §oal was to develop operational
guidelines for the valley that would allow continuesource use and at the same time
maintain the values needed for the Olympics” (VANQQGO03, 9). The work done by this
group is outlined in the Callaghan Valley MastearP{CVMP) (VANOC, 2003). It also
lays out a number of principles and guidelinesiier Whistler Olympic Park. Table 6

details these initial planning steps.

Table 6: Sequence and timing of planning process.

Group Years Details
Domestic Bid 1997- 1999 Domestic Bid Committee secures Canaifjaits to bid
Committee for the 2010 Olympics from the Canadian Olympic

Committee Preliminaryfacility design in Callaghan
used as part of this bid.

Callaghan Nordic 1999-2000 This Work Group works on developirfgasible
Sport Work Group Olympic Venue in the Callaghan Valley. This process
confirms that the Callaghan can support such &tfaci
Callaghan Valley 2000-2003 This Work Group develops operational glines for
Master Plan Work the development outlined in the Callaghan Valley
Group Master Plan.

The executive summary of the CVMP states that:

Should the Vancouver 2010 Bid be successful, woik wommence
immediately on the detailed design of the Whisthardic Centre in the
Callaghan Valley. The detailed design will be ariout in close
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collaboration with the International Sport Fedemas, International Olympic
Committee (IOC) experts, environmental advisersalloccommunities and
First Nations (VANOC, 2003, x).

Furthermore, the Vancouver 2010 Bid Corporatiord (Borporation), the
organization in charge of the bid for the 2010 OpyerGames, stated that it was
“committed to incorporating sustainable economicial, environmental and inclusive
practices in planning and operating the 2010 Olynapid Paralympic Winter Games”
(VANOC, 2003, 2). In accordance with this stateméme Bid Corporation developed a
sustainability policy guided by six key principl@sable 7).

Table 7: The Vancouver 2010 Bid Corporation’s six ky sustainability principles.

Principle Details

1- Ecological Limits: Society must live within the earth’s capacity to
sustain life.

2- Interdependence: Economic and social prosperity are dependent upon
the natural environment

3- Long Term View: Today’s decisions and actions must not compromise
the choices available to future generations.

4- Inclusiveness: Participation by all people must be promoted and

decisions must be based on input from key
stakeholders.

5- Equity: People must be empowered to live sustainably and
resources must be used fairly and efficiently iteor
to meet basic human needs worldwide.

6- Healthy Communities: Community health and quality of life is integral to
global sustainability

(Adapted from VANOC, 2003, 2-3)

Further to these six key sustainability principkbg Bid Corporation also stated
that it, and its successors, would meet the comenitrto sustainable practices through a

wide range of strategies (identified in Table 8).

Table 8: Vancouver 2010 Bid Corporation Proposed Safainability Strategies.

Principle Strategies

Environmental Stewardship = Conserving resources
= Preventing pollution
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Principle Strategies

» Protecting and enhancing natural systems

» Maximizing economic opportunity
= Supporting international trade and investment
Economic Opportunity = Advancing social equity through economic
opportunities
= Strengthening community and stakeholder
partnerships

= Communicating openly and consulting with
our stakeholders

» Promoting diversity and celebrating cultural

Social Responsibility heritage

» Increasing understanding of sustainability

» Hosting inclusive and accessible Games

= Contributing to sport development and health
promotion

(VANOC, 2003, 3)

Prior to the building of the Whistler Olympic Patke Callaghan Valley
accommodated very little facility development. Hewe the area was used for resource
extraction and recreation. Activities included f&irg, mining, and both commercial and
public recreation. The Callaghan Valley and Whirséympic Park development is also
situated within the traditional territory of bothet Li'wat and Squamish Nations. In
addition, there are several commercial recreagonres in the area including the
Callaghan Country business. The Bid Corporatiotedtthat it would consult with First
Nations, resource companies, and both public anthwercial recreation users
throughout the planning process (VANOC, 2003).ddiaon, the Bid Corporation
conducted preliminary environmental, social andhaeological impact assessments
within the CVMP to identify potential developmessues associated with the Whistler
Olympic Park. In the preliminary environmental asseent for example,

Issues identified... included concerns with fish amittlife habitat, water

quality, forest cover, habitat loss, increased eattonal use and expanded
access, settlement, public and commercial recreatmflicts, First Nations
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traditional use and economic participation, localvernment, financial
viability and economic sustainability, employee &iog, need for best
practises, and post-Games facility and operatioteggration with established
valley activities (VANOC, 2003, 68).

The Callaghan Valley Master Plan (CVMP) also idesdi the Bid Corporation’s
desire for legacy projects including economic anlducal benefits to First Nations,
commercial and public recreation enhancement, laadreation of Whistler Olympic

Park facilities.

In evaluating the planning process used for thesiiéri Olympic Park, two main
sources of information were used. The first wasGh®1P. This document was created
in December of 2003 after the 2010 Winter Olympant&s was officially awarded to
Vancouver on July 2, 2003. The second source wapléthora of planning documents
generated during the environmental assessmentgmo8e soon as the Games were
awarded to Vancouver, the planning of the venuentented. As a result, the Vancouver
Organizing Committee for the 2010 Olympic and Rarmgdic Winter Games (VANOC),
the organization that replaced the Bid Corporatifter the Games were awarded, began
an official environmental assessment for the fgciln February 2004, VANOC
requested that the British Columbia Environmentss@ssment Office (BCEAO) review
the Whistler Olympic Park project under tB€ Environmental Assessment Act
(BCEAA). In response, the BCEAO issued an ordespaint to Section 10 of the
BCEAA indicating that the project could not procesithout being granted an
Environmental Approval Certificate. In addition,da@se the Whistler Olympic Park was
partially funded by the Federal Government of Candiae project was also reviewed
under theCanadian Environmental Assessment @&£AA). Through an agreement

between the Province and the Federal Governmesmigée harmonized process headed
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by the BCEAO and incorporating both impact asseassngas conducted. This process
lasted until April, 2005, when the project receinadEnvironmental Approval
Certificate. A subsequent amendment to the Envieartad Approval Certificate was
sought by VANOC because the April, 2005 Certificdid not cover trails that would be
used for recreation and training purposes. Becthese trails had additional potential
impacts that were not resolved, the assessmehenf tvas put off so that trails and
facilities needed for the Olympic Games could bt lbua timely manner. This
subsequent amendment was approved in June, 2007, (#E7). Since that time, the

venue has been fully built and is now open to tialip.

For the purpose of this research, the ‘planninggse’ for the Whistler Olympic

Park specifically relates to the activities outtine Figure 7.

Figure 7: The Whistler Olympic Park Planning Proces, as defined in this research.

Preliminary Environmental
planning Created: CVMP document | ysed to Assessment
(2000 — 2003) ' (Dec, 2003) inform: /| (2003 — 2007)

Environmental
Which Changes to the proposed Resulting Approval Certificate

involved: design/methods to be used basg in: (2005) and later
S/ on participant engagement. amendment (2007)

Construction of
the Whistler
Olympic Park

All resulting in:

The combined literature created by the planninthefCVMP and environmental
assessment provide a documented outcome of theiptpprocesses associated with the

creation of the Whistler Olympic Park. In additimnthis documentation, interviews with
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people involved in the planning yielded additiodata. The goal of the document and
interview evaluation is to determine to what exf@micesses used helped the creation of
a resilient place. In the evaluation, each critefrom the theoretical place-based process
(Table 3) is individually assessed using data fomth the documents generated by the

planning described in Figure 7 and interviews caneld by the author.

4.2 Step 1: Gathering the Stakeholders

Criterion References

Key individuals  The process involves strong individuals targeted to  Folke et al, 2005;
in stakeholder participate in the process (i.e., leaders, fatii® social Gladwell, 2000; Olsson,
groups identified connectors, etc). The stakeholders include indadsior Folke and Hahn, 2004;
and included members of organizations which inhabit and/or are  Schneekloth and Shibley,
affected by the place. The process should alspba 0 1995; Williams et al, 2007
to members of the public and the media should they
wish to participate.

Inclusion of stakeholders who inhabit and/or arefatted by the Callaghan Valley as a place

The literature establishes well who is affectedh®/Callaghan Valley as a place
(Table 9). Historical resource use of the Callagtiatley included mining, forestry,
commercial recreation and public recreation. Remyean the Callaghan Valley was
varied and included “hiking, ski-touring, snowshagimountain biking, kayaking,
fishing, cross-country skiing, dirt biking, snownilaig, as well as ATV and 4X4 usage”
(Cascade, 2004). Numerous levels of government imdluence over the area including
the RMOW, the Squamish Lillooet Regional Distrantd both the Provincial and Federal
governments. The Whistler Olympic Park venue faaotmlso lies within the traditional
territory of the Lil'wat and Squamish Nations. lddation, it was assumed that

unspecified members of the general public were afexted by the Callaghan Valley.
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Table 9: Groups affected by the Callaghan Valley.

Resource Users: Mining, Forestry, Commercial Recreation

Public Hiking, Ski-Touring, Snowshoeing, Mountain Bikingayaking, Fishing, Cross-
Recreationists: Country Skiing, Dirt Biking, Showmobiling, ATV, 4X4
Orders of RMOW, Squamish Lillooet Regional District, BC Progial Government, Federal
Government: Government, Lil'wat Nation, Squamish Nation

General Public: Unspecified members of the general public

While Table 9 shows which groups used the Callagralley, those actually
included in planning are listed in Table 10. TheM/ references the inclusion of a
number of stakeholders throughout the master ptgnpiiocess. For example, the CVMP
Work Group included, in December of 2003, represtrdgs from the 2010 Bid
Corporation, the Lil'wat and Squamish Nations, B Provincial Government, the
RMOW, the Squamish-Lillooet Regional District, thederal Government and numerous
private companies covering forestry (Western FdPestucts Ltd.) and commercial
recreation (Callaghan Country) interests (VANOQ)2)0 In addition, the CVMP stated
that First Nation groups were further involved tgh a “First Nations Economic

Opportunities Assessment” (VANOC, 2003, 82).

Members of the general public and the media werkeidied in information
sessions and open houses during the master plapringss and the environmental
assessment process (VANOC, 2003). In total, VAN@@4a, 39) claimed that 1700
presentations were given on the Callaghan Vallegld@ment. In addition, all plans and
venue information were posted on the Bid Corporaéind provincial websites and
information appeared regularly in local newspajpetie form of articles and
advertisements (VANOC, 2004a). Participants wese alvited to submit comments to
the Bid Corporation via feedback forms at open BeUy¥ ANOC, 2004a). Specifically

regarding the media,
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Vancouver 2010 issued news releases and mediaoadgito an extensive

media list throughout the Vancouver — Whistler oegthroughout the bid

process to regularly update the media on the Hatsst information and

activities. News conferences and media round tabkye held on a regular

basis throughout the bid process (VANOC, 2004a, 39)

Members of the public and media were included caign not specifically in any

formal dialogues. Rather, they were informed amitéad to participate via articles and
advertising in newspapers, open houses, and othierach programs. A VANOC

respondent commented on the challenge of includinggganized groups such as the

general public and recreationists:

People that have a concern or an interest haveatdives, and family and

jobs and obligations... It is presumptuous to assyoe will have 100%

representation of the interests out there... buthene to go ahead and allow

for people to join into the process and you all@w them to have access to

the information from the process. If it's of signdnce, they will generally

self-reveal.

Besides the CVMP Work Groups, others were also éornAccording to

VANOC (20044, 40), “More than 30 work groups wesenied during the bid phase,
which had representation from a variety of groups @rganizations including
government, Crown corporation, tourism, sport, camity, business and environment”.
In addition, the Bid Corporation conducted spealkingagements with the general public

which helped them reach out to over 1,200 peopleding:

RMOW staff, Village of Pemberton Council, Tourismhistler members,
Whistler Chamber of Commerce members, AWARE (Assam of Whistler
Area Residents for the Environment), Squamish Cleaindd Commerce,
conference groups, high-school, college and uniyestudents, service clubs
and other audiences as requested and required (\CAIRQD4c, 25).
The Bid Corporation also consulted members of nooeprofessional sport
organizations, including the International SkiingdEration, International Biathlon

Union, and international Ski jumping experts (VANDO3).
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During the environmental assessment process, aewohistakeholders were
included as well. To act as a sounding board arditise the BC Environmental
Assessment Office on various aspects of the asee$sthe Whistler Nordic Centre
Working Group was established. This group incluttegresentatives of federal,

provincial and local government agencies and theaB®gsh and Lil'wat Nations”

(VANOC, 2004b, 2). In addition, VANOC claimed tovea“engaged the commercial and

public recreation stakeholders on an ongoing hasesisure they are as aware of the

[venue] development plans as possible” (VANOC, 20@6). Perhaps as a result of this,

memorandums of understanding were signed betwed¥Q@ and two of the long-term

commercial recreation operators in the area, CadlagCountry and Whistler Heli-Skiing

(VANOC, 2004c, 1).

A VANOC respondent discussed the inclusion of dtak#ers during the entire
planning process with respect to determining whaldide contacted:

It was a matter of uncovering who had an intereghe area. That interest
would have been reflected by things like tenureuse, ownership, or legal
authority... Their interest is somewhat revealedegistered. Then you have
to start poking around and through that public pss¢ you start finding out
... groups that come to you as a result of medial@cal government.

A mining sector respondent confirmed:

VANOC called us and came in [during the bid phaseshowed us a map and
said this is where they were thinking of putting tordic Centre... we said
fine; we have the mineral rights, and just keepinisrmed... the process
worked very well. [For us] it was very short andesiv

Table 10 demonstrates which groups were includekdarplanning process and in

which phase of the planning process they were estjdgis important to recognize that

Table 10 does not indicate to what extent thesepggavere engaged or felt engaged;

only that there was evidence of their inclusion.
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Table 10: Groups included in the Whistler Olympic Rark planning process.

Group Inclusion in Planning
Process
Mining Bid phase
Resource Users: Forestry Bid phase, CVMP
Commercial Recreation Bid phase, CVMP, EA
PUbl Hiking, Ski-Touring, Snowshoeing,
unlic Mountain Biking, Kayaking, Fishing, .
Recreationists: Cross-Country Skiing, Dirt Biking, Bid phase, CVMP, EA
Snowmobiling, ATV, 4X4
RMOW Bid phase, CVMP, EA
Squamish Lillooet Regional District Bid phase, CVMP, EA
Orders of BC Provincial Government Bid phase, CVMP, EA
Government: Federal Government Bid phase, CVMP, EA
Lil'wat Nation Bid phase, CVMP, EA
Squamish Nation Bid phase, CVMP, EA
General Public:  Unspecified members of the general public Bid PhaseviP, EA

(The last column indicates which phase they weckided in: the bid phase, the Callaghan Valley kiast
Plan phase (CVMP), and/or the environmental assasispihase (EA) (VANOC, 2003; VANOC, 20044a;
VANOC respondent, Mining Sector respondent).

The process involves strong individuals targetegtoticipate in the process

The documents on the planning for the Whistler QlyaiPark help indicate
which stakeholders were included in various parth® process. The reasoning for
including specific individuals comes from a VANOEspondent:

It's usually a matter of going to the organizat@mmnwhatever level- whether
its staff or an executive or a public group- anttig them know what you
are doing and they nominate and send whoever... Wer rset boundaries in

either process. You don’t limit it, you don’t prade people and you don’t
qualify people. So it's a fairly open process thal.

Specific individuals were not intentionally target® participate in the process.
Instead the individuals who participated were deieed by the stakeholder group the

person represented.
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Criterion References

The stakeholders involved The stakeholders involved operate on many spati@lisson, Folke and

operate on many spatial and (e.g. local, regional, national, international) and Hahn, 2004;

organizational scales organizational (e.g. political, bureaucratic, pteja Westley, 2002
community) scales.

Judging from the stakeholders that were includetieWhistler Olympic Park
process, they did operate at multiple spatial agdrmzational scales. Spatially, the
stakeholders operated on local (e.g. First NatiBAdOW), regional (e.g. Squamish-
Lillooet Regional District, Provincial governmentigtional (e.g. Federal government),
and international (e.g. international sport feders) scales. From an organizational
perspective, the stakeholder represented politecgl governments), bureaucratic (e.g.
government agencies such as Heritage Canada abeefz@tment of Fisheries and
Oceans federally, and numerous Provincial minis)rigrivate (e.g. forestry and
commercial recreation operators), and community. {@articipation in work group and
open houses) scales. In all, the Whistler OlympidkProject demonstrated the inclusion

of stakeholders operating on multiple spatial arghnizational scales.

4.3 Step 2: Confirmation and Interrogation

4.3.1 Process Criteria

Criterion References

Commitment Participants commit to come together in an open Anderson, 2006; Ashworth,

from participants environment to listen and have a sustained contiensa 2006; Schneekloth and
about place and experience with change from maltipl Shibley, 1995
perspectives.

The only literature-based evidence of commitmemnfiparticipants to participate
in a sustained conversation comes from the CVMRithent:

The master plan process took more than 2 yeark, m@etings about every
Six to eight weeks. Action was taken to addresseors about the Olympic
plans raised by participants at these meetingsic@jp, this action involved

studies, workshops and planning sessions to reorseefine the plans

(VANOC, 2003, 10).
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A sustained conversation would have occurred gikierfrequency of meetings
within this two-year period. As a result of theseatings, a number of studies were
conducted. These included (VANOC, 2003, 10-11):

+ Preliminary Concept Plan

« Nordic Sport Venue(s) Options Study

« An Evaluation of the Economic Feasibility of an-Akason Sports Centre in the
Callaghan Valley

« Nordic Facility Venue Plans / International FederatDocument

« Olympic Village and Athletes’ Training Centre plans

+ Geotechnical Assessment

« Hydrology Review

+ Road Access Evaluation

+ Initial Infrastructure Plans

+ Venue Preliminary Environmental Impact Assessment

« Athletes’ Village Preliminary Environmental Impakssessment

« First Nations Studies including an Archaeologicapact Assessment of the venue

and two Traditional Use Studies (TUS's) of the eall
+ First Nations Economic Opportunities study
+ Market Research for Commercial Cross-Country Opmrat
+ Preliminary Best Practices Operations Guidelines
« Concept Plan and Long-Term Recreation Vision fer\lalley
+ Post-Game Ownership and Operation Review
+ Recreation and Tourism Plan for the Callaghan Yalle

The interviews conducted give a better indicatibthe extent to which a
commitment was elicited from participants during filanning process. During the

CVMP process, a VANOC respondent suggested thesenavapecific commitments

elicited from participants, “That was about an opgohange and one of the objectives

was generating support for the Games and the bid.wéfen’t looking for

commitments- it was very conceptual- it was alljsabto winning the bid.”

During the environmental assessment process, conanis were generally
elicited by the government agency in charge, sjpatly the BC Environmental

Assessment Office (BCEAO). During this process, \@@Iwas considered the
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proponent seeking an Environmental Approval Cedte from the BCEAO, who

administered the process.

When asked if commitments were elicited duringgheironmental assessment, a
BCEAO respondent suggested this was the case fbéQ4@, First Nations, and
Government. When asked about the general pubheyalispersed groups like
recreationists, or NGO'’s the response confirmedxpicit commitments were sought.

We don’t really have a place at the working groenel for NGO'’s or special
interest groups. We rely on their input through ¢basultation opportunities,

such as Open Houses, commenting on applicatiormstef reference... All
those comments are tracked and responded to.

During the environmental assessment process, govgtagencies are mandated
to participate. For the Federal government, thea@em Environmental Assessment
Agency (CEAA) serves as the “Federal EnvironmeAtsessment Coordinator... the
one window into the Federal Government, developiegworkplan and the timelines;
working collaboratively with the [BCEAO]” (CEAA r@®ndent). A CEAA respondent
described the process for including the appropfateral agencies:

When an entity within the Federal Government dei@eshan environmental
assessment is required, there’s a fan-out of thiegirdescription to all of the
potentially involved Federal Departments, a seetline for them to respond

as to...whether they will act as an expert authority pdowy information
which they are obliged under the [legislation] toypde.

An Environment Canada employee confirmed this geéeom that agency’s
perspective:
Everybody looks at a federal coordination letted aays, ‘oh yeah, it looks

like there’s something that might be of intereBbtr Environment Canada it's
water quality, wildlife, migratory birds, and a limof things.

For local government agencies, a Resort MunicypalitWhistler (RMOW)

respondent suggested there was no commitment gplequested of them. “No, it was
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more, ‘you’re invited to participate in the plangiprocess’. If you choose not to come,

they’re not going to chase you.”

First Nations respondents confirmed their infore@hmitments. A Lil'wat
respondent confirmed: “We were very committed tdipg@ating. We attended all the
working group sessions.” VANOC also showed a commaiit to having the Lil'wat
present. The Lil'wat respondent elaborated: “VAN@®@w in the lion’s share of the
money. So they were very committed to have us@patie.” A Squamish Nation
respondent comments were similar, adding: “We wabrkéh VANOC to define the
footprint of the Olympic settings and where thélsrare today. We also helped define

the Business Plan of what the post-Olympics evarggoing to be.”

This process appeared to leave some groups ole girbcess however. A
commercial recreation respondent explained:

After the games were won, we didn’t hear anythiogdbout a year and a
half... When we started talking again about land uiseas told very curtly
that | was on government landWe had a valid [tenure] licence to 2013, we
were in compliance with our management plan, allfeas were paid... this
letter said it was under review... very tactfullyhdt letter said] be very
careful what you do. So that puts a damper on howrg going to talk to
these people.

The range of commitments from participants in tlaping process was clearly
varied. For the CVMP there were no commitments kbagall. The environmental
assessment process saw legislated commitments ineitg from the Federal and
Provincial governments and their relevant ageneigsyell as commitments being sought
from both First Nations and VANOC. These commitrsdmiwever, were not explicitly

around coming together in an open environmentteri and have a sustained

conversation about place and experience with chingemultiple perspectives, as the
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theory suggests they ought to be. Instead, theg s@nmitments to participate in

working group meetings for the environmental assess.

For some groups, such as commercial recreatiomgtspmmitments to

participate in the environmental assessment progess sought at all.

Criterion References
Assumptions Participants effectively suspend and evaluatedevaluate) Ashworth, 2006;
suspended and  their assumptions about place and experience \dhge to  Bohm, 1995; Sack,
guestioned explore if the appearance or their perceptiondaxfeomatch  2004; Yankelovich,

up with reality. To do this, people explore theitpyalues 1999
and/or process of though behind their assumptions.

Part of an effective dialogic process is succebsfuispending assumptions and
questioning the myriad of aspects behind assurmtibine literature on the planning
process does not indicate any intentional dialpgicess occurred, especially any

discussion around assumptions and their role asreebto meaningful dialogue.

To determine whether assumptions may have beewrsdsg in the planning
activities, interviewees were asked whether angldished ground rules were in place.
For the environmental assessment process, thensspavere varied. As one RMOW
respondent noted,

They had ground rules- the usual stuff... resped, @re person speak, and
all that. They had all that. But when you get... acsal interest group that
have a bee in their bonnet about something... witle of the other
participants and they get into it, it's pretty haodpull that back.

The same respondent recalled a different meetimgeher, where the ground
rules were effective,

Other meetings were really good... Those meetingsreviaes... sat there
with First Nations and VANOC, and other stakehatder From a ground
rules perspective [those meetings] went just fieealise for the most part the

people who were there were professionals and gsiéd to doing meetings,
and protocols and all the rest of that.
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Indeed, a common theme from respondents was haeiogle at meetings who
were familiar with the process. As one BCEAO resfan noted, “most of those people
have been on a lot of working groups so they know ti is done.” An Environment
Canada respondent confirms, “It's an environmeasabssment and everyone who is

involved [behave in a] fairly predictable manner.”

Meetings that occurred outside of working groupseap to be slightly different.
During the CVMP process, one commercial recreatspondent suggested there were
no ground rules, and even a bit of confusion, ‘dsw't very clear to me what the
objective was... [Stakeholders] would comment on ffiine proposed development]

affected them and whether they supported it.”

During public open houses, which occurred througlioe both the CVMP and
the environmental assessment process, groundsedesed to be established at some
meetings and not at others, and those guidelines mexer the same. One respondent, an
avid recreationist, commented, “There were fadois to several meetings... | don’t
know that there was explicit [ground rules]. Ther®ts of implicit stuff because...
Whistler has gone through [many planning processAspther respondent, a reporter
who attended many public open houses suggesteslweze indeed ground rules,
“especially the ones run by VANOC.” However, thegendent’s further comments
suggested the ground rules had very little to db wiaintaining a meaningful dialogue,
and that open houses run by other organizations diferent:

[VANOC] know exactly what it is they want to saydathat's exactly what
they say... It's just very controlled. To me, it'&di dealing with a massive
corporation. The SLRD meetings are much freer. Tlaeg well run,

everybody knows the ground rules. People don't wwé#ollow them
however. VANOC- it's not that they don’t listen. ¥@an stand up and talk...
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Usually they just say thank you for your commenmtthey say that this is not
a time to answer that, or we’ll get back to you.

In summary, ground rules for both the CVMP anddaheironmental assessment
appear to have been ad hoc at best and were rava&stently applied. The purpose of
such rules was likely varied and depended on theopaunning the meeting, rarely the

same individual. Questioning assumptions in thigrenment was simply never an overt

concern.

Criterion References
Participants seek The dialogue seeks mutual understanding by uncayeri  Anderson, 2006;
understanding how issues are understood or misunderstood by peopl  Ashworth, 2006;

Participants effectively make meaning and learann Yankelovich, 1999
atmosphere of collaborative inquiry.

While the literature on the planning process ingisdahat no dialogue occurred to
specifically seek mutual understanding, interviesvieglicated the extent to which they
gained a shared understanding of the Callaghareyall a result of the planning
activities from both the CVMP and the environmemisdessment. A positive response
was the result. A RMOW respondent elaborated: “getia much better sense of who’s
up there, why they’re up there, what do they wardd in the long term, what are their
goals... You've got different versions from ‘justgiaut of it; leave it alone’ to ‘this is a
great place for a hotel'.” A CEAA respondent delsed some shared understandings that
were gained from the process:

One of the things that became important was Fiedidds perspective around
the location. [Also] gaining an understanding ofatvhvas required in an
Olympic Venue. There’s very specific requirementthwegards to how it's
laid out, what the facilities have to contain, hiwactually has to function...

There is the opportunity for exchange of perspectis well as exchange of
information.
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These understandings came not only from the stredttoneetings themselves. An
important aspect was the time in between structurduring site visits, where natural
discussions were allowed to take place. A RMOW aadpnt explained:

| learned as much from the head biologist abowtztyibears sitting beside
him in the meetings, chatting during the breakg] ahatting at that ten
minute preamble where there is no structure to nieetings. That is
absolutely critical.

A BC Ministry of Environment respondent elaboratedthe value of site visits
and its unstructured time:

While you were out there, the guy from the Ministify Forests would be
talking about the interests of the licensee indtea or the historical mine site
that was there... or the commercial recreation aspécit... That was
something | didn’t understand or have an appramiator until | really was
involved in that process.

A VANOC respondent summed up the experience nieglg, the challenging
nature of the work as a result:

You start to feel like you live there, that you bew part of the
neighbourhood if you will. You get to know peoplés very beneficial. If
you're in a position to meet peoples’ needs thatlwavery rewarding, and if
you're not it can be very frustrating... You’'ve gateolandscape that you're
trying to ascribe a number of uses to it and thathallenge.

The challenge faced from diverse understandinglseo€allaghan Valley was
also noted from another respondent who frequentitesvin local newspapers. When
asked if people began to acquire a shared unddistathrough the process, the response
was:
Yes, | think that it became very clear. [Howevérhecame divided between
people who had been recreating out there for yaagsknew kind of what it
was about and those people who thought it sholildeah parkland and that

grizzlies frolicked out there and were frequentBers, which is not my
understanding of it at all.
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The responses from the interviews suggest thattaahunderstanding did begin
to emerge as a result of both the CVMP and therenwiental assessment. The responses
were varied however. Some respondents describeditive experience, while some
noted that when participants did share their uridedings of the Callaghan Valley, they
were often different, such as the extent to whichzty bears were present in the Valley.
It is clear that no formal dialogue to seek mutuaderstanding occurred. However,
informal dialogues did occur during breaks in formr@cess and during site visits which

allowed patrticipant to share their understandinthefValley.

Criterion References

Participants are involved Participants view each other equally and are roptired  Ashworth, 2006;
in a dialogue as opposedto defend or argue their views- participants ara in Yankelovich, 1999
to a debate. dialogue, not a debate. They are, however, reqtired

explain their views.

The planning process surrounding the Whistler Olgniark involved no formal
dialogue, in the sense of a purposeful discusdiba.literature on the process indicates
that the process involved many meetings, but npeeifically using the techniques of
dialogue. However, this does not suggest that thetimgs were therefore a debate by
default. Interviewees gave a good indication of'temse in the room’ during meetings.
They suggest that different parts of the processtheir own ‘sense’, while meetings
within those parts were also different. A VANOCpesdent explained:

There were clearly distinctions between the difiereomponents. In the
CVMP it was much easier, less formal. It was realtyput more preliminary
conceptual basis, so you weren't making decisionghe [environmental
assessment] was about making decisions; buildiragls;o dropping trees,

creating land tenures, changing land access. Huarbe clear to people that
this was real and was going to affect their lives.

Even within the environmental assessment procé&$sretht meetings would have
their own feel to them. Working group meetings seéito be fairly amiable, with the

occasional meeting or issue bringing up tensiomil&rly, public open houses appeared
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to consist of both benign information sharing aasdjmes, slight hostility. A BC
Ministry of Environment respondent gave insighbimtorking group meetings:
Because the mandate was clear, it was fairly eagpproach the project in a

positive way. Certainly people raised interests andcerns, but it was a
reasonably positive setting that that happened in.

A BCEAO respondent suggested there were certaijestsbwhich raised
tensions: “In working group meetings where thereanssues around engagement... or
with respect to elements of the trails, there vwamestension. It wasn't disrespectful, but

people were quite clear about sometimes their iposit sometimes their interests.”

The working group meetings for the environmentakasment neither resembled
outright debate or dialogue. They appeared to be berative approaches to subject
matters, occurring over several meetings as desthly another BCEAO respondent:

Environment might come back and say, ‘You guys hawdemonstrated to
us that you are really going to reduce the impactish, so we think your
cross country trails should be three feet wide.” iBavas an iterative
process... The proponent might say, ‘Well okay, we'tceeduce the trail
because there is an Olympic standard and it hias four feet wide; however,
what we can do is redesign the trail so that th#stwill never be ten feet
from the stream.” Then Environment might say, ‘Okidyou write that in as
a mitigative measure, we can live with that.’

Similarly, public open houses for the environmeatdessment appeared to differ
depending in the meeting, subject at hand, or gelopthe audience. One CEAA
respondent stated simply: “With some people iniggonistic, and with others it’s
information exchange.” A public recreationist hasbanewhat different view of the open
houses:

Almost always on the heavy side, on the paranaié.si The people that
come to these kinds of things were not pro-Olymamd many of them are

not pro-development period. So they're there to ensitkre this thing doesn’t
get any... bigger than it already is... Because VANQ@@ this set of collars
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that you could grab onto and shake, they're an égby compared to the
[others] who you can't find.

The many meetings that occurred while planningiastier Olympic Park
appeared to vary in terms of ‘the sense in the todhe tone of the meeting would
depend on the subject at hand, the people invalvélde part of the process people found
themselves within. It is clear however that theeterof a dialogic process were never
followed outright. Interestingly, the comments ae informality of the CVMP suggest
that this process would lend itself well to a dgale where decisions did not need to be
made. The environmental assessment had its formd group meetings and open
houses with more of a structured purpose. If aodia¢ was to occur, the opportunity to

do so would have been during the less formal CVitiegss.

Criterion References
A skilled facilitator is  Facilitator helps guide the group to learn by hedpparticipants  Ashworth,
present to guide clarify their motivations and interests, while Istdmaining open 2006
participants through  to the contribution of others. There is opporturiidypeople to

the dialogue. share their doubts on a position, without feelireplvand a

recognition that differences do not equate to hipsti

The Whistler Olympic Park planning literature does indicate that a sustained
dialogue around place occurred. A facilitator tadguparticipants through the dialogic
process also did not exist. This is not surprisgigen that dialogue was not a goal at all.
However, the various meetings during the procesdhadve facilitators, or chairs who

were responsible for guiding the meetings.

For the CVMP, VANOC representatives chaired thetmgs. However as a
VANOC respondent noted: “[There was] very littletire way of ground rules and
formality- the focus was on openness and accetgibild recording what we were

doing.”
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A BCEAO respondent explained how facilitation ocedrfor the environmental
assessment portion of the process: “EAO would drairfacilitate and make sure
everyone worked through the agenda and everyonarmagportunity to participate. In
the Open Houses... [an individual from VANOC] cledithat; [they were] the public

face.” This arrangement was confirmed by othemrunsvees.

Even where organizations in charge of facilitatiemained the same, the
individuals involved would often change. A VANOGpmndent commented: “There’s a
Project Director [who chairs EA meetings], and veel lprobably no less than six Project
Directors through the EA process... Many people englocess get pretty frustrated with

the lack of consistency in the deliver of that.”

No facilitator to lead an intentional process aldgue was ever present in the
Whistler Olympic Park planning process. Howevegilifiators and chairs did run
meetings. Unfortunately, these individuals ofteargied and the extent to which they

formalized meetings was equally varied.

4.3.2 Content Criteria

While the discussions that took place were nohéform of a dialogue, a great
deal of information was still generated. The contdrthe information that is relevant to

the evaluative framework follows.

Criterion References

A discussion of Participants discuss who has power to make deaision  Frame, 2002; Schneekloth
who the what their motivations are, and how their past sleas and Shibley, 1995;
decision have affected place. Also, participants discuss @des not Stedman et al, 2004;
makers are. have power, or if significant power imbalancesamesent, Williams, Gill and Chura,

and if the imbalance should be overcome by, eugdifig, 2004
training or professional facilitation.

A discussion of who has power
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From the literature there appears to be no exmlisttussion of which
stakeholder(s) had power to make decisions and tebatmotivations might be.
Interviewees helped inform what did occur. Durihg environmental assessment, the
reality of who had the legislated authority wasaliéed by a CEAA respondent:

On the provincial side, they write a recommendatiwort and that decision
is made by the Minister of Environment, and the miosolved other
Minister... On the Federal side it was a screeninglleeview which means

it's a regional decision by the departments. Sthat case it would have been
Heritage Canada... and DFO... and that would be maddatector level.

Legislation outlined clearly who had the final dg#en making authority. Indeed,
multiple respondents stated the case bluntly. kstance, an Environment Canada
respondent was asked whether any confusion surealwtio had decision making

authority. “No, that’s how the law works” was thesponse.

While legislated authority lies with individual$id reality is that a
recommendation to these ultimate decision makessnaade through an iterative process
during working group meetings (Ministry of Enviroent respondent). As one First
Nations respondent described: “The recommendatrons the working group all go to
the BC environmental assessment process, anddtrerrgment] makes their decision
based on that.” One First Nations respondent sumathr‘lt was a group effort. Once
[the groups] agreed on what they would be doing.. NXC brought it to the province
and the federal government and those two departnbasically did what they had to do

in terms of federal or provincial legislation.”

For respondents who were not involved in the waglgroups, the understanding
of who had decision making authority was often mect. Multiple respondents outside

the working groups felt that VANOC was the finatdgon maker. Perhaps this
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confusion is not without reason. Even within thgiséative framework, there is subtle
minutia to understand. While the legislated deaisido ultimately end up with a
Minister or a Director, the reality is that mulgptlecisions need to be made and approved
to build something as large as the Whistler Olynigack. A BCEAO respondent
explained these nuances well:
An EA Certificate... is just a strategic level reviewWou still require the
permits and authorizations to do what it is youngia do. So in some ways,
an EA Certificate is a permit to get permits... VANGG@I requires DFO’s
approval for any habitat alteration (for exampléhe EA just lines up
everyone so they are on the same page...l think fot af people... they
think that if they get an EA Certificate they caars digging holes the next
day, and that'’s just not the case.

Another respondent gave insight as to why many bedigve VANOC was the
final decision maker:

Only VANOC has the technical expertise to plan aodd that sport venue.
The Province doesn’'t have anybody that builds ecosstry ski trails or
knows how to build the biathlon stadium. So, ddes government have to
give the final say because of the environmentagssment] process and the
money? Yes. But it's VANOC that comes up with tHanpand puts it in
place... The reality is that it's got to be both bém because they couldn’t
possibly operate in isolation from each other.

In an atmosphere as potentially confusing as taktyesurrounding the Whistler
Olympic Park, an explicit discussion around who #@sision making authority is
perhaps even more important. Such a discussionrauegppear to have occurred in
either the CVMP or environmental assessment prottssever, multiple respondents
felt that the reality was explicit regardless. @teAA respondent stated the case simply:
“It is defined by legislation.” All the respondentdo were involved in working groups
answered similarly. Only a respondent outside thekimg group process answered
differently: “No, | don’t think it was ever made @icit... and | was always very

comfortable with that.” This comfort may not haveeb shared by all the public;
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however, another respondent, a reporter in the greas insight as to why this comfort
may have existed: “The reality is that people dsit'bn the EA website. They don't read
all of those reports. It's not their job; they dbhave to do it. So, they read the papers

maybe and they go about their daily lives.”

Overcoming power imbalances

While evidence of a formal discussion surroundiog/@r issues is lacking, a
number of studies were conducted regarding ther8piniaand Lil'wat Nations. These
included Traditional Use Studies during the magtanning process and Aboriginal
Interests and Use Studies during the environmassgssment (VANOC, 2004e). This
research resulted in a number of recommendationstigate the impact of the Whistler
Olympic Park upon the Nations and was outlinedaas gf the environmental
assessment. The recommendations clearly demonatrateber of factors that would
effectively overcome potential power imbalanceg. ath First Nations groups, the
studies recommend that VANOC (VANOC, 2004e):

« acquire formal First Nations support through disowss;

+ maintain close communication through regular mestisnd correspondence;

+ develop a First Nations employment strategy inelgdin employment development
liaison, a business development liaison and trgitensupport First Nation
businesses;

« consider “direct award arrangements or first rightefusal agreements for
construction, operation, and maintenance contrdots=irst Nation companies
(VANOC, 2004e, 45);

» provide funding for a Lil'wat Nation business maeggand;

« complete the following studies:

o “Practical study to develop linkage between Squhnhisgacy and overall

Olympic planning;

Squamish economic development strategic plans;

Tourism opportunities analysis and strategy;

Contracting opportunities analysis and strategg; an

Human resource development strategy and recommengat(VANOC,

2004e, 45).

© O 0O
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A BCEAO respondent explained providing funding Fanrst Nations groups:
We purposefully, with the proponent often, proviflanding to the First
Nations to help them get engaged and provide etlapbg research for us or

Traditional Use studies, and the list goes on... itigportant that First
Nations have the opportunity to meaningfully engage

A First Nations respondent confirmed: “The Natiovexe certainly supported

financially at meetings: travel costs, time, cotests, etc.”

Overcoming power imbalances did occur in the caméthe First Nations.
However, there is no indication that this occuri@dother participants. For example,
previous responses from a commercial recreati@mnir@wee indicate a feeling that they

had less power to affect decisions than they wenef@rtable with.

Criterion References
A discussion of  Participants discuss the various symbolic mean(tays Davenport and Anderson,
the symbolic repository for emotions and relationships that give 2005; Grieder and

meaning that meaning and purpose to life” (Williams and VaskgQ2,  Garkovich, 1994;
people ascribe to 6)) they associate with different locations witttie place, Stedman et al, 2004;
the place i.e., home meanings, nature meanings, sustenance Williams and Vaske,

meanings, tonic meanings, identity meanings, eéteyT 2003

discuss where these meanings originate from and how

potential change may affect these meanings.

There is no evidence of any discussions specifiéeimed around the symbolic
meaning that people ascribe to the Callaghan V.ateyvever, a great deal of
information was provided in the documentation tbasely demonstrates how the area
was symbolically thought of by various stakeholdérsignificant portion of this
information emanated from a visioning session catetlias part of the CVMP process.
At the end of the session, three visions were etedathey were entitled 1) “Status Quo
Plus Olympic Facilities”, 2) “Lower Callaghan FoeasDevelopment”, and 3) “Minimal
Development” (VANOC, 2003, 20). For each visiore tAVMP document first outlined
the general vision and then attributed it withrsgtbs and weaknesses. Since the

identified strengths and weaknesses are esserdiéilfy of positive or negative value
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statements from the participants of the visioniegsson, | use them to elicit symbolic
place meanings.

Recreation meanings
All three visions indicated that the Callaghan ¥glivas thought by many as a

place of recreation. They all included the develephof the Whistler Olympic Park and
the “maintenance of public access to Crown landHerpurposes of self-propelled
recreation” (VANOC, 2003, 20). There was a negadisgociation with motorized
recreation and industrial resource use in this.daséead, they saw the Callaghan as a
place for self-propelled recreation in a relativehtouched wilderness setting. Stated as a
weakness for the ‘Status Quo Plus Olympic facsitigsion, it was mentioned that:

The lack of focused governance [in this vision]gmially enables resource

and motorized public recreation use that could tieglg affect the long-term

viability, ambiance and character of the facilitiesd recreation product
offered within the Callaghan (VANOC, 2003, 21).

Reinforcing the Callaghan Valley as a place fof-pebpelled recreation, a
strength identified in the ‘Minimal Development’ sia
The elimination of motorized recreation in the egll preserving it as an
enclave of self-propelled commercial and publiaceation that complements
the recreation facility development in Whistler yntrasts the motorized

commercial and public recreation land use that elgrgsurrounds the
Callaghan area (VANOC, 2003, 24).

Regarding resource use, a weakness of the ‘Statas@us Olympic facilities’
vision stated, “Visual impacts of current foregnactices (limited clearcuts) will have
negative effects on the necessary aesthetic gsabfithe Whistler Nordic Centre”
(VANOC, 2003, 21). Under the ‘Lower Callaghan Fadi®evelopment’ vision, which
included the Whistler Athletes’ Village as parttbé development (no longer a reality),

an identified weakness was, “Reduction of foresiitaathrough the development of the
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300-acre community land bank” (VANOC, 2003, 23grtfied as a strength was an
improved “quality of wilderness experience for pahlsers, as well as the viability of
commercial recreation operations — including theistir Nordic Competition Venue —
through restrictions placed on public motorizedeation access through the valley”
(VANOC, 2003, 23). These collective statements ssgthat the Callaghan is
symbolically seen as a place that ought to havenarmam of extractive resource use and
motorized recreation. The area is seen as a plaeesvone should be able to have a high
guality wilderness experience. However, the visigrprocess did not totally eliminate
motorized recreation. A proposed solution to inelnabtorized recreation included the
creation of a specific snowmobile trail within tBallaghan Valley to separate those who

wish to recreate under their own power from thoke @o not (VANOC, 2003).

Recreation meanings for the Callaghan Valley wése evident in the
Environmental Management Program document reldag&RNOC (2004f) as part of
the environmental assessment process. In the dodtuthe RMOW and
commercial/public recreationists express intemeshaintaining long-term access to
recreation opportunities. Two areas in particutarwsed heavily as a location for
recreation. These include Callaghan Provincial Pestablished in 1997 at the north end
of the valley away from the Whistler Olympic Padofprint, in addition to a forest
recreation site at Alexander Falls, which is reklfy closer to the Whistler Olympic Park

(VANOC, 2004f).

A respondent confirmed the recreation meaningh®ftea:

| always had a hard time not thinking about cramsaty skiing in the
Callaghan when | was working on the project; ... Thkihg] opportunities
that [the project] was going to hold versus, ‘Taiea should be protected and
we shouldn’t be in here at all’. | never really tight that.
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Wilderness meanings

Wilderness values were also confirmed through uners. However, the
interviewees provided an additional level of detainpared to the literature.
Interviewees suggested that while wilderness vakere important, many still saw the
area as far from pristine. As one respondent corngden

The valley in general, to me, was an area thatahlad of previous industrial
type uses so | didn't think of the Callaghan asd ef pristine wilderness

that | think probably some people did. A lot of hmmmodifications to the
valley but with some really valuable wildlife andtaral values.

Another respondent, a local reporter, confirmed teeling: “[I've been up to the
Callaghan] lots of times... I'd never thought of ¢ laeing pristine.” When asked how the
general public may view the area, the answer wasadat different:

Pristine wilderness filled with old growth. But thé@aven't been out there.
Public opinion... There’s no such thing as ‘pulbdiginion’ | don't think.
There're just people with different levels of knedbe, and people who

lobby for different things... There is old growth otitere, but there was
logging and mining and all kinds of other things.”

A respondent for VANOC provides insight as to whigtmay be the case: “What
we found talking with the public at large, thatwéew people really knew where the

Callaghan was and even fewer numbers of peoplevewn been in there.”
First Nations meanings

Analyses of the vision statements and other doctsraso demonstrate that the
Callaghan Valley is identified as important Firsitins territory. For example, in the
“Minimal Development’ vision, an identified streigts, “The reduced impact on
[Squamish] First Nations Wild Spirits Places ands#ve environment lands due to
restriction on motorized recreation” (VANOC, 20@3,). The Wild Spirit Places refer to

areas within the Callaghan Valley that the SquariNiation identified within the first
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draft of their self-released land use plan, tikay Temixw (translated as “sacred land”)
(Squamish Nation, 2001, 8). Given the large amofidevelopment over the area, the
Squamish Nation identified five areas of wilderndssy have designated Wild Spirit
Places.

These areas are especially important as naturatahdal sanctuaries for the
Nation, and as places to sustain and nurture thi®mMs special relationship
to the land... These important areas should be manageretain their

wilderness attributes, to provide places for spaiitand cultural renewal for
the Squamish Nation, and for compatible uses (Sclahlation, 2001, 45)

One of these Wild Spirit PlaceBayakentsu(West Callaghan), was identified as
most affected by the Whistler Olympic Park projddte Squamish Nations’ connection
with the Callaghan Valley as a whole is summedrughé final environmental
assessment report (EAO, 2005, 45) which quoteStiunamish Nation’s Aboriginal
Interest and Use Study:

The interaction between the Squamish and the lamdrasources of their
territory has been, and remains, the defining atarstic of this people. The
Squamish Nation people have stewarded the landsreswlirces of their
territory for centuries, and, in return have liveff its bounty and garnered
their identity from it. The connection between t&tion and the territory has
always been, and remains, integral to defining wh® Squamish Nation
people are: Their “Squamishness” depends on adoefiseir territory for
subsistence, cultural and ceremonial purposes.ahicestors of the present
day members of the Nation marked their presendilenCallaghan Valley
with their cultural activities and the modern Naticontinues to gather plants
and berries, hunt deer, pick pine mushrooms, hatvas, fish, and seek
spiritual assistance on the same lands and watehrating their connection
to this area.

A Squamish Nation respondent confirmed this attaattrto the Callaghan:

It's fairly simple for Squamish. We looked at a Ipregnary map of the
footprint... we then tabled a detailed map of Pay&kén the Wild Spirit
Place and identified that at least one third of éxesting footprint of the
Olympics for that time was looking at our Wild SpiPlace. My mandate
from the community is simple: no development on\Wiid Spirit Place.
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The importance of the Callaghan to the First Nativas not lost on other
participants in the process, as one BCEAO respdnmu#ad: “The First Nations have
held traditional relationship with the land... It waalatable how important that was. And
they certainly shared that view in the plannindeamnd made it clear that this was a no

go zone.”

In addition to the Squamish, the Lil'wat Nation@lsave significant attachment

to the Callaghan Valley via symbolic place meaniigsnultiple documents, (e.g.,
Cascade, 2004; ENKON, 2004) sacred places, whihithwat Nation considered to be
off limits to development, are identified. Theseas are ‘high value places’ for reasons
identified in the Cultural Heritage Land and ReseuProtection Plan (CHLRPP),
developed by the Lil'wat First Nations. Statedhe CHLRPP:

these are places that support subsistence acivwtidabitats that are more

rare or sensitive than the moderate value placas, (plant harvesting,

hunting, fishing) traditional use sites that are suritual or highly sensitive,

and locations that are critical to the protectidnenvironmental resources.

They contribute to the Nation’s connection with gaest, and support ongoing

traditional activities. The Lil'wat rely on thesedations for cultural and
subsistence uses (CHLRPP quoted in ENKON, 2004, 44)

Evident in the multiple documents generated foMHestler Olympic Park, in
addition to the Squamish Nation’sa}X Temixw and interviews, it is clear that both the
Lil'wat and Squamish Nations attach many symboleamings to the Callaghan Valley.
These can be grouped into three broad meaningarégsgidentity (e.qg.

‘Squamishness’), cultural/spiritual (e.g. Callagl@ama ceremonial area), and sustenance

(e.g. through activities such as hunting, planhgang, trapping, etc).

Place meanings from the general public
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Place meanings that the public attribute to théa@hbn Valley are also evident
from comment cards filled out during various opeunses. These comments reinforce the
meanings already identified. The comments varygaps, but those especially relevant to
place meanings are related to impacts upon wildiife habitat, access to recreation and
conflicts between motorized and self-propelledeationists, First Nations involvement,

and the development of ‘green’ facilities (EAO, 800

In all, the literature on the planning process, borad with interviews,
demonstrate that there was an understanding ofthewallaghan Valley is symbolically
understood by various stakeholders. Converselyetiseno evidence of a dialogue that
was specifically framed around the symbolic meanivag people ascribe to the place, or

around any of the aspects of place at all.

Criterion References

A discussion of social  Participants discuss how their social relationshipd Sack, 2004; Stedman et
relationships / individual experiences affect and are affected by  al, 2004; Tuan, 1977;
individual experiences place (e.g. with their peers, business Uzzell, Pol and

and their influence on  partners/employers, the government, etc). People’s Badenas, 2002

place perceptionof their community are also discussed.

As with symbolic meaning, there was no evidencaryf discussions specifically
framed around the effects of social relationships iadividual experiences on the place
meanings of the Callaghan Valley. Nor was thereseusgsion on how people perceived

the community of users in the Callaghan valley.
First Nations use of the Callaghan Valley

Information was provided in the documentation artdrviews that loosely
demonstrates the social relationships and individkperiences that occur within the
Valley of significance to place. Most of this infeation is in regards to First Nations use

of the area. As one First Nations respondent poiate:
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A Squamish Nation member can bring ten thousandsyearth of history;
what's happening with the land, what's happeninthwhe animals, what'’s
happening with the snowfall this year opposed &b yeear. We can create a
story of what happened all around the whole vadiege time immemorial to
today.

The literature demonstrates that First Nations heacesignificant personal
experiences in the area, with the Squamish Natientifying the Wild Spirit Places,
especially Payakentsut, and the Lil'wat identifythggh value places’. The CVMP
document (VANOC, 2003) also indicates that the &gdian Valley region was
extensively used as a trade route connecting tbharSigh and Lil'wat Nations culturally,
economically, politically and socially. This indiea the area provided a significant
backdrop against which social relationships betwberSquamish and Lil'wat Nations

were built.

Recreational use of the Callaghan Valley

The CVMP document (VANOC, 2003, 159) also indicéateat extensive
recreation occurs in the area and notes that tageWhistler Olympic Park is built,
“Improvement to access and the availability of vkaue for services will increase the
demand and use of the area for public recreatioimglsummer and winter.” Stedman et
al (2004) illustrate that recreational use of amads often done with other people.
Significant place meanings are often formed ardhede social experiences. The
literature on the Whistler Olympic Park planninggess does include recognition of the
extensive use the area receives from recreatiohi&swise, interviewees suggest the
area was important for recreation. When asked ateocuéating in the area, one
respondent commented: “Oh sure, [the Callagharplace I've visited a lot]. The town

[Whistler] has a trail that goes from the Callaghapractically into my backyard.”
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While there is a loose understanding of some soelationships and individual
experiences that have occurred in the Callaghaley/a@here is no evidence of any

specific intention to seek out this informatioreither process.

Criterion References

A discussion of Participants discuss how the physical Jackson, 1994; Sack, 2004,
physical landscapes landscapes (built, natural, biotic and abiotic) Shumaker and Taylor, 1983;
and their influence on affect place. Also discussed is to what extentStedman, 2003; Stedman et al,
place thenatural landscape affects place. 2004

The Callaghan Valley was specifically targetedheslocation for the Whistler
Olympic Park due to its natural landscape and @ssatattributes. In promoting the
Callaghan Valley as the site for the venue, the ®vlldcument outlines a sense of
idyllic wilderness “surrounded by mountains, glasiand West Coast coniferous forest”
(VANOC, 2003, 27). More practically, the landscapel physical geography of the area
influences the place as an ideal one for Nordia=ve

The Callaghan is considered to be a very goodaitthe Nordic facility due
to the moderate temperatures, absence of wind, daimtindry snow,

established and easy road access, elevation amxinioto the proposed
Olympic village site and Whistler resort (VANOC,@®) 27).

Preserving this wilderness landscape is clearlgaity for VANOC. For
example, in the executive summary of the applicetor an environmental assessment
certificate, VANOC (2004a, 55) states that “all ien cutting plans will be reviewed with
[VANOC] to maintain visual aesthetics and minimcearcutting.” In a different
document, VANOC (2004d) once again outlines theartgnce of logging activities
being conducive to attractive viewscapes from thasfler Olympic Park location. The
literature on the planning process demonstratésathan-industrialized natural

landscape is important for the success of theityacil
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Further discussion around the importance of thédeape comes from the
literature surrounding First Nations and their @ttaent to the land itself. In addition,
much of the environmental assessment revolved drmitigating potential impact of the
Whistler Olympic Park project on the environmerdluding abiotic and biotic factors.
However, the core of these ecologically focusedudtnts was on identifying ecological
factors of the area from a scientific perspecthag,a socially derived sense of place

context.

Similar to the other aspects around place, a gpetdlogue around the physical
landscape of the Callaghan Valley and its effecs@mse of place is not present in the
literature. However, one can derive from the litera that an important sense of place for
the Callaghan Valley in terms of landscape is theiral component. Thus, people are

more likely to act as stewards for the environnvaithin the Callaghan Valley (Stedman,

2003).

Criterion References

A discussion of Participants discuss how prior times of change wereBlann, Light and
experiences with dealt with to understand, in the future, how people Musumeci, 2003;

change over time and may 1) help systems survive abrupt changes, 2)evdkolke, Colding and
how this was adapted change in undesirable systems and 3) mobilize Berkes, 2003; Folke et
to (social memory) resources after changes that enable reorganization al, 2005

an effective and controlled manner.

A specific gathering of stakeholders to dialogusuad experiences with past
change and how it was adapted to never occurredekder, the CVMP document
(VANOC, 2003) does review the history of the are@asa report by the Callaghan Lake
Study Team. This was prepared by the BC governmedttober, 1995 as part of a
‘Protected Areas Strategy’ being conducted attiha. In this review, the forestry and
mining history of the area are outlined along with decline of exploration in the 1960’s

when the area was considered for its recreatiorparidvalues. A resultant ‘No Staking
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Reserve’ was given to various parts of the Callagialley. Further studies show the
area as containing valuable mineral deposits ahdlbe geothermal resources.
However, the area is also recognized as a placeswiom-consumptive wildlife use
could thrive. This is due to its unique combinatarsublime glacial/volcanic features
(e.g. glacial weathering, cirque lakes, alpine no@ag] volcanic craters) and accessibility
to front country areas such as Whistler. Also nuerdd is the current popularity of
Callaghan Lake as a recreation spot, drawing apmiately 4000 people each summer,
despite the lack of proper facilities and the esqise of rough road access (VANOC,

2003, 75).

Combining this information with that detailing thé@st Nations use of the land,
an extensive history of the area emerges. Thistilee indicates that the Callaghan
Valley has gone through periods of change. Howetiere was no discussion during
either the CVMP or the environmental assessmenbgnding the challenges that
emerged due to this history of change. As a regaltiable social memory was not
overtly revealed among the stakeholders. This rdisp@ortunity is noted by a
commercial recreation respondent, who has a gesdtad personal experience in the
area:

Not only do | operate a Nordic ski facility herethre Callaghan Valley, but |
also have a more than twenty years experienceimgdmow studies for the
Ministry of Environment [for this area]... Certainlyas not consulted at all

in the layout and where | thought the best uséefland lay... | thought the
opportunity for cooperation was missed.

Despite this missed opportunity and the lack offfalrdialogue around past
experiences in the Callaghan, some of these expesedid become revealed. As

recounted by a VANOC respondent:
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[Opportunities to discuss past knowledge occuroedh public basis and on a
confidential basis. For example, the engagemertt thig Nations ... We also
got some ‘old-timers’ perspectives... | think thag told-timers’ had seen a
continual drift in the use and the access and tigenstanding of what the
area was.

A First Nations respondent agreed that past expeggewith the area were
shared: “I think a lot of the non-natives learnddtdrom the natives. That relationship

building, through going to meetings and not beifrgid to speak out- talking, listening.”

While past experiences did appear to be shareohne snstances, they were
missed in others. In addition, the experienceswlese shared were not done so
explicitly. As a result, the extent to which peopl# be able to use this information to

guide future decisions may be limited.

Criterion References
Participants explore the Participants discuss the potential implications if ~ Schneekloth and
implications of alternate another condition existed in order to better Shibley, 1995
conditions understand the current reality.

The single indication of a discussion surroundimgimplications of alternative
conditions comes from the visioning session whieregt separate visions were created. In
addition, the visions were of a future with the tldr Olympic Park, not alternate
conditions of the Callaghan without the facilityolever, discussing these alternate
visions provides an excellent comparison to heguesthe decision-making process
flows towards an ideal future. Indeed, the CVMPuwoent (VANOC, 2003, 18) states
that “The [vision] report's value lies in the dission it promotes around the issues and

points it addresses.”

Unfortunately, the extent to which these visionsengpecifically discussed after
their creation is quite limited. A VANOC respondexiplained:

There were a number of documents prepared in thehase that had some
influence on the Master Plan. The visioning helpgdrm us of the longer-
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term post game scenario; also a matter of uncayé¢ha issues of the people
who had an interest in the future of that valleyd avhat that interest was, and
how that would relate to any potential plan to depéhat.

Apart from its initial use to inform the CVMP, thesults from the visioning
session were no longer overtly used. Still, alter@nditions for the Whistler Olympic
Park were discussed, even if only briefly during @VMP process. There is no
indication that any such conversation occurredrdutine environmental assessment

process however.

Criterion References
Participants have an Participants have an opportunity to bring up issues Schneekloth and
opportunity to discuss regarding place or past experience with change notShibley, 1995

aspects not on the agenda on the agenda, but of importance to them.

During the multiple open houses for both the CVNi@ anvironmental
assessment process, participants were given feleditraes where they could comment
or ask questions on any issue related to the Véhi@®lympic Park. There was also an
ongoing opportunity to contact the Environmentaséssment Office by mail or email to
voice concern or support for any issue relatethégproject during the environmental

assessment.

During work group meetings, interviewees all indechthere were opportunities
to discuss aspects not on the agenda. A MinistBnvironment respondent stated
simply: “We had the opportunity to review the agam@ad see if we thought something
else should be on it.” Providing more detail as ohthe facilitators, a BCEAO
respondent elaborated:

As the meeting unfolds, you track interest and terealditional agenda items
as the time ripens for it. | like to make sureha &nd of the meetings that |

say, ‘is there anything left unsaid’... It invitesgpée who are on the verge of
wanting to put their hand up to just say | guessokay for me to say that.
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Opportunities to discuss aspects not on the agerdaavailable to participants

during the Whistler Olympic Park planning process.

4.3.3 The Absence of Deliberate Dialogue

How information was generated during the planningqress

The amount of information generated from the plagraf the Whistler Olympic
Park is extremely large. The manner in which it waserated is often via consulting
reports that were spurred by the environmentalsassent process, by working group
meetings, or during the Callaghan Valley mastenmilag process. Information was not

generated via deliberate attempts at dialogue.

However, the opportunity to provide input and comiun aspects of the
Callaghan Valley that was important to any indiatiwas present. For the general
public, an Environment Canada respondent expléairieat opportunity would have come
through in the public consultation.” A VANOC resmamt supplied detail:

We provided no end of opportunity for people to coamt on why this area
was important to them... An example of this is thicefin Whistler where
anyone from anywhere can walk in and give recoldedt; also comment
cards, public meetings, open houses, write-in dppdres, the formal EA
process, the ongoing access, community updated] {avolvement with the
press.

While there was opportunity for comment from thélpz) one respondent
commented on how many in the public realm may mhisopportunity:

People do have the opportunity... They take outiad¥e paper and say,
‘You have until this date to send in your commaeatisut the development in
the Callaghan’... Nobody reads those ads, and nobedgs their letters in.
So, when you read the letters, very few are actdiadin the public... they're
lawyers, and they're people who have vested interes | just think it's
incredibly difficult to reach the average persomeyre so consumed with
just trying to have a place to live in Whistler tkvhaving a job, is their car
working properly, are their children fed. Unless threnue was being built in
their backyard, they just would not [engage].
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For those with a vested interest, a number of dppdies did appear to exist.
Indeed a number of meetings occurred for this pgepAs an Environment Canada
respondent recalled: “There were a number of mgetvith the existing [users]... That
would have been an opportunity for them to sayithan [important aspect] for my
business.” A commercial recreation respondent wierates in the area agreed:

Yeah, definitely | was given an opportunity to..was what the business did,
what our objectives were, what our programs wenel laow we used the

land... what the impact would be on my operation rdtdly... the
opportunity was there multiple times.

The same respondent was not convinced howevebdag given an opportunity
to discuss these aspects necessarily equated torrgkd engagement. The respondent
continued: “I think they were listening to me, yhjast didn’t like what they were
hearing... | would never be able to say that ‘yowndidive me the opportunity’. They

gave me lots of opportunities and | took advantagevery one.”
The role of working groups in generating informatio

For members of a working group, the opportunitpitovide input seemed to be
readily available. Multiple respondents who werembers of a working group during the
environmental assessment indicated as such. Hoyterese discussions were never
place related specifically. Instead, the differagéncies would simply bring up aspects
relevant to their jurisdiction. As a CEAA responterplained: “Agencies come forward
with specific mandates: DFO is interested in fiBlansport Canada is interested in
navigability, Canadian Wildlife Services is inteie$in migratory birds, and that’s the
element that they’re most interested in.” Theséviddals are generally experts in a
specific field, and not necessarily from the placquestion at all. As a Squamish-

Lillooet Regional District respondent pointed abie people involved are not from the
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Callaghan or surrounding area usually, “The grizmhar specialist is from Alberta, the

bird person from Vancouver, etc.”
The absence of deliberate dialogue

Opportunities to engage and provide input as to peeaple felt about all sorts of
aspects of the Callaghan were available. Throutgmirews and a review of the literature
however, there is no sign that these opportunitiek the form of a formalized dialogue.

Potential implications of this are discussed in @b&a5.

4.4 Step 3: Determining Future Actions

Criterion References

Leadership A leader, or leadership, is presentiwgjpires and encouraged-olke et al, 2005; Olsson,
stakeholders on multiple organizational levelsedrivolved  Folke and Hahn, 2004;
and work towards a collaboratively decided upoiovis Westley, 2002

Leadership is extremely important to inspire ancoemage stakeholders to be
involved in the many steps of the project. Thisspecially important in a planning
process as large as the one that occurred for thistdf Olympic Park. During the
visioning session, one of the points of agreemerdrgy the stakeholders was that “The
plans for development and ongoing operational sscoéthe Callaghan should review
the need for a single governing body to oversee;dinate and manage the various user
groups” (VANOC, 2003, 1). Even before the Olympiegre awarded to Vancouver,

there was a desire for leadership.

This desire manifested loosely in reality. Thereasndication that a single
person or organization took on an effective leduprsole solely from the literature on
the planning process. Interviewees gave mixed resgs) however, the majority of
respondents identified an individual within VANO@When asked why the individual

from VANOC was thought of as a leader, one Firsidsarespondent answered: “[The
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individual] made VANOC's vision transparent on htvwey wanted to move ahead to
have a successful end product... So that made thitgissimpler and clear for
everybody to see.” Another respondent, answeriag#me question, similarly claimed:
“[The individual] really was behind it all... alwaygpeaking at the meetings, setting
framework guidelines. If you needed information...atdver it was you needed, [the
individual] was the go-to person.” This individwaas not the only person mentioned by
respondents however. Many also suggested the goeatrplayed a large leadership
role. As one BCEAO respondent stated:

| have two minds there. One is | think VANOC dentoaited leadership and

inspiration, but from an administrative law perdpex the leader was
probably government through this office and perhatpsr offices.

A BC Ministry of Environment respondent also idéeti the BCEAO as taking a
leadership role: “The Environmental Assessmentd®fffroject Leader was also kind of a
leader in terms of always trying to balance thassgures that VANOC was putting on
the process to keep things moving. The EAO toak&in trying to keep agencies on

track.”

One respondent, a reporter in the area, when asttezigeneral public may be
able to identify a leader for the process suggested‘No, | don't think so... From the
common man’s perspective, most people would saydmpletely VANOC and nobody

could tell you who was in charge of it.”

The criterion on leadership emphasizes the impoetaf bringing participants
together to work towards a collaboratively decidedn vision. While no one leader

overwhelmingly emerged, the extent to which collaltion occurred may still be high.
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Findings on this are discussed later under therait “Collaboration occurs among a

diverse set of actors operating on multiple levels”

Criterion References
Consensus reached orThis process will involve value judgments and Helie Schneekloth and
who will be involved statements. The dialogic process will offer insiigitd those  Shibley, 1995

in future action who will be included. There is no right way to sglthose

involved, but the process needs to be transpaveait. t

Transparency on who would be involved in future &t

The literature on the Whistler Olympic Park prodaetransparent medium
indicating who will be involved in future action addition to VANOC as the obvious
proponent. While the medium itself is transpareset (t is posted on the EAO website),
the process for making these decisions is not alw@gde clear in the literature. For
example, the CVMP document lays out who will gaitufe ownership of the Whistler
Olympic Park after the Games, stating that it éla “not for profit corporation jointly
owned by the Canadian Olympic Committee (COC), @anBritish Columbia, the
Resort Municipality of Whistler and 2 local Firsatibns — the Squamish Nation and the

Lil'wat” (VANOC, 2003 x). However, how this decisiovas made is not clear.

Additionally, letters of understanding were signéth both long-term
commercial recreation operators, (e.g. Callagham@g and Whistler Heliskiing). They
laid out how these stakeholders would interact WIBNOC (VANOC, 2003). These

documents provide examples of transparency regaxdio will be involved.

However, transparent decision-making did not alwagair. For example,
Callaghan Country raised concerns when it washiglthe Province that, in addition to
not receiving an extension on their tenure, it thayexpropriated altogether (VANOC,

2004e).
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First Nations involvement in future action

With respect to First Nations, the draft of thel@gthan Recreation Plan
(Cascade, 2004) identifies the importance of timeiolvement in the Whistler Olympic
Park project, both in its creation, and subseqapatations after the Games. VANOC
maintains in all the literature that involvementrafst Nations in the Whistler Olympic
Park was important.

Government agency involvement in future action

Interviews help reveal how transparent the decsiwweare regarding who would
be involved in implementation. All of the respontieimdicated it was clear VANOC
would be implementing the project. Many pointed thiait implementation was not
without its complications however. While VANOC wdube in charge of building the
facility, there was government agency oversightinegl, building permits needed, and
contractors to actually do the work. As a CEAA mspent explained: “[VANOC is] the
one implementing mitigation measures, design meastinose sorts of things... There is
also a certain level of follow-up and compliancenibaring that goes on... That's where
[for example] DFO and Environment Canada show upitenoccasionally.” Another
good example of these oversight responsibilitieae®from an SLRD respondent: “We
issued building permits... we’ve done spot checkd,\aa make sure all the paperwork
and necessary sign offs have been completed. Wade presence on that site there
throughout.” Implementation of the project was sioiply a matter of VANOC going in
and building the venue. Multiple agencies were imed and through these legal
requirements were informed how and when the diffiepdases of implementation

occurred.

Other participant involvement in future action
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Some participants involved in the process wantdgktmvolved in
implementation, and were. For example, the RMOW!/aottl First Nations respondents
confirmed their involvement to their satisfactibfowever, this was not the case for all.
When asked whether they desired to be involvedhpiementation of the Whistler
Olympic Park, a commercial recreation respondestvaned:

Yes... we weren't invited... | would often enquire aswtho was leading the
trail design and | was introduced to the people tatked with them, but as
regards to, ‘what do you think about this trail rjohere or where do you
think the topography would lend itself- what softspecial features are there

in the valley that would enhance a visitor's expece here’. | was never
brought in at that level which would be my preferen

It is clear from the literature and from respongdhtt the decisions on who
would be involved in implementation were made tnaasparent manner. As for a
consensus on the decision, it appears as thoughwootd agree this was the case.

However, some participants indicated a desire tmbee involved than they were.

Criterion References
Transparent How to proceed (i.e. the methods used and whatlgxado be  Schneekloth and
decisions on how done) — or whether to proceed at all — need todberchined in a  Shibley, 1995

to proceed transparent and collaborative manner. In additio®,jdeology or

logic behind the method needs to be agreed upon.

The environmental assessment and master plannacggses for the Whistler
Olympic Park essentially outline the decisions owtthe project will proceed; i.e., what
is to be done. The ideology, or logic, behind th#sesions is not made clear however,
and the literature does not indicate a formalizedussion occurred with stakeholders.

Transparency in decision making

The environmental assessment process providedvamoement where the final
decisions made for the Whistler Olympic Park wea@gparent. As a result of the many
studies, a plethora of mitigation strategies thatil be used to reduce the impact of the
Whistler Olympic Park were identified and publigalkleased. The final environmental
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assessment report (EAO, 2005) identified eighteenponents by which VANOC was
evaluated, many of which included mitigation stge#s. For example, one mitigation
strategy VANOC committed to concern the area’s iquasources. The commitment
was to “Provide 30 m setbacks for fish-bearingastre and 15 m for non-fish bearing
streams wherever possible” (EAO, 2005, 61). To miné impacts on wildlife, VANOC,
among other things, stated they would “Turn offeeixdr lights when the facilities are not
being used by the public, in order to minimize senslisturbance to owls and other
nocturnal species” (EAO, 2005, 66). The last examplates to socio-community and
socio-economic components. VANOC committed to “Guuet facilities according to

BC Firesmart Principles, particularly to ensure gy@inkler systems are installed in all
buildings and that building exteriors are consiedadf noncombustible materials” (EAO,

2005, 67).
Collaboration in decision making

While the resulting decisions from the planningqass were transparently
revealed to anyone with an interest to see theenexitent to which they were made in a
collaborative spirit is revealed by intervieweesll@boration involves a sharing of power
to make decisions. As a result, interviewees wske@whether they felt they had power
to affect decisions. Interestingly, when responsl@io were part of a working group
were asked, they all indicated that they did feelthad that power. Not all respondents
felt they did have power to affect decision makimogvever. Those not part of a working
group answered in the negative. For example, wekedawhether they felt they had
power to influence the final decisions made, onaroercial recreation respondent, who

was not part of a working group, answered:
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No. All I could do was stay abreast of the procasd change my plan to
make it less threatening to them so that | woultbtse everything... | have
a business that'’s still benefiting from the outcomhéhe Games. | just believe
that... the overall plan could have been bettdf ANOC'’s opinion prevailed,

and what they thought was best is the way it wewrd And we have a
difference of opinion... Collaborative input? Yes. ll@borative decision

making? No.

A different respondent, when asked whether a memibiére general public
would have power to affect the final decisions agr®d similarly: “No, not really.”
However, the response did deviate from the comralerecreation respondent’s: “[But],
where people band together and form a common tbe&gecan create influence and

change.”

A member of such a group, a Non-Governmental Opgaioin in the area, who
was not on a working group, was asked whether ¢ et that collaboration occurred.
The response indicated a feeling that this washeotase:

Everybody felt that they were being consulted, t#rey felt that their views
were being heard, but at the end of the day these weally just being

consulted so they could be ticked off on the repbinat’s my opinion on it...
It was very well done, very systematic.

The discussion with a BCEAO respondent suggestgptuple outside working
group meetings have had concerns around decisi@mgim the past. The respondent
began: “For an outsider, if you're a member of &@&N[for example], you put your hand
up and say, ‘Well, I wasn’t a member of a workingugp'. It continues to be a recurring
comment about our process... They perceived [wgrgnoups] to be where the deals
were made.” | then asked what the response tatmsern would be. The respondent
replied:

Well the response would be that the interest of M@O would come up

through a government agency. So, if the interest amund grizzly bears,
then the MOE [Ministry of Environment] rep would tiee person who would
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bring that interest to the table... At the workinggp level, they weren't part
of the working group- but they were totally encayed and advised to
participate as fully as possible with written subsnons, phone calls, emails,
whatever; and it all counted.

The idea of public interests and values being bnbt@working groups through
the appropriate government representation wasmgtwought up by this respondent.
Another respondent commented:

When the RMOW did the open houses for developniebgcame very clear
that most people didn’t want a village down theag ¢riginally proposed]... |
think that the public... did influence what the Olyimpark looks like today,
but it was done through the Municipality. So, imttitase [the Municipality]

were really negotiating for what they understoodeahe wishes of the town
after their engagement.

A common theme occurred amongst some respondeimdéssiwply pointed to the
change that occurred due to the process as aratrafidhat some form of collaborative
decision making took place. As one respondent ndéfedt go to those maps; if there had
been no stakeholders, no input, I'm sure we woalkergazillion miles of trails.”

Similarly, a CEAA respondent pointed out: “That jeit in the end was quite different
than how it was initially proposed and a lot ofgbahanges in design and modifications

were in response to input from broad sense staéielsof
Collaborative decision making: is it possible incdua large process?

Whether or not collaborative decision making trdigt occur is difficult to claim
one way or the other. The reality is that sometfedyy had power to affect decisions and
some felt they did not. In such a large process)ggs this is unavoidable. As one
RMOW respondent remarked: “You're going to find sowill say [they were] very
engaged, and some you’re going to find will suggfesy were completely unengaged
because they didn’t get what they wanted.” A CEA&8pondent similarly pointed out: “I

think there were struggles, but there are alwayggtes in a process like this.”
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A VANOC respondent similarly summed up the proasfong and, as a result,
void of consensus:
It is not an easy process. It is an expensive mmeltonsuming process; it is
a demanding process; it's full of conflicts. It m®t, despite what people
would like to think, consensus-based at all. It'snatter of managing the
many issues to the best of your abilities and hppivat people are satisfied

with that. And | think that we have done a good @flbuilding a venue that
reflects their values, so we have more consensumsittany others.

From our further discussion, the respondent didyssgthat there was
collaboration, just not consensus reached as #:réBoere has been a lot of
collaboration; some of it willingly, some of it neb willingly. But there is conflict. Not a

bad thing; maybe a stressful thing, but that degyelgenuine relationships.”

In summary, while collaborative decision makingurced in the minds of some,

and not others, it can be seen that the decisi@u®were done in a transparent manner.

Criterion References
Collaboration occurs As a result of the dialogue, a social network  Folke et al, 2005; Folke,
among a diverse set of  built on trust is created and social memory is Colding and Berkes, 2003;
actors operating on realized among participants. These factors are Olsson, Folke and Hahn,
multiple levels used to cooperatively work towards the agreed2004

upon vision.

The literature on the Whistler Olympic Park plargiprocess does not indicate
that any formal dialogue commenced. Instead, @mrelte decision making process took
place where VANOC consulted numerous stakeholdersléase the CVMP and a report
in application for an environmental assessmentfioate. This report was then reviewed
by the environmental assessment office and stalel®ivho made recommendations
that VANOC used to create mitigation measures. Bekatdequate by the environmental
assessment office, VANOC’s mitigation measures \vaeliged to the final plans and a
certificate was issued. The extent to which thacpss created an environment of

collaboration amongst a diverse set of actors olipheilevels is the point at issue.
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There is evidence of agreements between VANOC anduws groups suggesting
that some form of collaboration may have occurBagting the process, VANOC signed
letters of understanding with the Squamish Natiwah lal’'wat Nation (EAO, 2005), in
addition to both Callaghan Country and Whistleri¥&iing (VANOC, 2004c).
However, as already shown, a respondent from theyercial recreation sector

demonstrated a preference to be more involvedtumbionplementation that they were.
Collaboration with First Nations

First Nations involvement, on the other hand, appeahave been at a level that
all parties were comfortable with. Consultationhwiirst Nations is evidenced in the
Executive Summary of VANOC's application for an g@ommental assessment certificate
(VANOC, 20044, 50), which states:

Before, ‘opting-in’ to the BAEAA process, the Corporation’s extensive First
Nations consultation program commenced from 1992004... The First
Nations had representatives on the 2010 Board i&cRirs, on the Executive
Committee and all relevant work groups. In addititme Corporation, the
federal government and the provincial governmerdiséed in the First

Nations in establishing the Aboriginal Secretat@tensure First Nations’
interests are accommodated in the Bid process.

Interviews with First Nations respondents confilmattboth the Squamish and
Lil'wat Nation were involved in implementation. Ag8amish Nation respondent
commented: “Our building company is building thddes and building structures up

there, and Lil'wat’s ground crew are the ones wlradethe trails.”

While implementation did appear to occur in a dudkative manner with the First
Nations, some examples of contention to get thestse As opposed to a truly
collaborative process, the literature suggestsRhiat Nations and VANOC would at

times negotiate points of contention in a back fanth manner through impersonal
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avenues provided by the environmental assessmectss (VANOC, 2004h). For
example, First Nations would raise a concern basedANOC’s assessment application
or surrounding studies. This concern would theadidressed by VANOC as part of the
assessment process. This form of communicationaapgdo, at times, supersede face to
face collaboration. Indeed, First Nations at timmpged to have lawyers write up letters
directed at the Environmental Assessment Offideritag up issues of contention rather
than seek a collaborative decision with VANOC (seg Ratcliff and Company, 2004).
This seems to indicate that seamless collaboraimnot occur at all times. However,
another example that follows may indicate thattMiations did participate

collaboratively.

One major issue the Squamish and Lil'wat Natiomsechwas the inclusion of the
proposed legacy facilities (e.g. additional non-petitive trails) in the environmental
assessment for the Whistler Olympic Park. Theythalt the studies done for the
environmental assessment certificate did not adebjuiaclude these additional trails
and the significant impacts they may have on Megdions interests, especially on the
high value places identified by the Lil'wat Natiand Payakentsut for the Squamish
Nation (EAO, 2006). The final result was the demisio evaluate the legacy facilities
under a separate environmental assessment arglitoaa environmental assessment
certificate to the project “consisting of the Nardompetition facilities, trails and
associated infrastructure and internal roads iaraa comprising approximately 260
hectares, as well as the two access roads toc¢higiéa” (EAO, 2005, 21). A Lil'wat
Nation respondent established that this was indeeskample of the Nation’s interests

being heeded: “The government listened to tha€ rdspondent confirmed.
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Collaboration occurring due to trust between paiipants

To determine how well the process built meaningélationships of collaboration
and trust, interviewees were also asked to whane¢xhe planning process helped them
become more willing to trust and work with othersalved. An especially positive
response came from a First Nations interviewee:

Yeah, [trust builds] after a while... With all theass of the valley- we've
heard of their names or saw their signs, but weeeer met them. Now we
had a reason to meet them and find out a bit nwahere they come from and
why are they doing what they are doing. And thespah turn have a better
understanding of who we are and why are we doingtwie are doing.

Another response from a RMOW respondent indicdiasthe process helped to
build trust amongst participants:

The better you get to know people, the more yonsasef whether you trust
them. What can you say to them, how will they u8eThat all builds up and

relationships are kind of everything. You build@od solid relationship with

your Provincial people and you just phone themfyou have a concern and
they’ll take it seriously if they trust you. Evemmg you do helps increase
that.

A common theme that emerged was the idea that wiel@rocess helped build
trust, it did not just do so randomly. Through precess, groups and individuals would
either show themselves as trustworthy or not. Adgexample comes from the response
of a CEAA interviewee:

[Trust is built] to a degree, but... everything isséd on track record. If a
proponent shows themselves to be efficient andngilto implement things
as described and in control of the situation arafgssional about it, your
comfort goes up. If they don’t exhibit those tenclea your comfort goes

down... There’s a certain level of credibility thancbe acquired, but it has to
be acquired.

This idea of trust being acquired was a common éhamongst respondents.
While the process did allow trust to be built, amenany cases it did, that trust needed to

be earned.
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The Whistler Olympic Park was built in a collabaratmanner. First Nations
were involved, and satisfied with their inclusiémaddition, government agencies
provided oversight of implementation through noltydhe environmental assessment
process but also via permits and authorizationsvever, there were some participants,
such as affected commercial recreationists, whdedato be involved more than they

were. However, the process did help trust mandesingst participants when it was

earned.

Criterion References

Future adaptive co- People flexibly self organize towards social- Folke et al, 2005; Folke,
management occurs ecological sustainability on a case by case basis Colding and Berkes,
among a diverse set of  the future. When a crisis occurs, the appropriate 2003; Olsson, Folke and
actors operating on actors and knowledge is mobilized through the Hahn, 2004

multiple scale¥ pre-existing social network to appropriately adapt

to the change.

Given the future state this criterion refers tas itmpossible to fully assess.
However, interviewees did give a sense of the éxbay felt that the planning process
would enable them to work with each other in theife. The answers are enlightening;

however, it is important to note that any conclasiwade on them would be conjecture.

A good planning process will enable participantsvtsk well with each other in
the future. The comments from a BC Ministry of Eowiment respondent highlights this
importance in terms of this project: “Implementatwas clear enough in terms of
building the Whistler Olympic Park, but some of fubsequent implications that have
come to light because of building that venue,nts$ so clear whose lead those things

should be... There’s still a lot of question aboust®010.” Unforeseen future issues are

9 This criterion is an outcome, and may not be &blee assessed until long after the initial proiess
completed.

118



inevitable highlighting the importance of a fut@mvironment where stakeholders can

flexibly self organize when a problem does emeeges(iggested in Figure 4 on page 47).

Comments from a RMOW respondent suggest that gegion of the venue has
developed this sense of importance in people tcectmgether if a problem does emerge.

What we have up in the Nordic Centre is an inciedpulling together of
Squamish and Whistler...The people of Squamish hdeptad that Nordic
Centre. They are the backbone of the whole volurdeganization that helps
put on these big events, like world cups, ski jumgpi. The volunteer pool in
Whistler is... pretty tapped. Squamish has steppedbat is so powerful in
my mind... | don'’t feel like I'm going to another tovwwhen | go to Squamish
because | know so many people there now... | thirdt thuilds a lot of

resilience. If you have an issue up there, you'sé tao hundred or three
hundred concerned parents and community members.likeé a spider’s

web, you start in the middle there and the whoiegtigrows.”

A BCEAO respondent commented on the relationslipswere built between
the government and First Nations that is helping tatally different project:

Consider the consulting team hired by SquamishLalhdat. Because of this

experience | got to know them and trust thernthere is a level of trust and
engagement and respect that is used on anothezcpritjat we are also
working on... in a completely different part of theo®ince.

It is difficult to assess the future, and to whekeat stakeholders will come
together if a problem is to emerge. However, a VAN@spondent is cautiously
optimistic:

| think there is a legacy there of collaboratiord geople will be able to go
forward and they are definitely better off. But theerhead for individuals to
participate and to stay at the table, and justgeneeral evolution of peoples
lives- | don’t know how long that will go on... hink that people will wake

up the next day [after the Olympics] and start t;mder what the future does
hold for them in the Callaghan Valley and just howch their interests...

will go forward in the future. Different playersarse issues. | hope the
[future players are] capable of going forward agftiecting those values.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The three step place-based planning process adiitin€able 3 theoretically
increases the likelihood of creating resiliencegifeé 4). The actual planning process that
occurred for the Whistler Olympic Park took plaseaispecific social, environmental,
and legal context that shaped the planning pracesays that theory may simply not be
able to address. However, while there are manytpoindeparture, the actual process
that occurred for the Whistler Olympic Park loostellyjowed the three steps. There was

still a gathering of stakeholders, followed by and of discourse, culminating in action.

The sheer power and influence of the Olympics lritgown sense of place and
meaning to the Callaghan Valley. Even some int&rges who had mixed responses to
their satisfaction with the process were stillandur of the Olympics. “I still support [the
Games] now”, one such respondent began somewhdritgs “It's the notion of
athleticism, and the promotion of those valuesilllaan corny enough to believe that it's
a good thing.” The Olympic movement is imbued withanings and place-based
discussions will happen whether intentionally pkhior not. There were certainly
differences between the planning for the Whistlgmipic Park and the theoretical
process presented in this work. This chapter egplthie potential implications of these

differences.
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5.1 Gathering the Stakeholders

Stakeholders who inhabit and/or are affected byCaikaghan Valley were
identified by VANOC. These stakeholders operateal \riety of spatial and
organizational scales. However, the process digpetifically target specific individuals
who were leaders, facilitators or social connectdhey were selected on the basis of the
group they represented. Including strong individualthe process would better ensure
success in the long run. However, this assumeghbae in charge of the process could
have effectively identified these individuals. Whihere was some randomness with
respect to skill sets of those identified, thisglnet suggest that the process was less

effective.

During the planning process, stakeholder inclusvas limited and engagement
was often quite structured, resembling nothing wtia dialogue. A thorough discussion

of these implications occurs next.

5.2 The Process and Content of Discourse

5.2.1 The Absence of Dialogue

Any dialogic activities that occurred during the Mtker Olympic Park planning
process were piecemeal at best. There was no sorgia that allowed stakeholders to
come together in a sustained formal dialogue. Hawdhis did not impede informal
dialogue between stakeholders during the breaksdeet structured time, and during site
visits. Indeed, much relevant content emerged filtese conversations. Through public
open houses, consultant reports, working groupaemn one meetings, the planning

process unearthed an abundance of content. Implage meanings emerged through
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these discussions, even if they were not spedyisalught or analyzed within the context
of place theory. The presence of First Nationsvagtiresource extraction, as well as
commercial and public recreation emerged througtimprocess as well. The
biophysical elements and their importance for aflicdOlympic venue, as well as both
the Lil'wat and Squamish Nations also emerged. &talders discussed this minutia with
each other, and in an unintentional way, were tablenearth the social memory held by
the different participants around the planningeabl

The absence of a consistent facilitator and a cléaader
In this case study, professional facilitation wasoinsistent and was typically

provided by either VANOC or the government. Simyldhere was a lack of consistency
when the process jumped from the CVMP to the enunirental assessment. This lack of
consistency was noted by multiple respondents.ifiteeviewee suggested a standing
advisory committee as a potential way to mitigats lack of consistency:

One of the things in hindsight if | was advising NAC as a consultant is, at

the very beginning, develop and support and fundtanding advisory

committee for the Callaghan Valley including allarests and even if nothing
is going on have an information update meeting.

Even though a specific VANOC individual was ideietif by many as an
unofficial leader, many respondents felt that ansalength facilitator (i.e., not an
employee of either VANOC or one of the governmegereies in charge of the
environmental assessment) would have helped. Tleydvwhave helped “draw out some

of those quiet folks”, as one respondent remarked.

The absence of dialogue: implications

In the absence of dialogue with a consistent tatdr, three important factors

were missed. First, dialogue would have helped leedprify what the Callaghan Valley
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means to them. While people may intuitively undendtplace, they may not be able to
really express it without guidance. Second, these avlost opportunity to increase the
level of understanding of how the proposed chang#se Callaghan Valley might affect
specific stakeholders. Purposeful dialogue woulg begeryone understand the reasons
behind why people felt the way they did about d¢eréspects of proposed changes.
Third, more extensive dialogue may have given pdasbetter insight into the social-
ecological system that underlies the area. Thes&lions may have reduced the level of
understanding needed to help stakeholders ad&piute development changes that may
emerge in the Valley as its popularity and accdggiincreases.

The weaknesses of dialogue

While dialogue may have helped the planning protmsthe Whistler Olympic
Park, it is very difficult to make this claim wittertainty. Dialogue can be extremely
frustrating to some people as there is often agpdian that it replaces decision making
and action. In addition, processes of dialoguetake a long time. Planning for an
Olympic Games occurs with an immovable date wheraies need to be complete.
There is a sense of urgency that permeates. Dialwgthis atmosphere may restrict its
usefulness. In addition, it is not accurate to gsfjghat no dialogue occurred during the
planning for the Whistler Olympic Park. While narfwalized time was set aside to
dialogue, people spontaneously and informally djaéxl during downtimes and site

visits, creating some of the benefits suggestetartheory around dialoguing.

5.2.2 Structured Decision Making: The Environmental Assessment

The environmental assessment portion of the Whi€tlgmpic Park planning

was structured according to formally recognizedcpdures. Environmental assessments,
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for the most part, do not change depending on wihengare conducted. As a CEAA
respondent put it: “There was a plan that was ¥edid. It's pretty prescribed and laid

out.

In a permit heavy climate involving multiple regidey agencies, the
environmental assessment process does have itStbdryeallowing all stakeholders to
come together and review projects in a relativéfigient manner. The interests and
requirements of many lines of authority get wowao ithe process and final decision. It
IS not a simple process and there is not just eceswn maker. However, because of its
structure, the process is often characterized iag li&tle more than an administrative
checklist with little room for thinking ‘outside ¢hbox’. In this atmosphere, purposeful
dialogue may simply be off the collective radar.iWWegulatory agencies are able to do
their due diligence in the process, its structumit$ engagement between stakeholders.
As such, the influence of stakeholders outsidddhmalities of the environmental

assessment process is random and tends to lim& mimrmed decisions to emerge.
The opportunity of the CVMP process

The lack of dialogue suggests an opportunity teelraere informed conceptions
of place was lost. However, as previously discusedurgency that permeates Olympic
planning may have limited its usefulness. Furtheangiven the structure of the
environmental assessment, this part of the pratess not lend itself well to ideas such
as dialogue. However, there was an opportunityigdes/by the informal and
unstructured nature of the CVMP process. For exanpé CVMP process did involve a
visioning session. However, the session lasted amlgty and was then used to partially

inform the plan. These people or ideas were nobhéurused, or elaborated upon. This
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unstructured period of planning would have beerdeal time to create an intentional
space for dialogue, to discuss visions more thdrlyugnd help build social capital and

mutual understanding through ongoing discussions.

5.3 Determining and Implementing Action
Transparency and collaboration

The CVMP process and the environmental assessneratwell documented,
leading to transparent decision making. In addjtranst respondents indicated they were
satisfied with the collaboration that occurred iakimg decisions. However, there was a
clear deviation from this position amongst resposievho were not part of a working
group. Many respondents clearly had mixed feelomgghe planning process; however,
most felt in the end that decision makers did mak@med decisions. One in particular
stated:

I choke as | say these words, but | honestly belibat they did listen to what
the stakeholders had to say and | think that whaiears there is a
compromise from many people. It's not all the ratien trails that some
people wanted. It's more than some people wantél.bigger than some

people wanted, and smaller than some people wanteteel that they did
have to listen to other stakeholders, and | thivat they did.

The role of conflict

The dissatisfaction expressed by some is perhapgaible in such a lengthy
process. The theoretical place-based planning psdoe resilience is partially designed
to temper heated conflict through purposeful diakadt requires people to look at the
assumptions behind their positions and discuss thean open and safe environment.
The end goal is mutual understanding amongst [jaatits. However, the suggestion that
conflict is negative was dismissed by a few respoitgl For example, A RMOW
respondent commented:
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If you never get to really heated positioning aaliyestart to understand just
how emotionally important is this to a person, thigs hard to necessarily
resolve it because you do a lot of surface resmiuéind everybody talks in
the background, or talks outside the meeting.

It is often assumed that consensus is both achieaald positive. One respondent
casted doubt upon this:
| don't think a consensus is achievable, and if gouachieve a consensus,
my experience in the past has been that it's ioresttained circumstance for
a very short period of time. | just think theresiech a wide variety of interests

and expectations out there, that to go for consensuld compromise a
project to the point where it's not really valid.

5.4 The Callaghan Valley: A Resilient Place?

The theoretical place-based process suggesteséans to an end of resilience
(Figure 4). The end goal is to create a set ofioglahips amongst stakeholders where a
future crisis would not entirely collapse the systénstead, stakeholders would self-
organize to collectively manage the situation. Wté Whistler Olympic Park built, and
a new road bringing access to the entire Callaytadiey, there will be phenomenal
pressure for further development. There needs tauseand an ability to work together
in the future so that the overall vision of thesacan be maintained; so that the area can

be resilient to these inevitable pressures.

Respondents were generally optimistic when askestiven they felt people
would be able to come together in the future if@pem did occur. Respondents
indicated that trust was built, when people demanest themselves to be trustworthy.
On the other hand, some respondents suggestedtiiatwith the process, a sense of
not being involved to the extent they wished. Oétsrggested that there would be an

element of process fatigue that may discouragedutaoperation. Even had the
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theoretical process suggested been followed exasthroposed, a resilient place is only

the theoretical end.

It is also important to recognize that the casdystthosen presents its own unique
attributes. It is a process conducted in the shaafa@avmega-event which is the Olympic
Games. It is a context where timelines become cainsd, venues have to be built, and a
sense of urgency dominates. One respondent sunadaoianning in this context well:

There’s no manual for this. [Especially when] yavé no choice but to put
[venues] in... There are so many things about it flyain the face of what
you think would be the norm. In a way you haveay t yourself, “It's the
Olympics; perhaps this is the way it has to be.”dBnners and people think
they are doing the best job they can? | feel dueg tlo... Does everybody in
town think that’s true? Absolutely not. Do some ple@ Absolutely. But it's
very complex. | don’t think you would run into hadf these things if you
were building anything else.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS

6.1 Summary of Findings

Whether intentional or not, planning typically inves changing places.
Depending on how this planning occurs, these crengéeither be welcomed as
something that connects well with the already distadd sense of place for the area, or
will generate significant and potentially harmfffieets. This is especially pronounced
due to the many symbolic meanings that are assakcwith the Olympic Games. The
creation of the Whistler Olympic Park in the Callag Valley provides an excellent case

of planners modifying an area such that place nmg@nivere affected.

Given this reality, this research sought to angwerfollowing question: ‘what
components of an idealized place-based planningegso(one which has the greatest
potential to result in a resilient place) were urted in the Whistler Olympic Park

planning process?’

To answer this question, three subcomponents ajubstion were posed. The
first question was, ‘what are the key componen@oidealized place-based planning
process?’ The research identified three overridimgponents or steps. The first involves
gathering stakeholders, ensuring they operate arymifferent scales and include strong
individuals capable of participating fully in theggess. The second step is partially
informed by the theory on dialogue, a form of itk@mal discussion which brings
stakeholders together. Theories on place and conaglaptive social-ecological systems

inform the content to be discussed in the dialggiace. In the final step, future actions
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are determined through consensus and transpamehh are aided through the mutual
understanding gained during the dialogue involvethe second step. As a result of this

process, the place would be resilient into thertutgigure 4).

The second research question asked, ‘which of thlese-based planning
components were included, or not suitably incluhetthe Whistler Olympic Park
planning process?’ The planning process used lpdsibwed the three steps suggested
in the theoretical process. Stakeholders were gadhand involved participants
operating on multiple scales. While dialogue did oecur, there was a discourse within
the confines of the CVMP and environmental assessprecesses. This allowed the
components important to sense of place to emergaon-intentional fashion. Finally,
future actions were determined in a transparentneramost believed these decisions
were also collaborative, although there was ardison between those on a work group
for the environmental assessment and those navidindls not on a work group often

felt they had relatively less power to influenceid®ns than they would have liked.

The final research question asked, ‘what are thgi@ations of the presence or
absence of these components for the resiliendyeoplace?’ Because the theoretical
place-based process was largely followed, one wexghéct that there would be an
element of resiliency into the future. While itosnjecture as to what will really happen,
respondents are generally optimistic on this péiot.the most part, they believe that
there is enough trust built in the process to a&opte in collaboratively coming together
should a future issue arise. However, there wasladf dialogue in the process and there
are implications to this. Some respondents feltttingir involvement in the process was

not as significant as they would have liked. ppusely speculation to assume that a
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dialogic process would have amended this. Howealralpgue does set intention around
what is discussed and planning without this missespportunity to engage people and
discuss important aspects around place and peqpigous experience with change.
The inquiry also revealed weaknesses in the thealdtamework however. Because the
framework is idealized, its usefulness in realit}f depend largely on the context of the
planning exercise. For example, dialogue may natseffective in environments where
there is an urgency to move towards implementasaah as the case with the Olympic

Games.

Regardless, the Whistler Olympic Park is now aityeal'he venue is built and
hosting events that bring out large members oftneaommunity members. Hopefully a
crisis will not occur in the future to test theiliesce of the place. If unanticipated
changes do challenge the resiliency of the Whisdlgmpic Park, the extent to which the

initial planning for the venue contributes to tkesponse remains to be seen.

6.2 Recommendations for Further Research

The research presented here does not conclusinslyea all the questions asked.
In addition, the study prompts new areas of inquiilggether, these provide opportunities

for further research. These are outlined below.

— Should unexpected changes create a future cristeéd/Nhistler Olympic Park,
further research could inquire to what extent thgiwal planning for the venue

helped overcome the crisis.

— This research used the single case of the Whistignpic Park, which was

created in an undeveloped and unpopulated coritatdre inquiry could
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investigate the applicability of the theoreticaq@-based resilience framework in

developed and populated urban environments.

The structured nature of environmental assessnreBistish Columbia may act
as a potential barrier to innovative ideas in plagnFuture research could
investigate the extent to which these barrierytexist and their implications on

planning outcomes.

The Whistler Olympic Park will change ownershipeatihe Olympics to a Legacy
Society. This transition will involve many of tharse players involved in the
planning process examined in this work. Furtheeaesh can explore the extent to
which the original planning process built trust atkder measures of social capital

to facilitate this transition.

The place-based planning framework developed swiark is based heavily on
theory. Further research to test the effectivenésise framework would be a
valuable endeavour to the practicality of usingfthenework as a functional tool

to better achieve resilience.
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT STUDY BRIEFING

Title of Research: Primary Researcher:

Place-Based Planning for Resilience: Andrew Stegemann
Evaluating the Callaghan Valley Olympic School of Resource and Environmental
Initiative Management- Simon Fraser University

Participant Study Briefing

Dear Respondent,

My name is Andrew Stegemann; | am a student wighSbhool of Resource and Environmental
Management at Simon Fraser University. The infoimmatjained from this interview will be an
important part of my thesis work which is a necgsssomponent to complete my graduate
degree.

My research is focused on environmental planningumism contexts. | use the Whistler Nordic
Competition Venue (WNCV) — recently renamed the $ilar Olympic Park — as a case study.
After reviewing a wide body of literature, | havet&blished an idealized theoretical planning
process involving participants dialoguing aroundsseof place to guide the development of
resilient places. My evaluation of the WNCV aims dscover which components of the
theoretical planning process were included in dcpl@nning. | would like to interview you
because of your participation in the planning psscéor the WNCV. Your input will greatly
improve the quality and depth of my research.

The interview is designed to be conducted in peeswh involves a number of semi-structured
questions. Attached is a sample of the range oftiures | will be using. The questions are
derived from the literature on sense of place,odiaé and resilience. With your permission, the
conversation would be recorded and copies of thestription will be made available to you
upon request. All transcripts will be kept strictipnfidential and will be destroyed upon
completion of the research.

| would be very grateful to gain your input at enéi and location that is convenient for you.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should yoa hay questions, or require any clarification.
Thank you for taking part in this interview!

Researcher and Supervisor Contact Information

If you have any comments or questions please ffeeltb contact me or my supervisor at:

Primary Researcher Senior Supervisor

Andrew Stegemann Dr. Peter Williams (Professor, School of
Phone: (phone number) Resource and Environmental Management)
Email: (email) Phone: (phone number)

Email: (email)
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APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY
Informed Consent by Participants in a Research Stug

The University and those conducting this reseanattyssubscribe to the ethical
conduct of research and to the protection atrakks of the interests, comfort, and
safety of participants. This research is being cotetl under permission of the Simon
Fraser Research Ethics Board. The chief concetimeoBoard is for the health, safety
and psychological well-being of research partictpan

Should you wish to obtain information about yoghts as a participant in research, or about the
responsibilities of researchers, or if you have qugstions, concerns or complaints about the
manner in which you were treated in this studyagéecontact the Director, Office of Research
Ethics by email at hweinber@sfu.ca or phone at 7g86593.

Your signature on this form will signify that yoave received a document which describes the
procedures, whether there are possible risks, andfits of this research study, that you have
received an adequate opportunity to consider tlognration in the documents describing the
study, and that you voluntarily agree to particgpatthe study.

Title: Place-based Planning for Resilience: Evéhgathe Callaghan Valley Olympic Initiative
Investigator Name: Andrew Stegemann
Investigator Department: School of Resource andrEnmental Management

Having been asked to participate in the reseatadystamed above, | certify that | have read the
procedures specified in the Study Information Doentrdescribing the study. | understand the
procedures to be used in this study and the pdrasksa to me in taking part in the study as
described below:

Purpose and goals of this study:

This study is designed to investigate topics surding environmental planning, building sense
of place, and creating more resilient tourism ptaddne research uses the Whistler Nordic
Competition Venue (WNCV) — recently renamed the $tlar Olympic Park — as a case study.
The thesis research looks at how, and to what gxd¢tkeholders were involved in dialogues
about the area’s sense of place and how theirato#einformation guided the area’s
development as a more resilient place. It aimggooder which components of a theorized
planning process were included in actual plannorglfie WNCV.

What the participants will be required to do:

This study requires willing participants to be imiewed regarding their participation in the
planning process for the WNCV. Their input will gtly improve the quality and depth of this
research.
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Risks to the participant, third parties or society:
There are no reasonably foreseeable risks assteidte this study.

Benefits of study to the development of new kngeled
This study will contribute to the literature on @ewnmental planning, building sense of place,
and creating more resilient tourism places.

Statement of confidentiality:
The data of this study will maintain confidentiglif your name and the contributions you have
made to the extent allowed by the law.

| understand that | may withdraw my participatioraay time. | also understand that | may
register any complaint with the Director of the i©df of Research Ethics.

Dr. Hal Weinberg

Director, Office of Research Ethics
Office of Research Ethics

Simon Fraser University

8888 University Drive

Multi-Tenant Facility

Burnaby, B.C. V5A 1S6
hal_weinberg@sfu.ca

| may obtain copies of the results of this stugyomiits completion by contacting:
Andrew Stegemann

Mobile: (phone number)

Email: (email)

I understand the risks and contributions of myipgdtion in this study and agree to participate:

The participant and witness shall fill in this arBéease print legibly.

Participant Last Name: Participant First Name:

Participant Contact Information:

Participant Signature: Witness:

Date (use format MM/DD/YYYY):
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APPENDIX C: VANOC SURVEY INSTRUMENT

2010 Bid Corporation / VANOC Interview Guide

Personal Information

1. Within the 2010 Bid Corporation/VANOC, which depagnts/sections are you
associated with? Were you seconded for this positio

2. What positions have you held within the 2010 Bidgewation/VANOC between
2000 and now?

General Questions

Preamble: When | refer to the ‘planning process’ this questionnaire, | mean those planning
activities associated with the Callaghan Valley MassPlan and the Environmental Impact
Assessment for the WNCV (now the Whistler Olymparl. For example, these activities
might include any one-on-one meetings, workgrougsiens, VANOC open houses, comment
card programs involving VANOC or the EAO, as wel any other public participation
activities.

1. To what extent were the Callaghan Valley MastenRPGVMP) and the

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process liftkeA great deal, somewnhat,
not at all?

2. Describe what relationships, if any, exist betwdenWNCV planning process
and other pre-existing processes such at the BaokgoForum or the Land and
Resource Management Planning (LRMP) process.

3. Preamble: Within the WNCV planning process, engagam can mean a variety of things. For
example, engagement can mean one on one meetingg@@ment can mean work group
meetings, engagement can mean VANOC open housescangment cards to VANOC or the
EAO, engagement can mean public meetings, and so on

In what ways did VANOC engage stakeholders durvegglanning process for
the WNCV?

Gathering the Stakeholders

How were stakeholders identified and chosen taqypate in the process?

How did VANOC gather input from and reach out taduganized’ groups such
as the general public and recreationists in therphg process?

Preamble: The_Individualgepresenting different stakeholder groups in a plaing process may be
chosen because:

» they are the groups President/Chair/leader,

136



» they are the only one with time

» they have a large amount of connections, etc.

. Within the WNCYV planning process, how were indivatithat represented
different stakeholder groups selected to partieipat

Process

Preamble: For the WNCV planning process, commitmewaiuld mean:
» membership in a WNCV working group that met regtlg

» participation in a multi-day visioning session @ dialogue around your experiences in the
Callaghan Valley,

» being available to share your expertise in actiggilinked to the planning process for the
Callaghan Valley.

For each example above, during the WNCYV planninggss, did VANOC elicit
any commitments from participants? If yes, how wlese commitments made?
(e.g. verbally, contract, etc).

Preamble: Planning processes are typically guidgdvarious types of operating ‘ground rules.’
These could be in the form of a terms of referenoea mutually agreed upon way of behaving
within a group setting.

During the CVMP planning process, what ‘ground sulgere established in the
different planning activities?

Preamble: A skilled facilitator can play a signifant role in shaping the way in which meetings
and/or group planning processes evolve. For examptey can help participants clarify what
they are trying to state, help people remain operthe contribution of others, and help
stakeholders share the strengths and weaknessélesf own positions without feeling
threatened.

Was such a person used in the various process cwnfzoof the WNCV
planning process? If yes, what was their role?

Preamble: The way in which planning process actigg are ‘set up’ can create a ‘sense in the
room’. Such senses can vary between collaboratiod antagonism, between debate and
dialogue.

What ‘sense’ did you get from the different compaseof the WNCV planning
process?

Preamble: Some people believe that well prepaneglagiement will not only help an
organization like VANOC understand the nuances afwtlopment in places like the Callaghan
Valley, but also build greater shared understandiaghongst those participating in the process.
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During the planning activities in which you panpiated, did you gain greater
shared understanding of the Callaghan Valley fromeoparticipants? A great
deal, somewhat, not at all?

Content within Process

From your perspective, who made the final decisregsrding the WNCV?

In the planning activities in which you participdtevas it made explicit to you
(and the other participants) at the start who Inzal tlecision-making power? i.e.
was there any confusion around this pow?reat deal, somewnhat, not at all?

3. Preamble: Sometimes if significant imbalances inmes of whose views really count in planning
processes are evident, specific interventions amdmto even out these situations. Such
interventions can be dealt with through such tadtias providing additional funding, training,
or professional facilitation.

Based on the planning processes in which you p@atied, to what extent do you
agree with each of the following statementa:great deal, somewhat, not at all?

A. Significant imbalances were present; howeverattempt to even out these
imbalances occurred.

U

B. Significant imbalances were present at one pbimivever, these imbalances wersg
evened out through purposeful interventions.

C. Significant imbalances were never present.

Preamble: Some places have specific symbolic anghi@ctical meaning for people. For instance they
may think of it as being a special place of recrigaial, spiritual, or ecological importance.

4. During the WNCV planning process, were there opputies for stakeholders to

express any such meanings that the Callaghan Madlelyfor them? — A great
deal, somewhat, not at all?

5. During the WNCYV planning process, were there opputies for stakeholders to
discuss how these meanings may be affected byotistraction of the WNCV?

6. With respect to the visioning sessitfsvere the results from this exercise used
to inform planning decisions for the Olympic Venoeghe Callaghan Valley? If
yes, in what ways?

7. Preamble: Often the meanings people attach to acglare influenced by previous personal or
group experiencesvithin the area. For example, some people may nebténe Callaghan Valley

! This opportunity could be presented in a numbavays; for example, by being directly asked, thioug
comment cards, through studies that were condwrtdgtle Callaghan, and so on.

12 The visioning sessions referred to were conduoteBrent Harley and Associates (in association with
Cascade Environmental Group, C.J. Anderson Civjiigers and Michel Beaudry) and are included in the
WNCV Master Plan.
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as a place of exceptional natural resources becatksgy previously worked in the area as a
forester, or perhaps as a place for family sinceeyhfrequented it with their relatives in the past.

During the WNCYV planning process, were there opputies for stakeholders to
discuss how social relationships and/or individeigeriences within the

Callaghan Valley affect how they regard the area part of the ared2A great
deal, somewhat, not at all?

8. Preamble: People may attach meanings to places bassely on their perceptions of the
physical landscapéy itself. Factors that may influence these meaginclude the landscape’s
form, buildings, flora, fauna, or a combination ahese and other physical factors. For
example, some people may regard an area with aweabse of a particularly inspiring waterfall
that exists, or with fear because of the area’sdiiile.

During the WNCV planning process, were there opputies for stakeholders to

discuss how these physical landscapes affect heyrégard the Valley?-A
great deal, somewhat, not at all?

9. Preamble: People may have much experience with ageahat gives them extensive knowledge
about changes, significant events, and responsethtse events that have shaped the area’s
character, etc.

During the WNCV planning process, were there opputies for stakeholders to

discuss any such knowledge they have regardinG#fiaghan Valley?- A great
deal, somewhat, not at all?

10.From your perspective, during the WNCV planninggarss, did stakeholders

have an opportunity to discuss aspects of contatnatere not on the agenda®
great deal, somewhat, not at all?

Determining Future Implementation Actions

1. Did Non-VANOC patrticipants in the WNCYV planning pess have opportunities

to be involved in thenplementationstage of the project?A great deal, somewnhat,
not at all?

If yes or somewhat, what was their role?

2. Inimplementing the decisions made during the glamprocess, did you contact
any other groups that were involved to help youkatowards implementation?
A great deal, somewhat, not at all?

If yes or somewhat, how did you determine whichipgrants to contact?

3. Do you feel the WNCV planning process helped yotobge more willing to trust

and work with others involved in this activity andbther activities?2 A great deal,
somewhat, not at all?

13 This opportunity could be presented in a numbevayfs; for example, by being directly asked, thioug
comment cards, through studies that were condurtdatle Callaghan, and so on.
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4. Preamble: Planning processes have the potentiah&dp build on-going connections and
networks amongst participants, especially with respto areas of common interest.

From your perspective, did the WNCV planning pradesip you to build such
connections for immediate activities? Future atasP If yes, what types of
collaborations have happened to dat@¥reat deal, somewhat, not at all?

End of Interview: General Question

1. As aresult of the WNCYV planning process, do yal fee stakeholders are in a
better or worse position to work with each othethie future on matters relating
to the WNCV (i.e., did the process create/increaseial capital, collective
knowledge, connections amongst the actors, etc)? abmut future matters not
relating to the WNCV?2 A great deal, somewhat, not at all?

— Thank you for taking part in this interview! —
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APPENDIX D: NON-VANOC SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Non-VANOC Interview Guide

Personal Information

. With what organization are you associated?
How long have you been involved with this orgarma®
. What positions have you held within this organizatbetween 2000 and now?

Process

Preamble: When | refer to the ‘planning process’ this questionnaire, | mean those planning
activities associated with the Callaghan Valley MasPlan and the Environmental Assessment
for the WNCV (now the Whistler Olympic Park). Foxample, these activities might include
any one-on-one meetings, workgroup sessions, VANGPEn houses, comment card programs
involving VANOC or the EAOQ, as well as any otherlgic participation activities.

In which of these various planning activities dalyparticipate?

Preamble: For the WNCV planning process, commitmewaiuld mean:
» membership in a WNCV working group that met regtlg

» participation in a multi-day visioning session @rdialogue around your experiences in the
Callaghan Valley,

» being available to share your expertise in actiggilinked to the planning process for the
Callaghan Valley.

Did you or your organization have any commitmentthe WNCV planning
process? If yes, what was the nature of these coments?

Preamble: Planning processes are typically guidgdvarious types of operating ‘ground rules.’
These could be in the form of a terms of referenoea mutually agreed upon way of behaving
within a group setting.

Did any of the planning activities in which you peipated have established
‘ground rules’ in place?

Preamble: A skilled facilitator can play a signifamt role in shaping the way in which meetings
and/or group planning processes evolve. For exampley can help participants clarify what
they are trying to state, help people remain operitte contribution of others, and help
stakeholders share the strengths and weaknessédledf own positions without feeling
threatened.
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Did any of the planning activities in which you peipated have a facilitator? If
so, how did she/he do?

Preamble: The way in which planning process actigg are ‘set up’ can create a ‘sense in the
room’. Such senses can vary between collaboratiod antagonism, between debate and
dialogue.

What ‘sense’ did you get from the processes in Wwhimu were involved?

Preamble: Some people believe that well prepaneglagiement will not only help an
organization like VANOC understand the nuances afulopment in places like the Callaghan
Valley, but also build greater shared understandiaghongst those participating in the process.

During the planning activities in which you parpiated, did you gain greater
shared understanding of the Callaghan Valley fromeoparticipants?

Content within Process

From your perspective, who made the final decisregarding the WNCV?

In the planning activities in which you participatevas it made explicit to you
(and the other participants) at the start who Inzal fiecision-making power? i.e.
was there any confusion around this poit?reat deal, somewhat, not at all?

In the planning process in which you participatdalyou feel you had power to
influence the final decisions made?R great deal, somewhat, not at all?

Preamble: Sometimes if significant imbalances innes of whose views really count in planning
processes are evident, specific interventions agmto even out these situations. Such
interventions can be dealt with through such tadias providing additional funding, training,

or professional facilitation.

Based on the planning processes in which you paated, to what extent do you
agree with each of the following statementa:great deal, somewhat, not at all?

A. Significant imbalances were present; howeverattempt to even out these
imbalances occurred.

D

B. Significant imbalances were present at one pbimivever, these imbalances wersg
evened out through purposeful interventions.

C. Significant imbalances were never present.
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Preamble: Some places have specific symbolic anghi@ctical meaning for people. For instance they
may think of it as being a special place of recrigaial, spiritual, or ecological importance.

6.

10.

11.

During the WNCYV planning process, did you have ppastunity to provide your

perspectives concerning any special meaning thegbeln Valley held for yod?
— A great deal, somewhat, not at all?

If yes or somewhat, did you have an opportunitgliseuss how these special

meanings might be affected by the constructiomefWNCV? - A great deal,
somewhat, not at all?

Preamble: Often the meanings people attach to agglare influenced by previous personal or
group experiencesvithin the area. For example, some people may nebténe Callaghan Valley
as a place of exceptional natural resources becatksgy previously worked in the area as a
forester, or perhaps as a place for family sinceeyhfrequented it with their relatives in the past.

Had you had previous social or personal experientbsthe Callaghan Valley,
prior to participating in the WNCYV planning procedgyes, did you have
opportunities during the process to discuss howdlexperiences affected how
you felt about the are&>- A great deal, somewhat, not at all?

Preamble: People may attach meanings to places Oasdely on their perceptions of the
physical landscapéy itself. Factors that may influence these meaginclude the landscape’s
form, buildings, flora, fauna, or a combination ahese and other physical factors. For
example, some people may regard an area with aweabse of a particularly inspiring waterfall
that exists, or with fear because of the area’sdilifle.

During the WNCV planning process, did you have ppastunity to discuss how
these physical landscapes affected how you regahgedalley? - A great deal,
somewhat, not at all?

Preamble: People may have much experience with ageahat gives them extensive knowledge
about changes, significant events, and responsethtise events that have shaped the area’s
character, etc.

Prior to the planning process, did you have previexperience and/or knowledge
of the Callaghan Valley2?A great deal, somewhat, not at all?

If yes or somewhat, during the WNCYV planning preceld you have an
opportunity to share and discuss this knowledgh thie other participant$?

During the WNCYV planning process, did you have ppastunity to discuss
issues or present your viewpoint on issues yourete important but were not on
the formal agendaZ?A great deal, somewnhat, not at all?

1% This opportunity could be presented in a numbavays; for example, by being directly asked, thioug
comment cards, through studies that were condwrtdgtle Callaghan, and so on.
'3 This opportunity could be presented in a numbevayfs; for example, by being directly asked, thioug
comment cards, through studies that were condurtdatle Callaghan, and so on.
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If yes or somewhat, how did you do this (e.g. bsnogent card, by oral
presentation, through the help of a facilitator goyail etc?)

Determining Future Implementation Actions

Preamble: A leader may help bring stakeholders ttigg in planning processes. They may do
this by providing inspiration, a common vision fgurarticipants, or taking responsibility for
guiding the process in a clear manner.

In your opinion, for the WNCV planning process, wiasre a leader?A great deal,
somewhat, not at all?

If yes or somewhat, what made them a leader? It wags did they help shape
the process?

. Was it clear during the planning process who wdiddesponsible for
implementingthe decisions made™ great deal, somewnhat, not at all?

If yes or somewhat, who was responsible for imgetation?

a. (Ifinterviewee is involved in implementatioghid you contact any other
stakeholders in the planning process to help yqiament the decisions
made?

b. (If interviewee is NOT involved in implementatiod)d you want to be involved in
implementing the planning process decisions?

Do you feel the way in which actions to be impletedras a result of the
planning process was decided in a transparent mama#l who participated in
the process2A great deal, somewhat, not at all?

Do you feel the WNCV planning process helped yotobge more willing to trust
and work with others involved in this activity andbther activities? A great deal,
somewhat, not at all?

Preamble: Planning processes have the potentiah&dp build on-going connections and
networks amongst participants, especially with respto areas of common interest.

From your perspective, did the WNCV planning pradesip you to build such
connections for immediate activities? Future att@glP— A great deal, somewhat, not
at all?

If yes or somewhat, what types of collaborationgeh@appened to date?

End of Interview: General Questions

Bases on your experience, to what extent do yaeusektakeholders were able to

make a valuable contribution to the WNCV planninggess? A great deal,
somewhat, not at all?

Based on your experience, indicate the extent iclwyou believe participants in
the WNCYV planning process felt truly engaged®great deal, somewnhat, not at all?
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4.

If you were in charge of engaging stakeholders#aNOC, what would you do
to make the planning process better?

As a result of the WNCYV planning process, do yal fee stakeholders are in a
better or worse position to work with each othethie future on matters relating
to the WNCV (i.e., did the process create/increaseial capital, collective
knowledge, connections amongst the actors, etc)? abmut future matters not
relating to the WNCV?

— Thank you for taking part in this interview! —
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