Session No. 23


Course Title: Hazards Risk Management

Session 23: Communicate and Consult: Public Input in the Communication Process 




Time: 1 hour


Objectives:

Objective 23.1: Discuss the Justification for Public Input in the Hazards Risk Management Process 
Objective 23.2: Discuss the Various Stakeholders Defined as the “Public”

Objective 23.3: Discuss the Methods By Which Public Participation is Achieved
Objective 23.4: Discuss a Case Study on Public Participation


Scope: 

The importance of including participation of the public in the Hazards Risk Management process is stressed through the instruction in this session.  As will be discussed, the probability of success of a project is increased dramatically if many, most, or all of the project stakeholders are involved or represented throughout all phases of the Hazards Risk Management process.  This comprehensive nature of involvement is indicated in the diagram depicting the Hazards Risk Management process, as presented in Session 1.

It is essential to know the characteristics of the community (or organization, neighborhood, or other unit of analysis) for which one is performing the Hazards Risk Management process.  Each organizational setting will have special or unique aspects that should be taken into consideration while planning a communications strategy, plans, and procedures.  This session provides the general theory behind public involvement, but the specific actions taken will need to be tailored at the community level.

This session, Public Input in the Communication Process, is the second of six sessions related to Communicating and consulting with the public.


Readings:

Student Reading:

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2001. State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Getting Started - Building Support for Mitigation Planning. FEMA. Whole document.   http://www.fema.gov/pdf/fima/howto1.pdf
Connor, Desmond M. No Date. Model Approaches for Public Participation. Connor Development Services, Ltd. Constructive Citizen Participation Newsletter.  http://www.islandnet.com/connor/model_approaches.html
International Finance Corporation. 1999. Doing Better Business Through Effective Public Consultation and Disclosure. The World Bank. http://www.ifc.org/enviro/Publications/Practice/practice.htm
McComas, Katherine A. No date. Involving the Public in Risk Communication. The University of Delaware. http://www.foodriskclearinghouse.umd.edu/powerpoint/InvolvingthePublic.pdf
Instructor Reading:

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2001. State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Getting Started - Building Support for Mitigation Planning. FEMA. Whole document.   http://www.fema.gov/pdf/fima/howto1.pdf
Connor, Desmond M. No Date. Model Approaches for Public Participation. Connor Development Services, Ltd. Constructive Citizen Participation Newsletter.  http://www.islandnet.com/connor/model_approaches.html
International Finance Corporation. 1999. Doing Better Business Through Effective Public Consultation and Disclosure. The World Bank. http://www.ifc.org/enviro/Publications/Practice/practice.htm
McComas, Katherine A. No date. Involving the Public in Risk Communication. The University of Delaware. http://www.foodriskclearinghouse.umd.edu/powerpoint/InvolvingthePublic.pdf

General Requirements:

The instructor will first provide an overall description of public participation in the Hazards Risk Management process, explaining the justification of its need.  Next, the instructor will explain the various ‘publics’, or stakeholders, that are likely to be included in the phases of the process that involve such parties, and give a brief explanation of each.  This will be followed by an explanation of the processes by which public consultation and participation are achieved by the Hazards Risk Management team.  The final instructive objective will be to describe a case study focusing on public participation in a real-life setting. 

The instructor should refer the students to the Hazards Risk Management Diagram to illustrate where in the process the Communicate and Consult step occurs.  

Power point slides are provided for the instructor’s use, if so desired.

Handout 23-1  Household Natural Hazards Preparedness Questionnaire

Handout 23-2  An Exchange on Youth Violence

It is recommended that the modified experiential learning cycle be completed for objectives 23.1 - 23.4 at the end of the session.

Objective  23.1: 
Discuss the Justification for Public Input in the Hazards Risk Management Process

Requirements:

Provide an overview of public involvement in the Hazards Risk Management Process.  Facilitate discussions with students about the involvement of the public, and both the requirements and advantages of performing such action.

Remarks:

I.
As was noted in Session 23, most communication experts advise that a communication strategy should engage stakeholders and communities as early in the process as is possible to be effective.  In order for public officials or others responsible for implementing risk management to perform their work effectively, they must engage all stakeholders influenced by or associated with the identified community risks.  These stakeholders, who are likely to be diverse in nature (as will be later discussed), can all be affected in some way by disasters that impact the communities in which they reside and/or work, whether indirectly or directly.  

II.
It is essential that these stakeholders be given a chance to express their views and concerns for the Hazards Risk Management process to be comprehensive.  The stakeholders in the community are ultimately the ‘customers’ of the analysis and subsequent mitigation measures, and therefore it is important that these products suit their needs.  There are many efficient and effective ways that the Hazards Risk Management team can gather this input.

III.
Public participation in a project such as Hazards Risk Management should not be looked upon as a hindrance to the Hazards Risk Management team.  In fact, there are several benefits to be gained by including the public through consultation and other means.  These benefits include, but are not limited to (as defined by Jessica Glicken in her article “Effective Public Involvement in Public Decisions,” Science Communication, March 1999) (Power Point Slide 23-1):

A.
Increased Competence of Decision makers
1.
Public participation allows the Hazards Risk Management team to be provided with information that they otherwise would not have.  The citizenry of a community can offer a wealth of historical information that is likely not available in any public documentation or in any public records that consultants or other experts can find.  

2.
In this role, the public becomes an information provider.  Such a role can increase the legitimacy of the project by making the public a partner - people who feel they have contributed are more likely to support the decisions that result from the overall process.

B.
Greater Legitimacy through Greater Accountability 

1.
Jessica Glicken writes, “In a democracy, the legitimacy of a decision is higher when the process by which that decision is reached is perceived to be fair and when the decision can be said to represent the desires of stakeholders or constituencies.”  

2.
People feel that the decisions being made (in terms of mitigation measures adopted) represents the will of the whole community, not solely the will of the Hazards Risk Management team, if they know that the public was influential in that decision.  Again, this is an issue of partnership with the community stakeholders, which increases the chances that the community will be committed to whatever decisions are eventually made.

C.
Proper Conduct of Democratic Societies 

1.
Again, Glicken writes, “Democratic societies are founded on the tenet that the best government (or social system, community, or organization) is one in which the governed participate.”  

2.
By allowing public consultation, and by communicating with the public throughout the process, these high ideals are maintained to the best of the abilities of the Hazards Risk Management team.

IV.
Other benefits of pubic participation in the Hazards Risk Management process that have been recognized include:

A.
Increased Coordination between various levels of government.

B.
An appreciation by the public of the limited resources and difficult choices that are faced by the Hazards Risk Management team. 

C.
The development of strong working relationships between the Hazards Risk Management team and activist groups, such as the Sierra Club. (USPHS, 1995)

V.
D.J. Fiorino, in the article “Citizen Participation and Environmental Risk,” offers three arguments for public involvement in risk-based decisions.  While these arguments overlap Glicken’s benefits in some ways, they provide a deeper explanation into the reasons why public participation is not only beneficial, but also necessary.  The arguments include (Power Point Slide 23-2):

A.
Substantive - “Lay judgments about risk are as sound or more so than those of experts.  The public may see things that experts do not.  The public is also more aware of the social and political values related to the risk situation.”

B.
Normative - “Technocratic orientation is incompatible with democratic needs.  The public has a right to be involved in decisions affecting their interests.”

C.
Instrumental - “Lay participation in risk decisions makes them more legitimate and leads to better results.  If we deny the public the right to participate in decisions affecting them, we only deepen their skepticism of risk institutions.  Moreover, a broader degree of participation may reduce the probability of error in resulting decisions.”

VI.
Citizen participation in risk management traces its roots to the 1960’s, when public demands for worker safety resulted in the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (Lynn, 2003).  The environmental movement, popularized by Rachel Carson’s “Silent Spring” also contributed to public involvement over a wide expanse of issues dealing with hazards and risk that affected communities.  During this era, the right to a public hearing was adopted for public projects, but such hearings tended to occur at the end of the process, after most of the analyses and decisions were made.  Over time, however, this consultative process moved such that the public was kept informed throughout the course of projects, primarily through the advent of wider application of risk communication (ibid).

VII.
In the past, the belief that “if given data about hazards, the public will ‘freak out’ and become hysterical” prevented public officials from sharing risk-related information with the public (ibid).  Today, there exists legislation, and technological means, that prevent such information from being kept from the public (except security-related information that is exempt from the FOIA regulations by the Homeland Security Act of 2002).  The 1983 Hazards Communication Standard, the 1986 Community Right to Know Law, and the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), are all examples of this legislation.  The Internet and other technologies allow for easier access to information that is required to be accessible by the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), and other regulations.


Supplemental Considerations:

N/A

Objective 23.2:  Discuss the Various Stakeholders Defined as the “Public”

Requirements:

Provide an overview of the stakeholders that are included when referring to the ‘general public’.  Facilitate discussions with students about these various groups.

Remarks:

I.
The first step in initiating public involvement in the Hazards Risk Management process is identifying the “public” with whom dialogue and interaction will occur.  This group should include those people to whom the team will be providing education and information, and from whom feedback is considered necessary.

II.
A stakeholder is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as “a person with an interest or a concern about something” (Power Point Slide 23-3).  In most communities, when referring to disaster management, everyone is in some way a stakeholder.  However, as was described in the session on Risk Perception (Session 15), people differ in their views on the relative seriousness of risk because of several personal and cultural factors.  The amount of concern they hold towards the risks they face will influence the amount that they feel they should participate in the Hazards Risk Management process.  It is hoped that successful risk communication, as described in the previous session and which will be described in subsequent sessions, will calibrate these concerns with reality.  

III.
During the time that the Hazards Risk Management process is being conducted, and public participation is being initiated, the Hazards Risk Management team must generate as much interest among members of the public as they can.  One of the most effective methods by which this is done is by ensuring the support or participation of recognized community leaders.

IV.
The FEMA Guide State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Getting Started states, “An effective way to identify leaders in the community (this would include people who may not necessarily be heads of organizations or elected officials, but who command the respect of community members, e.g., a lawyer, neighborhood activist, or philanthropist) is to ask team members and those who attend public participation activities to name individuals they think should be contacted.  You will notice that the same names keep coming up.  You may want to personally invite these people or follow-up a mailing to them with a phone call to ensure that they are aware of the next planning team meeting.”  These leaders, if included from the start, can provide a remarkable amount of assistance in motivating their group members to participate in the Hazards Risk Management process, as they are already perceived to be trustworthy.

V.
Stakeholders, and the public in general, could be grouped into an infinite number of categories and groups because of their wide variety of distinguishing characteristics.  However, there are several overarching groups and categories that have been used in the past that can serve as guidelines for those learning about the process.  

VI.
These groups, as defined by FEMA’s “Project Impact,” can include (Power Point Slide 23-4):

A.
Industry and Business
1.
Employers

2.
Chamber of Commerce

3.
Real Estate Developers

4.
Construction Industry

B.
Infrastructure
1.
Transportation Systems (public and private) 

2.
Public Housing

3.
Utilities (Gas, Water and Sewage, Electricity, Telephone, Cable)

C.
The Media
D.
Volunteer and Community-Based Organizations
1.
Places of Worship / Religions Groups

2.
Red Cross

3.
Kiwanis

4.
Lions Club

5.
Jaycees

6.
Knights of Columbus

7.
Rotary

8.
American Association of Retired Persons

9.
Public Interest Groups

10.
Parent-Teacher Associations

11.
Environmental Groups

12.
Neighborhood Associations

E.
Health Care
1.
Hospitals

2.
Medical Clinics

3.
Managed Care Facilities

4.
Emergency Medical Services

F.
Workforce
1.
Unions

2.
Professional Groups

G.
Education
1.
School Board

2.
Public and Private Institutions

3.
Universities & Community Colleges

4.
Vocational & Continuing Education

5.
Day care & Child Care Centers

6.
Nursery Schools & Pre-Kindergarten 

H.
General Public - People who do not fit into any of these categories

VII.
Peter M. Sandman, a well-known risk communications expert, defines “Four Publics in Public Involvement.”  These groups do not differentiate by social responsibility or status as listed above, but by behavior, and include (Power Point Slide 23-5):

A.
Fanatics - “You know their telephone numbers by heart, and they know yours.  They want input into everything you decide.  Your issue is their main interest aside from job and family.”

B.
Attentives - “They monitor the media on your issue carefully.  Once in a while they want to attend a meeting or answer a survey.  Your issue is in their top 20.”

C.
Browsers - “They check you out in the media from time to time, but they don’t want to be bothered providing input.  Your issue is on their ‘worry list,’ but way at the bottom.”

D.
Inattentives - “They don’t know and they don’t want to know.” (Sandman, 1995)

VIII.
Sandman provides guidelines for working with people in each of these four groups.  These guidelines are set forth as follows:

A.
“Forget the inattentives.  In marketing and electoral politics, they are decision-makers.  In risk communication, they are not.

B.
“The media are critical for reaching browsers and attentives.  Fanatics check the media mostly to see how they were quoted. 

C.
“The most important public is the fanatics.  This is not a distortion of democracy any more than legislative lobbying is.  Decisions are influenced most by those who care most.
D.
“The key to a good public involvement program is how easy it is for people to switch groups.  In a good program, people know how to get more involved - or less involved - and feel that they, not you, control the extent of their involvement.

E.
“People are much less desperate to have input when it is clear that they can whenever they want.  One of the signs of a good public involvement strategy is relative lack of interest in getting involved.” (Sandman, 1995)


Supplemental Considerations

N/A


Objective 23.3 - Discuss the Methods By Which Public Participation is Achieved

Requirements:

Provide a description of several ways in which public participation in the Hazards Risk Management Process is fostered.  Facilitate discussions with students about these methods.

Remarks:

I.
Public participation in the Hazards Risk Management process is something that should occur throughout the life of the project, as indicated in the Hazard Risk Management diagram. 

II.
The format of the participatory method used will depend upon the current status of the project (where within the project schedule the team currently is working), the resources available or dedicated for public participation, and the intended audience/participants.

III.
The FEMA Guide State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Getting Started, states, 

A.
“Not everyone likes to participate or voice opinions in a large meeting setting.  Others may prefer to learn about community initiatives during their regularly scheduled association meetings.  It is important to assess how best to reach your stakeholders.  Ask others on the team what they have done in the past to inform or get input from stakeholders.  

B.
“The public participation methods that will work for your community or state depends on the size of your community, the extent of citizen involvement, governmental policies, and the capabilities of the officials to support the planning initiative.  Review how you have handled this in the past and what produced good results.  

C.
“You may have found that elected officials prefer a one-on-one briefing.  Businesses, non-profits, and institutions may have welcomed you at their business association meetings or invited you to speak at their regularly scheduled breakfasts.  The team can also ask to be added to the agendas of scheduled community group meetings, including neighborhood associations, community service groups, business alliances, and the local Chamber of Commerce, to explain and talk about the planning process.  Take advantage of the meeting infrastructure already in place.”

IV.
There are many recognized methods of community/stakeholder involvement that have proven successful in the past.  These include, but are not limited to, the following (FEMA, 2001; Connor, No date; McComas, No date)(Power Point Slide 23-6):

A.
Holding Regular Community Meetings or Public Hearings 

1.
These meetings create an opportunity for the general public to pose questions to the Hazards Risk Management team, and to raise issues and concerns they may have that the team is unaware of.  These meetings are also an opportunity for the Hazards Risk Management team to promote their agenda to community members that may not have known about or supported such actions in the past.  If citizens become well educated and are ‘sold’ on the ideas of the Hazards Risk Management team, they are often very likely to influence others in their social groups to subscribe to similar ideas.

2.
The Hazards Risk Management team must engage in planning before these meetings to address such issues beyond agendas, such as the handling of conflict, responses to difficult questions, and the presence of opposition groups who may use the presence of a large group of people to further their own opposing causes.

B.
Establish a Hotline 

1.
Hotlines are a mechanism by which all citizens can voice their concerns, questions, comments, or support for the task of the Hazards Risk Management team.   

2.
The hotline must be promoted in such a way as to reach all groups represented in the makeup of the community regardless of education, race, economic level, or language (within reason).  As an alternative, especially if cost is an issue, an email address or interactive website can be established.

C.
Conduct Interviews 

1.
Interviews allow the Hazards Risk Management team to obtain information from key members of the community, and can be targeted to include as many demographic groups represented in the community as the team feels is necessary.

2.
Interviews give citizens the opportunity to work one-on-one with the Hazards Risk Management team, and may allow for more candid information exchange than is possible in other group events.  Additionally, by interviewing key community leaders, it may be possible to gather an understanding of how the community or group represented by that leader feels about the issues discussed.

D.
Distribute Questionnaires/Surveys 

1.
Like interviews, questionnaires solicit a representative sample of the general public opinion throughout the community.

2.
Questionnaires can elicit the candid responses from those who do not feel comfortable disclosing information in the fact-to-face scenario of the interviews.

3.
To provide an example of a questionnaire, the instructor can distribute Handout 23.1, from the FEMA How-To Guide, to the students.

E.
Conduct Meetings with Citizen Advisory Committees 

1.
A Citizen Advisory Committee consists of a selection of citizens who are chosen, elected, nominated, or volunteer to serve for a defined period of time in an advisory capacity for the Hazards Risk Management team.

2.
This form of participation allows for more decision making authority for the public than the previous methods; in order to establish and manage expectations, the amount of that authority must be predetermined by the Hazards Risk Management team and must be made clear to the Citizen Advisory Committee at the onset of the process.

F.
Hold Public Deliberation Forums
1.
Public Deliberation Forums are also a form of public participation that includes even greater decision-making power for the public.

2.
Connor describes Public Deliberation Forums as follows; “This model proposes bringing together a representative sample of the population, perhaps a hundred or more, educating them on a topic and then working with them so they develop a generally acceptable solution.  When the solution is presented to the population, it is expected to accept the recommendation developed by its representatives.”  However, Conner adds that while this is a good practice in theory, it is unlikely to work in reality. 

G.
Allow for General Public Participation
1.
General Public Participation is similar in nature to a Public Deliberation Forum, except that the invitation to participate is extended to the community at large.

2.
Again, Connor describes General Public Participation as such; “This model relies on the informed individual citizen who is provided with information through display newspaper advertisements or mailed brochures plus news coverage by the media and open houses or displays; citizens respond through reply coupons, reply-paid postcards, exit checklists at open houses and responses to information based telephone surveys.” 

H.
Conduct Initiatives - Like General Public Participation, initiatives allow for wider participation by members of the community.  However, initiatives tend to be limited to issues being placed on voting ballots for citizens to vote on. 

V.
Levels of Public Participation 

A.
Different stakeholders will be given varying participatory roles and responsibilities, at the discretion of the Hazards Risk Management team.  These range from simply being privy to information about the project to participating in important decisions.  The Hazards Risk Management team will have to determine on a case-by-case basis how much influence they believe would be most beneficial to the success of the overall process.  

B.
Desmond Connor, in his article “Model Approaches for Public Participation,” describes the following five “Types of Public Participation” (Power Point Slide 23-7):

1.
Simple Information - Feedback: e.g., “Here are three alternatives - which would you prefer?”

2.
Consultation: e.g., “Here are three alternatives - what others should we consider?  Here are our evaluation criteria - what others would you suggest and how would you rank them?”

3.
Joint Planning: e.g., by two or more jurisdictions, each with resources and responsibilities

4.
Mediation of Resistant Issues; this is done once other matters have been settled by one of the above methods

5.
Delegated Decision-Making: e.g., authorities empower a citizen group to site bus stops in a new subdivision.

VI.
Managing Public Consultation
A.
Public involvement in the Hazards Risk Management process requires both planning and management.  

B.
The International Finance Corporation guide Doing Better Business Through Effective Public Consultation and Disclosure provides eleven key actions for managing public consultation.  These include (IFC, 1999) (Power Point Slide 23-8 and 9):
1.
Plan Ahead

2.
Test the Program

3.
Invest Time and Money

4.
Involve Operations Managers Directly

5.
Hire and Train the Right Personnel

6.
Maintain Overall Responsibility

7.
Coordinate all Consultation

8.
Build Dialogue and Trust

9.
Manage Expectations

10.
Work with Governments

11.
Work with NGOs and Community-Based Organizations


Supplemental Considerations

N/A


Objective 23.4: Discuss a Case Study on Public Participation
Requirements:
Provide students with an in-class reading, attached to this session as Handout 23-2.  Initiate a class lecture to discuss several questions provided in the remarks below, each of which relates directly to the in-class reading provided.  

Remarks:

I.
The instructor should begin the exercise by distributing Handout 23-2, which contains the article upon which this case study is based.  Students should require no more than 5 minutes to read over this short article.  The instructor may want to recommend to the students that they highlight key points of the article relating to the topics discussed throughout the session as they read, as questions specifically relating to those materials will follow.

II.
Begin by asking the Students, “In this article, what is the hazard that is being addressed by the municipal leaders?”  The most obvious hazard that should be identified by students is youth violence, though several other issues are addressed.  Gangs, general crime, and poverty could all apply to this issue, but students may identify others.

III.
Ask the Students, “What is the type of public participation that is being described in this article?”  This is clearly a community meeting.  The article describes the meeting as a “community briefing on recent youth violence and gang problems in Northwest Washington.”  Ask the Students how is this meeting different than a public deliberation forum?”  The most significant difference between these two types of meetings is the decision making power granted to the general public.  In the meeting described in the article, the public is invited to listen to the presenters, and to offer comments, and provide suggestions or make complaints.  They have no authority, at least none that would be implied from the reading of the article.

IV.
The 19-year old youth that attended the meeting was quoted as saying “The problem is that the young aren’t participating in the conversation, and they were not again [at the meeting].”   Ask the Students, “What are the reasons that local youth may not be interested in participating, and what can be done to increase their participation?”  As was mentioned in the Objectives above, it is written in the FEMA How-To guide, “Not everyone likes to participate or voice opinions in a large meeting setting.  Others may prefer to learn about community initiatives during their regularly scheduled association meetings.  It is important to assess how best to reach your stakeholders.”  Young people may not be interested, or may not feel comfortable, participating in a meeting geared towards an adult audience.  It may be better to have youths participate in a school setting, or in a community recreation center, or other suggestions as provided by the students.  Additionally, this meeting was held in the gymnasium at the police department’s Regional Operations Command Center.  If the youth already had any sense of distrust of police, there is probably little chance that they would feel comfortable going to the police department to state their views.  They would likely feel more comfortable on either more neutral ground or on what they felt was their own ‘turf’.  Students may have ideas about additional ways in which the youth would feel more comfortable participating in this project.

V.
Public participation, as mentioned in this session, can increase the competence of decision makers.  In this article, members of the public offered several ideas to the administrators of the meeting.  Ask the Students, “What are some ideas that the public has suggested to be used to mitigate the ‘risk’ of gang violence?”  Ideas listed in the article include introducing drug, crime, and gang issues into the school curriculum, greater community participation in handling graffiti problems, asking the media to stop printing the names of the gangs in their stories, and addressing education, housing and economic factors as part of the overall program to address gang violence.  Ask the Students, “If you were in the audience at this meeting, do you feel that you could offer any suggestions based upon your previous experience or knowledge, that the Washington, DC officials may not have been aware of?”  Students with diverse backgrounds will all be able to offer some suggestions.  For instance, if a student has studied sociology, they may have some ideas about the social motivations of gang members, and mechanisms by which those motivations could be diverted, or if the student had studied urban planning, they may have ideas based upon that discipline, and so on.  Students should be aware that the ideas offered by the public in these meetings do not necessarily have to be based upon personal experience, but could be based upon other factors such as education and subject matter expertise.

VI.
Public participation allows the Hazards Risk Managers to understand and even correct any misperceptions of the public.  Without such opportunities as the one presented in this article, there may be no way for the Hazards Risk Management team to know that the misperceptions even existed.  Ask the Students, “Were there any assumptions, misconceptions, or other incorrect ideas that were presented by the public in this meeting?”  For example, Joshua Lopez, the 19-year old who attended, stated that “We want more police.  The police’s main focus is to protect property owners and arrest black and Latino youth.”  Stereotypes and misconceptions like these must be addressed as part of a larger mitigation plan to address the youth and gang violence.  Without people like Lopez making comments such as these, the police may not be aware of or choose to disregard such problems (whether legitimate or misconstrued.)  

VII.
Public participation offers greater legitimacy to a project, and gives community members a feeling that they are ‘owners’ of the project, and that it is represents their needs.  Ask the Students, “Are there any examples from this article that support the notions that public participation either increases legitimacy or that it gives a sense of participation/ownership to the public?”  There are several examples in this article.  For instance, Ronald Moten, the spokesperson for the social group “Cease Fire”, states that “You cannot solve the problem if you were never part of the problem.  We know how to deal with our people.”  Ask the Students, “In your opinion, from the reading of this article, do you feel that the public is being made to feel like a partner, or that they are just being given an update of what is going to be done, regardless of their input?”  This will depend on the views of the students, as there is no correct answer to the question.

VIII.
The article states that Mayor Anthony Williams decided to attend the meeting at the ‘last minute’.  Ask the Students, “Do you think that it mattered that the mayor attended this meeting?”  Without the mayor’s participation, this meeting could have been seen as solely a police-based meeting, and would not have seemed to have had support of the city government.  Additionally, it is possible that without the mayor’s participation, the meeting may not have even been included in the newspaper.  The police are likely to be seen as having more of a stake in the outcome than the mayor, so the mayor may provide an additional sense of advocacy to the public.  The mayor is seen as a figure of trust in Washington, DC, and as this and the previous session have stated, it is very important that a trusted official be represented in the interactions between the committee of officials and the general public that are participating.

IX.
Ask the Students, “Are there any other risk communication or public participation benefits or problems that were addressed in this article?”  Despite the tone of the article, the officials and the community group leaders have begun to form relationships, and they have begun to recognize the authority of each.  Relationship building is an important process that very often adds to the success of the project.  However, there are definitely signs of conflict between the groups that seems to be ongoing.  For instance, Ronald Moten vocalized this conflict when he told the committee, “You all are not getting it.”  Ask the Students, “What other forms of public participation would you suggest to address some of the issues that could not have been addressed in this particular format (public meeting)?  How much decision making power do you believe that the public should be given in deciding the mitigation of this particular risk, and why?” 
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