Public Participation in Making Local Environmental Decisions

Public Participation in Making
Local Environmental Decisions
The Aarhus Convention
Newcastle Workshop
Good Practice Handbook

DETR

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU
United Kingdom
Telephone +44 20 7944 3000
Internet service http://www.detr.gov.uk/
© Crown Copyright 2000
Copyright in the typographical arrangement and design vests in the Crown.
This publication may be copied for non-commercial use, subject to the source
being acknowledged.
Copies of this handbook are available in English and Russian and on CD-Rom.
Copies can be obtained from:
Eamonn Prendergast
Sustainable Development Unit
Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
Zone 5/C2
Ashdown House
123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6DE
Tel: +44 20 7944 6494
Fax: +44 20 7944 6169
E-mail: Eamonn_Prendergast@detr.gsi.gov.uk
The handbook can also be accessed via the UNECE Website: www.unece.org/env/pp
Published by the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions. Printed in the UK, July 2000 on paper comprising
75% post-consumer waste and 25% ECF pulp.
Product code OEP 0330.

PREFACE
This handbook has been produced following discussions at a workshop on public
participation in making local environmental decisions, held in Newcastle-upon-Tyne,
United Kingdom, in December 1999. The workshop was part of the work programme
agreed at the first meeting of Signatories to the Aarhus Convention earlier that year.
The workshop was financed by the United Kingdom Government with funds from the
Department for International Development’s ‘Know How Fund’ and from the Department
of the Environment, Transport and Regions. Over 120 Government, local authority and
NGO representatives from 36 countries in Europe, central Asia and North America
attended the workshop. Representatives from 5 international organisations also attended.
A full list of participants is at Appendix 1.
The handbook was prepared by a team in the UK’s Department of Environment, Transport
and Regions, which included an official on secondment from the Ministry of the
Environment, Poland. The Regional Environmental Center for Central and Eastern
Europe researched a set of case studies of public participation exercises set out in
Appendix 3. The handbook draws on these case studies and the other material discussed at
Newcastle in order to identify what was considered to be ‘good practice’.
The team working on the handbook would like to thank Newcastle City Council for their
hospitality during the workshop and all those who have contributed to this handbook
through case studies and comments.
Copies of this handbook have been sent to the national contact points for the Aarhus
Convention. These are listed on the UNECE website where an electronic copy of the
handbook can also be obtained (www.unece.org/env/pp). A related guide on the
implementation of the Convention1 can also be obtained at this website.
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FOREWORD
I was delighted to attend the Newcastle workshop last December as the Aarhus
Convention is a subject in which I take a close personal interest. I announced the
workshop when I signed the Convention because I knew that the practical issues are just
as important as the legal text. From talking to the participants at the workshop, I know
that I am not alone in this view.
The workshop was an exciting event. It brought together a wide range of colleagues trying
to understand how to better involve the public in making decisions. All sectors; central
and local Government, businesses and NGOs, now share a common goal.
We all believe that by being more open, we can make decisions that improve the quality of
life for everyone. The workshop showed that there is already an enormous amount of this
sort of good practice going on across the UNECE region. By sharing those experiences
through the case studies in this handbook, I hope that we can learn from this and achieve
more, and more quickly, than we might do on our own.
The discussion at Newcastle clearly showed what can happen if we don’t learn these
lessons. We heard about projects that wasted large sums of public money, caused
environmental damage and worsened people’s quality of life. These mistakes cannot go
on being made. It simply isn’t sustainable to do so.
The enthusiasm of the participants at Newcastle greatly encouraged me. As a Government
Minister, I can only do so much. Of course, Government has a key role in starting, and
supporting, initiatives. It must provide the frameworks for proper public participation.
However, success ultimately depends on the energy and commitment of local communities
and decision-makers. The workshop showed that this enthusiasm is found across the whole
UNECE region.
The challenge is to make that enthusiasm spread to the public. We face great difficulties.
Solutions that exclude the public are unlikely to be real solutions. This good practice
handbook offers some examples where these lessons have been learnt and demonstrates
that making decisions with the public is possible.
The audience for this handbook is principally authorities who make decisions but I hope
it will also be valuable to the public, NGOs and businesses. I would like to see it used to
build networks of people who can exchange information and experience on public
participation. In this way, it will represent the start of a process rather than the end.
I wish you all the very best of luck in your important work.

Michael Meacher
Minister of the Environment, United Kingdom
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Introduction

CHAPTER 1

Introduction
On 25 June 1998, Ministers from European countries signed a Convention in the town of
Aarhus, Denmark. The Convention is now known as the Aarhus Convention and it gives
the public the right to obtain information on the environment, the right to justice in
environmental matters and the right to participate in decisions that affect the environment.

1.1 The Right to Information
Information about the environment and the impact of activities on it has sometimes been
kept secret. That is changing. In a democratic society, people should have a right of access
to information about the environment.
The Aarhus Convention gives people this right. It sets out a general right of access to
information on the environment where information can only be withheld in certain
circumstances. It emphasises the need to make access easy and prohibits discrimination
between requests for information on the grounds of citizenship, nationality or place of
residence.
Making information available on request is vital but equally essential is collecting and
publishing information in a form which is easy to understand and readily available. While
the right to information is not the focus of this handbook, it does highlight examples of
how the provision of good information at a local level is vital for effective participation in
decision-making.

1.2 The Right to Justice
If rights are to be effective, the public must have a way of seeking justice when those rights
are accidentally, or deliberately, denied.
The Convention sets out rights of access to justice to meet this need. The Convention
highlights rights of appeal against decisions to refuse requests for information on the
environment, against failures of law in decision-making processes, or against actions which
are illegal under a country’s environmental laws.

1.3 The Right to Participate
Opportunities for public participation in making decisions that affect the environment
have sometimes been limited. The Aarhus Convention gives the public a right to
participate in making these decisions.
The right covers decisions on whether to allow specific activities listed in Annex I to the
Convention (e.g. roads, power stations, dams and factories), plans and programmes that
9
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affect the environment and also policies and laws. The Convention sets out minimum
levels of opportunities for participation and the procedures that must be followed.
It is only by working with the public that decisions will be made which provide a good
environment and meet the needs of local communities for a better quality of life. This is
why public participation in decision-making is highlighted in the Aarhus Convention.
However, successful public participation depends on more than just granting a right to
participate and setting out a procedure in a Convention. This handbook concentrates on
the practical issues and sets out good practice in public participation exercises to
complement the legal text.
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CHAPTER 2

The importance of public
participation
The Aarhus Convention provides the framework for good practice by providing the basic
procedure for public participation and specifying the types of decisions to which it should
apply. However, the Convention cannot deal with the practical issues that can make the
difference between success and failure. This is the subject for this handbook. It focuses on
good practice in public participation in making decisions that affect the environment.
Public participation in making decisions is vital. It brings benefits in making an individual
decision and also for democracy more generally. It uses the knowledge, skills and
enthusiasm of the public to help make the decision and recognises that the public have a
significant role to play.
It is also a moral duty. Public authorities work for the public. To do so in a way that the
public want and to ensure that they know what the public needs, they must involve the
public when they make decisions. Each person has a stake in protecting and enhancing the
environment and citizens know the needs of their communities through work, play and
travel. That is why public involvement is a central part of sustainable development
policies. Solutions to achieve economic, social and environmental improvements at the
same time will only be found if everyone is involved and if the discussion is open so that
new ideas and approaches can be considered.

2.1 A better decision
Public participation can lead to better decisions. That is, decisions that better meet the
needs of more people, decisions that last longer and decisions that have more validity.
Better decisions will lead to improvements in everyone’s quality of life. By considering the
issue as widely as possible, improvements in social conditions, the economy and the
environment can occur at the same time.
There is no secret to this. Involving more people in the process uses a wider range of
experiences. It brings in more points of view and uses knowledge about local conditions
that might not be widely known. If the decision takes account of this wider range of
experience and views, it is more likely to be ‘right’ since more issues have been considered
and more risks evaluated.
Lengthy arguments after the decision has been made can also be avoided since the
different opinions have already been considered. The decision is more likely to withstand
scrutiny if the decision-making process is more open, more honest and more accountable.
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Public participation does not guarantee that everyone will be happy with a decision since
different groups of people will have different priorities and concerns. But involving the
public at an early stage in the decision-making process, and finding ways for their views to
be heard and taken into account, helps to build consensus. It means that concerns can
often be met early in a planning process, when changes may be easier to make, rather than
late in the process when even small changes may cost both time and money.
In addition, by being involved in the process, the public is exposed to the whole range of
factors which may influence a decision. Even if people do not agree with the final decision,
they are more likely to understand why it was made.

2.2 Stronger democracy
In the longer term, public participation can improve democracy. Again, this is no secret.
Regular public participation shows people that they are valued and that their views are
important. These exercises build trust and confidence in the authority undertaking the
exercise and demonstrate to the public that change is possible. Individuals and community
groups can become more active and more responsible for their environment and quality of
life. People can feel more part of a community and authorities can make better
relationships with these communities which continue after the decision has been taken.
Participation exercises can build confidence to undertake other initiatives, help give the
public the skills to do so and generate enough enthusiasm to complete the initiative.
However, these significant benefits do not mean that public participation exercises are
easy. They require thorough preparation well in advance of involving the public. Some of
the questions that need to be addressed when planning a public participation exercise are
set out in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

Preparing for public participation
Before starting a public participation exercise, certain questions should be considered and
a strategy or plan agreed. Without this preparation stage, the exercise is unlikely to be
effective or to achieve what is required. However, be flexible. Situations might arise which
mean that the plan should be revised. Keeping to a plan which is not working is as bad as
not having a plan at all.
The most obvious question is when should public participation be undertaken. The
Convention sets out in Articles 6, 7 and 8 when public participation should form part of
the decision but best practice will be to include the public in decisions on other activities.
In general, public participation should be undertaken when people are affected by the
decision. They should be involved even when it is uncertain what they will say or when
they may oppose the proposal. However, public participation exercises should only be
undertaken when:

•

the options are open (when public participation can make a difference);

•

there is a clear idea of what the public is being asked to do; and

•

there is a commitment to listen to the public’s views and take them into account in
making the decision.

On some occasions, it is not appropriate to involve the public in the decision-making
process. This might be on:

•

simple or routine decisions where repeated requests to participate can lead to boredom
or tiredness;

•

secret matters such as international relations, national defence, public security or state
security matters; and

•

decisions in emergency situations.

The spirit of the Convention is to involve the public wherever possible. For instance, the
emergency services, which must act immediately without public participation, could
involve the public in the preparation of their general plans.

13
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3.1 Creating a participation strategy
The most obvious starting point for preparing a strategy for a participation exercise are the
existing legal requirements. In many countries, the law sets a framework for public
participation exercises. Good practice goes beyond these minimum requirements and even
where there is no legal framework in place, it is still possible to organise effective public
participation exercises.
The participation exercise must be open and honest to encourage trust and show that the
decision is fair. Giving the impression that the decision has already been made is very
damaging to the process. The public will not participate if they think that the decision has
already been made.
It can be difficult to build sufficient trust for the public to want to participate, especially in
places where public participation is relatively new. The strategy might need to include a
trust building phase with the public, NGOs and businesses or be part of a longer strategy
for building a relationship between the authority and the public (see Chapter 7).
Similarly, there might be a need to undertake a training phase:

•

The public might need to be informed about the process that will be followed and
their role in making the decision.

•

Decision-makers might need training about how they should deal with the public’s
comments, and which comments they can consider and which comments they should
ignore. They might also require training so that they do not say or do anything which
gives the impression that the decision has already been made.

•

Other participants might need training in special skills to manage the public
participation exercise, for instance to deal with angry people or to encourage
comments from quiet people.

The strategy must be honest about the level of public participation. An exercise which
promises action on decisions that cannot be changed will undermine the public’s trust.
They are much less likely to participate in future exercises if this happens.
In making the strategy, recognise that local circumstances can be different. A plan which
worked well for one area might not work well somewhere else. If in doubt, find out what is
required for the area concerned.
Although making a strategy is vital, it should not be followed at all costs. Review progress
against the plan regularly and consider whether changes need to be made to achieve
the objective.
To provide a clear focus for the process, someone should be appointed to act as the
manager with overall responsibility. His or her role will be to make sure that:
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–

the process is properly prepared;

–

the process is reviewed regularly to monitor progress;

Preparing for public participation

–

the process follows the timetable;

–

the results are achieved; and

–

feedback is given so that lessons can be learnt.

The next sections outline the questions that need to be considered in preparing a
participation strategy.
3.1.1

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE EXERCISE?
It is vital to be clear what the process is trying to achieve before it starts. The purpose of
the exercise affects how the process is managed, what participation techniques are used
and how long it will take. A clear idea of the purpose also enables the manager of the
procedure to focus on the specific decision in question rather than becoming engaged in
irrelevant issues.
It might be useful to think of public participation as a ladder. At the bottom of the ladder,
the public is just informed about decisions that affect them. Typical ways of doing this
might be by letter or public announcement in a newspaper. There is no chance for the
public to have any effect on the decision. In the middle of the ladder, the public is offered
a chance to comment on decisions before they are made. This might be by arranging a
consultation exercise where the public look at the documents and make written
comments. At the top of the ladder, the public help develop the solution with the
authority. This might be by one to one meetings or special exercises such as ‘brain
storming’.
Although each strategy needs to be considered on a case by case basis, it is generally good
practice to be as high up the ladder as possible. Higher level techniques give the public a
stronger role. Article 6 projects are generally lower on the ladder than Article 7 exercises
because the public’s opinions are being asked about a clear proposal. However, even in
Article 6 cases, it is possible to give the public a strong role in the decision-making
process. Techniques for participation are discussed in Chapter 8.

3.1.2

WHO SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN THE EXERCISE?
The decision-making process should be open to everyone so that anyone affected by the
decision can participate.
This though may not be enough. The best decision-making processes actively seek out all
the people and organisations likely to be affected by the decision so that they are fully
aware of it and its likely effect on them. A wide range of interests should be identified and
encouraged to take part in the process. Waiting for people to come forward is not best
practice.

3.1.3

ARE THE PUBLIC REPRESENTED?
It is a mistake to think that ‘the public’ has a single opinion. There will be many different
opinions about a proposal and it is important to hear all of them.
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It follows that one group or organisation will not represent ‘public opinion’. Those most
willing to participate in the decision-making process, including NGOs, may not be
representative of the public’s views. To overcome this, identify other people and do not
rely on NGOs as a substitute for talking to the public.
When talking to the public, talk to a representative mixture (males and females, young
and old, different social backgrounds, different racial groups). Talk to people who do not
volunteer and consider how to encourage groups that are reluctant to participate (e.g.
older people) to become involved.
People will not necessarily agree with each other since their interests and concerns can be
very diverse. However, it is only by hearing the different opinions, and all of the opinions,
that problems can be avoided at later stages. This must include opinions against the
proposal.
Businesses, other public bodies or academic institutions might also be affected by the
decision. Consider whether these organisations have different requirements and whether a
different participation technique would be better for them.
3.1.4

WHEN SHOULD THEY PARTICIPATE?
Participation should take place before the decision has been made. As many options as
possible should be open so that the participation process can help inform the final
decision. It follows that participation should be started at an early stage.
Some decisions follow earlier strategic phases where the range of options available has
been reduced. The public can sometimes have difficulty in accepting these earlier strategic
decisions and the participation plan should consider how this can be explained to the
public. This will be easier if there has been public participation as part of these earlier
strategic phases.

3.1.5

HOW DO YOU GET THE PUBLIC TO PARTICIPATE?
The public can sometimes be reluctant or unwilling to participate. This might be for
reasons of apathy, a belief that it will not make any difference or a suspicion of the
authority organising the participation exercise. There is no easy way to overcome this.
Building trust is a long-term process but each public participation exercise is a small step to
that goal.
However, there are some basic points about participation exercises that need to be
remembered to encourage public participation. Exercises should be:

•
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Relevant
The decision should be explained in a way that the public will understand. Using
examples that are relevant to people’s lives is the best way to do this. If the issue is air
pollution, the fact that it will kill a rarely seen plant might not attract much public
interest but the effects on people’s health are more likely to do so. It is also important
to explain why the public should be involved.

Preparing for public participation

•

3.1.6

Interesting
The process, the meetings and the documents need to be interesting. Using different
speakers and different presentation techniques at meetings makes them less boring.
Colourful documents attract attention.

WHAT INFORMATION DO THEY NEED TO PARTICIPATE?
Good information is vital for effective public participation. There are two types of
information that participants need: information about the process and information about
the proposal.
Publicity
To participate effectively, people need to know that the exercise is happening and how
they can get involved. This is usually done by an announcement in the local media or on a
notice board. Although this is normally the legal minimum, some of the public do not read
newspapers or pass the notice board and so might miss the information about the process.
Good practice is to be active and announce the procedure using a range of different
methods. Think about the likely audience of each method of publicity.
Information
Information about the proposal tells the public what the decision is about and what the
possible outcomes might be. To do this, it is vital that the information is of good quality.
The information must be:

3.1.7

•

Complete
Give the public enough information to form an educated opinion on all the issues,
even technical issues. Documents such as Environmental Impact Statements must
address all the issues but remember that too much information can prevent
participation.

•

Easy to understand
Technical language prevents the public from understanding the issues and forming an
opinion. Information, even technical information, must be in a suitable format for
the public.

•

Accessible
Information must be easy to obtain. Methods of providing information such as the
Internet can appear very open but it might make it difficult for people to obtain the
information if computers are not common. Chose the right methods to provide the
information for each case with the aim of making it as accessible to as many people
as possible.

HOW LONG SHOULD BE ALLOCATED TO THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION STAGE?
The aim of a public participation exercise is to give the public an opportunity to form an
opinion on the proposal and make that opinion known to the authority before the
decision is made. The time this takes will vary. Too short a period can prevent people from
forming an opinion but too long a period can lead to boredom, unnecessary delay and can
prevent businesses from developing.
17
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Minimum periods will usually be set in law but longer may be needed for complex cases.
Good practice is to be flexible and allow more time if it is clear that the public require it.
Creating a regular dialogue with the public and helping people to participate by training
and education, will enable them to better understand the issues and form opinions more
quickly.
3.1.8

WHAT DO THE PUBLIC NEED TO PARTICIPATE?
Where public participation is a new idea, it might be necessary to offer some basic
information about the process so that the public can participate in an effective way. These
issues are mentioned in section 3.1. The participation strategy should consider these issues
and incorporate the relevant stages.

3.1.9

WHAT RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE?
Resources are always limited and public participation places additional demands on an
authority’s resources in terms of money, time, staff and facilities. However, this is not an
excuse to ignore public participation and in the long-term, far more resources can be saved
than are required to undertake the exercise.
In planning the participation exercise, consider what resources will be required for the
various approaches being considered. Where resources are limited, it is important to match
the approaches used to the resources available. A mixture of techniques might help.

3.1.10

HOW WILL THE COMMENTS BE HANDLED?
The results of the participation exercise must be taken into account by the authority when
they make their decision. When planning the exercise, consider how this will be done.

3.1.11

–

How much time will be required to consider the comments?

–

How will the opinions be considered?

–

Will they be summarised? By whom?

–

How will the opinions be presented to the decision-makers?

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE ONCE THE DECISION HAS BEEN MADE?
The public participation exercise does not end with the decision.
Feedback should be provided to show the public that their comments were considered in
making the decision. Without this, the public is less likely to participate in future. Good
practice is to show clearly how the comments were taken into account and explain why
the rejected comments were not appropriate.
Sometimes elected representatives make decisions that reflect the needs of the wider
community rather than the views of local people. Where the decision is not what the local
public wanted, the aim of the feedback is to enable the participants to understand why the
final decision was made, even though they do not agree with it.
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It is good practice to evaluate the participation process after the decision has been made
so the authority can improve the process for the next exercise. In this way, the authority
will learn about public participation and improve its effectiveness. It can be done by:

•

circulating case studies of success stories within the organisation;

•

making changes to participation procedures/guidance; and

•

making changes to the organisation’s culture (mission statements, policies etc).

As part of the evaluation review, the public can be asked for their opinions on the
participation exercise (not the decision itself).
The final thing that must be done once the decision has been made is to deliver what has
been promised without unnecessary delay. Particular attention should be given to issues
which concerned the public. A failure to do this will undermine any trust that has been
built up through the process.

A summary of the key questions authorities need to consider when planning each stage of
a public participation process is overleaf. This can be used to record initial ideas for
building a participation strategy.

19
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Building a participation strategy: Key Questions
What is the public being asked to do?

Who needs to participate in the decision?

How will we make sure all of the public is represented?

How will we persuade the public to participate?

What information will the public need?

What help will the public need? (e.g. a telephone help line or seminars)

What resources are available?

When will the public participate?

How long will the public need to make their comments?

How will the comments be handled?

What will need to be done once the decision has been made?

20
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CHAPTER 4

The difficulties of public
participation
The benefits of public participation have been discussed in Chapter 2. However, public
participation can also create difficulties and it is important to be aware of them.
4.1

IT DOES NOT AUTOMATICALLY LEAD TO CONSENSUS
It is important to remember that public participation does not always lead to everyone
agreeing about the decision. With a proper public participation exercise, the problem can
be presented and a consensus attempted. Identifying all the people with an interest and
consulting them is the best way of trying to get them to agree but it is not always possible.
Public participation does not mean that the authority cannot make a decision that is
unpopular. The role of public participation is to allow the public to express their opinions
and for the authority to consider them in making the decision. Sometimes, the authority
must make a decision that is in the interests of the wider community but that is unpopular
with the local community.
Public participation can also open up disputes that are outside the scope of the decision.
Authorities need to be aware that participants will have different points of view and keep
the exercise focused on the decision in question.

4.2

PEOPLE AND PUBLIC AUTHORITIES CAN BE CYNICAL ABOUT THE VALUE
OF PARTICIPATION
Where public participation is new, even authorities can be unconvinced of the need for
public participation. Initiatives such as the Aarhus Convention and this handbook
demonstrate that public participation is a vital part of decision-making.
Officials in local authorities may feel threatened by public participation since their
decisions will be open to public scrutiny for the first time. There can also be reservations
about decisions informed by the public’s opinions since the public’s comments are
‘unprofessional’. However, these are not reasons to avoid public participation. Public
authorities undertake activities on behalf of the public and it is vital that the public’s
views are known and understood.

4.3

PEOPLE MAY ONLY PARTICIPATE IF THEY THINK THEIR INTERESTS
ARE THREATENED
There is usually a lot of public involvement when people are concerned about or oppose
the proposal. It can be much harder to interest people in plans and programmes where
there may not be an immediate threat or problem. To overcome this lack of interest, a
variety of techniques can be used to make the participation exercises interesting and
relevant to the public (see Chapters 5, 6 and 7).
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4.4

IT CAN RAISE UNREALISTIC EXPECTATIONS OF WHAT CAN BE ACHIEVED
Public participation can give people the impression that everything will be changed very
quickly. When it is not, the public can become frustrated and lose trust in the authority
and the process.
To avoid misleading people in this way, it is important to be honest and clear about the
nature of the exercise, the possible outcomes and the timescales.

4.5

IT MAY SLOW DOWN THE DECISION
Public participation can slow down decision-making but the long-term benefits outweigh
the longer decision-making stage. A balance needs to be reached between the need to
make a decision quickly and the need to involve the public in making that decision.
Public participation should not prevent a decision being taken within a reasonable period
of time.

4.6

IT COSTS MONEY, AND WE DON’T HAVE ANY!
Public participation does use more resources in the short term but the long-term benefits
are much greater. There are participation techniques that do not use a lot of resources. See
sections 5.1.8, 5.1.11, 6.1.4, 6.1.8, 7.1, 7.1.3, 7.1.4 and Chapter 8.
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CHAPTER 5

Public participation in decisions
on specific activities
Article 6 of the Convention deals with public participation in making decisions on
whether to allow specific activities. According to Article 6, public participation should
be undertaken on:
‘…decisions on whether to permit proposed activities listed in annex I.’2
‘…decisions on proposed activities not listed in annex I which may have a significant effect on
the environment.’3
It should also be undertaken:
‘…when a public authority reconsiders or updates the operating conditions for an activity
referred to …[above]… mutatis mutandis, and where appropriate.’4
It need not be done:
‘…on a case-by-case basis if so provided under national law …[for]… proposed activities
serving national defence purposes, if … such application would have an adverse effect on
these purposes.’5
Article 6 contains many detailed requirements for the public participation process.
However, it is still possible to identify examples of good practice from the case studies that
go beyond these minimum requirements.

5.1 Creating a participation strategy for an
Article 6 activity
As discussed in section 3.1, the most obvious starting point when preparing a participation
strategy is the existing legal framework. This is particularly the case for Article 6 exercises
as many of the activities listed in Annex I of the Convention are already subject to
legislative control. Failure to follow these legal requirements can lead to legal challenges
which dramatically slow the process and cause the public to lose trust in the authority as
appears to have happened in the Olomouc case study (CZ-04).

2
3
4
5

Article
Article
Article
Article

6(1(a))
6(1(b))
6(10)
6(1(c))
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The Garé case study (HO-02) is an example of the kinds of legislative controls that may
be in place. In this case, the notification, the method of publicising the proposal and the
length of the consultation period were specified in law.
Authorities might find it useful to work with the applicant to develop their participation
strategy. For example, in the South-Bohemian woodlands case study (CZ-01), the
applicant ran an extensive information campaign to complement the authority’s public
notices. However, authorities need to work closely with the applicant to ensure that the
additional stages are appropriate and balanced.
Making a plan of the steps that the process will go through can help ensure that it will
meet all of the legal requirements. Publicising such a plan will also help the public
understand the process.
In the Tychy case study (PO-06), the authority went through the following stages:
–

identifying who in the authority needed to participate;

–

identifying the public concerned;

–

presenting the concept of the proposed activity to the public;

–

informing the public of the issues;

–

presenting the detailed proposal to the public;

–

collecting the public’s opinions;

–

revising the detailed proposal;

–

collecting the public’s opinions on the revisions;

–

making the decision;

–

informing the public of the decision; and

–

continuing to keep the public informed.

A simpler example is the Garé case study (HO-02), where the steps were:
–

notifying the public of the proposal;

–

recording the public’s comments;

–

producing detailed EIS using initial public comments;

–

holding a public hearing;

–

making the decision; and

–

informing the public of the decision.

It is important that authorities are prepared to amend the participation plan as they go
along. Being flexible and responsive to the public is good practice. In the Gdansk example
(Aleksandra Dijakiewicz), a formal participation plan was not developed at the start of the
process. Instead, it was developed in stages, from one meeting to the next. In this case, this
was felt to be beneficial since it allowed the process to adapt to the needs of the
participants.
5.1.1

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE EXERCISE?
The main purpose of an Article 6 exercise will be to make sure that the public’s opinions
are taken into account when the decision on the proposed activity is made.
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The key aims are:
–

to inform the public of the proposal;

–

to help them form considered opinions on the proposal;

–

to collect their opinions; and

–

to take account of their opinions when making the decision.

Two questions it may be helpful to ask are: what is the proposal? and what is the public
being asked to do?
What is the proposal?
It is important to have a clear understanding of the proposal. Authorities need to
encourage the public to consider all the relevant issues while keeping them focused on the
decision being made. For example:

•

In some cases, the public may only consider the local impact of the proposal when the
regional or global issues are also relevant. In these cases, authorities may need to make
extra efforts to help local people understand these wider issues. In the Hampshire
example (Darren Mepham), the authority had to make extra efforts to inform the
public of the global impact of the different alternatives.

•

Where the proposal follows on from a previous strategic decision (see section 3.1.4)
the authority will need to make clear what is being decided now and what has already
been decided. Authorities should also explain the grounds for the previous decision
and why it is not being reconsidered.

What are the public being asked to do?
As discussed in section 3.1.1 authorities need to be clear about what choices they are
giving the public. For Article 6 exercises, this may be limited to asking for their views for
or against the proposal. However, where possible the public should be given a more
involved role. For example:

5.1.2

•

They can be asked to consider alternatives. In the Kjustendil case study (BG-03), the
authority consulted the public on four routes for a main road.

•

They can be asked to suggest changes. In the Shell pipeline example (Shona
Falconer), the company set out the preferred route for the pipeline but suggestions for
alternative routes were considered. The route of the pipeline was altered in some cases
in response to the suggestions.

•

They can be asked to suggest conditions that would make the proposal acceptable. In
the Tychy case study (PO-06), local people said they would be happy for the new
landfill to be built only if several conditions could be met. The authority considered
these and undertook measures to meet some of them, for example, reducing the
number of rats on the old site.

WHO SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN THE EXERCISE?
Article 6 of the Convention requires that the ‘the public concerned’ participate in the
decision.
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‘“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, nongovernmental organizations promoting environmental protection and meeting any
requirements under national law shall be deemed to have an interest.’6
‘“The public” means one or more natural or legal persons, and, in accordance with national
legislation or practice, their associations, organizations or groups.’7
The best way to make an exercise open to the public concerned is to make it open to
everyone. As discussed in section 2.1, involving everyone affected by the proposed activity
in the decision-making process should lead to a better decision.
A good example of this is the Gdansk case study (PO-03). In this case, only the residents
whose properties were next to the proposed site had a legal right to take part in the
decision-making process. Despite this, the authority accepted comments from residents
whose properties were further away. As a result, the authority was able to find out what
could be done to minimise the negative effects on these residents and included some of the
suggestions in the decision.
However, simply making the process open to everyone may not be enough (see section
3.1.2). The best exercises actively seek out the people and organisations likely to be
affected by the decision. For example, in the Cone Pill case study (UK-02) the authority
used extra resources to visit key members of the public to find out their views on the
proposal.
Authorities should also aim to involve groups who do not normally participate. In the
Romania case study (Violeta Dragu), older citizens did not get involved. To overcome this,
the authority used personal contacts in places used by older people to ask them for their
opinions.
The Convention concentrates on the need to involve the public. However, for an exercise
to be effective, all interested parties need to be involved, including the applicant. The
Havlickuv Brod case study (CZ-03) is a good example of how wide the range of interested
people can be. In this case it includes the:

6
7
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–

town authority;

–

District Hygienic Station;

–

traffic and regional development sections of the district authority;

–

Agency for the Protection of Nature and Landscape;

–

public information company;

–

author of the EIA documents; and

–

compiler of the independent expert opinion on the EIA documents.

Article 2(5)
Article 2(4)
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Other examples include the Dobrich (BG-01) and Fife (UK-06) case studies.
Using representative groups
Where the public’s opinions are needed at several stages of a long process, it
may be better to use a representative group of the public concerned. If the public
is asked to comment too often they may stop responding. Using a representative
group reduces the number of times the general public needs to be asked to
comment on a proposal. Representative groups can also develop a better
understanding of the proposal, as they will have been involved in every stage.
In the Hampshire waste strategy example (Darren Mepham), a representative
group was created to collect opinions on various stages of the process. The
group members were selected by:

•

a community appraisal (6 months) to find out what the group should reflect;

•

identifying the key groups from the appraisal; and

•

sampling specific people by questionnaire (2-3 months) to see if they would
make good group members.

Using a representative group for some stage of the process does not mean that
authorities can avoid consulting all of the public concerned at key stages in the
process.

5.1.3

WHEN SHOULD THEY PARTICIPATE?
Article 6 requires authorities to inform the public concerned:
‘…early in an environmental decision-making procedure…’8
‘…when all options are open and effective public participation can take place.’9
It is good practice for authorities to involve the public as early as possible. For Article 6
exercises, this may not be until the applicant provides the information required for public
notification (see section 5.1.5). In these cases, it is good practice to involve the public as
soon the information has been received. In the Havlickuv Brod case study (CZ-03), the
notification was published one day after the information was received from the applicant.
Article 6 also requires authorities to:
‘…where appropriate, encourage prospective applicants to identify the public concerned, to
enter into discussions, and to provide information regarding the objectives of their application
before applying for a permit.’10

Article 6(2)
Article 6(4)
10 Article 6(5)
8
9
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Where the authority is the applicant, it will be good practice for them to involve the
public at this early stage. In the Tychy case study (PO-06), the authority involved the
public twelve months before a location or specification for the new landfill was proposed.
Most of this time was spent explaining the idea of the new landfill to the public and
discussing the issues with them.
Even where it is not the authority’s proposal, the applicant can still be encouraged to
involve the public early. In the Dobrich case study (BG-01), the company consulted the
public on its plans to restructure its production from the outset. It did this by involving
them in the development of its Environmental Management System.
Failure to involve the public early in the process can lead to distrust of the authority. In
the Olomouc case study (CZ-04), citizens did not have the chance to comment on the first
stage of the process (approval of the change to the urban plan). Consequently, by the time
they were involved, the public had the feeling that the decision had already been made.
Early public involvement can save time and resources. In the Garé case study (HO-02),
the authority notified the public as soon as the application for a permit was received. As a
result, the applicant was able to reply to the public’s initial comments within the detailed
Environmental Impact Statement. This contrasts with the Gorna Oriahovitza case study
(BG-02) where the public were consulted after Environmental Impact Statement was
completed. Unfortunately, the report failed to answer all of the public’s concerns and a
second report had to be produced, delaying the decision.
5.1.4

HOW DO YOU GET THE PUBLIC TO PARTICIPATE?
From the case studies it is clear that the public’s willingness to participate in Article 6
exercises varies greatly. Several authorities have found that the public only participate
when they feel that the proposal will affect them negatively (e.g. in the Decin (CZ-02)
and Gdansk case studies, (PO-03)). The public should be encouraged to participate in all
exercises.
One obvious way to raise the profile of an Article 6 exercise is through the local media.
Items on local TV and radio, and in local newspapers can help increase public interest. In
the Gorna Oriahovitza case study (BG-02), the authority achieved this by officially
inviting representatives of the media to take part in the public hearings.
The best way to get the public involved is to approach them directly. For example:
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•

In the Cone Pill case study (UK-02), the authority visited farmers in their homes and
used an informal verbal questionnaire to find out their views. The farmers were
grateful for the personal contact and the authority obtained an accurate assessment of
their opinions.

•

In the South-Bohemian woodlands case study (CZ-01), local NGOs used a one-to-one
survey to map and analyse the public’s comments. The survey helped inform the
public of the proposal and allowed the NGOs to gather the comments of 1,050
citizens.

•

In Turkey (Gulay Eskikaya), researchers have found that teahouses are a good venue
for getting opinions but these tend to be men’s opinions as teahouses are not
traditionally used by women. Women’s opinions need to be collected in another way.
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Even where resources are limited, key members of the public can still be approached
directly. One easy way to do this is through personal invitations. These can be sent to
individuals, businesses or organisations. In the Dobrich case study (BG-01), the association
representing the developers identified local environmental NGO’s and invited them
by telephone.
Authorities need to make it easy for the public to get involved. For example, several of the
case studies show that the closer a meeting is to the public concerned the more people
participate. In the Kjustendil case study (BG-03), the authority held a second public
meeting in the village most likely to be affected by the proposal. Whilst only 3 public
statements were made at the first meeting, 17 were made at the second meeting in the
local village.
The process also needs to be interesting. The public can find formal meetings very boring.
Presenting information in a variety of ways can help overcome this. In the Gdansk case
study (PO-03), one of the meetings included a film showing how a development similar to
the proposal worked.
Feedback at different stages encourages the public to participate. It demonstrates openness
and keeps the public interested in the procedure. In Kjustendil (BG-03), minutes of the
meetings were made and circulated to the people who attended. The media can play an
important role here too.
5.1.5

WHAT INFORMATION DO THEY NEED TO PARTICIPATE?
The Convention sets minimum requirements for information. This relates to publicity and
information on the project itself.
Publicity
Article 6 states that the public concerned must be:
‘…informed, either by public notice or individually as appropriate… in an adequate, timely
and effective manner…’11
Local laws will often set minimum requirements for the advertising of Article 6
applications. For example, they may need to be placed on municipal notice boards or
published in local newspapers. It is good practice to aim to notify the public in a way that
will reach as many of those concerned as possible. The case studies contain some good
examples of this:

•

11

In the South-Bohemian woodlands case study (CZ-01), there was an extensive
information campaign organised by the developer as well as public notices by the
authority on municipal notice boards and in local newspapers.

Article 6(2)
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•

In the Dunaujvaros case study (HO-08), the notification was:
–

placed on municipal notice board;

–

published twice in two local papers including a regional advertising paper that is
sent to every home in the area free of charge;

–

put on the text service on the television (teletext) for 1 month;

–

announced at the authority’s meetings and mentioned in its bulletin; and

–

announced on television and reported in the press.

Article 6 specifies that the publicity or notification must contain information on:
‘(a) The proposed activity and the application on which a decision will be taken;
(b) The nature of possible decisions or the draft decision;
(c) The public authority responsible for making the decision;
(d) The envisaged procedure, including, as and when this information can be provided:
(i) The commencement of the procedure;
(ii) The opportunities for the public to participate;
(iii) The time and venue of any envisaged public hearing;
(iv) An indication of the public authority from which relevant information can be obtained
and where the relevant information has been deposited for examination by the public;
(v) An indication of the relevant public authority or any other official body to which
comments or questions can be submitted and of the time schedule for transmittal of
comments or questions; and
(vi) An indication of what environmental information relevant to the proposed activity is
available; and
(e) The fact that the activity is subject to a national or transboundary environmental impact
assessment procedure.’12
Information on the proposal
Article 6 requires authorities to give the public concerned:
‘... access for examination, upon request where so required under national law, free of
charge and as soon as it becomes available, to all information relevant to the decision-making
… that is available at the time of the public participation procedure, without prejudice to the
right of Parties to refuse to disclose certain information in accordance with article 4,
paragraphs 3 and 4.’13

12
13
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It also requires that:
‘The relevant information shall include at least, and without prejudice to the provisions of
article 4:
(a) A description of the site and the physical and technical characteristics of the proposed
activity, including an estimate of the expected residues and emissions;
(b) A description of the significant effects of the proposed activity on the environment;
(c) A description of the measures envisaged to prevent and/or reduce the effects, including
emissions;
(d) A non-technical summary of the above;
(e) An outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant; and
(f) In accordance with national legislation, the main reports and advice issued to the public
authority at the time when the public concerned shall be informed in accordance with
paragraph 2 above.’14
So, in most cases authorities are required to provide all the available information relevant
to the decision, which will at least include (a) to (f) above.
It will be good practice to provide information on all the aspects of the proposal that
might concern the public. In the Garé case study (HO-02), the information covered the
social consequences since these were of particular concern to local people. In the Tychy
case study (PO-06), the authority provided information about what would happen to the
old site as the public were concerned about this.
The information that is provided needs to be easy to understand and Article 6 requires a
non-technical summary of much of the information to be produced. All of the information
should be presented clearly. Two good examples of ways to make information easier to
understand are:

•

The Garé case study (HO-02), where the information was broken down into small
accessible sections on issues such as ‘The need for the incinerator’ and the
‘Environmental effects’.

•

The Cone Pill case study (UK-02), where simple coloured plans were used to explain
the various options.

Providing information in several different ways can also allow more people to understand
it. For example, in the Havlickuv Brod case study (CZ-03) the Environmental Impact
Assessment information was presented through graphs and maps as well as text. However,
the public can find some forms of information confusing. In the Pärnu case study (EE-01),
a detailed plan of the proposal was prepared in electronic format. Though this may have
been helpful to the public in some areas, it was not used in this case as the local people
were not used to using electronic communications.

14

Article 6 (6(a)-(f))
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It is good practice to give the public the chance to ask questions. This should include
questions about things not discussed in the official documents. For example, in the
Kjustendil case study (BG-03) many of the questions the authority answered were about
the opportunities for compensation.
Quite a few of the case studies used contact points to allow the public to ask questions. In
the Havlickuv Brod case study (CZ-03), members of the public requesting information
were met by an official who could answer any questions. Copies of all or part of the
information could be taken free of charge. In the Kjustendil case study (BG-03), a
telephone line was used to co-ordinate the work and provide more information to citizens
and journalists on request.
When answering questions it is important to give clear and objective answers. A good
example of this is the Tychy case study (PO-06) where the authority provided factual
answers and the related research data. It is good practice to use people who are friendly
and receptive to answer the public’s questions (Cone Pill case study, UK-02).
Authorities also need to make sure information is accessible to all members of the public
concerned. Questions that might need to be asked are:
–

What languages does it need to be in?

–

Where will people be able to see it?

–

At what times will people have access to it?

The answers to these questions need to take account of the local situation. For example, in
Lithuania, Environmental Impact Statements are put on the Internet in two languages but
in practice, this is of limited value as few people have access to the Internet. It is not good
practice to rely on the Internet alone.
5.1.6

HOW LONG SHOULD BE ALLOCATED TO THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
STAGE?
According to Article 6, public participation procedures:
‘… shall include reasonable time-frames for the different phases, allowing sufficient time for
informing the public…’15
It does not say how long is ‘reasonable’. This is not surprising as circumstances differ and
the time required will vary from case to case. The case studies suggest that the minimum
period that the public needs to comment on a proposal is about three to four weeks.
More complex proposals might need longer. In many cases a minimum period will be
set in local law.
In the Tychy case study (PO-06), the authority used a long participation exercise to
reassure the public about the proposal to construct a landfill. The authority spent about a
year presenting the concept of the new landfill and informing the public of the issues and
then over 6 months consulting on a proposed location and specification. Despite early
opposition, the authority got the public’s consent to build the landfill and private owners
sold the land needed.

15
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Good practice is to be flexible about the time needed while respecting the needs of
business for a prompt decision. In the Kjustendil case study (BG-03), on the suggestion of
an NGO, the authority held a second public meeting in the village most likely to be
affected by the proposal. This prolonged the exercise by 40 days but was worthwhile as
many more comments were given at the second meeting than at the first.
5.1.7

WHAT TRAINING, SKILLS AND FACILITATION ARE NEEDED TO ENABLE THE
PUBLIC TO PARTICIPATE?
For an Article 6 exercise to work well everyone involved needs to be able to take part
effectively. This includes the public, the officials, the decision-makers and the applicant.
Authorities might need to provide appropriate training and facilitation for the
participants.
Helping the public participate in the longer term is discussed in Chapter 7. However, there
are some good examples of the sorts of things that can be done as part of an Article 6
exercise in the case studies:

•

In Tychy (PO-06), the authority undertook various educational activities to help local
people understand the environmental problems. These included a campaign
presenting environmental problems to the local community and schools.

•

In Gorna Oriahovitza (BG-02), the authority provided EIA experts to present the
detailed information on the proposal and answer questions from the public.

•

In Monok (HO-04), the authority had a meeting with the applicant and the
opponents which was managed by experts in participation techniques.

•

In the Fife (UK-06) and Gdansk (PO-03) case studies the public were given the
chance to visit existing sites to see how the proposed activities would work.

The officials running the exercise may benefit from training. In the Hampshire waste
example (Darren Mepham), the second phase of the public participation exercise was run
by experts in public participation techniques, not by experts in incinerators or waste.
Public participation exercises can benefit from being managed by trained people.
The decision-makers may also need guidance about what they can take into account when
making the decision (i.e. what is legal and what is not). In Hampshire, the decisionmakers received training in the need to be objective during the public participation
process.
5.1.8

WHAT RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE?
As discussed in section 3.1.9, authorities need to match the participation techniques they
use to the resources available. These may be money, staff time, facilities or expertise.
Article 6 does not say who should provide these resources, but it will be the authority’s
responsibility to ensure that they are made available.
In many cases, the applicant pays for the participation exercise through an application fee.
In addition to this, the applicant can pay for additional participation stages. In the Cone
Pill example (UK-02), the authority has found that on average public participation
accounts for 5% of the total project cost although it varies from 2% to 7%.
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Where resources are more limited, the case studies give several good examples of low cost
techniques. For example:

5.1.9

•

In Dunaujvaros (HO-08), the authority sent the notification to every home in the
area by publishing it in a regional advertising paper that is already sent to every
household free of charge.

•

In Havlickuv Brod (CZ-03), rather than providing people with printed copies of all
the information available, the authority let people copy the sections of the
information that they were interested in.

•

In Üveghuta (HO-05), local NGOs ran publicity campaigns for and against the
proposal. Between them, they informed a large proportion of the public concerned
about the issue. In similar cases, authorities will need to treat both sides fairly.

•

In the South Bohemian woodlands case study (CZ-01), the local business led (and
paid for) a publicity campaign.

•

Many of the case studies use meetings to inform the public about the proposal and to
allow them to both ask questions and give their opinions (e.g. Tychy (PO-06),
Havlickuv Brod (CZ-03) and Kjustendil (BG-03)). Meetings allow a few officials to
inform a large number of people in a short amount of time (see Chapter 8).

HOW WILL THE COMMENTS BE HANDLED?
According to Article 6, procedures for public participation:
‘…shall allow the public to submit, in writing or, as appropriate, at a public hearing or
inquiry with the applicant, any comments, information, analyses or opinions that it considers
relevant to the proposed activity.’16
‘…shall ensure that in the decision due account is taken of the outcome of the public
participation.’17
It is good practice to be open about how comments will be handled. The public needs to
be able to see that the authority is acting fairly. If the authority is not open in this way, the
public can lose trust in them. For example, in the Decin case study (CZ-02) the public
appears to have been dissatisfied with the manner in which their comments were handled,
rather than the outcome of the decision.
Authorities will need to record the public’s comments so they can be taken into account
by the decision-makers. In the Presov case study (SK-01), the comments made at public
meetings were collected so they could be taken into account when the decision was made.
They were also included in the report of the public proceedings.

16
17
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Decision-makers are required to take due account of the public’s comments. This may
mean amending the proposal or imposing conditions. For example in the Tychy (PO-06),
Gdansk (PO-03) and Havlickuy Brod (CZ-03) case studies, conditions were imposed in
response to the public’s comments. In the Kecskemet case study (HO-07), public concern
was such that the authority negotiated with the company to change the location. Where
public opposition is substantial, authorities may have to refuse permission.
In all cases it will be good practice for authorities to demonstrate how they have taken
account of the public’s comments. A good example of this is the Dunaujvaros case study
(HO-08). Here, all comments were recorded and made available to the public and the text
of the decision explicitly mentioned which comments had been accepted and why.
5.1.10

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE ONCE THE DECISION HAS BEEN MADE?
According to Article 6, authorities must ensure that:
‘…when the decision has been taken by the public authority, the public is promptly informed
of the decision…’18
They must also:
‘…make accessible to the public the text of the decision along with the reasons and
considerations on which the decision is based.’18
It is good practice to aim to inform all of the public concerned of the decision and
authorities should be prepared to answer any questions that the public may have.
It is also good practice to maintain a dialogue with the public after consent has been
given. For example:

5.1.11

•

In the Fife case study (UK-06), one of the conditions of the consent was the
establishment of a Community and Safety Liaison Committee. The operators of the
development (Shell Expro) report to the committee, which is made up of
representatives of the local community. The committee has allowed the operator to
develop a better understanding of the local community’s concerns about the plant and
as a result the operator has implemented a number of measures to address these.

•

In the Tychy case study (PO-06), the authority has continued to listen to the public’s
comments since the construction permit was issued. As a result, the public is in effect
monitoring the development for the authority.

WAS THE PROCESS A SUCCESS?
It is important that authorities assess the success of each participation exercise. Only by
assessing what went well and what went badly will improvements be possible in future
exercises. Some key questions that authorities need to ask are:

18

Article 6(9)
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–

Did the all of the public concerned find out about the proposal?

–

Did they all have the chance to comment?

–

Do they feel their opinions have been taken into account?

–

Do they understand the decision-maker’s reasons for making the decision that
they did?

Where the answer to any of these questions is ‘no’ authorities will need to consider what
more could have been done or what could have been done differently.
Authorities may find it helpful to share experience of conducting Article 6 exercises. In
the Shell UK example (Shona Falconer), the company prepares case studies of their public
participation exercises and circulates them around the company so that other members of
staff can learn from these experiences. All authorities can build experience in this way at a
low cost.
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CHAPTER 6

Public participation in the
preparation of plans and
programmes
Article 7 of the Convention requires authorities to:
‘…make appropriate practical and/or other provisions for the public to participate during the
preparation of plans and programmes relating to the environment…[and] To the extent
appropriate…[to] endeavour to provide opportunities for public participation in the
preparation of policies relating to the environment…’
Though this handbook only deals with the preparation of plans and programmes, many of
the elements of good practice set out this chapter can also be applied when preparing
policies.
A wide variety of plans and programmes are covered by Article 7. The case studies include
activities as diverse as:
`

•

a biodiversity action plan to protect and enhance wildlife (UK-03);

•

a municipal hazardous waste management strategy (BG-04);

•

a water supply strategy for a city (EE-02);

•

a national environmental health action plan (UA-01);

•

local land-use plans (HO-03, PO-04); and

•

a tourism management plan (UK-13).

This variety means that the nature and scale of the public participation processes will be
very different. The case studies therefore contain a wide range of strategies for involving
the public.
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6.1 Creating a participation strategy for an
Article 7 activity
Article 7 requires that public participation be undertaken within:
‘…a transparent and fair framework…’
Unlike Article 6, it does not specify the steps that should be taken. This allows authorities
to use the steps that are appropriate to each activity and to be flexible.
As the Convention does not specify a structure for Article 7 exercises, the preparation
phase is very important. Authorities need to be able to demonstrate that the process will
be transparent and fair from the start. In order to do this they will need a clear strategy.
As discussed in section 3.1, existing local laws might set a minimum framework for
participation exercises. For example in the Jurmala case study (LV-01), public participation
had to follow the national planning regulation’s procedures. Authorities must make sure
that their strategy meets these legal requirements and it will be good practice to go beyond
them (see section 5.1).
Article 7 participation strategies need to be developed to suit the kind of plan or
programme being prepared and the local conditions. What works well in one area might
not work well in another and it is good practice to find out what is required.
Two good examples of this are:

•

the Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan (UK-03), where the authority used focus
groups and a questionnaire to find out how much the public knew about biodiversity;
and

•

the Kladno case study (CZ-05), where the authority used socio-environmental
research to find out the public’s knowledge of environmental issues in general and
their willingness to participate in the decision-making process.

Authorities may need to consider how their strategy fits in with earlier stages. For example
in the Newcastle Northern Development Area (UK-05), the public did not accept a
previous decision. As a result, many members of public did not take part in the new
exercise and the authority had to identify different ways of involving these people.
In some cases, it may be helpful to develop a strategy in partnership with another
organisation. For example in the Dobrich case study (BG-01), the authority worked with
an NGO representing the local furniture producers to involve the public in the production
of an Environmental Management System for the region’s furniture production industry.
Other examples of this include the Surrey (UK-12), Shurmashk (TJ-01) and Ukraine
NEHAP (UA-01) case studies.
There are many good examples of Article 7 strategies in the case studies. For example, the
Ostrowiec Swietokrzyski (PO-04), Bratislava (SK-02) and Newcastle Biodiversity Action
Plan (UK-03) case studies clearly set out the steps the authority went through.
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Key steps in preparing a plan or programme
Finding out the best ways to involve the public
â

Public Participation on basic issues
â

Producing a draft plan/programme
â

Public Participation on the draft plan/programme
â

Producing the final version of the plan/programme
â

Implementation
â

Review of exercise

In many cases the public can be involved in all of these stages, not just those dedicated to
public participation.
As with Article 6 exercises, being flexible and responsive to the public is good practice. It
is important that authorities take advantage of opportunities as they arise. For instance, in
the Croydon case study (UK-14), two of the methods the authority used to encourage the
public to participate (a publicity video produced by the public and the use of local people
to manage parts of the process) came from discussions with people in the community. They
were not part of the original strategy.
6.1.1

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE EXERCISE?
The main purpose of an Article 7 public participation exercise will be to make sure the
public’s opinions are taken into account in the final plan or programme. The key aims will
be to:

•

inform the public that the plan/programme is being prepared;

•

help them form considered opinions on the relevant issues;

•

collect their opinions and ideas; and

•

prepare a plan/programme that takes account of their opinions.

As in the Newcastle City Centre Action Plan (UK-04), it will be good practice to prepare
a draft plan based on the public’s opinions rather than to present the authority’s solutions
for comment. The draft plan can then be subject to a further phase of public participation.
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Article 7 public participation exercises can have additional purposes. In several of the case
studies, the authority used the process to involve the public in achieving other objectives.
For example:

•

in the Shurmashk case study (TJ-01), one of the aims was to involve local people in
nature protection and tourism;

•

in the Surrey case study (UK-12), one of the aims was to enable organisations with
different interests, values and resources to build mutual understanding; and

•

in the Sequoia furniture company example (BG-01), one of the aims was to increase
the sales of local companies by improving their image to consumers.

In all cases, authorities need be clear what the process is trying to achieve before it starts
(see section 3.1.1). If the authority is not clear, the public will not be able to participate
effectively. For example, in the Ostrowiec Swietokrzyski case study (PO-04), the authority
were not clear about what they were asking the public to comment on. As a result, the
public’s comments were mostly about making changes for private reasons rather than to
improve the overall plan.
6.1.2

WHO SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN THE EXERCISE?
The Article 7 requires that:
‘The public which may participate shall be identified by the relevant public authority…’
As discussed in section 3.1.2, it will be good practice for the decision-making process to be
open to everyone so that anyone affected by the decision can participate. This should
include those who oppose the authority’s ideas. For example, in the Durham case study
(UK-01), local people who actively opposed the proposal were invited to join the process.
This means that everyone is genuinely involved and no one feels alienated.
It is good practice to involve all of the local organisations affected as well as individual
members of the public. The Durham case study (UK-01) provides a good example of the
range of groups that can be involved. In this case, it included:
–

schools;

–

local authorities and statutory bodies;

–

community groups;

–

residents’ organisations;

–

business and industry;

–

women’s organisations; and

–

NGOs and voluntary agencies.

Other examples include the Veles case study (MK-01), where the authority involved the
media and central government; and the Bratislava case study (SK-02), where experts from
universities and research institutions were invited to participate.
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Authorities should be aware that those most willing to participate in the decision-making
process, including NGOs, may not be representative of the public’s views. It is therefore
important to involve ordinary people as well as specialist groups and to actively seek out
all the people and organisations likely to be affected by the decision (see section 3.1.2).
For example, in the Washington case study (UK-09) the authority made special efforts to
involve groups such as young people, single parents, the illiterate and the disabled since
these people might not normally participate.
The decision-makers and the authority’s officials should also be involved in the public
participation process. In the Kladno case study (CZ-05), the involvement of officials was
very important as it allowed the public to see that they could be equal partners with the
authority. Where these staff are not directly involved, they can feel detached from the
process, as was the case for the Authority’s technical staff in the Surrey case study (UK-12).
6.1.3

WHEN SHOULD THEY PARTICIPATE?
The Convention requires authorities to:
‘…provide for early public participation, when all options are open and effective public
participation can take place.’20
It is good practice to involve the public as early as possible. In most cases, it is possible to
involve the public from the beginning. For example, in the Kladno case study (CZ-05), the
authority interviewed a representative sample of the public before developing their
participation strategy.
Involving the public early can help the authority develop a better strategy and lead to
greater public involvement. For example, in the Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan
(UK-03), involving the public from the beginning allowed the authority to:
–

understand the public’s perception of the issues;

–

identify the public’s priorities;

–

raise awareness of the issues; and

–

encourage community ownership of the plan.

Several of the case studies involve the public in designing the participation process. In the
Chelm case study (PO-02), to ensure that the public participation was as broad and active
as possible, a committee of 36 volunteers was formed to guide the process. In the
Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan (UK-03), the authority worked with representative
groups of the public to design the consultation documents.
It is good practice to involve the public throughout the decision-making process. In the
Kladno case study (CZ-05), the authority established continuous public participation and in
the Chelm case study (PO-02), the authority involved the public at several different stages.

20
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6.1.4

HOW DO YOU GET THE PUBLIC TO PARTICIPATE?
It is good practice for authorities to actively encourage the public to participate. Many of
the case studies use publicity campaigns to do this. For example, in the Croydon case study
(UK-14) the authority used a range of methods:
–

writing to hundreds of local organisations offering workshops;

–

holding public meetings with videos;

–

publishing information in local newspapers;

–

sending information to local schools; and

–

putting on public exhibitions in libraries and at local events.

The best way to get the public to participate is to approach them face to face (see section
5.1.4). For example:

•

In the Kladno case study (CZ-05), the authority asked a local NGO to interview
members of public in their homes. Around 85% of the citizens questioned responded.
This contrasts with the Jurmala case study (LV-01) where questionnaires were sent to
local people who were asked to complete and return them by post. There, only 0.1%
of citizens responded.

•

In the Mjölby case study (SW-01), the authority approached people at work and in
popular locations to inform them of the issues and to discuss how they influenced
their daily life. This allowed them to collect the detailed opinions of 3,500 people.

Involving interested people in managing and running parts of the process can encourage
other local people to participate. For example, in the Lake Peipsi case study (EE-04), local
co-ordinators were used to maintain close contact with the community. One way they did
this was by running workshops for active citizens to help them develop ideas. In the Mjölby
case study (SW-01), interested members of the public were invited to become representatives.
Using public committees or groups is another good way of involving people in the process.
In the Györ case study (HO-01), the authority used the Environment Protection Club to
involve the public. Citizens were invited to attend the club to discuss environment and
health issues. The club was advertised through brochures, publications and local papers.
The authority used the sessions to gather suggestions for inclusion in the plan. Using
existing groups in this way is a low cost approach.
The case studies give many other good examples of how the public can be encouraged to
participate, such as the Mjölby case study (SW-01) where the authority used competitions.
Authorities need to be creative and flexible so they can take advantage of opportunities as
they arise. The Croydon case study (UK-14), where two methods suggested by the public
were used, is a good example of this.
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6.1.5

WHAT INFORMATION DO THEY NEED TO PARTICIPATE?
Article 7 requires authorities to provide:
‘…the necessary information to the public.’
There are two kinds of information authorities will need to provide: information on the
participation process; and information on the plan or programme being prepared.
Publicity
To participate effectively, people need to know that the process is happening. They also
need to know how it will work and how they can get involved. Authorities need to think
of ways to inform the public that will reach as many of the people who may be affected as
possible. For example:

•

In the Sequoia Furniture Company example (BG-01), the company placed
advertisements in the local press and broadcast announcements over local radio.
These explained what the process was so that people could see their role and the need
for the public to participate.

•

In the Kladno case study (CZ-05), the authority worked with local NGOs to
encourage people to participate. The main aim of the campaign was to inform citizens
about the chance to take part in the decision-making processes. A range of methods
were used including:
–

meetings to discuss the different ways that the public could participate;

–

national and local newspapers;

–

the local radio station;

–

posters at bus stops, in doctors’ surgeries, in supermarkets etc.;

–

the authority’s information material and notice boards;

–

letters to people who were involved in the earlier public opinion research;

–

letters to key organisations and groups (e.g. businesses and schools); and

–

the authority’s internet web pages.

The public also need to be kept informed about the process: what has happened so far and
what will happen next. In the Newcastle Northern Development Area (UK-05), the
authority used a bulletin to ensure everyone in the affected area was kept up to date with
progress on the plan. This was distributed every three months. Each bulletin referred
readers to fuller information at the authority’s offices and at the local public library. In the
Kladno case study (CZ-05), information about progress in developing the strategy was
published in papers and on the Internet.
Information on the plan or programme
The information about the plan or programme should tell the public what it is about and
what the possible outcomes might be. For the public to participate effectively, the
information needs to be complete, easy to understand and accessible (see section 3.1.6).
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Authorities need to provide information on all the aspects of the plan or programme that
might concern the public. For example in the Paide case study (EE-02), the authority
presented all the different options and their costs to the public, not just the ones that they
favoured. By doing this, the authority was able to find out all the positive and negative
aspects of each option.
The information should explain the possible environmental impacts of the different
options. For example, in the Naissaar Island case study (EE-03), a Strategic Environmental
Assessment was conducted and the report made available to the public. This covered
possible impacts and mitigation measures.
Failure to provide all the information can result in public distrust of the process and the
authority. In the Newcastle Northern Development Area case study (UK-05), the
developers would not release the draft legal agreement associated with the new plan. This
frustrated many members of the public who felt the developer must have something
to hide.
Authorities need to ensure that the information they provide is factual and objective. For
example, in the Bratislava case study (SK-02) the authority made sure public meetings had
a good balance of presentations from all sides. All presentations had the same time limit
and every participant had the chance to make a presentation.
It is important that the information is presented in a form that the public can understand.
It is good practice to seek the public’s views on how the information should be provided.
For example in the Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan (UK-03), the authority used focus
groups to find out how much the public knew about biodiversity. It is also good practice to
allow the public to ask questions (see section 5.1.5).
An important way of making the information easier to understand is to provide a nontechnical summary. In the Hadrian’s Wall case study (UK-13), a four-page summary was
made widely available with an option to have the full document. Similarly, in the Sopot
case study (PO-05), the authority produced a three-page report summarising the work so
far. Again, all the relevant documents were also available.
It is good practice to make the information available to as many people as possible. The
same sorts of questions need to be asked here as for Article 6 exercises:
–

What languages does it need to be in?

–

Where will people be able to see it?

–

At what times will people have access to it?

A good example of what can be done to make information available is the Newcastle
Northern Development Area case study (UK-05). Here the authority managed to present
the information to many hundreds of residents by making it into a mobile exhibition and
touring it around the affected area. Another good example is the Ukrainian NEHAP case
study (UA-01), where in order to allow people from all over the county to participate,
seminars were held in five different regions.
In some cases, the use of the internet can be a good way of making information available
to people. However, in many areas people will not have access to the Internet or the skills
to use it. To help overcome this, the Lake Peipsi case study (EE-04) provided Internet
connections and training free of charge in local community centres.
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6.1.6

HOW LONG SHOULD BE ALLOCATED TO THE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
STAGE?
The Convention requires that:
‘…public participation procedures shall include reasonable time-frames for the different
phases, allowing sufficient time for informing the public… and for the public to prepare and
participate effectively…’21
It does not set a minimum period, as the length of time the public will need will differ
from case to case. In some cases minimum periods will be set in local law.
Given that it is good practice to involve the public throughout the process of preparing
the plan or programme (see section 6.1.3), the overall time period for the whole process
can be quite long. For example, in the Newcastle City Centre Action Plan (UK-04) the
whole process took 12 months and in the Mjölby case study (SW-01), it took 11/2 years. In
both of these examples, the authority involved the public continuously.
Many of the case studies involve the public in several participation stages (e.g. Ostrowiec
Swietokrzyski (PO-04), and Bratislava (SK-02)). As discussed in section 5.1.6, the Article
6 case studies suggest that the minimum period the public will need to comment on each
stage of a process will be about three to four weeks.

6.1.7

WHAT TRAINING, SKILLS AND FACILITATION ARE NEEDED TO ENABLE THE
PUBLIC TO PARTICIPATE?
For a public participation process to work well, everyone involved needs to be able to take
part effectively. It will therefore be good practice for authorities to provide appropriate
training and facilitation for all participants.
Those running the participation process and those who make the decisions might need
training. In the Surrey case study (UK-12), the authority used trained experts in public
participation techniques to run the public meetings and the authority’s officials were
provided with training on the objective of the process.
In the Chelm case study (PO-02), one of the main aims was to inform the public of
environmental problems and raise their awareness of these issues. Other examples of this
include the Kladno (CZ-05), Lake Peipsi (EE-04), Shurmashk (TJ-01), Durham (UK-01)
and Washington (UK-09) case studies. Helping the public to participate in the longer-term
is discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.

6.1.8

WHAT RESOURCES ARE AVAILABLE?
It is the authority’s responsibility to ensure there will be sufficient resources available for
the public participation process. As resources are always limited, authorities need to match
the participation techniques they use to the resources available (see section 3.1.9). For
example in the Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan (UK-03), the restriction of finances
and other resources influenced the level of consultation.

21

Article 6(3)
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Working in partnership with other organisations is a good way to increase the resources
available. In several of the case studies, the authorities worked with NGOs. For example:

•

In the Veles case study (MK-01), the authority was assisted by a local NGO, Vila
Zora. The NGO assisted with both the preparation of the participation strategy and
the running of the public awareness phase.

•

In the Stara Zargora case study (BG-04), meetings were arranged with the support of
local NGOs.

•

In the Ukraine NEHAP case study (UA-01), the authority worked in partnership with
a co-ordination council made up of 5 NGOs. These were chosen for their long-term
experience in access to information, public advocacy and their positive attitude to the
partnership.

However, in all cases the authority must retain accountability for the public participation
process and the final plan or programme.
Members of the public can also be a useful resource. For example several of the case studies
used committees or steering groups made up of interested members of the public to help
guide the public participation procedure (e.g. Chelm (PO-02), Sopot (PO-05), Kladno
(CZ-05)).
By being flexible authorities will be able to take best advantage of the resources available
to them. For example in the Chelm case study, a survey of environmental awareness was
conducted with help from the students at a secondary school.
6.1.9

HOW WILL THE COMMENTS BE HANDLED?
The convention requires authorities to ensure:
‘… due account is taken of the outcome of the public participation.’22
It is good practice to be open about how this will be done. Authorities need to make clear to
the public how they can submit comments and how those comments will be handled. The
are several good examples of how comments can be handled in the case studies, for example:

•

In the Ostrowiec Swietokrzyski case study (PO-04), all comments were handed over to
the plan designer and written responses were sent back to the public.

•

In the Naissaar island case study (EE-03), the public’s comments were recorded using a
matrix analysis. This uses a table to illustrate the outcome of the public participation.
Comments were plotted against specific environmental problems with an indication of
whether they were positive or negative, and how significant they were.

Publishing a summary of the public’s comments can help people understand the different
issues and can help to build consensus. In the Newcastle Biodiversity Action Plan case study
(UK-03), a detailed report of the results of the public questionnaire was displayed in libraries
and on the Internet. In the Bratislava case study (SK-02), the conclusions of the public
discussion were sent to all participants and were available to those who expressed interest.
22
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It is good practice for authorities to check they have understood the public’s comments.
Several of the case studies do this by producing a draft plan or programme based on the
public’s comments as in the Newcastle City Centre Action Plan (UK-04). In the
Ostrowiec Swietokrzyski case study (PO-04), the authority held a public meeting at the end
of the main public participation stage to make corrections and fill in any gaps in the plan.
Where there is a delay in making the decision it is good practice to explain this to the
public. For example, in the Ukrainian NEHAP case study (UA-01), when the decision was
delayed a letter was sent to all participants explaining the status of the plan.
Authorities are required to take account of the public’s comments when finalising the plan
or programme. Even in cases where the authority has to make a decision that goes against
public opinion, the public’s comments should still be taken into account. For example, in
the Newcastle Northern Development Area case study (UK-05), many participants wanted
to stop the scheme. Though the scheme was not stopped, the objections to the scheme
were taken into account. For example, the new plan has addressed concerns about the
possible increase in traffic levels caused by the development.
6.1.10

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE ONCE THE PLAN OR PROGRAMME HAS
BEEN FINALISED?
It is good practice to inform the public about the final plan or programme as soon as
possible after the decision has been made. Authorities should aim to inform as many of
those affected as possible. In the Bratislava case study (SK-02), the authority published the
full text in two newspapers.
It will also be good practice to explain how the plan or programme will be implemented.
Involving the public in the implementation process can be helpful. For example in the
Croydon case study (UK-14), the strategy is being implemented and monitored under the
guidance of a public committee (the Croydon Local Agenda 21 Partnership).
Continuing to involve the public in the work of the authority is good practice.
Maintaining established links with the public can also be helpful for future participation
exercises and builds relationships. In the Chelm case study (PO-02), the authority has
continued to involve the public by setting up an association open to everyone continuing
the common work for the environment.
The public can also be involved in reviews of the plan or programme. In the Surrey case
study (UK-12), there is a limited review of each plan every year and a full review,
involving full public participation, every five years.

6.1.11

WAS THE PROCESS A SUCCESS?
Once the participation process is over it is good practice to review how successful the
process was. For example, in the Newcastle City Centre case study (UK-04) the authority
intends to set up user panels to obtain comments.
Some of the key questions authorities need to ask when judging the success of the
process are:
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–

Did all of the public affected find out that the plan/programme was being
prepared?

–

Were they able to participate in its preparation?

–

Do they feel their opinions have been taken into account?

–

Do they understand the decision-makers’ reasons for making the plan/programme
that they did?

If the answer to any of these questions is ‘no’, then authorities will need to consider what
could have been done differently or what more could have been done.
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CHAPTER 7

Helping people to participate
Public participation processes should be accessible to everyone affected by the decision.
Authorities need to ensure that anyone interested in a decision is able to understand how
it will affect them so that they can form and give an opinion on the proposal. Achieving
these requirements for Article 6 and 7 exercises is discussed in Chapters 5 and 6
respectively.
However, for a number of reasons, the public does not always take advantage of
participation processes, even when the procedures are excellent. This chapter deals with
how authorities can encourage the public to participate in the longer-term. This is often
known as ‘capacity building’.
The Convention requires Parties to:
‘…promote environmental education and environmental awareness among the public,
especially on how to…participate in decision-making…in environmental matters.’23
It also says that authorities should:
‘…assist and provide guidance to the public… in facilitating participation in decisionmaking…in environmental matters.’24
It is good practice for authorities to adopt a long-term strategy to assist and provide
guidance to the public. This can encourage them to take part in making decisions and also
help them to develop the skills and knowledge that will make it easier for them to do so.
Providing the public with this sort of assistance should lead to them having a greater interest
in the decisions, a better understanding of their effects and better considered opinions. As
discussed in section 2.1, this in turn should lead to better decisions, as more of the public
will be able to give the decision-makers a better understanding of the impacts of different
options. Section 2.2 sets out how working with the public to build trust and confidence in
the authority can help improve democracy. It shows people that they are valued and that
their views are important. In addition to these wider benefits, it can also have advantages
for the authority as it can reduce the time and resources needed to help the public
participate in specific exercises.
The case studies include a wide range of things that can be done to help the public
participate. For example:

•

23
24

In the Shurmashk case study (TJ-01), the authority used the setting up of small
businesses to help people take part in the work of the authorities and the protection of
their environment.
Article 3(3)
Article 3(2)
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•

In the Fife case study (UK-06), the authority worked with a large company (Shell
Expro) to help people understand the relationship between industry and their
environment and to help the company understand the needs of the public.

•

In the Washington case study (UK-09), the authority helped local people set up
networks through which they could develop their understanding of local problems and
become involved in the work of the authority.

•

In the Tbilisi case study (GO-01), media coverage of an environment week was used
to help people understand environmental issues and to demonstrate that they could
make a practical difference by getting involved.

7.1 Creating a strategy to help people participate
It is important that authorities prepare a clear strategy since there are many different ways
to help the public. Though there is no single framework for authorities to follow the case
studies provide some good examples.
Before developing a strategy, authorities need to know what the barriers to participation are
in their area. They need to understand why the public is not participating in the decisions.
Part of the reason may be that the participation exercises for individual decisions are not
using best practice. Chapters 5 and 6 offer advice on these aspects. However, the reason
may also be a lack of interest or knowledge about the issues and it is only be undertaking
some research that authorities will know why. Good examples of this are:

•

The Kladno case study (CZ-05), where the authority surveyed a representative sample
of local people to find out about their attitudes to environmental issues and their
views on public participation.

•

The Yerevan case study (AM-01), where a survey was carried out to find out the needs
of local NGOs. In this case, the results highlighted the need for training, financial
resources, dialogue and partnership between different organisations.

Once authorities have an idea of the public’s needs, they can consider how the resources
available to them can be used to meet those needs. These might include money, staff time,
meeting rooms, equipment or the expertise of the authority’s staff.
Involving members of the public in the development and management of a strategy can
also be useful. For example in the Washington case study (UK-09), the authority worked
with a steering group made up of members of the local community. Not only can this lead
to a better process but it also allows the people who are involved to develop skills and
knowledge which they can then pass on to other members of the community. It can also
reduce cost as the community can do some of the work for the authority.
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It can also be helpful to involve local organisations and businesses in preparing a strategy.
For example:

7.1.1

•

In the Shurmashk case study (TJ-01), the authority worked with a local NGO ‘Youth
Eco Centre’. Amongst other things, the NGO was able to provide information on
similar exercise elsewhere.

•

In the Fife case study (UK-06), the authority worked with the management of a local
installation to help the public develop a better understanding of its processes and the
products.

WHO SHOULD BE INVOLVED?
Everyone can benefit from a strategy that helps them become more effective participants.
This includes the public, authority officials, businesses and NGOs. For example:

•

in the Tychy case study (PO-06), the aim was to stimulate local people’s interest in
environmental issues and local decision-making processes;

•

in the Surrey case study (UK-11), officials from authorities were trained in
participation skills so that they would be better able to help the public participate;

•

in the Yerevan case study (AM-01), the aim was to help NGO’s participate more
effectively; and

•

in the Washington case study (UK-09), seminars were used to help local businesses
understand environmental issues.

Special efforts may be needed to involve those who are least likely to take part. For example
in the Washington case study (UK-09), special emphasis was placed on helping key groups
who did not normally participate such as the young, the illiterate and the disabled.
Helping people to participate can take four broad approaches. These are:

7.1.2

–

helping people get involved;

–

helping people understand the issues;

–

helping people develop skills; and

–

helping people build networks.

HELPING PEOPLE GET INVOLVED
It can often be difficult to involve people in public participation processes, even when the
procedures are excellent. In order to get people involved authorities need to get them
interested. They also need to help them understand how they can get involved and what
the advantages might be for them.
Overcoming the reasons why people do not participate, even when the procedures are
excellent, can often be the most important part of helping people participate.
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In the Kladno case study (CZ-05), the initial survey revealed that some people did not see
why they should take part in making decisions. The first meeting was therefore spent
persuading citizens that participating in decision-making processes was an effective and
useful way to influence the life of the city. Similarly, in the Lake Peipsi case study (EE-04),
a lot of time and energy was put into explaining the democratic basis for people to take part.
The public is more likely to stay interested in an issue if they have an active role and if
they can see positive results. In the Chelm case study (PO-02), people lost interest in the
process because the first few meetings took the form of lectures. They were more interested
in the later meetings where they played a more active role, drawing conclusions and
making recommendations.
If authorities are to encourage people to keep participating, they need to maintain a good
relationship with the public. In the Durham case study (UK-01), the authority has
developed a good relationship with the public by admitting mistakes and problems, and
openly discussing their solutions.
Involving people is an on-going process and continual efforts need to be made to
encourage as many people as possible to participate (Kladno (CZ-05)). Over time,
authorities can involve a large number of people in this way. In the CEED case study
(UK-10), hundreds of people have participated ranging from volunteers working for
several years to those involved in only one or two events.
It can sometimes be effective to join with other objectives. For example in the Shurmashk
case study (TJ-01), the authority used the setting up of small businesses to involve local
people in the protection of their environment. This made it very relevant to local people,
as there was high unemployment in the area. Equally, in the Fife case study (UK-06), the
process was made interesting by using a charity fund raising day to involve local people.
7.1.3

HELPING PEOPLE UNDERSTAND THE ISSUES
Helping people understand the issues is an important part of helping them participate.
Only if they understand the issues will they be able to see how future decisions will affect
them and then form opinions on what the decision should be.
In several of the case studies, the authorities main aim was to help people develop a wider
understanding of environmental issues:
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•

In the Tychy case study (PO-06), various educational activities were undertaken
including a campaign, which informed the local people about environmental
problems.

•

In the Nottingham case study (UK-08), a series of themed environmental campaigns
were targeted at householders. These covered topics such as water, travel, energy, food
and waste and encouraged householders to make small changes to their lifestyle.

Helping people to participate

Using the media can be a very effective way of informing the public of key issues. For
example, in the Tbilisi case study (GO-01), television reports were used to raise the
public’s awareness of environmental issues and to demonstrate that people could make a
practical difference. In the Nottingham case study (UK-08), the authority worked closely
with local newspapers, television and radio stations which had reports and programmes
explaining the issues and showing local good practice.
Leaflets and newsletters delivered to peoples homes or made available in public places
(e.g. libraries or local shops) can also be a good way of providing the public with
information on important issues. In the Shell UK case study (UK-07), a catalogue of
over 150 information sheets is available for NGOs to use which provide a simple briefing
on key issues.
However, any kind of publicity campaign needs to be part of a wider strategy. Newspaper,
radio and TV will only give a small part of the information and authorities need to ensure
that articles include information on easy ways to find out more. In the Tychy case study
(PO-06), articles included a telephone number that residents could call to get answers to
their questions. Other options include linking media coverage to the Internet or including
information on meetings that people can attend.
It is also important to give people the opportunity to discuss issues so they can develop a
fuller understanding of them. For example, in the Kladno case study (CZ-05), a working
group is used to inform the public of the issues and to allow people to discuss them with
experts and other citizens. The working group, which meets regularly, is open to everyone
and information about its activities is published in the local press and on the Internet.
Another good example is the Durham case study (UK-01), where the authority holds
regular seminars and conferences on many different topics.
Sometimes, a reluctance to participate is based on a fear or misunderstanding. Activities
which develop trust and show that there is nothing to hide, such as guided tours of local
installations (UK-06), can help in these cases.
The best strategies use a mixture of methods to help people understand the issues. Several
of the case studies use themed days or weeks to inform people of the issues. These use a
wide range of methods to inform the public over a short period of time. This is a good way
to give issues a high profile with limited resources. Examples of this include the
Washington case study (UK-09) where the authority used an Environment Action Week
and the Romanian example where the Environmental Protection Agency held a series of
open days on different environmental issues (Violeta Dragu).
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Radio Station Phone-Ins
One way to increase the public’s knowledge of environmental issues is through
local radio station discussions. These have the advantage of reaching a wide
range of people in their own home and allowing them to participate in the
discussion by phone. They are also popular with radio stations because they are
cheap, popular and easily arranged. They can also give the station a good image.
Going to a radio station with a list of topics and speakers (including experts,
politicians/officials and NGO’s) and the offer of definite phone calls from one or
two concerned citizens is almost certain to get a positive reaction. Speakers will
need to be well prepared, with short statements, and alternative solutions to the
problems presented.

7.1.4

HELPING PEOPLE DEVELOP SKILLS
Many skills can be useful to people when taking part in public participation processes.
Providing people with the opportunity to develop those skills is therefore an important
part of helping them participate.
The Lake Peipsi case study (EE-04) is a good example of the kinds of things that can be
done to help the public develop skills that will make it easier for them to participate. In
this case, the authority worked with an NGO to develop a training programme that was
open to all members of the public. This included courses on:
–

business development;

–

project writing;

–

learning foreign languages; and

–

using e-mail and the Internet.

The programme was organised with help from local experts and the courses were free of
charge to the public as they were supported by the United Nations Development Programme.
As discussed in section 7.1, involving the public in the development and management of
the authority’s strategy is an important way to help people develop skills. In the Chelm
case study (PO-02), the authority did this through a programme committee. Those
involved gain valuable experience of:
–

working with people;

–

presenting their ideas and opinions;

–

identifying problems;

–

setting priorities; and

–

developing solutions.

In the Washington case study (UK-09), the authority worked with expert trainers to train
local people in how to help other people take part. These people then ran meetings and
working groups in the local villages. The NGO ‘Eco-Accord’ has found that this approach
of training enthusiastic members of the public first works well, since they can then pass
information and skills on to others (Olga Ponizova).
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Helping people to participate

Organisations and businesses can also benefit from help in developing skills. For example,
in the Yerevan case study (AM-01) the exercise was aimed at providing NGOs with
training and support.
Helping the authority’s officials develop skills can also help the public take part. For
example in the Surrey case study (UK-11), an independent organisation trained officials
from a number of authorities. The training gave the officials the skills needed to help
members of the public discuss the issues, present their opinions and agree on solutions. As
a result, rather than paying for experts on public participation, the authorities are now able
to use their own staff at no extra cost.
7.1.5

HELPING PEOPLE BUILD NETWORKS
As mentioned above, providing members of the public with the opportunity to work with
others is an important part of helping them participate. It helps them understand the issues
and how they affect others and can also help people develop useful skills.
Authorities can encourage people to work together by helping them set up local groups
and by building links between different members of the community. For example:

7.1.6

•

In the Lake Peipsi case study (EE-04), the authority worked with an NGO to help
local people set-up groups to help them develop ideas for improving their communities.
The groups met monthly to discuss social, environmental and economic problems in
the area. They consisted of 15-20 people and were run by local co-ordinators.

•

In the Durham case study (UK-01), the authority set up eight groups covering
different issues to help different members of the community work together. Each
group included representatives of community groups, companies, and voluntary
organisations. All of the meetings were publicised widely and were open to everyone
interested in taking part.

•

In the Shell UK case study (UK-07), the aim was to form links between local groups,
which would allow them to share ideas and experiences. This included:
–

producing a magazine of examples, news about funding and articles written by
network members which is circulated to all network members five times a year.

–

funding projects aimed at bringing organisations together to work on
sustainability issues at the community level.

–

offering small grants to enable network members to learn from each other’s experiences.

WHAT HAPPENS NEXT?
Authorities need to regularly assess whether their strategy is helping the public take part.
One obvious measure of this is whether more people are participating in decision-making
processes. However, there are many methods. For example, in the Nottingham case study
(UK-08) the authority used the telephone to contact people to ask them whether they
knew about the campaign and whether they had changed their lifestyle as a result. This
monitoring after each campaign enabled the authority to find out how effective each one
had been.
In all cases, even once the longer-term strategy has been completed, authorities need to
keep listening to the public.
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CHAPTER 8

Participation techniques used in
case studies
The case studies discussed at the workshop and set out in the Appendices use a wide range
of different ways to encourage the public to participate in the decision-making process.
This handbook cannot discuss them in any depth and many other publications set out
them out in detail1.
The key message from section 3.1.1 is to think about how you will ask the public to
participate and what the likely outcome of each approach will be. For instance, although
public meetings are a relatively cheap way of informing a large number of people about a
proposal, they can be dull or become confrontational if the proposal is controversial. It can
also be very difficult to collect any feedback from such a meeting. A better way of
collecting opinions might be an exhibition with one to one meetings with experts,
particularly if the proposal is controversial.
The table below sets out some of the techniques used in the case studies to obtain opinions.

1

• Focus Groups (small representative groups
of the public)

• Exhibitions in public places
(markets, sports centre)

• Public meetings

• Media involvement to raise awareness

• An information office with trained staff to
explain proposals to the public

• Education programmes on environmental
issues to help the public form an opinion

• Visits to similar sites or installations

• Leaflets to distribute in public places

• Sending out summary documents in
simple language

• Participating in local events such as carnivals
and parties by having an exhibition

• Using community groups

• One to one meetings

• Send a questionnaire to interest groups

• Going to local places (e.g. tea houses)

• ‘Brainstorming’ sessions with the public
(ideas are shouted out one by one and
analysed more slowly afterwards)

• Prepare brochures with questions in the
back that the public can send by post to
the authority

• Write up case studies in newsletters to
encourage best practice

• Use independent experts to offer advice to
the public so that they can form an opinion

• Use people trained in public participation
techniques

• Internet websites to provide information and
allow comments to be made

• Special theme days (e.g. ozone day) to
raise awareness

• Hold a slide show with questions and
answers afterwards

• Open Parliamentary meetings to generate trust

• Use games to encourage public participation

• Hold introductory talks about the proposal

• Use workshops to get opinions

• Competitions with prizes to raise interest
(e.g. think of a name the for the strategy)

• Use local people to get the public’s opinions
to overcome a lack of trust in the authority

One good example is the Community Planning Handbook (By Nick Wates, Earthscan, London, 2000).
This provides advice on a wide range of techniques that can be used to help people participate and
provides useful examples from around the world. It also includes a guide to other relevant publications
and a list of useful international contacts. Further information is available on the Internet at
www.earthscan.co.uk.

57

APPENDIX 1

Participant list for Newcastle
Workshop
Armenia, Republic of
Mrs Knarik Arabyan
Training & Consultancy
NGO Training & Resource Centre
A Project of the Armenian Assembly of
America
23 Sevastopolian Str, Yerevan
Tel: + 37 42 27 4266
Fax: + 37 42 151795
Email: knarik@ngoc.am
Mr Artsroun Pepanyan
Head of Department of Public Relations
Ministry of Nature Protection
35 Moskovyan
Yerevan 375002
Tel: + 3742 533 629
Fax: + 3742 531861/538613
Email: interdpt@freenet.am
Austria
Ms Silvia Pultz
Lawyer
Federal Ministry of Environment, Youth and
Family Affairs
Stubenbastei 5
1010 Vienna
Tel: + 43 1 51522 3732
Fax: + 43 1 51522 7331
Email: silvia.pultz@bmu.gv.at
Belarus, Republic of
Mr Aleg Cherp
Researcher
Ecoline Belarus
15 Southdene Avenue,
Manchester M20 2XW
Tel: + 44 161 448 1637
Fax: + 44 161 275 6893
Email: oc@europe.com

Mr Alexander Matesovich
Department of Information
Ministry of Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection
10 Kollectornaya Str.
220048 Minsk
Tel: + 375 172 20 55 83
Fax: + 375 172 20 47 71
Email: minproos@minproos.belpak.minsk.by
Bulgaria
Mr Belin Mollov
Member of the Board
Borrowed Nature Association
20-B, Al. Stambolijski Blvd, fl.5
1000-Sofia
Tel: + 359 2 710 500
Fax: + 359 2 986 4574
Email: bmollov@mail.bol.bg
Ms Katia Naydenova
Ministry of Environment and Water
67 W. Gladstone Street
1000-Sofia
Tel: + 3592 847 22218
Fax: + 3592 981 1185
Email: metodievaj@moew.govrn.bg
Canada
Mr Michael Goffin
Great Lakes and Corporate Affairs
Environment Canada
4905 Dufferin Street
Downsview,
Ontario M3H 5TP
Tel: + 416 739 4936
Fax: + 416 739 4781
Email: michael.goffin@ec.gc.ca
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Ms Sandra Weston
Policy and Intergovernmental Relations
Environment Canada
4905 Dufferin Street
Downsview
Ontario M3H 5TP
Tel: + 416 739 4914
Fax: + 416 739 4781
Email: sandra.weston@ec.gc.ca

Estonia, Republic of
Mr Tanel Tuhal
Head of City Planning Department
Parnu City Council
Uus 5,
EE3600, Parnu
Tel: + 372 444 5577
Fax: + 372 444 0473
Email: tanel@lu.pasno.ee.parnu.ee

Croatia
Ms Nevenka Preradovic
Senior Advisor
State Directorate for the Protection of Nature and
Environment
Ulica Grada
HR-1000, Zagreb
Tel: + 385 1 610 65 69
Fax: + 385 1 611 20 73
Email: nevenka.preradovic@duzo.tel.hr

Ms Natalia Garmashova
Tallinn Environmental Department
Ministry of the Environment
Harju 13, 10130 Tallinn
Tel: + 372 64 04583
Fax: + 372 6 313204

Czech Republic
Mrs Martha Cerna
Head of Division
Ministry of the Environment
Vrsovickz 65
100 10 Prague
Tel: + 4202 6712 2445
Fax: + 4202 6731 0016
Email: cerna@env.cz
Ms Eva Rabelova
Institute for Environmental Policy
Hradebni 3
110 00 Prague 1
Prague
Tel: + 42 02 24 828557
Fax: + 42 02 24 826593
Email: eva.rabelova@ecn.cz
Denmark
Mr Bjerring Klavs
Head of Section
Copenhagen Municipality
Okonomiforvaltningen 8 kt
Radhuset
Copenhagen V
Tel: + 45 33 66 26 46
Fax: + 45 33 66 70 23
Email: kbp.udv@of.kk.dk
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Mr Tiit Hilpus
Mayor
Kallaste Town Government
Kallaste, Keskvaljak 1
60104, Kallaste
Tel: + 3727 452 599
Fax: + 3727 452 599
Email: tiit@tartu.lake-peipus.net
Ms Margit Sare
Programme Director
Centre for Transboundary Cooperation
Veski 69
50409 Tartu
Tel: + 372 7 421001
Fax: + 372 7 421162
Email: margit@tartu.lake-peipus.net
Finland
Mrs Ulla Huimala
Senior Researcher
Finish Environment Institute
PO Box 140
FN-00251, Helsinki
Tel: + 358 9 40300342
Fax: + 358 9 40300391
Email: ulla.huimala@vyh.fi
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Georgia
Ms Maia Kapanadze
Public Relations
Ministry of Environment
68a Kostava Street
380015
Tbilisi
Tel: + 995 32 334082
Fax: + 995 32 333952
Email: gmep@caucasus.net
Ms Tamar Rukhadze
President
Journalists for Harmony on Earth
15, Gorky Street
Tbilisi
Tel: + 995 32 92 21 78
Fax: + 995 32 93 15 85
Email: tapdo@access.sanet.ge
Ms Nato Kirvalidze
Executive Director
The Regional Environmental Centre for the
Caucasus
Saburtalo Str 57A/48, Tbilisi
Tel: + 995 (32) 394 342
Fax: + 995 (32) 334 082
Email: rec@caucasus.net
Germany
Ms Kerstin Engelhardt
Bayerisches Staatsministerium für
Landesentwicklung und Umweltfragen
Rosenkavalierplatz 2
81925 Munich
Tel: + 89 92 142 372
Fax: + 89 92 142 249
Email: kerstin.engelhardt@stmlu.bayern.de
Hungary
Mrs Gyongyr Benko
Head of Department
Ministry of Environment
H – 1011 Budapest
FO 44 – 50, Budapest
Tel: + 36 1 457 3543
Fax: + 36 1 201 2846

Ms Eva Szopper
Ministry of Environment
H – 1011 Budapest
FO 44 – 50, Budapest
Tel: + 36 1 457 3507
Fax: + 36 1 201 2846
Email: szopper.eva@ktmdom2.ktm.hu
Italy
Mr Francesco La Camera
Ministry of the Environment
via C Colombo 44
00147 Rome
Tel: + 39 06 5722 5025/6
Fax: + 39 06 5722 5097
Email: francesco.lacamera@via.minambiente.it
Kazakhstan, Republic of
Mrs Oxana Tarnetskaya
Chair
National Environmental Press Centre
480100 Almaty
Dostyk Avenue 85
Tel: + 73272 608538
Fax: + 73272 507784
Email: otarnetskaya@itte.kz
Kyrgystan, Republic of
Dr Igor Khodjamberdiev
NGO Centre for Civil Society
PO Box 138
Bishkek 720040
Tel: + 996 312 220900
Fax: + 996 312 620505
Email: igorho@sdnp.kyrnet.kg
Mr Tilekbay Kyshtobaev
First Deputy Minister
Ministry of Environment Protection
str Isanova 131
720033, Bishkek
Tel: + 996 312 213605
Fax: + 996 312 213605
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Latvia
Ms Dace Dravniece
Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional
Development
Street Peldu 25
Riga LV-1494
Tel: + 371 7 026512
Fax: + 371 7 820442
Email: rasa@varam.gov.lv
Mr Valts Vilnitis
Consultant
Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian Environment
PO Box 1109, LV 1050, Riga
Tel: + 371 7027 697
Fax: + 371 7027 697
Email: valts@environment.lv
Lithuania
Mrs Marija Stanikuniene
Head of Environment Protection Department
Laisves av.96
3000 Kaunas
Tel: + 370 7 206 467
Fax: + 370 7 206 724
Email: marijas@kaunas.sav.lt
Macedonia, Former Yugoslav Republic of
Mrs Biljana Siderovska
Advisor
Ministry of Environment
Drezdenka 52
91000 Skopje
Tel: + 389 91 366 930 ext. 111
Fax: + 389 91 366 931
Email: infoeko@moe.gov.mk
Moldova, Republic of
Mr Vladimir Garabe
President
Environmental Movement of Moldova
(Chisinau Branch)
1 Eminescu str
MD 2009, Chisinau
Tel: + 3732 22 62 27
Fax: + 3732 22 27 71
Email: chbemm@moldnet.md
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Prof Pavel Zamfir
Executive Director, Eco – Lex
15 Corobceanu, Chisinau
Tel: + 373 2 22 04 00
Fax: + 373 2 22 04 12
Email: pzamfir@eco-lex.dnt.md
Ms Ludmila Barbaiani
Public Relations and Media
Ministry of Environment
73 Stefan Cel Mare Bd
MD 2001, Chisnau
Tel: + 3732 274 308
Fax: + 3732 277 486
Email: egreta@medium.gov.md
Mr Victor Cotruta
Executive Director
Regional Environmental Centre
57/1 Banulescu Bodoni Street of 404 Chisnau
Tel: + 373 2 238686
Fax: + 373 2 238686
Email: vcotruta@moldova.md
Netherlands
Prof Willem Kakebeeke
Chairman of Meeting of Signatories
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the
Environment
5, Pijmstvaat, PO Box 30945
2500 nt, The Hague
Tel: + 31 70 339 47 12
Fax: + 31 70 339 47 12
Email: willem.kakebeeke@dimz.dgm.minvrom.nl
Mr Arno L Van Kempen
Head of Division
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning and the
Environment
Rynstraat 8, 2515 XP, The Hague
Tel: + 31 70 339 4185
Fax: + 31 70 339 1302
Email: arno.vankempen@db.dgm.minvrom.nl
Norway
Mr Jon Fixdal
Norwegian Ministry of the Environment
Myntgt 2
N-0030 Oslo
Tel: + 47 22 24 5933
Fax: + 47 22 24 9560
Email: jon.fixdal@md.dep.no
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Mr John Hille
Head of Research
Stiftelsen Idebanken
PO Box 2126, Grunerlokka
N-0505 Oslo
Tel: + 47 22 034010
Fax: + 47 22 364060
Email: john.hille@idebanken.no
Ms Karin O’Sullivan
Principle
Akershus County Municipality
Sachweigaardset 4
N-0185 Oslo
Tel: + 47 22 055622
Fax: + 47 22 055699
Email: akao@akershus-f.kommune.no
Poland, Republic of
Ms Aleksandra Dijakiewicz
Municipality of Gdansk
Department of Environment Protection
Nowe Ogrody 8/12/ Str, 80-832 Gdansk
Tel: + 48 58 302 63 70
Fax: + 48 58 302 63 70
Email: wosr@gdansk.gda.pl
Dr Jerzy Jendroska
Environmental Law Centre
41 Kotlarska, 50-153 Wroclaw
Tel: + 48 71 34 10234
Fax: + 48 71 34 10234
Email: jerzy.jendroska@eko.wroc.pl
Mr Czeslaw Wieckowski
Directorate of International Cooperation
Ministry of the Environment
Wawelska 52/54, 00-922 Warsaw
Tel: + 48 22 825 44 67
Fax: + 48 22 825 39 72
Email: czeslaw.wieckowski@mos.gov.pl
Romania
Ms Violeta Dragu
Head of Regulations and Implementation
Department
Environmental Protection Agency
Bdul Regina Elizabeth 47
et 3 cam 320 sector 5
Bucharest
Tel: + 401 311 3523
Fax: + 401 310 4209

Russian Federation
Ms Olga Davydova
Center for Wild Life Protection – NGO
B. Dmitrovka Str. 13, 3rd floor
103009, Moscow
Fax: + 7 095 2905916
Email: Olga-D@clinlab.ru
Mrs Elena Kolpakova
Volga River Coalition of Environmental NGOs
str Kostina n 2 Room 164
Nizhny Norgorod
Tel: + 8312 302881
Fax: + 8312 302890
Email: dront@glas.apc.or
Dr Olga Ponizova
ECO-Accord
Prospekt Mira 36, 129010 Moscow
Tel: + 7 095 219 6015
Fax: + 7 095 200 4250
Email: accord@olgapon.gins.msk.su
Ms Natalia Ryaboshapko
Senior Expert
State Committee on Environmental Protection
B. Gruzinskaya Str
4/6 123812 GSP, Moscow
Tel: + 7095 254 6074
Fax: + 7095 254 8283
Slovak Republic
Mr Robert Skoda
Ministry of the Environment
Nam L Stura, Bratislava
Tel: + 421 7 5956 2355
Fax: + 421 7 5956 2031
Email: skoda.robert@lifeenv.gov.sk
Ms Zora Pauliniova
Slovak Nature and Landscape Protection Union
Bjornsonova 14 Str
81105 Bratislava
Tel: + 421 7 5249 6717
Email: pauliniova@changenet.sk
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Slovenia
Prof Dr Vesna Smaka-Kincl
Director
Municipality of Maribor
City Administration
Environmental Protection Agency
2001 Maribor
Slovenska 40
Tel: + 386 62 2201 443
Fax: + 386 62 224 815
Email: vesna_smaka-kincl@maribor.si
Spain
Mrs Fe Sanchis-Moreno
Director, Legal Department
Terra, Environmental Policy Centre
Calle Jorge Manrique, 1 La Navata
E-28420 Madrid
Tel: + 3491 509 4092
Fax: + 3491 509 4092
Email: fesanchis@terracentro.org
Sweden
Mrs Katarina Atsmon
Mjolby Municipality
Agenda 21 KLK
Stadshuset
85587 Mjolby
Tel: + 96 142 85590
Fax: + 96 142 85587
Email: kat@kommun.mjolby.se
Mrs Nina Cronberg
Principal
Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
Blekholmsterrassen
SR 106 48 Stockholm
Tel: + 96 8 698 1671
Fax: + 96 8 698 1733
Email: nina.ekelund-cronberg@environ.se
Tajikistan
Ms Firuza Abdurahimova
NGO Brigade
734025 Dushanbe
Ostrovskogo 3
Fax: + 10 922 372 21 55 25
Email: root@pamir.td.silk.glas.apc.org
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Mr Sergei Vorsin
Youth Eco Centre
Chekov Str, h.13
Territory of the Station of Tourism
Dushanbe
Tel: + 3772 21 67 66
Email: tabiat@sv.tajik.net
Turkey
Ms Gulay Eskikaya
International Relations Expert
TEMA (Turkish Foundation for Combating Soil
Erosion, for Reforestation and the Protection of
Natural Habitats)
Gayir Gimen Sk. Emlak Kredi Blokari
A2, D10, 80620 Levent
Tel: + 90 212 283 7816
Fax: + 90 212 281 1132
Email: gulaye@domi.com.tr
Turkmenistan
Mr Batur Bekniyazov
Ministry of Nature Protection
Kemimine St 102
744000, Ashgabat
Tel: + 99312 39 8594
Fax: + 99312 511613
Ms Natalya Mamedova
Ecocentre
Turkmen State University
a/b 128 Krugozor Azady Street 57
744000 Ashgabat
Fax: + 993 12 352968
Email: mamedova@cat.glasnet.ru
Ukraine
Ms Lyubov Burtseva
International Relations
Ministry for Environmental Protection and Nuclear
Safety of Ukraine
5 Khreshohatyk Str, 01601 – Kiev 1
Tel: + 380 44 228 77 98
Fax: + 380 44 228 77 98
Email: burtseva@mep.freenet.kiev.ua
Mrs Anna Golubovska-Onisimova
MAMA-86
22 Michailivska Str, Kiyiv-1, 1001
Tel: + 380 44 228 7749
Fax: + 380 44 229 5514
Email: anna@gluk.org
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Dr Svitlana Kravchenko
President
Ecopravo-Lviv
2 Krushelnitskoi Str, Lviv
Tel: + 380 44 229 3690
Fax: + 380 44 229 3645
Email: svetlana@akcecc.kiev.ua
United Kingdom
Mr Bruce Adams
Borough Technical Officer
Sedgefield Borough Council
Council Offices
Spennymoor
Co. Durham DL16 6JQ
Tel: + 44 1388 816 166 x 4518
Fax: + 44 1388 824200
Email: badams@sedgefield.gov.uk
Mr John Adams
Head of Sustainable Development Unit
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Ashdown House 5/C2
123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6DE
Tel: + 44 20 7944 6230
Fax: + 44 20 7944 4417
Email: john_adams@detr.gsi.gov.uk
Mr Mark Bacon
Sustainable Development Unit
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Ashdown House 5/C2
123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6DE
Tel: + 44 20 7944 6486
Fax: + 44 20 7944 6169
Email: mark_bacon@detr.gsi.gov.uk
Ms Judith Baker
Planning and Transportation Division
Newcastle City Council
Civic Centre
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 8PH
Tel: +44 191 232 8520
Fax: +44 191 211 4998
Email: judith.baker@newcastle.gov.uk

Mr Nic Best
Council for the Protection of Rural England
24, Northbourne Avenue
Morpeth
Northumberland NE61 1JG
Tel: + 44 1670 517 915
Fax: + 44 1670 516 558
Email: nickel@globalnet.co.uk
Ms Maggie Bosanquet
Durham County Council
Environment and Technical Services Department
County Hall, Durham
DH1 5UQ
Tel: + 44 191 383 4253
Fax: + 44 191 383 3231
Email: maggieb@durham.gov.uk
Mr Peter Brown
Environmental Challenge Team
Hampshire County Council
The Castle
Winchester SO23 8UD
Tel: + 44 1962 846 256
Fax: + 44 1962 846 776
Email: peter.brown@surv.hants.gov.uk
Ms Juliette Chan
Environment Agency
Swift House
Frimley Business Park
Frimley
Surrey GU16 5SQ
Tel: + 44 1276 454 324
Fax: + 44 1276 454 301
Email: juliette.chan@environment-agency.gov.uk
Mr Chris Church
Consultant/UN-ED UK, ANPED
PO Box 893
London E5 9RU
Tel: + 44 20 7839 7171
Fax: + 44 20 8806 1836
Email: cjchurch@geo2.poptel.org.uk
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Dr Judy Clark
Researcher
Department of Geography
University College London
26 Bedford Way
London WC1H 0AP
Tel: + 44 20 7679 5548
Fax: + 44 20 7679 7565
Email: jclark@geog.ucl.ac.uk
Mr Allen Creedy
Local Agenda 21, Team Leader
Enterprise, Environment and Culture Directorate
Civic Centre
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1 8QN
Tel: + 44 191 232 8520 ext. 5633
Fax: + 44 191 211 4809
Email: allen.creedy@newcastle.gov.uk
Mr Jim Darlington
Government Office for the North East
Wellbar House
Gallowgate
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1 4TD
Tel: +44 191 202 3650
Fax: +44 191 230 2049
Email: jdarlington.gone@go-regions.gov.uk
Ms Simin Davoudi
Director, Undergraduate Planning Programmeme
Bartlett School of Planning
University College London
22 Gordon Street
London WC1H 0QB
Tel: +44 20 7504 4873
Fax: +44 20 7380 7502
Email: s.davoudi@ucl.ac.uk
Ms Shona Falconer
Manager, UK Community Affairs
Shell UK Ltd
Shell Centre
London SE1 7NA
Tel: + 44 20 7934 3197
Fax: + 44 20 7934 6625
Email: shona.g.falconer@si.shell.com
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Ms Alison Fell
Senior Technical Officer
Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment
Welton House
Limekiln Way
Lincoln LN2 4WS
Tel: + 44 1522 540 069
Fax: + 44 1522 540 090
Email: a.fell@iema.net
Ms Liz Galloway
Regional EIA Co-ordinator
Environment Agency Midlands Region
Sapphire East
550 Streetsbrook Road
Solihull B91 1QT
Tel: + 44 121 711 5825
Fax: + 44 121 711 3990
Email: liz.galloway@environment-agency.gov.uk
Mr Steve Graham
Environment Department
City of Sunderland
PO Box 102, Civic Centre
Sunderland SR2 7DN
Tel: + 44 191 553 1535
Fax: + 44 191 553 1460
Email: Steve.Graham@sunderland.gov.uk
Mr Tim Grout-Smith
BBC World Service Trust
Bush House
Strand
London WC2B 4PH
Tel: + 44 20 7557 3770
Fax: + 44 20 7379 1622
Email: tgs@bbc.co.uk
Mr Mike Hempsall
Planner
Gateshead Metroploitan Borough Council
Civic Centre
Regent Street
Gateshead NE8 1HH
Tel: + 44 191 477 1011 x 3470
Fax: + 44 191 478 3491

Participant list for Newcastle Workshop

Dr Terence Ilott
Sustainable Development Unit
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Ashdown House 5/C2
123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6DE
Tel: + 44 20 7944 6493
Fax: + 44 20 7944 4417
Email: terence_ilott@detr.gsi.gov.uk
Mr Olexi Kabyka
Environmental Resources Management
8 Cavendish Square
London W1M 0ER
Tel: + 44 20 7265 72360
Fax: + 44 20 7465 7350
Email: oik@ermuk.com
Ms Lindsay Kirkey
Professional Assistant to Director of Enterprise,
Environment and Culture
Newcastle City Council
Civic Centre
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1 8PH
Tel: + 44 191 211 6125
Fax: + 44 191 211 4809
Email: lindsay.kirkley@newcastle.gov.uk
Ms Pam McCarthy
Community Environmental Educational
Development (CEED)
University of Sunderland
Priestman Building
Room A1, Green Terrace
Sunderland SR1 3PZ
Tel: +44 191 515 3407 or 2548
Fax: +44 191 515 2229
Email: pam.mccarthy@sunderland.ac.uk
Mr Darren Mepham
Environmental Callenge Team
Hampshire County Council
The Castle
Winchester SO23 8UD
Tel: + 44 1962 846 231
Fax: + 44 1962 846 776
Email: darren.mepham@hants.gov.uk

Miss Sarah Mohon
Centre for Sustainable Development
The Industry Centre
Sunderland Enterprise Park West
Wessington Way
Sunderland
Tel: + 44 191 515 2666
Email: sarah.mohon@sunderland.ac.uk
Mr Rob Moore
Know How Fund Officer
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Ashdown House 5/C2
123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6DE
Tel: + 44 20 7944 6222
Fax: + 44 20 7944 6169
Email: robert_moore@detr.gsi.gov.uk
Mr Richard Newton
Local Agenda 21 Officer
Northumberland County Council
County Hall
Morpeth
Northumberland NE61 2FF
Tel: + 44 1670 534 043
Email: rjnewton@northumberland.gov.uk
Mr Simon Nott
Community Liaison Officer
Turning the Tide Campaign
Durham County Council
County Hall
Durham DH1 6NQ
Tel: + 44 191 383 3351
Fax: + 44 191 383 4096
Email: turntide@durham.gov.uk
Ms Beata Paziewska
Department of International Cooperation
Ministry of the Environment
Wawelska 52/54, 00-922 Warsaw
Tel: + 48 22 825 42 21
Fax: + 48 22 825 39 72
Email: beata.paziewska@mos.gov.pl
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Mr Koen Peters
Environment Adviser
Department for International Development
Know How Fund
20 Victoria Street
London SWIH ONF
Tel: + 44 020 7210 0070
Fax: +44 020 7210 0010
Email: k-peters@dfid.gov.uk
Mr Colin Percy
Policy Manager
Planning and Transportation Division
Newcastle City Council
Civic Centre, Barras Bridge
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1 8PH
Tel: + 44 191 211 5637
Fax: + 44 191 211 4998
Email: colin.percy@newcastle.gov.uk
Ms Lily Poberezhskaya
Senior Producer
BBC World Service Trust
Bush House
Strand
London WC2B 4PH,
Tel: + 44 20 7557 1430
Fax: + 44 20 7379 1622
Email: lily.poberezhskaya@bbc.co.uk
Ms Hellena Poldervaart
Facilitator/Trainer
Partnership in Progress
Tea Warehouse
10a Lant Street
London SE1 1QR
Tel: + 44 20 7407 8585
Fax: + 44 20 7 407 9555
Email: jvc4@tutor.open.ac.uk or
helena@pship.demon.co.uk
Mr Eamonn Prendergast
Sustainable Development Unit
Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions
Ashdown House 5/C2, 123 Victoria Street
London SW1E 6DE
Tel: + 44 20 7944 6494
Fax: + 44 20 7944 6169
Email: eamonn_prendergast@detr.gsi.gov.uk
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Mr Paul Scott
EIA Centre, University of Manchester
School of Planning & Landscape
Manchester
Tel: + 44 161 275 6873
Fax: + 44 161 275 6893
Email: eia.centre@man.ac.uk
Ms Joanne Smithson
Local Agenda 21 Officer
Middlesbrough Environment City
PO Box 225
Melrose House
Melrose Street
Middlesbrough TS1 2XL
Tel + 44 1642 264 979
Fax + 44 1642 264 944
Email: menvcity@aol.com
Ms Mary Taylor
NGO Coalition Coordinator
Friends of the Earth
26-28 Underwood Street
London N1 7JQ
Tel: + 44 20 7566 1687
Fax: + 44 20 7566 1689
Email: maryt@foe.co.uk
Ms Voline van Teeseling
Consultant
Environmental Resources Management
8 Cavendish Square
London W1M 0ER
Tel: + 44 20 7465 7218
Fax: + 44 20 7465 7320
Email: vvt@ermuk.com
Dr Clare Twigger-Ross
Environment Agency
Steel House
London SW1H 9NF
Tel: + 44 20 7664 6705
Fax: + 44 20 7664 6911
Email: clare.twigger-ross@environment-agency.gov.uk
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Mr Steve Waller
Sustainability Team Leader
Nottingham City Council
Chief Executive’s Department
The Guildhall
Nottingham NG2 5GT
Tel: + 44 115 915 4601
Fax: + 44 115 915 4461
Email: steve.waller@nottinghamcity.gov.uk
Ms Barbara Wilcox
LA 21 Officer
Croydon Council
Room 12.11, Tabener House
Park Lane
Croydon
Surrey CR9 3BT
Tel: + 44 20 8760 5791
Fax: + 44 20 8760 5719
Mr Matthew Wilkinson
Centre for Urban and Regional Ecology
School of Planning and Landscape
The University of Manchester
Oxford Road
Manchester, M13 9PL
Tel: + 44 161 275 6902
Fax: + 44 161 275 6917
Email: mfhxhmmw@fs1.go.man.ac.uk
Mr Mike Woodfield
AEA Technology Environment
Culham
Abingdon
Oxfordshire OX14 3ED
Tel: + 44 1235 463 195
Fax: + 44 1235 463 038
Email: mike.woodfield@aeat.co.uk
Mr Peter Woodward
Director
Shell Better Britain Campaign
King Edward House
135A New Street
Birmingham, B2 4QJ
Tel: +44 121 248 5906
Fax: +44 121 248 5901
Email: peterwoodward@questnet.co.uk

Mr Philip Worley
GO South East
Berks, Oxon and Bucks Planning Team
2nd floor Bridge House
1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford GU1 4GA
Tel: + 44 1483 882407
Ms Nuala Wright
Hadrian’s Wall Co-ordination Unit
Abbey Gate House
Market Street
Hexham NE46 3LX
Tel: +44 1434 605 088
Fax: +44 1434 604 680
Email: nuala.wright@english-heritage.org.uk
Mr Eddie Wrigley
LA 21 Officer
Government Office for the North East
Wellbar House
Gallowgate
Newcastle Upon Tyne NE1 4TD
Tel: + 44 191 202 3616
Fax: + 44 191 230 2049
Email: ewrigley.gone@go-regions.gov.uk
Uzbekistan, Republic of
Mr Timur Tillyaev
Ecological Law Department
State Committee for Nature Protection
7 Abdulla Kadiry Str
700128 Tashkent
Tel: + 998712 413080/415003
Fax: + 998712 413990/415633
Email: uznature@gimli.com
Yugoslavia
Mr Dusan Vasiljevic
President
Green Table
Krunska 78
11000 Belgrade
Tel/Fax: + 381 11 457 463
Tel: + 381 63 772 407
Email: greentbl@eunet.yu
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International Organisations:
European Commission
Mr John Wright
DG ENV B.3
European Commission
9 Avanue de Beaulieu
1180 Bruxelles
Tel: + 322 299 6083
Fax: + 322 299 1070
Email: john.wright@cec.eu.int
REC CEE
Mr Stephen Stec
Regional Environmental Center for Central and
Eastern Europe
Ady E Ut 9-11
Szentêndre H-2000
Tel: + 3626 311 199
Fax: + 3626 311 294
Email: sstec@rec.org
Mrs Magda Toth Nagy
Head of Programme
Regional Environmental Center for Central and
Eastern Europe
Ady E Ut 9-11
Szentêndre H-2000
Tel: + 3626 311 199
Fax: + 3626 311 294
Email: mtothnagy@rec.org
Mr Jerome Simpson
Regional Environmental Center for Central and
Eastern Europe
Ady E Ut 9-11
Szentêndre H-2000
Tel: + 3626 311 199
Fax: + 3626 311 294
Email: jerome@rec.org
UN ECE
Mr Jeremy Wates
Environmental Affairs
Environment & Human Settlements Division
Palais des Nations, Office 325
CH-1211 Geneva 10
Tel: + 41 22 917 2384
Fax: + 41 22 907 0107
Email: jeremy.wates@unece.org
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Mr Mikhail Kokine
Environmental Affairs
Environment and Human Settlements Division
Palais des Nations, Office 319
CH-1211-Geneva 10
Tel: + 41 22 917 2347
Fax: + 41 22 907 0107
Email: mikhail.kokine@unece.org
UNED-UK
Ms Clare Flenley
East European Projects Coordinator
3 Whitehall Court
London SW1A 2EL
Tel: + 44 20 7839 0908
Fax: + 44 20 7930 5893
Email: claref@gn.apc.org
UNEP
Mr Gerard Cunningham
Programme Manager
PO Box 30552, Nairobi
Tel: + 254 2 623 275
Fax: + 254 2 624 269
Email: Gerard.Cunningham@unep.org

APPENDIX 2

Summary of Public
Participation Case Studies
Note: A ‘*’ means that the case study was provided by the Regional Environmental Center
for Eastern and Central Europe as part of the research commissioned by the United
Kingdom for the Newcastle workshop. Contact details for the Center can be found in
Appendix 2 under ‘International Organisations’.
ARTICLE 6 CASE STUDIES
Country

Description of Procedure

Code

Bulgaria

Environmental management system for a furniture production
company, Dobrich

BG-01*

Pilot galvanic slime treatment installation, Gorna Oriahovitza

BG-02*

Consideration of the 4 proposed routes for a road crossing
of the Dervent pass, Kjustendil

BG-03*

Czech
Republic

NGO led procedure on an alternative Environmental Impact
Assessment procedure for a recreation park in the
south Bohemian woodlands

CZ-01*

Large shopping centre within Decin old town centre

CZ-02*

A section of ring road around Havlickuv Brod

CZ-03*

Large Tesco supermarket, Horni Lan, Olomouc

CZ-04*

Estonia

Expansion of the Port of Parnu

EE-01*

Hungary

Hazardous waste incinerator, Gare

HO-02*

Land use plan and new industrial facility, Csepreg

HO-03*

Car battery dismantling facility, Monok

HO-04*

NGO led procedure concerning an underground
nuclear waste storage facility, Uveghuta

HO-05*

NGO led procedure concerning a hazardous waste incinerator, Kengyel HO-06*

Poland

Slovakia

Ukraine

United
Kingdom

Hazardous waste disposal site, Kecskemet

HO-07*

Permanent hazardous waste storage facility, Dunaujvaros

HO-08*

Wholesale agricultural/ food storage centre, Gdansk

PO-03*

New landfill for municipal waste, Tychy

PO-06*

Environmental impact assessment for highway between
Presov and Hybe

SK-01*

Extension of motorway, Nitra

SK-03*

NGO led procedure concerning illegal landfill construction, Kharkiv

UA-02*

NGO led procedure to oppose a section of the Berlin – Kiev highway

UA-03*

Flood defence scheme, Cone Pill and Environment Agency’s standard
model for public participation procedures for EIA

UK-02

Natural liquid gas installation and port installation, Fife

UK-06
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ARTICLE 7 CASE STUDIES
Country

Description

Code

Bulgaria

Environmental management system for a furniture production
company ‘Sequoia’, Dobrich

BG-01*

Hazardous waste management system for pesticides, Hrishteni

BG-04*

Czech
Republic

Local Agenda 21 strategy for Kladno

CZ-05

Estonia

Long-term water supply to Paide

EE-02*

Strategic Environmental Assessment of Naissaar Island
development plan

EE-03*

Initiative to create local sustainable development projects, Lake Peipsi

EE-04

Preparation of a local and national environment and health action plan
(NEHAP, LEHAP), Gyor

HO-01*

Land use plan and new industrial facility, Csepreg

HO-03*

Lithuania

Local Agenda 21 strategy for Kaunas

LT-01*

Latvia

Strategic environmental assessment for Jurmala town development plan LV-01*

FYR
Macedonia

Local environmental action plan (LEAP), Veles

MK-01*

Poland

Environmental protection strategy and management plan for Bytom

PO-01*

Environmental protection programme for City of Chelm

PO-02*

Sustainable land use plan for City of Ostrowic Swietokrzyski

PO-04*

Strategic plan for the City of Sopot

PO-05*

Slovakia

Strategic environmental assessment of national energy policy

SK-02*

Slovenia

Strategic environmental assessment of major transport routes in Slovenia SL-01*

Sweden

Local Agenda 21 programme for Mjolby

SW-01

Tajikistan

Nature protection and sustainable tourism plan, Shurmashk,
Fanski Mountains

TJ-01

Ukraine

National environment and health action plan (NEHAP)

UA-01*

NGO led procedure to oppose a section of the Berlin – Kiev highway

UA-03*

Local Agenda 21 for the City of Durham

UK-01

Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) for Newcastle City

UK-03

Newcastle City Centre Action Plan to regenerate the town centre

UK-04

Newcastle Northern Development Area, Expansion of Newcastle City

UK-05

Washington New Town sustainable development action plan
(Local Agenda 21)

UK-09

Facilitated discussions (‘stakeholder dialogue’) in the preparation of
Local Environment Agency Plans (LEAPs), Surrey

UK-12

Hadrian’s Wall World Heritage Site Management Plan

UK-13

Local Agenda 21 in Croydon

UK-14

Hungary

United
Kingdom
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CASE STUDIES OF HELPING PEOPLE TO PARTICIPATE
Country

Description

Code

Armenia

Training programme for environmental NGOs

AM-01

Czech
Republic

Local Agenda 21 strategy for Kladno

CZ-05

Estonia

Initiative to create local sustainable development projects, Lake Peipsi

EE-04

Georgia

Arranging television coverage of Georgian Environment Week, Tbilisi

GO-01

Poland

Environmental protection programme for City of Chelm

PO-02*

New landfill for municipal waste, Tychy

PO-06*

Tajikistan

Nature protection and sustainable tourism plan, Shumashk,
Fanski Mountains

TJ-01

United
Kingdom

Local Agenda 21 for the City of Durham

UK-01

Natural liquid gas installation and port installation, Fife

UK-06

Shell Better Britain Campaign – supports 25,000 local UK
environmental NGOs

UK-07

Environmental Awareness Campaign using the media –
‘Turning the Tide’, Nottingham

UK-08

Washington New Town sustainable development action plan
(Local Agenda 21)

UK-09

Setting up an NGO – creation of the NGO ‘Community
Environmental Educational Development’ (CEED), Sunderland

UK-10

Low cost training programme for people to manage public
participation procedures – ‘Surrey Consensus Building Network’

UK-11
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