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INTRODUCTION

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The management of natural resources, whether for aesthetic
and recreational value or for economic exploitation, has come to be
regarded by a number of researchers as a study of a decision making
process where optimal solutions regarding the manner, timing and allo~
cation of resources are sought within the economic, political, social
and institutional framework afforded by any given culture.l Such a
view, by necessity, emphasises the methods and processes behind resource
management decision making.

The economic point of view in resource management for the
most part also subscribes to this view, believing that resource
allocation decisions should be mindful of efficiency in resource use
and cognizant of maximizing social benefit through optimal resource
utilization.2

Decislons which involve appraisal and allocation of resources
are considered all the more Iimportant since the finite nature of all
resources 1s now more often fully perceived. Also, the vulnerability
of the physical resource base to degradation and destruction, as a
result of man's actions, has gained increased attention in recent years.3

Associated with thils recent concern for the environment
generally has been a growing awareness on the part of the populace, of

the value of various natural resources for uses which traditionally



have not been considered important. As a result, the decision making
theme becomes even more important as additional parts of the natural
enviromment are recognized as resources which have to be allocated,
acquired and managed. Termed "amenity resources'" by some researchers,
they are increasingly the focus of studies by geographers, economists,
political scientists and other social and natural scientists who view
their management and control as important topics of research.

These "amenity resources'", like the more traditional varieties,
are also subject to pressure for use, often of a conflicting nature,
must be allocated in a wise and judicious manner and are subject to
various demands, some of which could destroy the quality and value of
the resource and render it virtually useless. It is evident, when the
new resources are considered in this light, that decision making is an
important concept if man is to derive maximum benefit from them and
in such a way that destructive interactions are avoided and man's
impact on the landscape is minimized.

The use of the resource base to support recreational
activities is one of the important recent social phenomena which relates
to this new perception of amenity resources. Spurred by rising
discretionary income, greater mobility, and greater amounts of leisure
time, modern man has increased his demand for recreational facilities
at a substantial rate.4

This upsurge in the demand for recreation has been accompanied
by an increase in the amount of natural resources that are used to

support recreation. Outdoor recreation as an activity is now an intensive



user of the natural resource base as a result of this inceased demand
for recreation. Consequently, the acquisition and management of
recreational resources is directly tied to the resource management
decision making theme. Moreover, recreational resources, unlike

other resources, are often acquired by government agencies so management
and development can be more closely controlled and the public good

more effectively served. As such, acquisition must be considered

as a management procedure when discussing recreational resources and

the land acquisition procedure therefore takes on special significance
as a decision making process.

The decision making theme in the recreational resources
field is well developed in terms of micro studies dealing with designation
and development decisions on an individual park level. However,
little research has been carried out into the large scale decision
making operation as a procedure or process for selecting and acquiring
land parcels for recreational use. Research into small scale decision
making methods, while of value, is reduced in effectiveness because
the dynamics of the larger decision making procedure are often not
understood. This larger process, however, provides the context in
which the smaller decisions are made and knowledge of its operation
is essential if small scale decisions are to be made judiciously.
Moreover, research examining large scale decision making as a process
"is significant in that it attempts to relate and assess the totality
of forces in operation and aids the understanding of the processes

involved in the spatial variation of phenomena on the landscape".5



The decision making procedure as a management process is
also important from a research perspective because of the nature of
the majority of resource management agencies. Resource management
is an activity that is usually the responsibility of govermment
agenciegs. Many of these have characteristics which are not conducive
to efficiency and productivity. Others have limitations causing
decision makers to lose touch with one another and other parts of the
organization. OQutcomes, as a consequence, may be less than optimal
with the management operation becoming less effective as a result.
The Conservation Authority Branch of the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources, because of its origin and organization suffers from the
problems that afflict all resource management agencies.

The Conservation Authorities are unusual in that the
decision making organization is composed of distinctive levels each
one resgponsible to a different group or other agency. Decisions
are Initiated at the lowest level of the organization and are con-
sidered by the highest level in the organization last, which is a
reversal of the normal pattern of resource management agency decision
making.

When an initial decision to acquire land is made by an
individual authority it requires action by the other two levels in
the decision making organization, However, the terms of reference
that the individual authorities use in deciding on projects and
acquisitions; the particpants in the decision making operation; the

context or situation in which the decision is made; the information



that decision makers at all levels of the hierarchy use in making
judgments; the process whereby decisions are actually arrived at,
and the organization that exists within the agency are factors that
vary from authority to authority. This diversity complicates the
resource management process.

The dynamics of the decision making procedure are interesting
from a research perspective and the opportunity exists to propose
more effective arrangements for decision making to overcome some of
the deficiencies inherent in the present decision making operation,
Preliminary research also indicates that the existing procedure,
because of inherent problems,may neglect a rigorous examination of the
proposed recreational land acquisition and viable alternatives may
not always be considered. This state of affairs may also cause difficulties
in subsequent review of the decision by higher levels, since the dynamics
of the decision making operation as a process are not explicit and
consequently may not be clearly articulated to the office or official
reviewing the decision.

This lack of an identifiable, common and systematic decision
making process or framework can lead to inefficient or less than
optimal resource utilization. Some projects or acquisitions may
possibly be undertaken which are not desirable in overall terms while
other projects using the resources more optimally may not be approved.

It is the purpose of this thesis to review and critically
examine the existing decision making process in five Conservation
Authorities in Southern Ontario so that the dynamics of the procedure

as a management process can be made explicit and its merits and



shortcominga assegsged,

The asgesment will provide a basis for construction of an altered
land acquisition process where methods and procedures are consistent and
systematic, responsibilites of various participants are explicit and
overall efficiency of the decisgion making process as a resource management
operation {s improved. This system would be a common decision making process

and could he used ag a procedural guideline.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The objectives of the study are three in number: firstly, to
critically examine the present decision making operation noting its merits
as well as its limitations; secondly, to propose modifications that will
sinplify the process, making it more rigorous and reducing the severity or
eliminating shortcomings in the present procedure; thirdly, to evaluate
the proposed decision making process as a practical resource management
operation.

These objectives are inclusive and embody numerous other goals

which will be met in conducting the research to meet the three main objectives.

METHODOLOGY

At the outset, the literature dealing with public agency decision
making on resource management issues 18 reviewed to provide a framework
for the research. The conceptual framework that is developed, presents

the decision making operation as a process having six main elements. The

main elemente Iudentified are; the participants, the gitutation or enviromment,



the process, the information varfable, the organization, and the ocutcome
(Figure 1).

The six elements noted above are used in the second part of the
methodology where the procedure by which the Conservation Authorities
gelect land for purchase and acquire such properties i3 assessed.

The Secretary ~Treasurers and Resource Managers of the Ausable -~
Bayfield, Lower Trent Regiou, Otonabee Regilon and Saugeen Valley Conservation
Authorities were questioned concerning the land acquigition procedure.
Emphasis was put on the six main elements identified above in conducting
the questioning. In the Grand River Conservation Authority, the General
Manager and the staff of the resource planning division were interviewed.

To facilitate information gathering and to assure access to
uncirculated documents, the Director of the Conservation Authorities
Branch provided introductory letters, explaining the purpose of the
interview. Interviews were arranged by telephone.

In addition to the interviews with professional staff, members of
the executive and advisory boards of the individual authorities were also
interviewed. All interviewing was done during June, July and August 1975.
Twenty eight individuals were interviewed at length and fifteen more were
consulted on a casual basis.

Due to the nature of the research, the interviews were not conducted
by using a formalized procedure. The research framework, consisting of the
elements of situation, organization, process, participants, information and
outcome was explained to the interviewee and questions were posed in terms

of the above six wariables. Response to questions was good and individuals
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10
with different roles and perspectives were questioned to assure relative
objectivity. Some of the individuals interviewed were only indirectly involved
in land acquisftion procedures. Others had roles that more directly involved them
inr acquisition of recreational land. Where these latter individuals made
specific reference to particular land acquisitions, these were noted and
followed up in document research. In addition to specific cases mentioned by
those being interviewed, documents pertaining to recent decisions made by
individual authorities were examined. The Southwestern, Central and Eastern
Regional Conservation Authoritijes Program Supervisors were questioned about
these land acquisition decisjons and staff at the Conservation Authorities
Branch head office in Toronto were also interviewed to obtain information on
specific land acquisitions and land acquisition procedures generally.

When information on the decision making procedure was obtained
it was noted according to its content and integrated with concepts
drawn from literature research on public agency decision making. Chronic
delays in decision making, duplication of roles, lack of systematic
decision making, lack of communication between decision makers, simil-
arity of decision making roles, problems in information availability
and associated problems were established as limitations, in conjunction
with officials at the Conservation Authorities Branch.

In summary, the methodology used in the first section of the
thesis is hindsight evaluation. This methodology, although rigorous and
widely used is subject to limitations. Firstly, there is an element of
subjectivity in the methodology. When past decisions are being examined,

actual occurences may be different from what is recollected by the



individual being interviewed. This is a problem when obtaining
information through interviews and the same difficulties are often
experienced in reviewing documents that pertain to specific land
acquistions. Circumstances surrounding a particular decision may not
be made known in the document and the researcher may inadvertently
examine the particular decision in relative isolation from the events
that surrounded it and had an influence on the outcome or the procedure

by which the outcome was determined.

Despite limitations, hindsight evaluation must be the
methodology used when noting how resource management agencies operate.

When assessing mans' collective interaction with the environment, research

cannot proceed until the formal interaction is established and functioning.

This set of circumstances by necessity, requires that hindsight evaluation
be the methodology used to examine the land acquisition decision making
procedure. A useful perspective on the resource management agency and
its procedures 1s obtained by employing such an approach and the use of
the technique is growing and gaining acceptance in the field.6

A new model for decision making is developed by firstly
recognizing the positive attributes of the existing decision making
process and retaining these to provide a basis for the model. Inputs
are then formulated in terms of the six variables that have been used as
a research framework when examing the existing decision making framework.
These inputs are designed to remove major shortcomings in the existing
method of deciding on land acquisition.

When the inputs were formally expressed in model form, the

model was presented to individuals at the head office of the Conservation

11



Authorities Branch, at the Regilonal offices of the Ministry of Natural
Resources and at the individual authorities. Their assessment provided
an indication of the effectiveness and viability of the model.

Inputs to the model are formulated by a number of methods.
In some authorities examined, innovative and original solutions to
problems in land acquistion have been developed and used successfully
by the indivdual authority. Where these novel methods of decision making
would solve common problems they are included as inputs to the model
being developed. Concepts drawn from other sources that have proposed
alternate methods for government decision making operations are also
used as the basis for inputs to the model. The majority of inputs to the
model were in the form of proposals put forward in response to obvious
problems in the existing land acquisition procedure., These hypothesis
type inputs are made on the basis of previous research and subject to
approval by the professional staff mentioned above.

The last part of the methodology,illustrative in nature, describes
how a decision would be made using the proposed system, identifying the
limitations in the original decision making procedure that are absent in

the proposed system.

GEOGRAPHICAL PERSPECTIVES ON THE RESEARCH

Whatever definition of their subject geographers adopt, it is
unlikely that many would challenge the view that geography is concerned
with man's use of the earth's resources. Geographers have investigated many
aspects of the use of resources throughout the world. Until recently,

however, the concept of management of such resources has been only implicit

12



in the geographers' approach, and management and husbandry of resources
has not been a major component of geographic research.
The lack of concern with management is understandable,for the
traditional task of geography has been to focus on the visible expression
of use in the landscape. The main thrusts of geographic research have
dealt with man as a user of resources as opposed to as a manager of the
natural enviromment.
Furthermore, there has been some reluctance on the part of
resource managers, most often government agencies, to reveal the basis
of their decision making and management procedures, making study difficult,
Most recent research in geography has not focussed on the major
themes of resource management but a number of geographers believe these
are important and have recommended that emphasis be placed on the study
of man's relationship to and management of the natural environment. In
particular, they have suggested that more geographic research examine
the decision making theme.
Gilbert White, for example, one of the acknowledged leaders
in the man—land tradition of geography claimed that "the whole process
of decision making as it goes on 4in ... government agencies deserves
much more attention".7 His views have been echoed by Coppock, a British
geographer who has lamented the lack of problem oriented research undertaken
by geographers and has claimed that "a concern with the processes of
human interaction, parnticularly in respect of decision making, will
powerfully assist a more effective geographic comf)bébu,téon".s
0'Riordan also believes decision making must be taken as a

principal theme in the study of geography and resource management

specifically. He maintains "that the geoghrapher must assume a heightened



degnee of public nesponsibility and use his talents in the area of decisdion 14
making studies ... to help shape public policy in environment mattens".’
O0'Riordan also points out the value of research in decision
making when he comments that: "studies of decision making in nesowrce
management are Adigniflcant in that they attempt to nelate and to assess
the totality of fornces in operation and aid the understanding of the
process Lnvolved Ain the spatial variation of phenomena on the Kand,écape".lo
The interest in decision making expressed by these
geographers seems justified for the decision making theme 1s central
to the discipline. It is the process whereby man interacts with the
environment and decides on the most appropriate course of action which
will enable him to accomplish his goals whether they be exploitation,
management or conservation., In some instances decisions are made by
individuals or private groups but more often these decisions are made
by govermments or government agencies. Therefore, an essential element
in understanding and evaluating environmental change is the decision,
which links conceptually the before and after states of the enviromment.
A special part of man's relationship with the environment
involves the pattern of location of various features on the landscape.
The central concern is the method whereby man has organized himself in a
spatial context, in terms of his needs and wants and within the limits
dictated by the environment. In this regard, decision making 1s also an
essential element, since to ask why certain patterns are observable or why
a certain phenomena is found in a particular location one must examine
the decisions which produced the spatial pattern.
Although man's relationship with the natural environment exists

on an individual level, governments as representatives of the people are
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the medium whereby interaction is most apparent. It is through decisions
made by govermment agencies that man's collective preferences are defined
and allocations and regulations made. Seen in this light decision making
is a basic activity of govermment as well as a resource management operation

and as such has implications for political geography.

THE STUDY AREA

Five Conservation Authorities are studied in carrying out the
research. These are: The Grand River Conservation Authority; the
Ausable-Bayfield Conservation Authority; the Saugeen Valley Conservation
Authority; the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority; and the Lower
Trent Region Conservation Authority (Figure 2).

These five authorities have been chosen for a number of reasons.
Firstly, they represent a good mix of size; secondly, some are predominantly
rural with low budgets, while others, specifically the Grand, are mainly
composed of urban municipalities and as a result have higher operating
budgets; thirdly, the geographical areas within which the authorities
are located are distinctive and as a result different problems are faced
by each of the authorities.

The length that the authority has been established is also a
factor in selecting the five authorities for study. The Grand River
and Ausable-Bayfield Authorities are among the first established while the
others have existed for shorter periods of time. It was thought that
the authorities that had been established for a longer period would
have evolved different methods of dealing with land acquisition.

The circumstances of the research also influenced the selection

of study sites. Access to uncirculated documents was required, to obtain
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information for the thesis. As a consequence, the Conservation Authorities
Branch dictated that the Ausable-Bayfield, Grand River, Lower Trent

Region, Otonabee Region and Saugeen Valley Conservation Authorities be the
five authorities examined.

A final reason for selecting the five authorities is due to the
methodology used. Because of the reliance on interviews as a data source,
the staffs of the authorities had to be knowledgeable and familar with
the operation of the authority. The above consideration was recognized by
the Conservation Authorities Branch in designating the five authorities

to be studied.

FORMAT

The research presented a number of options in terms of a format;
however, a breakdown into four sections was judged to be most conducive
to conceptual order and clarity.

Following this introduction, the literature as it pertains to
decision making is reviewed. This literature review accomplished two
things. It permits the present research to be put into perspective in
terms of overall research in this area. Secondly, it provides a basis
for developing and refining an approach to be used in analysing the
existing decision making procedure.

The second part of the research, the analysis of the existing
decision making process, is conducted in terms of the six variable model
evolved by modifying the previous research in decision making. This
chapter is broken down into divisions each one examining a particular
part of the decision making operation of the authorities selected for

study.
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The third section of the thesis addresses itself to a proposed

decision making system designed to improve the recreational land selection
and acquisition operations of the Conservation Authorities. Chapter
three presents an overview of the main characteristics of the system
and chapter four provides greater detail and expands upon the various
parts of the proposed system.

Following this stage, an examination of the system as a resource
management procedure is conducted. In the final section, conclusions
are reviewed and guidelines for further research are suggested.

This introduction has set the stage for the research in terms
of approach and direction. It also has provided a formal statement of
the problem,the methodology used in the thesis and has shown the relevance
of the topic to geographical research. While this step is necessary and
of value it is only one part of the task of placing the research in a
broader context. A second part is the literature review which provides
a basis for designing a method of assessment that is used throughout the
rest of the thesis. As such, the literature figures prominently, in the
methodology and it is this part of the research that is conducted in the

following chapter.
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PUBLIC AGENCY DECISION MAKING:
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

1. 1 INTRODUCTION

In the last several decades decision making has become a valid
subject for academic research and a disparate and varied literature on
the topic has developed since the end of World War Two. A number of
disciplines have contributed to this body of literature, each one
emphasizing different facets and each providing different perspectives
on the topic. This chapter presents the concept of public agency decision
making, discussing its relevance for resource management and evaluates
the existing research concerned with public decision making pertaining
to the management of natural resources.

On a superficial level the study of decision making seems so
simple as to be unnecessary. Choosing among alternatives is a
fundamental human activity and was regarded as nothing more until the
advent of operations research during the mid 1940's as a response to the
decision making demands of the Second World War. Researchers became
interested in decision making and the topic is now the subject of much
research.

To facilitate study of such a broad subject, researchers have
divided the topic into three broad classes.

Some research is concerned with the tools or methods of the
decision making act. Such research examines the development, evaluation

and application of methods or techniques which can be used in making
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decigions, Management science, operations research and such analytical

devices as systems analysis, dynamic programming, {input-output

analysis and benefit-cost analysis exemplify work done in this sphere.
Economics whose own norm is intended to be rational and which undertakes
to be a gcience of rational action has made the major contributions in
this general class.

The descriptive class of decision making studies has psychology
and sociology as its main focus and its basic concern is the analysis
of decision making. How do people go about making choices, and how are
decisions made, are the questions being asked by researchers in the
descriptive field of decision making. Such research may examine specific
techniques such as input-output analysis but the focus is not on the
technique but on the dynamics of the decision making procedure.

In addition to the descriptive and prescriptive studies of
decisions, a nomothetic, academically oriented body of literature dealing
with decision theory has evolved. Basically, decision theory pertains
to the normative study of behavioral decision making and its concern is
with prescribing how decisions should be made. Such research utilizes
the concepts of utility and probability and consequently relies heavily
on the work of mathematicians, staticians, and economists who have been
concerned with the theoretical discussion and exploration of these topics
which provide the conceptual underpinnings of decision theory.

Decision theory may also be divided into two sections. The
first is normative, dealing with the quality of the decision as an act;
the second is behavioral, dealing with the action context, and the location
of the actor in the system of action. The former tends to be subjective

in focus, the latter objective or positivist.
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Decision theory as well as being a separate body of research

helps bridge the prescriptive and descriptive research area and combines
the work done in these categories with the normative and behavioral.

In effect, decision theory is concerned with preferences among
alternatives (utility) and through probability, studies the likelihood
of these preferences being realized. Operations research provides
techniques by which these elements of the enviromment pertaining to

the decision may be evaluated and organized whereas decision theory
indicates how the information provided should be used in making choices.
In reality, the studies of decision theory provide unity for the

varied and large decision making literature.

In reviewing govermment decision making, the focus on decision
making appears to become more narrow. Decision making in public agencies
involves groups or collections of individuals whose purpose is to decide
as a unit., As a result the concept of organization must be considered
in addition to utility and probability. Consequently, a review of
government decision making alsc involves an analysis of the process of
decision making as well as the outcome from the decision making method.

The analysis of govermment decision making processes
constitutes a sizeable body of literature by itself. Such research does
not focus on results of the process specifically but rather deals with
the procedure itself. The Economic Council of Canada for example devoted
its eighthannual review to an assessment of methods used to determine
funding for projects and investigated the existing decision making process
utilized in federal govermment programs and agencies.l This document,
prompted by the increasing role of govermment in everyday affairs, looked

at new approaches to decision making, the evolution of systematic analysis
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in government decisions and proposed a framework for government decision
making. Specific government departments that had been using novel
approaches to decision making were analyzed to determine the effectiveness
of the new procedures and recommendations were made concerning adoption

of new techniques for selecting strategies and allocating federal funds
among competing programs and projects. Special reports concerning
particular facets of govermment decision making procedures have also been
prepared under the auspices of the Economic Council of Canada.

Some provincial governments have, as well, commissioned studies
by certain departments or ministries to examine the decision making
processes used in parts of the provincial government hierarchy and one
report in Ontario has prompted a reorganization of the local governments
to expedite more efficient decision making at the lower levels of government.
In 1960 a Royal Commission on Government Organization was convened to
consider government decision making processes and make recommendations for
their improvement.3 In 1969 the Government of Ontario decided that there
was an urgent need to conduct a critical review of its organization and
administrative processes. The Committee on Govermment Productivity was
consequently appointed to examine the management process by which objectives
and policies were arrived at and recommend realistic and practical ways
by which the management by government can be improved.4

Private consulting firms have also conducted studies on decision

making processes of city administrations in Western Canada and in Quebec.5

1.2 APPROACHES TO DECISION MAKING STUDIES

Concurrent with the increased interest in decision making has

been a growth of perspectives and approaches developed to aid in studying
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a wide and diverse topic. There has emerged from these studies no accepted
overall framework or model which can be used to simulate the political
agency decision making procedure. Instead, a large number of different
conceptions, many interrelated, have appeared, each one applicable only to
one aspect of the decision making method and each one reflecting the
different orientation of the study from which it evolved. Each of these
models has relevance for the purpose for which it was designed and is

useful for understanding a particular aspect of the decision making procedure
although such a limited use model does not serve to contribute to the

general topic.

In addition to these micro analysis of decision making processes
several large encompassing studies have been conducted which can provide
an integrating framework in which to consider the various less inclusive
studies.

The most comprehensive study, and one that lends itself easily
to serving as an analytical framework for other research is that devised
by Snyder Bruck and Sapin in 1954.6

Originally formulated to aid in the examination of political
phenomena it can be modified to encompass virtually any decision making
procedure., As initially presented it consists of a number of variable
clusters which dealt with the selection of appropriate foreign policy.

It has been modified in this case, with additional elements included and
the variable clusters for purposes of this analysis consist of six elements
listed under the general headings of organization, process, pafticpants,
situation, information and outcome.

The above six divisions are not made entirely arbitrarily. The

interdependence among the six variable clusters is important since all
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are essential elements of any decision and any process of cholce, constitutes
and functions as a unit. Any schema or framework is a breakdown to
facilitate the study of the multitude of variables and the relationship
between them,

With the above six groups as a framework, the literature and

approaches to decision making will be examined.

1.3 PARTICIPANTS

Some recent research in the decision making field has been primarily
concerned with the participants or actors involved in the decision making
procedure.7 The concern is not with the role of the actor per se; rather
it is with the way in which their functioning as individuals affects their
role and the influence on the decision.

Three personality traits of decision makers may significantly
alter the decision method and as such these warrant examination. First
are personality characteristics including such variables as '"propensity
to assume high risk, intelligence and creativity'.

These traits and others like them, appear to have connections
with decision making styles and outcomes.8 The social backgrounds and
experience of decision participants or political actors have also been
identified as being important traits and thirdly, values of the decision
makers, defined as relatively enduring orientations towards goals, are
also important in analyzing decision actions.

Smith is the researcher responsible for formulating a model to
include the decision makers as participants.9 Essentially he synthesizes
the situational and participant variable clusters to show how the decision

making behaviour is a function of both the environment that the decision is
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made in as well as the actor's personality and predisposition toward the

igsue, Specific sections of Smith's framework are situational elements
while others deal with the participant as a determinant of the decision.
Smith maintains that his structure is a model and he emphasizes that it
is not a theory that can be confirmed or misproven by testing deductions
against evidence.lo As a model it is a useful device with which to deal
with the participant in the decision procedure and it has been used by
other researchers for this purpose.

Greenstein, for instance, has used Smith's framework to deal
with single actors, with types of actors and with the effects of
personality on political decision making systems.11

Although the conceptual framework for analyzing the individual as
a participant exists, it has been generally under utilized in resource
management. Recent research however has devoted attention to the perceptions
and attitudes of the participants in the area of research that Smith presents.
This work is an extension of Gilbert White's work on human adjustment to
floods or natural hazards.12

Saarinen has reviewed the literature in the perception field and
0'Riordan also devotes attention to the same topic in his review.lB’ 14

Degpite the fact that most research has focussed on the attitudes
and perceptions of the decision maker as an individual citizen, some work
has been done concerning group attitudes and the way they affect decision
procedures. This research is comparatively recent and the concepts that
are examined were not included in Smith's framework which focussed on
individual behaviour. Nelson, for instance, in a recent paper presents
the decision makers as a myopic group obsessed with a particular ineffectual

response to flooding along the Lake Erie éhoreline.15 Perceptions and
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attitude determine the responses selected,and Nelson et al attempt to account
for them in terms of social environment/ personal bias variables as in
Section Two of Smith's framework.

Craik has taken a different stance and studied the "envirommental
digposition" of public emplovees or experts both as administrators or as
advisors to politicians, and Rein has examined the beliefs and valueg of
these advisor types and noted their impact on the decision making process.l6’l7
Sewell used much the same approach in examining the attitudes and
perceptions of two professional groups in B.C. He concluded that "views
about man's relationship to nature'" appear to have an important influence
on perceptions and attitudes.l8 In the same vein, MacIver has shown
conclusively in his study of water supply alternatives in the Grand River
Basin that a professional's attitude and perceptions are closely allied
with the goals and operating procedures of the agency for which he works.
He found that preferences for water supply alternatives varied closely
with the occupation of the individual questioned?‘9 Other authors have
used the psychological concept of cognitive dissonance to explain how
individuals responsible for managing a resource can rationalize and harmonize
conflicting actions and cognitions.zo’21

In summary, research concerning the participants in the decision
procedure has focussed on attitudes and perceptions and the way these
affect selection behavior. The object of most of this research has been
the professional manager whereas politicians and elected officials have
generally been neglected. Nor have studies discussed the decision makers
as individuals or personalities although Kasperson touched on this topic

in his discussion of the conflict between recreational and municipal use

of water reservoirs in Massachusetts and O'Riordan has also mentioned
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it briefly in his discussion of water management decisions in B.C. ’

Smith's framework provides a number of different perspectives
from which to study the participant in the decision making procedure;
however such studies have not been undertaken by researchers in resource
management. Likewise, study of the individual actor or decision maker
with great power has proven fruitful in other disciplines yet little work
of this type has been conducted in resource management. In conclusion,
the study of the participant or actor in the decision process would seem

to be a largely unexplored yet promising area of research.

1.4 THE SITUATION

Recent interest in community decision making studies which
attempt to correlate various envirommental factors such as city size, age,
location, etc. exemplify the importance attached to placing a decision in
its enviromment or context.24 Obviously the decision situation consists
of a set of circumstances and as a result every decision situation is in
a way unique. Despite this variability common groups of situational
variables can be identified which can serve as perspectives from which
to analyze the literature pertaining to the context of the decision.

Some researchers argue that enviromment is of prime importance
in explaining a decision outcome and many authors believe that more in
depth treatment must be given to the context out of which the decision
issue grew. The origins of the issues cannot be isolated from the other
variable clusters since the situation will influence the manner in which

the decision makers perceive and deal with the problem.

Some studies have looked at the origin or context of the decision.

Bolan, for example, in his study of decision making includes a variable

30
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labelled socio-political environment and Rumley, too, has ecalled for the
recognition of the importance of context in political geographic
studies.25’26

Despite the treatment afforded the context or situational element
by Bolan and Rumley, resource management studies are lacking in their
treatment of the environment or political culture as an independent
variable which may affect the decision outcome. O'Riordan and Kasperson
focus only briefly on the position or characteristics of the
munici{palities in thelr studies of decision making at the municipal level,
although the variables are important in determining what these municipalities
can and cannot do. On a different scale, Richards, in his analysis of the
effectiveness of ARDA as resource management legislation notes that the
political and social climates in particular provinces lead to quick
acceptance and implementation of the Act while in other provinces the ad-
ministrators decided not to encourage ARDA's use.27 Caplan, also focussing
on a federal provincial resource management issue, concludes that the nature
of the political enviromment was an important influence in shaping the
decision outcome.
Other studies in resource management that deal with the issue context
are those by McConnel, who maintains that individuals' decision to accept
the conservation movement of the sixties was due to the political climate
which pervaded during this time, while Hendee maintains that the context
was altered by a shift in the philosophy of conservation.29’3o
Other researchers, when discussing the situation or context of a
decision, have generally used three approaches. Kasperson, for example,

drawing upon the work of the political scientist Easton, has characterized

the issue as envirommental stress (drought) which becomes articulated to
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the resource manager who then takes action to reduce or alleviate it.”’

This same paradigm has been used by Sewell and Wood and O'Riordan to study
resource management isgsues in British Columbia although they fail to place
the particular stress they are studying in context of other pressures
which may cause the same response.33’34

Ingram, in discussing the politics of water resources also deals
with the issue 1in a different gense and concludes that the most important
consideration in terms of the issue concerns who stands to gain or 1ose.35

The "values at stake'", the third perspective, is the context
attribute which has received the most discussion in resource management
studies. Some researchers have noted the changing values inherent in the
adoption of the conservation movement of the 60's. Others have discussed
the problems encountered in approaching environmental intangibles. Inherently,
values play a large part in this study. Schiff, in his discussion, notes
how a decision maker's personal values may affect the decision outcome.36
In the situation he studied, decision makers were biased against recreational
development and as a result ranked recreation low in their development
decisions.

Although the concept of values is a general one, in terms of the
decision situation, two dimensions emerge. Firstly, groups, and/or
individuals may hold values which bring them into conflict which consequently
demands a decision. Secondly, as McConnell and Bolan emphasize, there are
values which underlie the context of the decision,

One situational concept that has been noted concerns the time

available to the decision maker to respond and the degree to which the
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situation i1s anticipated. Kasperson's stress variables come into play in

this context and Nelson's discussion of Great lLakes flooding, points out

how decisions made during a crisis situation, where time is of the essence,
can often result in less than optimal choices with little consideration

given to efficiency or unique or novel responses.37 Clearly, time is an
important situational variable which can often significantly affect a decision
outcome yet 1its discussion has not been widespread in the resource

management literature.

In conclusion, the concept of values has received the most attention
in resource management literature dealing with the decision context. The
political circumstances surrounding the decision have not been examined as
closely. Some workers have initiatedresearch into these areas and the topic
is well advanced in community decision making research and urban political
studies. Students of resource management could devote more attention to
this topic since resource management is closely tied to political structures
and agencies and the context may often be a prime determinant in resource

decisions.

1.5 ORGANIZATION

As was noted previously, the organization within which a decision
is made is a primary characteristic of public agency decision making. Public
decision makers are not only acting in their individual roles but also
within a set of constraints and limitations which exist in the system within

which they are operating.



34

]

In some cases decision emerge from the interaction of groups
and these choices are determined and to some extent affect other decisions
because of their relation to other units in the decision process. Some
authors have suggested that roles in decision making organizations are
aggregative in the sense that an individual has role, these individual
roles can be aggregated into a unit which in turn has a role and these
units may be further aggregated. Decision making hierarchies, often a
characteristic of public agency decision making, may also be considered in
this way.

A futher division may be noted in govermment decision making
organizations by focussing on the distinction between executive decisions,
administrative or bureaucratic decisions and of prime importance in resource
management, judicial decisions. Executive decisions, made on the basic of
judicial decisions, are most important since policies, regulations and
allocations are made at this level while administrative decisions concern
the enforcement or application of natural resource management policies.

Both the administravtive and executive branches do, however, consist of units
and roles and three groups within the framework can be distinguished. Since

the line between executive and administrative branches in the natural resources
sector is sometimes hazy, it is opportune to examine the activities

of the three groups in the decision making process generally rather than
analyze the actions of the three in executive and administrative

decision making separately. Interest groups have recently become one of the

most importaat influences in natural resource decisions. These groups are
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collective organizations with common goals interests or activity and they
function as protectors of their interest. Wengert emphasized the role
of interest groups in the "political struggle" and most of the resource
decision literature accepts the pluralistic perspective and the central
role of interest groups in representing the concerned public sector.38

Dittmer, in a local study investigated the role of the Federation
of Ontario Naturalists, the Algonquin Wildlands league and the Ontario Deer
Preservation Committee, and the affect that they had on the government
decision making process. He proposed a model to show the interaction of
the interest group with the ongoing govermment decision making process and
determined that interest groups are influential and successful bodies and
tend to bring alternatives or options to the attention of the decision
makers which otherwise would be ignored.39

Other researchers, who equate power with numbers of individuals
involved, have calculated the percentage of the population that interest
groups represent. Hendee estimated that 1% of the population was involved
and O'Riordan concluded that 12% of the population belonged to an interest
group, in his study of water resource decisions in B.C?O’41 In his
examination of a contentious water resource allocation decision in Brockton
Massachusetts, Kasperson concluded that 46Zof the population was involved
in an interest group.

Research has also been undertaken concerning the motivation of
interest groups. Private actors, have been identified as those who are
involved to protect their own interests; ideological actors are committed

because of a moral concern over conservation and civic actors are interested



in community matters. Hendee on the other hand recognizes only two groups.
Expressive groups, which may be seen as civic and ideological actors in
Kagperson's scheme, are policy oriented, and pursue activities to protect
their own interests. Instrumental groups, or private actors under
Kasperson's categorization, are issue oriented and pursue activities as a
means for achleving some goal.

Increased concern with public participation in resource management
decigion making has also focussed attention on interest groups. Kasperson
has reviewed this literature from an advocacy viewpoint as has Arnstein.44
Burke views public participation in decision making from an administrator's
viewpoint while Von Tril presents a matrix for viewing the public in the
decision making operation.l‘s’46

Although resource management writers agree that more public
participation should take place in resource decision making they have yet to
integrate this component into the existing ongoing decision making process.
Wengert outlines four theoretical approaches to include the public in
decisions but these have resulted in no practical application.47 Associated
with this concept is the principle of the public interest. This term has
long been employed as a catchall especially in natural resource economics
with little thought concerning its actual definition. Even though it
has been addressed by various researchers,the public interest is an elusive
definition. It has been suggested that the public interest cannot be served
in resource decisions since various factions exist within society which

defeat efforts at decision making for the public interest since, to some

citizens, decisions will always be to their disadvantage.

16
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Experts or advisors, like interest groups, have recently become
an important part of the public agency decision making procedure. Despite
disagreement as to what constitutes an expert in the natural resource field,
and what characterizes such an individual, there is little doubt that the
"input of sophisticated technical advice seems to be increasingly necessary
as many policy problems appear to require extremely specialized knowledge
for their analysis."48 Sewell also notes public agencies' growing
dependence on experts.49 The role of experts in influencing decisions
and providing information on which decisions are made in both the U.S. and
Canada is well documented and few decisions of any importance are now made
without consultant imputs.50 Advisors or experts are also important
components of the decision making process in an organizational sense and
often function as more than professionals, well versed in some specialty.
Advisors providing information for political decision makers are often the
administrators who will be called upon to execute and enforce a decision.
Marshall has noted how organizations continually try to expand since this
adds prestige and power.51 Thus, advisory contributions will often be
supportive of the growth of the agency with the actual decision or information
relegated to a less important role. Cost-benefit analysis has been used
to this end and in a sense experts become less advisors than articulators
of interest.52

An obviocus group in public agency decision making are politicans
since it is here that the final decision making authority lies in almost
all agencies. Particular politicians, when members of large executive

bodies, often become specialists. An adjunct to this point is an institu-
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tionalized device such as a legislative committee which is responsible
for assessing proposed legislation and considerable attention has been
devoted to the work of such committees.53 In a local govermment situation,
Kasperson's work has discussed the managerial role of elected public
officials in natural resources management, Often the official's elected
role and the managerial role are not compatible ~~ a conflict which leads
to complications in his decision making capacity.54
Despite their lesser importance much effort has been directed
toward the description, analysis and evaluation of administrative decision
organizations in resource management. Much of the work is prescriptive
in nature and attempts have been made to outline more effective administrative
organizational structures. A prime shortcoming in this area that has been
delimited by several studies, is the compartmentalization of the governmental
administration of resources.55
Empirical research on the administration of water resources in
Wisconsin has been carried out by Ranney.56 He outlines responsibilities
of various groups and individuals in decision making.
Considerable discussion has also been devoted to
intergovernmental resource administrative arrangements including interstate
plans and commissions and international arrangements for natural resource
management,
Analysis of the political and administrative structure of the
resource management decision making process has been extensive both through
academic research and through public inquiry. This review of the organization

variables in resource management decision making is far from comprehensive
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for almost all studies contain some reference to organizational variables.
Stress has been placed on division of the decision making units into
politicians, experts and interest groups and through the interaction of
these groups a decision results.

Interaction introduces the concept of time and in a decisional

setting denotes the concept of process which is examined in the next section.

1.6 PROCESS

Resource management as a study, has like a number of other
disciplines, attempted to find the main model or process used in choosing
management strategies. In effect the process of decision making constitutes
the "how" of making decisions and consequently a large number of variables
are operative in the decision process. It is inevitable therefore that
attempts at classification of decision processes should meet with only
limited success.

Maass, for example, long a critic of public agency decision
making processes, has devised a model which focusses on progressive levels
of responsibility in decision making.57 He visualizes four concentric
circles, each one representing certain procedures in the decision process
and each one dependent on the previous circle.

The outer circle is representative of the public, whose duty
it is to initiate the selection procedure. The public must therefore be
aware and must actively participate in order for the model to work since
they are in a fundamental position on which all other parts of the decision

making process depend.
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The premise 18 in fact a limitation of the model since some
authors have found that attributes of human nature often prevent public
participation which limits the capablility of Maass' model to simulate the

decisfion making process in the real world.58

0'Riordan, who was critical of Maass' model, has incorporated
the 1idea of the group struggle into his model. He envisages a conservation
action group becoming aware of a problem and articulating it to
administrative or political deecisilon makers.59 As was pointed out in
considering the organization of decision making, the total good will not be
served by this decision no matter what the choice. The resulting clamour
by other citizens causes a reconsideration by the decision maker and in most
cages a modification of the original decision. O'Riordan's model fits
well into the limited cases he discusses and his model is similar to that
one developed by Wolpert which lends it some credibility.6O

Kasperson, on a different scale, proposes a model with which
to consider the decision making procedure on a municipal level.61 He views
the decision in terms of stress or pressure and the decision makers'
perception and evaluation of this stress is an important determinant of the
final outcome. This work is a modification of Easton's work on pure
political decision making and like Easton's work, emphasizes the decision
environment. The politicians are the decision makers; therefore their
evaluation of the enviromment is important and Kasperson's emphasis of this
point seems valid. This is also in accordance with Snyder's work of 1958.62

In review, O'Riordan's descriptive simulation focusses on the

intellectual and social world of the decision maker while the work of Maass
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{s descriptive in nature and borders on the quasi-mechanical category of
alternative selection. TIn the final analysis, all three are only partially
successful at incorporating into a simulation,all the variables asgsociated
with the process of decision making.

The Timitations of these refined models is representative of
problems encountered by other researchers who have attempted to simulate
the decision process in model form. This research, while of value,is
disparate and other studies conducted may be grouped under three main
categories which can be labelled as quasi-mechanical, social and intel-
Jectual processes. These divisions are broad enough to overcome many
of the limitations associated with more specific models and analysis will
proceed in terms of these categories.

When choice is made consistently on the basis of a specific method,
then the decision process can be termed quasi-mechanical. Such a situation
can exist when a group realizes that forces beyond their control will
inevitably determine the outcome and often such decisions are made with
relevant factors not considered.

Such a situation can exist when management controls for air and
water pollution are decided upon. Vested interests in industry may routinely
sway decision makers to impose controls which are realistic as far as the
company 1is concerned but ineffecutal as management controls.63 In such a
case,decisions are beyond the effect of interest groups or those advocating
stringent controls. In some cases quasi-mechanical decision making processes
are used intentionally. 1In a hierarchial bureaucracy, for example, the

existence of explicit formal procedures or frameworks can facilitate decisions,
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especially those that must be made repeatedly. Much administrative
decision making 1is therefore of this type.

Although quasi-mechanical decilsion processes can expedite
efficlency, flexibility often suffers as a consequence, a limitation which
can often offset the improved efficiency obtained through reliance on a
quasi-mechanical process.

The social process, the second type, 1s operative in group decision
making situations and exists where interaction is the dominant method by
which decisionsg are arrived at. Whereas the quasi-mechanical process of
decision making focusses on the routinization of making choices, the social
process emphasizes a pluralistic setting in which interaction among groups
is characteristic. The social processes of decision making include a
variety of interaction, some positive and some negative, but both types
essential to making a selection or choice.

In discussing water resource decisions, Ingram, for example,
proposes a framework of five rules or guidelines for aiding the social
decision making process.64 These rules can be applied in selecting projects
to be authorized and funded and are proposed to expedite the interaction
among groups or individuals so that choices will be facilitated. Ingram's
rules pertain to individual and group support of the project, the consensus
of agreement that must be reached at each level of the social process,
the interaction in terms of interference by the decision makers and the
function of objective criteria in project selection. It is apparent that

these guidelines all pertain to social interaction.
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Other researchers have seen the social decision making process as
essentially a bargaining procedure. Hagevik maintains that bargaining
provides a rational approach to deciding on air pollution control measures
and he contends that if a game theoretic appreach to decision making, which
he proposed, was used in an actual situation, controls for air pollution
could be more successfully decided upon.65

Holden also discusses bargaining in pollution control, though
with an emphasis different from that of Hagevik.66 He stresses that control
is dependent on the consent of those being regulated and that such consent
must be achieved through a bargaining procedure which induces the parties
to acquiesce.

Ranney, in discussing water resource administration in Wisconsin,
modified Holden's model and stressed that "since an agency is trying to
balance a large number of competing demands and requests it must bargain with
each user or affected group to gain maximum compliance.67

Freeman, in an article in Natural Resource Journal also used the

social decision making framework in his study of the advocacy process.68
In this case, two interested parties attempt to influence a decision maker
to follow a particular course of action. Freeman concludes that the usefulness
of this view of the decision process is dependent upon the information
provided and on the responsiveness of the decision making process to the
interests of the public.

Disputes over envirommental quality are usually studied from a
social perspective as well, since invariably certain conservation action

groups are posed against administrative decision makers and interact with
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them in resolving the contentious issue.69 Although research dealing with
envivonmental quality igsues reflects different approaches and objectives,
all the studies in essence deal with social decision making processes.

A recent article concerning decision making in the natural resource
sector maintainsg that research concerning natural resource decisions of the
social genre has falled to give adequate consideratilon to the concept of
power and its role in decision processes and outcomes.70 The notion of
power, for example, has been studied by political scientists but most studies
in resource management analyze decisions in terms of the social relationship
such as bargaining and accomodation and ignore the power stature of the
actors involved, Much theoretical work has been done in this area but
regource management decision studies still have not applied the nomothetic
principles evolved by other disciplines to their work.

Social and quasi mechanical decision making processes account for
a large percentage of actual decision making processes but another variey,
the intellectual process of choice also is relevant especially in considering
policy decisions. This is the analytic aspect of decision making which is
performed by individual and group thought processes. Choices are decided
upon by the decision maker by contemplating, analyzing, and discussing the
information available with regard to any particular decision and the
optimizing models of economics are illustrations of intellectual decision
processes,

Much discussion has focussed on the intellectual processes involved
in resource management decision making. The rational model of decision

making outlined by Sewell is concerned with the intellectual process although
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it requires some form of communication -- a social process.71 Sewell's
intention in designing this model is to alter evaluation techniques in

order to improve efficiency in decision making. The intellectual process
involved in his model is further emphasized since only policy makers and
planners are participants and no role is provided for the public or interest
groups, as would be in a social process model.

The theme of intellectual process is also an underlying concept
in White's well known work on the choice and use in resource management.72
He stresses the role of decision makers' perception of the range of possible
choices and the influence this has on the final outcome. White also sees
attitudes as prime determinants of decision outcomes. He delimits three
attitudes which he believes are relevant to the decision makers' choices:
the personal attitude of the decision maker, the opinions as to what others
prefer, and thirdly the opinions as to what others should prefer. Intellectual
considerations are therefore not confined to evaluation and measurement of
the natural environment.

The role of the decision makers' perception or attitude, an
intellectual faculty, also is emphasized by O'Riordan in his simple model of
decigion making.73 Although uncomplicated, O'Riordan's model is nonetheless
suitable for portraying the scope of the intellectual processes in decision
making. It incorporates many of the elements that are presented in terms of
stages or steps. The techniques of decision making, including cost benefit
and systems analysis have also received attention from O'Riordan, Sewell,
Marshall and Ingram since they are essentially intellectual processes of

decision making with mechanical structures imposed to facilitate procedures.74



46

Information or facts necessary for decision making,which can be
regarded as intellectual material,has been the subject of Gregory's work
in the U.I(.75 He showed how the facts of various issues were introduced,
discussed and evaluated by decision makers and his work is of note as well
gsince it shows the interdependence of three decision subprocesses.

Intellectual process involved in decision making is of significance
since it is most often invoked by decision makers responsible for policy or
high level directives. Subsequent administrative decisions are usually
based on these policies and so policy decisions and consequently the intellectual
process of decision making is all the more important.

Despite limitations and shortcomings it is apparent that students
of resource management have focussed considerable attention on the decision
making process since it is the most visible portion of the entire decision
making procedure.

No matter what process is used by the decision maker he must have
information to consider before a choice can be made. This element is a key
factor in resource management studies since knowledge of the resource must
be generated, transmitted to the decision maker, and considered before
management strategies can be decided on. It is to this set of variables

that we now turn.

1.7 INFORMATION

An essential element in decision making is the information that

the decision maker must consider and act on. This set of variables was not
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presented in Snyder, Bruck and Sapin's original conceptual framework but

it is imperative that it be included when discussing the resource management
decigion making process. Information represents a very rudimentary level

in the choice procedure and because of this, is particularly influential

in altering the other parts of the process.

Three parts of the information element are salient: generation
of information, transmission of information to the decision maker, and
consideration given this information by the decision maker. Analysis will
be conducted in terms of these three categories.

In obtaining information a number of methods have been used and
some have been more actively utilized than others. Initially information
was obtained through resource inventories, designed to provide information
that was of use to the decision maker. The natural resource inventory
has been a mainstay in natural resource palnning for a number of years and
techniques have ranged from simple checklists of natural resource quantity
to refined assessmentsof quality and quantity from a systems perspective.

The primary value of good resource inventory data is to provide a
portion of the facts needed for objective analysis of alternatives and
to limit conflict in the decision making procedure to the main issue being
considered.

The basic requirement that must be met is a data source that will
supply information that will permit resource managers, policy makers and the
public to evaluate the trade offs of alternative use of resources,

Although the inventory is still used as a data gathering device,

research has altered the inventory from an examination of resource quantities
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to a study that gives consideration to values of the different services
that can be derived from the same resource and the relative change that
specific resource use induces, which may preclude subsequent use of the
resource for a different purpose.

Considered in this light, an inventory is not just a stocktaking
operation but is an essential link in the evaluation of alternative resource
decisions. The need for inventory data is consequently governed by the
resource trade offs that must be evaluated and it must be continually
upgraded over time as decisions and different trade offs are made by decision
makers.

If this view is adopted,then the implication is that inventory
data on some resources is not needed or is required at a lower level of
precision, because only particular resources are relevant to the decision
in a given situation. These perspectives are representative of the concepts
that are now considered before resource inventories are undertaken and
represent a radical departure from the old system of resource inventory.

Another method of data collection which has pertinence to the public
agency decision making procedure is the anvironmental impact statement.

This procedure has recently been recognized as a valid natual resource
decision making tool and its formulation and implementation has advanced to
a refined level.77

In considering the information generated, one must not overlook the
interest groups who often generate data themselves and articulate it to the
decision maker in the form of a brief or petition. Although not all action

groups function in this way there are a number that take advantage of the
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provisiony for public input in the decision making organization and
regularly are part of the public decision making process.78

Researchers have found that the perception of the decision and
vhat 18 at stake affects what information Is generated and transmitted by
te Interest group.79 This assessment of what is at issue is a function
of the goals and objectives of the group. Consequently, some groups are
inevitably affected by decisions whereas others, with less inclusive purposes,
become mobilized only on very specific issues,

Interest groups have also been found to react first and most
strongly to what is perceived as an imminent and direct effect upon its
interest and will react later and with lower order of effect to 1ssues
with an indirect and secondary impact. Again, this research accounts for
the few interest groups that are consistently mobilized against a specific
issue.80 The ones that are most visible are the groups that have the widest
area of interest and consequently perceive every decision as a potential
threat to its interest.

Although the interest group may be mobilized, and information
may be generated, the anticipated impact of information affects its trans-
mission and its content. Organizations will only transmit to decision
makers information that they believe will get a hearing and will be of some
consequence in the decision. Again, research into this field explains
the public visibility of some groups since information presented at a
nacional decision making arena is more conspicuous and is more likely to
be heeded by the decision maker than information presented at an initial

and inconspicuous agency hearing.
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A final consideration concerning the interest group as a
generator of information pertains to the resources of the group and its
ability to generate and transmit information to the decision makers.
Obviously, groups with limited resources in terms of expertise, capital and
support are less likely to figure prominently as sources of data than
organizations with extensive resources and backing. Smaller groups, therefore,by
necessity are not so vocal on national issues although they may be able to
sway decisions on a local level because of their small but closely knit
member ship, whereas larger groups with widespread membership are unable to
influence those decision makers.

Generation of data is obviously only a first step in the decision
making procedure. Information is an element that must be transmitted to
those responsible for the decision making and how it is considered when it
is received, i1s also a matter for study. Often the receipt of data is
influenced by the process group of elements since some processes facilitate
the flow of information while others, specifically the quasi-~mechanical type,
lack interaction and communication and impede information transmission.

The decision maker may in fact also determine what data reaches
him. Usually decisions which differ only incrementally from existing
policies are chosen and as such decision makers focus on a limited number
of alternatives and weigh only limited data in making choices,

Information in the form of feedback may also be determined by
the decision maker himself since usually only the direct and immediate
effects of the decision are considered by the policy maker, This behavior
limits the information that he receives since data relating to long term

effects or secondary impacts of his choice do not concern him and
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consequently are not considered.81

Although the movement of information is often affected adversely
by the decision maker himself there are certain situations when his biases
facilitate information reaching him. The issue context, for example,
affects what information the decision makers are receptive to. Information
is sorted out and used in decision making on the basis of the actor's
predisposition towards the issue and data which is non~supportive may not
be diligently considered.82

The source of information is likewise evaluated in terms of the
decision maker's goals and interests. The decision maker is most apt to
listen to information that is issued from sources that have been supportive
or which provide data that is consistent with his initially formulated
position on a particular decision issue.

As sources of supportive information are heeded so are groups
or individuals who hold a threatening position over the decision maker.
In short, the sources that the decision maker considers are those that he
perceives as being relevant to the specific issue, whether they are supportive
or threatening.

Movement of data to the decision maker may be facilitated or
impeded because of the source but the content of the information is also
significant to data trasmission and can influence how the decision maker
ugses the information providing it reaches him. Obviously, participants in the
decision process are most likely to put more weight on those views that
support their stand than information that is adverse. It also has been

determined in studies that decision makers are particularly receptive to
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categories of information which justify and legitimize their decision making
processes., Marshall stated, for example, that one of the principle uses
of cost benefit analysis is ''to clothe politically desirable projects in
the leaf of economic responsibility."83
It has been shown that iInformation produced by the physical
sciences 18 more likely to be used by a decision maker than data from social
sciences since the former is of a hard nature and can be more easily justified
than the data from the behavioral sciences.84 This feature puts the decision
maker in a less tenuous position since less interpretation is required
and chances of conflict or disagreement are consequently reduced.
Characteristics of the decision maker also affect the information
that is received. The background and experience of a decision maker screen
his receptivity in favour of disciplines and facts with which he feels
familiar and comfortable. Nelson, in a recently published study, showed
how responsges to flooding in a large part, were determined by those
ultimately responsible for selecting management strategies to alleviate
the problem.85 Alternatives to overcome the resource management problem
were not adequately considered by the resource managers and decisions were
made in keeping with historical precedent and in keeping with the actors'
predisposition toward agriculture.
The fact that the final decision was in the hands of individuals
predisposed toward agricultural land use also meant that information on
other responses was not likely to be considered since new information is

likely to have its greatest impact early in the decision making procedure.86
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The information group of variables has been discussed in terms
of generation of data, transmission to the decision maker and consideration
given by the decision maker to the data of which he is aware.

In summary, resource inventories, although simple techniques,
have been refined in recent research so they are logical and innovative
and are more responsive to the needs of resource decision makers in many
disciplines. The same is to a large extent true of environmental impact
statements which have evolved to a high level of refinement in a brief
period.

Degpite improved methods of generating data for resource management
decisions, one important problem exists in the dissemination of information
from decision making agencies to public groups and individuals. This problem
results from the agencies' reluctance to release information that it has
used to make a choice, which often makes subsequent evaluation of previous
decisions virtually impossible, This problem has been particularly acute
in Canadian resource management agencies which, unlike their American
counterparts, are often not required by legislation to release information to
the public.87 This same problem of access to information also exists

in the United Kingdom, where a belief

in the sacredness of private property

and a paternalistic attitude on the part
of the govermment departments are long
established features, so that decision
makers of all kinds and at all levels show

a general unwillingness tgereveal the basis
of their decision making.

Research has shown that the interest group is not only a significant

generator of information but also articulates its information to the decision
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maker. Various factors account for the dynamics of the interest group as
a participant in the information generation and transmission process, many
of which also explain the behavior and functioning of the interest group
as an element 1n the overall decision making procedure.

No matter what information is generated and transmitted, the data
received and considered by the decision maker 1s the basis of the decision.
Numerous characteristics of the decision maker, his environment and the issue
govern how the individual and group actors consider the information and
gselect a certain alternative. These characteristics have been covered
in the literature and are reviewed in the foregoing assessment.

Generation of information by a number of sources, transmission
to the decision maker and consideration by the decision maker result in an

outcome and it is this important set of variables that is now assessed.

1.8 OUTCOME

In a conceptual sense, the outcome of the resource deeision is as
distinctive as the other variable clusters. Although the research in this
area is not plentiful it has revealed three concepts relevant to the outcome
clugter of variables; effect, outcome and output.89

Outcome can be viewed as the final decision making process as a
whole, while output 18 reserved to refer to the products of the various
previously discussed subprocesses of decision making. The implementation

of decision outcomes may be referred to as decision effects.

Although the outcome of the decision can be best understood by
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analysis of these three concepts, few studies in resource management
have utilized all of them. Instead, researchers have come to examine the
decision outcome more from the effect perspective in recent years. Researchers
are now concerned with the outcome of the decision process and its effect
as well as with the procedure by which the outcome evolved,

Both O'Riordan and Sewell, in studies, call for more hindsight
review and decision effect evaluation.90 Often events that were to occur
as a consequence of the decision fail to materialize and desired effects
never are evident, Agencies, often fearful of the result of such hindsight
review, are reluctant to undertake such studies even though decision making
may be improved by research of this type. Despite these conditions, work
of this genre has been undertaken by Canadian, British and American
researchers.91 Some of these studies conducted in California are particularly
encouraging since they have been undertaken not by academic critics, but

by resource managers who are most likely to produce changes in future decisions.

1.9 CONCLUSIONS

Although any decision procedure forms a unit and functions as such,
this review has examined the decision method in terms of six wvariable
clusters: situation, participants, organizations, process, information and
outcome. This breakdown allows each part of the decision system to be
analyzed without losing sight of the decision itself as a conceptual unit.

From the studies reviewed it is apparent that resource management
research,with its emphasis on man's adjustment to,and interaction with his

environmment, has recognized the importance of decision making as a vehicle for
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the study of these themes. Resource management decision making studies
have typically dealt with different aspects of these variable clusters
individually and some have been more rigorously investigated than others.
Despite the fact that most studies in resource management deal
with the individual parts of the decision making operation, some research
deals with decision making as a unit. O'Riordan is one of the better known
researchers who takes this perspective and Moore, in a recent review, also

92,93 This

touches upon all the parts of the decision making operation,
approach is of equal, if not of more importance than research which
focusses on individual components of the decision making procedure, since
it emphasizes that the decision making operation, is in reality, one unit,
Research which focusses on particular parts of the operation is revealing,
but does not portray the dynamic and holistic characteristic of the decision
making operation.

In turning attention to the focus of this study, which involves
an analysis of a decision making procedure utilized by a public agency, one
can examine all the variable clusters which have been examined to this point
and retain a holistic perspective as well. The study takes the form of an
analysis of the Conservation Authority decision making as to the allocation
and priority of development of open space resources. Such an examination, to
be thorough, must assess the multiplicity of elements which are determinants
of the final outcome and in this way all the clusters which have been discussed
enter into this study.

Previous work provides a solid base on which to build the effort.

To some extent, however, a very uneven consideration of resource management
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decision making as a whole has resulted because of the micro focus of many
of these studies. For the most part, the reltionships between the variables,
and their consideration as a whole has not been focussed upon.

Such an emphasis is important however, since it pertains to the
method whereby the government alters the natural environment. Through
examination of the decision process of five Conservation Authorities the
study should provide a holistic perspective on the individual elements of
the decision procedure, as well as the decision process as a management process
(Figure 1). By examining the decision making procedure this way the
individual functioning units of this decision process may be more clearly seen
such that shortcomings in the present method may be observed and recom-

mendations made to improve the decision making procedure of the authorities.
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ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES
DECISTON MAKING PROCEDURES

2.1 METHOD OF ASSESSMENT

The main purpose of this chapter of the thesis is to analyse the
procedure presently used by the Ausable-Bayfield, Grand River, Lower Trent
Region, Otonabee Region and Saugeen Valley Conservation Authorities to acquire
recreational land. Assessment of the land acquisition procedure used by the above
five authorities is undertaken to provide a description of the process of making
decisions. The process itself is being analysed since questionable decisions
have been made in the past. Also, faults in the existing decision making
procedure often result in decisions being delayed. Finally, there has been an
officially recognized need for a reassessment of land acquisition methods used
by the authorities.

Preliminary research indicates that delays in land acquisition are
often serious and in some cases, information is gathered, recommendations are
formulated but a decision is never made. In the Ausable~Bayfield Conservation
Authority, for example, resource inventories were initially conducted during
July and August 1972 and specific sites recommended for acquisltion. Although
three years had elapsed when the decision making procedure vl the Ausable-
Bayfield Conservation Authority was assessed, no final decision had been made
on the initial recommendations for acquisition. As a cousequence uf the above
mentioned delays, the resource inventorles that were conducted In 1972 were
duplicated 1in 1975. This duplication became necessdary because condittions that

exlsted when the first recommendations were wmade had changed, wmaking

bY
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the original recommendations irrelevant.

The limitations of the present system are algo evident in decisions
made in authorities other than those selected for close examination. In
the South Lake Simcoe Conservation Authority, land acquisition decisions
in a particular area were made on an individual lot basis even though a
large area had been slated for acquisition by the authority. The acquisition
of land piecemeal, increases the bureaucracy, allows land prices to rise,
increases expenditures and hinders long range planning. Other examples of
similar problems are numerous. In the St. Clair Region Conservation Authority,
resource inventories were conducted during July and August 1974 and
recommendations made for land acquisition. In March 1975, a consultant
was hired to duplicate the exact work that was completed in July and August
1974, The individual responsible for the field surveys undertaken in July
and August 1974 was not contacted when the contract was let although he
was aware that previous research had already recommended specific sites
for acquisition by the authority. Obviously, the above three examples are
manifestations of limitations of the present procedure for acquiring recreational
land.

The tirst reason for examining the decision making process is to
determine what characteristics of the present land acquisition procedure
caused the problems enumerated above and others like them to occur. Only
by understanding the characteristics of the declision making procedare can
the faults in the existing method of acquiring land be identifled.

Although, the limitations ot the land acquisition provedure are

not always so obvious as in the cases mentioned above, the shortcomings
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of the pregent land acquisition proredure have been recognized. 1In 1972
government reorganization resulted in the Conservation Authorities Branch
being included in the Ministry of Natural Resources. The Conservation
Authorities Task Force, composed of advisors from the Conservation
Authorities Branch and individual Authority Chairmen, recommended at that
time that: ''the Conservation Authorities, in cooperation with the Ministry
of Natural Resources review the existing administrative procedures regarding
the acquisition of lands by the authorities and that procedures be gimplified
to facilitate acquisition".l

Dissatisfaction has also recently been expressed orally by
professionals involved in Conservation Authority recreational land acquisition.
Their disgsatisfaction is centred around the lack of a systematic terms of
reference that provides direction for land acquisitions. The lack of a
procedural guideline results in each level of the decision making organization
operating in isolation. The lack of communication 1s frustrating to decision
makers and result in decisions which are made without adequate inputs.

The five authorities being examined, like the other thirty three,
in the Province have as their purpose, integrated resource management
within a particular watershed.2 Since the Conservation Authorities have
multiple purpose objectives, choices to acquire land are not the only
decisions made by the authority. Decisions are also made on soil and water
Conservation projects, on issues pertaining to forestry and land use.
However, vecreational land acquisitions lend themselves to study since they
are carried out in a consistent process which is not subject to the vagaries

of natural events. The same is not true in regard to water management, for
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example, where decisions must sometimes be made which deviate from a
planned and implemented management strategy because of natural events which
were not forseen when the management plan was formulated.

Land acquisition decisions, in addition to being free from distorting
natural occurences, are also made fiequently, especially in particular
circumstances. The Conservation Authorities Act does not specify the priority
of any part of the individual authorities program, however, recreational
land has often been acquired as a first priority in the newly created
authority. Long established authorities, in addition to their regular land
acquisitions, make frequent recreational land purchases 1f their boundaries
are extended to include smaller adjacent watersheds. 1In a number of cases,
the provision of recreational facilities has been a motivating factor behind
a municipalities request that a new authority be established.

In July 1975 the Grand River Conservation Authority reaffirmed
that provision of recreational lands was a second level priority, with water
management as the primary responsibility of the authority. The other four
authorities studied, have made no recent formal statement of their priorities
but the resource managers of the Ausable-Bayfield, Lower Trent, Otonabee
Region and Saugeen Valley Conservation Authorities indicated that provision
of recreational facilities was a second level priority in their authorities.3’4’5’6
In summary, the nature of land acquisition decisions, and the frequency
with which they are made, make decisions to acquire recreational land ideal
topics for study.7

To determine the limitations of the existing land acquisition

operation in terms of organization, situation,process,information participants
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and outcome,certaln conditions were established which were considered to
conatitue limitations. These conditions,described below, were established
throuph literature reviews and in consultation with senior staff of the
Conservation Authorities Branch.8’9

The organization of the decisjion making agency should ideally be
uncomplicated with clearly defined lines of communication between all decision
makers. In addition each level in the decisjon making hierarchy should have
a gspecific function and serve a particular purpose. Levels in the hierarchy
that serve no purpose are considered limjtations.

The participants in the decision making operation should have a
clearly defiped role and the responsibilities of that role should be clearly
articulated. Decision making by individuals without input from another
individual or group is considered to be a limitation in that values and
attitudes of the individual decision maker could replace objectively derived
information as the selection criterion.

Information provided to the decision makers should be of high
quality and quantity. All information relevant to the issue should be
available to the decision maker and at no time should the decision maker rely
on his subjective views and opinions as gelection criteria because of lack of
infor tion. As soon as it is generated, information should be accessible
to all decision makers.

When a land acquisition decision is being made, the decision maker
should be cognizant of the circumstances surrounding the proposed land acquisition.
The purpose of the decision and what goals are being aspired to should be

clearly known to the decision maker. Also, the individual decision should be
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considered in the terms of the larger context by the decision maker who

should also be aware of what will be achieved if he decides on land acquisition.
Tn ensure the relevancy of land acquisition choices, decisions should be

made as soon as complete information is available.

A social decision making process, involving groups, which allows
interaction to take place is the method whereby most options and alternatives
are considered. As such, it is the favoured decision making process and the
method whereby the best allocation of resources will occur. Lack of
communication between decision makers, a consequence of decision making by
individuals acting alone, is judged to be a limitation.

The outcome of the decision making process should be considered in
terms of the objectives and the initial circumstances which prompted the
decision. Failure to consider the implications of any decision leads to a
disjointed and piecemeal approach to land acquistion which does not permit
systematic and long range planning.

The above criteria provide the basis for the assessment of the
decision making procedure used by the five authorities to acquire land.

The established criteria are general parameters and they serve as standards
against which the existing decision making process can be compared. It

is neither feasible nor realistic to prescribe exact conditions which must be
met by all aspects of the decision making procedure. For example, particular
circumstances may dictate special ways of dealing with recreational land
acquisition issues. Because special circumstances sometimes dictate particular
decision making processes, it is necessaryv to judge certain elements of the

decision making process on their own merit. Where interpretation of the land
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acquisition took place, the intent of the pre-determined standard was kept
in mind and used as a guide for assessment thereby ensuring equitable
assessment and objectivity.

In the broadest sense the objectives of the Conservation
Authorities are to ensure that the resources of the watershed over which
it has jurisdiction are enhanced, protected and allocated in a wise and
judicious manner.lO Decisions made to acquire land mean that certain areas
in the watershed are allocated to recreational use. The decision makers
role is to ensure that the most desirable areas are acquired and in a manner
that avolds duplication, makes efficient use of existing expertise and
fulfills objectives established for recreationally oriented conservation
areas. If any of these conditions are not met, then land acquisition

decisions are imperfect.

2.2 ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTES OF SELECTED CONSERVATION AUTHORIT1ES

In government agencies, decision makers are required to operate
within a set of rules and constraints imposed by the organization of the
agency. In the Grand River Conservation Authority, for example, the organization
consists of five hierarchial levels which form a decision making structure.
In the acquiring of land the organization 1s set into action by the
availability of land parcels within the watershed.
Possible acquisitions are examined initially by the planning staff
to determine if the acquisition would fit into the authority's existing
overall plan. If in its review the planning staff finds the proposed

acquisition satisfactory, it then wmakes a recommendation tu a Senior
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Management Committee which consists of the Directors of Administration,

the Regource Planning, the Land Management and Community Relations divisions.
This body then makes its recommendations to the Land Use Advisory Board
conslsting of general members of the Authority appointed to serve on this
board, and responsible for plans for land acquisitions and development of
properties.]

The Sendor Management Committee is an optional stage and its
inclusion as part of the decision waking organization is dependent on the
urgency of the acquisition. TIf the authority was anxious to acquire a
particular property then the Senior Management Committee would be by-
passed and the planning staff's recommendatiions would be made directly to
the Land Use Advisory Board.

The next level in the decision making organization is the
Executive Committee of the Authority followed by the general membership
which 1s the final stage in the decision making hierarchy of the agency
(See Figure 3).

Although the Grand River Authority has an organizational structure
that is characteristic of larger authorities generally, the four smaller
authorities in the study group are significantly different in terms of
decision making organization.

The Lower Trent Region for example, beilng a small authority with
a limited budget and staff, has a decision making organization that consists
of four hierarchial levels, less formally imposed. This authority differs
from others in that the organizational levels are not so rigidly structured.

It is also apparent from examining the decision making process that the staff



ORGANTZATION OF THE DECISION MAKING OPERATION

IN THE GRAND RIVER COHSERVATIOH AUTHORITY

CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES
BRANCH LEVEL

RECAPS

|

GENERAL
MEMBERSHIP LEVEL

|

EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE LEVEL

|

LAND USE ADVISORY
BOARD LEVEL

|

SENIOR MANAGEMENT
LEVEL

|

RESOURCE PLANNING
STAFF LEVEL

Source:

Interviews, Author's Conceptualization FIGURE 3

77



78

does not have as significant a role in the Lower Trent Region Conservation
Avthority as it does in the other authorities. This concept is mentioned
here as an observation in terms of the organization but the role of the staff
has more pertinence in terms of participants and is discussed under this
heading in a later section,

The individuals who act within the organization however, have
much the same status as they do in other authorities. The Secretary
Treasurer can initiate the land acquisition procedure by approaching the land
owner with an offer to purchase or, as in most of the other authorities,
the organization is set into motion by a landowner approaching the authority,
or the authority, through its normal operations, becoming aware of the
availability of land. The remainder of the organization in their respective
order are: the Resource Manager and his technical staff who carry out a
brief natural resource inventory; the Conservation Advisory Board, who
reviews the proposed acquisition; the Executive, who considers the economic
ramifications of the proposed acquisition in terms of the budget; the
Secretary Treasurer who secures an option on the Executive's request; and
finally, the full Authority who sit to determine if acquisition should take
place (Figure 4).12

The Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority has some different
organizational characteristics which influence the land acquisition procedure.

A unique feature of the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority,
directly influencing the decision making organization, and also affecting
other parts of the land acquisition procedure, is the designation of project

areas. These areas have received full authority approval at some previous
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time and smerve as areas for which priorities and goals for development have
been established. As potential acquisitions are presented they are first
examined in terms of the project area and would only be serlously considered
for acquisition if the land under question was located within these defined
areas.

1f the proposed acquisition conforms to these project areas, then
the Resource Manager or his staff will notify the land acquisition committee
who examines the property to assess the nature of the regources. 1f, in
their assessment, the property represents a resource worth acquiring and if
time restrictions are such that the acquisition would be jeopardized,
they will attempt to secure an option. If no time constraints are imposed,
the staff of the authority would make a recommendation to the executive
who would then instruct the land acquisition committee to obtain an option.
Should the option price be satisfactory, then the executive would take the
matter to the full authority and 1f acceptance is shown at this stage a
brief is prepared and forwarded to the Sauthwestern Regional Conservation
Authorities Program Supervisor for approval (Figure 5).13

The Saugeen Valley Authority, by defining project areas, improves
the efficiency of its land acquisition procedure.la However, where acquisitions
take place outside the project areas another organizational structure can
be identified. 1In such cases, the staff of the authority plays a much more
important role. In this situation, inventories by staff are carried out;
the decision is referred to the Land acquisition Committee who carry out
field observations themselves; they then make a recommendation to the executive

who hears reports from other committees and from personnel in district
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nfficer 1f thege have been requested. 1f the executive decides in favour

nf acquisition, an appraisal is authorized, and an option 1s then secured.

A full anthority meeting considers the matter and may refuse or authorize pur-
chasdFipgure 6). 1f they are in favour, a brief is prepared by the

Secretary Treasurer and submitted to the Reglonal Conservation Authorities
Program Supervisor.

The decision making organization in the Ausable-Bayfied Authority
containg no other features than those discussed to this point. As in the
Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority, one unit functions as a Land
Acquisition Committee and, like the GRCA, the organization is characterized
by the existence of an optional stage which is operative in specific situations.

The decisjon making organization in the Ausable-Bayfield
Conservation Authority is set into motion by the land owner who initates
the land acquisition process by approaching the authority. The property in
question is examined by the staff of the authority who, 1if acquisition
is not judged as essential, submits a report to an executive meeting of
the authority or if time constraints are imposed, bypasses the executive at
this point and submits a report to the Land Acquisition Committee. This
group functions as an administrative unit and attempts to secure an option
on the property in question. The Executive Committee, the next level, and
at this stage always included, meets to decide whether to accept or reject
the option. If the optioned price is acceptable the acquisition goes before
the authority. Should the decision be affirmative at this level, a brief
is prepared by the Secretary Treasurer and submitted to the regional office

of the Ministry (Figure 7).15
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The decision making organization in the Otonabee Region, like
thoge in the other authoritfes, consists esgentially of four hierarchial
unit g which can be noted under the pgeneral headings of: Staff, Advisory
Board, Executive and General Membership. These units function like those in
the other authorities which have heen examined above (Figure 8).

One unique feature in the Otonabee Region Authority is the role
of individual members of the authority with special expertise who assist
the staff in completing natural resource inventories, the first step in the
Jand acquisition provedure. TIn a number of cases the organizational
gtructure is altered in the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority allowing
the organization to vary from project to project. The organization as
presented however, remains the same -- the roles of the participants who
act within the organizational framework are altered however.16

In all of the authorities examined the upper level in the hierarchy
has the power to veto or override the decisions of the preceeding level,
if, in 1its assessment, the decisions of the lower unit to acquire land is
considered legs than optimal. This type of organization may be termed
aggregative. Fach individual can be seen as a unit with a role, these
roles can be aggregated into larger units with collective roles and these
units are further aggregated in that some have more power than others
which is manifested in their ability to override the decision of the unit
with less influence.

Obviously, the decision making organization in the smaller
authorities is less aggregative than that found in the GRCA where a large

number of individual actors make up each unit. The Saugeen Valley and the
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Otonahee Autborities are less aggregative In terms of larger units in that
there are fewer levels in the organizational hierarchy.

To nove of the Authorities however, does the aggregative nature
of the individual roles or units appear to restrict productivity. The
diversity of backgrounds of the actors within the organization allows for
productivity to be maintained in all situations. Flexibility is evident 1in
the Saugeen Valley Authority where two organizations exigt -- one that
becomes operative when land within designated project areas is to be
acquired and one when land outside these project areas 1s considered for
purchase and development. 1In the Otonabee Region the involvement of
individuals with diverse backgrounds also is a manifestation of the
flexibility and adaptability inherent in this organization.

The above assessment of the organizational variables in the land
selection and acquisition procedure has not been overly comprehensive since
many of the organizational variables have pertinence to the other sections
of the procedure. Fmphasis has been placed on the identification of the
organization and examination of the characteristics in terms of productivity,
administrative quality and the aggregate nature of the organization.

The organization is, however, a structure for interaction which
occurs in a temporal sense. Interaction over time is analogous to the
concept of process which deals with the characteristics of that interaction.

It is to this topic that we now turn attention.

2.3 DECISION MAKING PROCESSES USED BY SELECTED CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES
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In effect the process comprises the "how'" of making a decision.
The selecttion of certain properties for acquisition can be made in a number
of ways and in this sense it is misleading to speak of one decision process.
Rather, 1t appears tbat the process of selecting and acquiring land consists
of three types of operations. These can be identified in particular patts
of the decision making organization and in particular authorities where sgome
processes are more prevalent. In general terms they may be classed as three
types: quasi-mechanical, social and Intellectual.

In all five authorities the land acquisition procedure is best
characterized as a quasi-mechanical process, closely related to the decision
organizat {on previously discussed and characteristic of administrative
decision making operations, most of which are also quasi-mechanical. The
aggregative nature of the organization and the fact that lower level choices
are ratified by a higher level in the organization are manifestations of the
quasi-mechanical process.

Although a rigid and formal decision making process has benefits,
it has a major limitation in that it inhibits communication between decision
makers. What communication takes place is minimal and information which
should be communicated to decision makers is not. Lack of communication
due to the decision making processes is 1llustrated by the Conservation
Authorities Branch's ignornace of project areas defined by the Saugeen
Valley Conservation Authority. This lack of communication is unfortunate
because the project areas determine the conservation authorities

acquisitions and should be known to other decision makers involved.
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In broad terms the decision making process is quasi-mechanical

but in each authority other methods of decision making exist as well.

In the Grand River Conservation Authority, for example, social processes

that are characterized by interaction between individuals or groups and

other individuals can be identified in all five tiers of the organization
outlined earlier, At the planning staff level, for example, interaction
occurs amongst the technical staff. Interaction at this level is the process
that determines the outcome which then moves via the quasi-mechanical
process, to the next level in the decision making organization -~ the

Senior Management Committee.

Previous research indicates that a bargaining type of interaction
often occurs 1n groups where professionals are present.18 Such is not the
case, however, in the GRCA where communication between the members of the
planning staff is more characteristic. This can be termed horizontal
interaction since it occurs between individuals with the same status as
opposed to vertical interaction which takes place between levels of the
decision making organization.

The concept of horizontal and vertical social interaction in the
decision making process also has pertinence to other aspects of the land
acquisition procedure. On preliminary examination it would appear that the
quasi-mechanical process of decision making with its formalized structure
would have an adverse effect on social interaction. To a certain extent
this is the case in that the majority of social interaction is confined
to the specific levels of the decision making operation. Interaction occurs

amongst the members of the planning staff, the members of the Senior
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Management Committee, the members of the Land Use Advisory Board and those
individuals on the Executive Committee, and in these situations the
interaction is characteristically horizontal (Figure 9).

Social interaction that is vertical, however, does occur on a
reduced scale between decision makers of different status (Figure 10). 1In
the Grand River Conservation Authority the fact that the director of the
resource planning division sits on the Senior Management Committee means
that social interaction between the planning staff level and the Senior
Management level is ensured. Interaction also occurs between the Land Use
Advisory Board and the Executive Committee since there are common members
of both groups and continuity between the final levels is assured by the
number of individuals previously involved who are active in the full
authority meetings. The gap between the Senior Management level and the
Land Use Advisory Board is not bridged by social decision making processes,
however, since no members of the Senior Management Committee are members of
the Land Use Advisory Board.19

Critical evaluation of the decision making process in the Grand
River Comservation Authority reveals that, should the Senior Management
level be bypassed, which is an option, then there is no formal interaction
between the staff level, where the initial decision is made, and the
remainder of the decision making process. This segmenting of the
administration may be nonoptimal and loss of continuity in the decision
process may result as a consequence.

In the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority, the social process

is mainly confined to each specific level in the quasi-mechanical process as
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it ig in the Grand River Conservation Authority, yet all levels in the
organization can interact with one another through formal channels. The

heads of the Advisory Boards are members of the executive, ensuring interaction
between these two levels. The executive, by virtue of its position and

its role in the full authority meetings, ensures that communication

occurs between itself and the full authority. The technical staff of the
authority, through an indirect arrangement, also is able to interact with

the upper levels of the decision making hierarchy.

To assure interaction with other levels in the hierarchy the
staff of the Otonabee Region Authority relies on individuals with expertise
in many areas of conservation and resource management. These individuals
assist the staff in conducting resource inventories before it makes
recommendations to the advisory board. The members of the advisory
board, all of whom are knowledgeable in their field, are the individuals
that the staff consults in conducting the resource inventory. This
arrangement ensures social interaction since liaison between the staff level
and the advisory board exists and continuity is consequently maintained
(Figure 11).

The decision making process in the Saugeen Valley Conservation
Authority, as 1n the other authorities, i1s quasi-mechanical in nature.

The pluralistic process of decision making is also operative in this
authority at the individual level and interaction between individuals with
the same status can be identified. The staff of the authority and those
individuals who participate as decision makers at the Advisory Board and

Executive levels do not have the same formal interaction between them
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however (Figure 12).

The relatively low profile that the staff has in land acquisition
projects in the Saugeen Valley Authority does not necessitate a large degree
of communication between itself and the rest of the authority. The size
of tbe authority also leads to informal communication which provides some
form of interaction between the staff and other decision makers. 1Isolation
of the staff is consequently less serious in this authority.

The decilsion making process in the Lower Trent Region Conservation
Authority is affected by the size, budget and programs of the authority.

The program operated by this authority is less inclusive than that found in
the other four authorities. As a consequence, the process for acquiring

land is less formal although it can be identified as quasi-mechanical,

like the other authorities examined, Because of a less rigid structure,

social interaction is facilitated and in this authority, interaction and
communication between individuals and groups is commonplace and unimpeded.

The staff however, is isolated by the organizational structure in that

formal communication channels do not exist between it and other individuals and
group (Figure 13).

Process in the Lower Trent Authority is also characterized more
by the action of individuals than groups. What groups or units exist are
small in size. Although such a characteristic 1s conducive to efficiency,
the chance for opportunism to become operative 1s increased. In addition,
individuals acting alone may reduce efficiency since choices may be made
without all the information provided being considered.

The Lower Trent Authority is informal in its decision making process
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but the Ausable-Bayfied Authority is rigid in its approach to land selection
and acquirition,

Tn the Ausable-Bayfield Authority the status of decision makers
is sharplv defined and social interaction between the different levels does
not occur informally.

There is communication and continuity maintained between the
Land Acquisition Board and the Executive levels of the decision making
organization as the head of the Advisory Board chairman sits on the executive
and is involved in the general meetings of the authority. The organization
and the dominant decision making process, however, in conjunction act to
isolate the staff of the authority from the advisory boards and the officers
and members (Figure 14).

Some form of intellectual process does occur in the land selection
and acquisition operation, however, these are of little consequence at the
authority level. Each individual decision maker personally perceives the
range of possible choices and the impacts resulting from any one choice but
perception is an obscure operation and difficult to assess. Furthermore,
the land selection and acquisition procedure at the authority level is
administrative in nature and as a consequence 1s not heavily dependent on
the intellectual process which is more characteristic of decision making for
executive directives and policies at the Branch.

The above assessment of the decision making process has centered
on the identification of the processes utilized by the five Authorities in
selection and acquiring recreational property and the characteristics of the

processes involved. The dominant process is quasi-mechanical, closely
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re lated to the organization of the decision making hierarchy and dependent

on g rigid structure for direction and productivity. Social processes are
funetional within each level of the operation and in some cases are operative
between levels as well. The intellectual process of decison making is of
secondary importance.

Critical scrutiny of the decision making operation has revealed
one shortcoming that is common to the decision making process in almost all
the authorities. The decision making process by which recreational land
is acquired. restricts interaction among the decision makers. Social
process 1in the form of communication and interaction does exist between
most of the various levels in the organization and to an extent overcomes
the isolation between decision makers. Such interaction does not occur
formally, however, between the staffs of the authority and the officers
anit members. In the Grand River Conservation Authority, an optional step
in the process ensures that interaction takes place between the staff of
the Authority and the rest of the organization. Should this optional step
be bypassed, however, the staff is isolated from the rest of the Authority.
This situation effectively precludes continuity from being maintained
throughout the decision making procedure. Although not serious in the day
to day operations of the authority, the potential loss of continuity does
have implications for efficient decision making in the long term. The role
of the staff, more fully investigated in the next section, also compounds
this problem.

Although the decision making processes have been examined separately

and one found to be more dominant it must be stressed that they do not
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operate in isolation. Each decision to acquire land consists of at least
two if not all three sub-processes and in the final analysis, decision
making cannot be understood adequately, or decision outcomes explained

without taking into account all the types of process.

2.4 ANALYSIS OF THE INFORMATION VARIABLES

Process signifies action and the processes that have been identified
and examined are specific types of decision making action. However, before
action can be initiated there must be some body of information on which the
decision making action is based. The element that deals with the basis
of the decision process can be viewed as an information component. Under
this heading the information itself, its characteristics, its source, how
it is derived and its transmission to the decision makers is examined.

Initially, information used to decide on recreation acquisitions
in all of the five authorities was in the form of a complete natural
resource inventory, conducted by the Branch, which examined the natural
and cultural resources of the watershed from an interdisciplinary
perspective and made recommendations for acquisition on this basis. These
were then transmitted in a written report to the staff of the authority
who implemented the bulk of the recommedations.20

The form of the information is now changed. In the Grand River
Conservation Authority, for example, an explicit inventory or synthesis
of exisitng data sources is not conducted to obtain information on proposed
acquisition. Information sources are now considered as "background papers

Antended fon the information of co-operating agencies”, although emphasis has
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shifted from a purely physical system orientation to one that takes into
account the soclal and cultural elements as we11.21

This new form of information does not appear to be adequate.
Analysia of land acquisition briefs of some authorities reveals that, when
decisions are made by different individuals and groups, the information on
which the decision is based is not gcommunicated to other decision makers.22
Where clear lines of communication do not exist, problems of information
availabilty may arise.

In the Saugeen Authority the existence of project areas indicates
that these areas have been inventoried and researched, and information
concerning natural resource quality and quantity has been made explicit at
the authority level. When acquisition of a particular parcel of land within
a project area is contemplated, information is avajlable to the deci«ion
maker in the authority although this data in its entirety is not necessarily
transmitted to the decision maker at the regional level or in Toronto.

When land acquisitions outside project areas are considered, more
intensive staff inventories are carried out to compensate for the lack of
an overall data source that is provided by the formation of a project area.
The isolation of the staff from the remainder of the decision making organization
due to the quasi-mechanical process, may, however, jeopardize the transmission
of much of this data to decision makers at a higher level. WNor is there,
in other authorities, a conscious attempt to generate new, and synthesize
existing data, to provide a basis for selecting recreational properties.

In the Lower Trent Region Conservation Authority, extensive resource

inventories are not systematically conducted prior to selecting land for
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acquisition. Selection is on an ad hoc basis with individual members of the
authority sometimes deciding on their own volition what properties should be
slated for acquisition.23 The Resource Manager and his staff do play a part
in the acquisition process aund provide inputs but, as in the other authorities,
the inforamtion generated here is not transmitted to other decision makers
higher in the authority.

The information generated in the Otonabee Region Conservation
Authority is of greater quantity than in other authorities and some cases
is of superior quality. It is unique in that individuals with expertise
in particular fields who are interested in conservation as a broad issue and
who function as ideological actors assist in the generation of the information.
The contributions of these individuals, in terms of knowledge, augments the
data gathering that is conducted by the staff itself and contributes to the
overall information that 1s available to the decision maker at the authority
level.24

The Ausable~Bayfield Authority is unique among the authorities
studied in that an active attempt is made by the staff to generate data for
land acquisition. Here, technical staff under the direction of the resource
manager carry out complete natural resource inventories for broad areas that
are being considered for acquisition. Present inventories concentrate on
the physical resources of the area examining chiefly the topographv, the
vegetation, the wildlife resources and unique features of the site. Cultural
qualities in terms of ownership and the owners' views towards disposing of

land parcels are also detailed.

Regardless of its quantity or content, inventory information is
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the basis for the ipitial decision to acquire specific properties within a
watershed. To a certain extent its use ends at this point, in that decision
makers at a higher level have no say in regard to other options. In the
same vein decigion makers not directly involved with the initial decision do
not know specifically what information has been considered by the staff in
making its original decision. This lack of knowledge is further compounded
at the upper levels in the hierarchy where individuals are making a decision
with no general knowledge of the project and no specific data concerning the
acquisition.25

It must be acknowledged that the authority staff and membership is
quite familiar with the physical and biological characteristics of the
watershed. Furthermore, only acquisitions which differ incrementally from
the status quo are seriously considered, and, as a consequence, the decision
makers focus upon a quite limited number of alternatives in making choices.
The information needs of these decision makers are therefore to a certain
extent restricted.

The process by which decisions are made in all the authoritiss,
however, does present barriers to the flow of the sometimes small and
inadequate amount of information produced.26 This is especially a problem
since the staff, who play a primary role in the initial choice of land and
who are responsible for generating data relevant to the acquisition, are in
some situations isolated from the rest of the decision making organization.
This separation results in less than ideal amounts and varieties of data
being transmitted to the decision makers, expecially those at higher levels.

Furthermore, the RECAPS* and personnel at the Branch, all of whom are decision
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makers, do not have complete information of the watershed's resources,
which, 1n many cases, is common knowledge to the decision makers at the
anthority level. This diminished quantity of information is reduced further hy
the biased receptivity of the individual decision maker, who inevitably
screens the information that he does receive through his values and perceptions
thus reducing further the amount of information used in making a choice.27
The source of information that the decision makers ultimately act
on is a variable which also warrants consideration. The data which 1s provided
consists of information which is derived and synthesized by the authority
staff and in one case staff and membership. This source of the data is
"in house'" and consequently the information is evaluated positively by most
decision makers higher in the organization who depend on it. The upper levels
in the decision making hierarchy therefore do not dismiss the information
outright, although some perceive it as threatening since neither the Branch
nor the Regional Office has had any part in its generation.28 Consequently,
a number of decision makers disregard information that 1s provided for their
consideration, This is a minor problem at the present time although similar
situations in U.S. agencies have caused problems in transmission and receipt
of information.
Although there are positive aspects of the information generation
and transmission process, the shortcomings and limitations outweigh the
positive attributes of the existing process. The isolation of the information
generators from the rest of the decision making organization; the long and
complicated route by which the information generated by field staff is

transmitted to the decision maker; the fact that social process is not operative
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between the information generators and the other levels of the decision
making organization who require the information, all products of the

process by which decisions are made, impose serious and important restraints
upon the efficient flow of information which is essential to optimal resource
management decision making.30 As well as these difficulties in terms of
organization and process, the decision makers' perception of the information
generators poses problems in generation and transmission of data.

The organization's evaluation of what is at issue is a function of
its goals and perceptions. Legislatively the core interest of all authorities
is water management, but provision of facilities for recreation has recently
been reaffirmed as a second-level goal in the Grand River Conservation
Authority.31 In the other authorities the recreational facilities aspect of
the conservation program ranks as high as it does in the Grand River Authority.32
Despite this priority, the action associated with the acquisition of land
in all of the five authorities examined is low key.

The relationship between the information generators (the planning
gtaff) and the rest of the decision making hierarchy explains the low key
attitude the decision makers hold. 1In most cases the goals and priorities
of the agency dictate the amount, quality and type of information that is
generated. Tt appears, however, that in the Authorities examined, the
planning staff views the decision as inconsequential, so little information
is generated.33 Becausge of theilr influence the remainder of the decision
making organization adopts their attitude with the overall result being little
information collected and no demand for more. The same dynamics are
operative in regard to the expected impact of Lhe informatiou. Little

information has been considered adequate in previous occasions so Lhere is
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no incentive on the decision maker's part to demand more. Since the decision
making organization views the land acquisition operation as incidental it is
inevitable that they should not demand a change in the amount, type or
quality of information. Theilr perceptions of the impact of the decision is
also influenced by the planning staff which holds this influence because of
their professional training and role as "experts."

The information context of the decision making operation at the
authority level has been examined in terms of the nature of the information,
the units of the decision organization that are generators of data and the
channels of information transmission. The perception and the expected
impact of the decisions as they affect the information element have also
been analysed.

In examining and attempting to explain the information generation
and its transmission, the individual participants have been found to play an
important role, both in terms of their own personalities and in regard to
their status as decision makers. The participants who generate information;
who operate within the restraints imposed by an organizational structure and
process; and who consider the data are important elements in any decision
making operation and the following section examines their function and role

in detail.

2.5 PARTICIPANTS AS A VARIABLE IN DECISION MAKING

An analysis of the participants in the decision making operation

reveals that the organization of the agency itself is such that there are a
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number of different categories of actors. These may be classified as:
professionals, ideological actors and individual actors.

The expert or professional in the decision making process which
will be examined initially, has been the subject of much research.34 An
expert has typically been perceived as a participant with certain qualities,
knowledge or skill whose role is to provide technical advice and information
to the decision maker. The professional staffs of the larger authorities,
while not meeting all these requirements do function as "in house" experts.
As such their effect on the process of land selection and acquisition is
significant. 1In authorities like the Grand, where the gtaff is large, well
trained and possesses formally acquired expertise, the perception of the
decision and the expected impact that the decision will have is influenced
by the values of the staff.

In the smaller authorities such as the Lower Trent Region the same
process is operative. 1In these instances the staff's expertise is relatively
the same as it is in the larger authorities, because the membership is not as
large and is not, for the most part, composed of private individuals who in
their own right must be considered as experts as is the case in the Grand
River and the Otonabee Region Authorities.

In a relative sense the members of the staff in all the authorities,
regardless of their actual expertise play the same role in the decision making
operation. This role, although similar, tends to be narrowly defined in all
the authorities and it is a prime determinant 6f the low key, "laissez faire"
situation in which land acquisition decisions are made. This situation exists

because the staff perceives their role, and rightly so, as planners and managers
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whoae function 18 te formulate management schemes for the authority owned
resources of the wat@rghed.35 They do not perceive their function as land
apent r whome duties theoretically would be to review the basic resources
of the waternhed and make choices for acquisition. Since theilr emphasis is
on planning, development and management and not land acquisition, it i1s
inevitable that land acquisition assumes a role of much less importance than
the former tasks. This set of circumstances, in the author's estimation,
accounts for the low key attitude that the staff and the rest of the decision
making organization have toward land selection. Since the planning staff as
experts influence the rest of the decision making organization they
consequently set the overall tone for the land selection and acquisition procedure.
Considered in this sense those participants with an expert role become more
interest articulators and less advisors.
Research in the literature supports this view. Studies have shown
that experts in natural resource management agencies hold wide powers and
exert significant influence over other decision makers.36 Other researchers
have shown that experts who participate in decision making processess are
expected to find an objective truth, a concept which confers an expert role
and further adds to the influence of a professionally trained participant.37’38
In all five of the authorities examined, actors were identified
whose interest and motivation confer upon them an ideological actor status.
These individuals show a moral and intellectual concern over conservation as
a broad issue and their interest and dedication is greater than that of most
individual members. They are often in key positions in the decision making

organization; consequently, their skills and dedication are well utilized and
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thelr contribution tends to improve the efficiency of the decision making
procedure, In addition to the individual actors who function as ideoclogical
participants, there are also those whose background and training must be
congidered 1in some regardsg to be that of an expert.

Individual actors with specialized expertise are effectively utilized
by the gtaff in the Otonabee Region Authority to assist in carrying out its
duties. Indlviduals, many with formal training in specific areas of
congervation and resource management, also assist by serving on advisory
boards, thereby acting as a free source of information.

No conflict occurs between the staff and the advisory boards in the
Otonabee Reglon Conservation Authority. Individuals assisting the staff are
acting in an advisory role and serve only at the staff's request. When
serving on advisory boards, members are less likely to conflict with the staff
if they have advised the staff on some matter previously and have had
an input into the initial decision.

In the other authorities the arrangement mentioned above exists but
is not so noticeable as it is in the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority.
In the Saugeen Valley Authority, the jndividual participants who are most
active are typically more concerned intellectually and morally with conservation
and resource management as an issue, although some of these same individuals
possess a wealth of practical information which is used by the authority to

its benefit.39

These individuals also differ in that they have acquired their
expertise through practical experience unlike idealogical actors in the

Otonabee, many of whom are fermally trained and who are professionally employed.
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In the Ausable-Bayfield and Lower Trent Valley Authorities the
utilization of individual particpants as experts is less common. Individuals
who make significant contributions to these authorities must be considered as
actors who show concern over conservation and resource management but they
do not function as experts as in the Otonabee Region Conservation Authority.

In the Grand River Conservation Authority, individuals with expert
roles serve in several key capacities also. In many ways these individuals
and the roles that they play resemble those in the Otonabee Authority. 1In
comparison, however, the incidence of individual actors who are motivated by
an interest in the broad issue and who possess expertise which they bring to
bear on specific problems or tasks of the authority is much greater in the
dtonabee Authority.

To this point little mention of the role of the Regional Conservation
Program Supervisor and the professional staff at the Conservation Authorities
Branch has been made. Although they are not directly involved in selecting
land for purchase and deciding what parcels should be acquired they are
participants and do play an important part in the overall decision making
organization.

Few studies in resource management have discussed decision makers
as individuals and personalities. As a consequence there are few concepts
in the literature and this examination of the individual actor as a participant
in the decision making process will be exploratory.

The individual actor, in his isolated position is more likely to be
influenced by his values and attitudes in making choices. Where decision
makers act alone, subjective preferences may intentionally or inadvertently

replace the information that is provided as selection criteria.
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The type of situation described above exists at the Conservation
Authorities Branch in Toronto. Personal attitudes and values are a strong
undercurrent that influence the decision making procedure here.40 Likewise,
the role that the Conservation Authority Branch decision makers are
supposed to play has not been clearly stated. Lastly, the paucity of
information that reaches the decision maker does not provide adequate
criteria for making decisions and a hazily defined concept of good and
undesirable projects is the criterion that is used to decide on which land
acquisitions or projects should proceed. As such it is inevitable that
personality and subjectivity should play a more important role since the lack
of information precludes using objective data as a basic for decision making.

By their own admission these decision makers require more information
to make judicious choices since they can no longer serve in administrative
capacities, keeping aware of all happenings in all the authorities.41 Provision
of more information relevant to any proposed acquisition would also serve to
offset the decision makers' personality, values and attitudes which are now
included as decision making criteria.

The Regional Conservation Authority Program Supervisors for the
Southwestern, Central and Eastern Regions are also individual actors but with
somewhat different characteristics. They too possess a certain degree of
autonomy and their position allows them relative freedom in performing their
duties. Although, overall they are part of a pluralistic decision making
organization because they are part of the decision making hierarchy, in
participant terms they are not affected by the pluralistic process that

characterized other levels. 1In fact, the RECAPS alone comprise one unit in
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the decigion making hierarchy whereas groups of individuals comblne to form
units In other parts of the hierarchy.

At the present time the RECAPS functions as an individual actor,
making non-administrative decisions. He conseqguently perceives his role as one
requiring 1ittle or no interference from other levels of the }114;‘.1:3.1%:11}'./42
If the RECAPS alone had this view and function, no problems would result,
However, the Branch officials see their own role as responsible officials
making executive decisions Lo be administered by the RECAPS and ultimately by
the individual authorities.43 This similarity of perception and attitude
toward theilr roles ultimately causes conflicts, leading to a lack of
communication between decision makers. Because the two sets of individual
actors have conflicting perceptions of their responsibilities they also
conflict when carrying out their duties.

In summary, then, discussion of the participants has concentrated
on identifying the individuals who act within the decision making organization.
The role of these participants and the effect that they have on the decision
has been detailed in terms of the individual authorities and the upper level
of the organization as well. The participants' perception of their role has
been found to be a prime determinant of their behaviour and this concept has
also been used to explain the receipt of information and its utilization.

Individuals with their own perceptions and attitudes also have been
identified as important participants and some of these function not only as
individual actors but as ideological actors as well. In addition, individual
actors have been examined as they participate in the upper levels of the

decision making procedure. Here, individuals acting alone have roles with wide
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teaponsibilities that in many cases would be shared by groups of actors if
lower in the decision organization. These positions, because of thedir nature
and the surrounding circumstances,allow overpersuasive personalities and values
to encroach upon the official function of the role.

The situvation or context element has been identified as a prime
element in determining decision making behaviour especially in terms of
participants. This variable as it relates to the decision making process as

a whole is more fully examined in the following section.

The decision situation or occasion consists essentially of a set of
clrcumstances. Obvieusly, every decision arises out of a different set of
circumstances, and to this extent each situation is unique. This makes it
difficult to assess the context of the choice procedure specifically, however,
three categories of situational variables warrant examination. These are;
the extent to which the decision is anticipated and can be dealt with through
routine procedures; the political and legislative context in which the decision
is made; and, the domain and scope of values at stake.

A review of the land resources of the watershed and choice of one
particular part for acquisition can be a relatively unhurried process and is
not subject to severe time restraints which some resource management decisions
may be pressured by. Moreover, the land selection and acquisition decision is
anticipated and can be dealt with through an existing process. The main time
constraint that imposes itself on the procedure is that of the continual

vpward spiral of land values and the decreasing availability of prime
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recreat fonal land due to the finite nature of the regource, This da a
problem with breoad fmplications for resource management agencies generally
but warrants no further consideration here.

Delays in the acquisition of recreational land do, however, develop
at the upper levels of the hierarchy. These have been recognized by the Branch
itaelf and attempts to overcome the problem have been initiated.45 It 1s
{nevitable, however, that numerous small projects, many of which are plecemeal,
should delay the decision making process in the Branch. To be sure, small
profects are submitted first to RECAPS for consgideration and time restraints
impose minimal problems at this stage. There are, however, four conservation
authority program supervisors: in the Southwestern, Central, Eastern and
Northeastern Regions to process these briefs. There is only one Branch, however,’
which has been recognized as being understaffed by official bodies in recent
reports, and the number of briefs that must be processed is more than the
administrative organization at the Branch can handle.

These delays are damaging to the minimal liaison and rapport between
the three main levels in the decision making organization -- the authorities
themgelves, the program supervisors at the regional level and the Branch in
Toronto -~ and may be partially responsible for the dominance of personalitier
over official roles in some of the previously mentioned positions. Furthermore,
periodic purges to process a backlog of briefs may lead to less than optimal
scrutiny by pertinent professional staff whose input would be invaluable in
helping to choose the most desirable option.46

To rectify the problem of delays in decision making the manpower of

the Branch could be increased and channels of interaction made more effective or
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the nature of the submission to the Brauch could be altered so that the motre
tapid proceraing of requegts for project approval and funding can be realized.
The second option i1s more feasibhle thap the first for a number of reasons

and one aolution of this sort 1s presented in a subsequent section.

Although the land selection and acquisition 13 anticipated by
authorities there 1s a time constraint due to a lack of information on which
to base decisions. The problem in timing is due chiefly to the lack of liaison
md it eractlon between levels in the decisjon making hierarchy. This
diffdiculty not only makes recommendations more difficult to realize but also
confounds simple communication between levels which subsequently delays
implementation of recommendations. As a consequence, information that is
available and which could be acted on my not be used because individuals at
the first level of the hierarchy do not approach the Branch which holds the
da13347

The time constraints that have been identified also help to produce
a "laissez faire' situation which in itself is not conducive to efficiency in
land acquisition.

Previous research has proven that decision makers caught in a crisis
atmosphere and required to make choices in a minimum of time inevitably choose
Jess than optimal strategies.48 The situation in land acquisition is analagous
in the authorities and the same overall dynamics are at work although reversed
and the same outcomes result. Most authorities, adopting the view of their
professional staff, proceed via the existing decision making process on a slow
route to land acquisition. Although these same dynamics would not necessarily

be operative in new authorities, since programs are newly initiated, the delay
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in receiving the specific recommendations from other levels in the
organization because of lack of communication between the levels in the
hierarchy causes problems. This low priority that land acquisition decisions
have means that the full resources of the authority are not brought to bear
on the problem and subsequently, decisions may be made without complete
analysis of all alternatives.

An important part of the contextual element is the political or
legislative "climate'" which may affect other parts of the operation. Review
of The Conservation Authorities Act reveals that it lacks definite statements
and is not explicit in regard to operational procedures or methods to be
utilized in the selection and acquisition of recreational land resources.

This weakness is partially compensated for by the existence of clearly formulated
statements of procedural requirements to which every authority must adhere.
Unfortunately, these relate only to the upper levels of the decision making
operation and only outline the format that the authority must take in approaching
the Branch., This stage is virtually the last step that the authority goes
through so it is of limited value in directing the action of the authority at

a lower level.

The time element is a significant part of the decision context but
the impact that values have on the decision making procedure is more important.
Values are held primarily by individuals as participants, but there are also
those values that underlie the political culture -~ the widely held and enduring
position that is taken by the agency as a whole. 1In one case, we are concerned
with the values within the system; in the otber with values of the system.

Circumstances at the Conservation Authorities Branch often allow the deeision
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mikers values to be used in making chojces.

When the brief arrives at the Branch 1t {s initially reviewed by one
fudividual., ‘The brief includes only the most superficial information on the
resnurces of the site, what need will be satisfied if the land is acquired,
or what objectives of the authority necessiate the proposed acquisition., The
decision maker at the Conservation Authorities Branch cannot, on the basis of
information supplied in the brief, make a critical assessment of the need or
gignificance of a proposed acquisition. The decision maker who initially
reviews the brief for land acquisition and in a large part determines the
outcome, by his own admission, is not sufficiently aware of the projects in
the individual authority to be able to make a decision without information
supplied by the authority.51 In particular situations, the problem of lack
of information is compounded because the decision maker at the Consgervation
Authorities Branch who sometimes makes the decision is not the member of the
professional staff most capable of making a decision on the proposed land
acquisition.52

Each individual on the professional staff at the Branch has his own
values and attitudes. As has been pointed out previously, this multiplicity
of values, is not integrated because the intellectual or quasi-mechanical
process which is characteristic of this level of the decision making
organization downplays interaction and allows specific values to become salient.
The same situation once existed in the individual authorities, however, it is
no longer the case although examples of it can still be found. In the Ausable-
Bayfield Authority for example, the presence of the past resources manager's

values is evident. Many of these individuals were foresters and consequently
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forest and woodlot acquisitions were obtained regardless of the need or value

of such properties.s3 This erituation is no longer the case in this authority

or any of the others examined. Declsion making procedures used now, since

they are group decision making processes, prevent values of the resource manager
or any other participant in the decision making organization from dominating

the outcome.

Overall, the concept of values is a somewhat general one. Two
dimensions have emerged however. Firstly, there are values that underlie the
whole process at the authority level. These are values of all the decision
makers which, although present, do not influence the actual choice. Secondly,
at the upper levels of the hierarchy, where decision makers operate individually,
specific values of the individual are more dominant and may affect the outcome.

In review, the context of the decision is an important variable.

Three variables have been identified as contributing towards the decision
outcome: the temporal element which imposes restraints on the decision makers
ability to act; the values of the decision maker himself which predisposes

him to choose a certain option; and the political enviromment which sets the
stage legislatively for the decision and which provides a certain term of
reference in which the decision maker must operate.

Many of these variables have pertinence to other parts of the decision
making procedure. Regardless of their relationship to one another, all the
elements and variables combine to produce an outcome which is the culmination
of the various components of the decision making operation. It is this final

topic that the analysis now considers.
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2.7 'THE QUTCOME VARIABLE OF THE DECISTON MAKING PROCEDURE

The decision sequence is not an open ended system and the outcome
ghonld not be considered as an end point. Rather, the outcome should be
regarded as a tnrning point in a closed system. It should also function to
foens attention back on the issue that the choice was made in response to.

This retrogpective analysis should serve to determine if the choice satisfies
the requirement that first necessitated action be taken by the decision maker
(Figure 15).

It appears, however, that the choice to acquire land, once made,
igs not reconsidered in terms of impact or to determine if the final choice
satisfies the goals, or purpose which prompted the decision to acquire land.
When properties are selected for development and acquired, it is to satisfy
some goal or overall management plan as set out in The Conservation Authorities
Act. The broad goal as stated in the Act is to "estabfish and undertake in the
anea overn which it has jurnisdiction, a progham designed to furnthen the
conservation, nestoration, development and management of natural )Le/.sou/zceA.54
A specific and formal plan to guide recreational land acquisition does not
exist however. Nor is a retrospective assessment of any choice of recreational
land made in terms of a Jarger more inclusive land acauisition program. Decisions
to acquire land do not appear to be treated systematically. Projects are
carried out with no specific goal or program in mind and consequently,
continuity and systematic planning suffer.55 Specific goals and explicit
objectives known to all the actors within the decision making organization
appear to be nebulous, poorly defined and subject to alternation.56 This

situation further complicates the hindsight review and decision effect evaluation
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since the objectives that the decision is undertaken in an attempt to satisfy
are never clearly articulated.

The Saugeen Valley and Ausable-Bayfield Authorities, have established
larger and more formal goals that their land acquisitions are designed to
satisfy in an attempt to overcome this problem. These larger more formal
programs, while commendable, are reduced in thelr effectiveness since other
levels in the decision making organization are unaware of their formation.
Consequently, the RECAPS and officials in the Branch do not know that the
proposed acquisition is part of the overall program nor do they have the
information that the authority had when it decided to designate the project
areas.

Decision making would become more effective at all levels if explicit
goal oriented programs were established. Hindsight review would be able to
tell if objectives were being achieved or if projects were not consistent
with a larger goal. At the present time, however, hindsight evaluation is
not being conducted at all.

These faults are the most severe in terms of the decision procedure
both because they are problems in their own right and because they may lead to
other difficulties. Projects and outcomes that would be found to be less
than optimal if carefully assessed, become models for subsequent projects or
acquisitions that also fail to lead to a realization of objectives.

Systematic evaluation of outcomes would prevent this from occurring. Furthermore,
failing to evaluate the outcome in terms of large programs or goals may lead

to "locking in" whereby acquisitions, formulated without examining the goals

that are to be achieved, are continued even though a retrospective examination

would serve to illuminate deficiencies and provide an incentive to change.
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Should assessment of outcomes be undertaken with the present process,
the task would be complicated because of the lack of interaction between the
three levels of the decision making organization. The decision making process
at the authority level, for example, produces one output which is a result
of various processes involving numerous participants who operate within a
specific organization. Likewise, at the regional level, the Conservation
Authority Program Supervisor assesses the output produced by the authorities
decision making procedure from his terms of reference and he too provides an
output. The Branch provides the third output when they make a choice
concerning the project's or acquisition's desirability.

The outputs discussed above are made, however, in a partial
vacuum since the basis for arriving at any particular decision (output) is
known only to that level. Decision makers at a higher level are in most cases
unaware of what basis and what information was utilized in choosing a particular
piece of land for acquisition at the authority 1evel.57 Similarly, a negative
decision may be made by a higher level in the organization yet the basis for a
refusal would not necessarily be known to the authority. This isolation of
each unit results in conflict and means that decision makers theoretically may
be at cross purposes when deciding on the same project. Moreover, if the
criteria used by the decision maker is hazily defined and only vaguely perceived
by any other level in the decision making organization, decisions can be made
at one level which may well be vetoed at the higher level due to the
aggregative nature of the decision making organization.

Evaluation of acquisitions is compromised if decision making criteria

are not only inconsistent from group to group but also not known to each of the
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three levels in the organization. More explicit criteria for evaluation of
alternatives would ameliorate some of the problems mentioned above and this

topic will be discussed in greater detail in the following section.

In examining and attempting to explain the dynamics of the decision
making process used in the selecting and acquiring of recreational land by
conservation authorities, a vast number of different variables are operative,
both collectively and individually. To maintain conceptual clarity the
decision making procedure has been analysed in terms of six variables -~
organization, process, situation, information, participants and outcome. It
is felt that this framework enables both the breadth of the variables involved
and their importance to be taken into account, without losing sight of the
decision procedure itself as a unified process.

The elements examined in the foregoing analytical structure in
some cases offset and in some cases reinforce one another. Unfortunately,
they cannot be assigned quantitative weights than can be used in the development
of a precise decision making model which has use in practical situations.

At this stage the analytical structure set forth herein does not
in itself, offer clear solutions to the problems that have been identified.

Tt does, however, provide a research framework which enables the first
objective of the research to be realized, Furthermore, it serves as a basis
so the second objective, which is to design a system to make the decision
making procedure more rigorous and efficient, can be carried out. Chapter

Three of this thesis deals with this second objective.
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OVERVIEW OF THE MAJOR CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE DECISION MAKING SYSTEM PROPOSED

TO ASSIST IN CONSERVATION AUTHORITY LAND ACQUISITION

The objective of this part of the research is to identify and
outline the elements of a decision making system which can be used to up-
grade the existing land acquisition procedure used by the conservation
authorities in Ontario. Aspects of the system examined in this chapter are
intended only to provide an overview and no attempt is made to include all
the elements of the system or model the complexity of the interaction
between the different elements. That task is carried out in the fourth

chapter of the thesis

3.1 PERSPECTIVE ON THE SYSTEMS APPROACH

In the previous section the analysis concentrated on how decisions
to select, acquire and develop recreational properties are made in five
conservation authorities in Ontario. The Regional Conservation Authority
Program Supervisor and the decision makers at the Branch, also part of the
process, were included In the analysis. Six main characteristics of the
decision making procedure were used to provide a framwork for analysis.

This method of examination revealed similarities and differences among the
decision making processes. Efficiencies in land selection and acquisition
were also identified as were shortcomings and limitations.

The six variables that have been used as a framework to analyse

the existing decision making process also serve as an explanatory perspective
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in the form of a system. The system concept has obtained wide spread
acceptance in decision making studies and a number of examples of its use

are well known. The Economic Council of Canada, for example, in its Eighth
Annual Review investigated various new approaches to decision making and
found the systems method to offer the best perspective when analysing
govermment decisions. 1In the same study, the Council relied on this approach
when constructing a framework for government decision making.1

Although the majority of researchers subscribe to the use of a
systems approach when analysing govermment decision making, some believe
that other methods of analysis offer more valuable approaches. In order to
put the approach in perspective, and to illustrate the most salient
characteristics of this method, a brief discussion of the systems concept as
it pertains to decision making will be presented.

The idea of a system seems only recently to have diffused out of a
scientific context into everyday use; yet the term has been common in the
past, although denoting a different concept. As well as physical systems,
reference 1s now made to social systems, education systems and numerous
others. In spite of this considerable use, it is not an easy term to define.
The basic idea is clearly that of a unity formed of many diverse parts
subject to a common plan or serving a common purpose; or, alternatively,
components that work together for the overall objective of the whole.

Systems do not necessarily stand alone or move in isolation. 1In
fact they usually exist in hierarchies that overlap or are mutually inter-
dependent. For example, the recent concern about environmental conditions

has sharpened awareness of the ecological system with its interrelatedness
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of natural life forms, that function as a system with balances and
counterbalances inherent so as to preserve the unity of the system.

The essence of systems analysis as it relates to decision making
is in reality quite simple. It consists of a preliminary objective; the
derivation of a process that is in balance, interrelated, and which aids
in the selection of alternate paths for achieving the goals or objectives:
in this case, acquisition of land for recreational purposes. As the options
are enumerated they are considered in light of the goals that have been
made explicit at the outset, and a feedback mechanism, inherent in the
system,allows the options to be reviewed so the most desirable alternative
can be chosen. This process is usually dynamic -- that is, ongoing and
repetitive, involving a continuous re-evaluation of alternatives, objectives
and results.

One important effect of the systems way of thinking about decisions
is to stress interrelatedness. Indeed, a key ingredient in all views
of the systems approach to decisions is interrelatedness, which leads in
theory, to a consideration of the whole system. While this approach is
appealing it is apparent that it is not possible to consider all factors
that bear on the decigion. The 1llusion that everything is, or can be
taken into account, in decision making conducted from a systems perspective
is misleading. Systems analysis does, in some ways, provide the basis for
recognizing at least in part what is and what is not accounted for,

Unfortunately, the very word "system" has an aura about it that
frequently leads to misunderstanding. While the term suggests certainty,

predictability and control, certain of these features cannot be included.
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Some velationships are uncertain and unquant ifiable although all systems

are net afflicted by elements of uncertainty.

1.7 POLICY AND OBJECTIVES LEVEL OF DECISION MAKING

One concept which is of primary importance and 18 of key re-
Jevance in both the first step of the decision making process and ultimately
in all the steps of the procedure is the delineation of goals or objectives
which the decigion is made in an attempt to satisfy. 7The establishment of
poals can be viewed as having significance mainly in terms of the situation-
context group of variables and the outcome component.

The Congervation Authorities Branch, like many other natural
resource management agencies is an organization that has diverse objectives.
These goals have been gpecified generally in the Conservation Authorities
Act but it is sometimes difficult to know whether they have been attained
due to thedir general and nonspecific nature. Likewise, 1t is sometimes
impossible to determine whether projects are successful because no
operationally meaningful measure of success has been stated.

The first premise of the new system is that inclusive, specific
goals should be articulated at the outset. It is desirable in all phases
of decision making to have broadly stated objectives embodied as policies
which can be used as goals. The Conservation Authorities decision making
will be improved if special efforts are made to state long term obiectives
and to be explicit about what specific acquisition and development programs
are to accomplish. Past research has shown that it is easier to make a

decision when all levels of the decision making organization know and are
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awar e of what broad long range goals exist for recreational development

fu wal ergheda general]y.2 Moreover, in terms of outcome and evaluatlon

of epch individual decision, 1t 1s easier to evaluate an action when the
apency, on all levelsg, hag a measure of what congtitutes succesgs.

By esgtablishing explicit goals and making known conditions which
have a bearing opn the decision, the chances are increased that the decision,
when made, will actually reflect what the participants in a decision process
intended. Being precise and explicit is also an end to rational consideration
of alternatives and acts as a catalyst for the enumeration of options which
jf adopted, can lead to realizatjon of the goals.

It 1is important to realize and emphasize the nature of the goals
that are heing advocated as a primary step to improving the decision
making procegs. The purpose is not to specify goals so precisgely as to
everemphasize measurable objectives to the detrlment of non-measurable but
oqually important objectives. Specificity about objec:ives and goals will,
however, serve to improve the enumeration of options which can satisfy the
goals; positively influence the situation/context in which the decision is
being made; provide greater information to assist in selecting the most des-
sirable option; provide a basis for retrospective review of particular
decision outcome, and furnish an objective criterion that all participants,
especially those at the upper level, can use for making choices., If goals
were stated the influence of subjective criteria which are often the basis
far decisions in the present system would also be lessened.

The design and formulation of long range goals and priorities

is not the respongibility of the lower level of the decision making organization.
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Nor should only one perspective be used when formulating a broad course of
action and charting the direction and position of the agency. The two
upper levels of the organization, in collaboration with one another, must
formulate and articulate some policy or goals which would serve to put the
rest of the procedure in perspective. Chief responsibility for formulation
of policies must lie at the highest level of the decision making hierarchy
-~ the Conservation Authorities Branch. The system requires that broad
alternatives be chosen and priorities established here so as to arrive at
policy objectives. These objectives, when formulated, can be viewed as
general statements of intent directed toward achievement in particular goal
areas.

Previous requests have been made for the Conservation Authorities
Branch, in conjunction with other agencies, to define the role that provision
of recreational facilities in the watershed should have.3 The Conservation
Authorities Act sets forth certain broad courses of action which are to be
adopted by the individual authorities, however, these do not provide
operational guidelines for recreational land selection, acquisition and
development.

The process whereby the policies and consequently goals and
objectives are formulated and chosen, while an executive requirement, should
be made in a pluralistic setting. 1In such a setting divergent opinions and
inputs from the professional staff as a whole can be synthesized and
integrated. Moreover, an effective policy requires multiple inputs so that
the end result will reflect a wide perspective. The weight placed on each

part must also be decided upon through a social decision making process so that
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the policy represents an integrated approach,

The first questions that should be asked in deciding upon a
strategy or policy are very straightforward and are dealt with in greater
detail in the next chapter. Briefly, the policy should address the
authorities' role in supplying recreational facilities in Southern Ontario.
What part of the recreational experience is catered to in the authorities'
areas should also be addressed and the factors that should influence
acquisition of land for recreational use and development is a third important
igsue which should be examined. When these and other concepts like them have
been resolved then policies that reflect the emphasis and objectives of the
authorities can be formulated.

Each policy situation presents specific alternate ways of meeting
objectives. Some of these may in specific situations be unfeasible for
various reasons but the essence of policy formation is the selection and
combining of strategies aimed at meeting objectives while considering the
widest possible range of altermatives. The most desirable alternative in
terms of many considerations will be the one that is chosen to satisfy the

objectives and consequently becomes the policy (Figure 16).

3.3. OPERATIONAL PROGRAM LEVEL OF DECISION MAKING

A second level of decision making bridges both the executive
level, where broad inclusive goals are articulated in policies, and the
administrative or tactical level of decision making represented by the

individual authorities. At this level questions such as: what broad
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programs, which, when implemented in their entirety will lead to the
realization of the broadly formulated goals encompassed as policies

should be resolved. This is the level at which alternative programs should
be designed and evaluated, outcomes anticipated, and the information needs
of the entire decision making organization assessed. For lack of a better
nomenclature, this level may be called the operational stage.

Previous discussion has focussed on the formulation of broad
policy statements but no mention has been made of designing appropriate
approaches for constructing and formulating program alternatives. The
operational level is included as part of the system to provide a functional
terms of reference which will allow the individual authorities to work with
greater ease. It is equally important that analysis at this point take
account of alternatives and interrelationships since it is the middle level
in the system and must tie together the abstract policy level and the project
oriented tactical level of the individual authorities.

The second level provides a term of reference for formulating
small projects which can be viewed in terms of the operational program by
decision makers at all three levels. Operational programs must be structured
so as to reinforee and not impede progress toward the large policies or
objectives and must be designed s0 as to give direction and provide a terms
of reference for the development of small projects. If design and formulation
of the operational program does not serve this function, the operational
stage becomes more a liability than an asset, serving only to further
segment the decision making process. Methods and options for fulfilling

the upper level policies must be recognized at the operational level and
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articulated in terms of programs so decision makers and individuals at
the authority level can more easily perceive the direction that is most
optimal for the authority.

Although the operational level 1s a stage that is not always
differentiated in resource management decision making it is a necessary
one.5 Government agencies propose policies which, in the absence of such a
step, must rely on traditional small scale administrative projects to become
implemented. In many instances, relationships between pelicy and
administration are so stressed as to impede decision making which in turn
obstructs the realization of goals. While the value of the executive and
administrative arrangement in some situations has merit, the addition of
another level, which serves to make functional the formulated policies,
leads to more directed chanelling of small projects, and ultimately leads
to better decisions has a purpose.

Furthermore, the present organization is structured at three
specific levels. The last chapter has shown that the role and function
of the regional decision maker is not made explicit and many responsibilities
at this level are shared with the Branch. This arrangement leads to friction
and less than optimal utilization of the position occurs. The operational
level, as it is termed in the proposed system, overcomes this difficulty
by stating clearly the role of the regional level decision maker and making

clear his responsibilities (Figure 17).

3.4 TACTICAL OR TMPLEMENTATION LEVEL OF DECISION MAKING
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The fact that there are many links in the chain of public decision
making greatly increases 1ts complexity. The preceding sections have stressed
that policies and objectives must be formulated at the executive level of
govermment and that operational programs set out to augment and expresses
fully these policies at a second level,

The third and final level in the decision making system is project
oriented and deals with administrative questions. This is the final level
of the decision making process where projects are formulated in terms of
operational programs to achieve the priorities and broad objectives of the
executive policy (Figure 18).

A specific land acquisition policy for example, is set out at the
policy level, is expressed in functional terms at the operational program
level and is finally realized as a specific project at the tactical level.
The tactical project is only one of a number of options available under the
operational program, any of which would Jead to a realization of the goal.
In this way the three levels that are all related to goals, are used to
tead to a better allocation of land resources.

At the outset of this chapter it was mentioned that the setting of
goals and clarifying the way these goals are attained is a primary step in
tte decision making system which has ramifications for all of the six variables
discussed in Chapter One. Two of these variables, the situation and the
outcome, were noted as being most directly implicated in regard to this
subject. A brief conceptual overview of the three level decision making
system has been presented in this section and it is apparent that the new

system differs from the old in a number of ways.
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The three levels in the system provide a basic structure for the
framework and are its most importnat attributes generally., One additional
feature of the gystem which warrants consideration at this stage is the

feedback mechanism.

3.5 FEEDBACK CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SYSTEM

The conditions that decisions were made in response to are not
static and unchanging. The context in which the decision is made is
constantly being altered, partly as a result of decisions made by the agency.
In these circumstances there is no guarantee that the anticipated or degignated:
policies or goals will be attained no matter how well designed they may be.
What 1s required is a systematic way of learning from decisions that have
been made so that the decision maker can realize the gap between the
intended and the actual result and take action to realize the goals in
subsequent acquisitions.

The proposed system makes provision for this feature. It provides
for the feedback of information into the decision making process from ongoing
evaluation of programs. Where the outcome is not what was expected or
wanted, the decision maker has the opportunity to adapt or revise either the
tactical or the operational program.

Feedback may also perform a slightly different function. Ideally,
operational programs and tactical projects are expressions of the actual
objectives and policies. However, policies aimed at providing broad guidelines
in the resource management and recreational field may require alteration

because of changes in government policy or reorganization. Feedback from
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programs gives an indication of the goals being aspired to and those
achieved and provides a concrete base from which to work when realigning
objectives, strategies and even policies.

Systematic feedback mechanisms which permit reassegsment of policy
and program areas significantly increase the prospect of attaining policy
objectives. There should therefore be provision for continuing evaluation
and regular reviews of the results of particular programs at periodic

intervals (Figure 19).

3.6 SUMMARY

The discussion to this point has emphasized certain key features
of an altered public agency decision making system. First, the executive
level of the agency is faced with the choice of alternatives at the levels of
objectives, policies and goals. Second, programs which make operational
the policies, objectives and goals of the executive level must be formulated
by a middle range of decision makers. Thirdly, projects couched in terms of
the operational programs must be designed by the tactical or administrative
level in the decision making hierarchy. The fourth element that is essential
in this regard is a need for ongoing evaluation of projects and programs
and a continuous feedback of information into the decision making process
so that objectives, policies, programs and projects can be re-assessed and,
if necessary, realigned in light of the actual results.

The formulation of goals, policies, programs and projects is an
essential concept ina systematic decision making process. 1In terms of the

six variables that were used to analyse the existing decision making procedure
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the statement of goals at aeveral levele provides an improved context/
altuation in which the decision 18 made and aftects the outcome and its
related variableg.

Although there are obvious implications in terms of the context
and on* ~ome vaviables, the proposed system also involves, in general princlple,
the participanta, information, process and organization variables, To gilve
more complete treatment to the dynamics of the system the followlng chapter
deals with the system in greater detaill generally and in terms of these

variables specifically.
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DEVELOPMENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE SYSTEMS FRAMEWORK
FOR ASSESSING CONSERVATION AUTHORITY RECREATIONAL
LAND ACQUISITIONS

This chapter of the thesis leads to a realization of the second
objective of the research by providing a more detailed examination of the
elements of the decision making system that was presented briefly in the
preceding chapter. To ensure a clear picture of the individual elements of the
system the components of the system are identified in terms of the six
variables used in the first section. Not only does this method maintain
clarity and order but it also allows for changes and differences between the
existing decision making procedure and the proposed system to be examined.
Furthermore, the six variable approach ig consistent with the systems
perspective and augments the basic three level breakdown of policy level;

operational program level; and, tactical project level as discussed earlier.

4.1 CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES BRANCH:
DECISION MAKING FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION

The levels of decision making that have been briefly outlined as
necessary prerequisites to constructing a systematic decision making process
impose certain requirements in terms of participants. The question of who
is involved in these three levels of decision making is an important one and
will be addressed first.

It i8 recommended that the highest level of decision making dealing

with policies and objectives be carried out by the decision makers at the Branch.
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Collectively these individuals should formulate policies which define the
broad role of the conservation authorities in the provision of recreaticaal
facilities in the Proviace. Such polices and objectives should not be
formulated alone but in conjunction with the Ministry of Natural Resources,
especially the Parks Brancli, so that roles can be differentiated and the
individual authorities when acquiring land can be guided by the official
stance concerning provision of recreation land.

In terms of participants involved at this level of the system, it
is recommended that a recreational planner always be retaiuned by the Branch.
The individual who fills this position, which has remained vacant uatil
recently, should nave expertise 1in policy fields as well as planning irou a
design standpoint. The planner could assume the main responsibility for
the completion of policy formulation and bring expertise to bear on the problem
as it has been identified. The present staff because of their ditferent
training and heavy responsibility in other areas caunnot initiate and undertake
such a task. It is important, lLowever, that they participate so that
individual values and attitudes do not bias the formulation of policy (Figure 20).

In the preceding section the need for feedback and monitol ing in
all levels of the decision making process was noted. The policy stape 1n the Syslem
is one level which can benefit from a systematic feedback process. Decisions
made at the Branch level have direct implications for the rest or the
procedure since it Is the exvcutlve Branch ot the decision maldug hierarchy.
Therefore, 1t 1s essential that coatinuing evaluation be counducted s as to
ensure that poticies formulated for Conservation Authorities, are still serving

thelr purpose iun broader terms and remain realistic and adequate In terms of
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other closely related policies. Also conditions may be altered and in turn
dicate a change in policies and objectives. The profeasional staff of the
Branch should therefore, in conjunction with other agencies who have
responsibility in the same area, review stated policies and objectives

to ensure their continuing relevance.

The question regarding the content of these policies is an important
one and warrants examination at this stage. In terms of the six variables
outlined in the first section, the content of policies is an information
variable.

The content of policy at the Branch level must be adequately broad
50 as to represent an exclusive position on provision of recreational
properties but also be specific enough to permit realistic formulation of
operational programs and tactical projects. It is therefore recommended
that policy be formulated which states the goal of the authorities in
provision of recreational facilities; distinguishes the role of recreational
oriented conservation areas; articulates in operational terms the difference
between conservation areas and facilities furnished by National and Historic
Park Branch of the Federal Government, the Provincial Parks Branch; those
facilities furnished by the private sector; distinguishes in concrete terms
the general characteristics of recreationally oriented conservation areas;
and, states the sort of recreational experience that the authorities try to
provide for in conservation areas. Policies of the sort suggested above
should alse state clearly the priority that provision of recreational
facilities has in the authorities general program (Figure 21).

In the second chapter the dominance of values, attitudes and biases
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of individual actors was identified as a factor whirh reduced the objectivity
of the decigion makers process of selection. Tn some cases the lack of
information and the fajlure to gpecify responsibilities was hypothesized as
heing a chief cause of this condition. TUnder the proposed gystem, the

part icipants would be required to formulate policies and synthesize inputs
ftom other gources in a group setting using a pluralistic process. This
altered process and role should overcome the incidence of individual actors
acting alone by making participants responsive to new information and by
instituting a decision making process emphasizing communication.

As a general principle, the organization of government agencies
is resistant to change and even small alterations in organizational structure
are not always successful.1 The existing organizational structure appears
adequate. Rather than change the organization, it is recommended that only
the participants, their roles and duties be modified and the process whereby
thev exercise their judgment be altered. The organizational structure, since
it 18 registant to change,remains virtually unaltered in the new system but
each level carries out the job to which it is best suited. The inputs into
the systematic decision making process detalled above, reflect and embody
these recommendations.

The decision making process at the executive level is quasi-mechanical
in nature with little interaction among decision makers. Individual actors
themselves decide, often without input form other individuals, on what decision
making criteria they will use and what decisions made by the lower levels
of the hierarchy, should be ratified. This arrangement also leads to the

. . . 2
overdominance of values and biases of individual actors. To overcome the
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diff {enlties enunerated above, the decision making process at the Branch level
ghould bhe oriented toward ginaup decision making, the context of the cholce
precedure altered to encouvrage communication and the number of information
fnput g increased. The Inclusion of a social decision making process at the
executive level should preclude or reduce the influence of biases, values and
attitudes.

The nature of the system requires that inputs from more than one
per spective be included in order that the effectiveness of the system be
maintained. Moveover, the need for social process must extend beyond the
formulation and selection of policies. Decisions made by the executive
level ou projects submitted by the 1individual authorities must also be
made In a context where information is adequate and communication unimpeded.
The value of decision making criteria, devised by decision makers operating
within a soclal process, 18 partially defeated if decisions on actual projects
are not made by utilizing multiple inputs and obtaining as many perspectives
as possible.3 Tt is not necessary to convene formal groups to consider every
small project but operational programs should have the collective attention
of all the executive level decision makers, and decisions on small projects,
made in terms of operational programs, should receive group consideration
before a decision is made.

In summary, the modified inputs at the policy level are mainly in
terms of situation, outcome, information, and process (Figure 22). The

. . e . 4
eristing organization requires few modifications and remains as it was.
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4.2 CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO THE OPERATIONAL
PROGRAM LEVEL OF THE DECISION MAKING SYSTEM

The second level of the new decision making system can be termed
the operational program level. 1In the new system this level is envisaged as
a stage where goals, stated as policies, are made operational. These
programs are formulated in conjunction with the individual authorities and
other professional staff at the regional levels. Subsequent review of these
operational programs is carried out by the Branch. The programs by necessity
must be responsive to the policies and goals of the Branch and in this way
continutiy in the overall process is maintained.

In one sense operational programs can be termed goal indicators
since they provide a terms of reference for the individual authorities on
which to base their decisions when they proceed to select and acquire
individual land parcels for recreational use. Policy formulation can alsc
be guided by these programs since the policies and goals are in abstract
terms whereas operational programs are relatively specific. When a particular
land acquisition project, couched in terms of the operational program,
reaches the upper level of the hierarchy for consideration, the decision
makers at the Branch are able to assess the extent to which each individual
acquisition satisfies the established goals of the Authorities Branch as a
whole., This mechanism therefore provides a form of feedback which serves
as an indication of goal achievement.

The first section has noted that the Regional Conservation Authority
Program Supervisors, the participants at the middle level in the organization,

are in conflict with decision makers at the Branch because of similarity of
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roles. The actions of individual actors with strong personalities and
distinctive perceptions of their official position have lead to difficulties
resulting in role conflict and clashes with individual actors at the Branch
who view the role of the Conservation Authority Program Supervisors differently
than those who serve in that capacity. To overcome this difficulty the RECAPS should
have their role altered. They should, in conjunction with the individual authorities
attempt to devise and design broad programs which would express the goals
and policies established by the Branch. This will still preserve the role of
program supervisor but will allow an input from professionals at the regional
level and allow constructive contribution from the RECAPS who is now limited
to a supervisory role. The lack of definition in the role of the Conservation
Authority Program Supervisor has caused conflict in the past. Input of the
sort proposed above should encourage a productive relationship between the
regional level and the Branch,

The title "Regional Conservation Authornities Program Supervison”
does not at the present time, portray accurately the role that such individuals
play. The RECAPS spends a majority of his time reviewing small projects,
most of which stand alone in terms of broader projects or programs.6 As such,
a concrete program for the RECAPS to supervise has not always been formulated.
1f such a program exists at the authority level it is not always articulated
to the RECAPS. Providing the Conservation Authority Program Supervisor with
a role in the formulation of an operational program will furnish a valuable
input and will enable the RECAPS to more effectively supervise and direct the
activities of the authorities within the region.

The fact that the RECAPS reports to the regional director as opposed
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to the Branch will also epahle the expertise of the regional office to be
bronght to bear on specific programs of the authorities of the regilon, a
fearure which is not wideapread now. Working in conjunction with the various
staff of the authorities will also have positive results which will be detailed
in the discussinm of the tactical decision making level which follows (Figure 23).
The countent of operational programs will obviously vary in each
authority and different information will have to be included in each
operatjonal program. In general terms, however, the content of the
operational program should be of three varieties. Firstly, the program should
addrerss the need for recreation in the watershed and make explicit the
authorities' role in providing recreational opportunities for the populace.
This will differ in each authority since recreational needs are different
both in the specific watershed and the region and provision of facilities
by other agencies with responsibility for recreational planning and management
wiil also vary. The program should also make explicit the priority that
provision of recreational facilities has in terms of its overall program and
make known the intent in the provision of recreational opportunities. Such a
statement will not only provide better criteria for decision making in the
Authorities but also furnish other agencies with information that is
necessary to ensure co-operation and continuity in the overall provision
of recreational facilities,
The second part of the operational program should provide information
in survey fashion of the most important recreational resources of the watershed
and note how they compare to regional resources which also have signifcance

for recreation. The operational program should also make known the kind of
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facilitien that best utilize the recreational resources and those that are
most needed by the populace. This requires knowledge of the supply-demand
gitnation in the area and such data can be made available by the staff of
the regional cffice.

Reapurce based, intermediate and user oriented facilities provide
an accepted breakdown of facility type and the operational program should
make known the priority that the authority has for development of each of
the three types of areas.

Finally, the operational program should designate and delineate
broad geographical areas representing what has been expressed in the
operational programs. These areas are, in effect, functional expressions of
the broad policies and goals formulated at the executive level.

The operational program is an integral step in the decision making
procedure aud its content must be reviewed periodically both in regard
to policies, other regional plans and directives dand specific tactical projects.
As a middle level in the decision making organization, feedback 1s provided
by the tactical level of the authorities and the executive level of the Branch.
Tn addition, the RECAPS, because of his position in the regional office, can
assess the operational program in terms of other programs and undertakings
at the regional level (Figure 24). This feedback also prcvides an additional
input for systematic review of the operational program.

At the present time, the decision making process at the second level
of the hierarchy is quasi-mechanical. Here individual actors decide on
alternatives by means of an intellectual process whereby they receive relatively

few inputs from other sources. In the system being proposed, however, the
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method would be more pluralistic and is essentially a social process. It
is desirable that interaction take place between decision makers at this
level since multiple inputs will be made by a number of individuals thereby
offsetting the influence of individual actors.

Under the proposed system, RECAPS will continue to receive the
briefs outlining individual authority acquisitions, and their ratification
or refusal will continue to be the responsibility of the Conservation Authority
Program Supervisor alone. However, the fact that more concrete choice criteria
exist in the form of operational programs,derived through interaction and
by means of social processess, will make the choice procedure pluralistic to
a degree and should reduce the inordinate influence of the individual actor
at this level.

One characteristic of the existing decision making process in most
of the authorities analysed i the isolation of the staff from the rest of the
decision making hierarchy. This isolation is a function of the quasi-mechanical
decision process which results in the segmenting of the organization. The
operational program is to be researched, designed and formulated jointly by
the RECAPS and the Authority staff. This involvement will have the effect of
intergrating the staff with the rest of the hierarchy. Encouraging interaction
between the staff and the upper levels of the decision making organization
also has implications for the role of the staff at the tactical level. These
effects are detailed in the next section dealing with the authority level of
decision making.

The second level of the decision making framework is a step which

now exists in vague form in the existing organization. 1In its present form,
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however, it does not lead to productivity and efficiency in acquiring
recreational land because of a number of limitations. 1In the proposed

system, however, the second level of the organization gerves a definite purpose.
The duties to be conducted at this level have been altered and clearly
articulated both in regard to the policy level, higher in the overall
organization and the lower level tactical decision making carried out by the
individual Authorities (Figure 25).

The attribute of connectivity is the most important characteristic
of the new system. In continuing this theme this chapter will now turn to
the tactical level of decision making. This is the third level in terms of
the construction of the system but in actual practice it is the first place

o 7
where acquisitions are considered.

4.3 COMPONENTS FOR INCORPORATION AT THE TACTICAL
LEVEL OF THE DECISION MAKING SYSTEM

The same criteria that have necessitated a change at the operational
program level also dictate that modifications be made at the lowest level._of
the decision making organization -~ the individual authorities. 1In more
theoretical terms this is the administrative level where polices and directives,
made functional at the operational program level, are implemented in concrete
terms in the form of specific projects.

The lowest level of the decision making hierarchy that now exists,
however, requires relatively few changes to make it conform to the decision
making system being proposed. However, the roles and interaction between the

two higher levels have been changed so it is necessary that the tactical
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level alao be modified to mwake Lts fpput compatible with the system at the
upper level,

Firstly, it is required that authborities prepare their briefs for
acquisit ion of recreational properties in terms of the operational program.
The operaticonal program provides broad directives for acquisition and states
goals and conditions to which individual authorities should adhere. Tt is
also dewirable, in terms of the new system, that information relating to the
resource inventory he furnished in the brief and details that augment the
information present in the operational program be provided. As well, the type
of development that 1s proposed should be detailed, and the classification
of the area, when developed, and how the facility will fit into the overall
operational program for recreation should be made explicit.

The content of the brief should be upgraded to include the rationale
for the new area in terms of the operational program, details on how the
nornged acqoisition fits into the broad sims and objectives of the authority
should be included, and the priority for development should be stated.
Finally, recognition should be given to the planning inputs that will be
required.

The size of the site and the scale of development will partially
determine the resource analysis that will be required however the information
content that is now available, is, in almost all cases, inadequate for

decision makers to assess the merits and shortcomings of any proposed acquisitions.

The information that should be made available to the decision
makers in the new system should therefore include details of the cultural

history and present use, the physical resources of the site including
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geomet phology, soils topegrapbhy (slopes-—drainage), the nature of the water

reson ces Aaruactiatred with the gite, the vegetation aud the wildlife. As

well as thisg data on the physical resources, the brief should address such
topics ag the incidence of unique features, ejther natural or man made, the

most significant resources of the area that should form the basis of development
for the area, as well as the coustraiuts to recreational development and
potential land usge couflirts. Lastly, in this group of variables, the

carrying capscdty for the site should be recognized and development that 1is
proposed yecognize these parameters.

Finally, a classification in terms of the operational program should
be provided. This classification would make known the recreational experlence
that is being catered to, what resources are available and how intensively
they can be used. In conclusion, some development concepts should be provided
with an indication of the phasing of the project and how the facility would
fit into tho present water ard management plan of the suthority (Figure 26).8

Information inputs suggested as part of the proposed system, are
more than is presently furnished. However, the data collection suggested
serves a number of needs identified previously. Additional information
provided in the brief does not exist in a vacuum. In each brief it complements
and augments the information contained in the operational program. Nor is
the data collection the sole responsgibility of the staff at the authority,
many of which lack the expertise and time to carry out such extensive inventories.
The broad information base, required to make the system efficient, is
generated by the staff in conjunction with the RECAPS and other regional

staff., The staff,in preparing their brief for acquisition of recreational
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Jand, need only to addiess the various fartors detajled above so that both
the Conaervation Authorities Program “uvpervisor and the Branch, when the
submigsinn comes to them for a decislon, cap recognize the place of that
apecrific project 1in terms of the operational program and objectives. 1If
Information 13 provided it will enable upper level decision makers to make
a more objective choice by being more cognizant of the qualities and
characteristics of any specific alternative.

Another consideration that justifies the generation and transmission
of additional data is the use to which it cau be put at the upper level of
decision making hierarchy. 1In the existing process the individual actors
at the Branch and the RFCAPS are in a posgition to allow their attitude,
values and perceptions to sway their choice. This condition is due to their
faolation, theilr status as individual decision makers and the paucity of
information on which tc base their decisinng. Inadequate inputs from other
dectgion makers or inadequate inforrmation transmitted from lower levels of
the decision making hierarchy appear to be the chief causes of this behaviour.

By providing a larger information base, in the form of increased
detail in the brief, the decision maker 1s given a better basis on which to
make his choice. This objective data reduces the impact that the decision
maker's personality and values have on his choice. The result is more
objective decisions made in response to objective and explicit criteria
(Figure 27).

The second chapter, assessing the present decision making procedures
in the five authorities, noted that the task of selecting and acquiring land

is characterized by a low key context which did not reflect the priority
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actually amsgnciated with land a quisition. This situation exists because
the ataff of the authority, who initiate the land selection and acquisition
process, view the task of Tand acquisi! lon as outside thefr purview because
it dnvolves too lirtle planning and management and becauge each acquisition
ig not made in rerms of an overall plan or schpme.]o In short, they are
required to act as land agents with responsibility to acquire small parcels
of land plecemeal.
The proposed new decision making system would, however, change

the task of the staff. This rhange would alter the staff's perception of their
role, and in turn change the perception of the remainder of the organization.11
This change io perception would be accomplished because the selecting of land
for acquisition would be a joint effort with long range planning inputs
included as part of the Jdecision making process. Under the proposed system,
each individual acquisition would be part of an overall recreational planning

1! deyelopment process. The crganization's perception of the acquisition
process would be altered and the context of the decision will be improved
as well. The land acquisition procedure becomes more a part of a planning
and management exercise and less a land agent's job under this new
conceptualization of land acquisition (Figure 28).

Tt was determined in the previous c(hapter that time constraints

of ten affect the decision making procedure and in some cases impede the
decision malers' ability to act. This is especinlly the case in regard to
the infecrmation generation at the tactical or project level of decision making

when carried out by survey crews.

To alleviate the existing problem it is recommended that social or
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group deeiaion making processes he emphasized and interaction and
compundeation between levels in the organization be improved. If interaction
is {mproved then time constraints whieh now impede decision making would be
removed, free exchange of information would occur, and relationships bhetween
levels would become less straired, resulting in Improved productivity of the
decigion making organization.

Fmphasizing interaction and social processes of decision making can
overcome some difficulties in the present system but to effectively integrate
the staff with the rest of the organization requires a different method.
Alrhough the problem of staff isolation is a function of the decision process,
it is not feasible, to alter the process at this level to permit the staff
more interaction with the rest of the decision making hierarchy. The present
difficulty is overcome in the new system by changing the role of the
participants. 1Tt is recommended that authorities attempt to have members
who have professional expertise, acquired through training or education, assist
the staff in carrying out jts duties. These assisting individuals, termed
ideological actors, would contribute by generating information on the particular
acquisition and would have an ascribed expert status. Since they would also
sit on advisory boards they would form a link with the staff. 1In this way
the isolation of the staff is broken down, the expert status is ascribed to
a larger group and considerable expertise in the form of these members'
knowledge is brought to bear on the problem. Furthermore, a type of interaction
or social process is dimplemented at the lowest level of decision making,
information generation and transmission is consequently improved and a wider

level of participation in decision making is realized (Figure 29).
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The recommended input is not without precedent. In the Otonabee
Region Congervation Authority, individuals with particular expertise have
been appointed to advisory boards and have also been responsible for assisting
the staff in carrying out inventoriles for proposed acquisition.12 This method
has resulted in a number of benefits in this authority. If included as an
input in the system, it would cause the benefits enumerated above to be
realized as well as enhancing the productivity and efficiency of the procedure
as a whole.13

The proposed decision making system has incorporated the existing
decision making procedure at the authority level but has modified it by providing
new inputs in terms of participants, information and content, context, and
outcome. Basically, the organization stays as it was and the process, a
problem area in the existing procedure, is modified by altering the
participant’'s role.

Of all three levels of the decision system this has required the
least modification in terms of specific iInputs to make it conform to the system
method for choosing alternatives. The inputs themselves, although few, are
significant,however.

One variable that was discussed at the outset of this chaper but
which has not been explicitly dealt with to this point is the matter of feedback.
Conditions and inputs both outside and within the system are not static and
are constantly changing partly as a result of decisions made by the Conservation
Authorities. 1In these circumstances there i1s no guarantee that the anticipated
or designated outcome of particular projects will be attained, no matter

what the capability or quality of the decision making system.
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Due to the interrealted nature of the system however, feedback
mechanisms exist at all three levels and can be used to determine how the
system is functioning. If projects fail to satisfy goals then the component
that is at fault can be identified and action taken to ameliorate the
problem.

The three main levels in the decision making hierarchy are more
interrelated than they would be without a systems framework. This interrelated
nature permits any one of these three levels to be modified or altered if
problems are encountered or conditions change so much as to warrant wholesale
alteration of one particular level in the system.

Systematic feedback also increases.the prospect of attaining policy
objectives since changes can be made in quick response to a change of
condition outside the system.14 Failure to employ a feedback component can
result in locking into a rigid procedure which is very resistant to alteration.
When the change is finally made the problem that originally dictated the
change may no longer be the same or has become more serious and requires
further alteration in terms of decision making procedures. Ongoing systematic
monitoring and evaluation avoids this problem and results in quick response

to changing conditions as they present themselves (Figure 30).

4.4 CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has outlined a framework for a more open, systematic
and forward-looking approach to decision making. It provides for a more
rigorous and objective consideration of policies and goals, as well as

programs and specific projects related to the selection and acquisition of



EXTERMAL AND EVALUATION FEEDBACK CCMPONENTS OF THE DECISION MAKING SYSTEM

POLICY LEVEL
INFCRMATION OBJECTIVES
roie of authorities »| Choosing
experience to pro- priorities
" vide for among goals

\_

OPERATIONAL PROGRAM
LEVEL

dilineation of
factors affecting
acquisition

LEVEL

—
ALTERNATIVES

— .l most feasible

priorities and

!
|
Too.
way of realizing |
|
objectives |

' POLICIES
' broac directives f
tto govern activities
“and acquisition

operational program
objectives of the
individual authority

B ON GOING EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK ity objectives 7

thorough, detailed
examination

Sounce:

Authon's Conceptualization

—| land parcels

that best refiect
operational pro-
grams and author-

=~ actual land projects
 that satisfy authority

CRITERIA; CONTENT % DESIGN,; FORMULATION ALTERNATIVES | ?OPERATEONAL BROGRAM 7
inventories § inputs & objectives most feasible i emtodies Branch nolicies,
authorities *noutg_____,. assessed i oODtimal —= regional oblectives, |
regional inout i orograms that embody operational i authority innut, expresses
Branch input j policies & inouts program . functionally o autnorities

formulated selected overall policies ;
TACTICAL, IMP_EMENTATION
CRITERIA; CONTENT ENUMERATION OF OPTIONS ALTERNATIVES TACTICAL PROJECTS 7

objectives, operationail ,

programs & policies

|

s on Wt v ol

FIGURE 30

I



181

regources for recreational development and use,

Tt i not the purpose of the framework to provide a totally
objective ascientific process whereby decisions may be made. Rather, the
proposed system is designed to furnish a framework which can be used to make
judgment and choice a more deliberate process and provide a tool which will
asgist in the choosing of the most desirable option.

Although the initial concern was with the lowest level of decision
making it soon became apparent that the entire procedure would have to be
modif ied if a viable decision making system was to be proposed for the lowest
level. TFor this reason, the research has proposed a system which deals with
broad questions of policy as well as dealing with individual authority projects
and acquisitions. The system also includes a level which assists the
decision maker in choosing alternative ways of reaching the broadly defined
objectives and policies. The final level that the system has relevance for
is the tactical level where the new procedure assists the decision maker in
structuring his judgment so as to choose the most desirable option in terms
of individual authority acquisitions.

New techniques do not always make decislons easier. In many cases,
new knowledge and more systematic exploration of alternatives serve only to
reveal how difficult the decisions really are. Despite their limitations
however, the technique of systematic analysis can, it is felt, provide a great
deal of useful information and guidance for those concerned with public land

selection and acquisition.
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EXPLANATION AND EXAMINATION
OF THE PROPOSED DECISION
MAKING SYSTEM

This chapter of the thesis examines the functioning of the system
and provides another perspective on decision making system described in
Chaper Three and Four. This examination 1s not intended to provide a
comprehensive and detailed analysis of the complete functioning of the system
but is illustrative in nature and 1s designed to make more meaningful some

1
of the conceptual matters raised in the earlier sections of the report.

5.1 TACTICAL OF INDIVIDUAL AUTHORITY LEVEL OF DECISION MAKING

At the authority level, the land selection and acquisition project
is initiated by the staff of the Authority. They carry out an extensive
inventory of the physical and cultural resources that are associated with the
site. Assisting in this task are ideological actors, who also sit on
advisory boards, and who have expertise in the resource management and
conservation field. These individuals bring their expertise to bear on the
problem, provide a wider perspective and serve to integrate more fully the
staff with the rest of the decision making hierarchy.

The physical inventory conducted at this level provides a basis for
subsequent decisions but the staff, in formulating a brief for acquisition,
also makes explicit what role the land, if acquired and developed, has in terms
of the more Iinclusive operational program. In short, the brief outlining the

acquisition states how the specific project will serve to realize the goals of
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the authority.

Once the information relevant to the land resource under
consideration has been generated and the context of the proposed acquisition
established in terms of the larger operational program, the acquisition
proceeds upwards through the decision making hierarchy. Rationale for
acquiring the land has been provided and information in terms of the site
specific resources has been furnished to assist the decision maker in
exercising his best judgement.The context of the decision is also explicit
enabling the decision makers to judge the merits of the specific acquisition in
terms of broadly formulated and implemented operational programs. These
programs give direction and purpose to the recreational aspect of the
authorities' overall operations. If the decision makers decide acquisition
should take place, and under the new system they have explicit criteria on
which to base their choice, then a brief, requesting acquisition is submitted
to the Regional Conservation Authorities Program Supervisor.

The second level of the decision making system will be addressed
below but it is opportune at this time to briefly outline the changes that are
incorporated in the new system at the tactical level.

By including ideological actors in the inventory stage, to assist
the staff to carry out its duties in regard to land acquisition, the system
has employed individuals with expertise to improve the generation of information
for later use by decision makers., More effective integration of the staff
into the decision making organization and the introduction of social process
between the two levels is also accomplished. The context in which the decision

1s made is improved by giving the staff wider responsibilities and making their
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task more compatible with their position and their perception of their role.2
The information supplied to the higher levels of the decision making
organization is also increased and upgraded. This means that individual
decision makers at the upper level of the hierarchy have improved criteria on
which to base their choices.

In terms of outcome, the proposed system provides improvements at
the tactical level. Choices made by decision makers at the authority level
(outcomes) under the proposed system are made on explicit terms and with
knowledge of goals, operational programs and objectives. As such the outcome
can be justifjed and reworked if necessary. This arrangement ensures that
the first outcome has been rigorously arrived at and decision makers at other
levels in the agency can assume that choices have been made by means of a
common and identifiable system. This feature maintains the rigorousness of the
overall procedure and facilitates feedback and hindsight review of specific

projects, programs and policies if required.

5.2 OPERATIONAL DECISION MAKING BY THE REGIONAL
CONSERVATION AUTHORITIES PROGRAM SUPERVISORS

After the authority decision makers have made a judgment on the
specific acquisition, decision making becomes the responsibility of the
Conservation Authority Program Supervisor. Under the proposed system this
decision maker is in a better position to make an objective choice on the
merits or shortcomings of any particular proposal. In the proposed decision
making system his choice is based on an operational program which expresses

in functional terms the policies and objectives of the Branch, the aspirations
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of the regional office for recreational development on crown lands, and the
recreational plan of the individual authority. As such the RECAPS is in a
position to judge effectively how the specific project, approved by the
individual authority, fits into the operational program.

In the proposed system the RECAPS position is given a particular
role which will overcome the problems in role definition and the lack of
specific responsibilities which now exist. These problems were identified
as difficulties which reduced the effectiveness of the Conservation Authority
Program Supervisors position. The improved decision context should have the
effect of improving the decision maker's perception of his role and his
actions should, as a result, also be enhanced.

Under the existing land acquisition procedure the decision maker
at the regional level, as well as having a poorly defined role, is faced
with making important choices with inadequate decision criteria. Under the
new system, the information available to the decision maker is increased
enabling him to assess a proposed recreational land acquisition proposal by

using the information provided in the brief from the authority.

5.3 POLICY OR BRANCH LEVEL DECISTON MAKING

Decigion making at the Branch or Policy level, under the new system,
is not changed radically yet the alterations do have the effect of improving
the procedures at this level.

When a brief for a specific acquisition reaches the Branch two
decisions have been made previously. The Branch decision maker is, however,

aware of how and why these two lower level decisions were arrived at. The
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brief outlining the specific acquisition makes known the resources

associated with the land and articulates how the project or development satisfies
the goals of the authority and how the project compares in terms of the
operational program. The Branch decision maker also is aware of the

recreational policy and objectives of all authorities since they are

formulated at the Branch.

Under the proposed system, the professional staff provide an input
and a decision is made objectively. Furthermore, systematic and long range
planning can be realized at all levels of the system yet cash flow and control
of financial matters can be retained at the Branch. Large programs are, however,
formally articulated to the Branch in the form of operational programs so
long range planning, inherently more efficient than ad hoc acquisitions and
planning, can take place.

Various other benefits of the proposed system will also be realized.
The information and data provided to the decision maker at the Branch is
upgraded. As such he can become more aware of planning concerns in the
individual authorities and better recognize the merits and shortcomings of
any project. Since decision criteria (policy objectives) are derived through
interaction and with multiple inputs, lines of communication are improved
at the Branch and more social processes of decision making come into existence.
The presence of increased social process and the increased and better decision
criteria means that the context of the decision making is improved. The new
system, since it assigns a more specific and non-conflicting role to both
the Conservation Authority Program Supervisor and the professional staff at

the Branch, helps reduce conflict between the two upper levels of the decision
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making bierarchy, which in turn, leads tv an enhanced decision making context.

The decision making system at the Branch provides for increased
information for declslon making, more communication between decision makers
and a more apecific role for participants. The above changes serve to
improve the relationship with the rest of the decision making hierarchy,
lesgen the tension that presently exists and improve the context in which
decisions are made (Figure 31).

This Chapter has shown how the proposed System would operate and
how the elements of the decision making framework described in Chapters
Three and Four are inter-related. 1In the next Chapter this theme is
extended to show how the concepts presented in the research compare to what

other researchers have concluded about public agency decision making.
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FOOTNOTES
CHAPTER FIVE

lConclusions and interpretations made in this chapter were sub-
stantiated in meetings and in communication with the staff of the
Conservation Authorities Branch. Personal communication with A. D.
Latornell, Director, Conservation Authorities Branch, Toronto, Ontario,
30 October 1975; and R. J. Dickie, Forestry and Land Use Section, Con-
servation Authorities Branch, Toronto, Ontario, 16 October 1975.

For a recent view of public involvement in decision making see,
W. R. Burch, Jr., "Who Participates: A Sociological Interpretation of
Natural Resource Decisions', Natural Resources Journal, 16 (January 1976):
41-54.
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CONCLUSIONS AND GUIDELINE FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

6.1 EVALUATION

In the introduction of the thesis, a set of objectives were
formulated and stated and a methodology proposed which would lead to a
realization of these goals., The purpose of this final chapter is to determine
if the objectives were attained; to assess the effectiveness of the
methodology; to examine the conclusions that resulted; to consider the
limitations that became evident as the research was being carried out; and,
to demonstrate how the present study relates to existing and ongoing research
in the field of resource management decision making. In addition, this chapter
may provide a point of departure, and a methodology for further research as
well as suggest possible limitations that might be encountered in subsequent
research,

The first objective was to assess the existing decision making
operation used by selected conservation authorities in acquiring land for
recreational development. This objective implies that deficiencies exist in
the present process used by the authorities to acquire recreational land and
was formulated after exploratory research into the existing process and
examination of literature dealing with public agency decision making.

The criticism of resource management agencies and their operating
procedures expressed by Maass raised a number of points in terms of agency
administration which prompted interest in the procedures used by Conservation
A.uthorities.l Research carried out by Fox also has illustrated problems in

administrative decision making for resource allocation and his findings were
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considered in formulating the first objective.2

The second objective was to propose an altered decision making
system which incorporated modifications to overcome deficiencies identified
as a result of the assessment of the existing process. Similar objectives
have been established in other research. Fox has attemped to outline more
effective organizational arrangements for decision making although his work
has focussed on administration only, with no view toward the decision making
process as a whole.3 Research that proposes and examines in detail a new
decision making system is not common.

To show the merits of the proposed system and how it overcomes
limitations of the existing procedure is the third objective. As is the case
with the second objective, literature which has had the same purpose is minimal.

Although the research stands alone in terms of objectives, numerous
researchers have used a hindsight evaluation methodology similar to the one
used in this thesis. Most have focussed their attention on the outcome rather
than the decision making process itself. Notable among the recent users of a
hindsight evaluation methodology are Mitchell, Cook and Thomas.A’S’6

Basically the methodology used consists of an appraisal of the
existing decision making procedure from a six variable perspective. This
technique provides coverage of the main elements of the decision making operations.
Development of the new decision making system is also carried out in terms
of these six variables.

Although this six variable model of decision making was developed
to be used in this research, other researchers have utilized multiple variable

models to examine other decision making operations. Snyder, Bruck and Sapin
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in their discussion of political decision making, use five variables as a
framework, and Moore uses a similar device in his review of public agency
decision making.7’8

When one reviews the product of the research it seems apparent that
the objectives as initially established were realistic and the methodology
adequate, The thesis has found shortcomings in the existing decision making
procedure. Similar flaws have been identified by other researchers investigating
other agencies. Recommendations that have been made to overcome these
difficulties have been accepted as viable and capable of improving conservation
authority decision making, if implemented.9

The present study concludes that one of the most obvious limitations
of the present decision making process is the disjointed and segmented
characteristic of the decision making operation. Decisions are made by a
"quasi mechanical" process. Ridgidly imposed levels in the hierarchy of the
agency prevent flexibility in decision making behaviour and confining
procedures are adhered to in every situation. Communication and interaction
between decision makers is minimal which has negative implications for other
parts of the operation. This reliance on a quasi mechanical process of decision
making is partly due to the lack of explicit goals and aims of the agency.
If goals and objectives were clear and unambigious then these aims would show
the direction that should be followed by the agency. However, in the absence
of such goals the decision makers are dependent upon the quasi-mechanical
decision making process for direction and productivity.

The conclusions enumerated above are consistent with those of

other researchers. O'Riordan has noted the lack of communication in resource
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management agencies and the impact that the lack of clear goals and aims

hag on decision making processes.10 Moore has characterized the main target
of dissatisfaction of researchers in this area of decision making as "the
compartmentalization of the govermment administration of resources."ll

A second shortcoming identified in the appraisal of the existing
decision making process pertains to the roles and duties of participants.

In general terms the responsibilities of decision makers, most specifically
the Conservation Authority Program Supervisors at the regional level, have
not been articulated. This failure to define roles leads to conflict with
other decision makers. Duties are inadvertently shared between groups that
view each other as encroaching upon thelr field of jurisdiction. One must
conclude that less than optimal utilization of human resources also results
since duplication often occurs. Another manifestation of this problem can be
found in the lack of liaison between different levels in the decision making
hierarchy.

Findings of the type noted above have not been made by many
regsearchers although problems in role definition have been alluded to in some
studies. Smith has noted how a decision maker's role and function may affect
his personality and in turn influence his behaviour in making decisions.12
In general, work examining the role of the individual in the agency is a
deficient area in decision making studies.

Despite the paucity of other research in this area to support this
finding it nonetheless is an important conclusion. Not only does lack of role
definition cause problems of its own but it also has implications for other

parts of the decision making operation.
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An important part of any decision making process is the objectives
that a decision is made in an attempt to satisfy. Despite the recognized
importance of aims, one must conclude that goals have not been made clear for
recreational land acquisition. The Conservation Authorities Act provides
aspirations, but clear and unambigious goals and objectives have not been
articulated.

The lack of explicit goals is no different from that found in oth-r
agencies, both American and Canadian. White, in one of his studies has pointed
out how the goals and strategies of resource management agencies are rarely

identified clearly and frequently overlap because of inconsistent aims.13

Wood has also pointed this out in his study of the objectives of the Conservation

Authorities Branch.14 A number of other researchers, examining duplication
and contradiction in resource management program and strategies, have attributed
the cause to lack of clearly articulated goals and objectives.15’16

Another conclusion arrived at in carrying out the research concerns
the information that decision makers use in making selections of recreational
land for acquisition. An inadequate amount of information is generated, even
less is transmitted to decision makers and an even smaller amount is received
by the decision maker and used in making a choice. This conclusion stems trom
the following: the lack of communication between decision makers which impedes
free transfer of information between participants; the decision makers
perception of the task and the Intormation required; the context, or
circumstances surrounding the decislon making procedure, and the decislon
makers' biases and values which determine how he uses the data available,

Ingram's concluslons concernlng the generation and transmlssfon of data within

decision making organizations parallel those made concerening the prescat atudy
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and add credenre to these interpretations.

Information is retained by the upper levels of the organization
although such information is required by the individual authorities in order
to make an initial review of the recreational resources they wish to acquire.
This is another conclusion made in terms of the information component. This
conclusion is supported by the work of Marshall who has pointed out that a
universal characteristic of most agencies is the desire to survive and retain
pnwer,18 One may conclude that thesge are the dynamics that explain why the
Conservation Authorities Branch in Toronto retains information for which it
has no immediate need but to which the individual authorities require access.
Such a stance emphasizes the power of the Branch over the individual authorities.

Conclusions in terms of participants centre on the ineffective
utilization of interested and motivated individuals (ideological actors) in
the authorities examined. Individuals who could significantly improve
interaction between levels in the organization by acting as intermediaries,
assist 1in data generation and transmission, and in some cases, act as experts
for consultation are not used for these purposes. 1In the authorities examined,
there are individuals, many of whom have formal training equal to that of
the authority staff and who have made known their willingness to work with the
staff and the advisory boards if required. Since these individuals are not
utilized by the authority, one must conclude that less than optimal
utilization of existing expertise occurs.

The above conclusion is unique to this study, however, other
researchers have proposed similar roles for ideological actors or suggested

ways of embodying citizen participation in resource management decision making.
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Burke, in his work, proposes a similar method to involve citizens as a means

to achieve certain ends in decision making.lg Wengert's research also supports
the conclusions, particularly those relating to the public as information
generators, although he is not specific about the role the public should play.20
The work of Sewell and O'Riordan is also supportive of the conclusions made,
in terms of the participauts.Z]

Examination of decision makers' behaviour leads to the conclusion
that subjective values of some decision makers carry too much weight and in
particular cases are used as selection criteria. This conclusion is
supported by similar research conducted by Nelson who has shown how the
attitudes and values of decision makers, especially those with considerable
responsibility, influence their input to the decision making process.

Sewell also has examined the perceptions and values held by decision makers,
and, although he does not use the same variables to explain the place of
values as a determinant of a decision maker's behaviour, his research is
relevant to the conclusion made as a result of the present research.23

In general, much research has been devoted to the identification
of attitudes, perceptions and preference of private individuals, and authors
reviewing and discussing these studies have constantly pointed out their
presence in public decision making process.zz+ Few, however, have reported
how values or attitudes may influence the outcome.

A final conclusion that warrants mention concerns the context or
circumstance surrounding the entire decision making operation. The most
obvious conclusion is that the context is confused in the existing decision

making process and is not conducive to objective and rigorous decision making.
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This situation 1s analagous to what Lindbloom found in his research in 1959

which he termed "muddling through".25
Other research to which this conclusion can be compared to is minimal.

Wildavsky has dealt generally with the context element and has drawn the

conclusion that more emphasis should be given to the context or circumstances

surrounding decision making processes.

6.2 LIMITATIONS

The present study has successfully realized the objectives that
were set out and major findings have been made. Nonetheless limitations
exist in the existing study and these can be pointed out. These will serve
as guidelines for future research.

Small deficiencies exist in the methodology used in the research.
One central problem in interviewing professionally trained staff 1s bias
resulting from their position. In fact this problem was encountered. The view of
Branch officials, gave support to their position or behaviour and placed
the blame for deficiencies or problems at the regional or individual
authority level. The same pattern of bias was encountered at the regional
level where the Branch or individual authorities were accused of being the
weak link. Staff of the individual authorities also blamed other decision
makers for problems they perceived or had experienced.

Individual members of authorities were interviewed in an attempt to
overcome this respondent bias but this procedure did not eliminate the problem.

Members of authorities were gympathetic to the authorities generally and the
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authority that they were associated with specifically.

Assuming the role of a participant observer is one possible way
to overcome the biases inherent in using individuals as information sources.
Again objectivity is likely to be lost, however.

Another problem in conducting any research of this sort is the
interpretation of actions and behaviour of decision makers. This problem is
one of gubjectivity on the part of the researcher and is a difficult one to

overcome.

Despite the shortcomings of the methodology used, it is the only
feasible alternative available to study the whole decision making process.
Reviewers have noted the many pitfalls that await research of this genre yet
the conclusion is that a methodology similar to the one actually used is most

revealing. O'Riordan for example states

The difficulties of obtaining
interviews and receiving reliable
data are enormous, yet such
analyses are vital in furthering
the understanding of the process
by which resource management
decisions are made and are re-
flected on the landscape. It is
unlikely that professionals will
expose the secrets of thelr orga-
nizations or of the decisijon
apparatus in which they play a
part ... Research techniques in
this area will theréfore require
unusual amounts of discretion and
diplomacy. Constant improvement

of interview procedures will be
necessary. However, the researcher
cannot simply rely upon what pro-
fessionals and administrators say,
either in interview or as reported:
he must also be prepared to analyse
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and interpret the actions and
behaviour of the expert, as expressed
through the decision process and the
subsequent implementation of resource
management strategy.27

6.3 RESEARCH POSSIBILITIES FOR THE FUTURE

The six variable model was developed after review of the literature
and the conclusions that have been made have been compared to those made in
similar research. In reviewing the literature to carry out these tasks,
shortcomings and areas where future research could be concentrated have become
evident.

Recent research into the context or circumstances surrounding a
decision making operation was found to be lacking. Such work has generally
not been undertaken in resource management. Research which has pertinence
to resource management by Lindbolom and Wildavsky is more than a decade old.
Few studies integrate all the facts to show how the overall context in which
the decision is made can affect the outcome. This research has made an
attempt to describe and characterize the overall context of the decision
making operation and has made recommendations whereby it could be improved.

It is probable that research of this sort in terms of other agencies would
also be revealing and productive.

Research concerning participants has been greater and is more recent
than that investigating the situational elements. Emphasis has been on the
role that experts, individuals and interest groups play and how this role

affects their behaviour.
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One area that this thesis has touched on which appears to have
been neglected by other researchers is the behaviour of decision makers when
roles are overlapping or poorly defined. Interesting dynamics become
operative when role conflict occurs, affecting other parts of the decision
making process. Decision making behaviour could be examined from this
perspective in future research especially since "agency operations are
necognized as segmented and often serniously in coné&é&t”.zs

The question of public participation in resource management decision
making has received considerable attention in research yet conclusions reached
by this study prompt additional questions. Most research has not addressed
the question of how public participation can best take place. The present
study has concluded that the most beneficial role requires the public to act
as intermediaries to facilitate communication and help provide information.
Future research could examine and propose other innovative and productive
ways whereby public input could be used to advantage.

Further investigations from a participant point of view could also
augment research conducted into the organization of decision making agencies.
In the past, research that has attempted to find solutions to the segmented
organizational structure has used concepts drawn primarily from public
administration. The participant perspective would provide a fresh approach
to the problem which still plagues resource management agencies.

There has been a recent surge of research dealing with the
information base used by decision makers especially as it relates to the
outcome of the process. Focus has been on how defficiencies in information

can lead to less than projected results. This research is of importance since
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it relates the outcome to the other variable clusters. Additional research,
however, could be undertaken to examine how the transmission of information
to decision makers affects the outcome. This topic has been addressed by
Ingram.29 However, her work looks more at channels of communication than
the flow of information. Future research might propose alternative methods
to expedite transmission of information between decision makers.

Specific possibilities for future study exist in the field covered
by this research but the thesis itself also presents avenues for continued
research. Firstly, any one part of the decision making procedure as examined
in this study could be re-examined in more detail in future research. Some
variables associated with the participants, situation, information, process,
organization and outcome elements have received only cursory treatment in
this analysis, since the objective of the research was to study the whole
decision making process. More intensive analysis of one or more variables
would be productive and revealing. Additional research focussing on any one
of these elements of public agency decision making would also contribute
significantly to the literature generally since other regearch in some of the
areas is minimal.

Another major area of research that can be proposed concernms the
application of the decision making process. Since new authorities are being
created yearly, opportunties for implementation and subsequent examination for
research purposes exist. The fact that the Conservation Authorities Branch
is also undergoing re-organization also makes this a particularly auspicious
time for testing new procedures.

A final area of further research would be a comparative study between
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the Conservation Authorities and another similar resource management agency.
Such a study would be particularly revealing if the other agency had the
same organizational arrangement as the Conservation Authorities. Watershed
based resource management agencies, some modelled on the Conservation
Authorities, do exist in the U.S. and other count¥ies so a comparison of
decision making operations is a feasible research undertaking. Analysis

of the context group of variables and the role of the participants would be

a particularly revealing part of such a study.

6.4 SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW

This thesis has combined a number of variables to produce a critical
examination of a decision making process in a public agency. This examination
is important, for the decision making process is the operation by which
govermment agencies produce changes in the natural enviromment. The research
therefore, contributes three things, Firstly, it examines in detail the
procedure by which man collectively interacts with and alters the natural
enviromment, thereby contributing to a major theme in geography. Secondly,
it provides input to-show how this interaction can be improved and the
activities of the agency made more efficient. Lastly, the research
contributes to a topic which requires more attention; it charts new directions;
and, it provides methods for future study of man's collective interaction with

the land.30
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