Social Impact Assessment as a vehicle to better
understand and improve stakeholder participation
within urban development planning

The Maltese Case

Steven Vella

A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of Birmingham City University
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

November 2017
The Faculty of Computing, Engineering and the Built Environment
School of Engineering and the Built Environment
Birmingham City University






The candidate confirms that the work submitted is his own and that appropriate credit has been
given where reference has been made to the work of other. This copy has been supplied on the
understanding that it is copyright material and that no quotation from the thesis may be published

without proper acknowledgement.






“Knowledge is of no value unless you put it into practice”

-- (Attributed to) Anton Chekhov

“The Knowledge of the world is only to be acquired in the world, and not in a closet”

-- Philip Dormer Stanhope, Earl of Chesterfield, Letters to his Son (1746)

“Imagination is more important than knowledge.
For Knowledge is limited to all we now know and understand,
While imagination embraces the entire world,
and all there ever will be to know and understand”

-- Albert Einstein (1931:97)






Abstract

Environmental decision-making situations are typically complex and chaotic, with confused political
messages, conflicting agendas and limited account taken of the wider social contexts in which decisions
are made and play out. Many different types of knowledges from diverse social actors, sometimes with
different epistemological and ontological backgrounds, must be taken into account. In environmental
and urban planning, these challenges are increasingly being addressed through the integration of public
participation in Social Impact Assessments (SIA) to inform Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA).

Research on environmental governance suggests that direct public participation and integration of
stakeholder concerns in the environmental decision-making process could reduce the potential for
conflict and lead to “better” decisions. However, the mechanisms through which participation benefits
decision-making processes are unclear and contested. Previous attempts to understand “what works”
in participation have been confounded by the multifaceted interactions that exist between the different
components of social-ecological systems and the often-unacknowledged influence of context. The
context of participation includes the social norms of society at large, and of different social units or
communities of practice, the political context in which participation is performed and integrated into
practice in urban planning, and the environmental context in which decisions will play out. Most of the
disciplines that have traditionally sought to understand stakeholder engagement in environmental
decisions struggle to recognize or analyse the role of these underlying dynamics and context. However,
without a better understanding of these deep dynamics and the contexts in which participation takes
places, it becomes very difficult to explain why some processes meet their objectives while others fail,
or produce unintended consequences.

This doctoral thesis makes empirical contributions to our understanding of stakeholder participation
in urban development in Malta, and uses this case study research to generate methodological insights
into best practices in stakeholder and public engagement and inter-professional collaboration in SlAs.
Grounded in the analysis of the empirical data produced from the ethnographic experience of an
applied anthropologist working as an SIA practitioner on three proposed urban development projects
in Malta, the thesis differentiates between descriptive and explanatory factors to develop a typology
and a theory of stakeholder and wider public engagement. The typology describes different types of
public and stakeholder engagement based on agency (who initiates and leads engagement) and mode
of engagement (from communication to co-production), while the theory explains much of the
variation in outcomes from different types of engagement. This typology and theory is tested using
empirical evidence from three Maltese SIA case studies, and then is further developed based on insights
from case study findings and literature. It emphasises the roles of context and scale (especially
temporal) in determining the initial choice of engagement type, and moves from an initial linear
theoretical framework to one where the factors determining the outcomes of participation are framed
as an interdependent, loosely nested set of factors, influencing one another along the planning life-
cycle. This stresses the dynamic nature of the planning and decision-making process over time and
across changing macro, meso and micro socio-cultural, political and geo-spatial contexts.

Finally, the thesis shows how applied anthropology and its practitioners can effectively combine critical
social theory of complex systems with its application and pragmatic engagement with the
contemporary problems of the social and physical environment, working and collaborating across
disciplinary borders and blurring the lines between theory and practice. Anthropology and its methods
can offer an alternative way to look at the world and the range of methodological approaches that
anthropologists are trained in, especially qualitative data collection based on participant observation
and ethnography provide that extra ‘edge’ to the analysis of the complex systems that urban and
environmental conservation projects investigate, while building relationships that help increase positive
outcomes of stakeholder involvement within such initiatives and projects.
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Chapter 1
Introducing Public & Stakeholder Participation; Environmental &

Social Assessments; and Urban Development

This first chapter outlines the key challenges and areas of interest that gave rise to this PhD
thesis. The first two sections provide an overview of the dominant themes and thereby offer
some explanatory background to the rational for this dissertation. The specific focus of this
PhD thesis is then addressed in Section 1.3 with the key contributions outlined in Section |.4

and the overall structure of the thesis explained in Section 1.5.

1.1 Multi-dimensional approaches to multi-dimensional problems: what role for

anthropology?

Environmental problems and attempts to address them are typically complex and uncertain,
spanning and affecting multiple actors and agencies, with linkages and processes operating on
different scales of temporality and spatiality or geographies (Abram, 2011; 2014; Abram and
Waldren, 1998; Chess et al., 1998; Cornwall, 2008; Dietz and Stern, 2008; Healey, 2003; 2006;
2010; Liu et al,, 2007; Liu et al,, 2010; 201 I; Pollock et al., 2012; Prell et al., 2008; 2009;
Whitfield et al.,, 201 1). In Europe, for example, promulgated by EU funding programmes and
their agendas, an increasingly audit oriented-culture promotes identifiable decision steps to
be rational, structured into objectives, indicators and outputs (Vella et al., 2015a). However,
decision-making situations (Abram, 201 1), or ‘episodes’ as Healey (2003; 2006) calls them, are
anything but rational or linear; they are complex and chaotic with confused political messages,
partial societal conditions and conflicting agendas (Rist, 1998: 150). These are further
complicated by the different types of knowledges coming from many social actors, sometimes
with different epistemological and ontological backgrounds with ambiguous and/or competing
meanings (Raymond et al., 2010). These backgrounds and meanings combine with power

structures and dynamics between the various actors to influence equal representation of



stakeholders', social justice and equity in decision-making (Davidson, 1998; Dietz and Stern,

2008; Healey, 2006; Scott, 1998; Shore and Wright, 2005).

There is a growing body of literature exploring stakeholder participation® in environmental
decision-making processes, both theoretical and empirical, spanning disciplinary boundaries.
These include political and economic geography; urban, environmental and spatial planning;
urban regeneration; water and resource management. One must appreciate the cross-
disciplinarity and overlap that exists between these disciplines. This overlap also stresses the
importance to acknowledge epistemological pluralism and recognises the role of
interdisciplinary research of complex environmental issues (Miller et al, 2008).
Interdisciplinary fields such as the environmental sciences are increasingly including societies
as an integral part of ecological systems (rather than societies simply being one of the ‘culprits’
of ecological system change or degradation) (Berkes et al., 2008; Folke, 2006; Folke et al,,
2003; Walker et al., 2004). These have shifted their attention to the social component of
ecological systems and the relationships of the social actors involved in environmental
management. Other disciplines that are contributing to these debates include risk
management, alternative dispute resolution and literature on grass-roots justice (e.g. Brandt,
1995; McEvoy and McGregor, 2008), diplomacy and the political sciences (e.g. deliberative

democracy).

For example, alternative dispute resolution has drawn on Winston’s (1981) “principles of
social ordering” to identify different ways of engaging with stakeholders to tackle conflicts,
ranging from adjudication through formal justice systems to more informal, mediated
solutions. Fuller (1971) argued that more informal, mediated solutions are usually more

appropriate to the sorts of polycentric disputes (where there are multiple parties and multiple

' | define stakeholders as individuals or groups within the Area of Influence (A of | / Aol, defined in next section)
of a proposed project (in the context of this thesis, projects are usually of an urban nature) who knowingly
or unknowingly either will be affected by said proposed project or have an interest in the project for
whatever reason. For example, | also include those individuals or groups who wilfully state that they do not
want to get involved, such as when asked to be interviewed during the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) during
the planning phase of the proposed project (see Section 2.4.1, p. 43 for a discussion of this definition and the
distinction between stakeholders and publics).

2 As with stakeholders, the term participation can be interpreted in many ways and is often interchanged with
words such as involvement or engagement, which are similar but different. For this thesis, | define
participation as stakeholders who choose to get involved with the planning and / or decision-making process
of proposed development projects, depending on the many factors that allow for such participation, directly
or indirectly. The different types of participation, other terms that are usually associated with it and the
theoretical frameworks that govern such participation will be discussed in Chapters 2, 6, and 7 while case
study material will be described in Chapter 4 and analysed in Chapters 5 and 6.



interests) that typically characterise environmental decision-making processes. Such “justice
from below” can empower voices but are often not heard in traditional approaches to conflict
resolution, for example women (Alberstein, 2009; Cobb, 1993). This literature draws on
anthropological accounts of “traditional” justice systems around the world (Moore, 2000;
2004; Nader and Todd, 1978), including many non-western methods and approaches to
conflict resolution (e.g. Pospisil, 1971). These studies significantly enrich Western-dominated
discourses about stakeholder participation in the academic literature from other disciplines,
providing examples of radically different approaches to stakeholder engagement and conflict

resolution (e.g. Goh, 2001).

Anthropology, especially the American tradition of applied anthropology, has long been
exploring these issues, especially from a practical standpoint in social appraisals of
environmental assessments, advocacy, urban and community assessments; rural appraisals and
so forth (Ervin, 2005; Irvin, 2005; Van Willigen, 2002). Many of these connected themes
related to the relationship between the environment and culture have been explored in
mainstream anthropology, surfacing in ethnographic and theoretical works on identity, space
and place, the environment, and the study of policy, governance, power, justice, poverty and
equity. Traditionally, these insights have resided in the anthropology of development,
previously more in a ‘third world’ context, while more recently, this literature has finally

started to focus on the West, including both Europe and America (see Section 2.4.5, p. 66).

1.2 Challenges for stakeholder participation in urban planning

The complexity of environmental problems makes stakeholder and public participation or
involvement difficult (see Section 2.4.1, p. 43), be it in conservation projects, resource
management, urban and spatial planning, strategic planning or other contexts (Reed et al,,
2017a). However, research suggests that “stakeholder participation can enhance the quality
of environmental decisions by considering more comprehensive information inputs” (Reed,
2008: 2417) and should be “early substantive, and continuous... during all phases of the
environmental assessment and project implementation” (Shepherd and Bowler, 1997: 733—

734).

In reality, this may not always happen. Experience in disaster and risk management, together
with studies on stakeholder involvement in urban planning, urban regeneration, and
environmental sustainability, especially in water management, has shown that grassroots

involvement can also be counterproductive, not just at high-level strategic policy making but



at different temporal, spatial and bureaucratic levels of governance and during
operationalisation (i.e. implementation) of policies (Abram, 201 |; Abram and Waldren, 1998;
Berglund, 1998; Dietz and Stern, 2008; Forester, 1989; Healey, 2006; Kelman, 2008; Whitfield
etal,, 201 1). This is because the bottom line of any planning process is a political power ’'game’
that tries to balance the intricate social relations between the different actors involved,
negotiating in both official and unofficial ways and spaces, which can lead to unexpected
results, depending on the contexts of the planning ‘episodes,’” a term Healey (2003; 2006) uses
for individual projects to emphasise that they are one planning instance within a broader urban
planning process or strategy. | find this concept also very useful in terms of participatory
processes, where one participation exercise is just one ‘episode’ in a process, not a ‘stand-

alone’.

It will be shown during the course of this thesis that the outcomes of individual participatory
episodes can affect future episodes during, for example, the SIA process. Paradoxically, the
argument that SIA can be a means to enhance participation has been in the literature since
the 1980s (Meidinger and Schnaiberg, 1980), but as Dietz (1987: 55) critically points out, they
do not offer any detailed methods to enhance participation. While the two concepts have
increasingly been noted in academic research on various types of planning, it is rarely
examined in actual projects (Vella and Borg, 2010: 193-194), and if they are, these are case
studies mostly written by practitioners or buried in technical reports that are rarely brought
to the attention of more mainstream academic enquiry (Dietz and Stern, 2008; Irvin, 2005).
As a result, longitudinal studies of environmental assessments or their individual components
to empirically evaluate trends to improve methods, scope and processes of such assessments
are lacking, with no centralised repository of reports that practitioners and researchers could
access (Taylor et al.,, 1995, cited in Becker and Vanclay, 2003: 13). Until recently, one of the
main resources for |A practitioners, the |AIA peer-reviewed International journal, IAPA, was
only available to IAIA members, and was not considered as a fully approved academic journal

in the applied sciences (IAIA, 2015).?

At the same time, stakeholders rarely, if ever, get involved without an agenda of their own,
however well-intentioned they might be. This can have either beneficial or damaging effects

on the decision-making process (Conrad et al.,, 201 Ia; Dietz and Stern, 2008), which is why

3 The journal has now been included in the Thomson Reuters ISI/Web of Science (WoS) and obtained its first
RG Impact Factor of 1.60 in 2016 (ResearchGate, 2018).



many urban planners and decision makers remain reticent, unsure or even against involving
stakeholders throughout the decision-making process, except within the confines of the legal
duties/frameworks of such processes (Conrad et al., 20Ila). Stakeholder and public
perceptions can be fraught with biases, anecdotal evidence, false assumptions about resource
interactions with the environment, and sensation (Okrent, 1998). This is partly due to the use
of information and its distribution among the participating social actors (Forester, 1989;
Healey, 2006) which is a source of power in its own right, and a result of the lack of
legitimisation of different types of knowledges amongst non-specialist or scientific sources or
participants (Dietz and Stern, 2008; Reed et al., 2010; Whitfield et al., 201 1). Commentators
and theoreticians have tended to either look at the methods used in grass-roots participatory
practices or higher-level engagement in the implementation of policies and governance models
(Cooke and Kothari, 2002). In contrast to this, Vella and Borg (2010) propose that
stakeholder involvement needs to be integrated, beyond current legal consultation duties, in
project-level decision-making processes of proposed development schemes, rather than just
at strategic or policy-oriented levels, i.e. at large territorial long-term plans to either
implement policy or to improve upon them, without properly assessing the effects that such
strategies and policies will have at more localised levels (what is usually referred to the ‘meso’

and the ‘micro’ as opposed to the ‘macro’).

Related to this, there is a growing appreciation of the need for more democratic
decentralisation and collaborative planning (Chapter 2), especially at regional and local levels,
where existing social relations and the ability to perceive the politicised complexities in these
processes could facilitate and improve public and stakeholder participation (Healey, 2006;
loris, 2012; Pares, 2012; Whitfield et al.,, 201 |). Democratic decentralisation or collaborative
planning are not always possible to reach or sustain and it depends much on the kind of
democracy a country has and how that democracy is enacted both at institutional or
governance level and on the ground, within civil society (Abram, 201 |; Faguet, 2014; Faguet

and Poschl, 2015).

Nonetheless integrating social, economic and environmental values into spatial, urban and
environmental planning decisions requires the input of those stakeholders whose interests
and values are affected by the decision options, if they are to be successfully integrated (Dietz
and Stern, 2008; Kunreuther, 1996; Reed, 2010). In many instances, these interests and values
are considered so obvious that agencies, guided primarily by scientific knowledge, tend to act

on the behalf of what they perceive as the ‘common good’, without taking into consideration



and analysing whether or not their assumptions and action are in accordance with the actual
needs and concerns of the communities they serve (Chess, 1998). At the same time, critical
analyses of projects that included public or stakeholder involvement have shown that despite
drawing on an increasingly diverse knowledge base, there remains a predominant preference
for scientific information and knowledge production. Such top-down processes and complex
social relations continue to undermine attempts at stakeholder participation, collaborative
planning and governance efforts, even when stakeholder involvement has become mandatory
through institutionalisation, through EU directives such as the ELC (Council of Europe, 2000);
the WFD Directive (European Commission, 2000) and the Aarhus Convention (UNECE,
1998) (Conrad, 2012; Conrad et al, 201 la; 201 1b; Vella et al,, 2015a). In fact, empirical
examples show that public and stakeholder involvement in many planning contexts remain

mostly consultative at best (Abram and Waldren, 1998; Cornwall, 2008; Vella and Borg, 2010).

However, it is now generally understood in most pluralistic societies that using scientific
knowledge alone as a benchmark for the ‘common good’ is no longer justifiable, as the
importance of community interests are increasingly recognised (Abram, 201 1; Collins and
Ison, 2006; Cornwall, 2008; Dietz and Stern, 2008; Healey, 2006; Raymond et al., 2010). In
some planning contexts, this has been underscored by NGOs and other organised or semi-
organised groups, who get actively involved in decision-making processes, whether they are
invited to participate or not, often using mass media (and increasingly social media) to exert
influence over decisions and secure a place at the decision-making table (Abram, 201 I; Abram
and Waldren, 1998; Berglund, 1998; Healey, 2006). While such interventions do not always
influence decisions (or lead to their retraction when such decisions are considered by such
groups as being detrimental for society or the environment), debate is at least generated and
decisions are subjected to greater public scrutiny than would otherwise have taken place
(Abram and Waldren, 1998; Berglund, 1998; Boissevain and Theuma, 1998; Milton, 1993). In
fact, Grove-White (1993: 20) stated that “[A]lmost all of the most significant environmental
issues, global or domestic, were crystallized first not by governments responding to or using
‘science’, but by poorly resourced NGOs and sundry individual environmentalists.” For

example, Boissevain and Theuma (1998: 96), concluded that “[in Malta], the outcomes of



confrontations over actual development projects are not so much determined by rules and

arguments as by tactics”, by active citizens and eNGOs. *

During the last decade or so many theoreticians and planning practitioners have been
experimenting with different models of environmental governance, including democratic
decentralisation of power and devolving responsibilities from central government to regional
and local ones, such that accountability is both upwards (to Central Government) and
downwards (to the citizens of the constituencies of the local and regional governments). In
other words, rather than using ‘participation’ as the operative word, ‘social learning’ and the
integration of different types of knowledges through deliberation, takes centre-stage to
facilitate more deliberative and democratic citizen involvement (Bull et al., 2008; Fazey et al.,
2006; 2007; Fraser et al., 2006; Ison et al., 2007a; 2007b; Ison and Watson, 2007; Pares, 2012;
Reed et al., 2010; Schusler et al., 2003; Whitfield et al., 201 ).

Deliberation typically consists of the following steps or elements (Kenter et al., 2016: 195-
196):

i) the search for and acquisition of information, gaining knowledge (by learning about the
information acquired) and forming reasoned opinions;

ii) the expression of logical and reasoned opinions (rather than exerting power or coercion), as part
of dialogic and civil engagement between participants, respecting different views held by
participants, being able to openly express disagreement, providing equal opportunity for all
participants to engage in deliberation, and providing opportunities for participants to evaluate
and re-evaluate their positions;

iii) identification and critical evaluation of options or ‘solutions’ that might address a problem,
reflecting on potential consequences and trade-offs associated with different options; and

iv) integration of insights from the deliberative process to construct preferences for different options,
and determining a preferred option, which is well informed and reasoned.

As such, deliberation is by definition a process during which participants learn from each

other.

* Boissevain and Theuma’s conclusion is particularly relevant here because the case studies for this thesis were
conducted In Malta.



Depending on the scales at which learning occurs through participatory processes,
deliberation may lead to social learning, which according to Reed et al. (2010) can be described

as occurring when:

I) there is some change in the relationship between a person and the world (i.e. change in
understanding);

2) that this change in understanding occurs through social interaction; and

3) that the learning should occur across more than one person, at the scale of social units or
communities of practice.

Social learning can build and strengthen relationships, enhance participants’ understanding of
other perspectives, and trigger systemic thinking (Fazey et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2012) and
in contemporary settings can have long lasting effects beyond an initial participatory approach

(Bull et al., 2008).

1.3 The focus of this thesis

As will be shown in Chapter 2, the literature on public and stakeholder engagement presents
a fractured and often contradictory picture. For every example of a participatory process that
has led to tangible environmental and social benefits, there is an example of a process that
failed to meet its goals or the expectations of those who participated, or led to unintended
negative outcomes (Reed, 2008). The complexity of environmental challenges means it is hard
to attribute causes to the many unintended consequences that have arisen from participatory
processes in the past. This complexity arises in part from the multifaceted and often poorly
understood linkages that exist between the different components of social-ecological systems.
Kenter et al. (2015) also include the often unrecorded and unappreciated interactions
between different actors with each other and the social and ecological contexts that they find
themselves in. Most of the disciplines that have traditionally sought to understand stakeholder
engagement in environmental decisions struggle to recognize or analyse the role of these
underlying dynamic interactions and plural contexts. However, without a better
understanding of these deep dynamics and the contexts in which participation takes place, it
becomes very difficult to explain why some processes meet the expectations of those who
organise or participate in them while most produce unintended consequences and others fail.
In contrast to many of the disciplines that have dominated academic discourses on stakeholder

engagement in environmental decisions, anthropology, with its inter-disciplinary approach, can



help provide a theoretical and methodological basis for analysing the deep dynamics of

participation, and the role of context on decision-making processes.

This doctoral thesis therefore integrates theory and methods from applied anthropology with
insights from other disciplinary approaches to develop, test and refine a new typology of public
and stakeholder engagement and develops new theory to help explain why they work for
different contexts and purposes. The typology and theory are tested and refined through case
study research in Malta, based on the perceptions, experiences and social realities of the
various actors involved in the Maltese planning and decision-making processes for urban

development projects.

The thesis focuses on the role of public and stakeholder engagement during Social Impact
Assessment (SIA), as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process, when
required within the planning process. The choice of focusing on the SIA (or more precisely,
the Baseline Study for the SIA (the SBS), is because in the context of where the research has
been conducted, i.e. Malta, the SBS is where the investigator or consultant comes in direct
contact with those who may be potentially affected by the proposed development (the SBS is

carried out before the official public consultation process is organised).

| first noticed the deficiencies within the EIA process while working as an SIA consultant in
Malta for several years. My interest in better understanding the underlying constraints and
challenges in representing and involving those affected by a proposed project stem from a
deeply-held conviction that it is a basic human right to participate in environmental decision-
making within a pluralistic democratic governance system’. EIAs and SIAs operate at the scale
of individual development projects, and are informed by larger scale policies, programmes and
plans that are evaluated using Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA). Further
background is provided to understand the relationship between these different forms of

assessment in Chapter 2.

There are four reasons why Malta is relevant for a study of public and stakeholder
participation in urban planning. These will be discussed in more depth in Section 3.1.3 (p. 103)
but are summarised here. First, Malta provides an interesting case study in which to study

participation using anthropological methods, due to its colonial history and geo-political

3 The Aarhus Convention (UNECE, 1998) formalised this — at least for those countries who adopted this
convention. See: https://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf for the text of the
Convention and the following links about its role and implementation:
https://www.unece.org/env/pp/introduction.html, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/aarhus/.


https://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/pp/documents/cep43e.pdf
https://www.unece.org/env/pp/introduction.html

position on the fringes of both Europe and North Africa, which influence how its inhabitants
view the world around them and operate within it. As Mitchell (2002: 7) observes, Malta has
been called ‘the crossroads of the Mediterranean’. The various discourses that drive decisions
for the island at the local, national and international levels can on one level be traced to the
archipelago’s centuries of colonising authorities, its more recent post-colonial history as an
independent state and its accession to the European Union in 2004. On another level, religious
discourse and its politicisation, even in today’s much more secular Maltese society, still

permeates many aspects of Maltese politics, society and culture.

Second, as the most densely populated country in Europe, conflicts over space are inevitable
in Malta, and are amplified by the natural limitations imposed on spaces and resources in a
small island state. The surface area of the Maltese archipelago, inclusive of all the islands that
fall within the jurisdiction of the Republic of Malta, is only 316 km? with a resident population
of over 430,000 people.® This makes the population density around 1,361 people per km?,
and hence the most densely populated country in Europe. On an island that is heavily
populated, landscapes that are generally associated or perceived by Maltese society in general
as part of the physical environment, such as the countryside, where interaction with human
activity is less apparent,” become more difficult to find as development decreases or
obliterates the buffer zone between neighbouring villages (Vella, 2017: 260-261). The aerial
photo overleaf (Figure ., overleaf) is just one example of the overlapping urban conurbation

complexity found in Malta.

As with other small island states, issues on spatial and environmental planning and
management are intensified and magnified (Cassar, 2010; Cassar et al., 2008; Conrad et al,,
201 la: 764; Conrad, 2012; Pelling and Uitto, 2001; Pugh, 2005a; 2013; Sheppard and Morris,
2009). Therefore, as Boissevain points out, “awareness of this density and small scale is basic

to understanding the environmental problems facing the Maltese” (Boissevain, 2003: 96).

Third, the history of urban and spatial planning in Malta is relatively young, affording
opportunities to shape evolving regulation and policy in line with European directives. In 2001,

the Malta Environmental and Planning Authority (MEPA) was established, integrating land-use

¢ This figure is taken from a 2014 demographic review of the Maltese Islands (NSO, 2016).

7 This assertion stems from the fieldwork for this thesis, other SIAs conducted by the author in Malta, and
conversations with anthropologists in Malta, including Prof Mark-Anthony Falzon and in more detail with the
late Prof Jeremy Boissevain, while discussing early findings from the fieldwork for this doctoral research.
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planning and environmental regulation, which, since 2008, fell under the direct remit of the

Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) (Boissevain and Theuma, 1998; Conrad et al., 201 |a).

Figure 1.1: Aerial view of the Maltese urban landscape. In the photo, there are at least 5 villages and Manoel Island,
highlighting the lack of buffer zones between villages. Photo credit: Leslie Vella.

Since Malta’s accession and entering the EU, MEPA also acted as the focal point for the Aarhus
Convention (UNECE, 1998) on access to information, public participation in decision-making
and access to justice in environmental matters®. At the time of writing, Malta’s current state
of public and stakeholder participation can still be considered as being in its infancy. In 2007,
the Office of the Ombudsman reported that the mechanisms that had been employed till then
had failed to meet public expectations. Since the publication of the report, even though MEPA
has been trying to improve public and stakeholder participation, providing opportunities for
research to inform future policy development to enhance participation in the planning process
(Baldacchino, 2014; Briguglio, 2012a; 2015), in reality, very little has changed on the ground.

This is partly because such changes are considered with suspicion by a civic society that is not

8 Malta signed the Aarhus Convention in December 1998 and ratified it in April 2002.



used to stakeholder involvement in decision-making processes other than legally mandated

public consultations (Abrams, 201 I; Fox, 2015; Grandvoinnet et al., 2015; Reed et al., 2017).

Finally, shortcomings in public and stakeholder participation in the Maltese planning system
have also been highlighted in the academic literature, further adding to the case that research
is needed to better understand these issues in context. The setting-up of local councils in
1993 and the semi-privatisation of agencies, such as the Transport Authority and MEPA,
should have theoretically contributed to decentralisation, but in practice the strongly
centralised governmental administrative structure seems to have simply been replicated and
even reinforced those patterns that characterise the politics of the centralised national
government (Pirotta, 2001, cited in Conrad et al.,, 201 |a: 764). These conditions have affected
the involvement by individuals and groups, including official stakeholders such as
environmental non-governmental organisations (eNGOs), in public participation exercises,
which tends to be low. When there is a large turnout at a public hearing, as Boissevain and
Theuma (1998) vividly described, these are often dominated by particular lobby groups or
interests, usually in one of two camps - those for the proposed development and those against.
Conrad et al. (201 la: 764) highlights that this also results in the marginalization of the lay
public (National Commission for Sustainable Development, 2004). Boissevain and Theuma
(1998) argue that the setting up of policies to safeguard the environment from the chaotic
building situation that had pervaded the country until the 1990s, was a direct response to the
pressure made by civil society, rather than an evidence-based response to best practice
emerging from research on participation. This will be explored in further depth in Chapter 2.

The doctoral thesis will attend to three case studies based on the SIAs of three development

projects: ’

I. The Maghtab Case Study:

The proposed development Scheme continues to build on an earlier development
application made in 2004 to develop a controlled (engineered) landfill and ancillary

facilities at Ghallis, on the site of a recently decommissioned uncontrolled landfill that

? See Figure 1.2 (p.16, below) for the geographical locations; Section 3.1.3.2 (p. 107) explains why these three
projects were chosen as case studies. The section includes the criteria used to choose the three case studies,
summarised in Table 3.1 (p. 109). Furthermore, Appendix Ill (accompanying CD), contains the Project
Description Statement (PDS) for the three case studies, offering detailed background information and
historical and state of the environment overviews of the case study sites, detailed descriptions of the
proposed and related projects, including alternative development sites, where relevant. The introduction of
each PDS provide useful overviews of each proposed development project.
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had been in operation for around 30 years. This landfill, commonly known as the
Maghtab landfill, since it is situated a few hundred meters from the village of Maghtab
on the north-eastern coast (and across the bay from one of the most sought after
touristic areas in Malta), was the largest waste disposal site in Malta.

The 2004 application was granted full development permission in 2006, after an EIA
had been performed. In 2010, WasteServ Ltd (WSM) submitted a PDS (Bezzina and
Cole, 2010) that included several changes to the original application, to support its
Masterplan for the development of the Maghtab Environmental Complex. Changes
included extensions to the controlled/engineered landfill, the construction of a service
road, and the most significant additions were the construction and establishment of
two recycling plants, a pre-landfilling Mechanical Treatment Plant (MTP), and a
Biological Treatment Plant (AD). An EIA was commissioned to update the previous
one to incorporate the changes to the original master plan (which already included
the installation of a MTP).

These extensions to the original master plan increased the tensions between the users
of the surrounding areas, especially those residing and working at Maghtab, the
developer (WSM) and the national Government. In terms of stakeholder participation
this case study could be described as a case of limited or passive participation and self-

mobilisation, particularly by the more invested stakeholders.

. The Coast Road Upgrade (CRU) Case Study:

The CRU is a component of the Trans-European Networks - Transport (TEN-T)
policy and programme of the European Union (EU). The European Commission
commissioned a Transport Infrastructure Needs Assessment (TINA, 2002), which
identified the need of a Malta TEN-T. Based on the recommendations of a Feasibility
and Environmental Impact Studies for Transport Infrastructure Projects in Malta (Malta
Transport Authority, 2004), the TEN-T Malta was designed. The CRU consists of two
of the road upgrades within the TEN-T Malta, with two separate planning applications,
PA 3758/09, which proposed the widening and alignment of Coast Road from Bahar
ic-Caghaq, Naxxar to St. Paul’s Bay, from junction NAO8 to NAI0; and PA 3883/08,
which continues with the upgrading of the coast road from junction NAIO to NAI I,
and the reconstruction of Triq is-Salini, /o Naxxar (see the two PDS for the

development Schemes in Appendix Il including maps showing the geographical



positions of the road upgrades and the TEN-T Malta; also see Chapter 4, Figures 4.13-
4.16, pp. 185-195).

The CRU is a seven km stretch of coast road and, like the Maghtab case study, is
situated on the north-eastern coast, with the seashore to one side and eight
communities (including the village of Maghtab) and agricultural land on the other. In
fact, the Aol of the Maghtab case study overlaps with the Aol of the CRU (see Figure
4.4, p. 153).

It should be noted that while seven km do not seem to be a long distance, for the size
of Malta, this is considered to be a considerable distance. An indication of this is the
fact that these seven km of road pass eight distinct urban settlements.

This case study can be described as a movement from passive participation to
participation by consultation, and more collaborative consultation and social learning

with a particular stakeholder group (farmers).

. The Marsalforn Case Study:

Also EU funded, this development project proposed coastal defences at a touristic
seaside village on the north-eastern coast of Gozo. Marsalforn has been in desperate
need for properly designed coastal defences even before the destruction of the
breakwater arm that was located at the bay. Every year, during storms that generate
standing waves to around four meters crash onto the promenade, which is only 2.6m
above mean sea level, causing significant damage to the properties on the foreshore
and the bay. The PDS for this project includes both photos of the storm damage in
the main document (Ministry for Resources and Rural Affairs, 2011: 3-5) and an
additional 25 photos in the PDS accompanying CD (see Appendix Il of this thesis:
Case Study 3 - Marsalforn Breakwater PDS// PDS Annex | - Storm Damage - 2010;
also see Figures 4.18-4.20, pp. 214-215).

Marsalforn as a village is particularly interesting from a socio-cultural and economic
perspective, because it has the cultural ‘feel’ of a small, quiet and mainly touristic
seaside village and many of its residents have multiple roles within the village, not just
depending on the season (see sections on the Marsalforn Case Study in Chapter 4, in
particular Section 4.5.2, p. 218).

As a development project case study on urban planning and decision-making, the

Breakwater highlights issues of temporality that differ from the Maghtab case study,



although stakeholder grievances are long-standing in both cases. As an example of the
planning process’s temporality, the project’s design had to be changed at least once
during the EIA process and the planning application was still pending in the first months
of 2018.

As a case study of stakeholder participation, because of the need for a change in the
project design, there were at least two stakeholder meetings that were organised
during the SIA process. The first stakeholder meeting can be described as limited,
passive participation leading to conflict between the developers and the stakeholders.
The second participatory exercise started as participation by consultation and moved
to more collaborative consultation and social learning during the course of the
participatory episode. This case study is also interesting because the local population
considered the environmental conditions, especially the weather, active agents of

social change.

Though | worked on five social studies during the fieldwork period for the doctoral research,
which took place between January 2011 and March 2013,"° | chose the above three case
studies for empirical analysis for four main reasons. First, my direct involvement with the
proposed development projects as the SIA consultant gave me access to the EIA coordinators,
developers and stakeholders. Second, as the consultant, | had some degree of latitude in
broadening the scope of the methods to increase the involvement and engagement of
stakeholders during the fieldwork process. Third, taken together, these three case studies
showcase a progression from near non-existent effort by the developers to involve
stakeholders or make use of their local knowledge to much more pro-active two-way
communication. Finally, the three case studies also highlight the importance of context within
urban planning. While all three case studies would normally not be considered as ‘urban’ in
terms of urban planning, in the context of Malta, considered an ‘island city-state’ (Mitchell,
1998: 83) due to its population density and size, the sites of the three infrastructural projects

are found within the boundaries of urban, populated areas, directly affecting the urban

' The fieldwork consisted of two periods of time. The first period consisted of one full year in 201 I, during
which time | conducted ethnographic participant observation and carried out the three SBS that became the
case studies for this thesis. The Marsalforn SBS was divided into two: between November 201 | and January
2012, followed by a second engagement exercise in December of 2012, finalising the updated report in
January 2013. | returned to Aberdeen towards mid-January 2012, returning to Malta in June 2012. Between
August and mid-November 2012 conducted two additional SBS, finalising both reports in February 2013. For
exact timings and techniques used for each case study SBS, see the Methodology Sections of the SBS reports
for each case study in Appendix Ill. Also see Chapter 3 for further details on an explanation of the methods
employed.



conurbations that fall within their Areas of Influence (see next paragraph). The proposed
Mechanical-Biological Treatment (Plant) (MBT) at the landfill site of Maghtab, which has been
part of the Maghtab village landscape for the previous 30 years, for example, lies within the
boundary of the village of Maghtab. As will be discussed in chapters 4 through 6, this has a
massive social impact on the village of Maghtab.

The MAGHTAB Case Study:

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLEX PROJECT
AT LANDFILL SITE

~ THE MALTESE |
ARCHIPELAGO

Figure 1.2: The four maps show the position of the Archipelago of Malta in the Mediterranean (bottom map)
and following the arrows, maps of the three case studies that will be investigated in this thesis.

The research also focuses on the relationship between the SIA/SBS during the EIA process
and the public / stakeholder engagement during this part of the planning process. Section

3.1.3.2 (p. 107) explains the criteria that were used to choose the three case studies,
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summarised in Table 3.1 (p. 109). In the Maghtab case study, we see a tokenistic approach
from the developers (to use Arnstein’s (1969) terminology), actively trying to keep
information from both formal and informal stakeholders, leading stakeholders to engage in
either passive participation or self-mobilisation, mostly leading to conflict. The Coast Road
case study was markedly different in that the project manager in charge of the upgrade of that
stretch of road '' was actively interested in understanding who the users of the road were
and the needs of both commuters and other stakeholders within the “Area of Influence”
(Aol)'* of the upgrade. This gave me the opportunity to increase the purview within the
methods statement where stakeholder participation was concerned, which led to five public
meetings within the various localities affected by the upgrade, moving the approach towards
participation by consultation and social learning. Finally, the Marsalforn case study
demonstrates a movement from passive to active participation through conflict, leading
eventually to more collaborative consultation and social learning. An initial meeting was a
failed information-giving exercise. This led the developer to ask the EIA coordinator for a
more comprehensive analysis based on a physical to-scale model, which was discussed in a
second public meeting that was much more participatory in design and execution. There was
an active effort towards dialogue from the EIA team and the French experts who built the

model became active participants in the resulting debates that ensued.

While stakeholder participation in Malta is not limited to scenarios similar to the above case
studies, and none of them exemplify or are considered as best practice in Malta, they highlight
both a number of trends in how stakeholder participation is perceived by the various actors

involved on all sides, the service providers (including the developers, the environmental

"' This was only one phase of a much larger EU initiative across Europe called the TEN-T
(http://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/tentec/tentec-portal/site/index_en.htm), and several road
upgrades were simultaneously taking place across major roads in Malta and Gozo.

"2 The Area of Influence (abbreviated to Aol or A of I) of a proposed project is usually defined by EIA
coordinators as a physical geographical zone that the proposed project is thought of affecting including the
social environment within it. Unless the Aol is predetermined by the Terms of Reference (TOR/ToR) for
the EIA issued by the competent authorities, the Aol of a project is arbitrarily demarcated by the EIA
coordinators and the consultants conducting the various studies (each study has a different Aol, such that
the Aol for the Noise Impact Assessment, for example, will differ, though might overlap with the one for the
SIA). In the case of the SIA, during the scoping stage of the project, the EIA coordinator and the SIA
practitioner will make an informed estimation of the geographical area within which the social environment
is believed to be potentially affected by the proposed development Scheme. In reality, a project can have
'micro’, 'meso’ and even 'macro’ affects (see Goldman, 2000 for an explanation on these different effects on
society). A major infrastructure project for example, can significantly alter transport patterns at a regional,
or 'meso’ level, which, in turn, may affect tourism at a national or 'macro’ level (The interdependence between
these levels is one of the main themes discussed in Chapter 7).
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consultants and decision-makers) and civic society, i.e. the stakeholders themselves (see for
example Conrad et al, 201 1a; 201 Ic for their research with MEPA officials). These case
studies also provide insight to the various relationships and connections between key actors
within the process and how these relationships and values can affect how stakeholder
participation takes place and their outcomes, which can have positive or negative effects on
the project. Finally, through a more reflexive analysis as both researcher and consultant within
the SIA process, | try to critically elucidate some of the problems that are inherent in such
necessarily bureaucratic processes, partly because of the political contextual nuances that

weigh on these processes and the actors enacting them.

1.4 Contributions and research questions

This doctoral thesis seeks to make several contributions. First, to date, there have been few
in-depth, empirical evaluation of the actual methods used to facilitate stakeholder engagement
in SIAs. This research therefore uses three SIA projects as a platform from which to observe
how people get involved with ElAs as part of the planning process, professionally or otherwise.
As such, it focuses on understanding the social processes within EIA/SIA rather than focussing

on the SIA process itself.

Second, the research explores the extent to which applied anthropology and its practitioners
can effectively combine critical social theory of complex systems and its application and
pragmatic engagement with the contemporary problems of the social and physical
environment (Agar, 2004; Ervin, 2005; Rylko-Bauer et al., 2006: 178; Vanclay et al., 201 |; Van
Willigen, 2002), working and collaborating across disciplinary boundaries (Baba and Hill, 2006;
Hackenberg et al., 2004). This cross-pollination and collaboration between researchers and
practitioners have the potential of blurring the lines between theory and practice (Barry and

Born, 2013; Cosgrove et al., 2000; Poteete et al., 2010; Strathern, 2004; 2005).
As Abram (1998: 2-3) argues,

[T]he anthropology of development has long suffered from the co-option of development studies as
an 'applied' subject, separate from its theoretical academic sibling. The absurdity of this
distinction in a discipline which prides itself on its close relationship to the world, in contrast to
‘armchair theorists', also belies the wealth of theoretical anthropological approaches to
development and policy studies.

She concludes convincingly, after Nelson and Wright (1995: 3), that “the old duality of 'pure'’

versus 'applied' anthropology has proved itself increasingly inappropriate to contemporary



anthropology”. This thesis posits that anthropology and its methods can offer an alternative
way to view public and stakeholder participation in spatial planning. The range of
methodological approaches that anthropologists are trained in, especially qualitative data
collection and ethnography provide that extra ‘edge’ to the analysis of the complex systems
that urban and environmental conservation projects face. Further, because of the nature of
ethnographic fieldwork, there is the potential for applied anthropologists working on SIA to
build relationships that help increase positive outcomes of stakeholder involvement within

such initiatives and projects.

Third, by understanding the dynamics of the social relations that influence environmental
governance during the processes of urban and other land use changes, this research will help
to develop more flexible and responsive policy tools that are open to the cultural and
emotional, not only the rational practices of environmental assessments, '’ improving
stakeholder and public engagement with equitable representation in urban and environmental

sustainability.

To achieve these contributions, the doctoral thesis investigates the following research
questions, which emerged inductively during fieldwork (based on an ethnographic research
process including participant observation and other qualitative methods) and fieldwork data

analysis using an anthropological analytical approach:

. What makes public and stakeholder engagement work in SIAs? To what
extent is the outcome of engagement in Impact Assessments driven by participatory
process design versus the context in which participation occurs! Does the local
context and the propensity of individuals to join together as a community of practice
to ‘fight’ a ‘common enemy’ (as are development projects usually perceived by people
living within a locality where the development is proposed, do not always consider
themselves part of a heterogeneous local community, or as a community at all, as it is
usually defined by social scientists or more generally) make more of a difference in
stakeholder involvement than just a well-designed process!? Is it possible to develop a
theory of participation that could explain why some participatory processes work,

while others fail?

'3 It has already been asserted on p. | that planning and decision-making are anything but rational or linear.
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2. How do flows of knowledge between disciplines, professions and
stakeholders influence spatial planning decisions? How do perceptions and
understanding of different forms of ‘specialised’ information and knowledge within
urban planning influence the kinds of interactions and the flow of information within
the SIA process! How do the different kinds of knowledges brought about by such
interactions contribute to the distribution of power and lobbying towards who and
what gets taken into account during decision making processes?

3. How is public and stakeholder engagement enacted and perceived in SIAs
for urban developments? How do the tools used within the planning systems,
especially the SIA contribute to information flows and stakeholder representation?
Why is it that directly affected communities within the planning system perceive SIA
tools as delocalising and disenfranchising and are they really so? How do the
development projects within which different actors interact inform or change the

actors’ perceptions of such landscapes and the changes that are being proposed?

1.5 The structure of this thesis

The next chapter reviews the role of participation in SIAs and seeks to explain the mechanisms
through which participation operates in environmental governance generally and SIAs
specifically. It does this by reviewing the role that SIAs can play in EIAs and the challenges of
taking a more integrated approach to the social and environmental assessment of impacts in
development projects. It concludes by reviewing the theoretical basis for public and

stakeholder participation in spatial planning.

Chapter 3 describes the methods used to conduct the research reported in this thesis. Given
the overarching methodological contribution that is sought in relation to the role of
anthropology in understanding the social dynamics of environmental governance, the chapter
starts by introducing ethnography, the ethnographic method, applied anthropology and
practitioner research. It then considers the positionality of the PhD researcher, along with a
discussion of the nuanced ethics associated with conducting PhD research as an SIA
practitioner and member of the society affected by the developments being studied. The focus
on Malta is then explored in greater depth, before describing the fieldwork methods. The
fieldwork comprised mainly of five phases, with participant observation (Phase Five) being the

underlying epistemological driving force, running through the fieldwork, concurrently with the

20



other four phases of the research. The other four phases of the fieldwork followed the SIA

process of three case studies.

The data collected in these phases forms the basis for Chapter 4, which describes the
stakeholders and localities in each case study area. This data also provides the basis for
Chapter 5, which assesses the values, lifestyles and perceived impacts of developments in each

case study, which formed the basis of the three SlAs.

The discussion of results presented in Chapters 4 and 5 is split across Chapters 6 and 7.
Chapter 6 builds on literature from Chapter 2 to develop a typology and a theory of
stakeholder and public engagement. This is placed here, rather than in Chapter 2, because the
methods and fieldwork presented in Chapters 3-5 build on a body of research based around
typologies and theories that followed hierarchical participatory models stemming from
Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of participation, which is reviewed in the first half of Chapter 2.
During the research process, despite the descriptive utility of the “ladder” for the Maltese
context, it became apparent that it had limited explanatory power. This insight, combined
with similar insights from empirical work reported in the literature, highlighted the need for
a theoretical framework that could explain why some highly engaged processes (from the top
of the ladder) fail to achieve their objectives and disenfranchise stakeholders, leading to
negative unintended consequences, while other less engaged processes (from the bottom of
the ladder) are sometimes associated with more benefits for stakeholders. The first half of
Chapter 6 therefore develops a new typology and theory to explain what works in
stakeholder participation, inspired by fieldwork experience and informed by alternative
perspectives on engagement from the literature reviewed in the second half of Chapter 2
(participation as design, mediation, the management of power, interdisciplinary and cultural
discourse, context and democracy). The second half of Chapter 6 then uses this new typology
and theory to interpret the results from Chapters 4 and 5, testing what is proposed in the

first half of this chapter.

Chapter 7 then uses this experience to refine the theory to propose an approach to
stakeholder engagement that is theoretically robust and empirically grounded. Finally, the
thesis concludes in Chapter 8 with an overview of the key empirical, methodological and
theoretical contributions made by the research, final thoughts and future research based on

the body of work presented in this thesis.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the role of participation in SIAs and seeks to explain the mechanisms
through which participation operates in environmental governance generally and SIAs
specifically. While it is important to frame the role of participation in a wider context,
especially lessons learnt from International Development, the focus of this thesis will return
to urban development and urban planning within democratically stable settings, or what one
might refer to as the 'West'. This is primarily because the research for this thesis was
conducted in a democratic member state within the European Union, with what can be
considered as a multi-level governance system (Baldacchino, 2015). Secondly, EIAs and SlIAs
were first introduced in the United States because of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 and consequently further developed in countries such as New Zealand
(Taylor et al., 1995:2; Esteves et al., 2012:36), usually for very large extractive operations and

planned significant urban development interventions.

ElAs spread throughout the world and were formally adopted in Europe in 1985 through the
EIA Directive on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the
environment, 85/337/EEC (European Commission, 1985). The directive has since been
amended three times and codified by Directive 201 1/92/EU, which was also amended in 2014
by Directive 2014/52/EU (European Commission, 201 1; 2014))."* Since then, ElAs and in
particular, SIAs have become social-environmental assessment tools. In addition to urban
development projects, in the EU for example, SIAs are also used as a tool by the EU
Commission to meet the social goals of the Lisbon Treaty, with very different criteria to SIAs
conducted on ElAs, as predicated by the EU EIA Directive (Vella et al., 2015a). The most
recent guidelines for SIA by the IAIA (Vanclay et al,, 2015) focus on mega-projects, a clear
departure from the previous 2003 guidelines, which had a more general remit. While the IAIA
SIA Section Annual Meeting held during the IAIA 2015 conference identified that there is a

need for guidelines for SIAs conducted on small-scale development projects, to date, such

'* See the European Commission’s website for further details: http:/ec.europa.eu/environment/eia/eia-
legalcontext.htm
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guidelines have yet to be formulated and published. Different countries issue their own
guidelines, tailoring the 2003 or 2015 IAIA guidelines (Vanclay et al., 2015) for their specific
development and natural resource management needs. Both the 2003 and 2015 best practice
guidelines, together with much of the literature on SIA, advocate stakeholder and public
participation, pointing the focus of this research to the issue of context. Supra-national
agencies and research projects rooted in the environmental social sciences have applied
participatory processes across multiple contexts, without always taking into consideration the

national and localised socio-political contexts (Summerville et al., 2006; de Vente et al., 2016).

While the primacy of context seems to be de-emphasised in practice because of pressures
for standardisation, theoretical debate on the localised variations on social structure and
function proliferate and techniques to address these issues have been steadily gaining attention
(Becker et al., 2003; Esteves et al., 2015). For example, de Vente et al. (2016) investigated the
role of the social, economic, environmental contexts versus process design in delivering
beneficial outcomes from participation. They concluded that the majority of factors were
process-based, rather than being related to context, but noted that well-designed processes
were adapted to local circumstances. This suggests that further investigation is needed into

the role that context may play in influencing participatory processes and their outcomes.

This chapter (and the chapters that follow) therefore explores the potential contributions of
applied anthropology to assess contexts in depth, and enrich this debate. Acknowledging the
role that context plays in participation in any SIA, the aim of this chapter is to critically review
how various aspects of context affect the outcomes of participation in SIA, including culture,
narratives around development versus environmental sustainability, power and governance,
and context-specific production of local and scientific knowledge and how these are
operationalised within civic society. To do this, the chapter starts by providing an overview
of SIA in the context of EU policy and practice, placing Malta’s approach to SIA in this
continental context (Section 2.2). Next, the chapter critically reviews the role that SIAs can
play in ElAs from the perspective of policy and practice, and the challenges of taking a more
integrated approach to the social and environmental assessment of impacts in development
projects (Section 2.3). Finally, building on this foundation, Section 2.4 reviews the theoretical
basis for public and stakeholder participation in urban planning, drawing on literature from a
wide range of disciplines to provide a broad foundation for the development of new theory

later in the thesis.
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2.2 SIA in the context of the EU and Malta

Despite the existence of an integrated impact assessment system that includes the ex-ante
assessment of social impacts across most of Europe, the way that SIA is conceptualized and
enacted differs substantially between Member States. This may be due in part to the way that
the EU EIA Directive is interpreted and codified into national legislation and then implemented
by national environmental agencies through the Terms of Reference (TOR) imposed on
proposed development schemes for which EIAs are deemed necessary. The TOR are then
further interpreted and applied by practitioners in the field, in relation to the socio-cultural
and political contexts of projects. Section 2.2.1 critically assesses differences in the
interpretation of European Commission guidelines across EU Member States, before
considering in Section 2.2.2 how these are further interpreted by SIA practitioners working
in different contexts within Malta. Section 2.3 then builds on this geo-political context, to
consider the relationship between SIAs and the EIA process they are embedded within,
considering the potential for greater integration between disciplinary and practice-based

perspectives.

2.2.1 SIA implementation in EU member states®

SIA in EU Member States is typically undertaken as part of an integrated impact assessment
that considers a full range of potential impacts arising from a decision, including environmental,
economic and social impacts, or through targeted social impact assessments (e.g. gender
equality or health impacts). Even though the International Principles for SIA provide an
exhaustive definition of SIA processes as a field of research and practice (Vanclay, 2003: 6-7),
most national guidance documents have no clear definition of “social impact”, which may
partly explain the current range of national and local interpretations of SIA. This includes
significant differences between Member States in the range of social impacts considered and
the rules and procedures that govern the assessment of social impacts (including the extent
to which communities and other affected stakeholders are involved in the process) (Vella et
al,, 2015a).

More significant is that for the European Commission, Impact Assessments (IA) as well as SIA

1> Sections 2.2.1-2.2.2 are based on a conference paper (Vella et al., 2015a) that was presented at the IAIA 2015
International conference, in Florence, Italy (IAIA, 2015). The paper was peer-reviewed and chosen to be
included in IAIAI5 Conference Proceedings. See Acknowledgements on author contributions.
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have different meanings to those referred to in this chapter and defined by Vanclay. The
European Commission’s Impact Assessment Guidelines, TEP & CEPS (2010: 3) defines IA as
a tool and process to estimate the likely future impacts of policy proposals. Its ultimate objective is
to lead to better informed, more evidence-based political decisions. As far as 'social impacts' are
concerned, the study took the definition of social impacts used in the Commission's IA guidance
as a starting point, '6 and then developed its own working definition for analytical purposes.
It seems that EU agencies interpret the meaning, role and how SIA should be performed in
different ways (Table 2.1). The analysis by TEP and CEPS (2010) emphasized the predominance
of impacts that could be easily quantified, such as employment, income, access to services and
public health and safety, always in relation to EU policies in reference to the Lisbon Treaty,
which is about the acceptance of new policies that the EU creates to match the social goals

to abide with the Lisbon Treaty’s social agenda.

Vanclay and other SIA experts do specify that SIAs should also be included for the evaluation
of policies. The above analysis by TEP and CEPS (2010) indicates that the EC has limited their
evaluation of SlIAs to policies, leaving out everything else, basing their analysis on the
theoretical coverage of social impacts based on guidelines, rather than the actual range of
impacts assessed by practitioners in the field. It is also clear that far less attention is afforded
to the collective, shared social values held by communities affected by decisions, which are
typically more challenging to quantify. These may, for example, include impacts on local
culture, shared beliefs, customs, language, dialect and values (Armour, 1990), community
cohesion, stability and character (Burdge and Vanclay, 1996; Stolp et al., 2002; Vanclay, 2006a),
a sense of place and identity (e.g. Dallimer et al., 2012; Fuller et al., 2007)), and a reduction in
aesthetic and spiritual benefits from the natural environment (Kenter et al., 2015). Psycho-
social and wellbeing impacts may also be felt, both at the scale of communities (e.g. disruption
of social networks and breakdown of local informal institutional structures) and individuals
(e.g. linked to health) (Everard et al.,, 2016; Irvine et al.,, 2016; Kenter et al,, 2015). However,
it could be argued that considering this much broader range of potential social impacts is
essential to prevent decisions maintaining the easily quantifiable indicators of community
wellbeing whilst eroding the very essence of that community’s sense of place and identity
(Abram and Weszkalnys, 2013; Ekberg, 2007; Everard et al., 2016; Irvine et al.,, 2016; Kenter
etal., 2015).

'¢ European Commission: Impact Assessment Guidelines, 15 January 2009, pp. 35-36. URL:
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/commission_guidelines/docs/iag_2009_en.pdf
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Table 2.1: Inclusion of social impacts identified in European Commission Impact Assessment Guidelines in Member State guidelines (Source: TEP and CEPS, 2010: 19)

AT

BE

AEN

AN

AN

NEN

ANEN

AN

AN

AN

AN

BG

CcYy

cz

??

DK

<<

EE

Fl

SENENEN

FR

DE

EL

\

\

HU

IE

IT

RN

LV

ANENAN

INENEN

LT

ANENENEN

ANRNANAN

ISENENEN

LU

MT

\

PL

PT

NENEN

ANAN

ANENAN

AN RN

RO

SK

Sl

ES

SE

NL

UK

Total

14/27

9/27

14/27

18/27

11/27

8/27

13/27

7127

12/27

5/27

% of MS

52%

33%

52%

67%

41%

30%

48%

26%

44%

19%

27




2.2.2 The Maltese experience of SIAs'’

The EIA Directive was introduced in Malta in 1985, later amended in 1997 and transposed into
national legislation in 2007 (Environmental Impact Regulations, 2007, LN | 14 of 2007), which was
under reform during this doctoral research period and has since been amended by S.L. 549.46,
LN 412 of 2017, on the 22" December 2017. Unlike many other EU countries where ElAs are
still very technocratic and lack the social component either entirely or, as evidenced in Table 2.1
(above), lack many facets of an SIA, Malta’s EIAs do include SIAs and they are usually completed
by social scientists, especially anthropologists. However, many ElAs, unless for EU-funded
projects, still lack an in-depth SIA. Even then, the TOR for the social component of the EIA, which
are published by the Malta Environment and Planning Authority (MEPA) for individual projects
often ask for a “population study” rather than a more extensive SIA. Many times, the social
component is only included within the economic component, reducing the holistic breadth of
social indicators that an SIA would otherwise consider (Vella et al., 2015a). Using their experience
as consultants in Malta, Vella and Borg (2010: 197) made several observations on the
discrepancies between best practice and what takes place on the ground in the Maltese context,
listing criticisms that interviewees made during a cross-section of SIAs that they had worked on
over a five-year period. The consensus was that affected stakeholders felt ignored, silenced or

short-changed by the system.

Vella and Borg (2010) found that the largest obstacles for SIA consultants in Malta to be more
effective tend to be budgetary and socio-political constraints, and therefore the SIA does not
tend to follow the EIA phases and can even be side-lined from the process entirely due to the
politics surrounding the proposed project. Such side-lining of SIA is often due to the perceived
political risks associated with including SIA consultants in the planning / decision making processes
of proposed developments, as these practitioners are most likely to come in direct contact with
stakeholders prior to the official public consultation, especially if semi-structured, qualitative
methods are being used (i.e. directly interacting with stakeholders via open-ended questions).

Furthermore, SIA can be considered very interpretive, especially by “hard” scientists and policy

"7 The observations by Vella and Borg (2010), cited in this Section (2.2.2) are derived from 10 years of the author’s
experience as an SIA practitioner in Malta, published in collaboration with a Cultural Heritage expert as a book
chapter.
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makers, depending on the methods used and the disciplines (often social science) involved,
representing a range of potentially divergent views that may conflict with the recommendations
of the EIA. As a result, Vella and Borg comment on the contrast between generally highly detailed
TORs for the more ‘scientific’, number-based components (needing specialized equipment) of
ElAs, and the often-scant information presented as part of the SIA, generally consisting of a single
paragraph, “leaving it to the coordinator to interpret them and for the SIA practitioner to justify

his/her methods” (Vella and Borg, 2010: 197).

Vella and Borg also note that the way an SIA is carried out can be influenced by how the various
social actors involved perceive the EIA, the project and the consultants working on the EIA. The
fact that it is the developer who pays for the EIA (and therefore the SIA) means that however
impartial the consultant is, s’he are generally perceived as having a conflict of interest, despite
being required to sign a document that states that s/he has no stake in the project. Almost
invariably, stakeholders that will be negatively impacted by the proposed project ask the SIA/EIA
consultants “who is paying for the report?”. This legitimate question often stems from previous
experience by stakeholders, directly or indirectly, of a history of corruption by MEPA officials
and EIA reports biased in favour of past projects (Vella and Borg, 2010: 196). While corruption
appears to have decreased, in part due to greater direct public and NGO scrutiny and an increase
of a stringent EU auditing culture (Vella et al., 201 5a: 4), prompting the EIA reform in Malta, such
culturally imbued perceptions are deeply held (Baldacchino, 2012; 2014; Baldacchino and Royle,
2010; Briguglio, 2012a; 2015; Mitchell, 1998a; 1998b; 2002).

SIAs have rarely been included in ElAs in Malta, and when they were, they tended to be afforded
significantly less detail in the TORs provided by MEPA than for other parts of the EIA. This lack
of detail has given room for interpretation, which in turn has been used to justify narrow, and
limited “population studies” rather than the holistic assessment needed to be consistent with
IAIA principles. While it is not possible to generalize this experience across EU Member States,
Vella and Borg’s findings about affected stakeholders are feeling ignored or side-lined in the
decision-making process is likely to resonate beyond Malta. Many of the reasons suggested for
these failings are also likely to resonate more widely: budgetary constraints, the perceived risk of
mobilizing stakeholder opposition via more participatory approaches to SIA, and the complexities

that inevitably arise from listening to the multiple, often conflicting narratives of affected
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stakeholders. Even if these obstacles can be overcome, much greater work is required to
overcome barriers to stakeholder engagement that have been erected by repeatedly poor
experiences of SlAs: perceived by stakeholders to have failed to change planning decisions to
more positive outcomes for the stakeholders and therefore leading to a lack of trust in an SIA’s

efficacy and decision-making influence during the planning process (Vella and Borg, 2010).

Even if such barriers can be broken down, methodological barriers may remain. In Malta, as
elsewhere in EU Member States, SIAs are part of an economic assessment. Monetary approaches
to the assessment of social impacts may be cost-effective and rapid to implement, and typically fit
comfortably with the disciplinary skill-sets and epistemological backgrounds of impact assessment
practitioners. However, such methods do not easily capture many social impacts that are less
easily quantified or meaningfully converted into monetary values; furthermore, critics of social-
cost-benefit analysis, e.g. Schumacher (1973: 37-8), Elzinga (1981), and Shrader-Frechette (1985),
argue that it is ethically wrong to attempt to use monetary indicators to measure certain impacts

(e.g. on the aesthetic or spiritual benefits that communities derive from the natural environment).

Non-monetary approaches to SIA tend to have their roots in more interpretivist epistemologies
that emphasise the role of local context and co-produce and interpret findings in collaboration
with affected stakeholders (Vella et al., 2015). Such approaches require different skill sets from
SIA practitioners, such as drawing on field methods and analytical techniques used typically in
disciplines such as anthropology and sociology and (cultural) geography. Although challenging to
implement, there are now a range of deliberative and non-monetary methods that SIA
practitioners can use to assess the fullest possible range of social impacts (Dare et al.,, 2012;
Franks and Vanclay, 2013; Vanclay et al., 2015; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 1). These approaches go
beyond engaging with stakeholders to collect data for SIA practitioners to infer social impacts, or
simply giving stakeholders the opportunity to comment on the content of an impact assessment,
as recommended in EC guidelines (Vella et al.,, 2015a: 5). Deliberative approaches to SIA involve
the active participation of parties who may be affected by a decision in the joint assessment of

potential impacts.

On this basis, the normative argument could be made that SIA across the EU can deliver greater
social benefits if it were to adopt a more deliberative and participatory approach. However, the

Maltese case clearly illustrates the barriers to enacting this in practice, given the limited time,
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resources and disciplinary skills typically available for SIA. Although the interpretation of SIA
differs significantly between Member States, the SIA practitioner plays a pivotal role in achieving
more comprehensive assessments to effectively inform decision-making. As such, attention
should focus on training SIA practitioners in the skills and epistemologies of multiple disciplines.
In this way, budgets / funding permitting (and this depends on type of project, Member State, type
of development and the predisposition of the EIA Coordinator to ensure collaboration between
consultants of the various components of the EIA), future SIAs could be co-produced between

practitioners from different disciplines with affected stakeholders.

2.3 Environmental and Social Impact Assessments (EIAs and SIAs)

As this thesis critically assesses the role of participation in the context of SlAs, it is necessary to
provide some background to SlAs, and their relationship to EIAs and SEAs, and review the
literature on SlAs, presenting both the principles and the critiques of SIA in theory and practice.
Much more could be said, but the purpose of this section is to provide a critical understanding

of the SIA process that is sufficient to interpret the case study findings.

2.3.1 Defining Strategic, Environmental and Social Impact Assessments

There are numerous publications that describe the roles of SEA, EIA and SIA in greater depth
than is possible here. The most notable of these come from authors who have developed best
practice guidelines to Impact Assessments and their components (such as SIA), including Bews
(2004), Burdge and Vanclay (1995; 1996; 2002; 2003), or have critiqued the methodologies and
their interpretation at project or policy levels, such as Becker (1997), Esteves et al. (2012), Dipper
(1998), Goldman (2000), Okpoko (1998), Summerville et al. (2006) and Vanclay (2006; 2014).

SEAs address the environmental effects of proposed policies, plans and programmes, informing
planners, decision-makers and the affected public on the sustainability of strategic decisions (at

policy and programme level).

The term EIA describes a procedure (at project rather than at strategic level, therefore ensuring

that the policy or policies that the above-mentioned SEA had addressed, are implemented)'® that

'® The relationship between SEA, EIA and the planning cycle, using the concept of tiering (Arts et al., 201 1: 415—
434) is discussed further in Section 7.5 (p. 356) and represented in Figure 7.9 (p. 358).
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must be followed for certain types of projects before they can be given 'development consent'.
In theory, the procedure is a means of drawing together, in a systematic way, an assessment of a
project's likely significant environmental effects (Taylor et al., 1995; Goldman, 2000; Esteves et
al., 2012). This helps to ensure that the public and the relevant competent authorities properly
understand the importance of the predicted effects, and the scope for reducing / mitigating
negative impacts before decisions are made. EIAs enable environmental factors to be given due
weight, along with economic and social factors, when planning applications are being considered.
It helps to promote a sustainable pattern of physical development and land and property use in
cities, towns and the countryside. If properly carried out, EIA should benefit all those involved in

and affected by the planning process.

There is a relationship between the environmental impacts of a proposed project and the social
aspects of development (Takyi, 2012). In fact, most stakeholders do not articulate how a given
project will affect them as part of society, but will describe how various environmental impacts
will adversely affect their lives. In other words, as Taylor et al. (1995) state, all environmental
effects are inherently social. The SIA is usually one of the components of the EIA and is the
process that predicts the significant social consequences, positive or negative, of a proposed
project. SIAs have also started to be used at policy level within SEA, to evaluate the social effects
of a proposed policy or governmental strategy, such as a regional development or urban
regeneration plan of action or strategy (Colantonio et al., 2009; Esteves et al., 2012; Glasson and
Wood, 2009; Sairinen and Kumpulainen, 2006; Yakob et al., 2012). It should be noted that such
strategic urban planning proposals would then be responsible for multiple urban projects that
would themselves be subject to an EIA, within which there would then be an SIA. Hacking and
Guthrie (2008), for example, maintain that the extended coverage of sustainability appraisal (often
conducted through the SIA) is being accommodated by ‘stretching’ EIA or SEA and broadening
the definition of ‘environment’ and therefore the thematic coverage of theme- specific assessment

such as SIA.

As the 2012 State of the Art document on SIA issued by the IAIA (Esteves et al., 2012) explains,
the origins of SIA started in America alongside EIA in the early 1970s in response to the formal
requirements of NEPA, although Esteves et al. (2012: 36) note that several authors "have argued

that consideration of social impacts existed long before NEPA". According to Freudenberg
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(1986), even though NEPA required assessing the social dimension, those early EIAs recognised
social factors largely in subtle and indirect ways, and rarely offered detailed assessments (Taylor
et al., 1995: 2). Furthermore, public participation, which was also a requirement under NEPA
(and other regulatory and legislative procedures in other national jurisdictions such as in New
Zealand), was sometimes confused with the social assessment, thinking that obtaining stakeholder
feedback was in fact assessing social impacts (Taylor et al., 1995: 3). They go on to specify that
those early efforts at public participation should not be compared or confused with today's
consultative processes. However, the same confusion still happens today (Becker and Vanclay,
2003; Burns and Weaver, 2008; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 |), especially by EIA coordinators and
environmental managers working under pressure of limited time, budgetary constraints, and

political interests or power.

In theory, the SIA evaluates alternative sites, techniques and technologies in terms of their social
impacts, and proposes the changes and management solutions that will lead to the enhancement
of positive effects and a reduction of adverse impacts (Barrow, 2000; 2002; 2010; Becker and
Vanclay, 2003; Bews, 2004; Burdge, 2003; Goldman, 2000; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 1). Social
impacts are usually defined as the effects of an activity on the social fabric of a ‘community' and
the well-being of the people living within it. In later sections of this chapter, the discussion will
focus on critiques of SlIAs, such as earlier conceptualisations of '‘community' and how disciplines
within the social sciences, especially anthropology have deconstructed concepts such as
‘community’, offering a more holistic interpretation of what social impacts are. In addition, it may
only be through public participation that all the issues potentially associated with proposed
actions can be identified and that information can be obtained on the fears and hopes that
accompany people's own predictions of the likely effects of projects (Becker et al., 2004; Chavez
and Bernal, 2008; Lemon et al., 2004; Robinson and Bond, 2003), which are themselves an

important component of social impact.

The literature suggests that when utilised, SIA may make developers more accountable, might
help integrate diverse disciplines involved in planning, and should assist efforts in achieving
sustainable development (Cavaye, 2003; Cox et al., 2000) and conflict resolution (Barrow, 2000;
2002; 2010).
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The IAIA, for example, defines SIA as “the processes of analysing, monitoring and managing the
intended and unintended social consequences, both positive and negative, of planned
interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by
those interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable
biophysical and human environment” (Vanclay, 2003: 6), and “by logical extension the social

dimensions of development in general" (Esteves et al., 2012: 34).

SIA is usually considered a method or set of tools for analysing what actions may have impacts
on the social aspects of the environment, finding out what the current state of the social landscape
is and then, using a predominantly social-science mixed methods tool-kit and conceptual
frameworks of analysis, the SIA forecasts how the socio-cultural landscape may change due to a
given action, such as a high-rise development or a new social policy. The aim of the SIA is not
just to identify negative or undesirable outcomes of a project, but also to minimise such impacts

through mitigation, assisting decision makers and other stakeholders (Vanclay, 2003).

Esteves et al. (2012) also point out that more recently, and only in its narrowest
conceptualisation, SIA is regarded as one of the techniques to predict the social impacts within
an EIA. Organisations such as the |AIA advocate that SIA should be integrated more seamlessly
with both other sections of the EIA, such as the Economic, Traffic, Hazard, Risk and Heritage
Impact Assessments and with other assessments, including Ecosystem Services (Esteves et al.,

2012; Gomez et al., 2013; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 1).
Esteves et al. (2012: 34) also argue that

"SIA is an interdisciplinary and/or trans-disciplinary social science that incorporates many fields including
sociology, anthropology, demography, development studies, gender studies, social and cultural

geography, economics, political science and human rights, community and environmental psychology,

social research methods and environmental law, among others"."’

Figure 2.1 shows the phases of an SIA, which involves the tasks to be undertaken according to
the latest best practice guidelines (Vanclay et al., 2015: 7). The authors emphasise that while the

different phases of the SIA are presented in approximately chronological order,

' This inter/ trans-disciplinary aspect of SIA will be discussed further in Section 2.4.5 (p. 68) and in Sections 7.7-7.8
(pp.366 -372).
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“they inform each other, and as information is accumulated in the SIA, decisions made earlier in the
process about the scope, area or influence, and stakeholders may need to be re-assessed as new

information becomes discovered. It is thus an iterative process” (Vanclay et al., 2015: 7).
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Figure 2.1: The Phases of Social Impact Assessment (Source: Vanclay et al., 2015: 7)

At its simplest then, the SIA identifies who lives, works, 'plays' within the Aol of a proposed
project and then once those social categories are identified (or profiling of the communities likely
to be affected, as defined by Vanclay and Esteves, 2011: I1), it seeks to understand how the
various 'stakeholders', or in more anthropological terms, the social actors interact both with each
other and with the physical environment within the Aol. In other words, their interactions with
each other and the physical environment are 'mapped out' and then the proposed project is
superimposed onto this socio-physical landscape. From here, it is an informed predictive exercise
of understanding the interactions of the various potential environmental impacts (carried out by

the other studies) and how these impacts could potentially affect the social structure within the
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Aol, both positively and negatively. According to good practice, then, depending on the
forecasting of the predicted effects and their significance, the SIA should develop, together with
the stakeholders, various options that will be beneficial for the stakeholders, such as the Social
Impact Management Plan (SIMP) that is produced by the development proponent to help those
affected transition through the social changes brought about by the project. Such plans would
include mitigation strategies to offset inevitable negative impacts and monitoring plans to ensure

that such strategies are adopted effectively (Vanclay and Esteves, 2011: | 1-12).

Theoretically SIA is conducted throughout the entire life cycle of a project. It starts from the
planning/ policy development stages of the project and moves through implementation /
construction, operation/ maintenance and ends with decommissioning / abandonment or closure
if it becomes necessary (Figure 2.2, below). Planners can then respond to new demands and
challenges as they arise. It is generally believed that those potentially affected by a proposed
project should be involved in all stages of impact assessment (Esteves et al., 2012; Goldman, 2000;
Taylor et al., 1995; Vanclay, 2003; 2006; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 I). This is because these social
actors, these 'stakeholders', are in a better position to say how they would be / have been affected
and what their priorities are. These priorities can then be matched by scientific positions on the
issues. Since, as has been argued above (Esteves et al., 2012: 34), decisions are delineated by these
different kinds of knowledges; from scientific expertise drawing from different disciplinary
epistemologies (which sometimes can be conflictual), local expertise and experiential knowledge,
SIA strives to find a compromise between the subjectivity of value judgements and the perceived

objectivity of scientific approach (Okpoko, 1998: 35; Stolp et al., 2002).%

In fact, the IAIA best practice guidelines (Vanclay, 2003) and subsequent state of the art
documents note that one of the most important activities of good practice SIA should (since it is

not always possible) involve

2 Here it is specified that the scientific approach is often perceived (by decision-makers and politicians) as being
objective because this perception is at the root of how different types of knowledges and information are
represented within urban / spatial planning and decision-making processes. Studies on decision-making in policy
and within bureaucratic institutions (Appleyard, 1979; Shore and Wright, 2005) and even scientific research
(Code, 1995; 2012; Scheffler, 1982) have shown how decision-making is subjective and value laden. Recent
environmental research has also started to acknowledge and include debates on the uncertainty and
precautionary principles inherent within decision-making (Ascough li et al., 2008; Kriebel et al., 2001; Peel, 2005;
Sigel et al.,, 2010).
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creating participatory processes and deliberative spaces to facilitate community discussions about
desired futures, the acceptability of likely impacts and proposed benefits, and community input into
the SIA process, so that there can be a negotiated agreement with a developer based on free, prior
and informed consent” (Esteves et al., 2012: 35).
In response, participation within the SIA process has been considered important since the
beginning and has over time led to developing and using participatory methods and collaborative
practises with stakeholders. This major focus on public participation has not just been reserved
to SIA as part of the EIA process, but also in the context of EIA more generally, and this can be
traced through the years in the literature (Cooper and Elliott, 2000; Del Furia and Wallace-Jones,
2000; Kapoor, 2001; Lockie, 2001; Diduck and Mitchell, 2003; Hartley and Wood, 2005; Mayoux
and Chambers, 2005; Doelle and Sinclair, 2006; Stewart and Sinclair, 2007; Chavez and Bernal,
2008; Devlin and Yap, 2008; Lockie et al., 2008; Morrison-Saunders and Early, 2008;
O’Faircheallaigh, 2010).

* Concept review
*+ Social and political issues and risks scoping
* Manage social issues

Identification/
Exploration

* Options appraisal
+ Baseline studies and scoping of social impacts
* Manage social issues

Select best option

Terms of Reference for SIA

Assessment, mitigation & enhancement
Manage social issues

Pre-feasibility

+ Social Impact Management Plan
*+ Approvals process
* Optimise solutions
+ Contractor Social Performance Management

* Mitigation
* |Impact management
* Monitoring & Audit

Ongoing stakeholder engagement

and reporting back in forms appropriate * Mitigation

and understandable to the stakeholders * Management

are expected at all phases il e

» 514 of closure options

Figure 2.2: SIA can be applied at all phases of a project cycle (Source: Vanclay et al,, 2015: 21)
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However, there is evidence that poorly managed participation in SIA and ElAs can lead to failure
to achieve intended outcomes, or unintended consequences for affected communities (Cooper
and Elliott, 2000: 342; Lawrence, 2013: 267-72). Stakeholders may perceive SIA practitioners as
biased due to how the SIA process works logistically, i.e. who employs the consultants conducting
the SIA and (usually by the developer of a project). As a result, SIA practitioners need to be
aware of their role and how their perceived bias might alter the dynamics of conflict. Besides the
complexities of environmental challenges to the process (environmental impacts because of the
proposed project that affect and become social impacts), logistics can also make such processes
difficult to successfully facilitate, manage and mediate, due to budget and time constraints. As a
result, the SIA practitioner may exacerbate existing, or even create, conflict, biasing outcomes
towards the preferences of a minority of active, vocal stakeholders (Cooke, 2001; Gerrits and

Edelenbos, 2004; Scott, 201 1).

Vanclay and Esteves, in their introduction to their 2011 edited volume (pp. | 1-12) summarise
what constitute SIA good practice but warn that while there is consensus that SIA can make an
effective contribution to sustainability, this potential is not always achieved, because both
proponents commissioning SIAs and many practitioners still have a traditional narrow
understanding of SIA. In some cases, as mentioned above, legislative requirements and other
bureaucratic hold-ups such as time constraints or budget issues are the stumbling blocks. As
Burges and Vanclay argue (1996), because of the complex nature of society and its interaction
with the physical environment, the units of analysis, theoretical models and the epistemologies
used from the various social sciences can be contradictory, making interdisciplinary
communication difficult at best, and at worst, can reduce the credibility of SIA itself. Esteves and
Vanclay (201 I) admit that the "SIA community has failed to convince all its stakeholders of the
full potential of SIA" (p. 3) and that increasing both general understanding of SIA and awareness

of its benefits are necessary.

2.3.2 Critiques of SIA

There is a large body of literature criticising SIA and its methodologies, especially where public
and stakeholder involvement are concerned. These criticisms range from theory to the
methodology and practice of SIA. The most debated among these is the apparent lack of solid

theoretical underpinnings because of the "applied' nature of SIA (Taylor et al., 1995). Criticism is
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levied by academics within the social sciences, especially anthropology, who do not consider SIA
work as being 'proper' anthropology, with an ongoing debate on the roles of anthropology and
applied anthropologists in the environmental and bureaucratic sectors (Milton, 1996; Okpoko,
1998; Sillitoe, 2007). Another source of criticism stems from practitioners themselves trying to
unravel the complex relationships within society and between society and the physical
environment (Burge and Vanclay, 1996). This inevitably leads to further criticism because the SIA
process, including its techniques, methods and reports, need to be ‘accessible’ to both
stakeholders and decision-makers, simplified / expressed in terms that can be understood by all,
while still having the rigour and validity for the process outcome to be credible (Takyi, 2012).
This is a very difficult balance to achieve, especially when there are many outside pressures and
forces at play that emphasise the importance of ‘context’ and which can undermine the process
and rigour of the SIA methods and outcomes (Ervin, 2004; Esteves et al., 2012; Taylor et al., 1995;
Vanclay et al., 201 |; Vella and Borg, 2010;).

Until relatively recently, legislative contexts around the world have focussed on the biophysical
impacts within EIAs (Esteves et al., 2012: 35), while social impacts were often vague and included
with, or substituted by, the economic analysis of proposed projects, rather than explicitly
factoring in the much wider range of potential social impacts (Freudenberg, 1986;
O'Faircheallaigh, 2010; Taylor et al., 1995), since the quantitative nature of economics is perceived
as making such analyses more relevant to decision makers (Taylor et al., 1995: 3). This persists
in several legislative contexts around the world where EIA legislation has been ratified (partly due
to the development of ISO 2600 on Social Responsibility). Stakeholder involvement that was
perceived to go beyond legal requirements, made the inclusion of SIA unpopular (Vella et al,,

2015).2

If this challenge can be overcome, then the next challenge is how to take into consideration all
the different ways that a population can be affected by a proposed project. This is an immense
task, and the problem here is not the lack of social impact analysis but that there is too much of
it. Some SIA reports could become ‘encyclopaedic’, especially when undertaken by academics,

with a lot of analysis that was considered irrelevant (both by EIA coordinators and decision-

2l The 2015 conference paper cited here partly draws from the analysis of the empirical data collected during the
fieldwork for this thesis.
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makers), lacking focus on the issues needed for decision makers (Goldman, 2000; Takyi, 2012;
Taylor et al., 1995; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 1). In fact, many EIA coordinators, even today, will
use academics to conduct baseline studies that include lengthy overviews of the populations
within the area in question and then distil that report down to a more focused summary that
integrates with the rest of the EIA (Goldman, 2000; Takyi, 2012; Taylor et al., 1995; Vanclay and
Esteves, 201 |; Vella and Borg, 2010).

SIA is often conducted within the constraints of tight time schedules, budgets and, more
importantly, the TOR issued by the governing body (Esteves et al., 2012). This alone, limits both
data collection and analysis, which may or may not include local knowledge. The simplistic (though
legitimate) argument to criticisms such as the exclusion of power and political dynamics (Morell,
2008) is that such an analysis is not part of the remit or TOR of the SIA consultancy and therefore
not desired within such a report by the competent authorities and/or the EIA coordinator. This
is especially an issue for large projects due to their size and potential significant impacts on the
socio-physical environment (Vella and Borg, 2010: 197). Because of these restrictions, progressive
and conscientious EIA coordinators who believe that EIA tools could make a better contribution
to the decision-making process do encourage further socio-political analysis, as long as it is
pursued elsewhere (for example by writing academic papers or pursuing research action and

conducting SIA reviews) and not in the social assessment for the EIA (Vella and Borg, 2010).

There has been wide consensus for decades among practitioners and environmental scientists
analysing the EIA process, that there is the need for more thorough social investigation and the
integration of different knowledges, including local knowledge (e.g. Okpoko 1998; Devuyust, et
al., 2001; Stolp et al., 2002; Becker and Vanclay, 2003; Weston 2003; Milton, 2004; Moran, 2004;
2017; O'Faircheallaigh, 2010; Esteves and Vanclay, 2011). They have been arguing for better
integration of the tools themselves and the decision-making process into which they feed and
therefore, for more interdisciplinary approaches. It is worth pointing out that due to the many
IA techniques and tools that are designed and employed in very different ways, their semantic or
substantive integration may not be able to capture, address and suggest solutions for a diverse
set of issues that affect stakeholders with different values spanning different spatial and temporal

scales (Colantonio et al., 2009; Gasparatos, 2007; Gasparatos et al., 2008). To understand these
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calls for change, it is necessary to understand the discrepancies between official guidelines to

impact assessments and the messy reality of what actually happens on the ground.

2.3.3 The messy business of EIA within the planning process

EIA and the planning or decision-making process within which it is found are affected by intricate
relationships of power delineated by socio-economic politics. These relationships span the 'micro’
or local level, the 'meso' or national level and when dealing with large projects, the 'macro' —
international bodies such as the EU and foreign agencies.” The EIA process is in itself part of the
political process, with substantial economic considerations, political and power affiliations
together with social relations, all affecting the outcome of a development application (e.g. Bews,

2004; Goldman, 2000).

At the centre of this process, there are the perceptions of the various players or stakeholders,
directly or indirectly affected by the project in question; towards each other; the project itself
and the landscape where the project will be situated if permission is granted. These perceptions
will in turn influence the working relationships between them, the approaches they take towards
the collection of information and how it is analysed. These will influence the outcome of the
planning permit (i.e. the end-result of the decision-making process after the planning authority
reviews the EIA, go through the public consultation process and the planning board make the

final decision, in line with national legislation and EU directives).

On the ground, the case-by-case impact assessments rarely, if ever, look at the overall picture,
the macro-level impacts of projects and the Aol of a project is usually as small as the budget and
time constraints allow. Whilst international standards of best practice advocate comparative
studies that should also inform decision-makers of individual proposed urban development
projects about the efficacy of policies that govern development schemes and environmental
change within their country, such studies are not typically included, since such considerations do

not usually fall within the TOR of an EIA, even though many times such considerations do impact

22 Relationships of power will be discussed in further in Section 2.4.4 (p. 61). Also see for example Forester, (1999);
Abram and Waldren, (1998) and Abram and Weszkalnys, (2013) on the role of power in urban planning.
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people's lives even at project level (Abram and Waldren, 1998; Abram and Weszkalnys, 2013;
Forester, 1999; Stolp et al., 2002).

These trade-offs impinge on the assessments' credibility, salience, and legitimacy to particular
users (Eckley, 2001:18 quoted in Scrase and Sheate, 2002: 276). Such trade-offs are constituent
to both assessments and the whole process of policy-making, when decisions are made about
what to include and exclude in the assessments. It comes as no surprise, then, when the public
criticizes the structure of the EIA and its various components, including SIA (Vella and Borg,
2010). Stakeholders interviewed as part of EIAs have argued that the EIA studies conducted do
not really look for solutions and have limited benefits, because decisions have already been taken,
contracts signed and the Impact Assessments are only there to fulfil legal obligations by the
proponents (Taylor et al., 1995; Esteves et al., 2012; Lane et al., 2003; Glucker et al., 2013; Vella
and Borg, 2010). Often little or no mitigation actions are evident in the ‘communities’ that are
impacted by the project, nor is there monitoring of social impacts or enforcement of
recommendations resulting from the EIA. In various countries, due to budgetary and political
constraints, SIA does not follow through the full project cycle, and stakeholder participation is
kept to the legally required minimum. Sometimes, the SIA is even omitted from the TOR of the

EIA (Becker et al., 2004; Becker and Vanclay, 2003; Vella and Borg, 2010; Vella, 2017).

These ‘trade-offs’ and the resulting attitudes of citizens towards development policy and
management have led to growing public distrust in the EIA process in many countries (see for
example Goldman, 2000:14; Moran, 2006:121). As a result, there has been a shift towards more
NGO participation and the creation of interest (or pressure) groups. Other stakeholders and
members of the wider public® decide to consciously or actively disengage from 'front-stage'
(after Goffman, 1959) involvement as a form of subversive action against the system (Baldacchino,

2015).

Therefore, Eckley (2001: 276) highlights "three ultimate determinants of the effectiveness of an
assessment” in terms of the long-term sustainability of a development project: planners should

take special consideration of: |) the focus of the project in social and environmental terms, both

B The wider public is only mentioned here as a matter of due diligence, since the thesis focuses on stakeholder
participation rather than the wider public. Public participation is used where theoretically relevant, especially in
Chapters 6 and 7. See Section 2.4 (p. 43) on a detailed explanation of participation and specifically Section 2.4.7
(p- 83), which distinguishes between public and stakeholder participation.
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short and long term; 2) who participates in the urban development process - in other words who
is involved, formally and informally, such as partners, clients, stakeholders who have a direct or
indirect stake in the project, other users who may be affected by the project and so on; and
finally, 3) 'science-governance": how the relationships between the scientific experts and decision-
makers or policy-makers are managed and how these roles are limited within the political process

of decision-making.

Eckley’s determinants emphasise connectivity - through time, between different actors, across
social and ecological realms, between science, policy and practice. For EIA this then means the
need for more collaboration, social learning and knowledge transfer between participants
(including between academics working strictly within academic institutions and researchers in
more applied fields of those disciplines) and for Impact Assessment tools to be more interrelated
and integrative, to take into consideration in realistic terms, how development can become more
socio-environmentally sustainable (Barthel and Seidl, 2017; Popa et al., 2015; Vanclay, 2014; Vella
and Borg, 2010).

2.4 Explaining Participation

This section provides a number of complementary explanations for why participation might lead
to different outcomes for the environment and those who participate in urban and spatial planning
processes. Based on the literature, it is possible to explain how different types of participation
work in terms of design (Section 2.4.2), mediation (2.4.3), the management of power (2.4.4),
interdisciplinary and cultural discourse (2.4.5), context (2.4.6) and democracy (2.4.7). First

however, it is necessary to define publics, stakeholders and participation in the context of SIA.

2.4.1 Defining publics, stakeholders and participation

Publics, stakeholders and participation are all “highly malleable concept(s), used to evoke and
signify almost anything that involves people... and can be easily reframed to meet any demands
made of them” (Cornwall, 2008: 269), such as in policies, TOR or any EU funding schemes that
require participation. Some policies, directives and programmes define more explicitly who the
'public’ or the 'stakeholder' is, based on definitions established by international conventions such

as the Aarhus Convention (UNECE, 1998).
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It should be noted though, that the Aarhus Convention does not use or define the term
“stakeholder” in its text but distinguishes between “the public”’, and “the public concerned” in
Articles 2.4 and 2.5, respectively:

The public is defined as “one or more natural or legal persons, and, in accordance with national
legislation or practice, their associations, organizations or groups” (Article 2.4), while

the public concerned” means the public affected or likely to be affected by, or having an interest in, the

environmental decision-making; for the purposes of this definition, non-governmental organizations

promoting environmental protection and meeting any requirements under national law shall be

deemed to have an interest (Article 2.5).
Depending on who is doing the defining (and their disciplinary foundations from e.g. political
sciences, communication sciences, history and social sciences), different conceptual frameworks
for the definition and use of the terms ‘public’ and ‘stakeholders’ emerge. Dewey (1927) defined
the public as all those who would be interested in or affected by a problem or decision, organise
themselves to address the problem or decision. Building on this situation dependent or contextual
definition, Grunig (1983) developed the situational theory of publics (STP),** which was further
extended and generalised (Kim and Grunig, 201 1) into a situational theory of problem solving
(STOPS) (Kim and Grunig, 201 1). STP and STOPS have been applied or further developed in the
fields of crisis, health and organisational communication (see e.g. Aldoory and Grunig, 2012; Kim
et al,, 201 I; Kim and Krishna, 2014; Kim and Lee, 2014; McKeever et al., 2016; Nimrod, 201 3;
Park et al., 2014; Zheng et al.,, 2016).

In the context of public participation in EAs and environmental decision-making, Dietz and Stern

(2008: 7-8) use the definition by the U.S. National Research Council (1996). Therefore,

“the public" in public participation normally refers to those individuals acting both in their roles as
citizens and as formal representatives of collective “interested and affected parties"—people,
groups, or organisations that may experience benefit or harm or that otherwise choose to become
informed or involved in an environmental decision." (Dietz and Stern, 2008: 7)

* In its definition of different types of publics, STP includes those who consider themselves as not having a problem
(nonpublics), those who have a problem but might not be aware that they do (the latent publics), those who
recognise that they have a problem (aware publics), and finally, the active publics, who do not just recognise that
they have a problem but also mobilise towards solving the problem (Grunig, 1983; 1997; Petty and Cacioppo,
1986; Toth, 2006).
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Using Renn and Walker (2008) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Science Advisory
Board (2001), Dietz and Stern (2008:15) make further distinctions between the different types of

publics:

I.  “Stakeholders----organized groups that are or will be affected by or that have

a strong interest in the outcome of a decision;

2. Directly affected public----individuals and non-organized groups that will

experience positive or negative effects from the outcome;

3. Observing public—--the media, cultural elites, and opinion leaders who may

comment on the issue or influence public opinion; and

4.  The general public—--all individuals who are not directly affected by the issue

but may be part of public opinion on it.”

While these categories are useful, including the STP typologies (Footnote 24, above), | have a
slightly different way of understanding who stakeholders are. In my conception of stakeholders, |
place 'directly affected public' as stakeholders, especially if they are users of the Aol. | also include
those people who may be indirectly affected by the proposed (development) scheme, because they
still have a 'stake’ in the outcome of decisions taken, as in it will affect his or her life in one way
or another. This broadens the definition of who the stakeholder is, bringing it closer to Freeman's
original definition, who defines a stakeholder as "any group or individual who can affect or is
affected by the achievement of the organisation's objectives" (Freeman, 1984: 46). Clearly defining
who is and who is not a stakeholder is highly consequential (Mitchell et al., 1997), since urban
development and planning contexts usually include contentions over who is considered a
stakeholder and how they are chosen. However, for the purposes of the SIA, and in keeping with
my epistemological background as an applied anthropologist, there is a normative goal in this
research to broaden my definition to include as many representative voices as possible. In fact,
as an SIA practitioner | would typically use a form of stakeholder analysis based on snowball
sampling, in which the identification and selection (and if necessary categorization) of stakeholders

is directed primarily by the stakeholders themselves, rather than the research (Reed et al., 2009).
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Therefore, in my conception of 'Stakeholders' | understand them to fall into three main categories
or camps:
* Directly and indirectly affected publics, especially those in an Aol, who wish to

influence a decision that affects their interests and therefore actively participate in the
urban development processes and any invited space for participation.

* Those who are directly or indirectly affected, but who choose not to get involved
with the decision-making process, even when there are active invited spaces for
participation and involvement.

* Those who are not directly or indirectly affected, but have an active interest in the
decision.

Directly and indirectly affected publics are those groups or individuals that are found within
the Aol and will probably be affected by the proposed project if given development consent.
Some individuals who are interviewed during the SIA would start off by stating that they do not
think that they will be affected by the proposal. By the end of the interview, they end up changing
their minds because of the type of questions that were asked and how the conversation
progressed (Vella and Borg, 2010). This will be discussed further in the methodology chapter
(Sections 3.2.2, p. 121; 3.2.4, p. 126 and particularly Section 3.2.6, p. 128 on participant

observation).

In this category of stakeholders, | also include those directly involved with the planning process
itself — the consultants performing the EIA, the decision-makers and politicians who also have a
stake in the results of the planning process. This correlates with the arguments presented earlier
on who has or does not have a stake in the project and Eckley’s determinants towards the
effectiveness of an assessment (see above, p. 42). This thinking is also a reflection of the perceived
conflict of interest that those directly, or, more specifically, officially involved in the planning
process are believed to have by other stakeholders (Vella and Borg, 2010). How these
perceptions may affect stakeholder engagement will be further discussed during the evaluation of

the three case studies in Chapter 6 and in Chapter 7 in relation to context.

This category of stakeholders also includes those who are somehow left out of the consultation
and/or participatory processes. The literature on public and stakeholder participation, planning

and governance give several reasons to why this takes place (e.g. Abram, 2011; Abram and
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Waldren, 1998; Abram and Weszkalnys, 2013; Conrad, 2012; Conrad et al,, 201 la; Conrad et
al., 201 Ib; Cornwall, 2008; Forester, 1989; 1999; 2009; Fraser et al., 2006; Healey, 2003; 2006;
2010; Hysing, 2013; Mansuri and Rao, 2013; Pares, 2012; Taylor et al.,, 1995; Vella et al., 2015a;
Vella and Borg, 2010), which notably include power dynamics and lobbying by more influential
groups. Those groups that are less organised, who incidentally are usually those who are more
vulnerable, may end up not getting involved, even if they try. This is sometimes a political strategy
by the government or its agencies, or the developer, who do not want to cause any 'ripples' by
involving certain groups (Healey 2006; Forester 2009). Best practice guidelines, commentators
and critics of public and stakeholder participation, however, caution practitioners to be vigilant
and make sure that such groups are included in participatory practices (e.g. Becker and Vanclay,
2003; de Vente et al., 201 6; Esteves et al., 2012; Reed, 2008; Vanclay and Esteves, 201 |), especially
with increasing acceptance of emerging trends that include a heightened attention to human
rights; the evolution of social performance standards and the rise of local content requirements
(Esteves et al., 2012: 38). Some go as far as suggesting that these groups should be given the
resources necessary for their participation (e.g. Dietz and Stern, 2008). This of course may be
difficult when there is no official participatory framework (such as Stakeholder Engagement Plans
(SEP), see e.g. Franks and Vanclay, 2013) during the project development cycle, participation is
limited to the legally mandated consultation by the environmental authority (Leighninger, 2014),
or the temporality and financial constraints of the EIA make it difficult to put such guidance into

practice.

The second group of stakeholders, who are also acknowledged in the literature (e.g. Healey,
2006; Abram, 201 I; Dietz and Stern, 2008), are those who choose not to get involved with
the decision-making process, even if they believe that they are affected by the proposed
development. Again the literature offers a number of reasons why this takes place but as
commentators have pointed out, it depends on the particular context of the case in question, the
policies that govern whatever process it is, the underlying socio-political history of both the
project itself and the planning agency (and usually also the relationship between agency, developer
and the groups in question, including those who do not choose to be left out but are in the end
left out of the planning, environmental assessment and/or decision-making processes) and the
wider regional or national socio-economic and political contexts and their historicisation (e.g.

Abram, 201 |; Abram and Waldren, 1998; Healey, 2006; loris, 2012; Pares et al., 2012; Pollock
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and Sharp, 2012; Porter, 2010; Sandercock, 2000; 2003; 2006; Vella and Borg, 2010). Indeed, a
number of these authors (and critical commentators) have argued that just because there is a
participatory process in place, even mandated by policy or legislation, does not mean that there
will be a fair representation of the affected stakeholders or that social justice, social cohesion and
equity will be upheld. As has already been elucidated earlier (see Section 1.3, pp. 8-18), critics
such as Collins and Ison (2006: 2) argue that issues are inherently complex, uncertain and with
multiple stakeholders, which makes conventional approaches to stakeholder participation messy,
with interventions that in the end do not yield the desired democratic and
environmentally/socially sustainable results. The research for this thesis therefore tries to elicit,
through the case studies, reasons to explain why such individuals choose not to get involved,

even if, directly asked to be interviewed/involved.

The third category of stakeholders can either be groups, formal and otherwise and individuals
that have an active interest in the proposed development project, but unlike the first category,
do not have a direct 'stake' towards that particular project, but might have other reasons why
they decide to engage with the EIA / decision-making process. The most obvious reason would
be an environmental interest, sometimes coupled with a political one. This falls squarely within
anthropological discourses of environmentalism (Abram, 2011; Abram and Waldren, 2003;
Healey, 2006; Briguglio, 2010; 2015), but also another hegemonic discourse, citizenship and
governance (e.g. Abram 201 |; Baldacchino 2015; Boissevain, 2013). The differences between the
first and third categories are subtle, especially for the purposes of an SIA, where such individuals
and groups would usually be associated with Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and eNGOs for
example, and considered as having a direct stake within the project, but from an analysis
perspective, there are differences that do differentiate one category from the other, in the form
of agency, representation or self-representation. These differences become more important
when discussing participation and SIA at more conceptual and theoretical levels and also for the
SIA fieldworker’s involvement, because their reasons for active involvement would be different
from those with more apparent direct or indirect stakes within the proposed development
scheme. This category of stakeholder becomes particularly interesting when invited spaces for
participation are limited or absent and they tend to become enablers for citizen-driven

engagement where either the individual or group flies under the radar and sometimes, even the
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2engagement itself may not be immediately apparent, though most of the time, the civic

engagement is visible (e.g. Hoff and Gausset, 2015; McCabe, 2010).

Participation, together with engagement and involvement have been mentioned several
times in the above paragraphs. As with stakeholders, participation, engagement and involvement
may have different meanings depending on the processes that they are embedded in, and who is
using the terms. For the purposes of this this discussion | make a deliberate distinction between
the three: Building on the definition provided in the introduction (Footnote 2, p.2), participation,
therefore, is when an individual, in one way or another, actively takes part in official participation.
Based on the literature consulted in the context of SIA and urban planning, | interpret stakeholder
involvement as when an individual decides to take an interest in a project, which may be as
passively as following the news updates and nothing more. When that individual decides to get
more actively involved, then that person becomes an active participant, actively engaging with the
participatory process. This is different from passive participation, where an individual may choose
to attend a meeting, for example, but chooses to not participate in discussions or make his or
her opinion heard or public knowledge. In this case, the individual is getting involved to stay
informed but does not engage more actively with the process. During the fieldwork for this
research, for example, there were several people who attended the public meeting for whichever
proposed project they had a stake in, but it was noted that these individuals were not active
participants, even sitting at the back of the hall. Further, when invited to be interviewed, they
declined. While they may be actively engaged within the process informally, formally, they were

passive participants.

Before focusing on different aspects of participation that have informed my theoretical positioning
and the development of the Wheel and Theory of Participation conceptualised in Chapter 6, it is
appropriate at this point to provide a short contextual historical overview of how the literature
defines participation. This is because, as will be discussed in Section 3.1.3.1 (p. 103) and later in
Chapters 6 and 7, the participation that takes place during the three case studies is first analysed
using a more hierarchical predominantly top-down model depicted as ladders (Figure 2.3), based
mostly on Arnstein’s 1969 ladder of participation. Arnstein’s conceptualisation of participatory
processes started a trend that depicted participatory typologies as a sequence from non-

participation at the bottom rung of the ladder to full citizen control at the top. Over the decades
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that followed, mostly fuelled by the confrontational urban politics of 1960s America and
subsequent models arising from other socio-political and governance contexts, the nature and
number of rungs of the ladder were modified to represent the underlying perceptions of power
and relationships between the state and its constituents, from Wilcox’s (1994) collaborative 5
rungs to Eyben’s (2003) rights-based 6-rung ladder (Aylett, 2010: 101), reproduced in Figure 2.3,
below). As Aylett points out, these very different participatory models “carry within them the
imprint of the struggles that shaped them” (Aylett, 2010: 101I), including debates drawing on
Foucault and Habermas on the role of power, struggle and consensus within the modern state

(see Sections 2.4.4-2.4.7, pp. 61-83).
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Figure 2.3: Three models of participation (Arnstein, 1969; Eyben, 2003; Wilcox, 1994) are summarized using the
common visual metaphor of the ladder. At the base of each ladder is a term denoting the perceived nature of
power and state/society relationships implicit in each model. (Source: Aylett, 2010: 101)

Therefore, Cornwall (2008: 270-3) points out that while “Arnstein’s ladder looks at participation
from the perspective of those on the receiving end, Jules Pretty’s (1995) typology of participation
speaks more to the user of participatory approaches” (Cornwall, 2008: 270), and is equally

normative. Sara White’s typology (1996) can be used as a useful tool to identify conflicting ideas
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about why or how participation is being used at any particular stage in a process, offering some
insights of the different interests in various forms of participation (for tables describing the two

typologies, see Cornwall, 2008: 270; 272-273).

2.4.2 Participation as design

There is a growing body of literature that emphasises role of design in participation processes.
Perhaps most stark is the claim by de Vente et al. (2016: 12), based on quantitative and qualitative
analysis of interviews with facilitators and stakeholders engaged in environmental management in

Il cases from Spain and Portugal and |3 international dryland sites:

The limited amount of variation in outcomes that was observed across national contexts could be
explained by a small number of contextual factors. We therefore conclude that well-designed
engagement processes that consider the recommendations from this research, can lead to well-
informed, durable, and flexible outcomes across a wide range of contexts.

Although de Vente et al. (2016: 12) explicitly state, “this is not to say that context had no effect
on outcomes whatsoever”, they emphasise the relative importance of effective process design in
determining the outcomes of participation. This is consistent with Brooks et al.’s (201 3) statistical
analysis of 136 community-based conservation projects, showing project design was critical in
delivering attitudinal, behavioural, ecological and economic outcomes. Although “some
community characteristics” (e.g. tenure regimes and supportive cultural beliefs) were important
for “some aspects of project success” they concluded that “surprisingly, there is less evidence
that national context systematically influences project outcomes” (Brooks et al.,, 2013: |). Newig
et al. (2016) suggest that one of the reasons that process design plays such an important role in
determining outcomes, is that stakeholder and public participation provides more comprehensive
information inputs that can underpin more robust decisions. Equally, poorly designed and
facilitated participation may also lead to biases in the decision-making process, for example if the
outcomes reflect the information inputs of over-represented or dominant participants (Ansell

and Gash, 2008).

Another reason why well-designed engagement processes are more likely to help tackle
environmental challenges may be because they engage those responsible for implementing
decisions fully from the outset (e.g. Bulkeley and Mol, 2003; Newig, 2007). By effectively

representing key actors who can affect or who are likely to be affected by decisions arising from
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the engagement process, the decision is more likely to reflect the views of those who must
implement it (Reed et al., 2009; Reed and Curzon, 2015). This literature argues for strategic
rather than complete representation of stakeholders based on their relative levels of interest,
influence and benefit. There is evidence that engaging large numbers of stakeholders in complex
decision-making processes can increase understanding of system complexity among participants,
leading to consensus over broad, conceptual points but make it harder for decision-makers to

choose between options (Buscher and de Beer, 201 |; Gray et al., 2012).

Linked to this, a well-designed engagement process should in theory seek and value all
perspectives in a decision-making process (de Vente et al., 2016). By enabling participants to listen
to a wider range of perspectives, stakeholder and public participation may enable learning to
occur at several levels (Garmendia and Stagl, 2010). This may range from better understanding
the conservation challenges on a cognitive level, to deeper learning that can enable participants
to re-evaluate underlying assumptions and values, leading to changes in attitudes that may shift
their positions, so that they are more in line with their values in relation to the environment
(Fazey et al., 2006; de Vente et al,, 2016). Sterling et al. (2017) analysed 82 case studies of
participatory conservation projects and found a statistically significant correlation between
attitudinal change and three design variables: i) integration of stakeholder knowledge and values
in the decision-making process; ii) participation with stakeholders throughout the project; and iii)
transparency of the decision-making process (there was also a correlation between attitudinal

change and trust building in the case studies they analysed).

In order to design an appropriate participatory process, clear objectives need to be agreed among
stakeholders at the outset: “It is only by defining clear objectives that it will be possible to
determine the appropriate level of engagement, who should be engaged, and how best to engage
them” (Reed, 2008: 2424). As introduced above (Section 2.4.1) and further explored in the
sections that follow and the discussion chapters (6 and 7), understanding who is a stakeholder
and defining them also depends on the socio-cultural and political context within which the
participatory process is to be designed and undertaken. It is important to clearly articulate the
participatory tools selected and specific objectives to work with the different groups, since “well-
formulated questions are more likely to generate robust answers” (Lynam et al., 2007: 3). This is

closely linked to stakeholder analysis, which may take place as part of such an analysis, where
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system boundaries and issues are identified alongside those who hold a stake in what happens to
the system under investigation (Reed et al., 2009). This may require negotiation, and different
stakeholders may have irreconcilable objectives (Chess and Purcell, 1999). However, if the goals
are developed through dialogue (making trade-offs where necessary) between participants, they
are more likely to take ownership of the process, partnership building will be more likely, and
the outcomes are more likely to be more relevant to stakeholder needs and priorities, motivating
their ongoing active engagement (Johnson et al., 2004; Lynam et al., 2007). This assumes that such

engagement is in fact necessary.

Participatory methods can only be chosen once the objectives of the process have been clearly
articulated, a level of engagement has been identified that is appropriate to those objectives, and
relevant stakeholders have been selected for inclusion in the process. The level of engagement is
a major factor determining the methods that are likely to be the most relevant. These range from
information dissemination leaflets (discussed above), the use of mass media and hotlines; public
meetings; focus groups; a task force; and so forth. Reed (2008) lists the various methods that
have been used and authors such as Sadler et al. (2002) (Table 2.2 below), Tippett et al. (2007),
Carter (2006), Cornwall (2008), Rowe and Frewer (2004), Cooke and Kothari (2002), Richards
et al. (2004), Chambers (2002); Taylor et al. (1995), Cleaver (1999) and others provide useful
reviews, comparative and critical analyses of participatory process designs and methods, both
generally and in specific fields where they participatory tools are utilised (such as sustainable

development; governance; urban, spatial and resource planning and management, and so forth).

Methods used must also be adapted to the decision-making context, including socio-cultural and
environmental factors and other limitations (see e.g. Reed, 2008) and will need to be critically
evaluated by the ‘agency’ (those initiating the stakeholder engagement; see Section 6.2, p. 287)
accordingly, together with the relevant stage of the process where stakeholder participation will

be implemented (Richards et al., 2004).

Table 2.2 illustrates several public participation techniques, their level of public contact achieved;
their ability to handle specific interests; the degree of two-way communication and whether they
inform/ educate stakeholders; identify problems and values; generate ideas and solve problems;
have the capacity of feedback; whether they evaluate the various issues being discussed and finally

whether they resolve conflict and achieve consensus.
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As the table below indicates, stakeholder participation and the various methods used can be
unsuccessful in reaching their goals and, depending on the socio-political context, may even
increase conflict without reaching consensus. Experience of disaster and risk management
diplomacy, for example, has shown that grassroots involvement can be counterproductive in high-
level strategic policy making (Kelman, 2008). This is also because technical planning and
environmental decisions are not only value based, but also identity based (Appleyard, 1979: 143),
in other words, individuals bring with them socio-cultural and cognitive baggage and this will
influence how they make decisions, and may go against scientific data and empirical results
(Forester, 1989; Abram, 2011). The testing and evaluation of alternatives in a cooperative and
interactive manner can then prove to be more complicated, sometimes resulting in conflict
(Golobic, 2005: 202). Public participation has been associated with pre-proposals, to inform EIA
and SIA. The integration of such tools should enhance environmental governance but the
mechanisms through which this can be done are unclear. What is clear is that there is consensus
for social investigation in efforts to address these issues and re-thinking the traditional
instruments to assess environmental impacts (e.g. Devuyust et al., 2001; Milton, 2004; Moran,
2017; Okpoko, 1998; Weston, 2003). This doctoral research has similar aims to the ones
proposed by Cooke and Kothari (2002) and the contributors of their book Participation-The New
Tyranny? While they posited their enquiry towards the use of participatory methods in the
development industry, my enquiry will focus on impact assessments, especially social assessments
within the urban planning decision-making process, "through a conceptual and ideological

examination of its theory, methods and practices" (Cooke and Kothari, 2002: 2).
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Table 2.2: Public Participation Techniques. (Source: Adapted from Sadler et al., 2002: 186-187)

Level of Ability | Degree of Public Participation / Inform/ Identity | Achieve | Feed- | Evaluate Resolve
Public to 2-way Communication Educate | Problems | Ideas/ back Conflict/
Contact Handle Comm- Technique | Values Values Reach
Achieved | Specific | unication Consensus
Interest
2 I | Public Hearings X X
2 I 2 Public Meetings X X X
I 2 3 Informal Small Group Meetings X X X X X X
2 | ) General Public Information X
Meetings
| 2 ) Presen'tati.ons to Community X X
Organisation
| 3 3 Infotjmation Coordination X X
Seminars
I 2 | Operating Field Offices X X X X
I 3 3 Local Planning Visits X X X
’ ) | Information Brochures and X
Pamphlets
I 3 3 Field Trips and Site Visits X X
3 I 2 Public Displays X X X
2 I 2 Model Demonstration Projects X X X X
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Level of Ability | Degree of | Public Participation / Inform/ | Identity | Achieve | Feed- | Evaluate Resolve
Public to 2-way Communication Educate | Problems | Ideas/ back Conflict/
Contact Handle | Communi | Technique | Values Values Reach
Achieved | Specific cation Consensus
Interest

3 I | Material for Mass Media X

I 3 2 Response to Public Inquiries X

3 | | Press Releases Inviting X X
Comments

I 3 3 Workshops X X X X X

I 3 3 Advisory Committees X X X X

I 3 3 Task Forces X X X

| 3 3 EmPloyment of Community X X x
Residents

| 3 3 Community Interest X X X
Advocates

| 3 3 Ombudsmar? or X X X X X
Representative
Public Review of Initial

2 3 | Assessment Decision X X X X X X

Document

KEY: Level of participation: |= Low; 2= Medium; 3= High
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Unfortunately, initiating such change is usually ‘fraught with problems’, as Goldman (2000)
puts it when talking about the passageway from SIA recommendations to project
implementation. Increasing use of visualization technologies in spatial planning, and employing
the full capabilities of available analytical technologies by interdisciplinary teams for example,
could instigate better information transfer and collaboration between the analysts, those
actors who have a stake in the project and the participants within the decision-making process,
inducing better results (Vella and Borg, 2010). It is therefore important to understand the
interactions between communities, environmental agendas and bureaucratic systems of
planning before considering a change in methodologies or one risks entering the reflexive
loop of "self-critical epistemological awareness" (Chambers, 1997: 32) that practitioners of
Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) are so accustomed to (Cooke and Kothari, 2002). While
such reflexivity is considered by PRA practitioners essential to participatory ideology and
practice, Cooke and Kothari also point out how this reflexivity has been critiqued for its lack
of productive critique of the methods employed, giving little value to important
epistemological and methodological questions. | pose the same question in relation to
Environmental and Social Impact studies rather than for PRA: How can environmental and
social assessments be conducted without de-localizing or disenfranchising the affected

'communities'?

It could be argued that being epistemologically aware and self-critical are important in SIA and
any participatory work, because they link directly to positionality of oneself in relation to the
planned development and the social actors (the stakeholders) that SIA practitioners (or other
professional) interact with, and possibly identify with. It is then important to move beyond
the reflexivity and the professional’s role within the SIA and participatory processes and
where the practitioners are located within those processes. In short, how do professionals /
practitioners interact with these processes and how, then do they influence the process and
the decisions that are taken through their work (with their specific disciplinary ‘baggage’ or
‘lens’) to decrease de-localising or disenfranchising affected 'communities'? The literature
indicates that one approach to this interaction is mediation, also attributed as one of the roles
of SIA practitioners (e.g. Chambers, 1989; Ervin, 2005; Karjalainen and Jarvikoski, 2010;
Miklavcic and LeBlanc, 2014; Rylko-Bauer et al., 2006; Sairinen, 201 I; Sairinen et al., 2010;
Simpson, 2000; Vella et al., 2015b; Vella and Borg, 2010; Van Willigen, 2002).
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2.4.3 Participation as mediation

As discussed in the above section, recent governance models suggest that direct participation
and integration of stakeholder concerns in the environmental decision-making process could
assist mediation and reduce the potential for conflict and this will be further explored next.
Participatory methods may offer an approach to accommodate the issues raised by opponents
to certain developments and thus possibly avoid consequent refusals of planning permission
(Colby et al., 2009). The literature also suggests that effective involvement of stakeholders in
the decision making process can produce better community endorsement that is superior to
representations produced solely by expert-centred processes since it allows for stakeholder
appreciation and reflection; can capture different perspectives, allows for social, economic
and political flexibility, enhances perceived legitimacy of decisions taken and potentially
captures alternative options (Swanson et al, 2009; Reed, 2008). In many environmental
decisions, multiple stakeholder input is needed to produce a fair and balanced decision that is
better accepted (Creighton, 1983). Such input requires direct participation efforts that is
nowadays mandated as part of the scope of normal decision-making procedures, and not
simply left to majority voting by a representational branch of government (Webler, 1999),

especially when it involves projects that are partly funded by the EU.

In recent times, top-down approaches to decision-making have received sustained criticism
from a variety of sources. These include the Critical Legal Studies movement in the USA.
Kennedy (1997) for example, taking inspiration from Marxist and feminist discourses, has
drawn attention to the hidden motivations and power structures of law. This sustained
critique of an overbearing and paternalistic approach has led to a re-conceptualisation of
justice as something that emerges from the discourse of equals; a more bottom-up account
of justice where reasoned argument, synergies (at best) and compromise (at worst) are the
hallmarks of a qualitatively distinct form of dialogue between parties. Recent studies in
environmental governance show that cooperative approaches, e.g. co-production of
knowledge and evidence have longer lasting effects on stakeholder relationships, social

learning, and implementation of environmental legislation (Armitage et al., 2015).

When conflicts arise, especially during decision-making processes with polycentric disputes,
which feature multiple parties and multiple issues (as is usually the case during stakeholder
participation exercises), rather trying to eliminate conflict, it is more productive to create

participatory structures that can work productively with conflict (Aylett, 2010; Flyvbjerg,
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1998; Holmes and Scoones, 2000; 2001; Owens, 2000). Focusing on participation, one
approach would be alternate dispute or conflict resolution that follows the informal route of
mediation, rather than the formal route of arbitration (Fuller, 1971). Mediation is considered
to be a non-hierarchical approach to conflict resolution (Menkel-Meadow, 1993), enabling the
solution to conflict to emerge from the dialogue and interaction of the participants, without

the presence of an external authority (e.g. judge) to rule on the matter (Vella et al., 2015b).

The advantages of mediation are doubted by some who argue that mediation cannot
successfully deal with power imbalances and that these are inherently private resolutions that
lack the authority of public settlements (Fiss, 1984). This viewpoint has been further
supported by Neuberger (2010) who argued that more formal conflict resolution has a

constitutional and public value that should not be undermined by private resolution.

A relevant response here comes from some critics of alternative dispute resolution and
mediation, notably Salem (1993; 1997), who argue that ‘Western’, often, ‘hidden’ assumptions
about conflict resolution are not universally applicable and are not shared in other parts of
the world. The much-discussed wider cultural critiques in the fields of conflict resolution,
political science and various sub-disciplines of anthropology (Bear, 2014; Boyer, 2012; Cowan
et al,, 2001; Meyer, 201 1) reiterate the need to re-conceptualise participatory processes as a
form of mediation between multiple and often conflicting stakeholder views, needs, agendas

and cultural approaches and perspectives.

The practice of mediation can be traced back to Greek and Roman times in the West
(Ramsbotham et al,, 201 |: 52). The intellectual roots of mediation can be attributed to many
disparate sources (Menkel-Meadow, 2000). Mitchell and Webb (1988) point out that by 1945,
the experiential knowledge acquired in the field by professional diplomats and negotiators had
become complemented by critical studies of state-level diplomacy and international mediation.
This was followed by the call in Chapter VI of the United Nations Ch