
Marine Policy xxx (xxxx) xxx

Please cite this article as: Gord McGee, Marine Policy, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104613

0308-597X/© 2021 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Full length article 

Marine Plan Partnership for the North Pacific Coast: Engagement and 
communication with stakeholders and the public 

Gord McGee a,*, Josie Byington b, John Bones c, Sally Cargill d, Megan Dickinson b, 
Kelly Wozniak b, Kylee A. Pawluk b 

a Central Coast Indigenous Resource Alliance, 2790 Vargo Rd., Campbell River, BC V9W 4X1, Canada 
b Marine Plan Partnership for the North Pacific Coast, 163 W Hastings St #400, Vancouver, BC V6B 1H5, Canada 
c Nanwakolas Council, 1441 16 Ave, Campbell River, BC V9W 2E4, Canada 
d BC Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development, Victoria, BC V8W 9C3, Canada   

A R T I C L E  I N F O   

Keywords: 
Stakeholder engagement 
Marine planning 
MSP 
Governance 
First Nations 
Advisory approach 

A B S T R A C T   

Marine spatial planning (MSP) is a governance approach to managing the multitude of pressures currently being 
exerted on marine ecosystems. A key component to this approach is acknowledgement that stakeholder 
engagement is essential for success. During the planning phase of the Marine Plan Partnership (MaPP) initiative, 
the Partners (the B.C. provincial and 18 First Nations governments) employed, what was termed, an advisory 
approach to engagement. This advisory approach committed the Partners to engage meaningfully with stake-
holders and the public, consider their feedback, work towards balanced solutions, and incorporate what was 
found to be agreeable. However, it did not require a consensus among participants in order for advice to be 
accepted or acted upon. Planning occurred over a three-year period in four sub-regions encompassing 102,000 
square kilometers of coastal and marine waters on the North Pacific Coast of Canada. Engagement spanned more 
than 10 sectors of special interest and 22 coastal communities throughout the planning area and included 
interested members of the general public. Upon plan completion, there was broad stakeholder support for the 
final sub-regional plans and the Regional Action Framework. The purpose of this paper is to describe from the 
MaPP governance partners’ perspective, the components of the MaPP advisory-based stakeholder engagement 
policy and key lessons learned about the factors contributing to the success of its approach. The paper draws 
upon analysis of MaPP Partner discussions and reflections during and after the planning process, and includes the 
results of an internal evaluation of stakeholder engagement by independent consultants who surveyed the MaPP 
team, stakeholders, and the public.   

1. Introduction 

Marine spatial planning (MSP) is an approach to allocating and 
managing the multitude of pressures currently exerted on marine eco-
systems to achieve ecological, economic, and social goals [1]. Incorpo-
rating meaningful stakeholder and public engagement in MSP is critical 
for the success of plan development and an essential component of 
ecosystem-based management [2,3]. Stakeholder engagement can occur 
on a spectrum of intensity from communication approaches that require 
low levels of engagement or incorporation of input from stakeholders 
(such as input on a final plan product), to high levels of stakeholder 
influence that include a consensus-based approach requiring negotiation 
amongst participants to reach agreement on plan components or with 

the process leading entity(ies) [3–6]. 
The mid-spectrum of engagement generally commits the leading 

entity(ies) to consider advice and integrate what is found agreeable [4]. 
This is termed an “advisory approach” for the purposes of this paper. The 
advisory approach is generally considered to be more expeditious than 
higher levels of engagement such as collaborative, consensus-based 
planning, where it can take extended periods of time to reach full 
consensus. However, advisory processes may be more vulnerable to a 
lack of “buy-in” by members of the advisory body than higher engage-
ment levels [5,7,8]. 

The Marine Plan Partnership for the North Pacific Coast (MaPP) 
initiative was formed in 2011 through a formal Letter of Intent between 
18 First Nations and the Province of British Columbia (the MaPP 
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Partners) [9]. In this formal partnership commitment, First Nations and 
Provincial government became equal governing partners [9]. The pur-
pose of the MaPP initiative was to develop and implement four 
sub-regional marine plans and a Regional Action Framework to inform 
policy regarding spatial and nonspatial decisions for achieving healthy 
ecosystems within the MaPP region of 102,000 square kilometers of 
coastal and marine waters, on the North Pacific Coast of Canada [9]. The 
larger MaPP region was divided into four sub-regions (Haida Gwaii, 
North Coast, Central Coast, and North Vancouver Island (Fig. 1)) with 
each sub-region developing its own marine plan and a Regional Action 
Framework (RAF) to aggregate common objectives and actions at the 
Regional scale [9]. Diggon et al. [9] further explains the overview of the 
MaPP planning process including the governance structure and the 
socio-political context during plan development. 

The MaPP stakeholder engagement strategy was carefully planned 
and structured on the basis of a new approach to planning processes that 
reflected a move away from stakeholder interest-based consensus 
negotiation in which First Nations were considered stakeholders. The 
MaPP engagement strategy reflected governance partner agreements to 
ensure plans were completed in a timely manner (under three years), 
had clearly defined product outcomes, and provided regularly scheduled 
opportunities for stakeholder review and discussion of draft plan prod-
ucts together with governance partners in a meaningful way. The United 

Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 
defines stakeholders as any individual, group, or organization that are 
affected, involved or interested by the implementation of MSP [1]. The 
MaPP Partners chose to use a stakeholder advisory committee structure 
for development of each sub-regional plan and the Regional Action 
Framework. MaPP engagement included stakeholders and local gov-
ernment representatives, after which came targeted engagement with 
the broader public. MaPP Partners secured the necessary resources and 
coordination needed to achieve a high level of stakeholder input, trust, 
and buy-in, including funding for stakeholder participation in advisory 
committee meetings, and committee Terms of Reference that clearly laid 
out roles, responsibilities, code of conduct and process, and timeframe. 

We provide the background to the political and policy context that 
existed prior to and during the development of the Partners’ approach to 
engagement. We then describe the engagement approach and process 
divided into three parts including: the stakeholder engagement 
approach, the technical support for the engagement process, and the 
public engagement approach. Following this we identify key lessons 
learned about engagement from the governance partners’ perspective. 
This draws from a structured internal review carried out by independent 
consultants who surveyed governance partners, MaPP technical staff, 
and stakeholders. From the results of the evaluation, key lessons 
emerged for the governance partners that include sufficient funding for 

Fig. 1. The Marine Plan Partnership for the North Pacific Coast study area indicating the four sub-regions.  
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high engagement, inclusive stakeholder representation, collaborative 
and accountable leadership, use of a template Terms of Reference, in-
dependent process support, creation of opportunities to build relation-
ships, and early commitment to engage stakeholders in implementation. 

1.1. MaPP engagement context 

In the early 1990s, the B.C. provincial government began using land 
use planning as a tool to resolve resource conflicts in British Columbia. 
Initially, provincial land use planning policy focused on supporting 
consensus-based, stakeholder interest-based planning processes, with 
technical and expertise support from Provincial ministries [10]. First 
Nations had stakeholder status in these processes and for that reason 
often chose to abstain, until their status as their own governments was 
recognized. 

In 2005, the B.C. provincial government developed a new approach, 
based on a detailed assessment of the results of the consensus, interest- 
based model and in recognition of its obligation to consult and address 
First Nation interests. Under this new approach, the provincial govern-
ment and First Nations agreed to work together in government-to- 
government relationships, as active partners in the development of 
land use planning processes, with stakeholders shifting to an advisory 
role. The co-led approach was put into practice in the final negotiation 
and implementation stages of the Great Bear Rainforest (GBR) land use 
planning agreements [11]. The GBR agreements include the upland 
areas covering much of the MaPP marine planning region and many of 
the participating MaPP First Nations were a part of the GBR process [9]. 
Based on the success of the GBR approach, and new government plan-
ning policy [12], the MaPP Partners supported the continued use of a 
co-led planning process, using an advisory approach for stakeholder 
engagement [13]. 

The Pacific North Coast Integrated Management Area (PNCIMA) 
initiative, a planning process co-led by the Canadian federal, First Na-
tions’ and, B.C. provincial governments, also played a role in reinforcing 
the advisory role of stakeholders and the public in the MaPP initiative. 
PNCIMA pre-planning from 2006 to 2010 included the creation of 
stakeholder advisory groups [9]. Principles for stakeholder engagement 
in PNCIMA were drawn from Canada’s Oceans Act [14] and Oceans 
Strategy [15] and modified based on stakeholder feedback from a forum 
that included over 380 participants as well as five preparatory meetings 
in the communities of Skidegate, Masset, Prince Rupert, Kitimat, and 
Port Hardy. 

PNCIMA was altered in scope in 2011 when the Canadian federal 
government withdrew from a funding agreement with First Nations’ and 
the B.C. provincial governments [16]. With funding secured through a 
public-private partnership, the B.C. provincial and First Nations’ gov-
ernments chose to continue with planning and created the MaPP 
initiative [9]. 

1.2. MaPP engagement principles 

MaPP stakeholder engagement was based on five principles: open-
ness, transparency, inclusiveness, responsiveness, and informed input. 
These principles were listed in a Letter of Intent (LOI) to Collaborate on 
Coastal and Marine Planning in the Pacific North Coast [17], signed in 
November 2011 by MaPP Partner First Nations’ and the B.C. provincial 
governments. To build on the extensive stakeholder engagement already 
undertaken through PNCIMA [9,18], the principles for MaPP engage-
ment were drawn from those generated during the creation of PNCIMA 
stakeholder committee for the PNCIMA process. The MaPP Partners 
chose not to pursue the PNCIMA principle of promoting stakeholder 
consensus on advice to the planning Partners, but did encourage col-
lective dialogue and work towards consensus on advice where possible. 
Initially, some stakeholders were concerned that the MaPP process did 
not require consensus between stakeholders and MaPP Partners on plan 
products but nevertheless participated in it. By developing an 

engagement approach through the five MaPP principles the advisory 
approach was able to make steady progress in plan development using 
stakeholder input on proposed plan content. As well, the MaPP LOI 
recognized the stated authorities of First Nations and the provincial 
governments. While the principles used in PNCIMA were defined, in 
MaPP they were not, something that is recognized as a limitation. Loose 
parallels can be drawn between each of the PNCIMA principles and 
corresponding MaPP principles but further interpretation of the intent of 
each principle is beyond the scope of this paper. 

The LOI also outlined the governance structure and intended out-
comes for MaPP and suggested engagement tools (advisory committees, 
open houses, bilateral sessions, and a MaPP website) to support the 
MaPP advisory-based engagement approach. These tools provided for 
full transparency of decision making, as well as the inclusion and op-
portunity for stakeholders and community members to inform plan 
development with an openness to all feedback received and respon-
siveness to detail how feedback was considered. Advisory committee 
meetings along with public open houses and the MaPP website allowed 
for openness and transparency about the planning process with stake-
holders as well as the public. The careful selection of stakeholder rep-
resentatives from many different marine sectors ensured informed input 
from both experienced and knowledgeable individuals from their 
respective sectors. Stakeholder advice captured in advice logs was 
maintained during stakeholder engagement as a tool used to track and 
respond to input received and detail how the advice would be consid-
ered in the development of the plans. This tool was specifically designed 
to avoid the pitfall in consensus-based stakeholder meetings of empha-
sizing accuracy of previous meeting minutes, instead of focusing 
meeting efforts on discussing new draft plan products tabled by the 
MaPP partners. The MaPP engagement principles helped to shape and 
guide the engagement of stakeholders and the general public during 
MaPP plan development. 

2. Engagement approach and process 

Based on the engagement principles described above, the MaPP 
Partners designed a rigorous and structured approach to engage with 
stakeholders, local government, and the public. This section describes 
key engagement components and their use and outcomes in the planning 
process. 

2.1. Approach to stakeholder engagement 

Four sub-regional advisory committees and a Regional Marine 
Advisory Committee were created. Each of the four sub-regional com-
mittees had a planning team led by one provincial government and one 
First Nations co-lead (called the sub-regional technical team co-leads) 
(Fig. 2). The regional committee planning team was led by two pro-
vincial government and two First Nations co-leads (called the Marine 
Coordination Team). Each planning team also included a dedicated 
contractor who supported stakeholder engagement and other planning 
tasks. 

The planning teams gathered feedback from stakeholders on the 
circulated draft Terms of Reference in the first two meetings and revised 
them based on provided feedback. The planning teams also coordinated 
committee meetings, presented relevant draft plan material to the 
advisory committees, and captured and responded to advice. This 
approach allowed the sub-regional teams to tailor the engagement 
approach to incorporate sub-regionally specific issues and context. 
Furthermore, the process was designed to be product-responsive making 
it more time-efficient. The focus of the meetings was for stakeholders to 
review and provide feedback on the materials initially developed by the 
Technical Teams and Partners. 

The North Coast, Central Coast, and North Vancouver Island sub- 
regions and the MaPP region took similar approaches by creating 
unique Marine Plan Advisory Committees (MPAC). The Haida Gwaii 
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sub-regional team took a slightly different approach, establishing a 
Marine Advisory Committee (MAC) that was interest-based, rather than 
sector-based. MAC members were not representatives of specific sector 
groups; rather, they were selected based on their collective knowledge 
and experience. 

2.1.1. Selection of advisory committee members 
Each of the four sub-regional technical teams and the regional co-

ordination team sent invitations to marine stakeholder groups, relevant 
interest groups, and local governments, along with nomination forms to 
be completed by each organization for their selected nominee and a 
draft Terms of Reference. The nomination forms included questions for 
the applicants which were then evaluated by sub-regional co-leads and 
from which advisory committee members and alternates were selected 
for each of the sectors for which applications were received. Prospective 
and alternate members (where applicable) were selected based on 
several criteria including: their suitability to represent their sector/in-
terest, technical expertise, and ability to be collaborative with others in 
planning discussions. The MaPP sub-regions (excluding Haida Gwaii) 
and the MaPP region sought an advisory committee member and an 
alternate member who could attend meetings if the main representative 
was unavailable. The Haida Gwaii sub-regional advisory committee did 
not include alternate members. 

In keeping with the principle of inclusivity, members were drawn 
from a wide range of backgrounds. Some represented formal or informal 
aggregations or associations of organizations with similar interests, 
while other members provided specialized expertise (Table 1). A full list 
of stakeholders and the sector they represented can be found in the four 
sub-regional MaPP plans and the RAF [19–23]. 

The sub-regional planning teams attempted to engage with in-
dividuals that lived or worked within the respective sub-regions but in 
some cases, representatives were nominated who lived or worked in 
larger centres outside of the sub-region. The representatives from 
outside of the sub-region were often part of larger organizations which, 
in some cases, proved to be a benefit to the process. They provided 
additional expertise for the review of draft plan components and link-
ages to broader regional perspectives of their organizations, many of 
whom were involved in all MaPP tables. 

Stakeholder representation by sub-region and the region and sector/ 
interest are listed in the table below (Table 1). Though sub-regional 
planning teams worked throughout the process to recruit representa-
tives from each relevant sector to their sub-region, not all seats were 
filled depending on the availability of representatives from each sector. 

2.1.2. Terms of reference 
Terms of Reference (TOR) were developed for each of the advisory 

Fig. 2. Governance framework developed by the Marine Plan Partnership for sub-regional and regional planning.  
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committees [24–28]. A draft TOR developed through extensive stake-
holder engagement during the PNCIMA process was brought into the 
MaPP process. Each stakeholder advisory committee (for the region and 
each sub-region) had the flexibility to make minor adjustments as 
needed to suit the geographical context. Minor amendments were made 
to the TOR based on feedback from advisory committee members. 

The TORs outlined the general role of members which was to provide 
advice and feedback on sub-regional or regional planning products 
developed by the MaPP Partners. It also included a code of conduct and 
meeting schedule which outlined anticipated timelines and draft prod-
uct delivery to make clear the level and extent of time commitment 
required of stakeholders. The TOR also detailed expenses that were 
funded, specifically, costs associated with travel for the member or 
alternate to attend meetings. It also included a stakeholder support fund 
for: sector capacity to review and provide feedback on work products, 
communication within the sector, and for alternates to travel to meet-
ings. All advisory committee members agreed to comply with the TOR as 
part of the membership confirmation process. 

2.1.3. Funding for engagement 
Costs were covered for expenses associated with conducting advisory 

committee meetings and public open houses, including venue rental, 
catering, materials, facilitation, coordination, overhead and travel by 
MaPP representatives, as well as travel, accommodation and meal ex-
penses for advisory committee members. In total, approximately 21 per 
cent of the overall planning budget was spent to support stakeholder and 
local government participation in the process, engagement of sector/ 
interest group constituents on plan development, and public engage-
ment through open houses. Included within this was a stakeholder 
support fund to which stakeholders with demonstrated financial need 
could apply in order to fund engagement of their constituents 
throughout the two years of planning. In total, fifteen stakeholders/or-
ganizations used the fund. Management of engagement funds (and 
overall MaPP funding during planning) is described in a Memorandum 
of Understanding [29] and demonstrates the Marine Working Group 
(Fig. 2) had control over the allocation of the funds. 

2.1.4. Engagement timeline 
In December 2011, the Partners across all four sub-regions agreed on 

the stakeholder engagement process and adopted the TORs for guiding 

the work. At this time, stakeholders were identified and invited to 
participate in advisory committee meetings and to communicate with 
planning teams through bilateral meetings as needed. The schedule for 
advisory committee meetings was laid out in the MaPP TORs and cor-
responded with plan development stages. This kept the technical teams 
accountable to timelines and provided clarity for stakeholders and local 
government to prepare for participation in meetings (Fig. 3). Effort was 
made to align the sub-regional and regional process timelines, where 
possible. 

The first set of official MaPP stakeholder meetings were held in the 
summer of 2012 and stakeholder engagement concluded approximately 
two and a half years later (Fig. 3). During that time period, the five MaPP 
advisory committees met for two to three days per meeting every two to 
three months. In total, there were 50 face-to-face advisory committee 
meetings held throughout the planning area and in Vancouver (Table 2). 
As well, supplementary teleconference meetings with stakeholders were 
held in some sub-regions. This level of engagement required a high 
degree of internal fiscal and human resource management for both the 
government technical teams and coordination of stakeholder partici-
pation. It is of note that Haida Gwaii held two stakeholder meetings in 
2011, prior to the signing of the MaPP LOI in November 2011. Because 
these were held before the MaPP initiative was formalised, they are not 
included in the totals provided below. 

2.1.5. Meeting Content 
Planning products, which included the plans as well as supporting 

material such as various frameworks, were developed by the planning 
teams and presented to advisory committees for feedback and advice. As 
the plans developed, further iterative and collaborative problem solving 
took place between the co-leads and stakeholders on many issues. The 
drafting of objectives and strategies during plan development is one 
example where input was sought from advisory committees and these 
collaborative discussions resulted in improved and informed compo-
nents of the plans. 

Though the four sub-regional and regional meetings were held 
independently of one another, efforts to coordinate stakeholder review 
across the advisory committees were made. For more detailed meeting 
schedules, refer to the MaPP sub-regional marine plans [19–22] and the 
RAF [23]. 

The following is a summary of the type of content covered in the sub- 
regional stakeholder committee meetings though the topic order and 
content varied somewhat among sub-regions: 

• Desired future state by stakeholder/interest representative and col-
lective marine plan vision  

• Terms of Reference  
• Issues, trends, and opportunities in the marine environment 
• Plan components and introduction to issues, objectives, and strate-

gies for key topics  
• Introduction to the draft MaPP Zoning Framework 
• MaPP spatial planning tools and input datasets used to support ma-

rine spatial planning  
• Draft 1 of Marine Plan and associated planning products  
• Draft zoning and associated planning products  
• Draft 2 of Marine Plan and spatial zoning and associated planning 

products  
• Changes to the draft plans after public engagement  
• MaPP endorsement process  
• Next steps for marine plan implementation 

The regional advisory committee meetings included the following 
topics:  

• Marine zoning  
• Regional Cumulative Effects Assessment Framework  
• Regional compliance, monitoring, and enforcement 

Table 1 
Sectors/interests represented by stakeholders in the MaPP advisory processes.  

Area of interest or sector MaPP Area 

HG NC CC NVI Region 

Coastal forestry – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Commercial fisheries ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Commercial tourism/marine tourism ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Finfish aquaculture – – ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Fish processing ✓ – – – – 
Local government – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Marine conservation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Marine infrastructure – – – – ✓ 
Marine science/academia ✓ ✓ ✓ – – 
Marine Transportation ✓ – – – – 
Non-renewable energy⍰ – – – – ✓ 
Public recreation – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Public recreational fishing (recreational 

angling) 
✓ ✓ – ✓ ✓ 

Recreational fishing services (commercial rec 
fishing) 

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ – 

Renewable energy – ✓ ✓ ✓ – 
Shellfish aquaculture – ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 

HG = Haida Gwaii sub-region, NC = North Coast sub-region, CC = Central 
Coast sub-region, NVI = North Vancouver Island sub-region, Region = the 
MaPP region. ✓ indicate areas of interest or sectors which were represented at 
each MaPP advisory process, - indicates that the sector/interest was not repre-
sented at on a given advisory committee. 
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• Marine response and pollution management  
• Integrated economic strategies and marine policy  
• Review outputs and provide status updates on components  
• Ecosystem-Based Management indicators  
• Review of multiple drafts and the final Regional Action Framework 

2.1.6. Advice tracking and plan development 
The MaPP Partners committed to gather and respond to advice 

provided by stakeholders at each stage of engagement. Advice from 
stakeholders came in the form of stakeholders’ questions, concerns, or 
suggestions related to any topic presented on or draft content generated 
during the planning process. An example of a spatial suggestion was a 
boundary change to incorporate an important ecological feature in a 
proposed zone, and an aspatial suggestion included ensuring appro-
priate activities within a zone. 

The Haida Gwaii sub-region used the meeting summaries to track 

advice and as a base for making changes and incorporating feedback. 
These meeting summaries were reviewed by stakeholders at the begin-
ning of each subsequent meeting for feedback and approval. The North 
Coast, Central Coast, North Vancouver Island sub-regions, and the 
regional process, gathered and responded to advice through the use of 
advice logs. All advice received, including verbal feedback at meetings 
and written comments on distributed material, was recorded and 
tracked in advice logs. Approximately 3300 pieces of advice were 
tracked during the planning phase. The advice was recorded in the 
advice logs and then presented to stakeholders to clarify and confirm 
their advice was recorded accurately. The technical team co-leads then 
worked to provide a written response and explanation for the use of the 
advice. 

Throughout the plan development process, stakeholders were 
encouraged to share draft plan products with constituents (as appli-
cable) in their sectors/interest groups and broader communities, and to 
provide information and feedback to the process from those exchanges. 
While the MaPP Partners did not seek formal consensus from local 
government and stakeholders, planning teams and stakeholders worked 
together to find innovative and balanced solutions that would secure a 
high level of local government and stakeholder input into and satisfac-
tion with the marine plans and their implementation. 

2.2. Process support 

A team of independent contractors who reported to the Marine Co-
ordination Team and sub-regional technical teams supported the 
regional and sub-regional stakeholder engagement, respectively. The 
contractors provided a range of process support that included all aspects 

Fig. 3. MaPP key planning events and stakeholder and public engagement timeline.  

Table 2 
Number of face-to-face MaPP Plan Advisory Committee Meetings conducted in 
the various MaPP areas throughout the planning process.  

MaPP area Number of meetings 

Haida Gwaii sub-region  10 
North Coast sub-region  10 
Central Coast sub-region  11 
North Vancouver Island sub-region  10 
MaPP region  9 
Total number of meetings  50 

Supplementary teleconference meeting and two Haida Gwaii meetings con-
ducted before the signing of the LOI are not included in the totals. 
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from meeting planning and document drafting to advice tracking, and 
stakeholder coordination. Additional capacity was provided by expert 
consultants who were engaged to assist and deliver specific outputs, 
provide expert reviews and analyses, and provide facilitation and 
meeting support [9]. 

The MaPP Science Coordinator managed technical planning tool 
development and subsequent product review (e.g., compatibility ma-
trix). A Science Advisory Committee was established to provide expert 
review and advice. Members were identified for their expertise and fa-
miliarity with British Columbia’s marine environment. 

Advisory committee meetings were co-chaired by the technical team 
co-leads and, depending on preference, some sub-regions engaged fa-
cilitators for some or all of their advisory committee meetings. Both 
approaches focused on conducting meetings that gave equal opportu-
nities for members to voice their interests, concerns, advice, and feed-
back in meetings. Meetings were also designed and facilitated to ensure 
participants felt adequately engaged in meetings and ensured technical 
teams captured feedback and summarised the meetings accurately. 

2.2.1. The marine plan portal 
The MaPP marine plan portal, an internet-based mapping tool using 

the SeaSketch application, was utilized during plan development to 
build understanding and knowledge of the multiple interests and unique 
marine habitats and species that exist in the MaPP area. The marine plan 
portal allowed users to view more than 250 data layers including 
administrative boundaries, species, habitats, and marine uses and to 
review draft plan spatial products, including draft zones. The informa-
tion available in the marine plan portal was used by the sub-regions to 
support discussions related to conflict avoidance and the development of 
zones [30]. 

Stakeholders were encouraged to use the marine plan portal to in-
crease their understanding and facilitate more informed advice on draft 
planning outputs. The marine plan portal also provided stakeholders 
opportunities to engage with others through an online forum that was 
set up for each advisory committee sector/interest group. Stakeholders 
were able to share draft zoning scenarios and receive advice which they 
could then pass on to the technical team co-leads [30]. 

2.3. Public engagement approach 

The primary focus for MaPP engagement was with local government 
and stakeholders through advisory committees; however, ongoing 
public engagement through the MaPP website and other communication 
tools, open houses, and a public review process offered opportunities for 
broader public engagement throughout the planning process. 

2.3.1. Communications tools 
Public communications were guided by an internal MaPP commu-

nications strategy designed to support public understanding of the 
planning process and the transition to implementation of the plans. The 
strategy focused on major milestones such as open houses explaining the 
planning process, the redesign of the website, the draft plan public re-
view period, plan signing celebrations, and the release of final plans. The 
strategy also identified key goals, risks and mitigation measures, tools to 
achieve key communications objectives, and primary and secondary 
audiences. 

All communications tools and materials were developed jointly by 
the Partners. The MaPP website communicated information about the 
planning process and its ongoing progress to the public. For example, the 
website presented information about advisory committee meetings and 
following each meeting, materials were posted on the MaPP website. As 
advisory committee meetings were open to the public; their dates were 
also advertised on the website to promote observer attendance. In total, 
the website received 540,167 hits, most of which were during the public 
review stage. 

An email notification list-serve was available for sign up by the 

public on the MaPP website and by June 2014 it included 1273 contacts. 
A story-based approach was used in e-newsletters and on the website to 
describe the topics addressed by the plans and profiled the people 
involved in planning. The stories were used for a variety of purposes 
such as for the website, advisory committee updates, final reporting, 
handouts at open houses, and hooks for media stories. Other tools 
included news releases, internal key messages to announce milestones, 
and the marine plan portal which allowed the public to view layers of 
data used in the planning process. 

2.3.2. Open houses and public review process 
Information open houses were held in the summer of 2012 in each 

sub-region to introduce the public to the MaPP initiative. At the intro-
ductory open houses, presentations were given and informative poster 
boards were displayed. MaPP contractors and Partner representatives 
were present to answer questions. 

In the spring of 2014, towards the completion of the planning pro-
cess, open houses were held in each sub-region to get feedback on the 
planning outputs. These public open houses were held during a six-week 
public review period. The open houses were advertised through the 
MaPP website, e-newsletter, media and posters, and by MPAC members. 
In total 379 members of the public came out to attend 11 open houses 
held in the four sub-regions to review draft sub-regional marine plans. 
As the content of the Regional Action Framework was a reflection of the 
sub-regional plans, it was not considered necessary to engage the public 
through regional open houses. 

An online response form was linked on the MaPP website to provide 
opportunities for stakeholders and the public to comment on the plans 
outside of the open houses. This response form was used to document 
feedback. In total 202 submissions were received through the online 
response form. There was a total of 1023 discrete pieces of advice 
received across all sub-regions during the public review period. For each 
sub-region and the region the proposed changes and advice received 
through the public review period were recorded in an advice log. Advice 
was reviewed by the MaPP Partners and, where appropriate, was 
incorporated into the sub-regional marine plans. 

3. Lessons learned 

Stakeholder and public engagement was a focal point during MaPP 
planning at the sub-regional and regional scales, taking up substantial 
time and resources. As a result, stakeholder input and advice helped to 
substantially shape all four sub-regional plans and the Regional Action 
Framework (RAF). Although there were many different views and 
opinions, the MaPP Partners feel that stakeholder concerns were heard, 
and feedback received during and after the process suggests there was a 
satisfactory balance amongst the many competing interests. The 
engagement process is considered a success by the Partners. At the end 
of the MaPP planning process in 2014, informal end-of -process surveys 
[9] and advice logs revealed there was a high level of support from local 
governments, stakeholders, and the public for the plan outcomes and 
broad support to finalize the process in 2015. Furthermore, a successful 
engagement approach is reflected by the fact the plans and the RAF are 
considered durable, as they remain unchallenged in their sixth year of 
implementation. Further, implementation has included consistent 
year-over-year stakeholder participation in the same five advisory 
committees used during the planning process. Finally, although the 
plans are not legally binding, annual surveys by the Province reveal that 
Provincial authorization officers consistently reference MaPP plan 
guidance in their reports to decision makers and the outcomes of their 
decisions are highly consistent with policy direction of the MaPP plans. 
In summary, the durability of the four plans and the RAF is strong since 
they are being used as intended and are considered by the Partners to be 
sufficiently supported by stakeholders as they have avoided legal chal-
lenges and other barriers experienced by processes with poor stake-
holder buy-in [5,31]. 
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The MaPP Partners discussed and reflected on the stakeholder 
engagement approach during and after the planning process. MaPP also 
engaged independent consultants for an internal evaluation once the 
process was completed, which surveyed the MaPP teams, stakeholders, 
and the public [9]. The evaluation contained multiple-choice, open--
ended and short-answer questions, and interviews were held with rep-
resentatives of the governance structure. From these reflections, the 
consultants derived several key factors that contributed to the success of 
the MaPP Partners’ high-engagement, advisory approach that are 
highlighted below. 

3.1. Sufficient funding 

Adequate support for stakeholder and public engagement is recog-
nized as an important component of a successful planning process in 
international best practices [6]. Approximately 21 per cent of the 
planning phase financial resources were used to secure inclusive and 
intensive stakeholder and public engagement. Engagement funding 
supported coordination and participation of stakeholders at advisory 
committee meetings which included travel, food, and accommodation 
for all members or alternates, and additional funding for advisory 
committee members to engage their sector/organization. 

Fifteen advisory committee members demonstrated the need to use 
the engagement funding to gather and collate their sector/organiza-
tions’ perspectives on each successive piece of technical work devel-
oped. The commitment by the MaPP Partners to remove financial 
barriers to secure high levels of participation by stakeholders in advisory 
committees contributed to an inclusive process with a great diversity of 
stakeholder input and more efficient stakeholder review and responses. 

Engagement funding also supported ongoing public engagement. 
This funding enabled engagement with the public in a broad manner 
through open houses and tools such as the MaPP website and the marine 
plan portal. 

3.2. Inclusive stakeholder representation 

Effective engagement requires a commitment to developing methods 
that ensure evenly balanced representation for all stakeholder groups 
[32]. Fifty-two advisory committee members and additional alternates 
from sixteen sectors and interests participated in MaPP engagement. An 
average of ten sectors/interests were represented on each of the five 
stakeholder advisory committees. The Partners were able to draw on 
member input from a diversity of interest areas that represented the 
breadth of socio-economic and environmental interests held in each 
sub-region and in the MaPP region as a whole. 

Some sectors invited to participate in MaPP chose not to formally 
participate and adopt the responsibilities of the TOR, for example, sec-
tors that were not under provincial jurisdiction, such as shipping and 
transportation. Importantly, to ensure transparency and openness, the 
MaPP Partners provided all of these sectors with the opportunity to 
observe MaPP process meetings and to be informed via bilateral updates 
as the process progressed. 

Sub-regional open houses, held both at the start and completion of 
the planning phase, enabled direct engagement between planning teams 
and the public. Members of the public were also able to attend stake-
holder meetings as observers. The MaPP website and other communi-
cation tools provided up-to-date information on MaPP planning and 
delivered a wealth of information on planning structures, as well as 
meeting schedules, agendas, and summaries. Towards the end of the 
planning process, a public review period offered opportunities for 
broader public engagement and feedback on draft products. The Part-
ners received some comments that including more public engagement 
would have been helpful; however, the focus was to ensure meaningful 
engagement with stakeholders and there were limits in the capacity to 
engage in the broader public. 

A number of changes were made to the planning outputs based on the 

public review period, including clarifying how the International Union 
for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) protected area management cate-
gories applied to the MaPP zoning framework. 

3.3. Collaborative and accountable leadership 

Good process management and accountable leadership are essential 
to help stakeholders navigate through a planning process [32]. When 
stakeholders have trust in a process, they are more likely to be engaged 
and willing to speak to their interests. If trust is lacking, participants may 
limit their engagement or be driven to find other avenues outside of the 
planning process to ensure their input is considered and met [33]. 

The MaPP Partners provided accountable leadership and manage-
ment of the process including ensuring Terms of Reference were 
developed for advisory committees and adhered to, schedules for 
meetings were developed well in advance and advertised, the gover-
nance structure was adhered to, and the timelines were managed in 
order to complete the planning outputs. Furthermore, MaPP Partners led 
the drafting of the plan products and focused the meetings on stake-
holder response, thereby, making the planning process and incorpora-
tion of stakeholder interest more efficient. There was minimal internal 
turnover of leadership capacity during the process, which aided con-
sistency and institutional memory throughout the planning phase. One 
of the challenges of multi-year planning processes is change in leader-
ship positions or process management, causing internal systems to 
struggle under low-capacity periods and subsequent new capacity; MaPP 
was largely able to avoid this issue. 

Each MaPP sub-regional advisory committee planning team had two 
co-leads, one representing the First Nations Partner organization and 
one representing the B.C. provincial government. The co-leads were 
available as the main point of contact for stakeholders. They were 
responsible for managing stakeholder engagement and the development 
of the technical planning products. This resulted in accountability to the 
stakeholders and provided stakeholders with an accessible point of 
contact for questions or feedback on planning products. 

The planning teams worked to ensure stakeholders were involved in 
the process from the beginning of planning and were provided evidence 
their advice was being fully considered. MaPP Partners felt these steps 
helped build trust during the process. For the advisory committees that 
used advice logs, all advice given and responses provided by the plan-
ning teams were available for review by all stakeholders throughout the 
process. In most sub-regions the frequency of meetings also allowed 
stakeholders to see how their advice had been meaningfully incorpo-
rated into the developing plans. 

Over the two years of MaPP planning, stakeholders met collectively 
with the Partners fifty times. The result was a substantial amount of 
feedback that influenced each stage of MaPP planning. Stakeholder 
input and influence on successive drafts of plan topics could be seen 
transparently by the Partners and stakeholders as the plans developed. 

3.4. Using a template terms of reference 

A template Terms of Reference (TOR) was produced regionally and 
each sub-regional team had the flexibility to make minor adjustments as 
needed to suit the respective sub-regional context. The use of a template 
TOR was a significant improvement on past planning processes in British 
Columbia where extensive time was spent securing consensus on a final 
TOR with participants. Instead, stakeholders were asked to sign the TOR 
in advance of participating in the committees, as opposed to making 
their requirements the basis for participation. There were some minor 
edits to the TORs once stakeholders began to meet, but significant time 
was saved while maintaining the integrity of the process. 

3.5. Independent process support and additional capacity 

A team of independent contractors was brought on during MaPP 
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planning to provide support as needed, including stakeholder and 
meeting support. This enabled technical team co-leads to focus on 
drafting the plan and stakeholder engagement, while the support con-
tractors undertook tasks such as technical document drafting and 
tracking, stakeholder and meeting administrative and organisational 
tasks. 

The independent contractors were able to provide unbiased support 
for the planning teams (i.e., not connected to the BC government or the 
First Nations partners). This enabled the development of documents and 
planning products that focused on shared interests, as directed by sub- 
regional co-leads. It also enabled the quick turnaround of documents 
needed to support stakeholder engagement and planning. 

Depending on preference, some sub-regions used facilitation for all 
meetings, while other sub-regions chose not to use facilitation, or 
offered stakeholders the opportunity to engage facilitators for key 
meetings at specific planning stages. Those committees that used a 
facilitator found it helped to maintain a neutral environment and pro-
vided a better opportunity for co-leads to fully engage in discussions on 
advice. In some sub-regions, the trust built by the MaPP partners in co- 
leading the advisory tables resulted in the decision by stakeholders to 
decline the offer to bring in independent facilitation services for the final 
plan development meetings. Having a clear facilitative or leadership 
figure can help set and maintain clear ground rules, build trust, and 
enable dialogue for motivating stakeholders to collaborate [32]. 

A MaPP Science Coordinator led technical planning tool develop-
ment and product review [9]. The Science Coordinator provided 
regional oversight as well as sub-regional support. A Science Advisory 
Committee was also established and consisted of an external pool of 
scientific and technical experts who could be called on to provide 
advice. In addition, the planning teams were able to include technical 
expertise at meetings as needed, including mapping and GIS support, as 
well as technical experts who were able to speak to specific topics such 
as provincial tenuring and management of various marine-related sec-
tors. The comprehensive science and technical support provided to the 
planning teams enhanced the stakeholder engagement process, ensuring 
the science shared with the advisory committees was rigorous. 

3.6. Create opportunities to build relationships 

Relationship building between planning teams and stakeholders, and 
within the stakeholder group itself, was another important component 
to success and helped create the conditions for more collaborative, 
constructive, and positive working sessions. The advisory committee 
meetings enabled relationships to develop among stakeholders and the 
MaPP Partners. The Partners also created opportunities to build 
important social capital amongst participants through breaks, group 
dinners, and field trips which allowed members to share their knowl-
edge and see the planning areas from new perspectives. These informal 
meetings helped to build trust and understanding amongst advisory 
committee members and the MaPP Partners. 

3.7. Commit early to engaging stakeholders in implementation 

The MaPP plans commit to the continued use of an advisory process 
during implementation. Incorporating implementation commitments 
into the plans assured stakeholders and local governments knew their 
roles would continue, thus encouraging greater buy-in to the planning 
outcomes. Where possible, the sub-regional technical teams worked to 
keep membership consistent for implementation advisory committees to 
maintain shared memory and build on the social capital that had been 
established during planning. 

4. Conclusion 

The MaPP initiative utilized a high engagement advisory approach to 
stakeholder engagement. The planning history in British Columbia was a 

significant factor in both the decision to use an advisory approach and 
the structure of the approach used. For example, key stakeholders 
already had extensive experience with land use or marine use planning 
processes, internal processes to determine representatives had been 
determined, principles for engagement had been developed, and re-
lationships amongst representatives had been built. 

The advisory approach used in the MaPP initiative may be a useful 
model for other planning processes being co-led by multiple govern-
ments, especially those with tight timelines for completion. A key factor 
in the success of the chosen stakeholder engagement approach was the 
establishment of advisory committees that represented sub-regional and 
regional interests. These committees met intensively, for two to three 
days at a time, and frequently, on average every two months, for a total 
of 50 times in approximately two years. Advisory committee members 
received funding to participate in meetings and were able to access 
funds to engage their sectors if required. MaPP Partner co-leads, who led 
each of the advisory committees, were committed to tracking, 
responding, and integrating the large amount of stakeholder advice 
between successive meetings in a responsive and transparent fashion. 

Several components of the MaPP engagement strategy that could be 
transferred to other engagement processes regardless of governance 
structure include the advisory approach (as opposed to achieving 
consensus), providing sufficient funding for meaningful stakeholder 
engagement, intensive and responsive engagement, and having adapt-
able draft TORs. Based on the independent consultant’s evaluation of the 
engagement process, high participation of stakeholders in implementa-
tion, and the durability of the plans to date, the governance partners 
conclude that the engagement strategy resulted in strong stakeholder 
trust and support for the process and outcomes. Most stakeholders chose 
to continue to engage with MaPP and transitioned into membership in 
the implementation advisory committees. The high level of continuity in 
stakeholder participation in implementation of the MaPP plans is a 
further sign of the strength of stakeholder and public engagement un-
dertaken by the MaPP Partners. 
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