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Abstract 

Public involvement is a process that involves the public in the decision making of an organization, for example a municipality or a corporation. It has developed into a widely accepted and recommended policy in environment altering projects. The EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) took force in 2000 and stresses the importance of public involvement in composing river basin management plans. Therefore, the need to develop public involvement methods for different situations and circumstances is evident. 

This paper describes how various public involvement methods have been applied in a development project involving the most heavily regulated natural lake in Finland. The objective of the project was to assess the positive and negative impacts of regulation and to find possibilities for alleviating the adverse impacts on recreational use and the aquatic ecosystem. An exceptional effort was made towards public involvement, which was closely connected to planning and decision making. The applied methods were 1) steering group work, 2) survey, 3) dialogue, 4) theme interviews, 5) public meeting and 6) workshops. The information gathered using these methods was utilized in different stages of the project, e.g., in identifying the regulation impacts, comparing alternatives and compiling the recommendations for regulation development.

After describing our case and the results from the applied public involvement methods, we will discuss our experiences and the feedback from the public. We will also critically evaluate our own success in coping with public involvement challenges. In addition to that, we present general recommendations for dealing with these problematic issues based on our experiences, which provide new insights for applying various public involvement methods in multi-objective decision making projects.
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Introduction

The “environment” started to exist as a political concept in the late 1960’s. Since then the awareness of environmental issues has increased remarkably (Dryzek 1997). In addition to this, there have been changes not only in the ways the environment is used and utilized, but also in the awareness of the social impacts and consequences of different projects – and in the awareness of the significance of increasing and improving the possibilities of co-operation in making decisions and plans about environment altering projects (Roberts and Marshall 1995, Leskinen 1994). The EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) that took force in 2000 aims at improving the ecological status of water bodies and stresses the importance of public involvement. Thus, when planning environment altering projects the interaction with local communities, which is referred to as “public involvement” in this article, is nowadays a widely accepted and recommended policy. Its main objective is to inform people about an environment altering proposal and its impacts and to develop the original proposal in interaction with potentially affected people. (Morgan 1998)

Public involvement became a discussion topic among project planners in the early 1970’s, mainly because of the U.S. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (1969), which was the starting point of the assessment of environmental and social impacts and also for public consultation in environmental decision making (Burdge and Robertson 1990, Marshall and Roberts 1997). During the past three decades, the role of local communities in project planning and impact assessment processes has been changeable and unclear. What is meant by the term “public involvement” has become clearer only recently, which has helped in developing the whole procedure. In Finland, social impact assessment became a statutory part of environmental impact assessment in 1994, as the Environmental Impact Assessment Law took force. The law has had a positive effect on the development of public involvement. 

“Public involvement” is defined as the process that involves the public in the decision making procedures of an organization, for example a municipality or a corporation. Although the terms are often used interchangeably, “public involvement” is not synonymous with “public participation” (which brings the public directly into the decision making process) or with “public consultation” (which is about educating and sharing information in order to improve decision making). However, these three terms should not be seen as completely separate from each other; in practice they often are (and practically have to be) used simultaneously. From the point of view of the involved people, consultation and participation are different levels of being able to affect decision making within the public involvement process. (Roberts 1995, Marshall and Roberts 1997, Roberts 1999)


There are many methods suitable for public involvement. Applying these methods depends on the proposal, its context and the goals set for the participation process (e.g., informing or gathering information). The methods for public involvement can be divided into three categories: 1) methods primarily for informing and educating, 2) methods primarily to seek public input and 3) methods to promote information exchange and interaction. In the first category there are for example all kinds of printed material, exhibitions and information transmitted in the media. Public input (category 2) is usually sought with methods like surveys and interviews. Open houses, telephone hot lines, authority contacts, committees, workshops and public hearings, among several similar methods, are about information exchange and interaction (category 3) (Morgan 1998). The fourth category could include methods that aim specifically at finding commonly agreed upon solutions, for example alternative dispute resolution (ADR) methods. 

There are several problematic issues that need to be considered whenever using public involvement methods. For example, the locals involved may have unrealistic expectations about the weight of their input in decision making, and the lack of concrete results may make people sceptical about the whole idea of public involvement. Also, overloading either the public or the public involvement managers with data and responsibility for making important decisions may have a negative effect to the whole process. The representativeness of the participants may also be unsure (Marshall and Roberts 1997). Some public involvement methods are criticized for being forums for reacting to ready proposals instead of developing them from the start. However, this is also a question of how and when the methods are used.  It is hard to pick the most effective public participation methods, because the cases differ from each other and the empirical research of the methods is still limited (Chess and Purcell 1999). Besides, the “most effective” or the “best” method does not necessarily exist; different methods are suitable for different purposes and are thus not comparable with each other. We will consider these issues in further detail in the discussion chapter of this paper. 

The experiences gathered from public involvement projects can and should be utilized in the implementation phase of the Water Framework Directive. In this paper we will present our experiences from public involvement in a highly contradictory water management project. Both traditional and new public participation methods were applied. We will synthesize the main results of these methods, and compare and evaluate the applicability of the methods in our case study. Finally, we will reflect on our own experiences to the problematic issues mentioned above and draw general conclusions and recommendations from the public involvement point of view.
Lake Kemijärvi – Developing Finland’s heaviest lake regulation 

“Developing water level regulation” refers to the actions aiming to improve on-going regulation practices so that the social, economic and ecological impacts of regulation would better meet the aims set for the use of the water course and the state of the aquatic ecosystem. The benefits of the regulation can be increased and the disadvantages diminished by adjusting the regulation practice and by carrying out different remedial measures within the framework of the valid regulation license, or by adjusting the license. The satisfaction of the people utilizing the water body can also be increased by improving the ways and the means for informing people and the means to communicate. (Marttunen et al 2001) 

Lake Kemijärvi is the most heavily regulated natural lake in Finland; the water level change is seven meters. The lake is regulated by Kemijoki Ltd. The regulation of Lake Kemijärvi has significant positive and negative impacts. The most important advantages are the increase in hydro-power production and the decrease of flood damages along the shorelines of the lake and the river downstream. 

The regulation has caused major harmful impacts on nature. The areas of littoral vegetation and zoobenthos biomass have decreased, several species have disappeared and the living conditions of some fish species have become degraded. For instance, the reproduction of lake-spawning whitefish is impossible and also the eggs of vendace are largely destroyed under the down-dwelling ice (Marttunen and Hellsten 2003). The impacts on recreational use are both positive and negative. Fishing and the use of snowmobiles have become more difficult during winter time due to the continually decreasing water level. However, during the summer time the water level is more stable than in the natural state and thus the usability of the shoreline has become better. The strong water level fluctuation and the rise of the water level during the open water period have strengthened erosion and launched heavy geomorphological changes in the littoral zone of the shoreline.
The Finnish Water Act was changed in 1994 which made it possible to revise old regulation practices if they cause significant adverse impacts on the aquatic ecosystem or recreational use.  The process is two-staged. In the first stage the possibilities for diminishing harmful impacts are assessed in co-operation with major stakeholders. The second stage is necessary only when no consensus is found about remedial actions. In that case the regional environment centre, municipality or fisheries authority can make an application to the Water Court, which can then make revisions to the regulation licence and give new rules related to, e.g., compensation for the adverse impacts of regulation.

  In 1999, based on the Finnish Water Act, the town of Kemijärvi and the regional fishing organization made an initiative to the Lapland Regional Environment Centre to assess the impacts of the regulation. The project started in 2000 and had three main objectives. First, to assess the positive and negative impacts of the regulation. Second, to find out the needs and possibilities for alleviating adverse impacts on recreational use and the water ecosystem. Third, to present recommendations which could be widely accepted by the stakeholders, including local fishermen, recreational users of the watercourse, the hydro power company and water resource and fisheries authorities. This third objective was the most important one: lots of effort has been put into creating a process that aims at finding a consensus solution. In the project, special emphasis has been put on public involvement and public participation. In addition to that, the project was planned and carried out in a way that made it possible to efficiently utilize the extensive information gathered by various methods during the project.  
Table 1. The regulation of Lake Kemijärvi, Finland.

	REGULATION CHARACHTERISTICS
	DESCRIPTION

	The area of the lake at the highest /lowest water level
	285 km2 / 128 km2

	The year the regulation started
	1965

	Description of the regulation
	The highest water level change allowed within a year: 7 meters. 

When the regulation started, the water level was raised by 2,2 meters. 

	The measures taken to mitigate the negative impacts of the regulation
	Shores shielded: 42 km 

Shores cleared: 242 km

Dams built: 5

The payment for fish stock management: 74 000 euros/year

	The amount of inhabited shore land estates
	1388 (in the year 2002)

	The profit from hydro power production
	App. 10 000 000 euros/year


The major tasks of the project were:
i. Identification of pressures and impact assessment. The factors affecting the status of Lake Kemijärvi were identified and their impacts were assessed. The main emphasis was on the ecological and social impacts of regulation. The economic impacts of regulation were fairly well-known.

ii. Identification of mitigation measures for diminishing the negative regulation impacts. The possible measures to diminish the negative regulation impacts were identified based on field studies, survey, interviews, public meeting, workshops and steering group work were listed.

iii. Evaluation and comparison of the measures. In the first phase the measures that were clearly unrealizable for economic, social, ecological or juridical reasons were eliminated. The most effective mitigation measures were sought by assessing the pros and cons of the alternatives. The attitudes of stakeholders to various measures were clarified.

iv. Formation of the recommendations. Assessing and comparing the impacts of the alternatives has increased the knowledge about diminishing the negative regulation impacts. Recommendations for diminishing the negative impacts of the regulation of Lake Kemijärvi are formed based on the steering group work, discussions between stakeholders and feedback.

Public Involvement in the Lake Kemijärvi Case

Public involvement had a crucial role in the water level regulation development project of Lake Kemijärvi. Public involvement had four main objectives: 1) gathering information about the impacts, needs and possibilities for developing the regulation, 2) searching for acceptable and satisfying solutions to the problems, 3) improving the communication between the stakeholders and 4) increasing the knowledge of matters related to the regulation. The following methods for public involvement and interactive project planning were used:

· Steering group (since 2000)

· Survey (spring 2001)  

· Dialogue (spring 2002)

· Theme interviews (2002-2003)

· Public meeting (autumn 2002)

· Workshops 
(2002-2003)
A steering group consisting of 14 people was gathered to guide the course of the development project. The group included shore-land owners, recreational users of the watercourse, fishermen, a representative of the hydro power company Kemijoki Ltd and local authorities. The group was commanded by the Lapland Environment Centre. The Finnish Environment Institute was responsible for the planning and coordination of the whole project as well as organizing public involvement. The steering group assembled for a meeting on a regular basis three to four times a year (a total of 13 times) to discuss about the regulation and development work and to make plans for further actions. The group’s task was to consider and either accept or reject the final recommendations for developing the regulation of Lake Kemijärvi. The steering group work was comprised of traditional group meetings and several excursions to the Lake Kemijärvi area. Researchers from several branches of science have presented results of their studies in the group meetings. 

A survey was conducted to gather information about the present state of the Lake Kemijärvi area and about local people’s experiences, expectations, reactions and opinions on regulation. The survey was sent to 700 lakeside land owners. The Lapland Regional Environment Centre and the steering group co-operated in designing and conducting the survey. 

A total of 30 theme interviews were made, 24 among the stakeholders of Lake Kemijärvi’s regulation (local people, hydro power company’s representatives, environmental authorities), and 6 complementary interviews at another regulated lake nearby, Lake Suolijärvi (hydro power company representative, locals). The starting-point of the theme interviews was sociological: they were conducted to get familiar with the social dimension of the regulation, i.e., to find out what kinds of social impacts the regulation of Lake Kemijärvi has and how experiencing the significance of the impacts varies between stakeholders. It was also examined how the social relationships and the social networking between local inhabitants affect the way the regulation is experienced and seen. The main objective of the interviews was to find out how and which of the established policies of Lake Kemijärvi’s regulation could be developed so that the way the regulation is carried out would get closer to the ideal of socially acceptable development. (Väntänen 2003)

Dialogue is a method of interaction in which the participants voluntarily commit themselves to follow certain rules of discussion. Among the rules there are for example listening, studying one’s own and also others’ assumptions, examining matters instead of positions and thinking together. In dialogue the conversation is structured, for example, it may proceed from concrete experiences to visions. The dialogue is conducted by a chairman who does not take part in the discussion but is responsible that the rules are being followed (Slotte and Hämäläinen 2003). In the Lake Kemijärvi case, the conducted dialogue aimed at 1) examining the reasons for conflicts and 2) presenting the dialogue as a possible method to develop the communication between different interest groups. The dialogue was conducted to an extended steering group. 

A public meeting with a regulation exhibition connected to it was conducted in order to introduce the development process and its results to the locals and also to widen the discussion about regulation and the development process. Local viewpoints, experiences and suggestions about improving the present situation were gathered for the steering group’s use.  The chairman of the event was a public involvement expert. 

Rules for the discussion were presented in the beginning of the conversation. The participants were given a task to first think by themselves and then in small groups, what is characteristic for good regulation and how the negative impacts could be mitigated. The participants’ ideas and thoughts were written down on a large paper on the wall and used as key words. Giving tasks, setting rules for the conversation and using key words strove for guiding the discussion to central themes and for activating all participants to present their views and for keeping the conversation in control even on matters that were known to be very contradictory. During the course of the conversation the chairman presented complementary and activating questions about the matters brought up by the participants and about a few pre-selected themes, such as informing people about regulation or organizing the co-operation.   

Public involvement was continued in four open workshops. They were designed to open a more focused view to some of the essential matters which came up during the public meeting. The workshop themes were 1) fishing, 2) communication and co-operation, 3) restoration of the shores and 4) developing the regulation practice. Like in the public meeting, the chairman gave the participants questions and tasks prepared in advance. Some of the tasks were real, already partly realized plans for future goals and activities of the development project that participants got to estimate. There were no actual presentations by experts. Instead the questions were answered in the order they were asked. The tone of the discussion, the way the turns to speak divided between the stakeholders and the participants’ ways of stating arguments were also observed.

One of the features of a good public involvement procedure is to be active and thorough in informing the public (The Aarhus Convention Newcastle Workshop, 2000). The progression and results of the research work has been informed to the public in the local media. A lot of effort was put into spreading the word: public involvement organizers were active in contacting the media, discussing with them and providing the journalists with memoranda and feedback information. The following chapters will provide a more detailed view into the public involvement methods and the results and experiences gathered in the Lake Kemijärvi case study. 

Experiences, feedback and results 
In our case, one of the major objectives of public involvement was to gather the experiences of local people concerning the regulation and their perceptions of how the harmful impacts of regulation could be diminished. The applied public involvement methods complemented each other, but also produced overlapping information. In addition to that, some complementary propositions came up when the data gathered by the aforementioned methods was compiled and outlined for the steering group’s use. It is not possible to present results in further detail in this article. Therefore, we focus on the perceptions related to current regulation and the proposed mitigation measures. When analyzing the results of different methods it should be noted that they also had different objectives.
It is quite evident that the people who spend a lot of their time close to the watercourse have valuable knowledge about its current status and about the consequences and the significance of different human pressures and mitigation measures. However, public involvement shouldn’t be seen as a process that benefits only the project managers. It should also meet the needs of the public. The public is the one to evaluate if the arranged involvement possibilities came up to their expectations. Next we’ll examine the public involvement in the Lake Kemijärvi case from the perspectives of the public (feedback) and managers (experiences).
Survey
The perceptions of local people and their attitudes toward different remedial measures were best reflected in the survey results, because it reached more recreational users and people living on the shores of Lake Kemijärvi than any other method. In this respect, the survey established a basis for impact assessment. The survey showed how significant a problem the regulation actually is experienced to be in the area. It helped to outline the scale of the problems. 63% of the 700 people answered the survey form. This is a high percentage in surveys of this kind and indicates a strong local interest in the regulation. More than 50% experienced the regulation as a negative phenomenon. The most significant negative impacts were soiled and broken fishing nets, floating stumps
 and unsuitable water levels. 50% saw them as significant disadvantages and 30% as quite significant disadvantages. The survey results were utilized when compiling recommendations for compensating the negative impacts of regulation. The survey brought back dozens of suggestions, which were very useful when the needs for remedial actions were reported. The four most often suggested remedial actions were clearing the shores (26 mentions), shielding the shores (26 mentions), removing the stumps
 (25 mentions) and heightening of the bottom weirs (16 mentions). 
On one hand, the results of the survey strengthened the preconceptions that experts had about the regulation and its impacts on recreational use and fishing.  On the other hand, some of the results were quite surprising. For example, 35% agreed that the regulation of Lake Kemijärvi should be shifted to natural water levels, even if it would cause economic loss or damage for example to buildings located on the shores, agricultural and forestry economics and hydro power production. Concerning the amplitude of the regulation, it was also surprising that 23% agreed that the different and partially conflicting objectives of the stakeholders have been combined together well in the regulation.  
Surveys are crucial, because other methods are able to reach only a limited number of local inhabitants – and most likely those who are particularly active in the matter. With a survey it is easy to gather lots of information from large populations (Morgan 1998). In our case, the survey provided information for project planning, for guiding further discussion and for assessing the representativeness of the participants. For the locals the survey was an opportunity to get their knowledge and views included in the development process. However, one of the members of the steering group stated that surveys may attract mostly those unhappy with the prevailing state of things and thus give an unnecessarily negative impression of the situation. On the other hand, the same could be said about public involvement methods in general; those happy with the state of things are less motivated to “go public” than the dissatisfied ones. Nevertheless, with a survey it was relatively easy to find out what kinds of impacts do exist and which impacts are considered to be significant. On the other hand, it was more difficult to dig deeper into what is actually causing the problem. Our experience was that surveys are best at answering basic “what” types of questions. Other methods of public involvement are more capable to answer the question “why”.    
Theme interviews

As for the regulation impacts, the theme interviews didn’t bring up anything that wasn’t already found in the survey. Instead, the interviews provided information about the interaction between the stakeholder groups. The Kemijärvi-based interviewees were divided into five social networks: elderly fishermen, officials, private water course users, environmental authorities and the hydro-power company. The local social networking had a crucial role in identifying the regulation impacts and defining their significance.

The interviews provided a closer look at the conflicting situation: many of the interviewees saw the prevailing operational culture as one of the main problems with the regulation. The complementary interviews at Lake Suolijärvi implicated that the hydro-power company there has put special emphasis on relations between local stakeholders for many years. As a result, comparing these two cases emphasized the significance of trust, equality, openness and impartiality in creating an operational culture that enables satisfying co-operation between the stakeholders.
The theme interview is a suitable method to get deeper insight into values and attitudes (Morgan 1998). In our case, most of the interviewees were very motivated to discuss about the regulation and satisfied about being involved in such important work. It turned out that the pros and cons of the interview method are opposite to the ones of a survey: the interviews often cover only a small amount of people living in the impact area. Interviews also are a somewhat problematic method because of their subjectivity and sensitivity to the interviewer’s own interpretations. The results that are significant to the interviewer may easily get over-emphasized. The conclusions may end up being too far-fetched. The interviewer’s consciously neutral attitude towards the topic is also crucial in maintaining the objectivity and credibility of the research.
Dialogue

The dialogue method took the whole development process to a new level. It was the first opportunity for an open conversation between the hydro power company and local inhabitants about the lack of trust and its reasons. According to the participants, the conflicts related to the regulation of Lake Kemijärvi are due to problems in co-operation, lack of voluntariness, problems in communication and lack of trust. Open discussion, value conversation and public involvement in decision making were called for. As a consequence of the dialogue, the development project decided to strive for increasing interaction, co-operation and the use of the public involvement methods. A public meeting and four workshops were concrete reactions to the hopes and expectations that the dialogue revealed (Slotte and Hämäläinen 2003). 
Dialogue has not yet been widely used in public involvement, but it proved to be a method worthy of consideration. According to the feedback, 38% totally and 62% partially agreed that it is possible to utilize the skills learned at the dialogue in discussions and negotiations concerning the regulation of Lake Kemijärvi. 86% totally agreed with “I learned to respect other discussants’ opinions during the course of today’s dialogue.” Moreover, 63% totally agreed and the rest partially agreed that with dialogue it is possible to create a basis for good decisions. 38% both totally and partially agreed that they had successfully brought forth their opinions during the dialogue. 25% partially disagreed with this, which emphasized the significance of guiding the conversation and having enough time for the dialogue.
Public meeting

The public meeting held in Kemijärvi widened the possibilities for local public involvement. Both the discussion and feedback produced lots of information for the steering group’s use. Local people commented the regulation and also the development project, namely its regional framing and further development. The event was very informative also in the sense of the development project reaching its main goal (i.e., formulating the recommendations for developing the regulation), because the participants had lots of suggestions to improve the availability of information and to develop present mitigation measures. Above all, the public meeting was a forum for learning and discussion. Although the public meeting succeeded, it was obvious that handling everything related to regulation was impossible within one event of a few hours. More detailed research was needed.

For the most part, the participants found the public meeting to be a meaningful event. Everyone who wanted a turn to speak got one and the critique given was received without evading it. The discussion was thought to be good, to-the-point and versatile. It also presented grass-root level views and experiences, which was highly appreciated. As a suggestion, it was mentioned that the public meeting could have been organized already in the beginning of the process. It could have been useful to do so, because then the public meeting could have been utilized for example in forming the steering group and in planning and directing the research work. The hydro power company’s comments on the arisen questions were also called for. Although the public meeting succeeded, it was obvious that handling everything related to regulation was impossible within one event of a few hours. 

Workshops

In workshops it is possible to systematically concentrate on the specific problems that require special attention (Morgan 1998). In the Lake Kemijärvi case, the first workshop concentrated on issues related to fish and fishing and gathered about 40 participants; whereas the second workshop (communication and co-operation) gathered 20 participants. The third workshop was about remedial actions for the shores and gathered about 60 people. The fourth and the last workshop concentrated on the regulation practice. 40 people were present. (See Table 2) 

The varying amount of participants tells about the stakeholders’ viewpoints on the matters handled in the workshops. The workshop about remedial measures for the shores was the most popular of the four, whereas the one for communication and co-operation gathered the smallest crowd. The reason for this may lie in the nature of the matter: unlike improving communication, restoration of the shores is seen as a concrete way to mitigate the negative regulation impacts. Also, the erosion of the shores is one of the most visible and well-known disadvantages of regulation. Developing the regulation on the level of communication and co-operation is something more abstract and thus probably not seen as the most important way to proceed in the development process. The long and quarrelsome history of the regulation also has an effect. It may be that the stakeholders don’t trust each other enough to believe in improving the situation through communication and voluntary co-operation.  

 Even though fishing and its problems are one of the main causes of conflicts between the stakeholders, the mood of the first workshop was quite promising. The atmosphere in the second workshop was much tenser. The pace and the tone of the discussion indicated that many stakeholders are very dissatisfied with the prevailing operational culture of the regulation. All in all, the mood of the workshops seemed to depend directly on how willing some of the stakeholders were to take responsibility for the regulation’s negative impacts and how emphatically they reacted to the problems the other stakeholders presented. As for the concrete results, the recommendations for developing the regulation are strongly based on the information that the workshops produced, for example about the needs to diminish negative impacts,  to improve remedial actions and to strengthen the possibilities for communication, interaction and co-operation between the stakeholders.
According to the feedback, the participants were mostly satisfied with the way the workshops were organized, the way the stakeholders’ points of view were presented and reacted to and the way the discussion was framed and also the time reserved for the workshops. Most of the participants felt they received new and useful information, although there weren’t actual presentations. This means that some social learning had taken place in the course of the discussion. Considering the long history of the conflicts it was also significant to learn that more than half of the people giving written feedback said that their opinions about the regulations problems and need for development had changed during the workshops. 

The most turns to speak were used in the workshop by the smallest amount of participants. In all four workshops there were certain people who used the majority of given turns to speak. These findings may be useful when ways to activate more participants to take part in the discussion are looked for; a more intimate and unofficial environment for conversation lowers the strain to speak one’s mind (Webler et al 1995, Morgan 1998). Dividing the participants into several small groups might work well in activating participants to discuss and change ideas.  
Steering group
The main objective of the steering group was the formation of commonly accepted recommendations for improving the regulation. Also, the steering group work (especially the local stakeholders’ participation in it) was very useful in forming the surveys and interviews, as well as in conducting and directing the whole development project. 

The steering group had its own implicit role in developing the interaction between the stakeholders. It gathered together people whose co-operation would have otherwise been very unlikely. From the point of view of the goals set to the organized interaction, the steering group work has been able to affect the information-related conflicts by conducting the research process. From the project planning point of view, the steering group has formed into a meaningful forum for interaction and personal communication. In short, there has not been a discussion forum like this before, counting out the locals’ personal contacts to the authorities. However, it is hard to assess the qualitative changes in interaction and communication.
Table 2. The workshops and the questions and discussion topics presented to the participants.

	Workshops
	The questions and discussion topics presented to the participants 

	Workshop 1: Fishing

(40 participants. 123 turns to speak divided between 19 people.)
	· How to direct the benefits from the obligatory fishing reconditions to Lake Kemijärvi? 

· How to develop Lake Kemijärvi into a well-known pike fishing lake?

· How to get more people involved in planning and making decision in fishing matters?

	Workshop 2: Communication and Co-operation

(20 participants. 177 turns to speak divided between 18 people.)
	· What about should be informed? 

· Good ways to inform people? 

· Targets for co-operation?

	Workshop 3: Reconditioning the Shores

(60 participants. 102 turns to speak divided between 24 people.)
	· Obligatory remedial measures

· Interaction and planning the remedial measures 

· Voluntary recondition actions of Kemijoki Ltd. 

· The ”Kemijärvi model” of reconditioning

	Workshop 4: Regulation practice

(40 participants. 82 turns to speak divided between 22 people.)
	· Should some topic be researched further? 

· Which alternatives of developing the regulation practice are most important? 

· What are the pros and cons in rising the lowest water levels in the spring? 

· Where should new drowned weirs be built? 



Tracking down the prevailing operational culture as the source of the conflicts was one of the most central results of the development project’s research work. The theme interviews, workshops and especially the dialogue showed that there is a need for developing and improving the interaction and the co-operation between the hydro power company and the locals. Also, a value discussion that would pay attention also to other values than economic ones is called for. Changes in the regulation management culture would improve the local people’s chances to participate and to have an effect on decision making.
 











As the results proved, public involvement in our case served the development work in many ways. It produced information about regulation and its impacts. It improved the interaction between stakeholders. It clearly improved the quality of the development work and helped to engage the locals in it. It made it possible to evaluate different remedial and mitigation measures and their effectiveness. First and foremost, public involvement made it possible to compose the recommendations for developing the regulation.
Table 3. The comparison of public involvement methods in the Lake Kemijärvi regulation development project.

	Method
	Description
	Goals
	Pros and cons
	Benefits for the process
	General background data gathered with the method

	Steering group
	A group consisting of fourteen people representing different interest groups.

13 meetings. Field trips, observing. Experts visiting the group meetings. 
	To guide the process. To diminish conflicts by creating a solid data base for decision making. 

To improve the interaction of participants.

To achieve a consensus about development actions. 
	+ The research work is done by locals. Interest groups co-operate. 

– Members of the groups are from official organizations; many locals are left without a representative. 

– The inefficiency of meeting in mitigating conflicts
	Information about the impacts. Forming, directing and framing the research work.
	”The weight of history”: information about the defects in the history of the regulation.

	Survey
	A questionnaire sent to 700 shore land owners. 63,3% answered. 
	To get information about the present state of the area. To find out about the locals’ experiences, expectations and opinions about regulation. 
	+ Survey gathers quickly information from a large numbers of people.
– A private form of interaction. May enhance the negative side of the case. Does not answer the question ”why”
	The most significant negative impacts on the recreational purposes of the lake.

The most effective actions for reconditioning and informing.
	Locals’ attitude towards the regulation on general level.

	Theme interviews
	30 interviews of people living on the shores, environmental authorities and representatives of the hydro power companies. 
	To research the social impacts and the way they’re experienced. To research social networking and its role in defining the significance of the regulation impacts. 
	+ Answers to the question ”why” = the view to experiencing the regulation and the reasons for conflicts focuses. 
– The samples are small and the interviews are limited to certain interest groups. 
	Regulation impacts, networking, the matters causing dissatisfaction in recondition and informing practices.  
	The interviewees’ attitude towards the regulation.

	Dialogue
	A discussion event with certain rules held for those in the steering group. 
	Thinking and learning together, searching for solutions to problems. 
	+ Helps finding the reasons for and behind the conflicts. When done thoroughly, dialogue activates thinking and recovers community.

– Takes time, motivation and volunteering.
	Information about the reasons for conflicts between interest groups.
	Interest groups’ views on each other.

	Public meeting 
	A public event for information and discussion about the regulation and the development project. 
	Informing and getting informed. A public meeting is a forum for discussion. 
	+ Discussion and public involvement expands outside the steering group. 
The interest groups are aware of the development project.

– It is impossible to handle everything about the regulation during one event. 
	Suggestions for developing both the regulation and the development project.  
	Locals’ attitude towards the regulation on a general level.

	Workshops
	4 public workshops: 1) fishing, 2) communication and co-operation, 3) reconditioning the shores and 4) regulation practice. 
	To continue and focus on some essential matters that were originally brought up in the public meeting. 
	+ Matters requiring special attention are discussed. 

Expanding the knowledge of the participants.

Changing the views of the participants.

–   Too little time.
	The information and suggestions for improving the fishing economy, preconditions for co-operation and reconditioning actions. 
	Interest groups’ views on each other.


Discussion 

The Lake Kemijärvi case was not a typical example of public involvement in the traditional sense of the term, because it was about developing current regulation, instead of planning a new one. However, nowadays there are countless already carried-out environment altering projects which will be the target of evaluation due to the new Water Framework Directive. One of our primary aims was to avoid the usual problems and overcome the obstacles (presented in the introduction of this article) that tend to occur in public involvement projects. The challenges discussed here are 

i) The quality of organizing public involvement

ii) Representativeness of the participants


iii) The flexibility of the process


iv) Data and responsibility overload


v) The connection between public involvement and decision making


vi) Frustration


vii) The lack of trust

The challenges intertwine with each other. Next we will take a closer look at these challenging issues and try to analyse our capability in coping with them (Table 4).

Coping with the usual public involvement challenges 

i) The quality of organizing public involvement. The attitudes and resources (knowledge, skills, time) of public involvement managers have not always been suitable for the work (Roberts 1995, Roberts and Marshall 1996, Morgan 1998, Hockings and Carter 1998, Webler et al. 2001). This public involvement challenge has its roots in the early days of impact assessment and public involvement. It was not uncommon to give too little attention, especially to social impacts, and to assess them hastily and unprofessionally with a low budget and without involving the local population (Burdge 2002). However, values have changed drastically since those days and changed the status of public involvement; its significance has been generally acknowledged. 

The Lake Kemijärvi case was partly included in a large research project financed by the Finnish Academy (Sustainable Regulation of Large Water Courses, PRIMEREG), which made it possible to use more resources than normally in studying the public involvement and social aspects of lake regulation. Large research projects are often multidisciplinary, which is mostly an advantage, but has its downsides, too. People with different scientific backgrounds and interests aren’t necessarily familiar with each other’s field of expertise and thus may not be able to co-operate. This can easily shatter the project into several independent research projects, which makes it hard to summarize the results.  

Recommendations: Public involvement projects should be carried out with sufficient expertise in social, ecological and economic issues. For example, the ability to deal with the public’s comments and to manage the public participation or involvement exercise can be improved by training (The Aarhus Convention Newcastle Workshop 2000). Public involvement should be seen as a forum for social learning for all participants, including the researches, planners, decision-makers and public involvement managers. The project should be organized in a way that improves the conditions for social learning. Creating forums for cross-scientific discussion (seminars, meetings, lectures) are means for making this happen.

ii) Representativeness of the participants. The people participating in public involvement projects do not necessarily represent the majority of the locals or their views (Marshall and Roberts 1997, Morgan 1998, Roberts 1995, Roberts and Marshall 1996). We faced this challenge with a wide scale of public involvement methods. The locals were informed about the development project by local media in several occasions. The survey was sent to a large amount of shore-land owners and a high percentage of them answered. Everyone interested was welcome in the workshops, exhibition and the public meeting. The interviewees were chosen both inside and outside of organized stakeholder groups. 

It is hard to say how well the people involved represented the whole population, but at least those who found the regulation issues to be somehow significant had an opportunity to participate. In our case a representative of the power company was worried that some people who participate in the steering group have more negative attitudes toward the regulation than average people. However, in practise there exists no “average Joe”. The most important thing is that divergent views are represented enough in order to take them into consideration in the planning process. Nevertheless, it became obvious that some participants outside the steering group cared only about one certain issue, for example reconditioning of the shores that they personally use. 
Recommendations: One way to ensure the representativeness of the involved people is to use a wide scale of public involvement methods and to actively search for those who are likely to be affected by the project or a proposal in question (Roberts 1995, The Aarhus Convention Newcastle Workshop 2000). The steering group’s representativeness must be carefully considered. Local actives and the stakeholders close to the project make a highly motivated steering group with a high level of expertise. On the other hand, the group may be limited to certain stakeholder groups. This being the case, it is possible that the majority of local inhabitants, people utilizing the water course and living on its shores are left without a representative in the steering group. The representativeness of the steering group could be ensured for example by beginning the process with a public meeting and forming the steering group based on the experiences from a public meeting. Constant and thorough communication in the media is also important.
iii) The flexibility of the process. The way the public involvement methods are used and the whole process is organised must be well planned but adjustable and suitable for the case in question (Chess and Purcell 1999, Paldanius 1997, Webler et al. 2001). Public involvement should not be conducted as a formal routine impact assessment procedure, because all environment altering projects have their unique features. In the Lake Kemijärvi case, forming the steering group and conducting the survey were the only tasks decided beforehand. After that, new methods and forms of expertise were used after the results indicated that there was a need to do so. Our experiences suggest that the plans made for conducting public involvement should be flexible and adjustable, because all methods don’t necessarily work in all cases or situations. 

Recommendations: In order to conduct a successful development project, it is important to leave some space for the project to guide itself – for improvisation, so to speak. As the Aarhus Convention Newcastle Workshop (2000) puts it: “keeping to a plan which is not working is as bad as not having a plan at all.” Even so, it is as crucial to phase the process reasonably and be aware of the course of the project. This matter has two sides: 1) public involvement should be an interactive forum for discussion, learning and co-operation, not a forum for dictating what should be done and what not, and 2) without being given well-planned and realizable proposals for proceeding it is hard to get concrete results, because the people involved don’t necessarily have the right information or know what is realistic and what isn’t. Also, planning makes it easier to present the process to the involved people and to evaluate the needed resources. However, one must be ready to steer the course and be able to make methodological changes when needed, instead of taking public involvement as a routine procedure. It is important to find a balance between improvisation and planning. 
iv) Data and responsibility overload. Overloading the public and/or the project managers with data and responsibility may have a negative effect on the whole process (Marshall and Roberts 1997, Roberts 1995, Roberts and Marshall 1995). It is hard to completely avoid overloading the project managers, because the projects usually are on the responsibility of a small group of people. We tried to avoid this problem in the Lake Kemijärvi case by sharing the responsibility between many researchers and a consultant. The project utilized natural sciences, technical know-how and social and general sciences like sociology and philosophy in observing the social dimension of the regulation. The multidisciplinary approach ensured that all areas of the multi-dimensional and complex case were paid attention to. All fields of knowledge had their own experts. A public involvement expert was hired to carry out the public meeting and most workshops. Also, the methods varied from large surveys to small group work, which means they involved a large number of the locals and weren’t centralized around certain people.

Recommendations: The problem with overloading the project managers with data and responsibility is partly caused by insufficient funding and time. Provided that the project budget and the time and the expertise available allow it, the overload can be avoided with a multidisciplinary approach. Also, it is crucial to realize the danger of being overloaded in order to avoid it – the managers need to be educated and trained about it (Roberts and Marshall 1995). Overloading the public can be avoided by using methods that operate on different levels of involvement. It is also useful to ask how much public participation is needed and what kinds of methods are suitable. 

v) The connection between public involvement and decision making. The information gathered with public involvement methods has not always been used as effectively as would have been appropriate and possible in the planning and decision making (Arnstein 1967, Morgan 1995, Campbell and Marshall 2000, Lockie 2001). A missing connection to decision making makes the whole public participation process practically pointless and probably causes unwillingness to take part in similar projects in the future. One of the major strengths of the Lake Kemijärvi case was that planning, decision making and public involvement and participation were closely linked together. The data was utilized in making the recommendations for improving the regulation. The suggestions that came up in interviews, surveys, workshops and the public meeting were carefully taken into consideration in the steering group. 
Recommendations: A good way to connect public involvement into decision making would be to a) find out what the people would like to happen and then b) to find out if their suggestions actually lead to the desired results and are reasonable and acceptable in the ecological, economic and social sense. However, it is also evident that the timing of involvement has a crucial role. Public involvement should be arranged early enough. Otherwise its effects on plans and decisions may remain little. Also, the choice of the involvement/participation methods may have an effect on the usability of the results. 

Our experiences suggest that steering group work and unofficial meetings provide good forums for information change and learning. There are also some methods available which can be applied in building the bridge between decision making and public involvement, e.g., decision analysis interviews can be used to systematically study and analyse the importance of subjective preferences in the decision making (Marttunen and Hämäläinen 1995). Finally, it is a question of will; those who are responsible for planning and decision making decide whether they want public involvement to have an effect or not. 

vi) Frustration. The possibility to participate often gives the participants the impression that some major changes for the better will take place quickly. In reality, it is more likely to slow down decision-making. (The Aarhus Convention Newcastle Workshop 2000) People often have unrealistic expectations for the outcome of their participation and input in development work (Marshall and Roberts 1997, Roberts 1995, Roberts and Marshall 1995). The Lake Kemijärvi case was not an exception of this rule. Furthermore, there were even signs that some of the members of the steering group not being totally aware in which form the project’s results will be presented, nor on which level of decision making the development process actually operates. Development projects can’t be guided by personal needs and desires. There are simply too many of them in environment altering projects – and many of them are conflicting. Instead, developing a project aims at seeing the “big picture” of all the impacts and the realizable actions to improve the current state of things. 

In the Lake Kemijärvi case the same matters were discussed and handled in several forums of public involvement. This may be frustrating for those actively attending different events and work groups, because it easily seems like lots of work and discussion without actual consequences (Renn 1999). In a planning process which takes years it is crucial to strive for growing the participants’ faith and trust in their own possibilities to affect the process with a sense of purpose, and also in that the process itself is evolving all the time. Also, according to Roberts (1995), inexperienced public involvement managers may underestimate the complexity of the process, which may prevent the process being done properly. Hence, unrealistic expectations and frustration are not only the public’s problem.
Recommendations: Laying more stress on thoroughly explaining the timescales, the nature of the development process and the possible outcomes could, at least to some extent, ease directing the discussion to a level on which it serves the development work better and helps to diminish unrealistic expectations and frustration. To avoid frustrating people, the public needs to be explained how the different levels and techniques of public involvement are connected to the decision making process. Also, the project managers should be educated to face a complex process. They should find out what people expect from the process and involve the public in the planning of the process (Webler 2001). Making a clear but flexible and adjustable plan for public involvement is an important factor in avoiding frustration. 
vii) The lack of trust. A successful public involvement project reaches for consensus and is able to arrange non-egoistic co-operation between stakeholders with conflicting interests (Webler et al. 1995, Renn 1999, Webler et al. 2001). The ideal of solving the regulation-related conflicts is to make interest groups co-operate to mitigate the problems. In the Lake Kemijärvi case it could have been good to stress more strongly that the starting point of the whole development work was a search for consensus. The significance of the right group dynamics became obvious. The past conflicts between the steering group members – which are quite common in cases like this – clearly have an effect on how well the co-operation works. 

In our case, this fact should have been paid more attention to when the steering group was originally formed, to create a good group work spirit and to make the co-operation more effective. If the steering group work would have been run on a dialogical basis and guided by its rules, many conflicts inside the group could probably have been avoided. The lack of trust between the stakeholders also showed in the way some discussion topics were presented and handled. When the stakeholders didn’t trust in each other’s honesty, they were more likely to let the ends justify the means, so to speak. Some people seemed to think that over-emphasizing and not giving in anything was the only effective way to advance the measures they personally found significant.

Recommendations: Public involvement should be carried out as a mitigation process that aims at finding consensual solutions. From the consensual aspect, the most favourable situation is the one in which it is possible to improve the prevailing situation so that it gets closer to the stakeholders’ ideas of a “good situation.” In reality, there can be as many ideas of a good situation as there are participants. It is not possible to make them all come true at the same time. One of the preconditions of finding mutual understanding is that the participants must be willing to change their viewpoints and to accept a solution that may not necessary be ideal for them. The readiness for this can be improved through a learning process, which may alter one’s idea of a “good situation.” Applying methods such as the dialogue could improve the chances of finding a consensus – even in situations involving difficult conflicts of interests. 

Table 4. Experiences from public involvement challenges in The Lake Kemijärvi case. The scale applied in evaluating our own success in coping with the public involvement challenges: poor, moderate, good. 
	Public involvement challenge
	Our success in coping with it
	Arguments / notes

	The quality of organizing public involvement
	Good
	– The attitudes and resources (knowledge, skills, time) of the public involvement managers must be suitable for the work. This has not always been the case.

How to cope with this challenge: By adequate funding and a multidisciplinary approach. Public involvement should be a forum for social learning also for the project managers. Forums for cross-scientific discussion (seminars, meetings, lectures) are needed.

	Representativeness of the participants
	Moderate
	– The people participating in public involvement projects do not necessarily represent the majority of the locals or their views.

How to cope with this challenge: Arranging enough chances to participate. Communicating actively in media. 

	Suitability of the methods
	Good
	– All environment-altering projects have their own unique features.

– The techniques and the way of applying them must be suitable for the case in question.

How to cope with this challenge: To be able to steer the course of the project whenever needed by applying new methods and techniques when needed.

	Data and responsibility overload
	Moderate
	– The involved people and the project managers may be overloaded with data and responsibility.

How to cope with this challenge: Disciplinary approach is an advantage. Methods that operate on different levels of involvement lessen the public’s load. Sufficient funding and time are needed. It is also necessary to ask in which point enough opportunities for public involvement have been arranged.

	The connection between public involvement and decision making
	Good
	– There may not be a connection between public involvement and decision making.

How to cope with this challenge: Public involvement should be arranged early enough. The methods must be chosen wisely. The planners and the decision makers should be willing to utilize the data.

	Frustration
	Moderate
	– People have unrealistic expectations

– Handling the same issues in many forums increases frustration

How to cope with this challenge: Making it clear on which decision making level the project operates, how the different stages are linked in planning and decision making and how the gathered information will be utilized.



	The lack of trust
	Poor
	– The past conflicts disadvantage the co-operation

How to cope with this challenge: Searching for mutual understanding by learning and discussing. The project should be carried out as a mitigation process that aims at finding consensual solutions.



For the most part, the locals’ experiences of public involvement and their own possibilities to make a difference were positive. People felt they’ve been given a chance to affect the matters handled in the workshops. In the case of environment altering projects knowledge doesn’t always increase the agony – it can actually diminish it. People need a clear idea of what can be done to improve the situation – and most importantly – what one is willing to do about it. However, public involvement is more than a tool for planning technical improvements. At best, it can create an atmosphere that improves the community spirit and strengthens the social relations between people. As Webler et al (1995) elegantly said, “The crystallization point of participation is when the group transforms from a collection of individuals pursuing their private interests to a collectivity which defines and is oriented toward shared interests. Achieving this moment should be a major objective of public participation.”
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�The English is very good here. I’m just touching it up a bit to make things flow better and doing general proofreading.


�I recommend putting the period outside of references, and when referencing an entire paragraph, using no period at all.


�stumps? Like the stump of a tree?


�stumps?
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