Module 5-2 The HIRV Process: The Role of Public Participation and Use of The Effective Decision Model
Time
60 minutes

Objectives
For students to identify:

· the need for public participation in the HIRV process.

For students to describe and implement:

· the Effective Decision Model by Thomas

Background
Module 3 presented the arguments for public participation, this section introduces some of the issues facing those using public participation as part of a process.  As discussed earlier, there are, of course, many ways in which public participation can be incorporated into the HRV process (e.g., public meetings, surveys, advisory committees, citizen contacts, and so on [Thomas 1995]). Which way would be most effective, in which circumstances? 
Course Content
· The plethora of multi-stakeholder consensus processes that proliferated in the early 1990s; however, by the mid-1990s enthusiasm had waned, and many processes ceased operating as funding dwindled and stakeholders (including governments) became fatigued by, and disenchanted with, the process.
· In the twenty-first century the question is not “if” public participation should be utilized, but “how.” Thomas (1995) sees the increased education of citizens as a root cause of this shift.
· Accompanying this change in perspective has been an increasing interest in applying negotiation, facilitation, and mediation techniques to the public participation process as well as increasing interest in co-management.
· The British Columbia Round Table produced a report that suggested that public participation needed to be used more effectively and that multi-stakeholder consensus processes should be reserved for selected purposes.
· Clearly there are many stakeholders with an interest in HRV analysis, but should a consensus process always be used?  

· Dorcey and McDaniels state that many of the difficulties in applying consensus processes have occurred when the participants have expected that they would be empowered to make decisions and then this has not happened. They argue that it is essential that stakeholders understand their task as that of making recommendations when that is all they are empowered to do 
· To decide when a consensus-based approach to public participation should be used, the contingent approach developed by Thomas (1995) will be presented.

· Thomas argues that effectively dealing with public issues amounts to attaining a balance between “quality” and “acceptability”.  His “Effective Decision Model” provides the manager with some guidelines in the form of a series of questions that need to be asked in order to identify which of five basic public participation approaches best suits the issue at hand 
· Use of The Effective Decision Model provides managers with five decision-making options:

1. Autonomous managerial decision.  The manager solves the problem or makes the decision alone without public involvement.

2. Modified autonomous managerial decision.  The manager seeks information from segments of the public, but decides alone in a manner that may or may not reflect group influence.

3. Segmented public consultation.  The manager shares the problem separately with segments of the public, getting ideas and suggestions, then makes a decision that reflects group influence.

4. Unitary public consultation.  The manager shares the problem with the public as a single assembled group, getting ideas and suggestions, then makes a decision that reflects group influence.  (This approach requires only that all members of the public have the opportunity to be involved, such as in well-publicized public hearings, not that everyone actually participates.)

5. Public decision.  The manager shares the problem with the assembled public, and together the manager and the public attempt to reach agreement on a solution. (Thomas 1995, 39-40)

Before examining how communities can use Thomas’s model to develop an HRV process, it is interesting to use it in order to examine how HRV analyses are often conducted.

· With regard to question 1 (“What are the quality requirements?”), Thomas states that they can refer to regulatory, budgetary, or technical constraints.  Most relevant to the HRV process are the technical constraints: do we need to consider the need for quality, or accuracy, of information?  For planning purposes, the completion of an HRV analysis does not require the same degree of accuracy as would, say, the completion of an analysis of the degree of earthquake resistance necessary for the completion of a high-rise building.  In other words, if we assume that, for the HRV analysis, the quality requirements are not precise, then the answer to question one would be “few.”
· With regard to question 2 (“Do I have sufficient information?”), we already know that completing an HRV analysis is a complex process and that no single person could possibly have sufficient information to do so on her own.  Thus the answer to this question would be “no.”
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· Thus we move to question 4 (is public acceptance necessary for implementation and unlikely without involvement?).  We know from the literature review and case studies that there are numerous challenges facing communities that wish to adopt mitigation strategies.  In most cases, without public acceptance, little progress can be expected; and yet, as has previously been discussed, many disaster managers neglect to carefully consider question 4.  Because they work in isolation, disaster managers often fail to take into account the importance of public acceptance and so simply come to think that it is unnecessary.   Thomas’s model suggests that the best approach to public participation involves a modified autonomous managerial decision (A11:  see Figure 1, Key).  The disaster manager consults with other emergency responders and may also consult with hazards experts in the community but, ultimately, decides the priorities on her/his own.

· Thomas’s model helps us to understand why the actions of a disaster manager may appear to have involved good choices but in fact involve poor and ineffective ones.  The wrong approach to public involvement can result in  HRV analyses that may meet some regulatory requirement but that fail to generate any changes in how communities assess existing and potential hazards and risks.

· If we continue with Thomas’ model, and assume that the answer to question 4 is that public involvement is necessary, we would then move on to question 5.

1. “Who is the relevant public?”. In this case the public consists of a combination of unorganized groups (e.g., concerned citizens) and organized groups (e.g., land developers).

2. With regard to question 6 (“Does the relevant public agree with the agency’s goals?”), in many communities one could safely assume that the goal of sustainable mitigation is likely to be endorsed by most. This takes us to G11 (see Figure 1, Key), shared decision making with the public (public decision). 

· However, it is also possible that the disaster manager may believe that there would be considerable disagreement over the goal of sustainable mitigation.  Perhaps the community has recently undergone financial hardship (e.g., a major employer has dramatically downsized operations and staffing);  the disaster manager might well believe that the community would be willing to sacrifice the long-term goals of sustainable mitigation in favour of short-term goals that would provide economic relief.  In this case, the answer to question 6 would be “no.”  Thus, in order to protect the overall goal of disaster management, the disaster manager may consult with the public but not share the decision making (C1:  unitary public consultation).  Residents could be invited to attend a public meeting where the issues would be discussed, but they would not be expected to actually participate in the process of making those decisions.

· In yet another circumstance, the disaster manager may be unsure of the overall community’s level of agreement.  Thomas’s model, as it relates to question 6, would identify a modified autonomous managerial decision (A11) as the best use of public involvement.  The disaster manager could use surveys, or other tools, to determine the public’s beliefs.  If, after these steps, there is still no clear picture of where the community stands, then the disaster manager would make the decision alone.  If, however, the disaster manager were to discover, through surveys or other mechanisms, that the public was fully supportive of the disaster management goal of sustainable mitigation, then  Thomas’s model also permits her/him to move backwards (in this case to question 6). Now that question 6 can be answered in the affirmative, the most effective use of public involvement involves shared public decision making (G11).

Questions to ask students:

Under what conditions might shared-public decision making not be a good choice?

Answer: In yet another community, Thomas’s model may lead the disaster manager to a very different degree of public involvement.  For example, 

· With regard to question 1 (“What are the quality requirements?”), we will assume that, as in the previous example, the quality requirements are not precise and that the answer to question 1 would be “few.”

· With regard to question 2 (“Do I have sufficient information?”), let us assume that in this case we are dealing with a large city that makes extensive use of GIS technology, faces few major hazards, and has considerable data. Here substantial information would be available, and the answer to question 2 would  be “yes.”

· This answer then brings us to question 3 (“Is the problem structured?”).  Thomas cautions managers to hesitate before defining problems as structured.  They should first  be very sure that alternatives are not open to redefinition (p. 45).  As has been previously discussed, in completing HRV analyses, there is a great deal of uncertainty, and there may well be a number of ways of interpreting the data.  Thus, the answer to question 3 might well be “no.”

· Thus we move to question 4 (is public acceptance necessary for implementation and unlikely without involvement?).  In this case, if the disaster manager has the strong support of city council and other response agencies, and if she/he believes that public involvement  is best reflected in the mitigation process, then  Thomas’s model indicates that the most appropriate public participation approach would be an autonomous managerial decision (A1).  In other words, the disaster manager would set the priorities on her/his own.

· In another case, a disaster manager may find that segmented public consultation (C1), which involves her/him meeting separately with various neighbourhoods, is the logical result of applying Thomas’s model.  The manager’s recommendations for mitigative strategies would reflect the concerns of each of the neighbourhoods. In yet another community, say a very small town, it may be more appropriate to use the unitary public consultation approach. 

Handouts

Handout 5-2 The Effective Decision Making Model
Suggested Readings

Students

Thomas, John Clayton.  (1995).  Public Participation in Public Decisions.  San Fransisco, CA:  Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Faculty
Dorcey, Anthony H.J., and Timothy McDaniels. (1999).  “Great Expectation, Mixed Results:  Trends in Citizen Involvement in Canadian Environmental Governance.” Paper prepared for SSHRC Environmental Trends Project.  2nd draft. Cited with permission.
<http://www.interchg.ubc.ca/dorcey/trends/draft2.html>
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What are the quality requirements?

2


Do I have sufficient information?

3


Is the problem structured?

4


Is public acceptance necessary for implementation and unlikely without involvement?

5


Who is the public?

6


Does the relevant public agree with the agency’s goals?
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Is the conflict on the preferred solution likely within the relevant public?
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