Session No. 18


Course Title: Building Disaster Resilient Communities

Session Title: Collaborative and Participatory Processes

Author: David R. Godschalk, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

Time: 75 minutes 


Objectives:

18.1 
Understand purposes of involving stakeholders in preparation of plans to build hazard resilient communities.

18.2
Comprehend a conceptual model of the collaborative planning process.

18.3
Learn to identify and analyze community stakeholder groups.

18.4
Describe participatory tools, including their strengths and weaknesses, and how and when they can be applied.


Scope:

This session covers information about why it is important to employ collaborative and participatory processes in planning and building disaster resilient communities. The instructor outlines a conceptual model of the planning process that describes opportunities and needs for participation. The instructor presents a technique for conducting stakeholder analyses and asks students to apply this technique to a selected situation with which they are familiar. Finally, the instructor classifies participatory tools according to a basic framework (one-way input, one-way output, and two-way interchange), reviews the strengths and weaknesses of each tool, and presents an illustrative planning process in which participatory tools are included.


Readings:

Student and Instructor Reading:

Godschalk, David R., et al.1994. Pulling Together: A Planning and Development Consensus-Building Manual. Washington, DC: Urban Land Institute. Chapters Two - Five, pp. 5-60.

Additional Instructor Reading:

Creighton, Rodger. 1992. Involving Citizens in Community Decision Making: A Guidebook.  Washington, DC; Program for Community Problem Solving. Chapter Twelve, pp. 80-94.

Lindell, Michael K. and Ronald W. Perry. 1992. “Ch. 9. Involving the Community in Emergency Preparedness and Response,” In Behavioral Foundations of Community Emergency Planning. Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere Publishing Company, pp. 249-275.

Susskind, Lawrence, Sarah McKearnan, and Jennifer Thomas-Larner. 1999. “An Alternative to Robert’s Rules of Order for Groups, Organizations, and Ad Hoc Assemblies that Want to Operate by Consensus,” In The Consensus Building Handbook. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. pp. 3-35.


General Requirements:

Conduct an in-class stakeholder analysis exercise using the basic hazard planning case described under Objective 18.3, or select a hazard-planning situation that is familiar to students (such as a recent disaster or potential disaster in the community used for the semester-long class exercise) to be used as an example for this exercise.

Overheads:

1. Purposes of participation.

2. Model of the collaborative planning process.

3. Model of public participation thought process.

4. Stakeholder analysis format.

5. Outline of selected disaster planning situation.

6. Framework for classifying participation tools.

7. Illustrative planning process in which tools are applied.


Objective 18.1 Understand purposes of involving stakeholders in preparation of plans to build disaster resilient communities.

Requirements:

The contents should be presented as lecture.

Remarks:

I.
It is important to involve community stakeholders in preparing plans because effective emergency management and hazard mitigation (Overhead 18.1):

A.
Require community-wide, not just governmental, implementation activities (also see Session 25 on implementation strategies).

B.
Depend on coordinating many public and private decisions and actions.
C.
Entail continuing education concerning vulnerability and risks.

D.
Need broad “ownership” of plans, policies, and programs.

E.
Must reach all groups affected, including many that do not regularly participate.

II.
In the typical community, emergency management and hazard mitigation are viewed as narrow technical activities, which are not important to the public agenda except immediately following a disaster. Countering this perception requires a planned campaign of public involvement and education. 

A.
Participation can generate significant public benefits, including (Creighton, 1992 pp. 16-17) (Overhead 18.1):

1. Better decisions.

2. Minimized cost and delay.

3. Consensus building.

4. More effective implementation.

5. Avoiding conflicts.

6. Maintaining credibility and legitimacy.

7. Anticipating public concerns and attitudes.

8. Developing public expertise and creativity.


Objective 18.2 Comprehend a conceptual model of the collaborative planning process.

Requirements:

The contents should be presented as lecture.

Remarks:

I.
Collaborative planning is basically a collaborative community consensus building process. 

A.
Consensus building has a number of distinguishing characteristics (Godschalk et al 1994, p. 20):

1. Inclusive participation.

2. Common purpose and problem definition.

3. Participant self-education.

4. Multiple option testing.

5. Consensus (versus voting) decisions.

6. Shared implementation.

7. Informed public.

II.
While emergency management and hazard mitigation planning for resilient communities are not necessarily conflictual activities, they often flounder because all affected parties are not involved and disputes arise that throw the process off track. 

A.
Thus, it is useful to treat them as collaborative planning processes with three stages (Overhead 18.2):
1.
Collaborative Planning Model.
a.
Pre-planning:
i.
Identify parties concerned.

ii.
Scope out issues and potential disagreements.

iii.
Assess incentives to collaborate.

iv.
Weigh feasibility of a collaborative process.

b.
Planning:

i.
Define goal.

ii.
Design collaborative process.

iii.
Select participatory techniques.

iv.
Involve public and stakeholders.

v.
Review alternatives.

vi.
Generate consensus on plan.

vii.
Adopt plan.

c.
Implementation:
i.
Monitor outcomes.

ii.
Maintain public awareness.

iii.
Revise plan as necessary.

B.
A model of the public participation thought process shows how the elements are related ((Overhead 18.3, derived from Creighton 1992, p. 81).

1.
How will the decision be made? Does it involve several units of government, such as the local government, the state, and a federal agency? 

a.
The degree of complexity in terms of the approval of the hazard plan or program will affect the participation strategy.

2.
What do you want to accomplish with the public?
a.
Is the primary purpose of participation to gain agreement on a proposed course of action, such as acquisition and relocation of damaged structures following a flood disaster? 

b.
Or is it to assess a range of alternative strategies and gain consensus on the preferred approach? 

c.
Or is it to educate a representative group of stakeholders about the vulnerability and risk faced by the community, in order to generate interest in developing future community mitigation strategies? 

d.
There are many possible goals for participation and collaboration.

3.
What does the public need to know to participate effectively? 

a.
Is there a database illustrating risk and vulnerability? Has there been an assessment of damage from the last disaster? Are there federal, state, or local policies or programs that will be applicable?

4.
What do you need to learn from the public?  

a.
Is there information about preferences for emergency management techniques that can affect the usefulness of various strategies (for example, how do neighborhood groups feel about relocating out of the floodplain?). 

b.
Is there citizen information about the impacts of hazards that may not have been collected by the government? Is there willingness to act against hazards by organizations or businesses?

5.
Who are the stakeholders for this issue, such as floodplain management? 

a.
What groups, organizations, or individuals are likely to be affected by the hazards or the hazard mitigation strategies? How intense is their interest in this issue? 

b.
Can you distinguish between the level of likely participation among stakeholders (as pictured in Figure 9 in Godschalk et al. 1994)? (This topic will be considered further in the next section on stakeholder analysis.)

6.
What special circumstances affect the selection of participation techniques? 

a.
The most likely circumstances would be limits on staff or budget to conduct participation programs.  

b.
There could also be significant local economic, social, or political circumstances. 

c.
And there could be FEMA procedures invoked by a recent disaster, which might require meeting deadlines and standards for participation in the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program.

7.
Which participation techniques are appropriate? 

a.
This will depend upon the needs of the community, the availability of staff and budget resources, the demographics of the stakeholders, and the stage in the participation process. These matters are discussed further in the final section.


Objective 18.3. Learn to identify and analyze community stakeholder groups.
Requirements:

The contents should be presented as lecture.

Remarks:

I.
A crucial step in consensus building and collaborative planning is to identify and analyze community stakeholder groups.  

A.
These are the residents, neighborhoods, interest groups, power holders, decision-makers, public officials, committees, business people, non-governmental organizations, educational institutions, professionals, and constituencies affected by and able to affect community policies and programs relating to building resiliency. 

B.
It is important to know who these people are and what their stake in community resiliency is likely to be.

1.
Stakeholders may be affected by:

a.
Their proximity to a hazard area.

b.
Their economic interest in public regulations (such as building codes or hazard area zoning).

c.
Their concerns for social or environmental issues.

d.
Their political values or social beliefs.

e.
Legal mandates or procedures. 

C.
The size and composition of stakeholder groups will vary with the hazard and associated policies, and their interest in participation will change over time with different groups involved at different stages of the decision making process. (See the discussion in Creighton 1992, pp. 107-112.)

D.
In general, the structure of participation is similar to that of an onion. 

1.
At the core are the decision-makers and primary stakeholders most involved in the issue. 

2.
The next layer includes active leaders of community organizations, followed by other interested leaders, and finally the general public. (See Figure 9, pp. 50, in Godschalk et al.1994)

E.
Stakeholder analysis is the process of scoping out the relevant stakeholders.  A stakeholder analysis asks:

1.
Who are the primary and secondary stakeholders?

2.
What are their interests in this issue or plan?

3.
What are their goals and objectives?

4.
What resources and power do they hold?

5.
Who do they influence or interact with?

6.
What positions have they taken on this issue?

II.
It is useful to summarize the outcome of a stakeholder analysis in a matrix or table, so that the key elements are visible and comparable for each category.  See the illustrative stakeholder analysis matrix based on recovery issues following a major flood disaster (Overhead 18.4).

A. Class exercise: Identify and analyze the stakeholders in the case of the hypothetical exercise community, (or instructor provides a fact situation involving response, recovery, or mitigation of a particular hazard). 

B. Hypothetical Exercise situation: The community of Franklin has suffered a major flood disaster, affecting some 300 households along the Broad River (Overhead 18.5). You are assigned to prepare a flood mitigation plan, to coordinate requests for funds from the federal Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, and to develop a community recovery strategy. The mayor has asked you to convene a task force of community representatives to identify the problems and needs and to recommend the next steps that should be taken. Since the flood, a number of individuals and groups with opinions about the disaster have been quoted in the press, including:  the Chamber of Commerce, the local chapter of the American Institute of Architects, the Green Party, the Homebuilders Association, the Red Cross, the local Neighborhood Development Coalition, and those who were flooded out, most of them still living in temporary trailers. As a first step, you are asked to prepare a stakeholder analysis identifying the affected groups, their basic interests, goals and objectives, resources and power, influence and interaction, and expected positions on the mitigation plan and strategy.

1.
Either use the exercise community situation (Overhead 18.5), or, if the community or a neighboring community has experienced a recent flood or hurricane or other disaster, the facts of that case could be laid out in brief form. 

2.
Then the students are asked to help fill in a stakeholder analysis, as though they were preparing an emergency management proposal following that disaster.


Objective 18.4 Describe participatory tools, including their strengths and weaknesses, and how and when they can be applied.
Requirements:

The contents should be presented as lecture.

Remarks:

I.
Techniques for conducting consensus building and collaborative planning processes can be viewed in terms of three types (Overhead 18.6):

A.
One-way input tools are designed to assist stakeholders in giving information, feedback, and suggestions to public bodies. They are strong and cost-effective for generating public response, but they are weak in initiating meaningful dialogue. One-way input tools include:

1.
Interviews with key respondents or decision-makers.

2.
Polls and surveys of the general public or specific stakeholder groups.

3.
Public hearings at which people present positions and statements.

4.
Written comments and responses on proposed strategies.

5.
Hot lines where people offer input by telephone.

B.
One-way output tools are designed to assist public bodies in giving information, recommendation, or alternatives to stakeholder groups. They are strong and cost-effective for informing the community and stakeholder groups about public issues and proposals, but they are weak in initiating meaningful dialogue. One-way output tools include:

1. Briefings at which a problem or proposal is presented to an invited group.

2. Exhibits and displays that illustrate an issue or plan in a public setting.

3. Press releases that provide facts or background on a topic.

4. Newsletters sent out regularly to present current information.

5. Reports that document an analysis or plan.

6. Presentations (verbal and/or graphic) to the public or groups. 

7.
Web sites that contain current information and links.

C.
Two-way interchange tools are designed to assist public bodies and stakeholder groups in exchanging information, opinions, and recommendations, in generating consensus, and in jointly preparing plans and proposals. These are strong in generating exchange and joint learning among citizens and government agency staffs, but they are time consuming and expensive to conduct. Two-way interchange tools include:
1.
Advisory groups and task forces organized to work on a problem or proposal.

2.
Focus groups that discuss an issue with the assistance of a facilitator.

3.
Workshops and forums that bring stakeholders and staff together.

4.
Charettes in which professionals and citizens design solutions in a public setting under a deadline.

5.
Electronic town meetings that use cable television and call-in technology to involve citizens.

6.
Team building meetings or retreats in which exercises are used to build working relationships.

D. Exercise (if time permits): If feasible in terms of time, the instructor should describe a brief example of a collaborative planning process in which some of the participatory tools were used, and ask students to comment. The example below based on the Franklin disaster can be used (Overhead 18.7), or the instructor can present a local case example.

E. Franklin Disaster Planning Process Example
Because of constraints on time and funding, the Franklin disaster coordinator decided to use a very basic planning process (Overhead 18.7). After completing the stakeholder analysis, she convened a task force with representatives of all the affected groups for a one-time workshop in town hall. At that workshop, she invited the representatives to describe key issues and needs from the viewpoint of their groups. She tabulated all the responses on large newsprint sheets and then asked the group to recommend priorities by giving each representative five votes. She then prepared a report for the mayor outlining the group’s recommended priorities. 

Was this a satisfactory use of participation tools? If not, what would you recommend that she should have done? 
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