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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report on thaneta-analysis and scoping exercisadertakeninto deliberative public
participation in the regulatedndustrieshas been prepared by Involve and Ipsos MORI for Citizens
Advice Scotland O #1 1 OOI1 A Qo atidded@ folbwibgirdsearch question:
What deliberative research has been done in the UK and internationally within the
regulated industries (water, energy and post) and what can we learn from this?

THE PURPOSE AND BAGKROUND TO THIS REPOR

The Consumer Futures UniCFU has a long history of undertaking research with consumers to
inform policy-makingand service planning in the regulated industries in Scotland. To date however
much of this research has relied on polling, surveyslgpth interviews, analysis of customer
complaints or traditional focus group approaches to market reseaftie G-Uis row interested in
expanding the range of research models it uses to understand consumer attitudes by testing out a
range of deliberative approache$his iglesigned to help the organisation gain a deeper

O1 AAOOGOAT AET ¢ T £ AT 1 00i aAdypdditieDiOrdlatdh @dlidpmhking 1 7T OE O/
and how public monies should be spent.

Recognising that there are a multitude of deliberative participatory methods that could be used, this
research has been initiated to hetlpe CFUdentify which methods a& most appropriate for

engaging with customersand the wider publigon strategic and policy issuegthin the specific

context of the regulated industries.

METHODOLOGY

The research team from Involve and Ipsos MORI have asennbination of deslbased esearch,
outreach to stakeholders and qualitative-depth interviews to inform thiseport. The research has
been undertaken in 3 stages, astlined below:

1) Scoping PhaseA systematicliterature review was undertaken tdentify published examples of
deliberative engagement activities within the energy, water and post sectors in thardK
elsewherein the last 510 years This aimedo provide a comprehensive account of where
deliberative approaches have been used tduahce policy development and outcomes (as opposed
to other issues related to consumer experience, for examplejhe same time we approached UK
governmentfegulatory bodies andervice providers in the water and energy industries and asked
them to idenify anyexamples of diberative engagement they hadndertaken(or knew about)

which may not be published, or where detailed information is not publically avail&@bis.provided

the team with an understanding of the ranged scope oknown activity.

2) Preparation of case studiesIn consultation witlthe CFU) 31 of the research projects identified

were selected for further focus and developed into case studies. This selection was designed to
ensure that there were a range of projects included from eadhstry sector, as well as a range of
methods represented. A further consideration in making this selection was the depth of information,
including evaluative information, that was available (or likely to become available). The projects
selected mainly ame from the UK, however international examples were included where it was felt
that there was something important that could be learnt from their apach. 8of the research

projects were also prioritised for further investigation throughdapth interviews intended to

provide amore detailed understanding of the commissioning hodexperience of the deliberative
engagement process

3) Analysis and reporting
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DEFINING DELIBERATI ENGAGEMENT

Deliberative public engagement is a distinctive approach tmiwing people in decisiemaking.

Where traditional consumer engagement tools, such as opinion polls or customer surveysotend

i AAOOOA OO0i P 1T £ OEA EAAAS bDOAI E Apolickdne dedisioh A1 EAAOAO
makers much richer data goublic attitudes and valuefyy exploring more fullywhy people feel the

way they doand givingtime to develop ideas, options andgferenceswith the public

To be deliberative, a process must involve:

9 discussion between participants at interactive eveifincluding through online
technologies). These events are designed to give sufficient time and space to enable
participants to gain new information and to discuss in depth the implications of their new
knowledge in terms of their existing attitudes, vasiand experience. These discussions
OAOGOI 6O ET A Ai1 OEAAOAA OEAxh xEEAE [ AU j1T0 1AU
view, and which has been arrived at through careful exploration of the issues at hand.

1 working with a range of people and infoation sourceg including information, evidence
and views from people with different perspectives, backgrounds and inter@siis. may
include evidence requested or commissioned by participants themselves. Discussions are
managed to ensure that diversity of views from people with different perspectives are
included, that minority or disadvantaged groups are not excluded, and that discussions are
not dominated by any particular factioor individual

1 aclear task or purpose, related to influenciagspecific decision, policy, service, project or
programme.

When done well, deliberative public engagement can be of real benefit for all decision and policy
makers, able to create better policy and service delivery options, grounded in better knowlédge o
consumer values and priorities.

OVERVIEW OF THE RERUS OF THE SCOPINGXERCISE

The scoping exercise that informed this report identifle@lexamples of deliberative engagement

with consumers or the wider public that seem to have relevance to the qresposed by the CFU

at the outset of this research. 17 of these examples are broadly linked to the energy sector (including
energy generation, carbon mitagion and energy futures). 2are related to water (covering topics
including priorities for indusir, environmental management and flood risks). Our scoping research
wasonly able to identifyone example from the postal sector.

A further 12examples have been selected for inclusion from different industry contexts, including
public sector infrastructu, health, public safety, local planning and telecommunicatiophscause

of the insight they offer in relation to how differing deliberative methodologies have been used to
address aange ofchallenging policy question&n outline of all of the exampladentified can be
found inAppendix A 31of theseexamples of deliberative engagemewere selected for
developmentas case studieg\ppendix B.

ANALYSIS OF THE CAS&TUDIES BYMMETHODOLOGY

Chapter 5 of this report is organised by methodologfyooks at each of the case studies in more
detail using the following classifications:

1 Consumer Reference Groups / Customer Forums
1 Citizens Advisory Forums
1 General Deliberative Workshogdrom Focus Groups to Structured Dialogues
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Distributed Dialogues

Citizens Juries

Citizens Assemblies
Deliberative Mapping
Participatory Strategic Planning
Online Deliberations

= =4 -8 -4 -8 -1

The focus of the analysis here is on how successful the methodhvpaevidirg information to
commissioning bodies that answered their research question, added new insight or knowledge
relating to consumer preferences, and provided outputs that were useful to policy and decision
makers.

We conclude that, while there are exampldsati of the methods under discussion being used
effectively, very often their success comes down to careful planning, focused objectives, creative
process design and nuanced targeting, rather than the specific method chosen.

The chapter loses with a summary table thatidentifiesthe relative strengths and weaknesses of
each method typeand highlights the contexts in which they are most effective.

IMPACT ON POLICY

In Chapter 8he analysis is focused on the impacts the research outputs had on polioyemigior
making. Herethe case studies are grouped in terms of the type of policy question they were used to
address: examining broad policy objectives; consulting on policy options; or addressing questions
around consumer experience of existing policieservices.

While the evidence seems to suggest that the strongest predictor of whether research outputs will
have an impact is how well the process is integrated into decision making structures, rather than the
methods used, there areome general obsertians that can be made about the suitability of

different methods for different purposes:

1 Consumer Reference Groups / Customer Forum§Vhen well chaired, with a broad and
diverse membership and a clear relationship with decigioaking bodies, these groups are
able to bring the views, experiences and preferences of custoeféestivelyinto all areas
of policy-making. This is partically true if they are provided with, and/or able to
commission, independent customer research.

9 Citizens Advisory Forumg Forumsmade up of a representative sample of customat
meet on a number of occasions have been shéivoughout this research tbe able to
have an impact acrasall types of policy questiongarticularly if they are used and
AT T OOEOOOAA ET A d&imdHirsh Panes (Base Shidy2) ACAT 8§ O #
9 Deliberative Focus Groupg Even when given a deliberative tg$kocus Groupare still
best able to address questions relating to customer experience and/or provide initial
responses to policy options or proposals. This is largely due to the limited time usually
available for deliberation.

1 General Deliberative Workshops and RepeateStructured Dialogues z Deliberative
Workshopsareequally able to addredsroad, horizonscanning questions (as demonstrated
by Case Studf4),consultations around different policy optiorfas illustrated in Case Study
26) and questions relating to consier experience (as shown by Case Studywhen
effectively and creatively designed. The key determinant of their likelihood of achieving
significant impacts on policy howevgends to be the numbers that are involved in the
process.

1 These two categorisations are grouped together here because the main difference in the methodology is hothejtane delivered,
rather than any specific aspect of thelesign or capacity to address different types of policy questions.
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9 Distributed Dialogues z Distributed Dialogues tend to be most effective when they are
used to explore consumer preferences in relation to broad policy issues, in part because it
AAT AA AEEEEAOI O O AOAx spetifiBpalicy plefernddd@OET T O AAT
the evidence collected in this waylso, ast can be difficult tomaintain quality control over
the dialogues, there is no guarantee when using this process that the opinions that are fed
AAAE O OEA T OCATEOAOO OADPOA Ok Bspohdesit®tBeET C 1 1 OA
guestions asked.
1 CitizensJuriesz This method is best used to consult on specific policy options or to identify
priorities in a broad horizoiscanning exercise. Because the focus of a Jury tends to be on
arriving at a verdict based on the analysis of evidence, it is less useful for opening up and
exploring wider, speculative issues.

1 Citizens Assemblyz Citizens Assemblies are best used whendioal is to bringalarge
representative sample of the populatianto the same deliberative process. This methe
most suitedto addresing broad, horizonscanning questionsand Assemblies are
particularly useful when there is little known aboutconshil®@ 06 1T DET ET 1 O 11 OEA E
Assemblies howevegcan also be effectively used to consult on policy options and reach
collective recommendations.

1 Deliberative Mappingz This is a method specifically designed to assess the relative merits
of different policy options from the perspective of both expert stakeholders and the wider
public.

9 Participatory Strategic Planningz As this method is designed to begin by exploramgd
agreeing a collective vision for the future, it is best used in the context of a broad herizon
scanning exercise where there is scope for participants to develop new ideas, and new policy
and practical options to achieve them.

1 Online Deliberationsz While there seems to be considerable potential for online
deliberative platforms tde developedthat are able to address all types of policy questions
the examples identified here tend to suggest that they are best used to consult on policy
options, wheranformation can be clearly presented and then discussed within quite defined
parameters.

CROSSCUTTING PRACTICAL OSIDERATIONS

PARTICIPATION AND RPRESENTATION

With any deliberative farm designed to produce outputs that can be extrapolated to be relet@n

wider public opinionit isimportant that those invited to take part are broadly representative of the
population of interest; whether that be the population of a given geographical area (for example,
Scotland as a whole or a smaller region), or gipalar group of customers or service users. Only on
such a basis will it be reasonable to assume that the findings of the forum will reflect the views of the
wider population

Ensuring representativeness begins with choosing an appropriate sample fidargy possible

frames exist, from preexisting databases (e.g. customer databases) and consumer or citizen panels,

01 OEA AAEOAA Al AAOI OAT OACEOOAO AT A OEOAA FEET AB
by professional recruiters. Each of tleeapproaches however comes witls ibwn challenges and

limitations.

Further, even if a representative sample is successfully recruited for a deliberative forum, this does
not necessarily translate into the forum being representativethe daylt is normdto see 20%
drop out for any given forum, which, despite the effort and expense that may have been dedicated
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to ensuring representativeness, can result in a skewed sample, depending on the demographic and
attitudinal profile of those who do not show up.

OPTIMAL NUMBERS OFARTICIPANTS

Afundamental belief underpinning approaches tolitberative public engagement is that the results
of awell-planned, weHlresourced and effectively @ilitated deliberationbetween a small, but
representative sample of the population can be extrapolated to be indicative of the views of the
wider public, if thewider publichadbeen giverthe opportunity toparticipate in the same
deliberative process.

In practice, however, when it comes to using the resultdadiberative research to inform policy, the

AAOA OOOAEAO EAOA OAT A O OOGCGCAOO OEAO Oii AOGEI ¢
useful. High numbers of participants, however, do seem to be a general indication for how robust

the research outcmes are perceived by poliapakers, particularly if they are not directly involved

in the process.

INCENTIVE PAYMENTS

Paying participants to attend deliberative engagement eventm@easingly being useas a wayo
widen the sample of people who arellivig, and ableto participate Of the case studies where
information about the payment of incentives to participate was available, payments were made to
participants in 2/3 of the research projects.

THE ROLE OF EXPERTS

Deciding on the role experts shoyiday in the actual engagement process wwilimarily depend on
the type ofoutputs the commissioning body Ieoking for. The methods discussed in this report
describe a variety of approaches to expert involvement: from those where experts produced
information in advance but had no role in the engagement procestose where the participation
of experts throughout was consideredtal.

The choice in realithoweverwill often ultimately comedown toeitherthe practical availability of
expert contribubrs, the complexity of the information that is required to be transmitted to
participants andexpert interest in the research. This too will therefore have a bearing on the most
suitable method for a particular research project.

COMPARATIVE COSTS ANVALLE FOR MONEY

It has been very difficult throughout this research projecbtuiain accurate costs for the examples
presented as case studies in this report. In many cases both commissioning bodies and contracting
organisatiors consider this information to be commercially sensitive and have withheld it in their
published reports What information has been made available to us, either through published
sources or followup contact, is however included in the case studies.

In mary cases however we are aware that this will not gheeCFUthe level of detalil it is looking
for. For this reason we have included in the body of the report some cost estirdatigned to
serve as an indication to commissioners of the types of costejeg may incur.

THE PRESENTATION ORFORMATION

All of the case studies informing this report provide examples of where participants are being asked
to use nevly received information to inform their deliberations. As such the way information is
presentedz when, in what format and by whomplays a key role in determining the quality of both
the deliberations and outputs in a research project.
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One way that some of the examples have attempted to deal with the challenge invohasking
participants to d@sorb a considerable amount of new, and often quite technical or complex
information, is to design processes that take place over 2 or more occasions.

Regardless of the topic or the length and structure of the protesgever, ensuring that the
information given to participants is engaging, accessible and presented in ways that hold their
interest, is essential. The case studies analysed in this report highlight a number of different
methods for doing this and emphasise that variety is key to success.

A final consideration in regards to the presentation of informatiehates towho is responsible for
presenting the information to participantg facilitators, experts or a combination of botm
determining this a key factor should also be how tpeblicwill perceive theauthority and neutrality
of the information provided

REPORTING

One of the biggest challenges for anyone undertaking research into consumer views is ensuring that
the information generated through the project reaches, and is taken into antby, policy and
decisionrmakers. Having them aware of, supporting and possibly even directly involved in the
research is an important first step to achieving impact.

There are however a range of additional measures that can be introduced into thesgrdesign to
bring the outputs of the research to the attention of those that can best use them to affect change.
One particularly successful approach appears to be having the participants themselves present the
results of the research directly to decisiomakers.

PLANNING AN EFFECTIY DELIBERATIVE RESERCH PROJECT

In planning an effective deliberative research projdwtre are a range aftages and considerations
necessary tensure that the method chosen is best able to produce useful evidendbavea
demonstrable impact on the policy issue being addressed.

DEFINING THE PURPOSH THE RESEARCH

Establishing a clear research purpose, and getting agreement on it within the commissioning body
and partnersis the single most important stage of anggagement process. Indeed, no

participatory process should proceed without it. A good purpose will be highly focaiseédhave

clear objectives which are easy for all to understand, including the participants. It is important that in
defining the purpose thre is also clarity about the desired outputs and outcomes

UNDERSTANDINGCOPE AND CONTEXT

Considering the scope and context for a proposed research project is essential for understanding the
social, political and institutional environment in which thesearch is taking placeand therefore the
potential that it has to influence policy and decisiamaking.In order to havenaximumimpact a

research process must be Wembedded within its context.

It is also vital at this stage to identify the scope dfiiance available to the resear¢he. how much

can really change andhvat can be achieved in practigeThis will require makingxplicit links

between the participatory process and the location of the specific decision(s) that the research is
hoping toinform or influence Doing so will not only help in defining an appropriate and achievable
purpose for the research project but will also establish its boundaries: clarifying what is, and what is
not, open for discussion.

Finally, ifthe views of consunms attained through deliberative researeine tohave a direct impact
on policy, these viewsiot only need to be presented to the institutions responsitdethe decision
but there needs to be agreement from the institutioa teceive the information gegrated, consider
it in its decisioamaking processes and respordyvolving decisioamakers inplanning discussions
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from the earliest stageand getting their support for the project, is therefore going to improve the
impact the research is likely to have.

RESEARCKUTPUTS
Defining the type of outputs required from the research is a crucial part of designing the process
because it:
- helps the process designer choose the right method to get the outputs wanted, as different
participatory methods are designeatproduce different types of outputs;
- EAIT PO AOGAOUITA OEETE OEOI OCE EI x OEA 1
i AAOET ¢ EAI b AAEEAOGAndih&eord OAOAT T T OOAI
- ensures the right outputs are produced at the right time.
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Determiningwhat type of outputs are going to be most useful and relevant to decisiakers in a
particular policy context will help determine which method is best used to achieve the research
purpose.

WHO NEEDS TO BE INVWED?

Selecting the appropriate type @farticipants to take part in any deliberative research can be key to
its successThe Case Studies considered in this report suggesttatresults of consumer research
are likely to baaken more seriously by poliemakersif they are able to demonstratthe
representativenessf participants,or when they involve people from a targeted group who will be
directly impacted by the results of the decision.

IDENTIFYING WHO ELEEDS TO BE INVOLVED

Considerations regarding whoeeds to be involved in the research project should take into account
not only the identification and recruitment of public participants for events but also the involvement
of stakeholders in planning

Our research suggests that even the simplest projeitt benefit from a formal Planning or Steering
Groupto help define the purpose of the research and contributédaletailed planninglt is

important, when identifying potential stakeholders, to think not only of who already has an interest
intheresd OAE AOO Al O O1 Al Ted)EuihAdiot bedhio da®@ Gakdividl A8 A A
would have the ability to obstruct progress or impact if they were not involved.

CHOOSING A METHOD

All methods have their strengths and weaknesses and the key is totdbtedght one for the
particular purpose and contexThere are a number of further factoaad practical issues which a
commissioning body may want to considershortlisting methods that are mostikely to achieve
their purpose:

1 Ability to deal with complex and/or technical information: Some methods are better able
to create time and space for participants to learn the details of a topic under discussion and
become informed about the issue.

1 Depth of dialogue / deliberation: Somemethods specifically focus on creating space for
dialogue between participantgndthis can beparticularlyrelevant when commissioners are
interested in gaining greater insight into public reasoning.

1 Ability to deal with conflict: In situations where thee areknown to be entrenched and
opposing views on a subject it can be important to choose a method that is able to deal with
conflict constructively, capture public reasonieffectively,and help participants to identify
common ground through deliberadn.

1 Costs:In the planning and commissioning of any specific project a range of decisions (e.g.
relating to the number of participants, number of meetings/events, geographic locations,
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recruitment methods, payment of participant expenses etc.) will &adly have an impact
on final costs

1 Time commitment required from participants: The time of volunteer participants is also a
resource and needs to be used &lis While it may be easier to get people to commit to a
single short event, the tradeff may bethe depth of dialogue able to take place. At the
same time however, participants are often more willing to give greater amounts of their
time to something that ha strategic national importancer direct relevance to theselves
than they are to get inviwed even briefly in something they dwt see as meaningful.

COMMISSIONING

While the budget available for the research project will ultimately play a decisive role in what can be
commissioned, there are a number of things that will help ensure a suetesshmissioning

process, including:

1 Having a clearly defined purpose, along with the type of outputs expected, before beginning
the commissioning process;

1 Involving stakeholders and partners in the commissioning process, if possible, to ensure
their buy-in to the research;

9 Bringing the delivery team on board as early as possible, to benefit from their expertise in
the process design;

1 Being flexible about methods: while you may have a preferred method in mind, stipulating
what features of the specific methibhave led to your choice, and being open to advice from
contractors about hybrid or alternative methods, may result in the development of a
bespoke methodology that could better deliver on your purpose;

1 Allowing sufficient leadin time for your researchrpject, particularly if it is deggned to
influence a specific timéound decision things are likely to take longer than you expect!

IMPLICATIONS FOR DHBERATIVECONSUMER ENGAGEMENIN
THE REGULATED INDUSIES IN SCOTLAND

This report has usedver30different examples of deliberative research, within the regulated
industries and related sectors, to assess the methodological strengths, value to commissioning
bodies and impacts on poliof different methodological approaches. The aim has béidentify
what can be learnt from the experiences of othewselp the CFU plan for future deliberative
research with consumeiia the context of the regulated industries in Scotland

The report has shown that, while a wide range of deliberative methods areyhesiad to influence

these industries worldwide, there is limited evidence of some of the more creative methods having
been used in the UK. That said, the evidence in this report suggests that it is clearly possible to use a
wide range of innovative and caive methods to engage consumers in meaningful and productive
deliberations on complicated policy matters

It also showshat using deliberative methods effectively and appropriately will hitle CFU,
suppliers and regulatorsmbedprinciplesof effective consumer engagemengndthe practical
featuresof good practice that they support, into their efforts fnace the interests of consumers at
the heart of their planningpoliciesand decisioamaking.
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CONCLUSIONS AND REQOMWMENDATIONS

The first conclusin that has to be drawn from this research is that, in the considered opinion of all
members of the research team, there is no simple answer to the question of which is the best
method for the CFU to use to build their evidence base on Scattistsumer vews and

preferences in relation to utility policies

There are however a number of lessons that can be taken from this analysis to inform the next stage
I £ OEA #&580 OAOAAOAE ET OF ET x AAI EAAOAOEOA 1 A«
opinions inpolicy and decisiormaking within the regulated industries in Scotland.

1. Allof the method types discussed in this report have demonstrated that they are able to

answer a range of research questions effectively, produce useful and persuasive information
that is able to influenceolicy-making, and deliver measurable impacts.

Clarity of purpose, effective planning and a clear path for influence all seem to have more
bearing on the ability of a deliberative research project to bring the views and preferefces
consumers (and/or the wider public) into the policy process, than the specific method
chosen.

2. Some methods however have been shown to be more effective than others in addressing
different types of policy questions. Despite the small number of examijaesd, Citizens
Juriesare arguably a particularly appropriate method for engaging consumers in
deliberation on a policy problem that can potentially be solved in a number of different
ways. This method also has a proven record of delivering consdresssl outputs to
research questions framed around the consideration of different policy or implementation
options.

3. This research has highlighted that Citizens Advisory Panels are a particularly useful and cost
effective way of embedding a consumer perspgetinto the ongoing work of an
organisation. The success of the model employed by Ofgem for their Consumer FirssPanel
is a very clear example of good practice in this regard, demonstrating clear impacts en long
term strategic planning as well as practigmlicy implementation.

4. The number of people involved in the deliberations has been shown to be a key factor in
whether the outputs from consumer research are likely to have a significant impact on
policy, particularly policies that have strategic or iweiwide implications.

Structured Dialogues, repeated in a range of locations or with different groups, have been
demonstrated to be a particularly effective method for achieving the scale of participation
required for the results to be seen as robust agpresentative enough to be taken seriously
in policy and decisiomaking processes. The caveat to this is that, asith& | $tructired
Dialoguesis really one used to describe a logistical approach to delivery rather than a
distinct method, the qualityof the specific workshop design will ultimately have a
fundamental impact on the success of the research.

5. The effective provision of information, and ensuring participants have the time to absorb
and use it to inform their thinking and discussions, is taegelivering effective deliberative
research projects. The evidence compiled here suggests that the most effective way of
doing this is to design the process to take place over more than one session, allowing
participants time to reflect on and/or seekare information about the matter under
discussion.
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6. The deliberative engagement events compiled in this report vary freho@r focus groups,
to CitizensJuries run over-B days to ongoing Consumer Reference Groups or Customer
Forums. While there are alwys exceptions to the rule, it seems that the more time allowed
for learning, dialogue and deliberation within a research projtw greater the impact the
process is likely to have.

7. The importance of clarity regarding the type of outputs required fritna research (and how
these outputs will be used) has also been identified as a key factor in delivering the greatest
impacts from a research project.

This is particularly relevant to the context in which the CFU is proposing to commission
consumer resealtt. The primary reason for the CFU choosing to undertdddiberative
research into consumer views appears to be to give the organisation greater insight into
customer preferences (including the motivations, values and reasoning behind them) in
order to endle the CFU to represent these vietstter to decisionmakers. Therefore
methods that give the most focus to developing and encouraging effective and informed
deliberation between participants, and whiehe designed tgrovide outputsthat capture

the process of public reasonihg OAAT 11 00 OOEOAAT A A1 O AAlI EOAOQE

For this reason Deliberative Focus Groups (due to their short length), Participatory Strategic
Planning processes and online deliberations (at least in any of the tsrosed in the
examples considered in this report) seem the least appropriate choices.

8. Across all of the Case Studies analysed for this report, concerns regarding the
representativeness of those participating in the deliberation were identified as adatgif
in determining whether the outputs of the research were considered a legitimate source of
evidence and therefore suitable for informing policy decisions.

As discussed in Chapter 7 however, a truly representative sample is virtually impossible to
achieve at the scale of most deliberative projects (if ever). We would suggest that rather

than dwelling on the need to recruit a representative sample for research projects, the CFU
adopts an approach towards sampling that reflects the principles establifiretie

Sciencewise programme, where the goal is to be appropriately representative to the scale
and importance of the issue under discussion: "Public dialogue does not claim to be fully
representative, rather it is a group of the public, who, after adetquinformation,

discussion, access to specialists and time to deliberate, form considered advice which gives a
strong indication of how the public at large feels about certain issues. The methodology and

results need to be robust enough to gigelicy-makers a good basis on which to make
" 2

policy".

9. This research has demonstrated that paying consumers to participate in deliberative
research projects has become standard practice. It is broadly considered to be a legitimate
and necessary way of ensuring thihe widest crosssection of the public agrees, and is able,
to participate if asked. A budget to allow for this would therefore need to be built into
almost any deliberative research the CFU was to commission in the future. However, from
the evidence colleed here the amount offered to participants appears to be quite arbitrary.

23AEAT AAXxEOAR O4EA ' 1 OAOI T AT 680 ' DDPOT ARE O O0O0ATEA S$EAITGCOA i1
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/assets/Publications/Sciencewiseiding PrinciplesEF 1-Nov-13.pdf.
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10. The research projects that have demonstrated the clearest and most direct impacts on
policy-makingand service delivery are those that have been directly commissioned and
plannedby the organisations responsible for making the decisions. This is the case across all
of the typesof policy questions considered.

This has important implications for the CFU because, unlike many of the organisations who
have commissioned the work presextt in the case studies, the CFU is unlikely to hold the
final authority over the policies it is aiming to influence on behalf of consumers. It will be
important therefore for the CFU to work very closely with its partners and stakeholders,
particularlypolicy-makers, in the design and commissioning of prospective research to
ensure it has the best chance of having significant influence on their decisions.

11. How the results of a research project are presented to policy and deaisaders is also
very important in maximising its potential impact. Ideally negotiations with potimyakers in
advance of the research starting will establish their receptivity and identify a route into the
decisionrmaking process, however in reality this is not always possible.

Another strategy that has been shown to be effective throughout this research is for
participants to present their conclusions directly to those with the authority to implement
them. This can be achieved in a number of ways, depending on the interest andoditgila
of decisionmakers, including having them present and listening throughout the
deliberations, attending a final session to hear and respond to recommendations, or
reconvening with a selection of participants and politykers after the deliberativprocess
specifically for this purpose.

12. It is also important to note that although a number of the research projects considered in
this report were unable to claim any specific impactpmiicy-makingthey were still
evaluated as successful, useful and tharhile by the commissioning bodies. This
emphasises the important role that deliberative research can play in developing a wider, and
AARAPAOh ETT x1 AACA AT A O1 AAOOOAT AET ¢ T &£ AITO
whole that can then be deployed toflaencepolicy-makingmore generally over time.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared by Involve and Ipsos MORI to address the following research question
posed by Citizens Advice Scotlam@@AS)Consumer Futures UnfCFU)

What deliberative research has been done in the UK and internationally within
the regulated industries (water, energy and post) and what can we learn from
this?

The CFUalongside the regulatory and service providers involved @s¢éhindustries in Scottal, has

a long history of undertaking research with consumers to inform theiicy-makingand service
planning. To date however much of this research has relied on polling, surveyepth interviews,
analysis of customer complaints or traditional facgroup approaches to market research. Much
less consumer research has been undertaken within these sectors using a deliberative approach
deliberative approaclprovides consumers with information about the complexity of issues within
these policy areaand engagsthem in informed deliberation, within a facilitated group, designed
to explore their responses, understandings and preferences.

The CFUs now interested in expanding the range of research models it uses to understand

consumer attitudes Itwants totest out a range of deliberative approaches designed to help the

I OCAT EOAOETT CAET A AAAPAO O1 AAOOGOAT AET ¢ T &£ Al1060
relation to policymaking and how public monies should be spent. Recognising treretlare a

multitude of deliberative participatory methods that could be used, this research has been initiated

to helpthe CFUdentify which methods are most appropriate for engaging customers and the wider

publicon strategic and policy issu@gthin the specific context of the regulated industries. The

purpose of the research therefore is to enatiie CFUo make informed, evidencéased

assessments of methodological options when planning their own intended fieldwork research into

what Scottish consumey think about utility policies.

In order to furnistthe CFUwith the learning the organisation seeikbe research team from Involve
and Ipsos MORI have combined ddsksed researcith direct contact with UK service providers
and regulatory bodies to htify published and unpublished examples of deliberative engagement
undertaken within these sectors. We have alsedipublished evaluation reporend indepth
interviews to enable us natnlyto describe, but also asseghe quality and impacts ahe
engagementwork.

This report sets out to providine CFUwith:

1 acomprehensive overview of the deliberative engagement done within the regulated
industries, supplemented with key examples from other custoffmused sectors;

1 a breakdown of how different ethods have been used across the different industries and to
address diferent types of policy questign

1 an assessment of the deliberative qualities of the case studies identified, highlighting best
practice in deliberative engagement from these sectors;

9 an outline of the costs of different deliberative methods, as they have been used in recent
examples;

I an assessment of how different methods have beealeated by commissioning bodies
considering how effective the approach has been in addingtothe seiter ET 1 x1 AACA 1T &
customer opinions and providing useful datashether they have been assessed as prowd
a valuefor-money approachand the impact they have had on policy and service delivery;

1 an overview of the lessons learnt by commissioning bodies$ with enablethe CFUo0 gain
from their collective experience of using deliberative approadimggresentconsumer
perspectives tgolicy-makers and the challengs they faced in achieving this
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9 aclear understanding dfow it can useall the abovenformation to informits ongoing work
toOAPOAOGAT O AT 1 001 AOOGS EIT OAOAGGAUdes Asvotdth OE A
to integrate consumer principles into lorterm strategic planningandto strengthenthe
impact ofconsumer voices current policymaking processes
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2. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research team from Involve and Ipsos MORI have asmanbination of deslbased research,
outreach to stakeholders and qualitative-@tepth interviews to inform the research report.

Ourresearch methodology can be described as having 3 distinct stages, as outlined bitlowdh
due to the time constraints associated with this projegll stages have been undertaken
concurrently).

1. Scoping fhase: iterature review outreach to servicg@roviders and regulators
2. Preparation of case studieincluding indepth interviews and evaluation
3. Analysis and reporting

STAGE 1: SCOPING PHE

A systematicliterature review was undertaken tdentify published examples of deliberative
engagement actiities mainly within the energy, water and post sectors in the UK in the 1a$05

years This aimedo provide a comprehensive account of where deliberative approaches have been
used to influence policy development and outcomes (as opposed to other isslagsd to

consumer experience, for exampl@his provided the team with an understanding of the raragel
scope ofknown activity ancenabled us to identify where international examplatiouldalsobe

sought tosecure auseful range of examples acraogee different industries, policy stages and
methods.

At the same time we approached Wvernmentfegulatory bodies andervice providers in the
water and energy industries and asked them to identify argmples of diéberative engagement
they hadundertaken (or knew aboutWwhich may not be published, or where detailed information is
not publically availableTo date this has not yieldeglsignificant response and, within the timeframe
of the project it has not been possible to follow up this initial coctaWe are therefore not in a
position to assess whether the lack of respotisdue to the fact that they had no examples or
whether they did not see a reason to respond to our request.

All of the examples identified in this stage were coded by sector (water/energy/post/other),
methodology and the type of policy question they were designed to addrBiss.categories used to
distinguish methods are:

Consumer Reference Groups / Customeruros
Citizens Advisory Forums
Deliberative Focus Groups
General Deliberative Workshops
Repeated Structured Dialogues
Distributed Dialogues
CitizensJuries

Citizens Assembly

Deliberative Mapping
Participatory Strategic Planning
Online Deliberations

= =4 =4 =4 -4 -8 —a -8 -8 -9 A

More cetail on the definition of each of these methods can be found in the body of this report.

The dassificationsused to distinguish different types of policy question were drawn fthm
unpublished Options Appraisal previously prepared by InvolvéieICRJ and are:

1 Examining broad policy objectives / horizon scanrgmgherein participants are asked to
examine the higHevel objectives of a policy or policy programme and identify priorities,
areas of interest and concerns. There may also be opportuniges to generate new ideas.
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1 Consultation on policy options to inform how a policy might be delivegbére participants
are generally being asked to consider a more specific set of policy or implementation
options. The purpose would usually be to prioitihem and/or identify areas of agreement
and concern.

1 Questions around the consumer experience of an existing service/prqahd focused on
gaining consumer insight into existing practice. In addition to reviewing aspects of service
delivery, the participants may also be asked about their understanding of, and response to,
existing priorities and practices.

STAGE 2PREPARATION OF CASHUDIES

Following this scoping phasandin consultation withthe CFU 31 of the research projects identifie
were selected for further focusna developed into case studieBhis selection was made both to
ensure a range of methods from across each sector and on thie bbthe depth of information and
evaluationavailable (or likely to become availabl@heprojects selected mainly come from the UK
and Ireland, however examples from elsewhere (particularly Australia and Canada) were included
where it was felt that there was something important that could be learnt from their approach.

8 examples were also psued forfurther investigation through irdepth interviews The purpose of
these interviewsvasto provide a more detailed understanding of the commissioning bdil O
experience of the deliberative engagement procespecifically:

- how useful it was to therin terms of presenting the views of customerdhin strategic
policy contexts
- what it added to their understanding of custor@e08 D OAEZAOATAAO AT A DPOE
- how effectively it answered thehesearch question
- how it compared, complemented or added tohmr engagement activitiethey have
undertaken;and
- their overall evaluation of its value ttecisionmakers and value for money

A small number of examples identified in our initial sweep of the literature were also excluded at this
point, and ultimatelyhave not been included in this report, because upon further investigation it was
found that either:

- they were not actually deliberative in their methodology;

- the deliberative quality of the discussions was fmaor to contribute any benefit to the
study;or

- there was too little information available about the project to add value to the analysis.

STAGE 3: ANALYSIS ANREPORTING
Analysis of evidence compiled throughout the project (from the case studies, interviews and any
additional sourcesyvasled by Ka&la Scottfrom Involve and supported by the wider team.

Our focushas been nojust onreporting what we have discoveredut alsoanalysisof the
implications of this evidence fahe CFB O x EAA O O A-énbAddiAgeon®u@@® b1 OA
perspectives and gferences into policy andecisionmakingwithin the regulated industries in
Scotland.On this basis we have usedr own profesional judgement and experience to evaluate
the relative merits of the examples discussed in the case studies, challenge sohge of
commissionersown conclusions andraw out key lessonthat will enablethe CFUo apply the
outcomes of this researcto their work
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3. DEFINING DELIBERATIE ENGAGEMENT

Deliberative public engagement is a distinctive approach to involving people in degisaiing. It is
different from other forms of engagement in that it is about giving participants time to consider and
discuss an issue in depdmd thencome to a considred view.

To be deliberative, a proceseeds toinvolve™

1 discussion between participants at interactive events (including through online
technologies). These events are designed to give sufficient time and space to enable
participants to gain new infanation and to discuss in depits implicationsfor their existing
attitudes, values and experience. These discussions result in a considered view, which may
10 TAU 1T1060q AR AEAEAOAT O A£O0I I DPAOOEAEDPAT 008 1
through careful exploration of the issues at hand.

1 the opportunity to workwith a range of people and information sourcemcluding evidence
and views from people with different perspectives, backgroundmterests.This may
include evidence requested or conssioned by participants themselves. Discussions are
managed to ensure that a diversity of views from people with different perspectives are
included, that minority or disadvantaged groups are not excluded, and that discussions are
not dominated by any partular factionor individual

9 aclear task or purpose, related to influencing a specific decision, policy, service, project or
programme.

WHEN TO USE DELIBERAVE PUBLIC ENGAGEME

Deliberative public engagement is most suitable in circumstances when:

1 policy ordecisionmakers are keen to listen to and take account of public views, as a
contribution to more robust decisions based on a deeper understanding of public \atdes
attitudes;

1 the decision, policy or service in question involves complex issaesytainty or conflicting
beliefs, values, understanding, experience and behaviours; or where one \vigwpight
otherwise dominate

1 the decision will require tradeffs between differing policy options, and participants
working together can explore inafail the implications of alternatives to result irbetter-
informed decisionpr

1 thedecisionmakercannot make and implement a decision alone; there needs to beibuy
from others.

Conversely, deliberative public engagement should not be used when:
T crucial decisios have already been takeor

9 there is no realistic possibility that the engagement process will influence decisions.

®The Involve Foundation,adl EA . AOET T A1 #1171 001 A0 #1 O1 AEI BT DSRAOERADRAIOEORS 00AT EAVY®dD T
http://lwww.involve.org.uk//wpcontent/uploads/2011/03/Deliberativeublic-engagementnine-principles. pdf.
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THE UNIQUE VALUE OBPELIBERATIVE ENGAGEBNT

Arguments in favour of using deliberative engagement with consumers and the wider public

often made on the basisof thEAET C A OAAEOAOE AT A Oi iThekeisET A1 OOE
however a growing body of thought that argues that there amside range of instrumental and
practicalbenefits in using deliberative approachdmth for policy-makers andfor those engaged.

Where traditional consumer engagement tools, such as opinion polls or customer survey®tend

i AAOOOA OOI1 b lidvievsQdEliBerakivA publid engaGefnent provides policy and
decisionmakers with much richer data on public attitudes and values, offers opportunities to
exploremore fullywhy people feel the way they do, and allows the time to develop ideas, options
and priorities with the public. For the public participants, the experience provides opportunities to
share and develop their views with each other.

The objective of the following section is to set out these arguments in general terms and to
demonstrate whymany of these benefits can only be achieved through deliberative (rather than
non-deliberative) engagement processes.

POLICIES DEVELOPEDSING DELIBERATIVE BUIC ENGAGEMENT ARE

GENERALLY OF HIGHERJALITY

OOAOA OEAO AT CACAI AT O xEOE AT 1001 AOO AT A OEA xI
AAT EOAOU TDHOETT Oh cOl O1 AAA ET ARAOMdrénsdadtiex | AACA
give for thisinclude the following

MULTIPLE POINTS OHRBW MAKE FOR BETTE®LICY

Deliberative public engagement can lead to better polimykingboth because ofvhois involved

andhowthey are involved.

Onwho, there is evidence to suggest thiairger more diversgroupscanmake better decisions or
judgements than smaller, more homogenous groups of expftShis is because of the different
perspectives and experiences they bring to a policy questmgaging the publig a different group
with new perspectivesshouldthereforelead to betterpolicy-making.

Onhow, engaging a more diverse group is unlikely to lead to better policy if participants are just
asked for their immediate reactions to policy optiofi®. through nondeliberative methods like
polling). This is particularly true isituationswherethe considerationsnvolved in making a decision
are more complicated, or requiteade-offs or reconciliations between competing values or groups
While understandinghe publicdd 1 17T OO0 Bl b 010day st @edsdiul @ Adtididiriakels,

it does not provide a means wfentifying levels of support fothe compromiseghat may be

needed Bycontrast,however,deliberative engagement methods create a space in which
participantscanmove beyond aebate based on competing seiffiterest towards negotiations
focused orthe common good This in turn enables decisianakers to explore the reasons behind
public preferences and their appetite for compromise, usefully informing policy decision¥.

4 The Involve Foundation and The National Consumer @iud$ A1 EAAOAOE OA 0 EAIAE O Okl GAEPATAMKORG * OT A o
http://www.involve.org.uk//wpcontent/uploads/2011/03/Deliberativeublic-engagementnine-principles.pdf

5 Surowiecki, JameFhe Wisdom of Crowds: Why the Many Are Smartethieafew Repr (London: Abacus, 2014).

6#1 1 AT QukyATBedrém, for example, ispalitical science theorem about the relative probability of a group of individuals arriving at a

correct decision by majority vot@hich suggests that the larger the group is, the greater the chance that it will arrive at the correct

decision.lt isoften used to justify the value of direct democracy, and majority rulégaiding the winner of arlection.

7 List, Christian and Goodir2 | AA OO %8 Dethesctacy B@rkeialzing the Condordetry4 E A T QiAdrnial @f Political Philosophy

9, no. 3 (September 2001): 2806, doi:10.1111/146&760.00128.

8QuicketalO# EAT CET ¢ - ET A0 4EOQOI OCE $AI EAROKLERIC ¢ 1 ARADE BAAD O DIl DOADEDD 0
Transportation Research Board 94th Annual Mee®dd5, http://docs.trb.org/prp/13286.pdf.

9 Gutmann, Amy andhompson$ AT 1T EO O$ Al E A A O A Ore Haztings Kén@(RepdiE fio ASQNiag Togyi 88,

doi:10.2307/3528667.
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ENGAGEMENT LEADS TO A MRE HOLISTIC APPROAQID POLICY DECISIONS

Actively engagingwith the public promptgpolicy-makers to consider ideas and evidence that they
would not normally factor into their decisiemaking processes. This forcpslicy-makers to take a
more holistic approach tpolicy-making, leading to betterdecisionrmakingand, therefore, better
policy.

However, superficial engagement exercises oftendither to tell policy-makers anythirg they do
not already know, oto enablethem to consider policy questions from different pgrectives.In
order for an engagement exercise to provipelicy-makers with more than the brute fastof

PAT PIl A6O bPI 1 EAU POAZAOAT AAOh OEA DPOT AAOGO TAAAO OI
environment to aticulate the values that underlie tlse preferenceswhich is something only
deliberative public engagement can guarant&e.

POLICIES DEVELOPEDITH THE HELP OF PURLENGAGEMENT ARE V@& LIKELY

TO BEABLE TO BE IMPLEMEND

Engagement, when done well, honly creates opportunities for poliegnakers to hear public

concerns and priorities around contentious issues, but also creates greater public understanding of
issues that need to be considered. This has the potential to generate a senses of shared
respansibility for successful policy and service delivery outcorrepart this is because the process

of engagement creates an environment of greater transparency and accountability (and thus
legitimacy) for decisiormaking,and provides decisiemakers withgreater knowledge about the
publicacceptability (omot) of specific policy options.

POLICY IS MORE LIKELTO GO WITH THE GRmAOF PUBLIC VALUES

With many policy decisions, there is a risk of public backlash if people do nobé&edheir specific

ethical or social concerns have been taken into accdaBecause deliberative public engagement
forcespolicy-makers to considethese factorspolicy-makers who uset will be in a far better

position to develop policy that is sensitive poblicconcerns andherefore avoids public backlash.
Throughdeliberative publiengagementE O EO BT OOEAI A O1 11 06A PAOGO DPAOO
agreement and disagreement on policy idé2and get toan understandingof the values people

bring to bear on the question imand** Thisis far harder tachieve througlother participatory
processeswhichusuallyonly present policymakerswith evidence ofvhat participants think of a

specific proposal, rather thawhy this is. Without a deeper understanding of the basis of
paOOEAEDAT (Aiy-makerd miayAbd lefih aosition of develofing policy that takes the

1 AOOAOh AOO 110 OEA OPEOEOh 1T &£ PAI PIAGO AT 1T AAO
AOOAAT Ah AT A O AT E OOOt Anderstaind the Airidénedadvalued dantl A A O1
assumptions that motivate them.

0

¢

]
0

POLICY DECISIONS ARBORE LIKELY TO BE EEPTABLE TO THE PUIBL
People are more likely to accept a decistbat they disagreewith (or thatdisadvantages them
personally) if theyoelieve that it has been reached through a fair and open protess.

In the context of controversial decisions, noeliberative forms of public engagement run the risk
of being perceived as unfair. Indeed, simpblling a representative sample of the pofation to

OAbelson JulisAO A1 8h O$i A0 $AI EAAOAOEIT - AEA A S$SEAEZAOAT ARAODEDGhOO &EOT T A
Health Policy (Amsterdam, Netherlan66) no. 1 (October 2003): £506.

WaEA )T O11 OA &1 01 AAGETT AT A 4EA . AOGET T Al -.#811A0 ®IQEG A+E 03 1AKENI 6h - OOMI EE AuhaO
http://iwww.involve.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2011/03/Deliberativeublic-engagementnine-principles.pdf.

L3 AEATAA A0 11 %2bAdDi 001 ODPA OAARERT AAT Al O&DT 1 OEA 3AEATAA & O 111

BorsquK.Cetalh O%wl CACET ¢ OEA 0O0OAI EERAA i"1# " EH IAMA TERUGLK MeSHBANGEDMD. Wi O

(2009): 20315, doi:10.1159/000167801.

l4pbelson* O EA AO Ai 8h OwgAIi EIETC OEA 211 A T £ #i10Ag0 ET OEA )i bi Al Al OAC
AOT I A #AT AAEAT Sotid $rikroddMedicke 30010 (MENTR607): 2%PB, ti:10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.01.013.

15van denBost AA O AOG Aish OwOAI OAGEI C / OOAT T AOG AU -AAT O T £ OGEA &AEO 0071 AA
3 AOE O £A A GE i Journal®iPersoainandSodal Psycholdgyo. 6 (1998): 1498503, doi:10.1037/008514.74.6.1493.
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define publicpreferences is not necessarily the fairest means of informing a policy decision. There is
a tendency towards preference aggregationhere decisions are made on the basis of what is most
acceptable to greatest number @ieople. Thisapproach to grougecisionmakingcan lead to the
tyranny of the majority with many people in the minorityiewing such decisions aither fair nor
legitimate. In order to overcome this, the franoé conversatiomeeds tobe shifted to one focusing
onthe idea of the common good. Only when que feelthat adecision is in the common goazin

they accept it even if it is againgheir ownselfinterest. This shifting of the frame can be brought
about by deliberativadialogue'®*’*®In addition to thisthere is evidence suggesting that policy
developed through deliberative public engagement is (and is 4edye) more legitimate than policy
developed by other processés.

THOSE INVOLVED BENHFFROMTHEIR ENGAGEMENT

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT BEFITS PARTICIPAIST
Members of the public who participate in public engagement to develop policy benefit from an
increased sense of empowerment and an increased sense of solidarity with their comrffunity.

Those who have engagetioweverwill usuallynot feel an increased sense of solidarity if all they
have done is vocalised their differing opinions on a question and voted on a way forward, with the
most popular view winning. If anything, this is more likely to exaggerate a sense of insuperable
difference.To have the most positive effect on participants the engagement process needs to
provide acontextwithin which participants cawork towardsbuilding consensugor at least a

position everyone can live withjvhich is something that deliberative gagement can dg*

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PROVES THE POLICY DELOPMENT CAPACITYFONSTITUTIONS
Institutions that carry out public engagement benefit from improved policy development capacity.
Because public engagement prompts institutions to question andseas the means by which they
make decisions, they find themselves in a better position to develop durable, publically acceptable
policy in the future.

Publicpolicy-makers cannot really equip themselves to develop durable policy that outlives specific
concerns (and that follows the sgtirather than the letter of publiopinion) if they do not

understand the values and assumptions underlying the preferences people exXptessrder to get

to the bottom of these, engagement exercises need to be delibeeat?

16QuicketalO# EAT CET ¢ - ET AO 4EOI OGCE $AT EAAOAOEI T84
17Gutmann and Thompsoh O0$ A1 EAAOAOGET ¢ AAT OO "ET AOEEAOS8G
18 AAT 01T AO Ai8h O$7T A0 $AIT EAAROCAOGEIT -AEA A S$EEEAOAT AAeod

9pryzek* | E1 38 OSEDBQOOEDEOEAOR AORI Ehk bimahck Folities| o.2 OyA18d3): BEKE A1 A AR

doi:10.2307/2132297.
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assets/publicationspinion-files/7489.pdf.
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4. OVERVIEWOF THE SCOPINGXERCISE

The scoping exercise that informedtis report identified50examples of deliberative engagement
with consumersor the wider public that seem to have relevance to the questions pose¢tddZCFU

at the outset of this researcii.7of these examples are broadly linked to the energy sector (including
energy generation, carbon mitigation and energy futureX).are related to water (covering topics
including priorities for industry, environmental magement and flood risksOur scoping research
wasonly able to identifyone examplefrom the postal sector.

A further12examples have beeselected for inclusiofrom different industry contexts, including
publicsector infrastructurepublic safety local planningand telecommunications because of the
insight they offer in relation to how differindeliberativemethodologies have been used to address
arange ofchallenging policy questiongin outline of all of the examples identified is included in

AppendixA.

3lof the examples of deliberative engagemeiaentified were thenselected for closer analysis and
developmentinto case studiessée Table 1 below)lhis selection has been made to provide a
balanced range of examples across sectors and methodologies. Emphasis has also been given to
examples where published evaluation reports were available, enabling asessa greater depth

of information aboutthe aspects oprojects in whichthe CFUs particularlyinterested, including
effectiveness, impacand lessons learnCase tudies 131 can be found i\ppendix B

Table 1- Examples of deliberatve engagement selected foranalysis and development into casetsidies

Case | Title and Commissioning Body Year | Where Sector Method
Study
1 Public Views on Decarbonised Heating 2016 | England | Energy | Online
Technologies Deliberation
Committee on Climate ChangECC)
2 Consumer First Pandd 2011- | England | Energy | Citizens
Ofgem 2015 Advisory Panel
3 Bioenergy Dialogue 2013 | UK Energy | Distributed
Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Resear Dialogue
Council
4 CitizensJurieson Wind Farm 2013 | Scotland | Energy | CitizensJury

Development in Scotland
Climate >Change

5 Trajectories for Carbon Emission 2013 | England | Energy | CitizensJury
Reductions
Committee on Climate ChangCC)

6 Inquiry into the Economics of Energy 2012 | Australia | Energy | CitizensJury
Generation
New SouthWalesO A O1 EAT AT 06 O
Committee

7 Consumer Attitudes to Social & 2012 | UK Energy Repeated
Environmental Taxes and Charges Structured
Consumer Focus Dialogue

8 Energy 2050 Pathways: A Public Dialogue 2011 | England | Energy | General
Department ofEnergy and Climate Change Deliberative

Workshop

9 My 2050Simulation Game 2011 | England | Energy Online
Department of Energy and Climate Change Deliberation

10 The Big Energy Shift 2009 | UK Energy | Citizens
Department ofEnergy and Climat€hange Advisory Panel
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11 Participatory Planning of Sustainable 2009 | Canada | Energy | Participatory
Energy Strategy Strategic
Nova Scotia Department of Energy Planning
12 | Customer Advisory Panel 2016 | UK Water Cusbmer
Southern Water Reference
Group
13 Customer Forum 2011- | Scotland | Water Cusbmer
Water Industry Commission for Scotland 2016 Reference
Consumer Focus Scotland & Scottish Water Group
14 Flood-Risk CommunicationsDialogue 2013- | England | Water Repeated
Envirmmment Agency 2015 Structured
Dialogue
15 | Consumer Challenge Groups 2015 | UK Water Cusbmer
Ofwat Reference
Group
16 Floating the Idea: Household Customer | 2015 | England | Water Deliberative
Views on Water Market Reform FocusGroup
Consumer Council for Water
17 Public Water Forum 2015 | Ireland Water Cusbmer
Commission for Energy Regulation Reference
Group
18 | What Hoats Your Boat?: Applecross- 2015 | Scotland | Place Participatory
Firhill Basin Canal Corridor Masterplan | 2016 Making | Strategic
Scottish Canaland Glasgow City Council Planning
19 Significant Water Management Issues 2013- | England | Water Repeated
EnvironmentAgency 2014 Structured
Dialogue
20 Listening to our Customers 2012 | Scotland | Water Deliberative
Scottish Water 2013 FocusGroup
21 RiverBasin Planning Strategy 2012 | UK Water Repeated
EnvironmentAgency Structured
Dialogue
22 Domestic Water and Sewerage: 2011 | UK Water Repeated
#0001 1 AOOS woBbAAOA(Q Structured
Ofwat Dialogue
23 | Citizens Advisory Forunmon Living with 2010 | England | Water Citizens
Environmental Change Advisory Panel
Living With EnvironmentaChange
24 Metropolitan Melbourne Sewerage 2009 | Australia | Water Repeated
Strategy Structured
Melbourne Water Dialogue
25 | CitizensJurieson Water Management 2003- | The Water CitizensJury
EU project 2007 | Nether
lands
26 Central Region Sustainable Water 2005 | Australia | Water Repeated
Strategy Structured
Department of Susainability & Envirmment Dialogue
(Victoria) and WaterSmart
27 |%@Dl 1 OET ¢ 0AT DI A6 O | 2009 | South Public Repeated
Role of Government Africa Service Structured
Accenture Institute for Health & Public Service Dialogue
Value
28 Mapping Options for Tackling Climate 2012 | England | Climate | Deliberative
Change Change | Mapping

University of East Anglia
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29 Grandview-Woodland Neighbourhood 2012 | Canada | Local Citizens
Planning 2013 Plaming | Assembly
City Council of Vancouver
30 NHS Citizens Assembly 2015 | England | Health Citizens
NHS England Assembly
31 Postal User Needs Qualitative Research | 2012 | UK Post Repeated
Ofcom Structured
Dialogue
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5. ANALYSISOFCASE STUDIE®Y METHODOLOGY

Thissection of the report looks at the research projects identified throtigdreviewin relation to
methods used, ad highlightsgood practice examples. By focusing on the strengths and weaknesses
of each method as used within relevantustry contextsthe analysisdentifieshow successful the
particular method wa$n answering the research questi(g)posed anchow effective it was in
providingusefulinformation for the commissioning body

CONSUMERREFERENCEROUPS / CUSTOMER FQRS

Ourreviewidentified a range of wayim whichConsumer Reference Groups or Customer Forums
have been established to support engagement between the public and théatsgl industries.
Four of the examplgidentified, all from the water sectohave been developed into castudiesto
illustrate their differing purposs, approach to membershipnd impacts

1 Southern Water Customer Advisory PaneCase Study 12
Southern Waterhaveformed a Customer Advisory Panef service users to:
- Monitor delivery of the six priorities identified in the business plan and provide
assurance these are being met
- B OOOA OEAO 31 O O-EoGstomer pradfséidrabeity kel O U
- AMOEOA AT A DOl OEAA OAOOOET U 1T &£ 31 00EAOT 7
engagementprogramme, impact asessment and customer research
This is an expert challengmnelwhose memberdave been selectedn the basis of their
ETT xI AACA AT A AobAOEAT AA 1T &£ OEA EOOOAO AZEEA
of operation, he water sector, the UK utilities sector, and the wider economy.

1 Ofwat Consumer Challenge Groupg&cross England and Waleg¥ase Study 15
The purpose ofhe Consumer Challenge GroupSCGs)s to provide independenthallenge
to water companies and indemdent assurance to Ofwat ahe quality of a compa U 8 O
customer engagement; anthe degree to which the results of this engagement are driving
decisionmakingand areO A £1 AAOA A E busideEs/hlaniViore Brdatiiy) 6CGs are
ET OAT AAA O1 AT OOOA OEAO xAOAO AT i PATEAOGE AO
OAAOGI T AAT A AAIl AT AA tHatahe ph@sih@) Bcbpk Gnd ScalpEwork Oh AT A
required to deliver outcomes is socially, economicallg @mvironmentally sustainable.

9 Customer Forum (ScotlandCase Study 13
The Customer Forum is an independent entity, responsible for identifying and
O1 AAOOOAT AET ¢ AOOOT 1 AOOS DOET OBEDEABh AT A OAA
consumers in relation to water charges, services and infrastructure investritaatday
challenge group whose eight members were selectethiog a wealth of skills and
professional experience from many walks of life, including consuaifairs, the water
industry, the environment, public policy, business and academia. Its rolesissiare that the
AOOOT 1 AOBO OI EAA EO PAOO 1T &£ OEA OAcCOI AOT OU

1 Public Water Forum (Ireland)Case Study 17
The primary purpose of the Forum is to represent the interests of the public and water
consumers in the development of public water policy. The Forum is made up of 32 members
in total plus a Chair and Secretary. Twelve members aagvd from organisations, each
representing a specific sector of intereand 20 members are domestic water consumers.

All of theseconsumer reference groups/foteavehada role in representing consumers to service
providers and/or regulators in thespecific areasHowever, their membership, in particular, is quite
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different. Case Studies 12, 13 and 15 all describe an approach to consumer representation that relies

on an expert challenge and scrutiny panel, selected because of the expertise theydtigg

discussion; whether that is through prior experience with the water industry or through related fields

of expertise like law, marketing or business. When domestic consumers are directly represented on

these panels theivoiceswill tend to be medi® AA OEOI OCE OAT 1 OO6rAO O1 EAAS 1
voluntary sector groups formed to represent the interests of a particular sector of society e.g. Age

UK

The Public Water Forum in Ireland, by contrdets a direct membership of 20 domestic consumers,
an appoach set out irmrhe Water Services Act 20Which called for its establishment.

The princifl role of the Public Water Forum is to represéim voice of the consumer interactions
with Irish Water and the Gomission for Energy Regulatiort.dlso has the specific remit of
AT i T AT OET ¢Cc 1TO Ai1 OOEAOOEI Cc 11 OATU BIITEAU

Extract from Case Study X#Public Water Forun(lreland)

Under legislation, the @mmission for Energy Regulatiomas given the job of
recruiting the members of the Forum. In September 2015 the recruitment campaig!
began supported by significant media interest and advertising

Domestic consumerwvere invited tosubmit a writtenapplication to become a membe
of the Public Water ForumThe application formincluded basic demographic
information but did not ask about their qualifications or motivatiodgpproximately
250 applications were received.

A total of 20 domestic members weeppointed for a period of 3 yeafitom the
applications received (and a 100 persosae/e panel to allow for dropoytThe
selection of members was carried out randomly (literally drawn from a box) but wa:
carried out in way that would ensure that they were representative of Irish gpciet
generally. The selection process was independently verified and the 20 domestic
members meet the following criteria:

- Atleast two people from each age category

- Atleast five men and at least five women

- Atleast three people from each location category

- At least five people from an urban location and five from a rural location

- At least five registered Irish Water customers and at least five unregisterec

people

Organisational members were recruited at the same time as the domestic member
and there is ae organisational member from each of the following sectors (recruitet
through direct contact and advertisement):

- The interests of the consumgr

- The interests of those persons providing or occupying social hoysing

- The interests of those persons owningarcupying private rented housing

- The interests of the member organisations of the Community and Voluntar
Pillar,

- Those with a disability

- The interests of the environment

- The interests of industry

- The interests of agriculture and rural affgirs

- The inkrests of tourism and recreation

- The interests of the education sector

- The interests of the group water sector

- The interests of the trade union movement

TO AiliA

OOAE AT Hévidg aAdibex8ndmbership of 2Mhaligned domestic consumers, who attend and

participate as individuals rather than as representatives of their community or any other interest
group, therefore seems an ideal way of ensuring that domestic consumers are able to influence

decisionmakingdirectly through discussion and deliberation.
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In an interview with staff from the Commission for Energy Regulation, which provides a secretariat
for the Forum, it appead howeverthat therewere already challenges emerging.E A & TkeyOi 6 O
function is torespond to government, industry and regulator consultations as the collective voice of
the consumerWhile the discussionsvithin Forum meetings areeportedlyhighly deliberativeit

seems it may ba challenge for thigroupto develop ways of workingogether whichwill be able to
respond effectively as a collective voice of the consumer when there are so many different and
competing perspectives involved (including the voice of business which has many different priorities
from domestic consumerspistilling these views into a collective responsay potentially result in

the formalresponsedeingblander, andnore highlevel, than the discussions thattuallytook

place. This is particularly true when, as is the case here, there is no dedicatecceesotacilitator

to support the processand the responsibility falls to the chair who is himself participating on a
voluntary basis.

USEFULNESS OF THE ORPUTS

The examplesliscussed in case studies 12, 13 and 15 all contributibe toost recentpricereview
processes within the water industry in the UK. In all cases they have been assessed as playing a
useful role irgiving stakeholders a platforrthrough which to challeng@endustry plans and priorities
on behalf of consumers.

In interviewsconductedas part of this research projeataff from Ofwat have confirmed that
Consumer Challenge Groups hamegenerabplayed a valuable rol@ challenging compaiesod
approaches to consumer engagement, and as such are now seen by Ofwat as an integraltpart of i
overall regulatory strategy. They also noted that, while they have not mandated that Consumer
Challenge Groups remain in place between price revjallsvater companies have chosen to
maintain the groups, suggesting that they too find them valuable.

The Customer Forum in Scotland (Case Studyby@pontrast, had a specific role to facilitate
effective customer engagement, including undertaking their own engagement activities in order to
ascertain and then represent customépsiorities. The intention wen the Forum was formed was

around willingnesgo-pay, and as a result further research was commissioned by the Forum.

Overall however, in terms of the information provided by the Forum it was acknowledged in

evaluation repots thatthey hadneedeA O1T OAGBAOAEOA OAOEAO 11 OA EOAC
OEAT 1T ECEO ET EOEAI 1 U EAOkat fhdpdshls bk eDvaidr@dinpany ET 1 O/
were in the best interests of customefs.

In relation to the Public Water Fem, Case Study 1fhe group was only established in December

2015so0 it is too early to assess the usefulness of its outputs. Fyshmre that time there has been

significant upheaval in the water sector in Ireland, as a result of the May electioit) hds led to a
suspension of water charges and the appointment of an expert committee to review the situation

and report in March 2017. This means that it has been particularly difficult fdtothen to plan an

effective programme of work to date.

STRENGTHS OF THE METHOD
1 Consumer Reference Groups or Customer Forums are able to provide an ongoing role in
challenging and scrutinising services and policy on behalf of consumers, and over time can
develop considerable knowledge and expertise that will supfieetm to do this.

1 When they operate in a deliberative and engaging manner they provide a valuable forum for
issues to be debated and positions formed.

24 Littlechild, StephenO4 EA #0001 1 AO &1 00i g #0001 i A0 %l @ilkiesholidgl Qor1Bi2eer& A 3 AT OOE
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1 As with all of the cases referred to abgtiee groups are directly recognised and/or-co
ordinated by theorganisations they are designed to influence so they have a direct route
into decisionmaking processes.

CHALLENGES IDENTIMEY ORGANISERS

1 Akey challenge for any Consumer Reference Group or Customer Forum is ensuring that
there is a diversity of viesand experiences representechche group that will enable them
to represent the needs of all consumeectively. Recognising that this is virtually
impossible to achieve in an ongoing working group, one option is to ensure that members
receive regulareports from research undertaken with consumers that they can use to
inform their deliberations. Alternatively, mechanisms can be put in place to enable members
to request or undertake outreach or further research when they identify aspects in
discussion Were further input would be useful.

1 Most groups, even when established by or supported by the supplier or regulator, have an
advisory function only and therefore, as illustrated in Case Study 15, their recommendations
canbe ignored.

1 Further therearedifficulties in ensuring that Consumer Reference Groups or Customer
Forums are perceived by the wider body of consumers as independent and able to represent
OEAEO ET OAOAOOO8 )1 #AOA 300AU XY OAMEAOAT AA
evaluation of he role Consumer Challenge Groups played in20&4Price Revieywwhich
noted that these groups neestrong governancend a unique publientity to ensure they
are seeras independenby customers Moves made by the Public Water Forum and the
Consumeiorum to establish their own independent web pages should do much to help
achieve this for these two groups.

1 Inlarger groupg andparticularlywhere group members havediverse range of interests jn
and understandings othe regulated industdsdwidercontextz developing consensus
positions can be challenging.

1 Furthemore,while there is value demonstrated in Case Studies 13 and 15 of having a
membership with avide range of interestdt wassuggestedn the evaluation reportshat
somemembers withnon-industry backgroundstruggleat times to cope with the
complexity of the subjects under discussion, and the time commitnrequiredover a long
period.

1 When participation in Consumer Reference Groups or Customer Forums is done on a
voluntary basist can be difficult to sustain the contribution beirmgked of membes. As
suggested in Case Studies 13 ddfor groups like this to have the most impact they need
to beadequatly resourcedandsupported by paid, professional and neutral staff.

9 There & also a risk that as groups become more established, and more knowledgeable,
about the sector they are scrutinising, that they can become integrated into institutionalised
views and less able (or willing) to challenge regulators and suppliers. One Wwalpirfy to
address this is by ensuring a regular refresh of members.

1 A further challenge identified specifically in relation to Consumer Challenge Groups (Case
Study 15Yelates to the lack ogarlydirection provided to companies from Ofwat about how
best to establish, maintain and actually use the groups effectively.

CITIZENS ADVISORY RNELS

Six of the projects identified during our research have been classified as Citizens Advisory Panels,
usingthe criteria outlined in the box below. Of thesghave been developed into case studies
demonstrate a range of ways that this approach can be used to achieve different outcomes.
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CITIZENSADVISORY PANELS

For the purposes of this report the term Citizens Advisory Panel is being used to refer to initiatives th
bring together a representative sample of the population to deliberate on a number of issues over a fi
period of time.

Distinguishing Features:

9 Participants are recruited to form a representative sample of the public (as distinct from a
Consumer Reference Group / Customer Forum)
They meet on several occasions over up to a year to deliberate on different issues or questio
The topic for delibeation is set by the commissioning body, again unlike a Consumer Referen
Group / Customer Forum which will in many cases set its own agenda.

|l
|l

1 Consumer First Panels (Ofgem 20112015)Case Study 2

Ofgemhasbeen commissioning Consumer First Panels for a number of years now. Each
panel consists afip to 100domestic energy consumeifsom 4-6 locationswho meetin local
groups 340ET AO AOOET ¢ OEA Uphligydnaking. Patefs Aoker &rbnQd
of different issues but tend to be focused on how consunargage with the energynarket
and the types oinformation they need in order to make informetécisions and to
understand different enegy-relatedissuesWorkshops in previous years have focused on a
variety of issues including:

- identifying the information needed to equip customers taake informed consumer

decisions;
- identifying consumer expectations and uastanding of the work o©fgem;

- ul AAOOOAT AET ¢ AT T O00I A0OOGG OEAxO 11 OEA AOQO

reactions and understanding of potentialadels for new tariff structures;

- ¢ 1 001 AOOGG OEAxO AT A O1 AAOOQhérdletae T £ DOE

Smart Meters;

- ul AAOOGOAT AET ¢ AT 1T O0I A ciGamcials@ppokt providiéiby 1 O
suppliers and distribution companies to vulnerable and potentially vulnerable
consumers.

1 The Big Energy Shift Department of Energy and Climate Change2009)Case Study 10
Thisproject was commissioned in order to help inform the UK Governr@golicy
decisions in relation to the proposals made in the Climate Change Bill. The goal was to
establish an irdepth, deliberative dialogue withouseholders across England, Northern
Ireland, and Wales to understand how people approach the issue of energy as individuals
and householders, within the larger context of their views on what communities and the
country as a whole should d®éo achieve his, Citizens Forums were set up in 9
neighbourhoods (involving a total of 250 people) and members took part in a series of
deliberative events over &month period. These workshops focused on identifying triggers
for behaviour change and understanding athmotivates people to shift from individual, to
household, to communitywide initiatives related to domestic energy usage and options.

9 Citizens Advisory Forunon Living with Environmental Change(LWEC, 2010 ase Study

23
LWEC is aetwork of 21 public sectoorganisationswith a stake in environmental change
research and innovation. They decided to pilot a short life Citizens Advisory ForBrisial
to help feed public attitudes and values into thetrategic decisio-making process.
Three Forum sessiongere held with 18 members of the publiarticipants wereecruited
to be inclusive of the wider community ameflective ofdifferent attitudes towards the
environment (rather than strictly representative). Eactinéur forumfocused ora different
issue

- Research into floodisk management

- Research into adaptatin to environmental change
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- Decisionmakingand governance in response to environmental change
challenges.

USEFULNESS OF THE ORPUTS

Ofgemhasusedits Customer First Panels for several years now ismgoénvincedthat they provide
useful findings capturing the informed considered views of consumegshat can be acted on by
the organisationOver time they haealso refined the type of questiortey put to the Panedto
ensure that hey are directly related to influencing a specific decision or pslicgs to maximise the
contribution the Panel discussions can makéeyreport that theinformation gained throughhese
Panelsisused regularly to iff Ol  / /E@dsiorém@kingand policy Theycite specific examples
of using the findings of the research to inform their campaign messaging, sieom policies,
Ofgem publications and their future strategic planning.

The evaluation report produced at ¢hconclusion of the Big Energy Shift noted that the project had
identified a range of practical insights into how to motivate individiedd communities into

working together to achieve lovearbon targetsand that these hadhfluenced futurepolicy-making
within the Department of Energy and Climate Changenumberof useful findings were also
identified in relation to the information needed to address misconceptiandlow levek of
awarenes®f, andtherefore bestcommunicatethe benefits associated witha range of alternative
technologies. As this project was focused on behaviour change initigtiivissalso worth noting that
the process had lasting positive impacts on participd@ntsn behaviours in terms of energy
consewation.

The project discussed in Case Study 23 however did not seem to enjoy the same level of. Shecess
independentevaluation reportused to inform this case studyuggessthis can be attributed to a
number of factors in the project design; includitige very smalkize of the panel, the type of

guestion each meeting attempted to address and the relationship between the commissioning body
and the event planners. While the case study acknowledges that LWEC did initiate the panel as a
smallscale pilotto test the methodologythere was still the intention that the outputs would be

useful toinform their future research priorities and strategic planning

In the interviews undertakeduring the evaluation of this projegtlifferent members of the L\EC

network expressed remarkably different opinions about the value ofitifiermation generated

throughout the process. While some indicated that they had used insights gained in discussions with
colleagues or to inform current workthers felt that the proces had added little of value: as one

interviewee stated A6 11 AA 1T T EET C AO OEAI ¢ &1 O0i OAOGOI O0O¥Y
used ... it was a reminder of how little the public really know @bdutiA EOOOAO8 &1 O , 7 %#
trickyz nothingcame out that | thoughyes, we needed to know ti6as

One explanation for these divergent opinions is that, as a dispersed network, not all members were
actively engaged with the project. This highlights thalue of thosavho will ultimately use the

results of the engagement to be involved in the identification and framing of topics for discussion

and inthe design and drafting of questions for the publRtanning an effective process therefore

needs to bring together those with knowledge of the sullec AOAAO O AA AT OAOAA | OF
ETixi AACA AT A AQPAOEAT AA 1 £ POAI EA AT CACAi AT 6 j 6P
answer the questions that need to be addressed.

STRENGTHS OF THE MEOD
I This can be meffective way of undertaking a range of research objectives without having to
go to the effort and expense of recruiting an entirely new group for each event

1 By reconvening regular]yarticipants are able to build a familiarity with each other and the
process Thisenables them to move into effective discussion of the issues more quickly, thus
making the best use of available time.
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1 Although each workshop session may have a distinct and different fgaricipants still
have the benefit of the informadin provided at previous sessiari§the order of sessions is

well plannedthis can enhance their understanding in regard to new topics and policy issues.

1 Due to the ongoing involvement of a consistent groitcan be possible to ask participants

toundeOOAEA OEI | AxT OE6 AAOEOEOEAO AAOxAAT OAOO

time they meet. At a very simple levéhis could include background readingowever,
there are a range of more engaging activities that couldsbggestedncluding as
illustrated in Case Study 1@sitinglow-carbonexemplar sites, interviewing neighbours or
completing an energy diary.

CHALLENGES IDENTIDEBY ORGANISERS

1 While the groupmay be meeting several timethe individual workshop sessions are usually
relatively short (24 hours)which can limit the time available for-depth discussion and
deliberation.One impact of only having a short time for small group working is that the
emphasis can shift from deliberative discussions among participants to a procatsis th
closer to a focus group: with facilitators asking questions, participants responding on the
basis of what they already know, and all discussion being funnelled through the facilitator.
One of the way®©fgem has sought to address this challerigby ensuring thateach
meeting has very specific objectives, often requiring participants to choose between no
more than two or three potential options, making it easier to wdediberativelywithin the
short timeframe.

1 As each event tends to be used to foausa different policy or service question, which
usually requires providing information to participants on potentially complex istuigs
they may not have considered beforiécan sometimes be difficult to determine how
effectively participants haverocessed the information and to what extent it has influenced
their views.On occasions however, because it is the same group involvied this method
it is possible to devote some time at the next session to explore any further thoughts that
have emergd through reflection on the previous discussion.

1 The examples discussed in Case Studies 10 and 23 both point to the importance of those
who will ultimately use the results being involved, both in the planning but also attendi

sessions so that they casbserve public discussions first hand, as well as receiving reports of

results. Public participants also value meetighgcisionmakers face to faceThe final session
of the Big Energy Shift project was designed to address this by providing an opportanity f
panel members to present their findings directly to Ministers aadicy-makers.

DELIBERATIVBNORKSHOPS

Deliberative workshops can best be definedoaganisedgroup discussions that provide participants
weOE OEA 1 bbbl O0OOT EOU O1T AT 1T OEAAO AjdevElégpOOA EI
DELIBERATIVE FOCUS GROUP

Deliberative Focus Groups tend to be used to discuss existing customer experience or options for ch

services opolicies. They are most often delivered as short sessions with small groups and involve the
presentation of information to participants and a discussion of their responses.

GENERAL DELIBERATIVE WORKSHOP
This is a deliberative workshop process of any st bccurs only once (although participants may mee
on a number of occasions as part of a single process).

STRUCTURED DIALOGUE

The feature that distinguishes a Structured Dialogue from a General Deliberative Workshop is that th
same workshop is repeatedultiple times. Because the process is heavily structured, and therefore
replicable, the data drawn from different dialogues can be analysed cumulatively.
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views/argumentghrough a process of public reasoning am@ch an informed positiornThis section

of the report looksat a range oexamples identified in the scoping exercise that have been variously
classified aPeliberativeFocus Groups, General Deliberative Workshops or Structured Dialogues
due to theirdifferent organisationalapproaches.

24 examples of deliberative workshopgere identified during the scoping exercis® of these have
been developed into case studies and will be discussed below paiticularemphasis given to
features of their methodology which seem to have proved particularly successful.

1 Floating the Idea: Household Customer Views onWater Market Reform in England
(Consumer Council for Water, 2013}ase Study 16
Foaus groups were held in each of the nine water and sewerage company reginyss
Englandto understand customer views and perceptiaegardingthe possibility of
introducing competition into the household water retail market in Englafile focus
groups began with a general discussion on competition and competitive markets and
experiences aass different sectors. Participants were then given progressively more
information on what competition in the water industry would mean, and asked at each
stage to consider whether they were in favour, or not, of competition and the likelihood that
they wauld consider switching supplier.

9 Listening to our Customers (Scottish Water, 20122013)Case Study 20
Eight deliberative focus groupsere carried out across Scotland with household bill payers.
The aim of this researalvas to help Scottish Water better understand household and
business end users' priorities for service improvement and tiedative evaluation ofthe
benefitsof different possiblemprovements towater and waste servicesT o achieve this,
following abrief warm-up discussion, participants were asked to outline their priorities
regarding water and waste services to gain insight into their intuitive reactiBagicipants
were thengiven ar informationpresentation and time to digest the information, éfore
being split into small groups for discussion. These discussi@ne designed to explore
customersiWiews once they had further information about different service issues and
understand differenindividual€¥iews and values.

1 Energy 2050 PathwaysA Public Dialogue Department of Energy and Climate Change,
2011)Case Stug 8
The aim of the overall project was to enable peomertake their opinions heard to
government on how the UK should reaith 80% emission reduction target by 2050. One
aspect of the project was a series dfifferent deliberative dialogue eventis a range of
rural, metropolitan and urban contexts designed to engage local community leaders in an
informed deliberative dialgue about the choices and tradeffs neededon the route to
2050.Alongside group discussions theorkshops usedhe 2050 Pathway<€alculator (a
onlinegame formatdiscussedn Case fidy 9as an example of online deliberatioim)
enable participants to experiment with various pathways towards a low carbon future. The
ultimate aim in the workshogpwas toencourage community leaders to initiate further
dialogues within their own communities

The examples below alise a repeate®tructured Dialogue approach.

1 Deliberative Research intoConsumer Attitudes to Social & Environmental Taxes and
Charges Consumer Focus, 2012}ase Study 7
A series oBtructured Dialogues was one of the four research approaches taken by the Who
0AUOGe 00i COAI I A O CABCA ABOOI I AOOS OEAxO Al A
environmental and social levies on energy bBlsvorkshops were held in different areas
with 30 participans in eachrecruited to ensure an even representation in terms of
environmental motivation, experience of fuel poverty, urban/rural and segonomic
status.A mix of presentations, a television programme, handouts and a quiz were used to
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share informatim during the sessiorkor part of the workshoyparticipants worked
separately in groups representing these 3 consumer segngeaiwironmentally motivated,
experiencing fuel poverty and the general populatidhe overall goal was to understand
consumer piorities regardirg preferences and tradeffs in how the charges are levied, the
relative value to consumers of the social and environmental outcomes and views about
fairness and affordability.

FloodRisk CommunicationsDialogue(Environment Agency201315) Case Study 14

A series of workshops were held acrésgeasin Englandat risk of, or affected by, flooding
to examine different approaches to informing the public about flood ris&ch workshop
involved 2sessions, a midweek introductory session and adalf weekend workshop. 95
people participated across the 5 areas, recruited to be broadly representative of the local
population. The aim was to careate practical outputs (messages, materials and
approades to the use of different media) designed to increase awareness, encourage
engagement and improve responses to flood riBkllowing theregional workshops28
participants (46 from each locatiopwere brought together with representatives from Public
Health England, the Red Cross, the National Flood Forum and the Environment Agency. At
this final workshop they worked together to produce and agree more concrete
recommendations to take forward

Significant Water Management IssuegEnvironment Agency, 213 14)Case Study 19

This public dialogue was designed to enable public views, ideas and concerns to be fed into
AET Al DI AT O AT A DPOEI OEOEAO &I O OEA %l OEOITI
2015, and to infornD E A | €aBproActl b meeting other Watdframework Directive
commitments. The project included seven public workshops, one in each of the English river
basin districtsandinvolved 119 local residentSollowing the seven initial workshops there

was dfinal re-convened workshop with a subset 20participants. This was designed to

enable participants to build on their thinking and knowledge from the first workshop session

in order to deliberate further about the issues that were raised.

River BasinPlanning Strategy Environment Agency, 2012)Case Study 21

The Environment Agency used Ketéa distinct and trademarkedystem for hosting
deliberative conversationbased orthe visual mapping of idea treeg) undertake a series
of 5workshops to discuss the River Basin Planning Strategyexplore how the
requirements of the European Union Water Framework Directive were to be @atr 120
people attendedhese eventsncluding local residents, farmers, ldiife organisations,
water companies, port authorities and government agencies.

$11 AOGOEA 7A0A0 AT A 3AxAOAGCA #0001 1 ACSDS %@DA
Study 22

Ofwat commissioned a series of workshops in éalions across the country ®stablish

which aspects of service matter most and least to customthiesir expectations and

aspirations with regard teervicesthe way in whichheir suppliers deal with themyhat

should happen when a service is not deliveraad whether this depends on the relative

importance of the services in question or the frequency and impact of particular failures of
service. The workshopavolved77 customers receiving services fra@different

companies. Each workshop was divided into 2 sessions, with a week in between meetings to
undertake background reading.

Melbourne Sewerage Strategy Melbourne Water, 2009)Case Study 24

This projectused delberative workshopss a wayo gainqualitative insights into the
Melbourneseweraye systemandexplorewhat the community wishes to do about sewerage
managementin the future. Twofull-day workshops were conducteéach involving
representative mix of 40elbourne residents. The workshops used a scenplamning
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approach to try to understantdow the community would be likely to responad specific

OOAAT AOET 686 OAI AGET ¢ Oi Al EI AOA Aadsjagddh OOAAI

means of exploring views and expectations in resgecewerage management.

1 Central Region Sustainable Water Strategy: Community Research Forums and Social
Acceptability of Water Options Department of Sustainability & Environment, Victoria
Australia 2005)Case Study 26
4EA 6EAOI OEAT ©ur@Até Dir Adtu@dhie Pépedzélled for the
development of regional water strategies to manage the demands of a growing population
in the face othe impacts of climate change upon the water supply system over the next 50
years. In response to thi8 Community Research Forumsach attended by approximately
30 peoplewere held to assess different options for securing water futures in the regaom
to identify consumergpreferred pathwaysincludingthe specific reasons arfdctors
influencingtheir choice

1 %@bi 1 OET ¢ 0AT Bl A Ryle of Gave&rmmbi(BEedtdrOInstitiite f@d E A
Health & Public Service Value, 2009)ase Study 27
This examplefrom Johannesburgis part of a multicity worldwide research project
AAGECT AA O1T Agbpi i1 OA OEA DPOAI EAGO OEAxO 11
AAl EOAOET ¢ OAOOEAAO OEAiQ, akepreshntaivd sampleiod 1 A6 O
approximately 80 resident@ere recruitedor a Xday workshop Theyusedelectronic
voting, role playandfacilitated group and plenary discussiottsexplore expectations of
governmentz as public service users, citizesusd taxpayersEad event concludedvith a
voteon whattheCT OA OT [ ndain @ridrifles or making their city a great place to live,
study and workshould be

1 Postal User Needs Qualitative ResearcfDfcom, 20129 Case Study 31
8 workshops were held across the UK with a representative sample of general public postal
consumers to assess the extent to which the market for the provision of postal services in
the UK is meeting the reasonable needs of users in relatidghdainiversal postal service,
with a specific objective to obtain an informed consumer view on use, needs and social
benefits of the current postal service. In total 160 consumers each took part irh@3r5
workshop designed to understanuktter the importance of elements of the universal
service obligation to different userandto help inform policy on a sustainable universal
Dl O0OAT OAOOGEAA OEAO 1 AAOO OOGAOOGE 1T AAAOS

Many of the case studies outlined above used quite straightforward, but prdaettitation
techniques to generate discussiamdanswer the research questisposed to the group.

In Case Study 21 however, the Environment Agency used a different approach by choosing to use
Ketso, a distinctive method that not only uses a specific $ehaterials (including a felt mat ane-
useable coloured shapes to capture everyone's ideas) but prescribes a very structured facilitation
and questioning process. The case study shows thabighly structured questions worked well to
draw out participats and engage them in discussion of a new and complex subject quickly. The
structured formatwas also shown to biastrumental in encouraging open discussion between
participants and Environment Agency staff, allowing for the presentation of disparatesend
ultimately revealinga significant degree of commonality in thinking. It was further noted that,
despite an imposed structure, the discussion sessions were interestilogved ideas to flow and
developandenabled people to think creatively aboutiis challenging policarea

The value of a clearly structured workshop plan is also demonstrated by Case Study 31. After

exploring participants spontaneous assessment of their needs from the postal service a series of new

pieces of information was gradually introduced that illustrdtihe challenges facing the postal
service in light of significant declines in u3éis encouraged consumers to reflect on, and
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Case study 27, although from outside the regulated industries, also demonstrated a particularly

creative methodology in its workshop design. By specifically allocating different participants within

OEA POT AROO OEKAGDT ODAEOEUDIOA gbd OPOAI EA OAOOEAA
lenses through which the expectations the public have of public services could be considered and
debated. When the groups were brought back together to identify areas of commouangt, this

previous role play stage seems to have set the conditions for effective negotiations that were able to
integrate these different perspectives into prioritised recommendations.

Effective process design is key to the success of any deliberatbeegs andtiis clear that

considerable creativityand thoughtwereused to develofhe methodologyin Case Study 26.
Recognising thathe community®limited understanding ofhe availablechoicesregarding future

water supply and demandould hamper effetive discussionthe workshop design sought to supply
appropriate contextual information and outlinthe optionsin engaging and meaningful wayghe
detailed session plan reproduced below also demonstrates the attention given in the process design
to ensuring participants had significant and meaningful opportunities to discuss and comment on all
of the options in detail, to choose between them, and to adjust their choices in light of hearing

I OEAOOS OEAxOTAAAEOQEIT 1 Altonbte thzt 43 pakt OFfhe WoskshppdplalE O AT (
all participants had the opportunity to recortheir preferences in writingjia the questionnaireised

at the end of the workshogn order thattheir final views could be given equal consideration/weight

in postworkshop analysis.

Extract from Case Stud®6 z Central Region Sustainable Water Strategy: Communit
Research Forums and Social Acceptability of Water Options

Session Plan(4hours)) T OAAT CTEOQOET 1T 1T &£ OEA AT 1 1¢C
the options available, considerable time and effort was spent at the outset of the
forums to provide appropriate contextual inforrtian and outlineoptions. This was
done via a presentation. Subsequent sessions were as follows:

a) Initial sharing of reactions towater options (full group)

b) Roundtable discussion of optionsat individual tableg each option rotated
from table to table around the room giving all participants an opportunity tc
review each option in detail. Comments recorded on-fitpart sheets

¢) Initial review of reactions to optionsz flip-chart sheets were pinned around
the room and participants were invited to review and consider the respons
of other tables and to discuss these with someone they haidalready
spokento;

d) Second roundtable discussions of options participants were given more
detailed information on each option and their comments recorded as per tt
first round-table discussions

e) Evaluation and wrapup z at the completion of the roundable discussions,
participantswere reqiired to nominate their preferred combination of option
to make up the 500 billion litre shortfall in water anticipated by 2055, and h
they would distribute their preferred combination between the anticipated
human usage requirement and the amount recpd to restore the health of
rivers. A random selection of participants were asked to share their
combinations with the whole group.

Each respondent was required to complete a-s®lmpletion questionnaireover the
course of the evening, allowingnalysisto explore and measure:

- existing beliefs, in relation to water and climate change

- initial acceptability of each option and preferred optigns

- recommended options to avoid thexpected500 billion litre shortfall in 2055

- recommendatiors for the water gai to be dedicated to humans and to
restoring the health of our rivers and the environment; and

- acceptability of each option following the forum rourtdble discussions.
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demonstrated a clear awareness of the limited knowledge that most participants would have about

the existing situation, let alone options for the future (Case Study 24). The approach they took to

involving participants in assessing future segio options is particularly interesting.

Extract from Case Study4% Melbourne Sewerage Strategy

Within the context of a 5%hour workshoptiwas decidedhat, to allow people
sufficient time toconsider the differenscenaria fully, eachtable would spend0-60
minutesconsidering and discussirane particular scenario. In this discussion
participants were asked to play an invisible observer role and describe what they
thought the people there (including different groups within the communityguld be
thinking and doing in relation to the water and sewerage cycle. This was undertake
way of workingthrough a series of worksheets, which asked abgenerally living in
Melbourne, expectations of the sewerage system, water sources and usesechold
appliancesand products that are disposed of via the sewer.

Following these irdepth discussions, two representatives from edable spent
around 5 minutes presenting their scenaramd the outcomes of their discussion

the rest of theparticipants, after which time the whole group cast their votes on a
series of questions about the scenarios. An important distinction is that at this stag
participants were asked to imagine that they had awoken to find themselves actual
living in that world/senario, at their current age, rather than just being observers.

It is clear from the evaluative information provided foighase study that thispproachworked:
participants clearly understood the concept under discussion and were quite abiteatgne what a)

the people in each scenario would be doing and thinking, and b) what they themselves might be
doing and thinking if they were to find themselves living in each of the respective scenarios. Further
it was assessed that having paipantsimmerse themselvefully in one particular scenario was a
more meaningful and appropriatese of timethan if each participant was required to consider all of
the various parameters of all four scenarios

In planning for these worksh@pMelbourne Water hiel a scenarigplanning session with local

stakeholdersn orderto share insights into customers and the Melbourne communitysincluded

representatives from Melbourne Water and the metropolitan water retailers, a sustainability

consultantand anenvigoY Sy &4 ' yR &addzaldlF Ayl oAt Ade SRdzOF 62N FNRY
Sustainability This seems to have been invaluableensuringhat the process was well planned and

ultimately, highly successful.

Case Study ldlso demonstratethe importance of bdding a scoping phase into the timeline for a
project, and ensuring this esowell resourcedin this casethe Environment Agencyvorked with

an oversight group of sector stakeholders throughout the planning phase to map existing
knowledge and approdes to communicating flood riskr'hey used this to inforradesign and
development workshop with a wider stakeholder groupdiscusghe findings oftheir scopingstage
and identify areas of focu®r the public workshops

USEFULNESS OF THE ORUTS

From the evidence availabfer Case Studie44,16, 20, 2122,26 and 31it appears that the
commissioning bodies were on the whole very pleased with the outputs genelatée

workshops and found them useful to informing either wider policy or diestion. For example,

the time of the reconvened workshaferred to in Case Study 1#he Environment Agency had
taken on board many of the projeitO O O C C Afiddings! 1 h&x uged these to createock-ups

of flood risk maps and communication neaials (fliers, personal flood plans and so amhich were
further refined duringthe reconvenedevent. This impressed participants and led to very high levels
of trust in the usefulness of the process.

In reflecting on the value of theeliberativefocus groups described in Case Study 26taff
memberfrom Scottish Water described theutputs from the research agery usefufor presenting
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customer experiences to stakeholderEhey described the research method itseliaamseffective
way to gatherthe views of the publiand something thaScottish Watemwould consider using again
in the future. They noted further that the process had been effectividéntifying a range of issues
that they would hope texplore further in subsequent quantitativesearch A similar response was
found regarding the outputs generated the River Basin Management dialogues outlined in Case
Study 19. Here the dialogue process was followed up bymanibus survey with 867 residents, the
content of which was informedybthese workshops.

Regarding the overall value of this dialogimwever, it appears the Environment Agenaeyasnot

completely satisfied and feel that the objectives set for the research were only partially met by the
workshops Whilethe workshopgdid enable a sample of the public to engage with and deliberate on

a range of evidence in relation to water management issitegas apparenthfelt that there was a

lack of decisive policyelatedopinion generated through theiscussions. Instead the outpait

provided only generalised feedback on how the river basin areas could be best be managed in the
future, OAOEAO OEAT AOGEAAT AA 1T &£ O1T AOOO AT A OOAOOAT O
A A A E Oridt dai@hbwever, the evaluators found the eliberative processiad beenworthwhile

overalland there weresomesignificant useful atputs, outcomes and learning. Furth@ore, they

reported that theprocess instilled substantially more confidence within the Environment Agency to

work with thepubilic.

Looking at the objectives set for these workshops, and the range of research questensoped

to address, it is possible that this reaction stems from the Environment Agency expecting too much
from the process. Given that most participants oalyended a singlé-hourworkshop, on a very

broad topic they had quite probably never given much consideration to before, decisive
recommendations seem unliketp havebeenachievable

A similar situation was identified in the Melbourne Sewerage Straigtase 8idy 24). Whileone of

the objectives set for the processw&1 AT T OEAAO OEA AT i1 01T EOUBO xEI
sewerage serviceghis was not achievedithin the researchApart from the fact that veryew of

the participants wereaware ofwhat they were currently paying for sewerage services, or what is
encompassed within the specific services that they paygarticipantsioverallexpectations of

sewerage services wemdso fairly basicnl orderfor this issue to have beexploredmore

comprehensivelya vast amount of additional informatiowould haveneededto be presented to
participantsto enable them to provide meaningful feedback. This was assessed to be unfeasible

within the time allowed for the workshopand the decision was made to focus on delivering the

other, more achievable objectives

A number of the case studies above refer to the importance of having key stakeholders involved
from the outsetin the planning of any customegngagement project Fromthe evaluative interview
conductedfor this research the lack of this early engagemestems to have been a problem

Case Study @ndhad a significant impact on thesefulness of the wtputs delivered Theissue it
seems was that, although the researfocused on customed®iews onenvironmental and social
levies on energy billgshe Energy Policydam at Consumer Focus were not involvethie design of
the research. As a resulit was felt that the procesdid not address the key issues or prodiice
types ofoutputsthat would have been useful for influencipglicy.

STRENGTHS OF THE MEOD
1 As a wholepeople tend to bébored with traditional PowerPoint presentations, and often
find expert lectures difficult to absorb, so it is a continual chalkefor organisers to come
up with innovative ways to share new, and often complaformation with participantsAs
case studieg, 8, 1424, 27and 31demonstrate deliberative workshops can be particularly
valuable when they use interesting, welésighed and engaging materials to introduce
participants to new information and stimulate discussion.

91 Deliberative workshopsanbe broken down into a range of stages, and even taleeeover
a number of different sessions. Case Studyahdut flood risk communicationfor example,
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heldaweekday &ening workshogo introducekey concepts and maps, establish good
group dynamics and provide a baseline snapshot of particip@ntswledge of flooding and
the respectiveoles and responsibiles of different agenciesThe group s then
reconvened 3 days lateon a Saturday,havingaskedparticipants to doBomeworkéand
absorbfurther introductory information.Case Study 22 used a similar approach withlia
week breakbetween sessions fquarticipants to do further research.

1 Delivering the same workshop in a variety of locations, or with different groupsuging a
Structured Dalogue method means that reasonably large numbers of people can be
involved in addressing a single policy gtien, without the need for a single, laregrale
event. This can beore cost-effective andalsohighly productive when the resulare able
to be analysed cumulativelyas demonstrated by Case Studies 22,26and 31

I Case Studie§4and 19%lso demonstratedhe added value that can be attained when a
small number of participargtfrom different Structured Dalogues are brought together at
the end of the process to assess the outputs from each event and build ondbkguntively.
This gives prticipants themselves the opportunity to help shape and influence the
conclusions drawn from the deliberative process, rather than these being decided by the
facilitators. In the case of the flood communication dialog(@ase Study 14his was done
in cllaboration with expert stakeholderdut the process can be equally valuable with
participants only.

1 InCase Sudy 7 participantsvere polled electronically aifferent stages throughout the
workshops This allowed for any changes in opinion in resgottsadditional information
and discussion to be tracked and analysed. This can be a very usefaf detponstrating
how paticipation in a deliberative pro)d© A AT OEEAZAO D Alprbviddsd@O AOOEOOA.
valuable reminder about why the outcomes ofleliberative process should not be taken as
representative of wider public opinion.

CHALLENGES IDENTIMEBY ORGANISERS

1 Akey challenge in planning any deliberative event is setting clear, realistic and achievable
objectives. As highlighted abova number of the research projects suffered from hoping to
achieve too much from their events.

T ! OAI AOCAA EOOOA EAAT OE £E A ADelbkratieFEdcusEpOAOOOET T O
was that, in endeavouring to undertake a broad assessment of conssficmrcernsthe
eventsended up coveringpo many different issuesThis made it diicult to synthesise all
the findingsinto something useful andecide how to address then$cottish Water
concludedthat more focused discussions fe#wer issuesvould bea better use of this
methodology, likely toresult inmore manageable, and usefudutputs.

1 Most deliberative workshops tend to be quite short, with most of the examples discussed
above only lasting 5 hours. Particularly for horizescanning execises on complex industry
guestions it isnot always clear if there waamnough timewithin the procesgor participants
to grasp and consider new informatidully. This results in uncertainty about the
deliberative quality of the discussions that toolkape. One way to address this is to separate
the learning phase from the deliberative phase (as in Case Studies 14 and 22).

1 As most of the research projects referred to above aimed to work with a representative
sample of the populationthe challenges ofecruitment must also be acknowledged. This is
particularly apparent when the research has very specific sampling requirements: experience
of flooding, experience of fuel povertwater company or size of bill are all selection criteria
included within ateast one of the case studies discussed hé&itee challenges of
recruitment will bereturned toin Chapter7 of this report.

1 The early involvement of key stakeholders, and those who are likely to use the outputs of
the research project, has bedrighlighted as important to the success of a projecase
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Study 19 highlights the difficulties of doing this in practieben there are different
organisations with different objectives and levels of experience in public participation
involved. The evalu#on reportsused to develophe case study note that, in this casegtn
every organisation involved in the Steering Grougs convinced that the research design
would enablethe desired outputs and outcomes of the project to be achievedas
suggestedhat the project would have benefitted from more time and focus at the start of
the process to setheseout very clearly, and develop a mutual understanding across the
project partners and contractor@boutthem. It was felt that this needed to be arerative

processhat referencl OEA DOT EAAOGO 1T AEAAORGAE éxpehtiStAET OO

available andhen desigred a process that had the best opportunity to satisfy those
objectives.

It was also noted irelationto Case Studg4 that maintaining the involvement and
commitment of alarge Oversight Group over a long project can pose real challenges in
terms of management, coordination and maintaining continuity. Howehrs challenge
must be balanced by the fact that it catsogenerate wider project beneft

CITIZENSJURIES

Ouroverview identified 4 exampled avhere Citizensluries(or methods based on a Citizedsry
model) had been used to address questions related to the water and energy sectors.

)l

CitizensJurieson Wind Farm Development in Scotland(ClimateXChange, 2013)Case
Study 4

Three @izensJurieswere heldin different parts of the country Aberfeldy (close to an
existing windfarm), Helensburgh (where a wirfdrm had been proposed nearby) and
Coldstream (where there was no exigiior proposed windarm). 47 people participated in
the Juries recruited as broadly representative sample of the population in each area
Participants attende fulkday eventswith 2-3 weeks betweesessiondor reflection and

additional researchThe question each of thduriesaddressedwaD4 EAOA AOA OOOI |

on wind farms in Scotland, with some people being strongly opposed, others being strongly
in favour and a range of opinions in between. What should be the key principles for deciding
about wind farm development, and why?"

Trajectories for Carbon Emission Reductions: A public dialogue to better inform how to
meet UK carbon budgets Committee on Climate Change 2013)Case study 5
25members of the publicrecruited from the London area to be broadly representative of

CITIZENSIURY

Similar to a judicigjury a Citizenslurybrings a small representative group of citizens together to hear
evidence, deliberate among themselves and reach a conclusion.

A Citizensluryis a tightyfOOOOAOOOAA | AOET A xEOE AgPAOD®anE&El O
answer questions. Thragghout the procesduroisthereforelearn about the issue at hand and, in doing sc
move into the role of beinghformed decisionrmakers.

CitizensJuriestend to work best when they are convened around a clefidyned question or set of
choices. To dateltey have most often been used when a policy problem can potentially be solved in a
number of ways, with thdurymeeting to consider the range of options.

To overcome concerns about the lack of numbers involvedJargprocess organisers will often rua
number ofJurieson the same topic, especially if it is an issue of national or regional relevance.

Distinquishing Features:

1

il
f
f
f

Small numbers of participants (420) usually selected to form a representative riniblic;
Experts attend to provide evidendmit are not part of the deliberative process

Emphasis is given to developing informed opinions through dialogue asttkpth deliberation
Usually takes place over2days

Deliberation is focused on reaching consenfies an agreed preference or remanendations.
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the UKpopulation, attended 3 sessions (2 evengand a Saturday)TheJuryaimed to

uncovermore about public understandings of the global climate change challenge, the

acceptability of therisks of global climate change comparedth the costs of global action,

AT A OEA 5+60 OI1 A AT A OAODPI 1 OEAEfeEiOIEtAO x EOEET
Committee on Climate Change®O AAOEAA O OEA '1 OAOTT AT O 11 OE
for the 4th Carbon Budget

9 Inquiry into the Economics of Energy @neration (New South Wales(NSW)Parliament,
2012)Case Study 6
2 Citizenslurieswere held, one in a rural area and one in Sydney, involving a total of 54
members of the public. EacBurymet 4-5 times over a Hveek period.Theremit of both
Jurieswas the sameOO1T ACOAA 11 AT 1 OAAO 1T &£ POAAAOAT AAn
financial aspects and public perception issues) and recommended course of action with
regard to alternative forms of energy generati¢e.g. tidal, geothermalg T . 3768 4 EA
purpose wastee T £l O OEA . 3nguinlinto@e EcAriordids Of&@r@rgy)
generation.

9 CitizensJurieson Water Management (EUfunded projects in the Netherlands, 2003
2007)Case Study 25
Threedifferent Citizens Juriestook place inthe RhineBasinarea between 2003 and 2007
looking at different aspects ofwer basin management includinghat priorities the
Government should set for watequality in Lake Markeneer andpriorities for managing
urban water streams in UtrechEach Juryconsisted of between 12 and 15 residents selected
O1 AA AOT AAT U OAPOAOAT PaktGiEh® dojedtivE of@his ArojestDasd A6 O DT E
least in the initial stages, was to test the usefulnesthefCitizers Juries.

From the evidencavailable it appeathat all of theJuriesfollowed a similar frameworjalthough
the time allowed and theapproachtaken varied at each stage

1) Aninformationtgiving stage In Case Study,Jor exampleparticipants were sent 4 short
@nink piecesto read before the eventsto introduce them to the issues. The first two short
meetings considered the issues raised in these papers, with each meeting dealing with a
distinct element of the debate (e.g. the first covered the science of climate chance and the
SAATT A OEA 5+80 bl AT O yHafiicipAns@dtdd inthddvaludtioE | 1T OAA O,
that this method was particularly effectivas breaking the information down into distt
sections made processing and understanding it manageable and encouraggedfocused
discussionsln Case Study 4givinginformation was the focus of the first day of thiry.

Here Jurois had the opportunity to hear froraxpert withessesand question them directly
Following thisthere was a 2B week break before their nerteeting whereJurois were

given an information pack to consider in more deptbflect on the issues raised and discuss
the ideas with family and friends. Expert responses to questions raised on the firghday
had not been able to be answered immediatelyere also provided during this time. The
evaluation of theJuriessuggests that te gapbetween the faceto-face sessions proved
critical to allowing theJurors to digest the ideas and inforation before forming

judgements

2) Adeliberative stageAt this stage Jurors have the opportunity to engage with the
perspectives of others and have informed, inclusive discussions, often about very complex
issues. This is often the part of the process that participants regpest find most valuable,
and most enjoyablelt is vitally important that this is well structurechd well managed by
facilitators. t is noted in the evaluation section of Case Study 5 just how much effort had
gone into designing and delivering this pleasith the outcome being that there was a very
CITA AUT AT EA ET OEA Ol | bperds®OfGhE didisdiodss U ET  OAl AC
between participantsaspesfAO x A1 1 AO xEOE OOAEAEIT |1 AROOG S8
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3) A process of drawing conclusions / arriving at recommeratetiin each of the examples
discussed here, while the intended outputs were different, the process was evaluated as
successfully addressing the question that was posed taltirg.

USEFULNES®FTHEOUTPUTS

As noted aboveall of the examples explored these case studies were assessed as haaahgeved
their intended outputs There were however notable differenseé the perceived usefulness (or
value) of the outputs.

TheJuriesn NSW that explored alternative forms of energy generation (Case Study 6) delivered a
combined reporthat presented their preferred courses of action to the Public Accounts Committee
of the NSW Parliament, alongside the reasoning behind their choicasy bf the recommendations
were considered to be quite innovative and their ideas were extensively drawn on by the Committee
in its report to ParliamentBycontrast evaluative comments from at least one of theryprocesses

in the Netherlands suggestéhbat the outputs did not contribute very much in terms of new

evidence or policy ideabut acknowledged thathey had been useful in demonstrating support for
existing draft policysuggestions

Evaluationcomments from staff athe Committee on Climate Cinge(Case Study 5) show that
they felt the procesfiadprovided them with a greateunderstanding of public views that they were
able to use to inform their advice government on the 4 Carbon Budget (and the 6 key
recommendationgpresented in the fink A A U 6 @ere®itlined knifull in the supporting
technical reporj. It was acknowledghoweverthat the potential for wider use of the outputs from
the project was limited byhe relatively small number of participants involved in the process bhad t
geographical focus around greater London.

The windfarm Juriesin Scotland (Case Study 4) all successfully managed to develop and agree a list
of principles that they felt should be used as criteria for making decisions about the location of
onshore windfarms. As this research project had the supplementary aimsifrtg whether theJury
process was an effective maitiology to engage citizens on complex and controversial isglies
interesting to note that common themes emerged across all oflimées despite their different

locations and exposure / potential pasure to windfarm developments. This reflectise ability of

this methodto identify wider community preferences despite involving relatively small numbers of
people

STRENGTHS OF THE MIEOD
9 Citizens Juries are designed to deliver clear and decisiveomgs (e.g. a list of priorities,
recommendations for action, criteria for decisignaking). This works best when the
question asked of the Jury is tightly focused and clearly defined.

9 CitizensJuriesarerecognised as a useful and proven method for enaptietailed, informed
and productive deliberation among people who have presily not engaged with the issue:
@itizensJuriesare designed to bring public judgement to political decisions. That means
going beyond public opiniom there are no knegerk gu reactions in the final report. The
Junh T AAA Ob T £ A AOT AE 1T £ OI OAET AOU DAIT Pl A8t
get to the bottom of the issue, explore their different perspectives and arrive at a collective
judgement.7 EAOS O AT 1T OE O0A 1diidensJubckabdGitniapEotedsesiisitie O O
capacity of these lottery politicians to get their heads around complex topics and come up
xEOE OAAOI T AAT A RT A OAlI OAAT A EET AET Cc0O856

{1 By giving considerable focus to informatiagiving, and developing participants
understanding of a topidhe method carengender dialogue on even very complex issues

25 Russelly AT AU O&uBe@E QATXO $1 4EAU & B MBAdDINOCtbéril2, Z006A AU e h &
http://www.themandarin.com.au/71362itizens Juriesfit-democracy/.
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However, it is clear from thecasestudies referenced above that this works best when the
guestion under discussion is clearlyfided and the information is packaged into distinct
and manageable pieces.

Pre-polling of participantgattitudes in a number of cases has demonstrated that through a
CitizensJuryprocess, adurors learnt about the topiandengaged with otherd
perspectves they developed and, in some casesvised their initial opinion on a topic.

When participants are recruited to be a representative sample of the populdtien
outcomes delivered from the process can be taken to be indicative of the outcomes that
would be delivered if the wider public had the same opportunity to participate in the
deliberative processAlthough the following quote has been written about a different
CitizensJuryprocess in Australidhe observations madwithin it seem to hold trudor Case
Study6 as wellO # E OJariédkdn @ad tdetter decisions The diversdurycan bring more
knowledge and lived experience to the issue than a typical elite group such as a council,
government or bureaucracy. This is especially true for social policy issuétizen€ Jury
may also bring a more accurate picture of the values asyrations of the wider community
2 their recommendations are likely to better reflect what ordinary people want. This is

The evaluation reports that have informed these case studies all notepiadicipants
generally enjoy being part of the process.

CHALLENGES IDENTIMEBY ORGANISERS

f

The small numbers of people that can be involved duiyprocess can limit the potential
impact of the results adecisionmakers can be concerned about how regentative the
views are. While the evaluation material drawn on for Case Study 4 makes the argument
that when aJuryprocess is replicated the results are often surprisingly similar, the most
effective way to overcome this lack of confidence is to holdtiple events.

There are significant challenges in recruiting a representative sample to participate in these
events, particularly when recruitment is based mwltiple demographic criteriaEven when
financial incentives are providgds discussed latén this report) attaining a truly
representative sample in the room, on the day, over a number of events is difficult to
achieve.

On a complex issue there is often a lot of information that participants need to be able to
take in and understand before tlyecan effectively engage in deliberation. Finding ways to
present this information in accessible and engaging ways within a limited amount of time
can be a key challenge.

26 |pid.
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CITIZENS ASSEMBLY

Two very different examples of Citizens Assemblies have been included here from outside the
regulated industries because of the lessons they offer intiaieto this methodology.

1 Grandview-Woodland Citizens Assembly (Vancouver City Council, 20PD13)Case Study
29
The Grandiew-Woodland Citizes Assembly wasnitiated following a neighbourhood
planning process in which locasidents had felt that their concerns and prioritiesdhreot
been sufficently recognised and acted upon by the City Council. 500 local residents applied
to be part of the Citizens Assembly and 48 participants were selected to take part through a
random daw. Over the space of 1 yedssembly membersook part in: a learning phase
where theyheardexpert perspectives about the needs of their locadara consultation
phase wheretiey engaged with the wider community; and a deliberation phase where they
agreed local priorities and a plan to take them forward.

1 NHS Citizens Assembly (NHS England, 2016ase Study 30
This Assembly was part of a wider engagement project undertaken by NHS England called
NHS Citizen. Th€itizens Assembly was run towarthe end of the project and its research
gquestions were framed by early engagement with patients and citizens through a gathering
phase and a Citizenhiry. Over 250 members of the public, stakeholdar&l members of
the NHS England Bard attended the Assembly. After a brief introduction to the range of
healthcare priority issues open for discussiparticipants were asked to choose their
interest area for further discussion. In small groups participantskee through 3 rands of
discussion coveringhat is the situation now®®hat might better look like in 201§znd
@Vhat needs to happen to take this forwa@®

USEFULNESS OF THE ORUTS

The GrandviewWoodland Assembly (Case Study 29) had a very clear focugearetated local
consensus about neighbourhood priorities, which were then laid out in a formal plan and agreed by
the City Council. It also created a greater sense of community cohesion among local residanh
appears tdhave then beernstrumental indelivering the actions included within their plan.

In the NHS Citizen Assembly example however, in part because of the wide range of topics it set out
to address, the outputs are less well defined. The report produced after the event summarised the

CITIZENSASSEMBLY

A CitizensAssembly involves bringing together a fairly large group of citizens, selected to be broadly
representative of the demographics of the area, to deliberate on an issue.

A central part of &itizensAssembly process is the learning phase wherein partidipane able to develop
an understanding of the issue based on unbiased information. Because of the time giwarimg about
an issue, Citizen&ssemblies are able to address quite complicated and technical isthey.can also be
good for debating vale-laden and controversial questions.

With the help of facilitators, participants then engage in dialogue about a topic (usually in small group
deliberate over options and make recommendations to infgoolicy-making. Sometimes, because of the
numbers nvolved voting systems are needed to reach conclusions or prioritise options.

Distinguishing Features:

1 Large numbers of participants (8250) brought together in one deliberative process

i Participants are usually selected to form a representative rpimlic;

1 Depending on the complexity of the issudssembliegan be run on 1 day or oveb3lays over a
number of months
Experts attend to give information and advise, luguallydo not participate in the deliberations
Equal time given to learning abotite issue, dialogue (sharing perspectives and opinipasgl
deliberation (reaching conclusions)

=a =
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various themes and issues that emerged throughout the day and is valuable in providing a snapshot

of the publi@ concerns, views and priorities regarding the topics discussed.BiigBndnoted
however that the process had not delivered specific palegommerdationsor uncoveredssues
that they were not already awaref as a result otheir other engagement activities with patients
and service users.

STRENGTHS OF THE MEOD
1 When run on a large scale, like the NHS Citizen example in Case StuCiyiaths
Assmblies can bring a diverse range of perspectives together into a single deliberative
process.

9 Citizens Assemblies can often be quite higiofile events and one of the key indicators of
success is when the wider public recognise their own views withireiierted findings. This
seems to have been the case in relation to the Grandwéaodland Citizens Assembly.

CHALLENGES IDENTIMEY ORGANISERS
1 When an Assembly event is run as a broad, horgcemning exercise on an emotive issue
like healthcare it caeasily become overwhelmed by personal stories and a myriad of

experiences and concerns that are outside the parameters of the research question. This can

make it very difficult for groups to distil their discussions into clear points of agreement.

T WhileAssemblies can provide a valuable tool for opening up public discussions on aspects of

policy where there is little already known about public opinieramples like the NHS
Citizers Assembly show that they can be less useful to address topics whereithaleady
considerable evidence of user views.

DISTRIBUTEDDIALOGUES

Only one of the examples identified in otesearch can be classed as a Distributeldgue:Case
Study 3presents theBioenergy Dialogue (Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research
Council, 2013which used two distinct distributed methods which are worth discussing in more
detail here.

DISTRIBUTED DIALOGUES

A Distributed Dialogue approach is based on the idea thesiling withcomplex issueshouldinvolve a
range of conversations that happen in different spaces. It therefore involvesrer of dialogue events
organised by interested parties (rather than centrally planned)ich are held acrss different
geographical areasThis is intended to give multiple entry points for citizens and other stakeholders to
take part.

Distributed Dial COAOG OAT A O x1 OE AAOO xEA1T OEAOA EO
distributed eventsz with clear questions, background information and a planning and facilitation toolkit
provided. By their very naturdnowever, the commissioning body &s limited control over the quality of
the discussion, the mix of people involved or the neutrality of the organisers/facilitators

It is also important to provide a standardised feedback form, or equivalent, that event organisers can
to capture dialo@ A 06 OAODOI 608 7EOEI 66 OEEOh OADPI OOET C
difficult.

Distinguishing Features:

I Dialogue events are organised and run by different local or stakeholder groups

1 They can provide opportunities for large numbersp@rticipate if they are well promoted

I The commissioning bodwill set the question(s) but the actual discussions will be led
independently,
Distributed Dialogues do not require centralised facilitation
It is the responsibility of the organisers of a Distited Dialogue event to ensure that the outcome
of their discussions are fed back to the commissioning body/decisiaking group.

f
f
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The dialogue was undertaketo help ensure that the views, concerns and hopes of the public were
taken into account as the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) explored
the potential for scientific and technological advance in bioenergy. To support thégub

engagement procesBBSRC developed 2 resources to be used by BE&RI&d researchers and

other interested groups to host their own dialogue events

f  Atoolkit for hosting a dialogue including a set ofutures scenariog associated discussion
materials and a facilitatds guide for running the event

f DemocsCardGamé’’z Democs is both a card game and a pokogploration tool that
enables small groups of people to engage with complex public policy issues. It aims to help
people find out about &opic, express their views, seek common ground with the other
participants, and state their preferred policy position within the roonfronting format of a
game. TheDemocs Bioenergy Game used in this project wageloped bythe New
Economics Foundatioand Edinethics Ltd®

As part of thissngagementproject, 11 dialogue events were run by researchers and other groups
between January and September 20@Ritputs from the dialogues were collected using individual
feedback forms completed by participants tite end of the sessions197feedback forms were
received Thesefeedback forms asked fgrarticipantsviews on bioenergyfollowing the dialogue
and the questions included

- Thinking about bioenergy, my main concern is...

- | think that bioenergy could baseful because...

- lwould like researchers to think carefully about...

- There are significant issues that were NOT discussed at this event, but should have been.

These are...

USEFULNESS OF THE ORPUTS

The fndingsfrom the public dialogue events outlined above tendedstgpport what BBSRC already
understood about public views and values on bioenergy rather than revealing new ingiglets.

did, however, conclude thatthis was valuable in and of it§eHowever, fators such as the potential
for inconsistencies between events run in different locations by different teams, the short time for
discussion and some of the characteristics of the people invoivbitii were skewed towards those
with high leves$ of educatioral qualifications and previous involvement with science) méaat the
resultscouldonly be used with carelarifyingthat theyrepresenedthe concerns and priorities that
someaudiences have regarding bioeneyrgg opposed to the views of the poputatimore

generally

Evaluation reportsised toinform the Case Studwlsoindicated that the short length of each of the
workshops, and the complexity of the stimulus mateiiathe dialogue packhampered
participantopportunity to discuss bioenergy irealdetail, and had an impact on the deliberative
quality of the outputs. Irtontrast,the reports shovthat the Democs game was the most accessible
of the materials produced to support the dialogyesd seemed to facilitate betteinformed
deliberations in which participants were both learning new things and taking them into account as
they formed opinions.

Finally, while acknowledging the limitations of the method and areas for improvement in how this
particular dialogue project wasin, BBSRChave indicated that they wouldefinitely consider using
a similar model again.

27 Democs (Deliberative Meetings Organised by Citizens) is a deliberation method that takes the faroaaf game that enables small
groups of citizens to learn about and discuss complex scientific, political and ethical issues. Democs was created byEtmnieNe
Foundation (nef) in the early 2000s due to growing interest in engagement with piisbagh deliberative practicesOnyiliogwu,
+AOAOQUT A RasichédiaBeptaniber 2013, http://participedia.net/en.

28 Ax %ATTTT1EAO &I O AAOGET 1 -ADénock@amk)AlOEGERMA GEIAIRO DY EWHX AOCU
http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/documents/bioenerggemocsgame-instructionspdf/.
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STRENGTHS OF THE MEDD

f

A Distributed Dalogue approach is able to reaclsianilar number of people, and potentially
more, than traditionakengagementapproachesdr a lower costThis is becausérelies on
community leaders and local groups organising and reporting on their own events.

The Democs card game was shown to be an effective tool for encouraging group discussions
on complex issuesThis is because, deispno expert knowledgebeingrequiredto

participate inthe game the deliberative quality of the discussions that emerge can be
relatively high.

CHALLENGES IDENTIMEBY ORGANISERS

T

There are significant challenges to interpreting the information genedatierough most
Distributed Dialogues, as the approach relies grarticipantsand/or organisers feeding in
their responses, and the quality of this feedback can be very inconsistent.

Case Study 3 also highlights the difficulties that the organisers hadaowaging people to
host or take part in the dialogue events. While this may have been related to the particular
topic, the amount of time needed to promote a Distributedi®logue approach should not

be underestimated.

Participants in a Distributed 2logue event are usually sedklecting and therefore the
outputs cannot be interpreted as representing wider public opinion unless significant
demographic tracking, and possibly weighting, is undertaken as part of the analysis.

Case Study 3 identifies #ih the discussion materials prepared for the dialogues, particularly
the future scenarios, were far too complex to be used in this form of workshop. This
highlights the need for a weltonstructed dialogue guide that is able to be used in a variety
of contexts inorder to deliver a successful Distributedaldgue process.

PARTICIPATORY STRATHC PLANNING

Two Participatory Strategic Planning examples have been developed as case studies to inform this

report.

Each used a workshop structure that stadtbydefining a vision of the futte, identified

what the existirg barriers to achieving this were, exploregtions to overcome thee barriers and
agreed priorities, preferred options and/or next steps.

T

Participatory Planning of a Sustainable Energy StrategyThe Government of Nova

3AT OEAB8O $ADAOI09YCHSD StiidyEl1%T AOCUh

Two Participatory Strategic Planning processes were undertaken, firstly to develop a new
institutional framework for energy efficiency, and secondly to develop a strategy to increase
renewable energy generation in the provinda.each process approximately Atembers of

the public worked with experts and stakeholders to agree goals, develop plausible scenarios

PARTICIPATORY STRATEGIC PLANNING

Throughouta Participatory Strategic Planning processembers of the public and experts work together
to agree a vision and collaborate to find solutions that are acceptable to all concefoed.to work,
participants mustherefore be prepared to set aside soneé their preexisting positions and endeavour to
find common ground. For this reason Participay Strategic Planning processesquire a high degree of
trained facilitation and thorough planning.

Distinguishing Features:

!

|l
il
il
il

A workshop format involving betwen 20 and 50 participants

Experts and members of the public work together throughout the process as equal particjipan
The focus is on a vision for the future and how best to get there

The process is able to generate new ideas or propgsals

Deliberation is focused on reaching consensus, or at least establishing common ground.
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for the future, debate the relative merits of each scenario and establish preferred options
Thesewere then turned into recommendations to government.

1 What Floats Your Boat?:Applecross- Firhill Basin Canal Corridor MasterplanScottish
Canals and Glasgow City Coun¢i20152016)Case Study 18
This research used a specific type of Participat®mategic Planning pcess known as a
charrette.” The projectcovered the Woodside, Firhill and Hamiltonhill areas of North
Glasgow through which the Glasgow branch of the Forth & Clyde Canal corridor p@kses
charretteengaged over 306takeholders and local community mebars in a collaborative
forum over a period of 4 days create avision for the Woodside, Firhill and Hamiltonhill
areasandthe canal corridorThe charretteancluded guided walks, presentations and group
workshops designed to maximise participation, tédeas and scenarios, amo merge
opportunities and aspirations together to ensure that tfieal proposals had a plaemaking
focus,with long-term benefit for the local communities and the wider Glasgow North area.

USEFULNESS OF THE ORUTS

The desigraled outputs created through theharrette in Case Study 18 meant that the proposals
produced through the engagement process were very quickly and easily ablettarisated into a
Spatial Development Framework for the area that sets out the developnpaténtial, connectivity
enhancements, greenspace improvements and a Higel arts and cultural strategy.

While there is little evaluative evidence available regarding Case Study 11, the fact that the
recommendations from both of the processes were trated into government policy has to
suggest that the Government of Nova Scotia found them valuable. Further, an academic report
aboutthe projects highlightedhem as good practice ipolicy-makingand expressed optimism
about both the quality and durability of the policies developed.

STRENGTHS OF THE MIEOD
9 Participatory Strategic Planning brings the public and expert stakeholders together to
establish common ground and build consensus.

9 Participatory Strategic Planning is a very effective method for involving the public in
meaningful policy development processes, particularly ardewomplex and technical issues,
as it starts by setting a future goal that everyone can agree on, and theresiaoto more
detailed deliberations between experind the public about how this can be achieved in
reality.

1 Participatory Strategic Planning is a proven method for delivering clear policy
recommendations that are able to be implemented.

CHALLENGES IDENFIED BY ORGANISERS

1 Attimes the demands of reaching agreement between diverse stakeholders can weaken the

ambition of some policy recommendations.

1 For this method to be most effectivé does require the active participation of all
stakeholders throughotithe whole process, and this can sometimes be a challenge for
professional participants.

29 A charrette is an intensive desided planning and engagement approach that allows residents, town planners, designers and other
stakeholders to collaborate on a vision fievelopment. It provides a forum for ideas and offers the unique advantage of giving
immediate feedback to participants and designers, through iterative spatial design plans developed throughout the proégss. Th
importantly, allows everyone who participes to be a mutual author of the plan.
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DELIBERATIVE MAPPING

A single example of Deliberative Mapping was identified through our overview of engagement
practices®

1 Deliberative Mapping of Options forTackling Climate Change (University of East Anglia,
2012)Case Study 28
The goal of this project was to establish how different stakehol@aesvs in relation to
proposals for geoengineering comparedth their views on other options for tackling
climate change.13 members of the public and 12 experts worked, initially separately
establish a set of criteriahichthey could use to appraise optioyend thento scoreeach
option against their agreed criteria. When the groups came together midway through the
processthey compared how they had ranked the different options. Members of the public
also had the opportunity at this stage to question the experts and findhoarte about their
reasoning, and vice versa.

USEFULNESS OF THE ORBUTS
In this case both groups arrived at fairly similar views on the proposed climate change mitigation
techniques and agreed on clear preferences. As noted alduseever, while the processas

successful in demonstrating the viability of the method, the usefulness of the outputs was not tested

in a real policymaking context.

STRENGTHS OF THE MEDD
1 Deliberative Mapping involves members of the public and experts working together and
learning from each other, but establishes a structure that does not allow expert views to

dominate the discussions.

1 Deliberative Mapping can be a useful tool for understanding the differences between expert
assessments of optidAT A OEA DOAI EA6Oh xEOE 11T A 100p0OO

map of differing levels of support for different polioptions.

1 A key feature of this method is thittinvolves participants explicitly determining criteria
that they will use to evaluate options, and the weighting given to each criteria. This can be
an important source of information in relation to the vakiand concerns that lie behind

DELIBERATIVE MAPPING
Deliberative Mapping involves members of the public and experts in undertaking an apprbdtierent
policy options. The 2 groups initially work separately (in order to prevent expert opinions dominating t
discussions) to:

- Decide on criteriaagainst whickthey will score the policy options;

- Systematically weigh up the pros and cons of eaicle OEA D1 OAT OEAI O b

consideration.

The 2 groups then come together for a joint workshop designed to compare and contrast their individu
assessments and, ideally, identify areas of common grodriek emphasis of the processtigrefore not
on integrating expert and public voices, but understanding the different perspectives each bring to a
policy process.

Distinguishing Features:
91 Involves both the public and experts in deliberation2@- 40 people)
1 Usually requires a series of meetirgw/ith experts and the public initially working separatgly
1 Through the processublic participants and experts develop a greater awareness and
understandingof the priorities of the other;
1 Is designed to weigh up the pros and cons of a variety of pojitipns, rather than necessarily
reach consensus
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public preferences and ultimately pubbcceptance

CHALLENGES IDENTIMEY ORGANISERS
9 This process can really only be used with quite small groups.

1 Although not the case in the example identified here, there can be difficulties finding
commongroundbetween the two groups and therefore findings can be inconclusive.

ONLINE DELIBERATIONS

While the examples of online deliberations identified in thisearch project could easily be classed
as being within the scope of general deliberative workshops, it seems worth addressing them
separately because of the particular lessons they demonstrate.

1 Public Views on Decarbonisedddting Technologies Committeeon Climate Change2016)

Case Study 1
The Committee on Climate Change undertook a public dialogue to improve understanding
of views relating tdow-carbon heating technologies using a nevdgveloped online
discussion tootalled the Sounding Board small sample of homeowners and rent¢is)
within urban, suburban or metropolitan areas were engaged in an informed discussion
about:

- Potential for uptake of lowcarbon heating technologies, particularly heat networks

and heatpumps;
- Barriers to uptakeand
- Potential solutions to address barriers

The project goal was to identify with participants what role tBevernment could play in
supporting the public to reduce carbon emissions from heatldg.to 10 participants at a

time took part in arinitial information and introduction session for 4® minutes followed

by another 90minute session designed to enable more substantive deliberative discussions.
The dialogue took the form @ audio conversation, supplemented by aissrof visual
information presentationsthe use of scenarios, participant polling and reflection upon
participant polling The discussions were moderated by a facilitator and experts from the
Committee.

1 My 2050 Simulation Game (The Department of Energgnd Climate Change, 2011} ase
Study 9
TheMy 2050 Simulation game was an interactive online game format developed by Delib to
engage users in the tradeffs required to reduce carbon emissions wileeping the lights
ond The game presented a framework througthichto consider systerwide choices
relating to economic, environmental and social conceihsvas used in the workshops run
as part of the wider 205Bnergy Rthways project as a way of involving participantstip
individually and irsmall groupsinexperimening with various pathways towards a lew
carbon future.

USEFULNESS OF THE ORUTS

The Sounding Board technology used in Case Study 1 proved to be an innovative method to
facilitate online the type otlialogue and deliberation that would traditionally happen in a workshop.
The results from the discussis broadly confirmed what thednmittee already understood about
public opinion on the matterHowever it did highlight to staff a few particular aredsat they could
focus on in promoting new lowarbon heating technologies and addressing misconceptions.
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The outputs producedby the game in Case Study 9 were considered useful by the Department of
Energy and Climate Change in understandpagticipantsGpriorities, and the approaches they took
towardsdecidingthem. They were also acknowledged to be largely in line with the views gathered
through more traditional deliberative methods throughout their wider research project. An
additional purpose in usinthe game within the deberative workshops was to bettest it for wider
release as part of a toolkit to support community dialogues about how best to meet carbon targets.
In this regard the information received through the workshops was also very esedudllowed
modifications to be made before it was made available to the general public.

STRENGTHS OF THE MIEOD
f The Sounding Bard method used in Case Study 1 was highlighted in the prdjé€xt
evaluationas being a coseffective and timeefficient alterndive to faceto-face
workshops.

1 The Sounding Bard was also recognised as an effective way of presenting complex and
technical information to a dispersed group of people in order to inform their deliberations.

1 The game format employed in Case Study 9 wadipularly effective in engaging
participants in something new and challenging in a very interactive way as they learnt more
about the tradeoffs required to plan for sustainable energy futures.

1 The game also producedktailed information about the prioties and views of those who
played it, alongside their reasoning processes and the heuristics used to inform their
decisions.

CHALLENGES IDENTIDEBY ORGANISERS
1 Despite theioverallenthusiasm for the process, tli@ommittee on Climate Changanalysts
involved in the projecacknowledged that it allowed for less depth of deliberation than an
equivalent faceo-face engagement process.

1 While the overall evaluations received from users of the My 2050 Simulation game were very
positive, some uses found it difficult to use, something many of them attributed to their
own lack of IT skilleather than the game format itself.

SUMMARY OF THE STREBITHS AND CHALLENGERBN USING
DIFFERENT METHODS

When used appropriately, all of the methods discusseithis chapter can effectively generate

research findings that are useful and valued by the commissioner. However, the discussion here has
also highlighted a range of strengths and challenges in using each method which are summarised in
Table 2 below.
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Table 2 - Strengths and Challenges of each Method

Strengths

Challenges

Consumer Reference Groups
Customer Forums

12.Customer Advisory Panel
13.Customer Forum
15.Consumer Challenge Groups
17.Public Water Forum

1 Establishes a-2vay relationship between consumers and

suppliers that can be strengthened over time;

They are usually directly recognised by, and often
supported by, the organisations they are designed to
influence;

Participants haveéhe opportunity to develop considerable
knowledge of the sector that can supporteh challenge
and scrutiny role.

Members generally need to make a lotgym, often time-
intensive commitment, which tnits who is able to
participate;

Ensuring there is diversity of skills and experiences

among members is critical if these groups are going to b
able to represent consumer vievesfectively,

Maintaining the independence of the group as they
become mored A @® ADIOA ET OACOAOAA
the secta;

Theauthorityof the group, in relation to the suppliers dn
regulators, needs to be clearly defined.

Citizens Advisory Forums
2. Consumer First Pand
10. The Big Energy Shift

23. Citizens Advisory Forum on
Living with Environmental
Change

Establishing a Panel that can becenvened to look at
different issues reduces recruitment costs;

Participants learn what to expect from the process and ¢
therefore move into productive discussions more quickly

The Panel will build relationships anédome used to
working with each other, which can improve the quality ¢
deliberations;

0OAT Al 1T AT AAOO AAT AA AOGEA
between meetings and come prepared to deliberate,
making the best use of their time together.

Individual Panel meetingare usually quite short which ca
limit the time available for deliberatin;

Decisiorrmakers are often not involved in these meeting
and it can be a challenge to ensure that the information
generated reaches them in a useful and relevant way.

Deliberative Focus Groups

16. Floating the Idea: Household
Customer Views on Water
Market Reform

20. Listening to our Customers

Works well with small groups in short amounts of time

Works best when the topic is clearly focused and a spec
intended output hadeen identified.

There are limits as to how much information can be
presented and absorbed by participants within a limited
time frame. This can have a negative impact on the dep
of the deliberations.

General Deliberative
Workshops andRepeated

Veryflexible and versatile method;

Allows for creativity in process design to meet the specif

Ensuring that the purpose is clearly defined, and realisti
before the detailed workshop dé&m is undertaken;




Structured Dialogues

7.

8.

14.

19.

21

22.

24.

26.

278

31.

Consumer Attitudes to Social
& Environmental Taxes and
Charges

Energy 2050 Pathways: A
Public Dialogue
Flood-Risk Communication
Dialogue
Significant Water
Management Issues
River Basin Planning
Strategy
Domestic Waterand
3AxAOACAg #0OO0!
Expectations of Service
Metropolitan Melbourne
Sewerage Strategy
Central Region Sustainable
Water Strategy

%@Dl 1T OET ¢ 0A
Perspectives on theRole of
Government
Postal User Needs
Qualitative Research

needs of the research project;

When well designed is ideal for enabling learning, sharin
of ideas and purposeful deliberation;

Using a Structured Dialogue approatthdeliver the same
workshop in a variety of locations, or with different group
means that reasonably large numbers of people can be
involved in addressing a single policy question, withde t
need for a largescale event;

Added value can be attained/tbringing a small number of
participants in different workshops together at the end to
be part of the process of drawing conclusions from a
Structured Dialogue.

1 The participation of a representative sample of the

population is important for the evidence produced to be
consideredcapable ofgeneralisaion.

Citizens Juries

4,

25.

Citizens' Juries on Wind Farm
Development in Scotland

Trajectories for Carbon
Emission Reductions

Inquiry into the Economics of
Energy Generation

Citizens Juries on Water

Citizens Juries are a recognised and proven method an
therefore given institutional legitimacy

Juries are good forreabling detailed, informed and
productive deliberation among people who have previou
not engaged with an issye

Juries are designed to deliver clear, agreed outputs;

Useful for controversial or sensitive policy issues that
requirecareful weighing up obptions.

Juries are most effectively used when there is a clearly
defined question requiring an answer;

Given that Jury processes usually require participants ta
take in large amounts of informatiqrit can be challenging
to find ways of pesenting thisin engaging ways;

Only a small sample of citizens can be involved
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Management

Citizens Assembly

29. GrandviewWoodland
Neighbourhood Planning

30. NHS Citizens Assembly

Can effectively explore diverse perspectives on complex
issues and reach consensual recommendation

When run on a large scale they can bring a diverse array
opinions and experiences into a single event;

Can be an effective way of providing participants with a
wide range of different or competing views to inform thei
deliberations;

Combining a learing phase with deliberation with peers
can help participants to understand, develop and possib
change their initial views;

Brings decisiormakers faceto- face with consumers with
lived experience of the issues;

Can be a quite high profile process arrdyide an
opportunity to draw wider attention to an issue.

1 Recruiting a representative group of people at this scalé

can be challenging and expensive;

Assemblies areary intensive and resouregemanding(in
terms of both people and timg)rocesses;

Running a Citizens Assembly is a highly complex proce
requiring significant expertise.

Distributed Dialogues
3. Bioenergy Dialogue

Through a Distributed Dialogue it is possible to engage ¢
wide range of stakeholders in a variety of locations;

It canbe a costeffective way of enabling large numbers t¢
participate;

Can be useful for identifying how priorities and opinions
differ in different geographical areas or between differen
groups.

Participants in distributed Dialogue event are usually
self-selecting and therefore the outputs cannot be
interpreted as representing wider public opinion unless
significant demographic tracking, and possibly weighting
is undertaken as part of the analysis

Distributed Dialogues can take a long time to organise a
soarenot suitable in situatias where fast action is
needed;

The commissioning body retains little control of how
discussions are &med or facilitated in practice;

It is difficult to ensure inclusiveness atrdnsparency of
Distributed Dialogues

It is difficult to ensure that local discussions are not
AT T ET AGAA AU OI T OAonGrie A
The process may produce contradictory or inconsistent
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data.

Deliberative Mapping

28. Mapping Optionsfor
Tackling Climate Change

Deliberative Mappingyivesconsumers and expertbe
opportunity to learn from each other and work together;

The methodestablishes a structure that does not allow
expert vews to dominate the discussions;

It can be a useful tool for understanding the differences
between expert assessemts of optiorsand the wider
DOAI EASON

Good for dealing with complicated issues, where a range
different considerations must be balanced against each
other, and enabling paty options to be clearly prioritised;

Inbeginning bydetermining criteria thawill be usedo
evaluate options, and the weighting given to each criteri
it canprovide usefulnformation aboutthe values and
concerns that lie behind public preferencesdaultimately
public acceptability of options.

This process can really orilg used with quite small
groups;

Although not the case in the example identified here, the
can be difficulties finding common growl between the
two groups and therefee findingscan be inconclusive;

It can place considerable demands on the time of exper
participants;

It can be difficult to ensure expert big to the process
and thatexpertsengage with public participants as equal

Participatory Strategic

Planning

11.Participatory Planning of
Sustainable Energy Strategy

18. What Floats Your Boat?:
Applecross- Firhill Basin
Canal Corridor Masterplan

Participatory Strategic Planning is a very effective methd
for involving the public in meaningful polioy action
planning processes, particularlgn complex and technical
issuesas it starts by setting a future goal that everyone
can agree on

Participatory Strategic Planning brings the public and
expert stakeholders together taddress an issue or solve
problem;

It can provide a quick and relatively casffective way of
enabling a diverse group to identify common ground and
reach agreement;

Participatory Strategic Planning roven as a method able
to deliverclear policy recommendationshich are able to

be implenented.

At times the demands of reaching agreement between
diverse stakeholders can weaken the ambitminsome
policy recommendations;

For this method to be most effectivé does require the
active participation of all stakeholders throughout the
whole process

It can be difficult to ensure expert bty to the process
and thatexpertsengage with public participants as equal
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Online Deliberations 9 Online deliberative events can laecosteffective and 1 It can be difficult (if not impossible with current

1. Public Views on time-efficient alterrative to faceto-face workshops; technology) to replicate the depth of deliberation possibl
Decarbonised Heating f They can also prove to be an effectivay of presenting in aface-to-face engagemat process;
Technologies complex and technical informatign 1 Methods may be alienating to people with a lack of IT

9. My 205@Gimulation Game q skills

People can participate in their own time and at theivro
convenience;

1 Onlinegame formasin particular can be an appealing wa
of engaging participanténteractivelyin something new
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6. MPACT ON BLICY

This chapter focuses on the impacts on policy dedisiormakingachieved by the examples
discussed in the Case Studidiscussing where and how the outputs from the deliberative research
have been used to make a difference.

The examples identified in the scoping exercise have been classified for analysis in t&imoaf
types of policy questions:

1. Examining broad policy objectives / horizorscanningz whereinparticipants areasked to
examine the higHevel objectives of a policy or policy programpaadthen identify
priorities, areas of interest and concerfi$iere may also be opportunities here to generate
new ideas.

2. Consultation on policy options to inform how a policy might be deliveredz here
participants aregenerally being asked to consider a more specific set of policy or
implementation options. The pumpse would usually be to prioritise them and/or identify
areas of agreement and concern.

3. Questions around the consumer experience of an existing service/produgtwherein
consumers are asked about their understanding of, and response to, existing service
provision or policy priorities.

A 4" classification has also been used specifically to refer to Consusferdhice Groups / Customer
Forumswhose role often cuts across all types of policy questions.

RESEARCH WITHBROADHORIZON-SCANNINGOBJECTIVES

17examples identified during the scoping exercise can be classified as taking a broad horizon
scanning approach to policy issud&of these have been developedincase studies for this repart

The cases highlighted here have used a wide range of methindiding Participatory Strategic
Planning, Citizenduries Deliberative Mapping, Citizens Assemblesd Citizens Advisory Forums.
However the majority can best be described as having used a general deliberative workshop format.

The table below summasesthe various impactshat havebeen reportedrom these research
projects.

Table 3- Impacts from Case Studies that asked broad, horizescanning questions

Scia;e Title Impacts onpolicy, decision-making and service delivery
uay
3 Bioenergy The findings of the dialogue largely supported what BBSRC alreac
Dialogue understood about public views and values on bioenergy rather tha
Biotechnology revealing new insights. As such it has had little impact on their
and Biological approach tobioenergy policies.
gg’jg;les Researc The evaluation reports hogwer note that the most significant

Ei PAAOO T &£ OEA "ET AT AOCU S$EAI]
practice around public engagement and dialogue. It further highlig
that this influence is likely to go wider than BBSRC itself as they h
already used th§ experience to contribute ttwo projects relating to
the future shape of public engagement in the EU.

8 Energy 2050 The ouputsfrom the workshops have contributed to the debate
Pathways: A AOT 0T A AAEEAOGEI ¢ OEA 5+830 AAO
Public Dialogue | carbon economy, and have been presented to senior decision
Departmentof makers. At the time the evaluation reports were writtghwas
Energy and consideredoo eally to assess the lonterm policy impacts ofhis

Climate Change




researchprogramme.

One concrete outcome howevevasthat, as a result of the
workshops, a toolkit was developed for schools to enable further
dialogue about climate change and the transition to a {oarbon
economy.

9 My 2050 After being piloted in the workshopshe My 20508imulatorwas
Simulator further developed and released to the public as My 2B&thways
Departmentof Calculator This game was extremely successfutingaging with the
Energy and wider public with over 50,000 users creating and submfti®,000
Climate Change | pathways in 26 days iMarch 2011. A report aithe pathways chosen

by participantswas prepared and is understood to hawérmed
government planning

11 Participatory Key recommendations from both processes have since been
Planning of implemented:

Eaztrzyaslilr;egy 1) The recommendation of a charge on electricity consumers

Nova Scotia (univalgant to 5% of elegtricity pgstgnd the gstqblisAhrrlBt of' a

Department of _OE)AOAEI—A)A@AA@_ ET AADPAI A,_&I O ACG/

Energy impact of energy conservation measuregere legislated by the
Government of Nova Scotia in 2009.

2) Recommendations for changes in institutional arrangements,
financial incentives antechnological options have been
translated into government policy commitments.

18 What Hoats Your | The Glasgow Canal Regeneration Partnership Action Rlased on
Boat?: the outputs from thecharrette) highlightsthe regeneration potential
Applecross- of the canal corridor between Applecross Basin and Firhill Basin, ¢
Firhill Basin Canal| its adjoining neighbourhoods anichplementationfunding was
Corridor identified through the Vacant & Derelict Larklind.On the basis of
Masterplan this researcha Planning Permission in Principle has been submitte
Scottish Canals and| for the derelict land.

Glasgow City
Council

19 Significant Water | Feedback from the Environment Agency was positive about the va
Management of the findingsin influencing and irdrming their policy development.
Issues However it is likely that the impact will be greater on the
Environment development of future consultation material and processes than in
Agency the direct influence of policyror examplethe research helped

inform the design of the River Basin Management Plans consultati
in September 2014. It informed the language used, how it was
communicated to the public and supported the framing of some
issues and options. It has also contributed to informing and
supporting thework of other local Catchment Partnerships.

22 Domestic Water | The reports produced as a result of the deliberation process show
and Sewerage: |EO xAO AEEAAOEOA ET CAT AOAOQET |
# OOOI I AO|( views and priorities regarding water service provisiOfwat are
Expectations of | using these findings to feed into a number of projects being
Service O1 AAOOGAEAT ET OOPDPI OO0 1T &£ | AxA
Ofwat Strategy.

23 Citizens Advisory | At the conclusion of the project there weeenumber of indications

Forum
Living with

given about how rembers would usghe findings in the future
including:
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Environmental
Change(LWEC)

1 Some LWEC Partners had already used the results of the
Forum discussions in their work or had clear plans to do sc

1 There were several specific areas identified where LWEC
Partners expected there to be influence on future research
policies: around governance and regulation, the Water
Strategy and flooding

1 The Forum was also expected to have an impact on the
developmentl £ , 7%#6 O BDOAI EA Al C

24 | Metropolitan The outputs from these workshopgere used directlyto inform
Melbourne aSto2dNyS 21 G6SNRa {S6SNI IS Ly
Sewerage
Strategy
Melbourne Water

25 | # E OE Judebod ( The findings of thelurieseach broadly reflected proposed policy
Water positions.Decisiormakers saw theJuriesas useful in demonstrating
Management support for the draft policies but not contributing new ideas.

EU project Interestingly, politicians with different positions on the issues all s3g
theJuried OA AT liohsfas siphb@ting their views.

27 Exploring The findings have mainly been used by academics and other key
0AT Bl A8 O| stakeholders to influence global interpretations and strategies for
Perspectiveson building sustainable cities in the world togacontributing to the
the Role of guality of human life and the viability of ecologies in those places.
Government
Accenture
Institute for
Health & Public
Service Value.

29 Grandview The Assembly produced a clear set of recommendations that were
Woodland incorporated into aNeighbourhood Pan agreed by the City Council.
Neighbourhood
Planning
City Council of
Vancouver

31 Postal User The study fed into a wider body of research carried out by Ofcom,
Needs the extent to which the postal market is meeting the reasonable
Qualitative needs of users of postal services. The research allowed Ofcom to
Research conclude that the postal market was meeting the reasonable need
Ofcom users and was highly valued by residential users and busia@sszss

the UK. As a result of the research Ofcom concluded that indid
needto change the scope of the univergalstalservice.

While all of the research projegisesentedabove have been evaluated by the commissioning
bodies asuccessful andsgul (albeit to varying degrees as discussed in Chapfgh8 evidence
available suggests that onfyve have had a direct and demonstrable impact on policy.

The first of these was thRarticipatory Planning of Sustainable Energy Stratgggcess froniNova

Scotia(Case Study 11) which led directly to legislative action@id OA OA OAI
recommendations aroundhstitutional arrangements, financial incentives and technological options
being taken on as policy commitments by government. This project is one of the few discussed in

this report in which the methodology usedvolved the public, expert stakeholders and policy
makers working collaboratively to identify recommendatiariswasa similar case in the Scottish
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Canals charrette (Case Study 18) where the involvement of all stakeholders was vital to its success.
In both of these cases the structure of the process itself ensured that research outputs were agreed,
and considered achiable, by all of the different parties involved and this in part explains why they
were able to have such a direct impact.

Adirect policy impactvas also achieved by A1 AT OOT A 7AO0A06 0 x1 OEOEI PO
different parts ofthe city (Case Studg4). These workshopslready cited in Chapter 5 as an

example of good practice in process desigmductively and systematically explored different
scenarios for future sewerage management. One reasmmefore for this researchaving a direct

impact an policy-makingis that, whikt the subject covered broadtheme looking well into the

future, its objectives were clearly, and quite narrowly focused the process design ensurdtht

specific outputs were achieved

| FAT 1 80 DI OO0AI credittddmitiAddektly infludn€ing Adlid®,lalthough in this case it

was in a way that confirmed there was no need to change existing arrangemiémdinal case was

the Citizens Asembly in Canada. In all of these examjplesresearch was directly comnsioned by

the body that was responsible for the policy decisions it was designeffdot. This will

undoubtedly havecontributed toOE A AT C Aabilityl tdlirhp&dbdidectly on policy.

In the remaining examples most of the evidence seems to suggestlieavalue of the research lay

ET ET & Oi ET ¢ OEA 1 OCAT etabdihdetsiaridigdf canuind@wOEET EET C

seems to hold true across all of the differenethodologies anddnot unexpected in a broad,
horizon-scanning research exeise in which participants are being askedleliberate on thenhigh-

level objectives of a policy or policy programme. Several of the evaluations therefore note that while
the research did not make a specific difference to pglicgtid inform their thinkng and approach to

a range of later policy decisions or recommendations.

A further area of impact that was highlighted in three of the examples (Case Studies 3, 19 and 24)
was that the research contributed W EA AT I | EOOET 1 willeCappraattddutiic® A OE 1
AT CACATI AT 68 )1 OEA AAOA T &£ OEA %l OEOITIT1 AT O '¢
Management Issues (Case Study 19) the research was identified as having had a direct input into
shapingthe design of thér River Basin Management Plans consultatlater that year: influencing

the language usetb communicate with thepublic andhow the issues and options were framed.

It is also interesting to note that in discussing impatitsth Case Study @he Dialogueon

Bioenergy and Case Study 2&itizensJurieson Water Managementstate that the findings from

the research confirmedhat the commissioners already understood about public views and values
and their currenpolicy intentions. It is possible therefotbat the impacsdirectly attributable to

by

o
Al

the research may have been greatettié outputsE AA AEAT 1 AT CAA OEA 1 OCAT EC

proposals.

CONSULTATIONON POLICY ®TIONS

20 examples of deliberative research with consumers and the widerquibtie classified as
@onsultingon Policy @tionsdduring the scoping stage of ik project. 10examplesusing Citizens
Juries Customer Advisory Forum®eliberative Mappingnd general deliberative workshopisave
been developed into case studié&/here the case studies include evidence of impact this has been
summarised in the table below.
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Table 4 - Impacts from Case Studies that consulted on specific policy options

Case

Stud Title Impacts onpolicy, decisiorrmaking and service delivery
uay
1 Public Views on| Overall theCommittee on Climate Changdelt that the Sounding Board
Decarbonised | had not identified any big issued whichthey had failed to take
Heating account beforeThere were however a number of useful insights
Technologies provided about the kind of information people want and need when
Committee on | considering taking up a lowarbon technology.
Climate Change
2 Consumer First | ThisA OAAOAE OACOI A @écisionmakiftbyHelfing/ A
Panek them to understand the priorities, views and experiences of consum
Ofgem The findings of the researdimvebeen used by Ofgem to inform their
campaign messaging, shoeterm policies, Ofgem publications and the
future strategic planning.
Specifc examples of impact include informing:
- | ACAT 80 x1 OE 11 AT U POl OAAOQE
movers priortahe' T OAOT T AT 08 O 1 Al A AoGA
- Ofgem's review of the Priority Services Register, which was
published alongside thei€onsumer Vulnerability Strateqy
- | ACAI 60 xi OE xEOE 0OODBDPI EAOO
consumers, tariff structuregndthe process of switching
suppliers
4EA OAOAAOAE Al 01 EAI PO OEADA
industry, suppliersenvironmental groups, and government to help
represent the views gfind protect consumers in the energy market.
4 CitizensJuries | Given the primary objective of the project, the most important impac
on Wind Farm | was not to change the principles by which decisions about vianchs
Development are made, but to encourageolicy-makers to use deliberative
in Scotland mechanisms to bring the public voice into such questions.
)(gllhmate The final report has therefore been usefulgolicy-making primarily
change because it provided an unusually detailed account of the process fol
practitioners,policy-makers, decisionmakers and researchers
interested in developing deliberative public forums.
5 | Trajectoriesfor |4 EA AEAIT 1T COA EO OAZEAOATRAK EI

Carbon
Emission
Reductions
Committee on
Climate Clange
(CCO)

Government on the most appropriate level for the 4th Carlidudget,
andthe AT Al & Gecanin@ndatidnslwere outlined in full in a
supporting Technical Report.

Beyond this, however, the immediate impacts of the dialogue are
considered likely to be subtle amtadual A key reason for this is the
AFAAO OEAO OEA £&EET AET ¢O A&£O01T 1 OE
overarching narrative on climate change emissioeguctions (i.e. that
transition is possible at reasonable costs and the UK should retain it
leadership role internationally). If the dialogue results had questione
specific measures or challenged the overarching narrative, then the
impacts may have beemore apparent.

The CCC also state that the project has influenced internal discussic
about future research needs, potentially arguing for a stronger role f
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assumptions about behaviour change in future assessments, and
flagging potential public concerabout specific technologies (e.ghale
gas, Carbon Capture and Storage).

6 Inquiry into the | TheJuriesproduced a Citizens Report presenting their conclusiand
Economics of | the reasoning behind thenThiswas extensively relied upon by the
Energy Committee in itsrecommendations to Parliament.

Generation

New South
Wales

0AOI EAI 4
Public Accounts
Committee

7 Deliberative The research provided clear answers to the research questions and
Research into | findings were used by Consumer Focus to steer policy and inform
Consumer discussion with energy suppliers and the G&vernment.

Attitudes to
Social &
Environmental
Taxes and
Charges
Consumer
Focus

10 The Big Energy | Within DECC the impacts on policy development have been impress
Shift The findings have directly fed into the following policies:
Departmentof , )

Energy and - Trials of payasyou-save;
Climate Change| - The roltout of smart meters;
- The Renewable Energy Strategy, particularly public engagems
aroundlargescale renelh A1 AG AT A OEA OCO
- The Heat and Energy Saving Strategy, particularly the case fo
pilots and learning on the ground;
- $%##60 DOAI EA OAAOT O AT1T1 OT 4
the householder dialogue were used to argue tleed fa a
strong set of announcements;
- The LowCarbon Transition Plan, particularly the Le@arbon
Communities Challenge Fund. This initiative built directly on
recommendations in the report and came about in response tg
calls from householders for locakemplars and an interest in
community-level solutions that emerged during the process.

16 Floating the The Consumer Council for Water intended to use the findings to infg
Idea: EOO PiI1EAU ETDPOO ET O /1 £AxAOBO
Household competitive household water retail markelt. is howevedifficult to
Customer assess the specific impacts of tbeliberative Focus Grougs they

Views on Water
Market Reform
Consumer
Council for
Water

were part of a much wlerresearchproject,including10 indepth
interviews and 3,595 qualitative research interviews
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Research projects designed to engage with phablic around specific policy optionsr to inform
how a policy might be delivere@reones from whictyou would usually expect to see the most
direct impact from the findings on policy decisioasd practice

communications with customers, sheterm policies and longeterm strategic planning. Recruiting
aCitizens Adisory Forumis aresearch methodology that Ofgem has used repeateaiyer a

number of years nowand it has clearly proven to be an effective way of enabling consumer opinions
and preferences to influence their wodkrectly.

The other example where thereéwidence for significant impact being maada both policy

formation and implementationis al® one where a Citizens Advisory Forum was used, Case Study 10
The Big Energy ShiffThe innovative and engaging procesiesign asalready describedwas clearly

key to its succesginotherimportant strength of this example is thahe Departmentof Energy and
Climate Changewhichcommissioned the research, also explicitly establishéthe outset the

types of outputs it was looking for: in this casentifying triggers for behaviour change and
understanding what motivates people to shift from indivalyto household, to communityide
initiatives related to domestic energy usage and options

Threeof the research exampléacluded in Table 3 were Citizedgries a methodthat iswell suited
to using deliberatiorto reach consensus, and thus typically able to prodciear recommendations
criteria or rankedriorities that can be used by policy addcisionmakers. Case Study 6 shows that
the recommendationgroduced by theCitizensJuriesheld as part of thé&ew South Wales
Parliaments Inquiry into the Economics of Energy Generatizare extensively relied upon by the
Committee in its subsequent report. Thus, despite the limited evaluative information available
regarding this researclit does appear to be a goakample of thikeyfeatureof the Citizenslury
method beingused inpractice

Case Study 4, which discusses theiesheld in Scotland to look girinciplesfor decisiormaking
about onshore wind farmsalso clearly demonstrates the strength of this tned as a way of
involving members of the public in developing policy recommendatiaiespite not having a direct
impact on windfarm planning policies. Undertaken as a pramfconcept exercise to demonstrate
the viability of Citizengluriesas amethodto helpmake decisions about complex and contentious
issuesthis project demonstrated thaall 3Juriesmanaged to develop and agree a list of principles
by which wind farm policy should be sand further that there was a considerable degree of
consistency in the themes and priorities emerging from each group.

TheJuryprocess described in Case Studghéwever, seems to have hakbssdirect impact. This is in
part because, unlike the othexamplesjn which the same process was run 2 tinfesin different
parts of the country (placespecificallychosen becausthey werelikely to havedifferent
perspectives on the questiounder discussionjhe Trajectories for Carbon Emission Reductions
Jurywasonly held once in LondoWhen it came theradre to using the outputs of the event to
inform policy decisionghere were concerns about th®bustnessof the outputsbecause of the
limited sample of thegpublic involved While the outputs of thelurywere used to inform the
Commitee onClimate Chand 6 O A Ah® BKGAverdnient it was notedhat thesemay have
been given more weight idecisionmakingif the procesdad been repeatedeveratimes across
the country, giventhat the research questiowas an issue of national relevance.

Threeof the research projectimcluded herehowever appear to haveadno specifiqolicy impacts
either becausehe deliberative project was undertaken as part of a wider programme of research
and thus any impacts cannot be attributed to $isecificfindings, or because it broadly confirmed
what the organisation already knew. All however noted that the outputs provided by the research
had provided insight into consumer perspectives which informed the organis&iaasr thinking

and the knowledge they werable to apply to policy formlation in broader context
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EXPLORINGCONSUMER EXPERIENCE

A much smaller number of the examples identifiduring the scoping stage can be classified as
being designed to exploreonsumer experiences of a service/producgaining consumer insight
into existing practice. This is in part because deliberative methods are not ativagsbest suited
to achieving this goalnd there are a range of other engagement methods that tend to be used
more often toaddress thesgypesof questionseffectively.

Of the 7 included within the overview ekamplesonly 2 tave been pursued as case studies. The
impacts achieved in these examples are descriipetthe table below.

Table5- Impacts from Case Studies thafocused onconsumer experience

Sc'iaze Title Impacts onpolicy, decision-making and service delivery

udy

14 Flood-Risk Theresults of thigesearch began thave an impact on
Communications | Environment Agency mapping and flood information systenm
Dialogue even before it wasompleted.By the time otthe joint
Environment workshop convened to wind up the projethe Environment
Agency Agency hadalreadytaken on board many of the proje@tO

messages and specific findings in meggs of flood risk maps
and communication materials (fliers, personal flood plans al
SO on).

Action continued after the project ended including work to
improve website access and information, revising flood may
andlinking the work to postflood review recommendations.
A plan to implement the outcomes from the dialogue projec;
was also developed, which detailed extensive further action
plannedas a result of this research.

20 Listening to our The results from the focus groups have informed the desigr
Customers subsequent research including tldesign ¢ the Stated
Scottish Waer Preference 8rvey.They also helped inform Sco@E 7 A Q
Strategic Direction Ran and their input into the Strategic
Review of Charges 2015.

Both of these projects have managed to achieve clear outcomes and demonstrate the importance of
choosing the right method to deliver upon the research objectives.

Case Study 14 is a partiadly strong example of good practicé used a Structured iBlogue
approach to deliver a series of workshops aimed at improemgmunicationwith the public about
(a)flood risk andb)what householders can do to minimise the impact of floodifrgom tte time
devotedto the planning stage of the research, to the edrlyolvement of stakeholderi shaping
the research question and methodologisflood riskdialogue clearlyfdemonstratesthe
importance ofaneffective, considered process design in nraiding the impacts of research.

Precisely lecause of the time and resources devotedhis planning stagethe Environment

Agency hadrerywell-defined expectations ofvhat informationthe research needed to generate to
maximise its impagctbefore theactualengagementprocessegan. They had also established an
agreed route for how this information would be used, both by themselves and their partners, to
generatepractical outputs designed to increase awareness, encourage engagement and improve
respongs to flood riskThis not only allowed the research to have an almost immediate imtadt
alsoensured that the sample of the population recruited to take part in each of the workshops was
constructed using criteria particularly relevant to the proj@abverall goals.
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IMPACT OF CONSUMERBEFERENCE GROUPS / GOIOMER
FORUMS

Consumer Bference Groups / Customer Forumnnsuallyfulfil a unique rolehaving the opportunity
to influence policy andecisiorrmakingin an ongoing way angotentially cutting acros all 3 types
of policy questions.

As noted in Chapter,all of the examples of Consumer Reference Groups / Customer Forums
explored in this report come from the water industry aBaf themwere involved in th@rice review
proceses completed in 2014, although each performed a different vddenoted by Heims and

Lodge, EScotland, consumer engagement reflected a tripartite agreement between company,
regulator, and consumer organisation that was to engage directly with the amgpwhereas the
English and Welsh experience involved consumer negotiations organised at the compan§ievel.
This meant that their direct impact also variedhilethe Water Industry Commission for Scotlaimd

the end accepted the agreement reached bewn the Customer Forum and Scottish Water, in
England and Wales Ofwat tended to play a more\atiole in revising theustomer agreements
reached between the Consumer Challenge Groups and companies, and in most cases imposed
001 OCEAOS8 OAdhpadidsBvblBi@e reportsipgesithereforethat, whilemany of

the English and Welsh water companies and Consumer Challenge Groups found the engagement
process beneficial and rewardirfgrimarily in regards to their direct interactions with each other
perceptionsof the overall value and impadif the Groupsx AOA AAT ACAA AwdembgE A OACOI |
lack of respect for theutcomes of theinegotiations.*

However i is clear from the evaluative interviews undertaken in relation to the role of these

Caonsumer Reference Groups/Customer Forums that all parties involved felt that definitions of

effective customer engagement and considerations of customer perspectives played a far more

prominent role in the deliberations of senipolicy-makers in water compnies across the country

than they would have without the presenoé these groupsln Scotlandoarticularly,the Customer

Forum is credited with achieving significant improvements in Scottish Watendestanding of

what consumers wantnl his evaluatiomeport Littlechildi T OAA OEAO OOEA OAT OA A0
that the company would at have been willing to conceds® much in the way of price, and the

regulator would not have been able to make the case for as many customer beasfitse

#0001 1T A0 &1 00I xAO AAT A O AAEEAOAS8G

SUMMARY OF THE EFFHCOVENESS OF DIFFERENMETHODS IN
ADDRESSING DIFFERENTYPES OF POLICY QUHSONS

The limited number of examplédentified for some of the methods, along with the lack of
information on imp@act for some of the Case Studies, makes it very difficult to draw any specific
conclusions from the Case Studihemselvegegarding the effectiveness of specific methods to
answer different types of policy questions.

There are however some general obsaigns that can be made about the suitability of different
methods for different purposes:

1 Consumer Reference Groups / Customer Forup$Vhen well chaired, with a broad and
diverse membership and a cleaalationship withdecisionmakingbodies, these graps are
able to bring the views, experiences and preferences of custoefégstivelyinto all areas
of policy-making. This is particularly true if they are provided with, and/or able to
commission, independent customer research.

31Heims Eva and LodgeMartii  O#1 1 OET ¢ 4Ei Ae 2ACOiI AOI OU ! CAT AEAO AT A #1171 001 A0 %l GA
School of Economics, 2014), http://www.lse.ac.uk/accounting/CARR/pdf/DPs/@ABREvaHeimsand-Martin-Lodge.pdf.

32 |pid.
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9 Citizens Advisory Forumg Forums like this that meet on a number of occasions have been
shown throughout this researclalsoto be able to have an impact across all tgpé policy
questionsas exemplifiedby £ACAT 6 0 #0001 1 AO &EOOO 0AT Al 08

1 Deliberative Focus Groupg Even when given a deliberative taske Focus Group method
is best able to address questions relating to customer experience and/or provide initial
responses to policy options or proposals. This is largely due to the limited time usually
available fordeliberation.

f General Deliberative Workshopsind Repeated Structured Dialogued’z Deliberative
Workshopsareequally able to addredsroad, horizorscanning questions (as demonstrated
by Case Studg4),consultations around different policy optioras ilustrated in Case Study
26) and questions relating to consumer experience (as shown by Case Study 14) when
effectively and creatively designed. The key determinant of their likelihood of achieving
significant impacts on poligjnowever, tends to be the numers that are involved in the
process.

9 Distributed Dialoguesz Distributed Dialogues tend to be most effective when they are
used to explore&eonsumer preferences in relation byoad policy issuesn part becausé
can be difficult to draw clear conclu$icd A AT OO spdcificaplty phetet@bcesAlso,
as there is no way of maintaining quality control over the dialogues, there gaiaantee
when using this procedbat the opinions that are fed back to the organiseepresent
anything more than peicipantsantuitive responses to the questions asked.

9 CitizensJuriesz This method is best used to consult on specific policy options or to identify
priorities in a broad horizogcanning exercise. Because the focus dfigytends to be on
arriving at a verdict based on the analysis of evideitde less useful for opening up and
exploring wider, speculative issues. In assessing their likely impact we would agree with
Russell when she statéitizensJuries have traditiondly been considered RoHRoyce
citizen engagement. Yet in the context ofpolicy-making, dtizensJuries may be more
effective and efficient than inquiries or bureaucratic reviews. In bringing the range of
stakeholders and experts into the room, havingeth apply themselves vigorously to
providing evidence and arguments, and having a ndiug (without pre-existing positions)
filter this information and come to judgement, may produce a more useful result in less time
with a lower budgeis®

9 Citizens Assemlly z Citizens Assemblies are best used when the goal is to lariage
representative sample of the populatianto the same deliberative process. This methie
most suitedto addresing broad, horizon scanning questionand Assemblies are
particularyO OA £01 xEAT OEAOA EO 1 EOOI A ETT x1 AAT O
However Asembliescan also be effectively used to consult on policy options and reach
collective recommendations.

1 Deliberative Mappingz This is a method specificalijesigned to assess the relative merits
of different policy options from the perspective of both expert stakehotthmd the wider
public.

9 Participatory Strategic Planningz As this method is designed to bediry exploring and
agreeing a collective visidior the future it is best used in the context of a broad horizon
scanning exercise where there is scope for participants to develop new ideas, and new policy
and practical options to achieve them.

1 Online Deliberationsz While there seems to be consideralpotential for online
deliberative platforms to develop that are able to address all types of policy questlons

34 These two categorisations are grouped together here because the main difference in the methodology is hothejtene delivered,
rather than any specific aspect of their design or capacity to address different types of policy questions.
35 Russelly AT AU OauBEe@BUAT O
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examples identified here tend to suggest that they are best used to consult on policy
options, where information can be clearly presentattahen discussed within quite defined
parameters.
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7. CROSSCUTTING PRACTICAL QU5IDERATIONS

PARTICIPANTRECRUITMENT

All but one of the examples identified in this report have prioritised the participation of a
representativesamge in their deliberéive events. Hbwever, they have gone on to definthis, and
recruittheir participants in a variety of different way®>

With any deliberative farm designed to produce outputs that can be extrapolated to be relevant to
wider public opinionit isimportant that those invited to take part are broadly representative of the
population of interest; whether that be the population of a given geographical area (for example,
Scotland as a whole or a smaller region), or a particular group of customers or serviceQrdgnsn

such a basis will it be reasonable to assume that the findings of the forum will reflect the views of the
wider population of interes’

Ensuring representativeness begins with choosing an appropriate sample frame. Many possible

frames exist, fom pre-existing databases (e.g. customer databases) and consumer or citizen panels,

01 OEA AAEOAA Al AAOI OAI OACEOOAO AT A OAEOAA EET |
street by professional recruiters.

The use of preexisting databases isppropriate where these are known to give universal coverage

I £/ OEA pI pOI AGETT 1T &£ ET OAOAOO8 ' xAOAO POI OEAA
include all such complainants and, as such, could feasibly functitmeaample frame for dorum

among this group. In contrast, its database of customers who have signed up to receive its

newsletter wouldbe likely to include only the most engaged customers and so would not be an
appropriate frame for a forum aimed at gauging the views of custasin generalln essence, it
wouldbelikelyto AT T OAET OAEAOG68

The Sciencewisprogramme, for example, maintained a database of previous participants who had
indicated that they were interested in taking part in further dialogue events. It was from this list that

11 of the 17 participants in the lesarbon heating technology dialogudiscussed in Case Study 1

were recruited. While participants were still selected to be broadly representative of the wider public

and had no prior knowledge of the particular policy area, this potential to skew the results was
acknowledged. As this wasvery small dialogue project (in part designed as a proof of concept of

the methodology) it was considered an acceptable risk in the circumstances.

Such bias can similarly affect consumer or citizen panels. Though such panels can, and usually are,
construded to be demographically representative of the population from which they are drawn, this
does not necessarily mean they are attitudinally or behaviourally representative. Ipsos MORI knows,
for example, that people who join panels tend to be more civicalblitically and digitally engaged

than the public as a whole, which in turn can be reflected in the views and priorities they express in
deliberative fora.

A similar risk of sel§election bias may have been present in the recruitment for the Victorian
Sustainable Water Strategy deliberative workshops (Case Study 26). The recruitment for the forum
was wndertaken by InfoNet (an externatarketresearch company) and it is noted in the research

36 The exception to this is the Distributed Dialogue process undertaken around Bioenergy (Case Study 3). However, it washoted i
evaluation of this research that the reliability and usability of the results were limited because the participants werallyeyounger,
more highly educated and more likely to be already involved in science than the general population. This is an acknovdkdyeding
this type of methodology.

37 Unlike survey research, qualitative social research does not aim to pecalguiantifiable or statistically representative summary of
population attitudes, but to identify and explore the different issues and themes relating to the subject being researbbeassimption
is that issues and themes affecting participants areféention of issues and themes in the wider population concerned. Although the
extent to which they apply to the wider population, or specific @rbups, cannot be quantified, the value of qualitative research is in
identifying the range of different issieinvolved and the way in which these impact on people
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it was not possible to ensure all demographic, psychographic and -smmoomic groups were

OADPOAOAT OAA CEOAT OEI A ,Adwédverpddsivle fodniliddialsid régSterOAET 006
xEOQOE )1 A&l . 8nliné énd, MAI©iristnAt @Bwn if this list was used for this project, it does
suggestthataA O AT -O &1 B D A& E IEl vbthinth&itsanpesA I8 Eases like this, with the

growing popularity of incentive payments being made for participatiamust also be

acknowledgel that financial gain, rather than increageivic and/or political engagementaybe a

key motivating factor for joiningthese lists

The edited electoral register, by virtue of its wider population coverage, hapakential to deliver

more representative samples. In practice, however, it may fail to do so. In recruiting from the
register, it is necessary in the first instance to write out to target individuals and invite them to opt in
Oi OEA OAI bi-AA IESRDEsth® dpptoach @leh iECasudy 6, the Citizens
Juriesexploring energy generation ind\Wv South WalesAustralia.Participants were recruited via
invitations sent to 8000 randomly selected citizens in the Sydney and Tamworth regions. A random
selection of 30 participantsvasthen selected from the positive responsés match the

demographic profile of each community.

It is worth noting that, in this type of recruitment model very few of those individuals who receive a
letter will respond, far lesopt in; a corollary of which is that the minority whomay differ from

the wider population in important ways. As in the case of research panel members, they may be
more civically engaged and/or have a particular reason for wanting to take part nesearchy for
example, because they hold strong views on the topic concerned. Again, this would be likely to be
reflected in their contribution to the deliberations.

Another approach, although one that runs the same risks as those noted above, is ti véru

public advertisement and then construct a representative sample from the applications received.
This was the approach taken to recruit domestic customers to the Irish Public Water Forum (Case
Study 17). Following a widespread advertising campaigonsea range of traditional and social
media outlets, approximately 250 applications were received. Members were then randomly
selected based on a set of criteria established in legislation that included age, gender, region, and
the water company they wereegistered with. A reserve panel of 100 was also selected to ensure
that, if someone were to drop out, they could be replaced by the next person on tizdhisteby
enabling the panel as a whole to retain the balance established by the selectionecriteri

Freefind recruitment undertaken doeto-door and/or in street can obviate these challenges.
Recruits are less sedkelecting as the recruiter chooses who to approach, based omlgfieed
geographical and socidemographic (quota) parameters, and caakée steps to encourage
participation (for example, by explaining to prospective recruits what the forum will involve and
addressing any questions or concerns they may have etc.). People recruited usitimfree
approaches are also less likely to be-pamditioned by having previously taken part in researdn
issue that often emerges with panel recruitment. This type of recruitment method was used to
recruit participants for the events discussed in Case Studies 8, 10 and 19, for example.

Even when recruitment is undertaken using a fifeed or similarly robust approach (e.g. through a
database that provides universal coverage), there are additional challenges to be overcome in
attempting to recruit a representative set of participants taleliberative forum.

Firstly, and at the most basic level, people are not always able or willing to give up several hours of
their spare time to take part in a forum. They may have other commitmeritem work or caring
responsibilities to scheduled hdbiesz that they cannot readily abandon, or feel nervous about the
idea of interacting with a roomful of strangers. Alternatively, they may simply have no interest in the
topic to be discussed or in civic participation. (For all of these reasons, inegratjiments are more

and more often seen as crucial in helping to maximise the size and diversity of the pool of
prospective recruits).

Secondly, while care can be taken to recruit a representative mix of the population using quota and
other criteria, pratical or budgetary constraints may mean that certain sgtoups have to be
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excluded. This might include, for example, people for whom English is a second langinate
event that it is not feasible to have translators at the forgrand those who are dusebound.
Depending on the location of a forum, people living in some very remote or rural areas may also
have to be excluded on the basis that may be unreasonable to ask them to travel substantial
distances to attend.

Thirdly, it should be borne in mirthat success imecruitinga representative pool of people for a
deliberative forum does not necessarily translate into the forum being representativihe daylt is
normal to see around a 20% drop out for any given forum, which can result in a skamgde,
depending on the demographic and attitudinal profile of those who do not show up.

OPTIMAL NUMBERS OF RRTICIPANTS

Afundamental belief underpinning approaches toliterative public engagement is that the results
of awell-planned, weHresour@d and effectively feilitated deliberationbetween a small, but
representative sample of the population can be extrapolated to be indicative of the views of the
wider public, if thewider publichadbeen giverthe opportunity toparticipate in the same
deliberative process.

In practice, however, when it comes to using the results of deliberative research to inform paolicy, the
AAOGA OOOAEAO EAOA OAT A O1 OOCCAOO OEAOGmMakersi AOCEIT /
whoare intended to use the rmailts feel that the number of participants is too small, then the

perceived legitimacy of the results can be undermined. This was highlighted in Case Study 23 (where
only between 13 and 18 people took part in each of the Citizens Advisory Panel discyussiankey

obstacle to the outputs being perceived as useful for informing future planning. A similar point was

made in Case Study 5, where it was noted that the findings of this Citizens Jury (held in London with

25 residents selected to be broadly repemtative of the national population) would have been more

persuasive to policynakers if the process had been repeated in different areas of the country.

Nonetheless, the question of the right numbef peoplethat need to banvolved in any particular
engagementexercise is ultimatelgependent on the purpose, context arsdale of topic under
investigation This is illustrated by Case Study 1 where S8oeindingBoard, despite only involving 17
people, was considered by policgakers to have been a usefdercisethat could be used to inform
their thinking about the types of information needed by the public to encourage the uptake of low
carbon heating technologies. Because the research question was very narrow and the outcome
focused on providing practi¢anformation and guidance to poliesnakersz rather than influencing
wider strategic decisiong the small numbers involved appear to have been less of an obstacle.

High numbers of participants, however, do seem to be a general indication for how rdimust t
research outcomes are perceived by poliogkers, particularly if they are not directly involved in

the process. It was particularly noted in the evaluation of Case Stugya2fich contributed to the
Sustainable Water Strategy for the Victorian CenfRagionz that the large sample size achieved
over the five regional forums (150 in total) meant that the results could be taken as strongly
indicative of the views of residents of the wider regiand therefore used to inform policy.

Distributed Dialogus, Citizens Assemblies and Structured Dialogues are all methods that enable
large numbers of participants to take part in the research, although not always as part of the same
event.

INCENTIVE PAYMENTS

As noted aboveincentive payments are increasingbging used to widen the sample of people who
are willing and able to participate in thigpes ofdeliberative eventainder discussion here

If we exclude participation in most Consumer Reference Groups or Customer Forums (which the
case studies have shown tend to be maietkpert panels whee memberswhile they receive
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expenses paymentsre unlikely to be paid for regular attendance at megs) and in Distributed
Dialogues where payment is not an option, thehcase studies remain. Of these, we have been
able to find information about incentive payments fa®.IThis shows that payments were made to
participantsmore than2/3 of the time.

The table below demonstrates that there are significant differences in the payments made across
different projects, with Cases Studies 1 and 24 appearing, on face value, to be the most generous

and Case Study 19 the least. There does not appear, howeviee, &my pattern, either in relation to
the commissioning body, method of recruitment or type of method to explain these variations.

Table 6 - The range of payments made to participants

;Sj; Title Payments made to participants
1 PublicViews onDecarbonigd Heating £60 for 2.5 hours online engagemen
Technologies
2 Ofgem Consumer First Pargel Participants were paid but amount
unknown
4 CitizensJurieson Wind Farm Development in £90 per day for 2 days
Scotland
5 Trajectories forCarbon EmissionReductions: A Participants were paid but amount
public dialogue to better inform how to meet UK | unknown
carbon budgets
6 Inquiry into theEconomics ofEnergyGeneration | Not paid
7 ConsumerAttitudes to Social &Environmental £150 fullday workshop
Taxes andCharges
10 The Big Energy Shift £100 fultday workshop
14 Floodrisk CommunicationsDialogue Not paid
16 Floating theldea: HouseholdCustomer Not paid
Views onWater Market Reform in England
17 PublicWwater Forum Not paid
19 Significant Water Management Issues £65 for 6hour workshop
22 | Domestic Water and Seweragg OO O1 | A O| £120 for 2 workshops of Dbrs each
Expectations of Service
23 Citizens Advisory Forumn Living with £50 per day for 3 days
Environmental Change
24 Metropolitan Melbourne Sewerage Strategy $220 (Aus.) for 5:B0ur workshop
25 CitizensJurieson Water Management Not paid
26 Central Region Sustainable Water Strategy: $150 (Aus.) for 4 hours
Community Research Forums and Social
Acceptability ofWater Options
28 Mapping Options foiTackling Climate Change Participants were paid but amount
unknown
29 GrandviewWoodland Neighbourhood Planning | Not paid
30 NHS Citizens Assembly Participants were paid but amount

unknown

Rather than trying to determine a rationale for the differences in payment levelsribig
interestingto look atsome ofthe examples where participantgere unpaid.

It is an explicit condition of membership of the Public Water Forum, for exartipdé domestic
consumers participate onwluntary basisBy applying for membership in response to public

advertisements, these participants have therefore made a proactive choice to become involved. It is

also worth noting that one of the other examples identified where selection for participation relied

70|Page



on anactive responsg albeit to a letter sent to 8000 randomly selected residepis also one of the
few other cases where participants took part in a voluntary capacity (Case Study 6).

In Case Study 14, the locations for the workshops were very expiigidied to the topic under
discussion i.e. mix of locations where people had experience of flooding in their homes and those
where participants may have had no experience of flooding in their homes but were at high risk of
flooding. While participants &re still recruited to be broadly representative of the populations of
eachlocation it seems reasonable to assume tipatrticipants agreed to take part on a voluntary
basis because the topic was of direct and immediate relevance to them and their cotigsuni

THE ROLE OF EXPERTS

Ashighlighted elsewhere in this reparhaving expert stakeholders involved in the planning

process is important to ensuring that the research project addresses questions that are valuable to,
and able to be used by, decisionakers.Deciding on the role experts should play in the actual
engagement process however will depend on the outputdichthe commissioning body iwoking

for z and will also have a bearing on the most suitable method of engagement.

Case studies prepadefor this report highlight a variety of approaches to expert involvement: from

those where experts produced information in advance but had no role in the engagement process

(for example Case Study 3 which used a Distributed Dialogue method and Case2Sthish

Ei 1 OOOOAOAOG OEEO ADPDPOI AAE AARET ©th@3©vwkhdetdel O |/ ACAT
participation of experts throughout was considered vital (for example Case Study 18)

Some methods, for example Citizens Juries, are designed to havetexpeilable to provide

information and advise participants, but explicitly exclude them from the deliberative process. This

is because the method is designed to enable Jury members to determine their own positions and
conclusions based on having accessdigvant information.

Deliberative Mapping processes also begin with the experts working separately from public
participantsz initially to prevent them dominatingr leading the discussidoefore members of the
public have had time to form and developetir own opinions. The two groups are brought together

in the second stage of the process to compare their preferences and see if and where there is
common ground that could be worked towards. Case Study 28, which outlines how this method was
used to examie proposals for mitigating the effects of climate change, shows that in this case the
two groups had come to fairly consistent conclusions, albeit for possibly different reasons.

In Participatory Strategic Planning processes, which are designed to betaskdiver plansvhich

are able to be implementedt is vital for public participants and experts to work together

OEOI OCET 6O ET 1 OAAO O1 1 AAOT &EOI I AT A O1 AAOOOAI
in Case Study 11 suggest that, with a coexphnd valudaden issue like regional energy planning,

the method was patrticularly successful in overcoming difficulties in reaching consensus and

agreeing workable proposals for action.

Other methods, like Citizens Assemblies and Structured Dialogalesmore flexible in how they
approach the role of experts, although when experts do participate they are usually heavily
outnumbered by norexpert participants. In some cases, however, as illustrated by Case Study 30,
this can be a challenging and confriamy positionfor experts to be placed in. In its pilot Citizens
Assembly NHS England policynakers sometimes found themselves taking a defensive attitude to
criticisms of services, or feeling that they were being expected to provide information that tidey d
not feel qualified to comment upon. It is therefore very important to ensure that patiakers are

fully aware of the situation they are going into and clearly briefed about their role. Conversely, it is

38 AOA OEA OAOI OAPGDPAOOOE EO OOAA OAOU AOI Adoisithmdkésiindustylerpdris AET ¢ T 1
regulators, academics and/or lobby groups.
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role.

COMPARAIVE COSTS AND VALUEOR MONEY

It has been very difficult throughout this research projecbtuain accurate costs for the examples
presented as case studies in this report. In many ¢ds®l commissioning bodies and contracting
organisatiors consider this information to be commercially sensitive and have withheld it in their
published reports What information has been made available to us, either through published
sources or followup contad, is included in the case studida.many cases, we are aware that this
will not give the CFU the level of detalil it is looking for.

We also found that a number of the published reports that do include financial information tend to
give an overall figre that includes development, planning, engagement and evaluation. With so
many variables involved in projects like this, it can therefore be difficult to determine the actual
costs of a particular activity. Furthermore, it seems to be the case that a ruofithe projects
presented as case studies have been commissioned as part of a wider piece of consumer or public
research. This has meant that even when overall budgets are made public it can be impossible to
separate out the costs associated with theliberative activities from the other work.

ESTIMATING COSTS
To assist the CFU in gaining a better understanding of the types of costs likely to be involved in
delivering deliberative engagement events, the research team has prepared the table Below.

Itis intended to give a broad indication of the costagftandard 1day General Deliberative

Workshop for 30 people, recruited to be a representative mix of the local population. These costs are
based on the workshop taking place in a central belt urbantionge.g. Edinburgh or Glasgow),

with 3 facilitators attending in each case. The costs also assume full analysis and reporting of the
findings (but exclude the production/delivery of a presentation or printed report).

Table7 - Indicative costs for a 1 dayGeneral Deliberative Workshop for 30 participants recruited as a representative sample

Set up and first workshop Per subsequent workshop
Recruitment of participants Redacted Redacted
Staff costs* Redacted Redacted
Incentives Redacted Redacted
Venue hire and catering Redacted Redacted
Transcription Redacted Redacted
Travel Redacted Redacted

*Staff costs include all project management, design of materials, facilitation, analysis and reporting
In practice, costs clearly mdpe lower or higher than those set out above depending on a range of
variables, including:
9 the number of participants to be recruited overall;
91 the number of recruitment quotas fulfilled (the above costs assume basic quotas on sex, age,
working status and saal class, plus one or two attitudinal quotas);

39 PLEASE NOTHpscs MORI considers the information contained in this section to be commercially confidential. It contains
commercially sensitive information on our costs which could be severely detrimental to our business if disclosed to atonrigeti
consider that it waild remain sensitive for a period of five years from the date of submission of this report (i.e. until October 2021).
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9 location(s)z workshops in rural areas are likely to incur additional costs in the form of travel
and subsistence time/expenses. However, these costdeilkely to be offset to a degree
by the lower cost of venues in rural areas;

1 the level of incentive offered to participangsEl O A OET OOAO x1 OEOEI B 1 .
duration, we would recommend an incentive of at least £40;

1 whether or not respondents are required to undertake any tasks in advafite workshop
(additional staff time and respondent incentives may be required in such cases);

1 the number of breakout groups anticipated one facilitator will usually be required per
break-out group;

1 whether or not the discussions are to be transcrilzgutofessional transcribers charge
around 90p to 95p per minute for transcription;

1 whether facilitators are required to attend planning or Steering Group meetings as part of
the planning process; and

1 whether there is a need to pay expert contributors tioeir involvement in the workshop.

VALUE FOR MONEY

In terms of assessing value for money, most of the published evaluation reports, and ourdiglow
contact with commissioners, have resulted in vague, positive statements. The one negative
assessmenthat we received was in relation to the Consumects research project (Case Study 7)
where the staff member interviewed commented that the process had b@arexpensive (but
politically very visible) way of getting information that can be got by morentimnal methods much
AEAAPAO AT A AAGEAO888A00 AO A xAU T &£ AAITT OO0OA
Unsurprisingly, the case studies relating to more unusual methods have tended to be the most
unequivocal in their assessments of value afiray. Case Study 3, prepared on the distributed
dialogue on bioenergy, notes that it was considered a very-effstictive method for undertaking
larger-scale dialoguelt further notes that, while thdioenergy public dialogue pregt had a total
budgetof £137k, theravassignificant underspend on the projeanhd the cost watower thanthat of
many more traditional dialogues. This includagrevious BBSRC dialogue on synthéiimogy

which involved roughly the same number of participahtg cost almet three times as muchCase
Study 1which describes the use of ttf@8undingBoard model for online deliberationalso clearly
states its costeffectiveness emphasising theability of this methodto gain public input on
challenging issuesoncerning sence and technologyin less timeand for less moneythan a face
to-face deliberative exercise.

Only one of thecasestudies includes a specific metric for how value for money was assessed. This
was in relation to the Flood Risk Communication workshopsimissioned by the Environment
Agency (Case Study 14).

Extract from Case Stud¥4z Flood Risk Communications Dialogue

It would only require 12 households (that is, 13% of those involved in dialogues, al
whom live in high flood risk areas) to take preventative action (for example, signinc
to Floodline, fittingproperty-level protectionmeasures such as air brickjl&i valves

or flood skirts, and moving their possessions upstairs in the event of a flood) to avc
flood damage in a major flood event to recoup project costs. While the evaluation v
not able to collect robust quantitative data on actions taken, angatievidence from
participants suggests that at least this percentage had the intention of taking actior
individually or collectively. However, such benefits will not be tested until the time ¢
major flood in their area.
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THE PRESENTATION OINNFORMATION

All of the case studies informing this report provide examples of participants being asked to use new
information to inform their deliberations. As such, the way information is presegtedhen, in what
format and by whon z plays a key role idetermining the quality of both the deliberations and

outputs in a research project.

One way that some of the examples discussed in this report have attempted to deal with the
challenges involved in participants needing to absorb a considerable amoun@vafand often quite
technical or complexinformation is to design processes that take place over 2 or more sessions.
Several of them have also explicitly separated the informatipving phase of their projects from
the deliberative stage, allowing timeetween meetings for information to be processed and
potentially discussed informally with family and friends (Case Studies 1, 4, 9, 14 and 22). Case
Studies 4, 10 and 22 also highlight the value of this time being used by participants to undertake
OE T | @R éither background reading or additional séffitiated research triggered by the
information presented in the preceding session.

Regardless of the stage of the process, ensuring that the information given to participants is
engaging and accessibledssential. There have been a number of case studies throughout this
report that demonstrate the effectiveness of creative techniques in presenting information to
participants in meaningful ways (Case Studies 7, 8, 9, 14 and 24 in particular).

In a longeor full-day workshop, using a variety of different formats for imparting information is key
to keeping participants engaged. In the Consumer Attitudes to Social and Environmental Trackes a
Chargegesearch (Case Study 7), a wide variety of stimulus madteda usedo maintain
participantsdinterest and learning throughout the dayranging from traditionapresentations and
handouts, to screening a television programme and having a @ase Study 22 describes how
Melbourne Water were able to keep paipants engaged with the complex information needed to
deliberate effectively on future sewerage strategies by using a scefmaaioning technique. It

further shows how they sought to maximise the value of the deliberations by asking small groups,
within the same workshop, to focus on different scenarios. This gave participants time to engage in
detailed consideration of the implications and pprtunities posed by the optiowith which they

were presented.

Short sessions can be equally challenging, howeparticularly if there is a large amount of new
and/or complex information that needs to be conveyed in order to ensure informed deliberation. In
the space of a-8 hour workshop it can be difficult to know how well participants have processed
the information and to what extent it has influenced their views. In an attempt to address this
concern, the decision was made that, in structuring the focus groups described in Case Study 16,
information about proposals to introduce competition in the water market \wbhe provided

gradually throughout the session, with short discussions taking place in between each new input.
This allowed the facilitators to confirm that each new piece of information had been understood and

the implications explored. It also enabled@® OEAEDAT 0086 OAODPI 1T OAOG O1 AAAE 1
to be recorded for analysis.

A final consideration regarding the presentation of information is the question of who is responsible

for presenting the information to participants. While Citizens éaremphasise the importance of

the evidence being presented by expertand of covering a range of different perspectizethis

i AU T7T 0 Al xAUO AA AEOEAO DI OOEdnsuker Firl PadésA@ESOA AT A E
Study 2) for example, theansfer of information comes frorthe facilitatorsrather than experts or

stakeholders though stimulus material andvritten information is supplied by Ofgemhile this

can be a practical use of the resources available, it does mean that those responsible for hosting and
recording the deliberationsnay not be able to explain complex issuelly and/or respond to

participantenquiries.

Furthemore, as highlidpted in Case Study 23, the public perception of the authority and neutrality
of anyinformation provided during a deliberative proceseeds to be carefully considerechen
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deciding whowill present it The following quote from the evaluation report proceefor theLiving
with Environmental Chang€itizens Advisory Forunaery clearly captures the factors that need to
be balanced when making this decision.

Extract from Case Study 23Citizens Advisory Forum

One of the implications of this approach wtmat it led to the contractorgfacilitators]
presenting the information themselves in many cases, and for the written informatis
to be branded by them. This does have implications for the process, as it is normal
expected in public dialogue that the otractors will be responsible for delivering the
'‘process' and the commissioning body is responsible for oversight of the ‘content'.
this case, thee boundaries became blurre@ihe separation of content and process in
this case was not crucial but, onone contentious topics, these boundaries can
become vital in participants (and others) trusting that the process has not been bia
by the commissioning body: the facilitator may need to be seen to be entirely neutr
and ensuring the process is fair apalanced. It is for these sorts of reasons that it is
usually seen to be good practice for the information on content to be separated fro
the process managemerit

REPORTING

One of the biggest challenges for anyone undertaking research into consumer views is ensuring that
the information generated through the project reaches, and is taken into account by, policy and
decisionnmakers.

Typically, the final output from any resedr project is a report that can be presented to decision
makers or used by representative organisations (like Citizens Advice Scotland) to advocate on behalf
of those consulted in meetings or through written submissions. Several of the case studies where
the commissioning body was not the ultimate decisioraker note that this was primarily how their
research was used (including Case Studies 5, 7, 8 and 16). While the format of their final report was
not mentioned in any of the case studies, there are aewidriety of ways to make reports more
interesting and appealing to readers, and thus much more likely to engage and hold their attention.
The Committees at the Welsh Assembly, for example currently experimenting with how they

present the reports of @mmittee Inquiries by using new and interactive publishing formats like

Adobe Slaté'z and by producing video reporf§.

As discussed previously, having key decismakers aware of, supporting and possibly even directly
involved in the research is an impant first step to achieving impact. Moreover, there are a range
of additional measures that can be introduced into the process design to bring the outputs of the
research to the attention of those that can best use them to affect change.

A number of the ase studies emphasise the value of participants presenting the results of the

research directly to decisiemakersz citing it as instrumental in allowing the research to have

greater impact. In the Citizens Jury on carbon budgets discussed in Case Spalicpmakers

from the Committee on Climate Change were invited to the closing session to hear the outcomes of
OEA CcOiI OP0O8 AAI EAAOCAOQGEIT 08 ' #OAO AAAE 1T £ OEA D
responded directly to the recommendations as describ&tis appears to have worked well,

although it was noted in the evaluation of the project that participants would have liked more time

for direct interaction with these experts.

In the Big Energy Shift (Case Study 10), the final phase of the projectnasgeatin London where
representativedrom the 9 local forums were brought together with key stakeholders and decision

WsEAT A 7TAOADO0I T h O%OAI OAOQEN T#EAM Ok A} , FWE]J C# xEOEA 19D O EIOA OB Gl OA &
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/Projefites/L WECevalreport-FINAL.pdf.

0T x #AT 071 OAOOU "AlNobe HakedrdedsAd Cetbber27 R0AGOH s @spark.adobe.com/page/EN6Np.

42 AssemblyCynulliadymchwiliad | Entrepreneuriaeth Pobl IfaNouth Entrepreneurship Inquiagcessed October 27, 20186,
https://iwww.youtube.com/watch?v=UFzbPcQjrtc.
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makers, including the Secretary of State for the Environment. Using a combination of PowerPoint
presentations and videos filmed throught the earlier workshops, participants presented their

findings and recommendations, before breaking into small groups to discuss their conclusions.

While there were problems noted in the Case Study about the dynamics between the different

groups at thidinal event, as a structural model it seems to be an effective way of allowing

stakeholders to hear the outputs of the research directly from participgriteereby increasing the
OAOAAOAESO EI PAAOS

In the Citizens Assembly for NHS England (Case Studyp88)d members and policy leads

attended and sat in on discussions throughout the day. Though their pahogte was to answer
DAOOEAEDAT 008 NOAOOEIT T O Al A bOlgitekeddBackadthel Of AOET T h
whole Assembly on what theyould personally take away from the day. This not only gave these

senior decisiommakers a real opportunity to hear, in an unmediated way, stories of what things

xAOA T EEA Oi1T OEA ¢cOI 61 A6h AOO Al O CAOA DAOOEAED
and listened to.
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8. PLANNING ANEFFECTIVE BELIBERATIVE

RESEARCH PROJECT

Deliberative, participatory engagement is momgadilyunderstood through referene to the

different methods used. fiere arehowever a wideange of considerations that must conireto play
when planning a research projeict order to ensure that the method chosen is best able to produce
useful evidenceandhaveademonstrable impact on the policy issue being addressed.

This chapter sets out a range of key elements in the planpioegess that are vital to ensuring that

the method ultimately chosen is best able to meet a commissioning organisati@search goalst

AOAxO EAAOGEI U £OIT )T 011 0A80 i OO0OADPO Afand DI AT T I
the unpublished Ofions AppraisavhichInvolve prepared fothe CFUnN June 201%.

DEFINING THE PURPOSEBF THE RESEARCH

Establishing a clear research purpose, and getting agreement on it within the commissioning body
and partnersis the single most important stage of any engagement process. Indeed, no
participatory process should proceed without it.

Deliberative methods of public participation can be used to address an almost infinite range of
questions at different points in #policy cycle. Throughout this report we have been categorising
research objectives under 3 broad headings that summarise their purpose:

1. Examining broad policy objectives / harizon scanning wherein participants are asked to
examine the higHevel objecives of a policy or policy programme and identify priorities,
areas of interest and concerns.

2. Consultation on policy optionsz wherein participants are asked to consider a more specific
set of policy or implementation options.

3. Gaining consumer insight ino existing practice z wherein consumers are asked about
their understanding of, and response to, existing service provision or policy priorities.

While thesecategories weragreed with the CFU as most likely to be relevant to their research into
consumer views across the regulated industries in Scotltéimele are a range of other possible
purposes that could drive the decision to undertake research with consuribese inlude aims to

- gain a greater understanding of consumémsotivations for choosing a specific service;

- explore issues and come up with new ideas;

- build a network of engaged consumers for potential future involvement;

- improve relationships, or overcome coietl, between consumers and suppliers;

- evaluate the success of a specific policy initiative;

- explore the impact of a policy decision;

- make a decision.

A good purpose will be highly focusedd haveclear objectives which are easy for all to understand,
including the participants. It is important that in defining the purpose there is also clarity about the
desired outputs and outcomeS.

B4EA )T O1T1 OA &i O1 AAGEITh O0AiPI A ATA OAOOEAEPAOEI T 6 j4EA YT Oi i1 0O/
content/uploads/2011/03/Peopiend-Participation.pdf.
44 gcott,+ AAT A AT A "1 AEAR 3loskiadgalDelbéraive Piiblic ®articipabod Méthods Suitable for Use in the

2ACO1 AOAA %1 AOCUh 7 AOQOAO (Rnk lavoloeiFQudation, LideR@B)OO0 ET 3 AT Ol AT Ad
a5 Outcomes are whayou ultimately want to achieve (for example, improved flood management protsy outputs are what yoneed

the project to deliver to achieve the outcomes (for example, an assessment of exsstémgyths and points of failure, improved local
awareness, options for practical interventions). Bgiclear on the distinction at this stagell helpin defining a robust and useful purpose.
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from the process. Posdib outcomes include:

- agreement onthe purpose and direction of a projegirogramme, or new policy;

- identification of issues, benefits and drawbacks;

- generation of new ideas;

- improved services for people;

- policy change;

- cost savings;

- capacity building andearning (individual and organisational);

- behaviour change.

One measure of a good, walkefined purpose is that it is able to create a commonly shared
understanding of the potential impact of the project. Case study 14, for example, illustrates quite
clearly how a shared understanding of the purpose of this pragjezng the Environment Agen¢ 8 O
stakeholders; to co-create with members of the public ways of improving communication
regarding flood risk and increase preventative action within communitiesabled the outputs of

the local workshops to be used almost immediately to develop nesistand approaches (i.e.
achieve outcomes).

Too often however, when the purpose of a project is less well defined, different understandings of

its purpose may exist within the same organisation. Sometimes these unspoken or assumed

purposes only come toght when the process is underwayr are revealedhrough evaluationvhen

some stakeholders may express their disappointment that their expectations were unmet. This

seems to have been the case in Case Stlglwhere different members dhe Living With

Environmental Chang@etwork expressed very different opinions relatitgf OE A sixéessE AA OGS O
wheninterviewed for the evaluation reportn this case alearer research purpose may have

enabled the commissioning body to ensure that the right mechanisrege in place tdoth deliver

useful outputs and thetransformtheseoutputs into outcomes.

Key questions that can be used to help clarify the purposes of a research project are:
a) Why is this project needed?
b) What do you want to have achieved at the end fothis process (outcomes)?

c) What tangible products do you want to have produced during, and as a result of, the
process (outputs)?

And a checking question:

d) What will you have to do with the outputs to ensure you achieve the desired outcomes?

UNDERSTANDINGSCOPE AND CONTEXT

Considering the scope and context for a proposed research project is essential for understanding the
social, political and institutional environment in which the research is taking ptaodtherefore the
potential that it has to influene policy and decisiemaking.

In order to havenaximumimpact a research process must be well embedded within its context.
Being clear on the wider context will help to ensure that a project:
- links with other relevant activities going on at the same tisgethat outputs can be shared
(and/or dovetailed if appropriate);
- builds on previous experience and learns lessons from the past;
- does not duplicate other activities;
- progresses quickly and is relevant.
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Central to understanding the environment within whiathproject is being developed is appreciating
the decisionmaking context in which the outputs will be presented. Therefore as part of the
planning process it is important to build an awareness of:
- the interest, commitment and/or involvement of key decisimnakers in the process;
- how the proposed research fits into the relevant decisimoaking systems (e.g. timing,
required documents, etc.);
- pastengagement exercises on the same project /programme, including how they went (e.g.
conflict, agreement), and what happened as a result.

It is also vital at this stage to identify the scope of influence available to the res@achow much

can really bange and Wat can be achieved in practigeThis will require makingxplicit links

between the participatory process and the location of the specific decision(s) that the research is
hoping to inform or influenceDoing so will not onlassistin definhg an appropriate and achievable
purpose for the research project but will also establish its boundaries: clarifying what is, and what is
not, open for discussion. It will also help determine whether a deliberative participatory approach is
useful at thisstage, as there is likely to be very little point in pursuing an engagement exercise if
nothing can change.

Involving decisiormakers in the planning process from the earliest stage can also have a significant
bearing on the impactvhichthe research projet is likely to have. For the views of consumers
attained through deliberative research to have a direct impact on pgifey not only need to be
presented to the institutions responsible, but there needs to be agreement from the institution t
receive he information generated, consider it in its decisioraking processesand respond.
Clarifying the process for gaining an institutional response during the planning stage is vitally
important because it:
- establishes an institutional commitment to consideg the results of the research and
recognises that some response will need to be made;
- ensures that mechanisms are in place to deal with the outputs that come from the
participatory process and ensures that these outputs can be dealt with effectivelyvehih
a given timescale;
- allows those running the process to explain to participants exactly what will be done with
their effort, how the process will be managed and how its outcomes will influpntiey-
making.

The value in having the mechanism for astitutional response established from the outset is
illustrated clearly by Case Study 6, where the results ofiime® AA1 EAAOAOET 1 O x AOA
direct input into the report presented to Parliament for approval.

Attaining an understanding ofrainstitution® likely receptiveness to a piece of research is

particularly important when theesearch is initiated from outside the dirgoolicy-making

environment. This will probably be the case for most consumer research initiated by the CFU, where
the results will primarily be used to allow the CFU to represent the views of consumers in other
decisiorrmakingforums. Liaising with the people and institutions ultimately responsible for the
decisionsduring the planning stage of the researahill helpensure thatthe CFUasksresearch

questions and provides information in ways tteaerelevantto, and most able to be used Jgyolicy-
makers. The hope would be thathis early involvement should also result in a clear indication from
them as to how, where and when the outputs from the process will be Udsglanswers to these
questions will also affect the choice of methods to be used.

Some key questions when consideng the scope and context of a research project include:
a) What can this research add to what is already known on the subject?
b) Is the process linked to a particuladecision-making event?

c) What is open to influence by the results of the research?
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d) How open ake decision-makers to using the results of the proposed research to inform
their policy and decisiorrmaking?

e) Is there agreement (or at least tacit agreement) by those responsible for decisions on
how and when the outputs from the research will be used itheir decision-making
process?

RESEARCHOUTPUTS
Defining the type of outputs required from the research is a crucial part of designing the process
because it:

helps the process designer choose the right method to get the outputs wanted, as different
participatory methods are designed to produce different types of outputs;

EAI DO AOAOUI T A OEETE OEOI OCE Eix OEA 160
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ensures the right outputs are proded at the right time.
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As part of the planning processonsiderationtherefore needs to be given to the type of information
or evidence that the project hopsto generate. While there is a multitude of outputs that a
deliberative research project mightdpe to achieve, the following four options have been agreed by
the CFU as most relevant to their wider research goals

1.

Gathering intuitive responsesz this involves collecting consum&intuitive responses or

value judgements in response to the information provided &ameir initial reactions to the

views of others on the topic. Focus groups are a particularly useful method for delivering this
type of output, as illustrated by Case Stud, Listening to our Customers. Opportunities to
collect this type of information could also be built into the start of several of the other
methods discussed here, before moving tormore indepth deliberation.

Generating new ideas/ bluesky thinking z methods that specialise in delivering this type

of output are those that encourage creativity and probleolving from participants. Case
Study 10 shows where this was achieved by a Citizens Advisory Panel over a series of
workshop sessions designed to iddy ways to prompt household behaviour change in
respect ofenergy use. General deliberative workshops can also be designed to deliver these
types of outputs, as demonstrated by Case Study 21 which used Ketso to involve disparate
stakeholders in developg new ideas.

Understanding public reasoning on the acceptability of policy initiatives/ interventionsg
methods that focus heavily on developing dialogue between participants and/or different
stakeholders will tend to be most effective in delivering ttyige of output, and include
Citizens Advisory Panels, Citizens Assemblies and Deliberative Mapping.

Consensus building or agreeing recommendatiornzdeliberative methods that emphasise
arriving at a collective position through negotiation and compromise best able to
produce this type of output. Case Studies 4 and 6 which discuss Citlaeies Case Study
20 looking at a Citizens Assembnd Case Studslland 18covering Participatory
Strategic Planningclearly demonstrate how these methods were used to establish
consensus and deliver clear policy recommendations.

Deciding what type of outputs are going to be most useful and relevant to deem@kers in a
particular policy context will help determinehich method is best used to achieve the research
purpose.More information about the types of outputs the methods discussed in this report are
designed to produce can eund inAppendix C
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WHO NEEDS TO BE INVIOVED?

Selecting the appropriate type of participants to take part in any deliberative research can be key to
its success.

There are essentially 3gfinct ways of identifying théype of participants you may want to recruit:

1. A selfselecting crosssection of the general publicz sometimes participation projects
want to consult with an interested group of the public. For examiplthe purpose of a
project was to understand what prompts people to get involved in local energy conservation
schemes, tlen the participation of those with an existing interest in the matter might be
most valuable. Participants could then be recruited through public advertisement. While the
aim would always be to make this group as broad and mixed as possible, their irdackst
willingness to get involved is the key factor in recruitment and selection. In Case Study 17
the Centre for Energy Regulation called for applications for membership from interested
household consumers. From this however they selected members to mesetge of criteria
established to ensure diversity of experiences within the group.

2. Arepresentativesamplez a group constructed to matclas closely as possible, the
demographics of the population affected by the question under discussion. It is alsibfmos
however,to construct a sample based on criterimeattly relevant to the projectg.g. if
looking at household energy efficiency measures you might want to construct a sample with
a representative mix of homewners, private tenants and those in $alchousing from
across rural and urban aréas

3. A specifically targeted group or groupg this could be, for example, leimcome earners,
rural residents, the elderly, migrants, families withildren etc. depending on theurpose
and context of your specific project. In Case StudipBexample the focus was on
recruiting Community Leaders (in this case defined as councillors, elected representatives,
business representatives and third sector leaders) so as to develop a toakipport other
community leaderdo engage the public around the 2050 carbon reduction target

As illustrated throughout this repordeliberative research projects are likely to be given more
influence within a policy context if they are able to demtyage representativeness, or when they
involve people from a targeted group who will be directly impacted by the results of the decision.

IDENTIFYING WHO ELSHEEDS TO BE INVOLVED

Considerations regarding who needs to be involved in the research prdjeatdtake into account

not only the identification and recruitment of public participants for events but also the involvement
of stakeholders in planningur research suggests that even the simplest project will benefit from a
formal Planning or Steerin@roupto help define the purpose of the research and contribute to
detailed planningThe group can also be used to get early {imyrom those who need to take
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major processes to ensure senior management involvement).

A number of thecasestudies used in this report have highlighted the importance of having a
Planning/Steering Group of stakeholders from an early stage (Case Studies 14, 23 and 24 for
example). dleally this group should include representatives from treisionmakingorganisation,

as well as others with a wider interest or influence in the broad question under discussion. In Case
Study 14, for example, stakeholders brought together to plan tbedtrisk dialogue included
representatives fronEnvironment Agency, Met Office, Hampshire County Council, Red Cross,
Public Health England, Cambridge University, Welsh Governni2apartment for Busiess,

Innovation & Skills (BIS), Lancaster Univerdidgpartment for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs
(Defra) Northumbria UniversityNationalFlood Forum, the Cabinet Office, a local authority
councillor, Bepartment for Communities and Local GovernmémMCLG)and Natural Resources
Wales. This group weravolved in undertaking background researels well as a design and
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development workshop with stakeholders to identify areas of focus and discussion, before any
engagement with the public took place.

The Planning/Steering Group can be the same people aseesponsible for delivering the

process, or a separate Design/Delivery team magd tobe established, involving external

contractors® as well as stakeholders who will be directly involved in the rese#rishimportant,

when identifying potential stkeholders, to think not only of who already has an interest in the
OAOGAAOAE AOO Al O1 OI AT 1 OEnbthéentadate, arfd Agathévolld A A
have the ability to obstruct progress or impact if they were not involved.

Once estabkhed the Planning or Design Group should then be responsible for preparing a project
plan which would include details of:

1 Timelinesz remembering to allow time for recruitment of participants and that time might
be needed between events for work to be cpleted that can be used by pactpants in the
next stageof their deliberations;

1 Budgetz an adequate budget is essential, including setting aside time for staff who need to
be involved;

1 Key dates and actiorsincluding when final decisions will be madeho by, and how this
links to the research process;

1 Methodsz the process may use a range of different methods at different staged careful
planning is needed to ensutkat these work well together to make the overall process
successful.

9 Ethics of the processresearch ground rules should be set to establish a clear ethical
framework for the research (e.g. neattribution or confidentiality; being aware of child
protection and equalities issues).

CHOOSING A METHOD

When all the key issuadentified above have been broadly consideraddetailed design will be
needed for the whole participatory process. It is at this stage that the decisions about timing,
numbers, costs, methods etc. will finally be maddl. methods have their strengthana weaknesses
and the key is to select the right one for the particular purpose and coHtext

Appendix C rates the different methods discussed in this report against some of the key options
relating to purpose, participation and outputs discussed abovis. tiowever important to note that
planning for participatory engagement is han exact science and, as the caselges discussed
throughout this report demonstrate, a wide range of different methods have been used to deliver
successful outcomes in a rg@ of circumstanceg as long ashey have been well plannednd
effectively designed and delivered.

In considering the choice of method there ar@wumber of other factof and practical issues which
a commissioning body may want to considerhelp shotlist methods that are mostikely to
achieve their purpose:

46 Whoever is selected to deliver a process should be invaigeghrly as possible. It is worth noting that facilitators should not simply be
thought of as just the people hired to run meetings, they can also help to plan processes and provide realistic guidanebatoan be
achieved and how to do it. In fact,any professional facilitators will not run meetings unless they have been involved in the planning
process.

47 Simply choosing an appropriate method however is never on its own a guarantee of suthdited practitioner can often make a
method work in asituation for which it was never designed; equally, an appropriate method used badly will fail to live up to its potential.

48 There are a range of other factors that could influence decisions at this stage including, for example, the ability codaiitd
relationships or the ability to empower the public. The factors chosen for inclusion here are those that appear most @levardEA # &5 6 O
wider research project with the regulated industries.
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Ability to deal with complex and/or technical information: Somemethods are better able

to create time and space for participants to learn the details of a topic under discussion and
becomeinformed about the isue. Sometimes this is becausésita specific feature of the
method itself, for example in Citizernkries Citizens Assemblies, Deliberative Mapping and
Consumer Reference Groups / Customer Forums. Case Study tié Irish PubligVater

Forum, presents a particularly good example of how a Consumer Reference Group /
Customer Forum can be used to involve domestic consumers in ongoing learning and
discussion around a broad and complex issue.

A number of case studies have also shdtat, particularly when they are designed to take
place over a number of sessiqi@&eneral Deliberative Workshops (repeated or not) create
time and space for this. Good practice examples of where this seems to have been a key
factor influencing the designfdhe workshops include Case Study 26ese 150 consumers
xAROA ET O1T1 OAA ET AAI EAAOAOEIT O O EIT & Oi
Central RegionAnother example, although on a much smaller scale, is presented in Case
Study 1, the Soundingdard on lowcarbon heat technologies.

Depth of dialogue / deliberation: Some methods specifically focus on creating space for
dialogue between participants. This is an intrinsic feature of many of the methods discussed
here (including Citizenduries Citizens Assemblies and Deliberative Mappirtgdwever,

one case where an emphasis on the depth of dialogue between different stakeholders seems
to have been a particular factor in the choice of method would be Case Stublp\4,

Ability to deal with conflict : In situations where therareknown to be entrenched and
opposing views on a subjedt can be important to choose a method that is able to deal with
conflict mnstructively, capture public reasonirgffectively,and help participants to identify
common ground through deliberation. Case Study 4, @itizensJurieson wind farns,
particularlyillustrates how a Citizenduryprocess was used effectively in a coxtterhere

there wereknown to be strongly held opposing views on the subject.

Timelines: It is very difficult to estimate, without detailed understanding of the context,
scale and purposéhe time that any specific methodiill take to deliver (and the case

studies demonstrate this clearly). There are however some broad observations that can be
made. Typically a largscale Citizens Assembly will take longer to organise than a Citizens
Juryfor example, mainly due to thertie involved in recruiting a large number of
representative participants. Single workshops or focus groups are generally quicker to
organise.

One of the greatest demands on timkeowever, can actually be in the planning phase,
particularly if this involvea wider stakeholder group. It is of vital importance to invest time

at this stage as it is one of the key indicatorsha likely success of a project, as illustrated

by Case Study 24 where an extensive planning process led to the workahops
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useful to the company.

Costs:In the planning and commissioning of any specific prajaatange of decision&.g.
relating to the number of participants, number of meetingsénts, geographic locations,
recruitment methods, payment of participant expenses jgidll all clearly have an impact on
final costs. Thiss clearly demonstrated by the castidies where information on overall

costs was available. Typically howeweorsumer Reference Groups / Customer Foryums
Focus Groups and Distributed Dialogue approaches will be less expensive as they tend to
demand fewer resources in the delivery phase. Larger processes, particularly if they involve
cowering the costs of experts tattend and/or participatecan quickly become quite

expensive. Citizens Advisory Panels have been suggested to be a relativebffensive

way of involving consumers in multiple deliberative events diree, as they only require a
single round of recritment.
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Time commitment required from participants: The time of volunteer participants is also a
resource and needs to be used wisely (although it is becoming more common to pay
participants for their time). While it may be easier to get people to commi single short
event, the tradeoff may be the depth of dialogue able to take place. At the same time
however, participants are often more willing to give greater amounts of their time to
something that has strategic national importance, or that hasdirrelevance to them, than
they are to get involved even briefly in something theyrdit see as meaningful. This seems
to be evidenced by the ongoing, voluntary involvement of consumers in the Irish Public
Water Forum (Case Study 17) and the fact thahaCitizensJurieson options for energy
generation in New South Wales,60 members of the public each metSitimes over 10
weeks without payment.

COMMISSIONING

Almost all of the examples discussed in this report waetiveredby external contractors. Not only
does this allow the commissioning body to bring in outside experbseé it can also be an important
way of demonstrating the independena@d neutrality of theprocess?

While the budget available for the research prdjevill ultimately play a decisive role in what can be
commissionedthere are a number of other thingsighlighted throughout the casetsdiesthat will
help ensure a successful process. These include

1 Having a clearly defined purpose, along with thedygf ouputs expected, before beginning
the commissioningprocess

9 Involving stakeholders and partners in the commissioning progégessible to ensure
their buy-in to the research;

9 Bringing thedeliveryteam on pbard as early as possihl® benefit fom their expertise in
the process design

1 Being flexible about methods: kile you may have a preferred method in mjstipulating
what features or elements of the specific method have led to yahwice and béng open to
advice from contractorabout hybrid or alternative methods, may result in the development
of abespoke methodlogy thatcould better deliver on your purpose;

1 Allowing sufficient leadin time for your research project, particularly if it is deigned to
influencea specific timebound decisiory things are likely tdake longer than you expect!

VAsSitEl AO AAT T 1 OO0 OAidieperidente & hdvedh)dppoitih@dhn independent Chair to a ConsuReference Group

or Customer Forum.

84|Page



9. IMPLICATIONS FOR DHBERATIVECONSUMER

ENGAGEMENTN THE REGULATED INDSTRIESIN
SCOTLAND

This report has attempted to set out the methodological strengths, value to commissidraniges
and impacts on policy and practice of 8lifferent examples of deliberative research, within the
regulated industries and related sectorEhe purpose has beda identify what can be learnt from
this that willhelp the CFUo:

1 make informed, evidenoe-based decisions when planning the next stage of their research
into deliberative methods;

1 identify the most effective methods for understanding what Scottish consumers think about
utility policies so that they can be tested through field research; and

9 increase its own understanding of, and therefore its ability to, represent the interests of
consumers in policy forums related to the regulated industries in Scotland.

DELIBERATIVECONSUMER ENGAGEMENT

In 2011Consumer FocuScotland set ou¥ principlefor best practice irconsumerinvolvementin
decisionmaking’®which have clear relevance to engagement within the regulated industfieese
are:

Engagement should aim to make a difference.

Organisations should know who their consumers are.

Methods of enggement should be appropriate.

Methods of engagement should be accessible.

Engagement should make a difference to the outcome.

Consumers should be kept informed.

7. Organisations should continually improve their engagement practice.

oukwnpE

Thecasestudies and analysiprovidedin this report show that using deliberative engagement
methods effectively and appropriately will help the CFU, suppliers and regulai@sgage with
consumerdn ways that will help embed these principlieso efforts to place the interests of
consumers at the heart of their plannipgoliciesand decisioamaking.

1. Engagementshould aim to make a difference.
The specific purpose of an engagement exercise s¢edbe clearly defined, O#1 1 OAET AO
purpose does nothingto buildl O AT EAT AA AT 1 001 AO Al tamieAAT AA
centre of any consumer engagement activity should be a commitment from the
organisation leading the research to listen to what consumers have to say and to act on that
information.

An added valuef deliberative research is that very often it not only makes a difference to

the organisation commissioning the project, but alsddsO1 AT 1T 001 AOOG8 O1T AAO
the context in which decisiorsre being madethe constraints of resources and any othe
restrictions, and the impact this can have upon the optidngolving consumerg this way

50 Consumer Focus Scotlan@# 1 T 001 AO %l C A C-Mbkihg; BestPriactickrdmASEdfiighi Plblic Services"” 2011
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130523170158/http:/www.consumerfocus.org.uk/scotland/publications/consumer
engagementin-decisiornmaking-best-practicefrom-scottish-public-servicesreport. [ARCHIVED CONTENT] UK Government Web
Archivez The National Archives, accessed October 27, 2016

51Tricia McauleyO# 1 1 OO AO %l C A SehvicdDesiyn Bnd Delivernk IEE)&  ( Fobice Hub Scotlanéiccessed October 27,
2016, http://policyhubscotland.co.uk/consumengagementin-public-servicedesignand-delivery-why-how/.
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canthereforealso buildtrust in the decsion-making process and enhance themtience and

understanding whemlecisionsdo not go the waythey x I O1 A AQHdlity eddagemét

also means that information about the service and how it is communicated is better, leading

O 1 1T0A AAAOOAOA AgPPAAOAOGEIT T Oh 1AG0O Al 1l EOOCEIT I
2. Organisations shoud know who their consumers are.

Throughout tis report the value of conducting deliberative engagement with a

representative sample of the population that will be affectedtbg outcome of a decision

has been emphasised as a way of adding greater legitimacy to the results of the research. In

relation to the regulatedndustriesit is importantthereforeto recognise that cosumersare

not necessarily just existing customelsit also people who are potentially eligible to use a

service (but may currently choose not, tur facebarriersto using it) as well as those who

could reasonably be expected to use the service in the future.CHnide demonstrated to

be particularlyrelevantwhen deliberative research is focused on wider strategic and policy

issues likely to have a lotgrm andor nationwideimpact, rather than specifidecisionsby

service providers

3. Methods of engagement should be appropriate.
This report has demonstrated that there are a wide range of deliberative engagement
methods that can be used to involve consumeftectively in informing policy and decision
making processes. Chapters 5 and 6 have illustrated émeh method is more, or less
suitedto particular purposes or stag®f policymaking. It is alsimportant to ensure that
the method chosa is proportionate b the scale of the decision being made

4. Methods of engagement should be accessible.
A central consideration here in relation to deliberateegagementwith consumers is the
amount of information they will need to absorb and integrate into their discussionorder
to ensure that the process genuinelydeliberative. The challenge of meaningfully
conveyingthis information in accessible ways was discussed in Chaptand needs to be a
key consideration when planning for deliberative engagement.

5. Engagement should make a difference to the outcome.
Throughout this report we have highlighted examples of good practice where consumer
research using deliberative engagement methods has made aditfatence to policy and
decisionmaking within the reguted industries, either by directly informing specific policy
decisions (e.g- A1 AT OOT A 7 AOA 08 ase Atudh BAPoCiAflueda@tAcO A C U
organisatior® x EAAO OOOA OA CE PonitidWateEahdSewebageC8 / £Ax A0 O
#0001 1 AOOGS obta@mide BadedSiuRyi2P).0
Even when the impacts of the research cannot be so clearly identified, many of the case
studies discussed here have shown that there is still considerable value to be gained from
deliberative engagement when it provides the corissioning organisation with a better,
and more nuanced, understanding of consumer preferences that they can use to shape their
approach to policymaking in ongoing ways.

6. Consumers should be kept informed.
While the importance of providing feedback to piaipants(i.e. information that shows
their input has been valued and how it has been )$&ed not been specifically discussed
elsewhere irthis report it is afundamentalelement of good engagement practice.
02AOAAO0AE OEI xO OEAO PAT PI A AOA CATAOAI T U EADE
their experiences, particularly if it will improve things for themselves or other people who
use services. Consultation fatigue is not so much a function of apatitysaa symptom of

52 Mcauley, Tricialbid.

86|Page



poor engagement mechanisms and in particular, of a failure to feed back to participants that
theirET OT 1 OAT AT O 1 RA O1 OAAI AEAT CAdés8

Organisations should continually improve their engagement practice.

Evaluation and learning from the exerience of othersarekey to continually improving
deliberative research with consumet® ensure the research is useful; able to deliver
impacts;and works well for the commissioning organisation, decisinakers and

consumers.

CONCLUSIONS AND REQWMENDATIONS

The first conclusion that has to be drawn from this research is that, in the considered opirabn of
members of the researcteam, there is no simple answer to the question ofieths the best

method forthe CFUo0 use tobuild their evidence &se on Scottish consumer views and preferences
in relation to utility policies

Therearehowever anumberof lessons that can be taken frothis analysigo inform the nextstage
of the CFB ®searchinto how deliberative methods can tizstused torepresent consumer
opinions in policy andecisiormakingwithin the regulated industries in Scotland.

1.

All of the methodtypes discusseth this reporthave demonstrated that they are able to
answer a range of research questions effectively, produce useful and persuasive information
that is able to influencgolicy-making, and deliver measurable impacts.

Clarity of purpose, effective planning and a dalgath for influence all seem to have more
bearing on the ability of a deliberative research project to bring the views and preferences of
consumers (and/or the wider public) into the policy process, than the specific method
chosen.

Some methods howeverdve been shown to be more effective than others in addressing
different types of policy questions. Despite the small number of examples found, Citizens
Juriesare arguably a particularly appropriate method for engaging consumers in
deliberation on a policproblem that can potentially be solved in a number of different
ways.This methodalsohas aproven record of deliveringonsensusbased outputs to
research questions framed around the consideration of different policy or implementation
options.

This research has highlighted that Citizens Advisory Panels are a particularly useful and cost
effective way of embedding a consumer perspective into the ongoing work of an
organisation. The success of the model employed by Ofgem for their Consumer FirssPanel
is a very clear example of good practice in this regard, demonstrating clear impacts en long
term strategic planning as well as practical policy implementation.

The number of people involved in the deliberations has been shown to be a key factor in
whetherthe outputs from consumer research are likely to have a significant impact on
policy, particularly policies that have strategic or nationwide implications.

Structured Dialogues, repeated in a range of locations or with different groups, have been
demonstated to be a particularly effective method for achieving the scale of participation

53 Consumer Focus Scotlar@# i T O O dadetentsh DecisioiMaking; Best Practice from Scottish Public Services" 2011
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130523170158/http:/www.consumerfocus.org.uk/scotland/publications/consumer
engagementin-decisiornmaking-best-practicefrom-scottish-public-servicesreport., accessed October 27, 2016,
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required for the results to be seen as robust and representative enough to be taken seriously
in policy and decisioimaking processes. The caveat to this is that, asrtAd Atru€tured
Dialoguedis really one used to describe a logistical approach to delivery rather than a
distinct method, the quality of the specific workshop design will ultimately have a
fundamental impact on the success of the research.

5. The effectiveprovision of information, and ensuring participants have the time to absorb
and use it to inform their thinking and discussions, is key to delivering effective deliberative
research projects. The evidence compiled here suggests that the most effectivefway
doing this is to design the process to take place over more than one session, allowing
participants time to reflect on and/or seek more information about the matter under
discussion.

6. The deliberative engagement events compiled in this report vary f&shour focus groups,
to CitizensJuriesrun over 26 days to ongoing Consumer Reference Groups or Customer
Forums. While there are always exceptions to the rule, it seems that the more time allowed
for learning, dialogue and deliberation within a reseaphject, the greater the impact the
process is likely to have.

7. The importance of clarity regarding the type of outputs required from the research (and how
these outputs will be used) has also been identified as a key factor in delivering the greatest
impacts from a research project.

This is particularly relevant to the context in which the CFU is proposing to commission

consumer research. The primary reason for the CFU choosing to un@ettdiberative

research into consumer views appears to be to ghedrganisation greater insight into

customer preferences (including the motivations, values and reasoning behind them) in

order to enable the CFU to represent these videgtter to decisionmakers. Therefore

methods that give the most focus to developiagd encouraging effective and informed

deliberation between participants, and whiere designed t@rovide outputsthat capture

the process of public reasoning OAAT 11 00 OOEOAAT A &£ O AAlI EOAOE
For this reason Deliberative FocGsoups (due to their short length), Participatory Strategic

Planning processes and online deliberations (at least in any of the formats used in the

examples considered in this report) seem the least appropriate choices.

8. Across all of the Case Studies arsad for this report, concerns regarding the
representativeness of those participating in the deliberation were identified as a key factor
in determining whether the outputs of the research were considered a legitimate source of
evidence and therefore suible for informing policy decisions.

As discussed in Chapter 7 however, a truly representative sample is virtually impossible to
achieve at the scale of most deliberative projects (if ever). We would suggest that rather

than dwelling on the need to recitua representative sample for research projects, the CFU
adopts an approach towards sampling that reflects the principles established for the
Sciencewise programme, where the goal is to be appropriately representative to the scale
and importance of the iage under discussion: "Public dialogue does not claim to be fully
representative, rather it is a group of the public, who, after adequate information,

discussion, access to specialists and time to deliberate, form considered advice which gives a
strong indcation of how the public at large feels about certain issues. The methodology and
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results need to be robust enough to gipelicy-makers a good basis on which to make
n 54

policy".
9. This research has demonstrated that paying consumers to participate in delibera

research projects has become standard practice. It is broadly considered to be a legitimate

and necessary way of ensuring that the widest crssstion of the public agrees, and is able,

to participate if asked. A budget to allow for this would theyes need to be built into

almost any deliberative research the CFU was to commission in the future. However, from

the evidence collated here the amount offered to participants appears to be quite arbitrary.

10. The research projects that have demonstrated the clearest and most direct impacts on
policy-makingand service delivery are those that have been directly commissioned and
planned by the organisations responsible for making the decisions. This is the cass all
of the typesof policy questions considered.

This has important implications for the CFU because, unlike many of the organisations who
have commissioned the work presented in the case studies, the CFU is unlikely to hold the
final authority overthe policies it is aiming to influence on behalf of consumers. It will be
important therefore for the CFU to work very closely with its partners and stakeholders,
particularlypolicy-makers, in the design and commissioning of prospective research to
ensureit has the best chance of having significant influence on their decisions.

11. How the results of a research project are presented to policy and deaisakers is also
very important in maximising its potential impact. Ideally negotiations with polegkers in
advance of the researcddtarting will establish their receptivity and identify a route into the
decisiornmaking process, however in reality this is not always possible.

Another strategy that has been shown to be effective throughout this researdar is f
participantsto present their conclusiongirectly to those with the authority to implement
them. This can be achieved in a number of ways, depending on the interest and availability
of decisionmakers, including having them present and listening thrbogt the

deliberations, attending a final session to hear and respond to recommendations, or
reconvening with a selection of participants and polityakers after the deliberative process
specifically for this purpose.

12. Itis also important to note that dltough a number of the research projects considered in
this report were unable to claim any specific impactpmiicy-makingthey were still
evaluated as successful, useful and worthwhile by the commissioning bodies. This
emphasises the important role that deliberative research can play in developing a wider, and
AAAPAOR ETT1Tx1 AACA AT A O1 AAOO Giyhnsdidn@sal £ AT 1 O
whole that can then be deployed to influenpelicy-makingmore generally over time.

43 AEAT AAXxEOARh O4EA ' 1T OAOTT AT O3 QA I AEIBEOTAARBREE TGTT ToQRsl B A3 ASEEAATT A AKCERO ARl 3

http://lwww.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/assets/Publications/SciencewiSeaiding PrinciplesEF1-Nov-13.pdf.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIXA 7z OVERVIEW OF EXAMPLESF DELIBERATIVE RESRCH

Table 8 - Overview of examples ofdeliberative engagement

Case | Title Year | Where Sector Method Type of Overview of the Research Purpose

Study Policy

# Question

1 Public Views on 2016 | England | Energy Online Consulting | The Committee on Climate Change undertook a public dialogue to
Decarbonised Deliberation on policy | improve understanding of views relating to legarbon heating
Heating options technologies. A small sample of homeowners and renters, within urban
Technologies suburban or metropolitarareas, were engaged in an informed discussio
Committee on about: ) _ . )
Climate Change - potential for uptake of lowcarbon heating technologies, particularly
(CCC) heat networks and heat pumps;

- barriers to uptake
- potential solutions to address barriers.

2 Consumer First 2011- | England | Energy Citizens Consulting | The Ofgem Consumer First Pasebnsist of around 100 domestic energy
Panek 2015 Advisory on policy | consumerswhomeet-8 OEi AO A UAAO pblicy-madng A
Ofgem Panel options Workshops have focused on a variety of issinetuding:

- AT 1 001 AOO8 OEAxO 1T £ OEAEO 1 xi

- the extent to which trust influences consumer behaviour in the ener
market;

- awareness, understanding and use of some of the Retail Market
Review information remedies introduced by Ofge

- consumer views on vulnerability and the néinancial support
vulnerable customers may need,;

- what do consumers want in a future Change of Supplier process.

3 Bioenergy 2013 | UK Energy Distributed Broad, The dialogue was undertaken to help ensure that the views, concerns :
Dialogue Dialogue horizon hopes of the public were taken into account as the Biotechnology and
Biotechnologyand scanning | Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) explored the potential
Biological Sciences exercise scientific and technological advance in oogits priority areag
Research Council bioenergy. To support the process BBSRC developed a toolkit of resou




to be used by BBSRfonded researchers and other interested groups to
host their own dialogue events. The toolkit included:

- guidelines for running aengagement event

- a set offutures scenariodand associated discussion materials

- a Democs card game.

CitizensJurieson | 2013 | Scotland | Energy CitizensJury | Consulting | ThreeCitizensJuriesin different parts of the country were brought

Wind Farm on policy | together to develop criteria fodecisionmakingabout onshore wind

Development in options farms in Scotland. The question each of theiesaddressed wasO 4 E A

Scotland are strong views on wind farms in Scotland, with some pebgliag

Climate Xchange strongly opposed, others being strongly in favour and a range of opinio
in between. What should be the key principles for deciding about wind
farm development, and why?"

Trajectories for 2013 | England | Energy CitizensJury | Consulting | This project was designed to provide further insights into public

Carbon Emission on policy | acceptability of climate policies and their accompanying impacts, and t

Reductions options AAAA ET O OEA ###38 0 Ahk ddstapprofriate O F

Committeeon level for the 4th Carbon Budget.

Climate Change

(CCQC)

Inquiry into the 2012 | Australia | Energy CitizensJury | Consulting | The objective of this procesgas to return an agreed community view on

Economics of on policy | the potential for, and barriers to, development of alternative forms of

Energy options energy ge\neraﬂti.(.)n (e:gA. tidql, gepthe[mfal) irelV South Wa[es\ (NSWj )

Generation I OAAO O1 ET & Oi OEA .37 O0AOI EAI /

New South Wales enemy generation.

0AOI EAT Al

Accounts

Committee

Consumer 2012 | UK Energy Repeat Consulting | One of four research approaches taken by the Who Pays? Programme

Attitudes to Structured onpolicy | CAOCA A Qievsiahdhéférénces on existing and future

Social & Dialogue options environmental and social levies on energy bills was a series of deliberg

Environmental workshops. The overall goal was to ungeﬂrsta_r_l,dAco,n§u_[r_1er priorities

Taxes and OACAOAET C POAARABADA AIOT AEAx OOBIAeA 2
relative value to consumers of the social and environmental outcgmes

Charges and views about fairness and affordability.

Consumer Focus

Energy 2050 2011 | England | Energy General Broad, The aim of the overall project was to enable people to make their opini

Pathways: A Deliberative horizon heard togovernment on how the UK should reach its 80% emission

91|Page



Public Dialogue Workshop scanning | reduction target by 2050. One aspect of the project was a series of 3

Department of exercise deliberaive dialogue eventén a range of rural, metropolitan and urban

Energy and Climate contexts designed to engage local community leaders in an informed

Change (DECC) deliberative dialogue about the choices and trad#fs on the route to
2050.

9 My 2050 2011 | England | Energy Online Broad, As part of their effort to engage the public in discussions about how to
Simulation Game Deliberation horizon meet the 2050 emissions targetdECC commissioned Delib create an
Department of scanning | interactive simulation, whereby the public can create their own solution
Energyand Climate exercise meeting the target. The objective of the game was to raise awareness
Change (DECC) encourage deliberation about the tradeffs between reducing carbon

emissions and 'keeping ¢hlights on'.

10 The Big Energy 2009 | UK Energy Citizens Consulting | The project was commissioned in order to help inform the UK
Shift (England Advisory on policy Governments policy decisions in relation to the proposals made in the
Department of Wales Panel options Climate Change Bill. The goal was to establish adepth, deliberative
Energy and Climate and dialogue with householders across England, Northern Ireland, and Wal
Change (DECC) Northern to understand how people approach the igsof energy as individuals ang

Ireland) householders, within the larger context of their views on what
communities and the country as a whole should do.

11 Participatory 2009 | Canada | Energy Participatory | Broad, Two participatory planning processes were undertaken in Nova Scotia
Planning of Strategic horizon feed into the are& strategic plannindor sustainable energy. The purpos
Sustainable Planning scanning | of the first process was to develop a newtitutional framework for
Energy Strategy exercise electricity energy efficiency. The second developed a strategy to increg
Nova Scotia renewable energy generation in the Province.

Department of
Energy
Ontario 2014- | Canada | Energy Citizens Across all | A multi-year, multiphase, ongoing panel compiigy a broad crossection
Consumer 2016 Advisory types of of Ontarianswho were brought together to consider a policy area
Consultation Panel policy identified by the OEB as being of interest and importance to energy
Ontario Energy questions | consumers, ad for which it wished to receive feedback and understand
Board(OEB) perceptions. The results of this consultation assisted the OEB in the
formation of their future strategic direction and ongoing approach to
consumer engagement.
(Ipsos MORI unpublished reparinclOAAA ET AOEAAT AA
/1 OAOET #1100i A0 #1 11 EOOGEIT168(Q
Correct Tariff 2016 | Australia | Energy Citizens Questions | When the regulator decreed that the electricity tariff structure must be
Research Advisory around changed to reflect better equity between customers, resulting in
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Essential Energy Panel consumer | significant bill increases for heavy users, the decision was made to brir
experience | together a group of customers to form a conittee to advise on the

process. While the tariff change is still in the implementation stabe
process, timelines, scope of support and surrounding communications
all likely to be changed as a result of this customer consultation.
(Ipsos MORI unpuished reporz ET AT OAAA ET AOEAAI]
Correct Tariff ResearchProposa) D OT 06 8 q

Customer Forums| 2015 | England | Energy Cusbmer Questions | SSE was the first energy company to introduce a Customer Charter

to Develop Reference around offering guarantees on customer services. They used independently

Customer Charter Group consumer | chaired customer forums to gather insights which informed the content

SSE (Scottish experience | the Customer Charter.

Hydro, Southern https://www.sse.co.uk/aboutis/sseand-you/our-customer

Electric and charter#item1

SWALEC)

Public Views on 2015 | England | Energy On-line Consulting | The objective of this project was to enable input from members of the

the Research Deliberation | on policy | public into the future directionand pid@OEAO T £ OEA %l

Priorities about options research related to the environmental regulation of the onshore oil and

Onshore gas industry. 17 members of the public from selected locations in Engli

0Oil and Gas were involyed in an online c_iialogue about the environmental impac_:t_ of

Environment pnshore oil and gas extraction and tAgency's future research priorities

Agency in this area. _ _ _ _
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/soundingboard-environment
agency-researchneedsfor-onshoreoil-and-gasshalegas/

Public 2014 | England | Energy Repeat Consulting | The purpose of this project was to understapetter how to engage the

Engagement with Structured on policy | public most effectively in unconventional gas and oil developments in t

Shale Gas and Oil Dialogue options area. The key objectives f@ublic dialogue were to:

Department of
Energy and Climate
Change

- test out how best to explain the science around shale gnd oil
extraction so the public understand what it could mean if it takes plg
in their area.

- test how to engage the public on issues related to shale gas
exploration, in order to inform developing government plans on
engagement.

- see what theindustry's recently launched community engagement
charter, including community benefits, meant for communities

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/pulr-engagementwith-

shalegas-and-oil
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http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/cms/sounding-board-environment-agency-research-needs-for-onshore-oil-and-gas-shale-gas/
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/public-engagement-with-shale-gas-and-oil

Engaging Civil 2009 | France Energy Repeat Consulting | The project set out to develop aasyto-replicate method for engaging

Society in Low -2012 | and Structured on policy | civil society via national climate policy scenarios. An iterative process ¢

Carbon Germany Dialogue options scenario building, quantitative modétig, and stakeholder review was

Scenarios simultaneously carried out in France and Germany. These scenarios w

European Union co based on a set of policy measures thought necessary for a transition tq

ordinated project low-carbon economy. Energy sector stakeholders such as associations
trade unions, and businesses played a central role in the development
review process.
http://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/20121Aital-report-eese
comm-05-2012_formatted.pdf

12 Customer 2016 | UK Water Cusbmer Questions | Southern Water formed a Customer Advisory R&(CAP) of service users
Advisory Panel Reference around to:

Southern Water Group consumer - monitor delivery of the six priorities identified in the business plan @
experience provide assurance these are being met
- ensurethat3 | OOEAOT 7 AdxAustontzr ptomidels &rélbeing
kept
- aAOEOA AT A POT OEAA OAOOOET U 1T &
stakeholder engagement programme, impact assessment and
customer research.

13 Customer Forum | 2011- | Scotland | Water Cusbmer Across all | The Customer Forum is an independent entity, responsible for identifyi
Water Industry 2016 Reference types of AT A O1 AAOOOAT AET ¢ AOOOT I AOOS DPOE
Commission for Group policy outcome for customers. It is an expert challenge group whose 8 memb
Scotland, questions | were selected tdring a wealth of skills ahprofessional experience from
Consumer Focus many walks of life, including consumer affairs, the water industry, the
Scotland & Scottish environment, public policy, business and acadentia role is to ensure
Water OEAO OEA AOOOI i A0OBO OI EAA EO DPA(

of key decisions.

14 Flood-Risk 2013 | England | Water Repeat Questions | A series of workshops were held across various aagask of, or affected
Communications | 2015 Structured around by, floodingto examine different approaches to informing the public
Dialogue Dialogue consumer | about flood risk. The aim was to @eate practical outputs (messages,
Envirmment experience | materials and approaches to the use of different media) designed to
Agency increase awareness, encourage engagement and improve respt¢ases

flood risk.

15 Consumer 2015 | UK Water Cusbmer Across all | The purpose of Consumer Challenge Groups (CCGs) is to provide
Challenge Groups Reference types of independent challenge to water companies and independent assurémc
Ofwat Group policy Ofwat on:
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questions | - OEA NOAIT EOU T &£ A AT I PATUBO AOO
- the degree to which the results of this engagement are driving
decisionmakingAT A AOA OA & AAOAA ET OE
-T OA AOT AA1T Uh ##' O AOA EIT OAT AAA
business @ns reflect a sound understanding and reasonable balance g
AOOOT T AOOGS8 OEAxOh AT A xEAOEAO OF
required to deliver outcomes is socially, economically and environment
sustainable.

16 Floating the Idea: | 2015 | England | Water FocusGroup Consulting | Focus groups were held in each of the nine water and sewerage comp
Household on policy | regions to understand customer views and perceptions ofghssibility of
Customer options introducing competition into the household water retail market in
Views on Water England. The research objectives were to:

Market Reform - identify hou_seh_old customer appet_ite for water market _reform;
Consumer Council - assess motivating factors and barriers to engagement in a reformeg
for Water water market; and
- gauge views and opinions relating to wider market change
considerations.

17 Public Water 2015 | Ireland Water Cusbmer Across all | The primary purpose of thEorum is to represent the interests of the
Forum Reference types of public and water consumers in the development of public water policy.
Commission for Group policy The Forum is made up of 32 members in total plus a Chair and Secretg
Energy Regulation questions | Twelve members are drawn from organisations, each representing a

specifc sector of interestand 20 members are domestic water
consumers.

18 What Floats Your | 2015- | Scotland | Place Participatory | Broad, Scottish Canal@pproach to engagement with their customers and othe
Boat?: 2016 making Strategic horizon users of the canal system has transformed over the last 10 years from
Applecross- Planning scanning | technical to a placenaking approach. While still underpinned by a stron
Firhill Basin Canal exercise ethosof engineering and pragmatic asset managemetfiey now view
Corridor the inland waterways as catalysts for regeneration in both urban and ry

areas that are able to generate positive impact on health and
Masterplan I : . "
. communities. Working with partners and local communitesng
Scottish Canaland 3A1 01 AT AGO AAI Al Oh OEAU  Emkkin thagi /
Glasng City empowers local people, uses clever solutions for local challenges and
Council supports the physical transformation of underused or derelict land in w
which delivers tangible benefits tihe local communityThis is one
example of this approach in action.
19 Significant Water | 2013- | England | Water Repeat Broad, This public dialogue on Significant Water Management Issues was
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Management 2014 Structured horizon designed to enable public views, ideas and concerns to be fed into fing

Issues Dialogue scanning | D1 AT O AT A POET OEOEAO &I O OEA %l (

Environment exercise Management Plans in 2015, and to inform its approach &eting other

Agency Water Framework Directive commitments. The project included seven
public workshops, one in each of the English river basin districts (with
Humber and Northumbria combined).

20 Listening to our 2012 | Scotland | Water FocusGroup Questions | The aim of this research was to help Scottish Water better understand
Customers 2013 around household and business end users' priorities for service improvement g
Scottish Water consumer | the relative valuation of benefits in relation to improvementselements

experience | of the water and waste services they provide.

21 River Basin 2012 | UK Water Repeat Broad, The Environment Agency used a Ketsethodology to undertake a series
Planning Structured horizon of workshops to discuss the River Basin Planning Strategy and explore
Strategy Dialogue scanning | how the requirements of the European Union Water Framework Directi
Environment exercise were to be met.

Agency

22 Domestic Water | 2011 | UK Water Repeat Broad, Ofwat commissioned a series of workshops in 4 locations across the
and Sewerage: Structured horizon AT 61 60U Oi Agbi 1 OA ET OOAET T A x4
#0001 1 AO Dialogue scanning - expectations and aspirations for the services tlggt from their water
Expectations of exercise company, o , o
Service - perceptions of rlsk_ln relation to service failure and what the respon
Ofwat should be when things go wrong;

- interest and willingness to engage with their water company on issu
that concern customers, including future period&views.

23 Citizens Advisory | 2010 | England | Water Citizens Broad, A shortlife Citizens Advisory Forum was established in Bristdielp feed
Forum on Living Advisory horizon public attitudes and values into the LWEC strategic decigitaking
with Panel scanning | process. Three Forum sessions focused on different issues:
Environmental exercise - research into flood risk management;

Change - rese_:a_rch intq adaptation to envir(_)nmental change; _

Living With - decisionmakingand governance in response to environmental chan
Environmental challenges.

Change (LWEC)

24 Metropolitan 2009 | Australia | Water Repeat Broad, This project involved deliberative events as a ve&gxploring community
Melbourne Structured horizon expectations in relation to future scenarios specific to water usage and
Sewerage Dialogue scanning | sewerage services under a range of possible scenarios. Two whgle
Strategy exercise workshops were conducted and involved a representative mix of 40

Melbourne residents at edn event.
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Melbourne Water

25 CitizensJurieson | 2003- | The Water CitizensJury | Broad, 3 Citizensluriestook place inthe Rhine basin area between 2003 and 20
Water 2007 | Nether horizon looking at different aspects of rivdrasin management including:
Management lands scanning - what priorities theGovernment should set for water quality in Lake
EU project exercise Markermeer;

- priorities for managing urban water streams in Utrecht.

26 Central Region 2005 | Australia | Water Repeat Consulting| 4 EA 6 EAOI OEAT ' 1T OAOT 1 AT 080 WwWool
Sustainable Structured on policy | called for the development of regional water strategies to manage the
Water Strategy Dialogue options demands of ayrowing population in the face of growing impacts of
Department of climate change upon the water supply system over the next 50 years. §
Sustinability & Community Research Forums were held to assess different options for|
Envirmament. securing water futures in the region and identify their prefergathways,
(Victoria) and and the specific reasons and opinion influencers.

WaterSmart
Customer 2012 | England | Water Cusbmer Across all | The Ofwat Customer Advisory Panel was established as part of their
Advisory Panel 2016 | and Reference types of customer engagement strategy designed to put customers at the heart
Ofwat Wales Group policy the pricesetting process. The members were invited to join by Ofwat of
questions | the basis of their expertise and interest in the areas to be covered. The
are members in an individual capaciggther than as representative of any
particular organisation.
The purpose of the panel is to:
- challenge and provide advice to Ofwat on regulatory assumptions t
Ei PAAO 11 A1l Al i PATEAOGE AOOEI
- ET &l O | AxA D8 O ddyirer e friteCeviéwiandi A
subsequent determinations.
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/2015062409 9&2tp://ofwat.
gov.uk/future/monopolies/fpl/customer/prs_web20120410cap
Group Water 2010 | Ireland | Water Cusbmer Questions | 4 EA & A A Rote i @Bring tégéther the network of over 400 Group
Schemes in Rural Reference around Water Schemes in Ireland. One key role is to build their capacity in
Ireland Group consumer | engaging with their consumersandthereby establish greater community
National Federation experience | involvement. To date most of their deliberative work has teadeducative
of Group Water focus, particularly within schools, engaging local communities with the
Schemes relationship between water supply and wider environmental and land u
concerns.
http://www.nfgws.ie/Aboutthe-NFGWS
Open for 2016 | England | Water General Consulting | The purpose of this research was to gauge the experiences of custome
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Business: Lessong Deliberative on policy | the Scottish norhousehold water retail market so that their views could
for the Non- Workshop options then be used to help inform those designirand operating withinthe
Household Retail new English markeg the ultimate objective being théestpossible
Water Market in delivery ofretail servicesoil AAO AOOOT I A OThé rededrénA
England comprised thredoreakfast events (coveripg 38 ndmuseholdcustomgrs
Consumer Council from across Aberdeen, Qlasng and Edlqburgh a!']d the surrogndieas)
for Water and 17 individual hdlepth interviews. The first location, Glasgow, was ru
as a pilot, to test the discussion guide and materials with respondents.
sample was designed to cover a wide crggestion ofnon-household
water customers includingublic and private sector; various sizes; water
usage; single or multiple sites; and rural and urban locations. Participa
were categorised according to whether or not they had switched to a n
retailer or renegotiated their contract with their existingtailer.
http://www.ccwater.org.uk/blog/2016/08/25/opefor-businesslessons
for-the-non-householdretail-water-market-in-englandbasedon-
customerexperiencesin-scotland/#more 8264
A Tide of 2015 | England | Water General Consulting | This research was commissioned to enable the Consumer Council for
Opinion: the and Deliberative | onpolicy |7AOQOAO O1 1 AEA ET &£ Oi AA AAAEOEIT 1 (
Customer Voice Wales Workshop options heard within the regulatory process by identifying which piaes have
within the Price- mos® | AGCEOET AAU ;hdw CECsGIDII bh DIdEd akdU A
; overned; and the role dhe Consumer Council for Waten the process.
Setting Process. gttp://www.ccwater.orq.uk/wpcontent/upIoads/2015/07/ATideof-Opi[rjlionthe-
Consumer Council CustomerVoicewithin-the-Price SettingProcess. pdf
for Water
Research into 2013 | England | Water FocusGroup Consulting | At the stage of the pricesetting process when water companies were
Threshold of and on policy about to test the acceptability aheir business planshe Consumer
Acceptability Wales options Council for Water held 6 deliberative focus groups with household
Consumer Council customers to attain their views on what they felt would be an approprial
for Water threshold for acceptability.
http://www.ccwater.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2013/12/Researitito-
thresholdof-acceptability. pdf
A Deliberative 2012 | New Water General Consulting | The aim of the project was to set policy limits on the amount of
Process for Water Zealand Deliberative on policy agricultural nutrients acceptable in the catchment waterways using a
Management Workshop options participatory process involving a range of different sthiolders with
SelwynWaihora different goals and values for the region.

Zone Committee

http://ifsa.boku.ac.at/cms/fileadmin/Proceeding2014/WS 1 7 Bewsell,
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http://www.ccwater.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/A-Tide-of-Opinion-the-Customer-Voice-within-the-Price-Setting-Process.pdf
http://www.ccwater.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Research-into-threshold-of-acceptability.pdf
http://www.ccwater.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Research-into-threshold-of-acceptability.pdf
http://ifsa.boku.ac.at/cms/fileadmin/Proceeding2014/WS_1_7_Bewsell.pdf

27 Exploring 2009 | South Infra- Repeat Broad, The AccentureGlobal Cities Forum was a muttity, worldwide study into
0AT P1 A O Africa structure / Structured horizon El x T AT AAOO 1T &£/ OEA POAI EA AAEET /
Perspectives on and Public Dialogue scanning | government. The Institute for Health and Public Service Value designe
the Role of Australia | Service exercise the study as a series of citizen panels in a numbevayfd cities. Each
Government Forum [n\{olyed 60 to 85 Iocgl ,resic‘ieqts~ ra}ndomly selected to represen

. AEOQOUB O A Kprbvitliogs®oids dudlitative insight into what
Accenture Institute . . . .
for Health & Public people think about government and public services and how they judge
Service Value. public value.

28 Mapping Options | 2012 | England | Climate Deliberative Consulting | The purpose of the project was to test how deliberative mapping could
for Tackling Change Mapping on policy | used to inform climate changpolicymaking. The specific research aim o
Climate Change options the deliberative mapping exercises was to gainuaaerstanding of how
University of East public views on geoengineering proposals compared against other opti
Anglia for tackling climate change. A deliberative mapping processmn wih

13 sociedemographically representative citizens from Norfolk and 12
sector experts to understand their views on geoengineering proposals
compared against other options for tackling climate change.

29 Grandview 2012 | Canada | Local Citizens Broad The GrandviewWoodland Citizes Assembly was proposed following a
Woodland 2013 Planning Assembly horizon neighbourhood planning process in which local residents had felt that t
Neighbourhood scanning | concerns and priorities ltbnot been sufficiently recognised and acted
Planning exercise upon. It was intended to provide a means for residents to express their
City Council of concerns and priorities about their neighbourhood and to articulate a
vancouver vision for its future. Specifically, the assembly aimed to do three things

- to set out the values and principles shared by Grandview
Woodland residents

- tolay out the vision for future dhe neighbourhood

- to decide on a 3§ear development plan for Grandview
Woodland

30 NHS Citizens 2015 | England | Health Citizens Broad NHS Citizens Assembly was part of a widational programmedesigned
Assembly Assembly horizon to give the English public a greater say on healthcare matters and feed
NHS England scanning | into high-level NHS England decisiemaking. Specifically it aimed to helg

exercise provide:

- citizens and organisationwith a direct, transparent route for
their voices to reach NHSglanddecisionmakingprocesses

- the NHS England board and othesdth a new source of evidence
and opinion on the NHS

- the publicwith an open accountability mechanism to feed back
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on the work of NHS England, and the opportunity to participate
in thework of the organisation.

31 Postal User 2012 | UK wide | Postal Repeat Broad Research was conducted amongst general public, postal consumers a
Needs Service Structured horizon business customers tassess the extent to which the market for the
Quialitative Dialogue scanning | provision of postal services in the UK is meeting the reasonable needs
Research exercise users in relation to the universal postal service, with a specific objective
Ofcom obtain an informed consumer view on use, needs and $denefits of the

current postal service.
The study fed into a wider body of research carried out by Ofcom, whig
allowed them to fulfil their duties under the Postal Services Act 2011, tc
carry out an assessment of the extent to which the postal market is
meeting the reasonable needs of users of postal services.
Building Trust: 2014 | England | Infra- General Broad The Confederation of British Industry (CBI) commissioned research wit]
Making the Public structure / Deliberative horizon the public to understandbetter theirviews on infrastructure. The researc
Case for Public Workshop scanning | used a mix of qualitative and quantitative approaches, and aimed to he
Infrastructure Service exercise | the CBI understand howtdeCACA OEA BOAI EA EI
Confederationof AAAA OA, 08
British Industry https://www.ipsos o o . _
mori.com/researchpublications/publications/@8/Building TrustMaking-
the-PublicCasefor-Infrastructure.aspx
Ispy PostPay 2010 | Ireland Telecoms General Consuling | The key objective of this consumer research wasxplore, evaluate and
Consumer Deliberative on policy | optimise a range of propositional ideas developed by Vodafone for
Research Report Workshop options Consumer prepay and postpay segments. As part of the deliberative
Vodafone event, interactive voting was used to poll participants before and after
discussions, with each respdent using a handheld voting device.
(Ipsos MORI unpublished repq€ET AT OAAA ET AOEAAI]
IspyPost0 AU #1171 O0i AO 2A0AA0AE 2APIT O
Model of 2012 | Australia | PublicSafety | General Consuling | The project aim was to identify the scope of behaviour change
Behaviour Deliberative on policy | interventions that could be used to influence public behaviour in relatio
Change Workshop options to hazard safety, as well as more effective meanstgrming and
Office of the persuading the public on safety matters. A dipng interagency
Victorian Fire deliberative event involving 480 senior government officials was held ix
Services order to test and refine the model as well as checking it for agency
Commission usability. The finaloutput wasa bestpractice model of behaviour change

applicable to all hazards and all emergency management agency conte
which was used to support the implementation of the Bushfire Safety
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Policy Framework.
(Ipsos MORI unpublished reparincluded in evidenceAA E AT OE
Model of Behaviour Changes EAOT OEAT &EOA 3A00

Recreational 2012 | Canada | Public Safety| Repeat Consultng | This research aimed to understabetter the various aspects of
Water Safety Structured on policy | recreational water safety through the expertise of the stakeholder
Consultation Dialogue options community, and to present, discuss and deliberate on each of the
Ontario Ministry of AT OTTAO80 OAAT I T AT AAGET T O omsultatior |
Health and Long sessions were conducted with stakeholders across the province. In the
Term Care interest of encouraging stakeholder participation, sessions were held b
in person and online.
(Ipsos MORI unpublished repersummary was assessed but report is ng
avaihlble)
All Hazards 2016 | Australia | Public Safety| General Broad The aim of the deliberative research event was to gather stakeholders
Behaviour Deliberative horizon from different organisations withan interestin preparednes$or hazards,
Change Research Workshop scanning | to start a discussion about what people are or are not doing, why, what
Project exercise should they be doing and what is likely to make themsoz in order to
Brisbane City maximise behaviours, actions and engagement to deea community
Council that is prepared for severe weather events. The project involved a
literature and secondary data review, deliberative event with stakehold
involved in disaster managemerand deepdive ethnographic research
with 20 residents and 5 busiases. A foustep behavioural science
research process was used to design a systematic apprpatitivation,
Ability, Physical and Socizlto understanding behaviour.
(Ipsos MORI unpublished repersummary was assessed but report is ng
available)
Innovations in 2016 | Australia | Engagement | Participatory | Questions | This project involved design and conduct of collaborative planning
Community Strategic around workshops in 3 areas. Each workshop brought together representative
Engagement Planning consumer | from three different stakeholder groups: regional DSE staff, members ¢
experience | the public and special interest groups that have previously participated

Department of
Sustainability and
the Environment
(DSE)

engagement activities with the DSE; amdembers of the wider
community who have never taken part in DSE consultation activities. In
each of the collaborative planning workshaggerticipants discussed the
OOOAT COEO AT A OET OOCATITEITCO 1T &£ $1
and engaging the commmity, then worledthrough ways to improve
engagement activities and approaches.

(Ipsos MORI unpublished repersummary was assessed but report is ng
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available)

Community
Engagement for
Bushfire
Management
Department of
Sustainability and
the Environment

2016

Australia

Engagement

General
Deliberative
Workshop

Consuling
on policy
options

This project involved the design and conduct of deliberative events at
which members of the public were invited to discuss and evaluate a ral
options forcommunity education and engagement around planned
burning. As part of the exercise, participants were taken through a seri
I £ OOAAT 1 EEAS AQAOAEOAO ET xEE/
engagement (Inform, Educate and Collaborate).

(Ipsos MORUnpublished report summary was assessed but report is ng
available)
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APPENDIX Bz CASE STUDIES

CASE STUDY 1
PUBLIC VIEWS ON DEGBONISED HEATING

TECHNOLOGIES

Commissioning body / Owner: The Committee on Climate Change

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Online deliberation

Date: 2016

Geographic location: United Kingdom

Type of policy question: Consuling onpolicy options to inform how a policy might
be delivered

PURPOSE

The project aimed to explorayith members of the publighe role that government could plain

supporting thehouseholdgo reduce carbon emissions from heatinthese findings were intended

Ol I AEA Ob DPAOO T &£ OEA #1 i1 EOGOAA 11 #1EI AOA #E/
Governmenton low-carbon heating.

4EA DPOT EAAO xAO Al O ET OAT AAA dgolndidgBdarA AT O 1T £ OA¢
methodology, envisioneds a means of undertaking deliberative public engagement in

circumstances in which time and resources are constraiS@ecifically, the intention was to

ascertain whether an onlinBoundingBoardformat could be effectively used to gain public input on
challenging science policy issues in less time ante&s money than a faet-face deliberative

exercise.

METHODDESCRIPTION

Sciencewise designed and ran 2 online workshops involving 17 participants from a broad range of
age groups, geographical locations and educational backgrounds.

Participants were divided up into 2 cohorts that met twice: an information session introducing low
carbon heat technologies and climate change policy, and a longer deliberative session with more
time for public input.

The dialogue took the formfaan audo conversation between participants, moderated by a
facilitator, and was accompanied by slides, visual cues and polling exercises. Experts from the
Committee on ClimateChange were also on hand to present information to participants and to
answer any releant questions that arose in the course of discussion.

Participants were paid £60 for 2.5 hours of online engagement.

IMPACT

The Committee on Climte Change felt that, while th8oundingBoards had failed to identify any
big issues that theyere not alrady aware ofthere were a number of useful insights provided
about the kind of information people want and need when consideraigrtg up lowcarbon



technologies They alsmbserved that possibly the greatest value of the discussions had been in
relationto monitoring how the public resporetito new information.

4AEEO OOCCAOOO OEAO OEA AEOAAO ET &1 OAT AA 1T £ OEA
fairly minimal. In terms of influencing the Committee on Climathangé @nd other public bol A O
approach to public engagemenhowever, the SoundingBoard is likely to have greater impact.

By demonstrating the possibility of undertaking deliberative public deliberative engagement
relatively quickly and cheaply, tHfeoundingBoard may encouragenore public bodies to use
engagement to inform policy development.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY
The total budgetfor the projectwas £27,791

The project demonstrated to the Committean Climate Change that th&oundingBoard
methodology is a viable, costffective and tine-efficient alternative to faceto-face deliberative
engagement.

While this is considerably cheaper than an equivalentfcéace public engagement exercise, this
lower cost comes at the expense of the quality of the deliberation agtityy more superficial
discussion of the issues. Despite this, the Committee on Climate Change considered the project to
have been value for money.

EVALUATION

TheSoundingBoards were evaluated positively by the Committere Climate ChangeBoth
analystsinvolved in the project stated that they would use tBeundingBoard methodology again

Whilethe Committeeon Climate Change staff acknowledged that the process had allowed for less
in-depth discusion than an equivalent faceo-face deliberative proces this observation was
balanced by the relatively low cost of the process.

LEARNING

Perhaps the biggest learning from the Sounding Boards was that it is difficult to replibatdepth

and quality of faceo-face deliberative engagement techniques amdiz and that there is therefore

a tradeoff between cost and speed, on the one hand, and quality and depth, on the other. In
addition to this, the discussion produced various useful pieces of information about public views on
low-carbon heating technologyincluding:

1 That people generally wanted more communications of the direction of travel from
government relating to energy and climate change policy.

1 That people are very concerned about the practicalities of-tasbon heat technologies.

1 The kind of infomation people want and need when considering the uptake oftasbon
heating technology.

SOURCES

Warburton Diane8 O%OAT OAOCET T 1 £ OEA 3icétodHehtCectindlohidumpdty R ADCOD8H T
Sciencewise, March 2016. http://www.sciencewese.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/CE€3oundingBoard
EvaluationSummaryMarch2016.pdf.

Beaglehole Joeand Pate)Reema8 O 0 OA | E A -Gafbdh Hént TiedhnolodiesReport of the Sciencewise Sounding

"TAOA OEIT 0686 4EA (YT O1T1 0A &1 O1 A-Ar@did.uk/dms/asde@/Nffoadd/occs 8 EOODJ T

SoundingBoardfull-report-final.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 2

CONSUMER FIRST PANEBL

Commissioning body / Owner:  Ofgem

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Citizens Advisory Panel

Date: 2009 (ongoing refreshed annually
Geographic location: Great Britain(multiple locations)
Type of policy question: Consulting on Policy Options

Questions around the consumer experience of an existing
service/product

PURPOSE

TheConsumer First Pané part of a broader body of research carried out by Ofgem to help them
better understand the experiences of a wide range of consumers, including business consumers and
more vulnerable groups.

Examples oprevious research objectivekat they have used the Consumer First Panel to address
include:

1 Identifying the information needed to equip customers to make mfied consumer
decisions when engaging with the energy market;

1 Identifying consumer expectatiorsnd understanding of the work of Ofgem;

9 51 AROOOAT AET ¢ Al 1 OO0I AOOGS OEAxO 11 OEA AOOOA
reactions and understanding of potential models for new tariff strues)

9 #1171 001 AOO8 OEAxO AT A Olsdrducdane AoltohtBfisigartT £ DOEOA
meters;

9 51 AAOOOAT AET ¢ AT 1 O0I A dr@ddcial Aupma gradided Byisipiiers £ OE
and distribution companies to vulnerable and potentially vulnerablestoners.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The Consumer First Panebnsists of 6aL00 domestic energy consumers who meet 8mes a year

01 AEOAOOO AT AOcU OAIl AOAA-mekbD® KidnDership dithePhnklds ET OI
refreshed annually.

Panels cover a range of different issues but tend to focusamplex challenges within the energy

OAAOT O xEAOA OOIi D T £ I ET A8 OAODPIT 1 hbodhtaetrné, AT T O
Ofgem can listen to the considered views of a diverse range of consumers and use this insight to

inform its policy making proesses

Panel structure and method

The Panels are refreshed yearly, and for each pandl@Dconsumeraredrawnfrom four to six
locations across Great Britain. Pdists participate in 31 workshops, carried out in each of the
locations, over the coursef the year. Panksts are recruited to beeflectiveof GB energy
consumersn terms of gender; age; ethnicity; socieconomic group; tenure; fuel poverty;

105|Page



disability; energy supplier; employment status; family status; urban/rural residences. They also
reflect a range of different consumer behaviour in the energy market, e.g. those who have and
EAOAT 60 OxEOAEAA OEAEO Al AOcCU OODPDI EAOS

Each workshop lasts 3 hours, facilitated b Znoderators

Each workshojnas a clear objective to inform2 specific deisions or policies and will involve a

variety of different activities. The first session of each Panel year usually includes a broad discussion

iT OEA AT AOcCcU OAAOI O xEEAE AAOO AO A OOCAI PAOAOOOA
radar.

Wherea deliberative approach is takethis will usually involvan issue being discussed by

participantsfirst, then a presentation dbalancedinformation by moderators based on stimulus
materialsprovidedby Ofgem, followed by further discussion. Usuallystiwvill take place within a

single workshop but sometimes an issue will be reconvened to give panelists time for reflection.

0OAOOEAEDPAT OO AOA PAEA A 111 AOGAOU OOEATE Ui 0686 A& O
diverse range of people to patipate, including those who need to cover caring or travel costs.
IMPACT

Findings from the Consuméfirst Panel regularly inforth £C A1 8 O -m&ldng ByD&ping them
to understand the priorities, views and experiences of consumers.

For examplethe Consumer Panel lshelped inform:

1 | AC Arkfdrds to the energy market that have aimed to promote competition by
encouraging consumer engagement with the market and support better decision making,
e.g. through reviewing supplier communicationsuriff structuresandthe process of
switching suppliers

1 Early scopingvork on anyconsumerprotections neededo supportthe' T OAOT | AT 68 O
mandated smart meter rolbut;

1 Ofgem's review o O b b PriodtyCS@rdices Registgrwhich was published alongside their
Consumer Vulnerability Strategy

The ConsumeFirstPanelhasalso helgdOEADA / £ACATI 60 AT 1 001 OAOGEI T O xEOE

suppliers, environmental groups, and government to help represent the vieyendfprotect
consumers in the energy market.

COST AND VALUE FOR MORY

In interview Ofgem did not disclose the annual costs of running the Panel as this varies from year to
year, but noted that they consider thganel approactho be value for money.

In partialar, it was noted that having thganelreconveneover a fixed period of timevas cheaper
than commissioning ad hoc research projects.

EVALUATION

TheConsumeiFirst Panel isonsidered a succefigd model by Ofgemwith their outputs having

been regarded as highly useful apobviding a valued inpito policy and decisiormaking.

| £FCAT 8O0 ET OAOT Al O Agéreraligsaridfi€dAnwithpadéisfadyl thd gullity x A OA

standardsof the commissioned research agencies

They noted in interview that that the deliberative elements of the workshops were crucial in

DOl OEAET ¢ 11 OA OEAT O60i P 1T &£ | ET A8 OAOPI 1 OAOG8 3PAA
work well in allowing Ofgem to disseminate complex informati@consumers and in return

receiving informed, considered views on topics with which participants may not have been
previously familiar.
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It is apparent to the research team, however, that, given the short amount of time allocated to
deliberation at some othese events, it is difficult to determine how effectively participants have

been able to absorb and use the new information in their discussions, and therefore to what extent it
has influenced their views.

LEARNING

Over the 7 years Ofgem has been runn®gnsumer First Panels a number of learning points have
been identified, including:

9 Thatit is important to not attempt too many things in a single workshop. Instead Ofgem
nowtries to limit the agenda t@ small number of focused objectives each time toid
overburdening participants and to ensure outputs are manageatneaningfuland
relevant.

9 Because each panel reconvenes regularly it would be possible to ask participants to do
OET I AxT OE8 1 O AAAECOI OT A OAAAET QlorAditdmoe AT OA
depth during the sessions. However, this needs to be balanced with the risks of
I OAOAOOAAT ET ¢ PAOOEAEDPAT OO AT AXT O 1 AAAET C O
therefore atypical of consumers) over the course of a year.

9 That it hasbeenusefulto invite policycolleaguesalong to observe these evenéd hear
consumer views first handp help them betterconnect with consumer perspectives and
how they ould be applied to the policy challenge

1 The importance of providing accurate dmaccessible information. In these workshops the
transfer of new information is done by the facilitators, using stimulus materials drafted in
conjunction with Ofgem. While Ofgem has found this to work well most of the time, it can
mean that the facilitatos may not be able to explain complex issues fully or respond to

DAOOEAEDPAT OO8 NOAOOEIT T Os8

SOURCES
yPOI O -/2)h AT A 31T AEAT 2AO0AAOAE )1 OOEOOOAS8ondigeddadddi AO %l CA
Perceptions of Ofgem & ET AET ¢O A£OT I OEA / A£CAI #1711 0061 A0 &EOOO 0AT A

| £FCAi 8 O/ OEAO 2AO0AAOAE Ofge®Hine2l, A ET 1 A #1171 001 ADO86
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/consumers/consumeesearch/othesresearchhouseholdconsumers.
Research interview A OAET AAT A ET ACKS hidrlidwiash - 25001& Bddfidéntiab
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CASE STUDY 3

BIOENERGY DIALOGUE

Commissioning body / Owner: Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Counci
(BBSRC)

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Distributed Dialogues

Date: September 2012 to December 2013

Geographic location: UK-wide

Type of policy question: Broadhorizornrscanning exercise to assess consumer vie\

on wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The dialogues were undertaken to help ensure that the views, concerns and hopes of the public were
taken into account as BBSRC explored the potential for scientific and technological advance in one
of its priority areag bioenergy.

METHOD DESCRIPON

In collaboration with academics, science communicators and\be EconomicsFoundation,
BBSRC developed a toolkit of resources to be used by BB@iRIed researchers and other
interested groups in the dialogue events. The toolkit included:

1 Guidelines for running an engagement event;

1 A set of@utures scenariod&nd associated discussion materials;

1 A Democs card game.

They also produced a feedback form to capture what happened at the events. It included specific
guestions on the
1 Views and opinions of participants;
1 Demographics of participants;
1 The event itself and the process of the dialogder example, how the materials were
received;
1 Perceptions about what the impacts of the dialogue might be.

The project included an aftapon training session for researchers interested in running a dialogue,
and a pilot event the next day to test the materials, start to collect findings and give those who
attended the training a chance to prasgi.

In total, researchers and other groupsiraleven public dialogue events between January and
September 2013 as part of the project. The BBSRC received 162 participant feedback forms and 35
organiser feedback forms.

Participant selection was down to the organisationsning the individual dialgues and
participants were not paid for their time.

55 Democs (Deliberative Meetings Organised by Citizens) is a deliberation method that takes theffaroard game that enables small
groups of citizens to learn about and discuss complex scientific, political and ethical issues. Democs was created byEtmnbiens
Foundation in the early 2000s due to growing interest in engagement thiglpublicthrough deliberative practices.
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IMPACT

The findings of the dialogue largely supported what BBSRC already understood about public views
and values on bioenergy rather than revealing new insights. As such it has had little impactron thei
approach to bioenergy policies.

The external evaluation noted that the most significant impacts of the Bioenergy Dialogue will

Dol AAAT U AA 11T ""32#60 DOAAOEAA AOiI OT A POAI EA
this influence is likely tgo wider than BBSRC itself: by the time the evaluation was written, BBSRC

had already used the experience to contribute to two projects relating to the future shape of public
engagement in the EU.

COST AND VALUE FOR OINEY
The project had an allocated tothldget of £137,000, but thergas a significant underspend.

Even at its allocated budget, the cost was lower than the cost of many more traditional dialogues.
(For example a previous BBSRC dialogue on synthetic big@gyich involved roughly the same
number of participantg cost almost three times as much.)

EVALUATION
""32#60 AOAI OAOGETT 1T &2/ OEA POI EAAO EECEI ECEOAA
needed improvement. It praised both the number of membershaf public and number of

researchers who took part, and suggesteds noted above that this had been achieved for a
comparatively small amount of money.

LEARNING

Learning identified during the evaluation of the project includes:
1 Not controlling partidpant selection meant the views expressed in the project could not be
generalised to a wider audience;

1 Recruiting participants had taken longer, and required considerably more effort, than
anticipaed;

Thematerials had been too compldrr the length of he events;
Event organisers would have benefited from clearer guidaior training on facilitation;

1 Engaging stakeholders earlier would have had a number of benefits (such as increased buy
in and earlier identification of the facilitation skills gap).

SOURCES

"ETOAAETTI1T U AT A "ETI11T GCEAAl 3AEALABAD 2ADBIAOGES #$ OAREABO O
http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/documents/bioenerggialoguereport-pdf/.

#1T 11T ETCxT T A %l OGEOITI1 AT OA1T 01 ATTEI C , Eil EOAAE AwnCAABIADESd 1

Collingwood Environmental Planning Limited, April 2014. http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/documents/bitizhergy
public-dialogue-evalation-pdf/.

Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Resea®cuncil.lO! AT 66 OEA 001 EAAO86 | AAAOOAA | AOD
http://www.bbsrc.ac.uk/engagement/dialogue/activities/bioenergialogue/bioenergydialogue project/.
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CASE STUDY 4

WIND FARMDEVELOPMENT IN SCOHAND

Commissioning body / Owner: ClimateXChange

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Citizens Jury

Date: 201314

Geographic location: Scotland (three locations)

Type of policy question: Consuling onpolicy options to informhow a policy might
be delivered

PURPOSE

Thedirect purposeof the three Citizes Juries was to develop a set of criteria by which decision
regarding onshore wind farms in Scotland could be made.

The questions each of thiries addressewas O 4 E Ae@tongA/i@ws on witidrms in Scotland,

with some people being strongly opposed, others being strongly in favour and a range of opinions in
AAOxAAT 8 7TEAO OEI O A AA OEA EAU DOET AEPI AO £ O AA
The project howevealso hadadual purpose, being ttest the effectiveness of deliberative

techniquesz and Juries specifically as a means of engaging the public witlkontentious policy
area.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

)yl OAAT CT EOCEI T 1 £ OE A arduhdwhdi@rdsfaid tHatdpébfleokenhale OEA O £A
entrenched/deeply held positiorsthere was felt to be a need to create a space for the (perhaps less

informed) public within this debate. While survey data existed on this matter it was felt that there

was a eed to get underneath this to better understand the considerations / perceptions (and

sometimes misperceptions) that underpin public views, and thus the Jury method was chosen.

ThreeCitizens Juries were held simultaneously in three locations, one closarn existing wind farm
(Aberfeldy), one with a wind farm proposed nearby (Helensburgh) and a third with no existing or
proposed windarms (Coldstream).

EachJury process itself wadivided into three stags:an information staye, a reflection stage and
deliberation stae.

For the information stge, Jurors were broughtogether for a daylong worksh@, in which they
were introduced to the process and were taken through some of the issues by a series of expert
witnesses.

Following this Jurors were sehhome for the 23-week reflection stage. During this timéyrors

were given an informatiopackcontaining further information on windarmsand energy policyln

addition to this,Jurorsx AOA ET &£ Oi AA T £ AGPAOO xEOI adweédnd6 OAODI
raised at the information day that had not immediately been answered.

Finally,Jurors reconvened for the deliberation stage, which took the form of anotherldag

workshop. HereJurors worked together to marshal the information they hadquired over the

previous weeksinddevelopan agreedset of criteria for making decisions about wind farms in

Scotland.
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A total of 47Jurors took part in the exercisén addition to being chosen according to where they
lived, participants were also ssted on the basis of their education, gender, age and income.

Jurors were paid £90 per day.

IMPACT

Despite the very rich data produced through the progekere is no evidence that the Scottish
Governmenthas directly used the findings of the reseatohinform windfarm policy. This may be
because it was not directly attached to a specific pehiegking process when it was undertaken, as
it was in part designed as &xperimentin process, and there was some scepticism expresgdte
time as to whathe approach added to more traditional methods of consultation and the hard data
that can be obtained through surveys.

)T OEA 1171 CAO OAOI dnd tie&taff iddvedE ABGLD § ©0 AOAD OAD T OOA O

greatest impact will lie in havinprovided avery detailedaccount of garticularCitizens Jury
procesg the existence of which may encourage public bodies to use the process in policy
development.Indeed there is evidence to suggest tlwdficials from other parts of the Scottish
Gowernment and elsewhere have begun picking up the report and showing an interest in the
methodological lessons.

COST AND VALUE FOR OINEY
The total cost of the project was £Z55, with each individualry costing £9,352.

The evaluation report suggests thdtis was considered value for money: that, despite the relatively
high cost, it was an expense that was justified in some circumstances, and that this had been one of
them.

Staff interviewed in relation to the project also noted thathile the project hadeen costly, it
provided value for money in terms of the richness of the dlteas also noted during the interview
that it could have been done more cheaply had it heen for the fact that thegolleded more data
andundertook moreanalysis than wastrictly speaking necessary, because this was explicitly a

OAOGAAOAE DPOI EAAO AT A 11 0 A DA Batalar&stifbeifg use®iyd AT |

a wide range of researchers.

EVALUATION

The project was found to be successful with regaral both of its objectives.

In terms of the aim of developing an understanding of the pringhat the public would want to
see applied to decisiemaking about wind farms in Scotland, all thrdgries managed to develop
anagreedset of principles, ¥th many of the same principles and issues being raised in each
location. A caveat to this is that, in one of tllaries, agreement, but no real consensus, was
reached.

The deliberative quality of the events was assessed as good: with evidedgsord faving learnt

AAT OO0 OEA OiI PEA AT A OAI AGAA AAAAOAOh AT CACAA
opinions during the proces3hrough this a richness of detald information about public

perceptions and their process of opinidorming was generted.

The project was also evaluated as successful at demonstrating the viability @itthens Jury
model as a means of public engagement. Participants involved reported feeling that the model had
allowed them to have an informed drinclusive discussioon a complex set of policy issues.

More generally, the evaluation report concluded that the project has shown @Gitimens Juries can
be an ideal space for making contrilioris to policymakingon complex and contentious issues.

LEARNING
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running of theduries that will be of interest to anybody planning on using the format. These
included the need for breakut spaces for small groups, the need facifitators to ensure
that individuals do nbinadvertently end up dominating discussions and the challenge of
engaging people in a relatively technical topic in a short period of time.

1 Inthe research interview the importance of having a dedicated amgStewarding Board
engaged throughout the planning phase of the project was stressed as having been vital to
the success of the project.

1 More generally, theluries raised a set of interesting questions about how best to frame the
scope of discussion witn aJury process. In this case, for examplgrors seemed to be
frustrated by having to approach the question of wifadms in quite narrow terms. However
within the 2 day framework it would have been unlikely that there was enough time to have
a detaikd, fully deliberative conversation about options for energy generation had it been
considered more holistically.

1 Inthe research interview calucted for the project it was noted that there could have been
improvements made in relation to how the input of the expert withesses was managed. It
seems in retrospectthat the expertsmay havehad different ideas / preconceptions /
opinions aboutCitizensJduries, and coulthavebenefitedwith being briefed more on the
process, their roletc. at the outset to ensure more common understanding.

9 The 3luries clearly demonstrated that citizens from all types of backgrounds can
meaningfully get involved in discussions addiiegscomplex policy issues when they are
adequately supported to do so as part of an inclusive and engaging process fitrthas
noted in the evaluation reports that, by the end of the process, Jurors demonstrated an
excellent grasp of the key complex@s of the issues relating to the topic.

1 It was noted however that the organisers contdybe have done more at the outset of the
Juries to describe the existing framework for decisions around Vidnch developmentsi(e.
more contextual infomation), so that Jurors didnot just come up with content that was
already in place, but rather were able to take it further and develop it.

9 It was also noted in the evaluations that the Juries that worked best, in terms of their
deliberations and decisiemaking processes, were those where there was the most
diversity of initial views on the topic.

1 There werechallenges encountered in recruiting demographically representalivies,
across multiple quotas, with tradeff having to be made between getting corrdetvels of
representation for various groups.

1 Afinal challenge noted was the importance of whoever is organising the jury appearing
neutral and impartial to participants,iging them confidece that their views will be
accurately reflected in the findings.

SOURCES

O#EOEUAT $AI EAAOAOGEIT s #EOEUAT O0OAOOEAEPAOGEIT . AOxI OE8d ! AAA
https://oliversdialogue.wordpress.com/tag/citizedeliberation/.

Roberts,JenniferandEscobarOlivers O # HdyRepoit! DD AT AE A A ®Ghénget 20551 AOA
http://www.climatexchange.org.uk/files/5714/3981/5497/Citizens_Juries_Repdppendices.pdf.

2228 O)1 OI1O0EICc #7111 01 EOGEAO ET $AIT EAAOAOQGEI T4 ! 3dDBAU T £ 4EOA/
2 APp1 008 &Chénge: Mak ZDAS. http://www.climatexchange.org.uk/files/5614/3213/1663/Citizens_Juries_
_Full_Report.pdf.

2228 O)T O11O0OETC #7111 01 EOEAO ET $AIl EAAOAOGEIT g ! 3060AU | £ 4EOA/
Summary2 AT 0086 #1 Ei AGA @ #EAT CAR - AU WwoxXVs
http://www.climatexchange.org.uk/files/2214/3206/1170/Citizens_Juries_Report_Exec_Summary.pdf.
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Research interview conducted for thisport with a member of staff fronClimateXChange who had been involved in the
project.
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CASE STUDY 5

TRAJECTORIES HOCARBON EMSSION
REDUCTIONS

Commissioning body / Owner: Committee on Climate Chang&CC)

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Citizens Jury

Date: 2013

Geographic location: England (Greater London)

Type of policy question: Consuling onpolicy options to inform how a policy might
be delivered

PURPOSE

4EA POOPT OA 1T £ OEA AEAI T COA xAO O ET &£ O0i OEA AAO
advice to theUK Government regarding its 4 Carbon Budget. Specifically, it was intended to

provide evidence about the feasibility and costs of the budget and about the potential technology

mixes that could be used to meet the budget.

Theoutputs the research was intended pzoducewereinformation about:

91 Public understanding of the challenges prased by climate change globally;

T 4EA DPOAI EAGO OEAxO 11 OEA AAAADOAVitEtheEeOU 1T £ OEA
costs of globahction;

T 00AI EA OEAxO 11 OEA régardngglabal diwdh toAnitigate Qikhadd 1 T OEAEIT E
change;

91 Public understanding ofind attitudes towardsthe effeds of action on UK energy bills;

Public understanding ¢ofind attitudes towardsthe wide impications of UK action;

1 Whether the public thinks thathe casefor UK action has changed significantly since the
fourth carbon budget was legislatddr in June 2011.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The design for thevorkshopswas based on €itizens Jury modebut adapted to meet the specific
needs of the projectThisO N Gdktigefs JO Orledhod was chosen because it was considered the
best wayto shareinformation and deliberate on complex information in a short space of time and
within a tight budget. Specifically, it was believed that the method would avoid infdiom

overload in the early stageandallow for a deeper, more detailed discussion of the issues.

=

Theresearchiook the form of three panel discussionsltien London eerthe course of foudays in
October 2013. The same 25 membefghe publicz who had been selected to be representative of
the population in terms of gender, life stage, social grade, religion and ethrgeittended each of
the events.

The first two events were in the evening and the final event was on a Saturday. Each event lasted
between 3 and 3% hours.
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Before the first event, public participants were provided wighort @ink piecesto introduce them

to the challengesround carbon emission reductidrefore they considered them in th&faceto-

face sessiongthe first two foaising on the information and the longer Saturday session dedicated
to deliberation in small groups.

Thisfinal event culminated in a session where a selection of participants presented, on behalf of
their group, a series of recommendations to the CCC attms. After each presentation, one of the
CCC experts responded directly to these recommendations.

The whole dialogue process, including preparation of materials in collaboration with a project
Oversight Group, took place within a sixeek timescale.

Participants were compensated for their time.

IMPACT

The dialogue had a very specifesutET  OEA &£ O 1T £ EOO mBeBKOO ET OI
Government on the 4th Carbon Budget, which was published in December 201B2@dréfrom

the Jury proceswas published in parallel on the CCC website as an annex to the main report.
Theresearchi©OA EAOAT AAA ET OE e ##3/00 11AMEGh AAREEAM GHA
recommendations ar@lsooutlined in full in a supporting Technical Report.

Beyord this, however, the immediate impacts of thesearchon the CCC are likely to be subtle and
gradual A key reason for this is the fact that the findings from theearchargely supported the
###60 1 OAOAOAEET ¢ 1T AOOA OE Oionsi(ile. thAtitransitiarOstposaitiieA T C A
at reasonable costs and the UK should retain its leadership role internationally).régbarch

results had questioned specific measures or challenged the overarching narrative, then the impacts
may have been morapparent.

The CCC point to the project influencing internal discussions about future research needs,
potentially arguing for a stronger role for assumptions about behaviour change in future
assessments, and flagging potential public concern about spdeifisnologies (e.gshale gas,
Carbon Capture and Storage). It is also likely to inform other forthcoming repottseto
Government and Parliament.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY
The project cost £43,500 in total, with Sciencewisefwading to the tune of £2100.

EVALUATION

The evaluation of the project was broadly positivéth the evaluation report nang that the
dialogue was effectively designed and delivered overall, with numerous elements of good practice
that are not necessarily present in other dial@gprojects.

It also notedthe positivedynamicat the events in particulathe openness of the discussion

between participants as peers as well as with stakeholders in the room. Finally, it was suggested that
these successes were all the more impressive in light of the extremely challenging timescale
constraints.

One of the faatrs that seems to have limited the impact of this projéziwever, was the relatively
small number of participants involved in the process and the geographical focus dBoeater
London. There was a sense that the findings could have been more peeshadid or 4uries taken
place in different areas of the country.

LEARNING

Despite béng judgedassuccessful overall, the project encountered various challenges, many of
which stemmed directly from the tight timescalesmder which it was operatingf these
challenges, the evaluation repospecificallymentioned that:
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1 The tight timescales precluded input from external organisations.
1 There was a desire among patrticipants for more direct engagement with stakeholders in the
room, rather than throughhe facilitators.
1 While the style of dialogue was effective at creating a participlaat agenda, it is likely that
a slightly more directed final session, which was linked back to sortieedf # # 8 O | OECET Al
guestions for theesearch could have deliveresome more specific outcomes.
1 More effort needed to be taken to ensure that participamtsreclear on the purpose of the
project, as thismneeded to be clarified several times.

SOURCES

) AAOT 8 O%OAIl OAOET ¢ OEA 4 OAEAA GiD@IEgheProfEtt Repatt foOskientewiselakdO OET T 2 AA 0
OEA #1 11T EOGOAA 11 #1EI AOGA #EAT CA86- ) AAOTh - AOAE woxisg EOO
erc.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/C&valuatiorReport FINAL-01.05.2014.pdf.

3AEAT AAxEOA8 O40AEAAQT OEADHDAERA 03 6ADBE SO AEDOEAXEQARORGEI 8 EOO

erc.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/Traje€arbEmisReducv07.pdf.
Scirncewised4 OAEAA QT OEAO A& O #-AGAIEIC OhiOA G\@BI 1! AARICAMRGE I/ TADT AAO WYh W
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cmsirajectoriesfor-carbonemissionreductionsbackground2.
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CASE STUDY 6

INQUIRY INTO THE ECROMICS OF ENERGY
GERNERATION

Commissioning body / Owner: The Public Accounts Committee of the New South Wales

Parliament

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Citizers Jury

Date: 2012

Geographic location: United Kingdom

Type of policy question: Consuling onpolicy options to inform how a policy might be
delivered

PURPOSE

In 2012, a CitizesUuryprocessx AO OOAA A1 O OEA .A8cBuntd GodmitledA i AT 06 O
(PAC) Inquiry into the economics of energy generatibne objecive of the process was to produce \
AT ACOAAA AT i1 OTEOU OEAx 11 OOEA bl OAT OEAIT A& Of
of energy generation in New South Walés.

2 Juries, one in a rural area and one in urban Sydweye run at the same time. Themit of both

Jurieswas quite clearwith participants asked tdd ACOAA 11 AT 1T OAAO 1T & POAE
adoption (including financial aspects and public peatejsisues) and recommended course of action
xEOE OACAOA O1T Al OAOT AGEOA & O0i 0 1T &£ AT AOCU CAT /

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Both Juries met four to five times over a-d@eek period between June and August 2012.

Prior to the first meeting, a background document was circulatedui@rswhichcontained

O0i I AOEAO T £ AT U OOAI EOOETIT O OEAO xAOAMPB®MAOGAT O/
The New Democracy Foundatigwho designed and funded the Jury proceatso made a call for
submissions by flevant and interested patrties, includirgmpanies, public interest groups and
academicsOver the course of their time on the Juparticipantswerealsoable to request

information or appearance from experts ofétr own choosing.

Eachdury had approximately 30 participant§hesewere drawn from responses to invitations sent

to 8000 randomly selected citizens in the Sydney and Tamworth regions. With invitations sent to a
sample size of 4,000 citizetirs each areaa smaller random selection was drawn from the positive
responses to match # demographics of the community.

Jurorswere not compensated for their time.

IMPACT

Thedurors produced a Citizens Report presenting their conclusiand the reasoning behinthem,
for the Public Accounts Committee.

The outcomes of the deliberatiorsirpiised some Members of Parliament, many of whom had
assumedhat everyday citizens would not be interested in complex policy issues and would be
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primarily concerned with keepingnergy prices low. However, the process revealed citidens
concern their willingness to get involved debating complex issuasdtheir interest in participating
in governance.

The report by theluries was extensively relied upon by tRablic Accounts @nmittee in its report.
Several othe specific recommendationmade by thelurieswere incorporatednto the 24
recommendationgmade by the Public Accounts Committee apesented to Parliament for final
approval.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

No information a the cost of this project was available.

EVALUATION

This process enabled Membersthé Parliamentary Committeeto hear a broader set of
perspectives than tay would normally hear from and was, as such, welcomed by the Public
Accounts Committee and th&overnment of New South Wales more broadly.

Many ofthe recommendationghat emerged fromthel0 OE A 08 A drefcdndiderediariie 1 O
innovative. The NSW Government expressed its support and gratitude for the efforts of these two
community groups.

SOURCES ]
Wright, Karenand Hollandlang O! $A1 EAAOAQOEOA | DOl AAE O #1171 001 A0 %l CACAI AT
Australia, December 2014.

Howard,Paul Gregonand FletcherScotts O. Ax 31 OBEEAAS ADEAAOAGETT 11 % AAOOEAEOU
February 22, 2016. https://www.participedia.net/en/cases/reyuth-walespublic-deliberation-electricity-
generation.
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CASE STUDY 7

CONSUMER ATTITUDESQO SOCIAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL TAXE&ND CHARGES

Commissioning body / Owner:  Consumer Focus

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Deliberative workshop

Date: 2012

Geographic location: United Kingdom (Reading, Glasgow and Cardiff)

Type of policy question: Consuling on policy options tinform howpolicy might be
delivered

PURPOSE

Research was commissionég Consumer Focl® 1 A @bl T OA AT 1 001 AOOS8 OEAx
faced by policymakers in the energy market. The goal of the research was to understand consumer
priorities regardng preferences and tradeffs andwhether their energy bills should be used to fund

energy efficiency policy goals.

The four key research questiopssedby the deliberative research were:
1 Is the public willing to pay levies to fund Bdvernment energypolicy goals?
1 What criteria should be used when setting-darbonisation priorities?
1 Is the balance of contributions between consumer, energy companies and tax payer right?
1 Who are the winners and losers?

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The project used a variety of ggoaches includinglesk research, workshops and internet surveys to
achieve its goals. The four projects were:

1 Deliberative research into consumer attitudes to social & environmental taxes and charges

1 Consumers' willingness to pay social and environmeait@rges (online anthce-to-face
surveys)

1 Impact of future energy policy on consumer bills (secondary anajysis)

71 Past and future trends in environmental and social levies (secondary analysis)
A4EAOA £ 60 POIT EAAOO Al 11 AdiceEdidurelinadcihl@dhtEtutiodsi A O C U
to energy policy goals and their views about having to make these contributions.

For the deliberative component of the research, which is the focus of this case stwdykshops

were carried out, witlaround 3(@articipants at each. Respondents were recruited to ensure an even
representation in terms of environmental motivation, experience of fuel poverty, urban/rural and
socio-economic group

Each workshop incluetl plenary sessions aremall group work? there wele separate groups for
three consumer segmentgenvironmentally motivated, experiencing fuel poverty and the general
population.Facilitationwas carried out by the research team and members of Consumer Focus.
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The workshop began witAT AT AAOOI T EA O OA O1 AAOAOI ET A PAOOGEA
attitudes towards energy policiegacilitatorsintroduced the objectives of the workshop and the

challenges facing energy policy. These were then discussed in groups. An energy qalgavas

carried out to pass on information and gauge levels of awareness.

For the following session, participants were shown a PowerPoint presentation, before taking part in

a groupdiscussion oigovernment proposalso address challenges facing energy polayd the

projected impacts on consumer bills. Participants were also shown a short television programme on

O4EA #1 00 1T £ '"TETC ' OAATG8 &I 111 xETC OEEO OAOGOEII
DAOOEAEDAT 006 OAODI 1 OAitst tinises§idash EOOOAO AEOAOOOAA E
The final session involved a PowerPoint presentation and discussion about the existing levies on

energy bills and the levels of profitability the industry. Ainal electronic vote was carried out to

gauge how views had changed compdwith the start of the workshop.

Participants were paid £150 each for taking part in the workshop.

IMPACT

The deliberative component of the research achieved its stated objectives of providing a good sense
of how members of the public react to variosisenarios regarding the environmental and social
subsidies on energy bills.

However, there was a feeling amongst some who had been involved in the project that the impact of
the research was limited by the fact that deliberative exercises did not tatypolakers much that
they didnot know already.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

The relatively high cost of the deliberative component was notgdriembers of staff interviewed,
although the amount was not disclosed.

It was felt that while there may have beeheaper ways of getting the information produced, the
deliberative workshops had been valuable as a madiltustrating this information to
stakeholders.

EVALUATION

While the project was evaluated as successful in terms of its stated objectives, there was a feeling
that the exercise had not produced new information. In addition to this, there was a feeling that due
to the lack of direct involvement dhe energy polig teamfrom Consumer Focyshe workshops

had been unable to address the kind of issues that might have had an influence on policy.

It was also commented that theuglity of the narrative reporfrom the workshopsvas poor,
limiting how it could be used.

LEARNING

One key lesson to be drawn from this case study is that, without the direct involvement or guidance
of policy-makers, deliberative workshops are not guaranteed to produce information that is
sufficiently relevant to have an impact on policy devmitent.

SOURCES

Research intervieon-line) conducted for thigeport with a member of staff from Citizens Advice, who had been involved
in the project.

Vaze,Prashantand Hewet, Chrid O 7 E i - Cénduthé@ attitudes to the Growth of Levies to Fund Environmental and
31T AEAT %l AOCU o011 EAU / AEAAGEOAO8G #i11 00i AG &1 AOOR $AAAI A
areas/governmentissues/sociapolicy/omnsumerfocus/144329Whpays.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 8

ENERGY 2050 PATHWAY 3 PUBLIC DIALOGUE

Commissioning body / Owner: Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC)

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: General Deliberative Workshop

Date: 2011

Geographic location: England

Type of policy question: Broadhorizonscanning exercise to assess consumer vie\

on wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The aim of the overall project was to enable people to make their opinions hedng t8overnment
on how the UK should reach its 80% emission reduction target by 2050.

One aspect of the project was a series different deliberative dialogue eventi® a range of rural,
metropolitan and urban contextsThese wer@esigned to engage locabmmunity leadergin this
case defined as councillors, elected representatives, business representatives and third sector
leadergin an informed deliberative dialogue about the choices and traffs on the route to 2050.
The question asked in the workshops w&ow should the UK meet its legally binding greenhouse
dFra Syraarzya NBRdAzOGA2ZYy GIFNABSGIKQ

A secondary aim of the workshop was to pilot and develop a feard for the 205®athways
Calculator (an online game formatrfexploring these issuesghich is discussed in Case Study 9

YT AAAEOQGEIT O MEETAET C 100 xEAO AT i1 O1TEOQU 1 AAA;
workshops was to encourage community leaders to initiate further dialogues within their own
communities.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The workshops were designed to allow participants to experiment with various pathways towards a
low-carbon future.The threeworkshops differed in design and length in orderdetermine whch
approach was most effectivie.g. varying the number of participants per computer andmher of
experts on hanjl

Workshop participants were presented with a range of information about complex issues and were

able to make informed comments and choices, based on debate with other peogieg able to

Ai 1T OEAAO EOOOAO AOii 1 OEAO PAI DI AGO DPAOOPAAOGEOD!
NOAOOET T O O OA@GPAOOOGS

Each workshop included the following core sessions:

- Introductions including to the 2050 target and to how th@50 Pathways Calculator works;

- An opportunity for participants to explore the 2050 Pathways Calculator

- Introduction to, and group discussion aroun@ EA &£ 60 O0" EC 4EAI AOGd OI
creating a pathway to the 2050 target;

- Afinal session to creat® pathwaythat participants were happwith, andwhichthey would

like to see implemented.
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86 community leaders took part in the deliberative workshgpt0 at the London event, 27 in
Cumbria and 19 in Nottingham2experts also participated in the evenfwith between 2 and 6
attending on each occasion).

IMPACT
At the end of the process@A DT OO0 O %l AOCUJ was produdeihihioh pieentedd AT Ux AUe

use.

The outcomes from the workshops contributed to the debate around the options for achieving the
5+830 AAOAT T OAOCA Gdarboh EcAnoryAdnidete frésentedto seiiich detision
makers.

One concrete outcome is thatsaa result of thevorkshops, a toolkit was developed for schools to
enable further dialogue about climate change and the transition to a¢anbon economyThis

toolkit included the My2050 Calculator (discussed in Case Study 9) which was piloted in the
workshops.

COSTAND VALUE FOR MONEY

The total cost of the whole project wdd 63,000. However, information is not available about what
proportion of this total was devoted to the deliberative events.

EVALUATION

Theworkshops did promote an informed deliberative dialogmecamgst community leaders in the
pilot areas, which gave DECC a good understanding of the views and priorities of key community
leaders and representatives on priorities for managing carbon targets.

Workshop participants were very positive about the gralipcussions and rated discussions
between participants as one of the best aspects of the workshop they attended.

Participants were also very positive about using the Calculator and engaged with it well. They felt
that the 2050 Calculator helped to stimwathinking about energy and climate change issues, and
the options and tradeoffs required to meet the 2050 target.

LEARNING

Most of the learning from the project for DECC has come from participant feedback and includes
that:

1 The information provided tgarticipants about the issues was of a very high quality

particularly that contributed by experts. Participants described expert help as

OET T x1 AACAAAI Aoh OPOI ZAOOEI T Al oh OAOOAT OEAI &6 A
1 Many participants felt they would have liked more infoation and the opportunity to

prepare before workshops. Giving participants the opportunity to prepare may have helped
them to feel less rushed when completing activities during the workshop.

9 Participants also commented about the level of knowledge tfelythey needed to have to
participate in the workshops. It seems that a challenge in the design of the workshops was
DEOAEET ¢ OEAI AO A 1 AOGAl xEEAE OOEOAA 11006 bPAC
Many of the shortcomings, however, stem directly from aniatilack of clarity about the purpose of
the workshops and the breadth of the objectives. It seems that the tension between the need to test
the Calculator and to engage in rich deliberative dialogue aboutdbeds was not properly resolved
in the work$iop planning.

SOURCES
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http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20121217150421/http:/decc.gov.uk/en/content/cohsitig/2050/205
0.aspx.

3AEAT AAXxEOA8 Ol AOCU woYod 0AOExAUO ' O0O0AI EA $EAI T COA xEOE
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/assets/Publications/SWEner2950 PathwaysFINAL.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 9

MY 2050SIMULATION GAME

Commissioning body / Owner: Department of Energy and Climate Change

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Online Deliberations

Date: 2011

Geographic location: England

Type of policy question: Broadhorizonscanning exercise tassess consumer views

on wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The purpose ofhis online tool was tdacilitate public engagement with issues relating to climate
change and energy by giving users the opportunity to come to a censgticonclusion on such

isslesin a way that is visually engaging and easy to understdi:My 2050 Simulation was the
prototype for the My 2050 Pathways Calculator, and was tested in series of deliberative workshops
with community leaders (see Case Study 8).

The objective for tk development of the game was:
001 AAOGAIT TP fA CAI A OEAOY AT CACAOh ET A& O0i O AT A
challenges of climate change and energy security, and provides strategic energy and
Pi 1 EAU T DBOEITO A& O OEAI codtfibutdtb & vddereitn@8 8 4 EA AEI|
embed digital deliberative tools in the communications and engagement strategy of
$%##h AT A OEA xETTA T &£ "1 OAOTT AT 080 AT AdOcCU AT A

METHOD DESCRIPTION

TheMy 2050 Simulation was used in the workshops nefdrto in Case Study 8 to involve

participants in working, individually or in small groups, to agree a preferred pathway for meeting the

5+80 #AOAT 1T OAAOAOQEIT OAOCAOOS

My2050is basedonreali O1 A AAOA AT A AT AAT A0 OOWioghe®T AAOAIT T E
preferred way of meeting the 80% emissions reduction target while keeping the lights on. It

visualises the changes this may imply for our homes, our cities and our countryside. It has a function

for users to share and compare their 2050 worlthwhose of others. It also has a feedback function

so that users can share their 2050 world with DECC, providing their opinions on the best way to

meet the target.

DECC described how the tool works as follows:

('he tool presents you with three chartsatiding the demand for energy, the
supply of energy and the greenhouse gas emissions for the UK. Below the charts
are a list of sectors. For each sector of the economy, four trajectories have been
developed, ranging from little or no effort to reducestonis (level 1) to extremely
ambitious changes that push towards the physical or technical limits of what can
be achieved (level 4). These are indicated by four numbered boxes.

If you click on a number, then that trajectory is selected and the chadsleteal
Z this calculation may take up to 30 seconds. If you move your mouse over the
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levels, a box will appear describing what that choice represents. You can find out
more about each sector and what the changes would mean in practice by clicking
on the nane of each sectgrthese will display a short summary introducing the
sector and explaining the levels and choices available.

Where there are letters (A, B, C, D) instead of numbers this means the trajectories
within this sector represent different scéosirrather than levels of effort. For
example, we could derive energy from biomass (a lump of wood) in different ways
we could leave it as a solid fuel, or turn it into a liquid oré gas.

IMPACT

The feedback from piloting the online tool in the workshops was used by Delib to develop the
O - U Wmathwdys Calculatar a more visually attractive version of tidy 2050Simulatoraimed at
a wider audience.

The game was launched and opened up to thbliguin March 2011. Over 10,000 pathways were
submitted in 26 days and there were 50,000 users in total.

The main objective of the game was to prompt interest in the questions and issues. However, the
game also produced a lot of information about the cdesations that those who took part brought
to bear on their decisions, along with interesting information on the different priorities and
approaches of different demographic groups.

This data, plus the results of the deliberative dialogues, have providetul evidence in support of

the common themes identified via the 2050 Pathways Calculator. The engagement programme has

ET ACAAOGAA $%##60 O1 AAOOOAT AET ¢ T £ pOAI EA OEAxO
emotion and ownership over those viewl he informational outputs generated by the game

informed the findings of the broader 2050 Pathways public engagement project.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

The total cost of the whole project wd&d63,000. However, information is not available about what
proportion of this total was devoted to the online work.

EVALUATION

The process was effective in generating engagement with the issues dealt with by 2050 Pathways
FYR AY 3ISYSNIOGAYy3 AYTF2NNIOGA2Y | 02dzi GKS NBIFazy)

Evaluation dta shows that workshop participants were very positive about using the calculator and
engaged with it well. In interviews withaskshop participants, the 2050 Pathwayalc@ilator was
RSAONAOGSR A& I dzaS¥dz (22t (sBesandthevdddate. 0 S LI NI A OJ

9 Postevent evaluation feedback from all three workshops shows that the majority of
SOItdz GA2Yy NBALRYRSyda | ANBSR gAGK GKS adtrd
6cH:20 FYR 6AGK GKS adl GSY9%). aL Sye28SR dzaa
1 It also showshat the majority of participants across all workshops agreed that the calculator
helped them:
- to learn something they did not know before (94%)
- to think more clearly about these issues (88%)
- to arrive at their own preferredsoluA 2y T2 NJ aK2g L ¢2dAZ R YSS|
(67%).
1 Interviewswith participants during the evaluation of the projettowever,suggests that
some participant had some difficulty using the calculatbhose who found easy to use
tended to feel this wadue to their preexisting knowledge of energy and climate change
issues and a relatively high level of IT literacy

1 Some participants said they would like to have been more prepared for the workshops, to
help them use the calculator more effectively atidcuss the issues in more detail.
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Overall, DECC considered M50 to have been extremely successful.

Though the game cannot be strictly considered deliberative, it did yield many of the informational
outputs that might be hoped for from a traditional llgerative engagement process. Whether this
information can be treated similarly is doubtful, however.

LEARNING

My 2050 gave users the opportunity to reach a considered conclusion on the issues by presenting
information in a way that is visually engagingdaeasy to understand.

1 The people who submitted worlds were younger than average, which suggests the
simulation was an effective method for reaching a younger audience.

I The simulation also proved that it could be a very useful tool for a wider delibegatoess,
either through prompting people to use it in a collaborative way or by embedding it within a
workshop.

The project evaluation repo#lso listed a range dhings that could be done better in the future
including

1 Embed My2050 in other contextg These might include social media (e.g. Twitter,
Facebook), online tools such as webinars and-tadace activities such as deliberative
workshops

1 Encourage interactioq If this functionality is not designed into the game in future, a forum
could becreatedfor players to debate their worlds with other users and experts (or perhaps
encourage such debate in existing forums)

1 Prompts for discussiogMy2050 provides limited opportunity for participants to listen to
others, or share and develop theilews. It could however be developeditwlude prompts
in My2050 for users to discuss their worlds with family members and friends, and then to re
consider their choices after these discussions

1 Many people completed the simulation as a game or a chghebut results could
potentially have been different if this had been used as a policy consultation exercise.

SOURCES

$ADAOCOI AT O T £ wl AOCU Q #1 Ei AOA #EAT CAg20wdYd 0AOExAUO 1T AT UO
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20121217150421/http:/decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/tackling/2050/205
0.aspx.

2050 Web ToolAccessed October 28, 2016.
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20121217150421/http:/decc.gov.uk/en/content/aokdifig/2050/cal
culator_on/calculator_on.aspx.

BAEAT AAxEOA8 O%i AOCU wovYd 0AOExAUO ' 00AT EA $EAI T COA xEOE 91
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/assets/Publications/SWEnerg®50 PathwaysFINAL.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 10

THE BIG ENERGY SHIFT

Commissioning body / Owner:  The Departmenbf Energy and Climate ChandBECC)

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Citizens Advisory Panel

Date: 2009

Geographic location: United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland)

Type of policy question: Consuling on policy options to inform howolicy might be
delivered

PURPOSE

4EA OAOAAOAE xAO ET OAT AAA O CAOCA OEA DPOAI EAB(
community level, in order to make fully informed policy decisions in response to the proposals in the
Climate Change Bill. More specifically, the objectivesw@ establish the bases upon which the

public would be prepared to take up measures to save energy, reduce carbon emissions and increase
use of renewables.

To this end, the research was interested in understanding the triggers for behaviour change in
domestic energy use, including:

- What makesndividuals shift from inactiomo action?

- What makes individuals shift from piecemeal to household action?

- What makes householders shift from household action to commutetyel orcollective
action?

- What makes peole get involved in mass action, at a national or cultural level?

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Ipsos MORUised a fredind door recruitment method teset up Citizes Forums in nine
neighbourhoods across Engld, Wales and Northern Irelardnvolving over 250 peoplg.30 in
each location).

Members of these took part in a series of deliberative events tive course of three months.
Events were moderated by Ipsos MORI staff and involved contributions and presentations from
policy-makers and experts (includirfgr example, those fromthe Welsh Assembly, DECC,
Department for Communities and Local Governmemtd theDepartment for Transporx

EachForum took part in four phases:

1. Inthe first phase, participants attended a workshop and were presented with information
about new energy technologies, with range of energy and technology experts on hand to
explain how the technologies in question worked and to answer any queries. Participants
discussed which technologies or measures would work best for their houses and
neighborhoods. Tradeoff exercises were used where participants were asked to make
hypothetical decisions about which technologies they would prefer.

2. Inthe second phase, which took place over the course of weeks, participants were given a
range of tasks to aay out in their homes/local area. The research team interviewed
participants at home about how they used energy in their homes (these interviews were
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filmed). Some participants visited lowarbon exemplars, others interviewed neighls
(peer interviewing and some completed an energy diary reflecting on their homes and
behaviour.

3. The third phase brought participants back together with other stakeholders, suctoas
governmental organisationdNGOS, to discuss their thoughts around the policy options
having learnt about and viewed some of the new technologies. Stakeholders then presented
information on certain issues which was followed by more paired exercises and group
discussions. Stakeholders and experts were on hand to answer any questisatsby
participants.

4. For the fourth phase, a final event was held in London to provide a summary of the findings
from each of the three phases and an opportunity for three representatives from each of the
nine forums to come together and discuss their recommenaolagi with stakeholders and
policy-makers. The themes and findings from the first three phases were presented to those
in attendance using videos ambwerPointpresentations, followed by plenary discussions.
Attendees were then split into groups to discuke findings.

The Secretary of State for the Environment then addressed the attendees on the
importance of the research. This was followed by group discussions on the key
recommendations from the research. Finally, a plenary discussion took place wharpgyr
fed back their overall thoughts.

Participants were paid £100 feach stage of the process.

The project ran for seven months in total (from January to July 2009).

IMPACT

Two reportswere produced off the back of the deliberative workshops: gpage summary report
and a 106page full report. A list of phased recommendations was also produced.

The reports weraccessible and poliefocused. There was very wide and effective commatian
of project findings to a large number of stakeholders, both within and outside DECC.

The findingsrom the workshopded into the following policies

- Trials of payasyou-save.

- The roltout of smart meters.

- The Renewable Energy Strategy, particulgslyblic engagement around largscale
OAT AxAAT AO AT A OEA OCOAAT AEAI T AT CAd8

- The Heat and Energy Saving Strategy, particularly the case for pilots and learning on the
ground.

- $%##60 DOAI EA O PécluseQhe Andings o Aéd HodséhGider digie
were used to argue the need for a strong set of announcements

- The Low Carbon Transition Plan, particularly the Low Carbon Communities Challenge Fund.
This initiative built directly on recommendations in the report and came about in response
to callsfrom householders for local exemplars and an interest in commuieiyl solutions
that emerged during the process.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

While information on the cost of the project is not publically available, the positive evaluation of the
project, dong with its substantial impact on policy, suggests that it was considered value for money.

EVALUATION

The project was broadly evaluated as successful, with the evaluation of the final report noting that:

128|Page



1 Householders enjoyed taking part, despite the level of commitment needed to take part in
the four phases. This was largely due to excellent rapport with the Ipsos MORI staff and well
structured events.

1 Low dropout rates throughout the project demonstratédat householderengagement can
be maintained for longer than standard public dialogue projects, provided they are well
structured and facilitated.

T 4EA AEAI T COA EAA DPi OEOEOA EIi PAAOO i1 ET OOAE
accept a wind tusine in their neighborhood and the responsibility attributed to individuals
and communities. They attributed such changes to site visits as well as discussions.

i The dialogue led to the creation of a strong network of stakeholders. This came about
OEOT OCE $%##38 0 bDOI EA-Advely Jeékihddrb@ aldngsifld thethord T A B
traditional working group.

T (1 OOAET 1 AAROOGE OO0O0O0O0 OE Addence wds bobdied thiougiDtde x 1 O1 A
presence of government ministers at events and exceptional communication after events.

LEARNING

Despite the generally high quality of the projec}, some difficulties were encountered, and the

following lessons learned. InpaE AOT AOh OEA AOAI OAOT 060 OAPT OO0 1
techniques for making discussions inclusive andrézording them systematically.

It was also commented thatreeffective model for direct dialogue between stakeholders and

householders seem® involve informal discussions with a small number of stakeholders at
householder events, rather than more formal meetings with larger numbers of stakeholders.

More positively, it was noted thatidlogue projects can act as an excellent opportunity foilding
stakeholder networks, provided that a variety of approaches to engagement are used, both formal
and informal.

Similarly, another positive lesson to be drawn from the project is teabrts setting out a clear
agenda for action helpo ensure thatdialogue findings are translated into policy.

SOURCES

Rathouse, Kathryn, and Devifdrright, Patricks O %OA1 OAOET 1 1 AFiné Rdport'toEDECCahdiStightewiseE E £0 ¢
ERC, Sciencewi&RC, St Alban®010. https://ukccsaal.miniserver.com/systeite8/publications/ccs
reports/DECC_LC_198.pdf.
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shift/.

Unpublishednternal research and evaluatidsy Ipsos MORI
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CASE STUDY 11
PARTICIPAORY PLANNING OF SURAINABLE

ENERGY STRATEGY

Commissioning body / Owner: The Government of Nova Scotia Department of Energy (Dok

Industry sector: Energy

Method type: Participatory Strategic Rnning

Date: 2009

Geographic location: Canada (Nov&cotia)

Type of policy question: Broadhorizornrscanning exercise to assess consumer views (

wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

Two Rarticipatory Strategic Fanning processewereundertaken in Nova Scotia to feed into the

areas strategic planning around sustainable energy. In both cases the client was the Government of
Nova Scotia Department of Energy (DoE) and the independent facilitator was the Faculty of
Management, Dalhousie University.

The purpose of the first process wisdevelop a new institutional framework for electricity energy
efficiency. The second developed a strategy to increase renewable energy generation in the
Province.

In these processesapticipants came together over a number of sessions to:

- Agree the pmiciples, goals and objectives for the planning pro¢ess

- Develop scenarios fdahe future;

- Develop scenariofurther through learning from expert presentations and commissioned
papers

- Discuss scenarios through dialogue sessions (written submissions alsaraged and
discussed)

- Present policy recommendations to tieovernment

METHOD DESCRIPTION

In both processes, a multiplstage dialogic methodology wassed which included the following
elements:

- The identification and inclusion of stakeholdeend the establishment and agreemeat
principles, goals ad objectives with stakeholders;

- Development of plausible scenarios for the futuamd the elaboration of these scenarios
through expert presentations and commissioned papers

- lterative discussionf the workthat had taken place so fahrough a number of formal
dialogue sessions

- Independent assessment of stakeholder trusthe processand developing
recommendations (opinion surveys conducted after each formal dialogue session)
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- Presentation & draft policy recommendations back to stakeholders, followed by the
presentation of the recommendations to government and, finally, the enactment of these
recommendations by government

These processes ran over a thme®nth period from January to April0®8 and involved a total of 40
citizens.

IMPACT

In both processestakeholders significantly contributed to development of strategic plans
concerning sustainable energy.

The outcome of the first process was the recommendation of a charge on electricisumers

ANOGEOAT AT O OiF ¥Ym T &£ A1l AAOOEAEOU -AA ©OHOS AR TAA DEART A
agency to maximise the impact of energy conservation measures. These measures were legislated

by the newly elected Government of Nova Scotia in 2009.

The second process resulted in recommendations for changes in institutional arrangements,
financial incentives and technological options. TGevernment responded directly to many of the
recommendations and made some policy commitments as a result.

COST AND VALUE FOR MONEY

While no specific information is available on the cost of the project, its substantial impact on,policy
and thefact that it was repeatedsuggests that it was considered value for money.

EVALUATION

Academic literature written about th project has been optimistic abothe quality and durability of
the policies developed through the deliberative processes. It has also gone on to recommend the
extension of similar processes to other provincial jurisdictions, citing it as a good method o
overcoming many of the difficulties of establishing consensus on effective responses to climate
change.

LEARNING

In addition to this substantial impact on policy, one of the major successes of the project was that it
demonstrated that it is possible tmvolve citizens in strategic planning processes around complex
issues such as energy planning.

Thereview of theproject alsoemphasised the value dfie process being seen aslitically neutral,
and kept free from the influence of campaigning and Igldroups, to ensure that it retainetie
support ofdecisionmakers from across the political spectrum.

SOURCES
Adams, MichelleWheeler, Davidand WoolstonGenn&8 O! O0AOOEAEDAOT O&EnergyBitatedyAE O1 300
Developmentina Carbop 1 OAT OEOA * OOE OAE A OE Ererdy PSIiERA, nat B (@idy 201 . T OA 3

255(@59. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2011.02.022.
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CASE STUDY 12

CUSTOMER ADVISORY R¥EL

Commissioning body / Owner:  SouthernWater

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Consumer Reference Group / Customer Forum

Date: Ongoing

Geographic location: England

Type of policy question: Questions around the consumer experience of an existing

service/product

PURPOSE

The Saithern Water Customer AdvisoryaRel isan exampleof a Consumer Challenge Group
established by the mandate of Ofwat, and discussed in more general terms in case Stithe 1
panel was formed in order to:

- Monitor delivery of the six priorities identifieid the business plan and provide assurance
these are being met

- %1 OO0OA OEAO 2bcishmd Aromis@sa® Bed§ Kapt

- L AGEOA AT A pOT OEAA OAOOOET U T &£ 31 OOEAOT 7AO0AO0S
programme, impact assessment and custormesearch.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The panel of 80 membersvasselected to provide a wide range of knowledge and experience of

OEA EOOOAOG AEEAAOETI C AOOOI I AOO xEOEET 31 OOEAOT 7A
UK utilities sector, and the widexconomy.

The @stomerAdvisory Panegproduces an annual report presenting its assessment of Southern

Water inthese area3. 1T AAAEOET T Qibws érid Ee@mmebddatfonstara tofiinuhitated

transparently to the Board, customers, stakdbers and he wider community, as theinutes ofits

i AAGET cO AOA 1 AAA POAIT EAAT T U. AGAET AATA 11T 31 060EAO
IMPACT

7EEIA EO EO AEEZAEAOI O O1 EOACA OEA PATAI 80 Ei PAAOD
support from senior management, dpite there being nocurrentmandatefrom Ofwat for it to

exist. This suggests thditis seen as a useful method for providing oversight and holding Southern

Water to account.

COST AND VALUE FOR ®INEY

The cost of the GstomerAdvisory Panel is unclear from available information.

EVALUATION

Despite never having been formally evaluated, thaiBern Water @stomerAdvisory Rnel enjoys
the support of senior staff at Southern Water and is clearly valued independently of tie init
mandate from Ofwat to establish the panel.
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engagement, customer promises and business plans.

LEARNING

One thing that should be noted regarding thei&omer Advisory Panel is that it does not engage
wider group of onsumersexcept through publication of recommendations and minutes

SOURCES
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CASE STUDM3

CUSTOMER FORUM

Commissioning body / Owner: Water Industry Commission for Scotlan@onsumer Focus
Scotland & Scottish Water

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Consumer Reference Group / Customer Forum
Date: 2011- 2015

Geographic location: Scotland

Type of policy question: Across all types of Policy Questions
PURPOSE

The Customer Forum is an independent entity, responsible for identifying and understanding

AOOOI 1 AOOG DOET OEOEAO ATl A cuStdndets Hibagcredddd thodgbanOEA AA OO
agreement between the Water Industry Commission for Scotland (WICS), Consumer Focus Scotland

and Scottish Water.

Its goal was to give the customer a stronger voice in the Strategic Review of Charges process by
negotiating with the suppér, on behalf of the customer, to ensutteat a fair price is set antthat the
customer has an input into decisions on spending priorities.

The Customer Forum was set up in September 2011 with three aims:

- Working with Scottish Water on its programme of ¢oisier research to establish what are
OEA AOQOOI I AOOS -leva EnprovEnieft And theHEVE of GhArged &l A

- 51T AAOOOAT AET ¢ AT A POAOGAT OET ¢ OI OEA OAcOiI AOGT O
priorities;

- Seeking to secure the most appropriav@itcome for customers based on these priorities.

In October 2012 the Forum was additionally asked to seek to agree a Business Plan with Scottish

Water, consistent with Ministerial Objectives and with guidance notes that WICS would provide. If
agreementc®i A AA OAAAEAAR OEA 2ACOI AOI O ET AEAAOAA OEA
agreement as the basis for the final determination of charges.

The purpose of the Forum therefore became both wider and more empowered: to ensure that the

settlement reached O EA WoXi 3 OO0OAOACEA 2A0EAx 1T £ #EAOCAO OA=A
and wastewater servicgh T A’ OEAO 3AT OOEOE 7A0A0860 OPAT AET C DPOEIT
customer expectations.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The Customer Forum is a lay chaligee group whose eight members were selectedting a wealth

of skills and professional experience from many walks of life: including consumer affairs, the water

industry, the environment, public policy, business and academia. Its rolesissiare that he

AOOOI 1 AOBO OIT EAA EO PAOO T &£ OEA OAcOIi AOI OU bPOT AAO
A key part of the focus of the Forum was on customer research and the uses that this was put to

within the development of water industry policies. The intention wastttiee Forum would work

xEOE 3A1 OOEOE 7A0A0 11 A POICOAIT A T &£ NOAT OEOAGEO
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priorities. However,delays inestablishing the Forum meant that Scottish Water had to start this
research before the Forum memberewe appointed. Their role then became to assessghality
and scope of this research and how it was being used.

The Forum also had a remit to conduct whatever other research it thought was necessary,
independently of Scottish Water. tiommissioned its wn research specifically to expkor
affordability and willingnesgo-pay issues, and other related topics.

IMPACT

4EA &1 OO0i AT 1 OOAT O U NOAOOGETTAA 3AT OOEOE 7AO0AO
you are proposing in the interests of customers?

The interview conducted to support this case study revealed a supplier very keen to improve its
relationship wth customers, to build a stronger understanding and to ensure customer views were
listened to, heard and acted on. The Forum became the principal vehicle for helping guide this

process of improvemeniThe Forum however was able to revisit some of theselamental

questions and agregtwith the independent evaluation of their role and impact lbtlechild that, as
aresutOEAU EAOA OOAAT AOOTTEOEET C AEAT CAO ET OEA

, EOOI AvAluatioh disd edited the CustomEprum with achieving significant improvements

ET 3A1 OOEOE 7A0A060 O1 AAOOOAT AET C T &£ xEAO AT T O
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not have been willing to concede so much in thay of price, and the regulator would not have

been able to make the case for as many customer benefitshe Customer Forum was able to
AAEEAOAS8G

COST AND VALUE FOR OINEY

There was no financial information about the Customer Forum found publically.

ylT ET OAOOGEAx EO xAO 11 O0AA OEAO OEA &1 00i 60 Al O
andeach of the Forum members for preparation and attendance at meetings, the costs associated

with creating their website, and the costs for the emplognt of parttime policy support for

periods when they employed someone for that purpose. The costs were regarded by all to be
minimal, relative to the impact the Forum was perceived to have delivered.

No formal value for money study was conducted.

EVALUATION
4EA ET AAPAT AAT O AOAI OAOETT OADI OO0 OOAOAA OEAOD ¢
iT00 ETT1 OAOEOAh OOAAAOOAOI AT A A1 AT OOAGET ¢ AAc

The research interview showed that members felt they had all added valtlee process and had a
significant impact on behalf of consumers, despite it being a demanding and challenging role. When
guoted in the evaluation reporappointees to the Forum noted that they thought the Forum was

breaking new ground, and better able discover and mobilise customer opinion than previous

models. They felt it offered an opportunity to get a more effective customer perspective into a

monopoly supplier, increase transparency and change relationships between customers and the
supplier.

6 xAO A1 OF 11 OAA OEAOh OET AA x1 OEET ¢ xEOE OEA
AOGOOT 1 AOO xAT O APPAAOO Oi EAOA OAAERMAsI2byear EI DOT
vision and its business plaris considerably more customéO E AT A1 U OEAT AA&EI OA86

LEARNING

1 Itwould have been advantageous to set up the Forum earlier ifRéwew ofCharges
process to enable members to gain a more thorough understanding of the sector before

135|Page



being thrust into meetings and negotiations. This aisould have enabled the Forum to
EAOA Al Aobl EAEO ETI DPOO ET OI OEA AAOECT 1T &£ 3A1C
have avoided the need to carry out additional research.

1 Itis interesting to notehowever, that the Chairman placed particular valua the research

that was carried out by the Forum directgnd felt thatthe Forum would not have
credibility unless it had actually spoken to customers directly.

1 Despite this it was noted that the Foruhad to exercise rather more judgement on behalf of
customers,as opposed t@advocacy based on evidence, than they might initially have
expected. It was noteth the research interviewhowever, thatin doing so members
imposed very rigorous standards onemselves in relation to being able to justify and
defendthe judgement callghey made.In future, however, it seems that members would
like to see the capacity of the Forum to undertake its own consumer researthyeguest
independent research, to bexpanded.

T 4EAOA EO A OEOE OEAO 1 AU AEAI | Aingikheic OT OPO | EEA
membership is not regularly renewed. It was acknowledged inréisearch interview that
membersdquestions may have become less challenging as they deeela wider and
deeper understanding of the industry context, abdcame moreaccepting of the reasoning
and arguments ptibefore them. This howevéras to be balanced with the fact that, as their
knowledge increased, they were also able to focus theingsodf challengeeffectivelyon
those areas that they were least satisfied with.

1 The strong support of all the involved parties, especially WICS, Scottish Water, Consumer
Focus Scotland anthe Scottish Government, was critical © E A & udddds.dt @s
noted in the research interview that these strong links, and the knowledge that they were
undertaking something bold and new, gave everyone involved added incentive to work
genuinely in the hope of reaching agreement.

1 It was also particularly noted ité research interview that not only was the engagement of
officials important to the success of the Forum, lalgothat the support of senior
management (in this case the CEO of Scottish Water) was vital. His support set a tone within
the company thaten@ OAA OEAO OE A tréatedndvaldable, Eathéd thah ax A O
irritation, to their wider objectives.

1 Alack of dedicated resources proved somewhat limiting, and considerably more
responsibility was put on the Chair than anticipated. While an initigice was made not to
have fulttime support staff who might displace the views of Forum members, in practice the
Forum sometimes struggled, in their opinion, to give Scottish Water the best, intelligent,
subtle, thoughtful and timely feedback.

SOURCES

LEOOI AAEEI Ah 30APEAT 8 O4EA #000i i1 A0 &i 00 WrilitksP6IiO@E1i(281@): %1 CACAIT Al
2062218.

#0001 T AO &1 O01I O#0001T 1T A0 &I Mx®iwdw.dushokdi@dbory.ud/ AOT AAO WYh WodXas8

Research interview witmember of the Customer ForumA OAET AAT A ET A A8 Wtdrlieh-Lash Aully13 OT AAO O#

-#11 £ZEAAT OEAI 68
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CASE STUDY 14

FLOOD-RISK COMMUNICATIORN DIALOGUE

Commissioning body / Owner: The Environment Agency

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Structured Dialogues

Date: 201315

Geographic location: United Kingdom (Oxford, York, Leicester, Newtown, Skegne

Type of policy question: Questions about the consumer experience of an existing
servicelproduct

PURPOSE

The dialogues were intended primarily as a means of examining different approaches to informing
the public about flood riskThe aim was to generate practical outputs (messages, materials and
approaches to the use of different media) dgséd to increase awareness, encourage engagement
and improve responses to flood risk.

4EA DPOT EAAOEO OPAAEAZAZEA T AEAAOEOAO xAOA Of q
- Review the current issues surrounding flood risk communication and lessons learnt from
other countries or disciplines

- Co-create, with members of the public, ways of helping individuals and communities to
understand flood risketter, to link risk to appropriate action, ant feel empowered to
take action;

- Help agencies adopt a consistent approach to conveying risk and likelihood, enabling them
to join up their subsequent activities;

- Produce recommendations from members of the public and stakeholders on resources
which are likely to result in positive charg® how people think and act in response to flood
risk.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The project began with the establishment of an oversight group (made up of representatives from
Environment Agency; Met Office; Hampshire County Council; Red Cross; Public Heglémé;
Cambridge University; Welsh Government; Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (BIS);
Lancaster University; 8partment for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (Defidprthumbria
University; National Flood Forum; the Cabinet Office; a locaharity councillor; Bepartment for
Communities and Local Government (DCL&)d Natural Resources Wales.

This group was involved in undertakinditarature review and a mapping of current flood risk
communicatiors. They also hosted design and eévelopment workshop for key stakeholders to
identify areas of focuanddiscussion before any engagement with the public took place.

Following this, a series of public workshops were held, in Oxford and York, where people had
experience of flooding in their homeand Leicester, Newtown and Skegness, areas where there
were high risks of flooding. Participants were recruited to be broadly representative of the
populations in thesareas.
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The workshops in each location began with a midek evening introductory evenfollowed by a
full-day workshop the following Saturdajdigh staff / expert ratios at these workshops (1 expert for
every 34 participants) meant that not only could most questions be answered immediatelyalbat
that staff were able to capture rich and robust comparable data in each locatlunfindings from
theseworkshops werghen discussed by the oversight group, which agreed plans for a reconvened
workshop(November 2014)

The reconvened workshdprought together 28 public participants (between four and six from each
of the five earlier locations) with representatives frétablic Health England, the Red Cross, the
National Flood Forum and the Environment Agency. This workshop was designed to produce more
concrete recommendations to take forward

A final oversight group meeting was then held to review the final report and develop an initial action
plan, which was then worked up further by the EnvironmAgency and the delivery team
detailed disseminatiomplan was the developed and delivered.

The process involved a total of 95 public participants, 18 stakeholders and 27 experts. The project
took 26 months, and ran from November 2013 till December 2015.

Participants were not paid for their time.

IMPACT

The outputs from the project included a detailed case study, an evaluation report, a project report, a
project summary, a literature review and an action plan for implementing the findings of the project.

The project ha already started to impact on Envinonent Agency mapping and flood information
systemsbefore it was concludedBy the timeof the reconvened workshotine Environment Agency
had taken on board many of the project messages and specific findings in-opsckf floodrisk
maps and communicatiomaterials (fliers, personal flood plans and so on).

Further actions started when thesearch aspect of the projeended in February 2015. These

included work to improve website access and information, revising flood maps, linking the work to
post-flood review recommendations, and flood awareness work by Natural Resources Wales. A plan
to implement the outcomes from the dialogue project was also developed, which detailed extensive
further planned actions.

COST AND VALUE FOR ®NEY

The external evaluationf this project noted that partners had assessed the project as value for
money and provided an interesting criteri for this assessmeninamely that

@ would only require 12 households (that is, 1 per cent of those involved in dialogues,
all of whomile in high flooglisk areas) to take preventative action (for example,
signing up to Floodline, fittimgopertylevel protectiomeasures such as air brick,

toilet valves or flood skirts, and moving their possessions upstairs in the event of a
flood) toavoid flood damage in a major flood event to recoup project costs. While the
evaluation was not able to collect robust quantitative data on actions taken,

anecdotal evidence from participants suggests that at least this percentage had the
intention of takng action individually or collectively. However, such benefits will not

AA OAOOAA O1 OEl OEA OEI A T &£ A T AET O A£ITTA EI

EVALUATION

The successful framing and design of the dialogue reflected anestiurced scoping stage and
realistic timetable

Unforeseen slippage in the project tirtable, in part due to severe floodinig thewinter of 2013/14

)

andinpartA OA 01 AEAZAEAO]I OEA GOEDE 8 AEGA BBONG Ab AIOOEB AEEAD,

very specific postcode requiremenidoes not seem to haveaused @roblemoverall The delay
wasconsidered to have beeaworth it to get the right locations, experts, public and materials.
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The methodology was seen as robust by government, academic and NGO stakeholders. The
Sciencewise brathwas seen as helpful, as was the scale, location and number of eVargsneant
that policy-makers were left feeling that they had hehirom a broad crossection of the public,
including some of the hardest to reach.

Dialogues were wektructured anddelivered in a warm, stimulating atmosphere. The carefully
designed participant journeyand high ratios of facilitator/rapporteur and experts to participdetd
to very productive sessions.

Whilethe objective of helpingagencies adopt a consistent agach to conveying risk and
likelihood, was not met specifically through the dialogue proceéssy stakeholders agreetthat they
were now more abland enthusiasti@bout workingtogether to implement the messages and
findings of the dialogue through a jdifaction plan.

LEARNING

A realistic timetable and an engagedd AOOECEO CcOl 0 xAOA OEOAI Oi OE
was noted in the evaluation that, vile it was instrumental to the success of the project, running a

large oversight group over a long period of time presented challenges in terms of management,
coordination and maintaining continuity.

In addition to this, the following lessongerelearnt from the project:

1 The extended scoping period was useful in allowing a comprehensive literature review which
fed into an imaginative design and variety of stimulus materials.

1 The project faced challenges regarding recruitmelginstvery specificequirements.
Though this led to the recruitment phase taking longer than had been anticipated, it did no
adversely affect the project.

1 Capturing public viewsefore and after information was providedorked well in
demonstrating to participants and pizy audiences the journeyhichthey had been on
and how knowledge and attitudes had changed.

I Being able to demonstrate at the reconvened event that the agencies were already
beginning to implement recommendations from local events generated high levieiisist
among participants in the usefulness of the process.

SOURCES

MacGillivray Annaand LiveseyHilarys8 O0 OAT EA $EAI T COAO 1-OAI ODAAEREOEABRI DODBDBE
Environment AgencyDecember 2015. http://www.sciencewise
erc.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/Publicdialoguesonfloodriskcommunicatealuationreport. pdf.

3AEAT AA x ERBAGmAWItatidnsDialogugt AOA 3 O00AU86 3AEAT AAXxEOAR woxVYs EOC
erc.org.uk/cms/assetfUploads/SWiseCommRiskCSv3.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 15

CONSUMER CHALLENGER®UPS (CCG)

Commissioning body / Owner:  Ofwat

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Consumer Reference Group / Customer Forum
Date: 2014- onwards

Geographic location: Englandand Wales

Type of policy question: Across all types gfolicy questions
PURPOSE

CCGs are panels of stakeholder representatives that exist to scrutinise and challenge water

Al i PATEAOG DPOAI EA AT CACAIi AT O AT A PilEAU Pl ATTETC
They wereestablished in the ruup to the 2014 Price Review, when water regulator Ofwat

i AT AAOGAA OEAO AAAE xAOAO AT i PATU AOOAAI EOE A ##'
price and service plans.

The underlying motivation for the creation of CCGAW / A AO8 O AAOEOA O1 A1 0O6O0A
companies set their business plans witlierenceto the needs and priorities of customers, the

public and other key stakeholders. CCGs are therefore not intended as a public engagement

mechanism themselves, but rath@s a means of ensuring that water companies undertake and use

the findings of public engagement to influence decisioraking.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Despite mandating for their creation and setting their broad objectives, Ofwittle terms of
reference br individual CCGs down to the discretion of the water companies. Given this, there is
some level of variation in the means by which CCGs are used to inform and scrutinise policy.

In most cases, the CCG panel meets regularly, before feeding back todttk tvater company

and to Ofwat. In many cases, the chair of the CCG will have a direct link to the board of the water
company, ensuring that the topics discussed and issues raised in CCG meeting are heard at board
level.

In the runrup to the 2014 PricReview, CCGs were used to focus primarily on how well water
companies had engaged with consumer on customer priorities, and how well this information had
AAAT OAxEI AAGAA ET AT i PATEAOS AOOET AOGO DI Al Os8
Water companies are expected to tailor CCG membershigflect their customer bases and the
demographics of the populations that they serve. Where there are issues that are of peculiar
relevance to a water company, the membership of its CCG is expected to have members able to
scrutinise them.

IMPACT

In therun-up to the 2014 Price Review, challenges from CdiGsgesultin revisions to water

AT 1 DPATEAOGS ADPDPOT AAEAO O1T AOOOI T AO AT CACAI AT 08

yl AAAEOEIT OI OEEOh OEA ZAAO OEAO i AT U ##' AEAEO
that many nonrexectuive directors would attend CCG meetindsd to considerations of customer
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engagement and customer perspectives being discdssere frequently by senior poliegnakers in
water companies.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

Many of the factors that affect the cosff a CCG from the perspective of a water compasych as
whether panel members are paid and the extent to which the water company can run CCGs using its
pre-existing public engagement resourcevary on a caséy-case basis. As such, it is not possible

to make generalisations about the cost of CCGs to water companies.

It is, however, worth noting that Ofwat does not currently require water companies to have CCGs in
place. The fact that nee of thewater compameshas chosen to disband its CCG could #fere be
seen as evidence of thgerceivedvalue for money.

The cost to Ofwat is similarly difficult to estimate, due to the fact that many components of
overseeing CCGs are intertwined with pegisting mechanisms and processes.

In terms of value for iwney, Ofwat staff members interviewed in the course of this research
indicated that they considered CCGs to have been value for money, despite reasonably high costs
associated with certain activities.

It was also mentioned that the value of CCGs to Ofiest 1o a large extent in the fact that they are
TTx AT TOEAAOAA OF AA Al ET OACOAI bwetwardiae OEA O/
outcomesbased approach to regulation.

EVALUATION

CCGs have generally been evaluated favourably, with evidence to suggest that Ofwat, water
companies and the Consumer Council for Water regard them as adding value to consumer
engagement.

Value to water companies

In between the 2014 Price Review and B89 Price Review, Ofwat has not mandated that water
companies have CCGs in place. The fact thavaler companies have chosen to hold onto their
CCGs, rather than temporarily disbanding them, might be taken to suggest that they are of some
value to wate companies. Likewise, water companies have been using CCGs to play roles that they
are not mandated to play, such as demonstrating customer assurance and challenge in the delivery
of their business plans. Again, this could be taken as evidence of@&@sto water companies.

Value to Ofwat

In the interview conducted for this research, Ofwat employees stated that they would definitely

evaluate CCGs as a successful initiaf and reiterated how, partly as a result of their success, CCGs

are considered Y Ofwat to be an integral part its overall regulation strategy.

| ExAO OOAEZ£E Al 01 1 AT OETTAA OEA OAOGEOGEITO 1T &£ AT
have taken place as a consequence of CCG scrutiny, along with the cultural changes tsqititicy

that CCGs have brought about.

Value to the Consumer Council for Water

In its assessment of the 2014 Price Review, the Consumer Council for Water concluded that CCGs
had been a step forward in giving stakeholders a platform for challenging comparydsssplans,

and that they were generally very effective in challenging company proposals.

The Council found that CCGs were typically most effective in analysing and challenging how
companies were engaging with customers and using this evidence to jplaitcs. It did find,

however, that some CCG members with naater industry backgrounds struggled at times to cope
with the complexity of the subjects under discussion, and the time commitment over a long period.

LEARNING
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Despite overall positivity about G&s and their place, Ofwat were able to list various challenges
encountered, and considerations about how CCGs might be run more effectively in the future.

It was observed that some water companies had been keen for Ofwat to be more prescriptive about
the role of CCGs, and were uncomfortable with the long leash upon which they were put. Relatedly,
it was noted that more resources and support could have been provided for water companies who
were less clear about how best to make use of CCGs. Specificalimjportant to provide CCGs

with information as quickly as possible to enable them to scrutinise water companiéass

effectively.

In a sentiment that was echoed by the Consumer Council for Water in its comments about CCGs,
Ofwat also observed that, ifuture, more effort to demonstrate the independence of CCGs should
be made.

Finally, it was observed that the panel format can lack flexibility, with it being difficult to get a CCG
panel together quickly to respond @ particular policy challenge guestion. As a result of this,

Ofwat is now experimenting with the idea of complementing a standard panel with other
mechanisms for assembling grosmf stakeholders and experts armore ad hoc basis.

SOURCES

#1171 001 A0 #1 O1 AET EI O 7TAOA08 O##7A0A080 ! OOAOCOI AT O 1T £ 02X1 s
http://www.ccwater.org.uk/waterissues/prl4/consumeouncitfor-waters-assessmenbf-the-2014price-
review/.

Consumer Council forwatét EA #1171 001 AO #1 O1 AEl A& O 7A0A080 ! OOAOGOI AT O 1T £ €
$EOAAOCEI T 86h ! OCOOO Yo X Yesnteht/Oplpadg/Z075:08//8t8pAnATReRGFHO8 T OC8 OET x b
DirectionCCWatersassessmenbf-the-2014Price Review.pdf.

Ofwat.O# OOOT i AO # E AODfivak Aocelsed Aiziob@iERE) 8046. http://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulated
companies/pricereview/2019price-review/customerchallengegroups/.

Research interview with staff from OfwgtA OAET AAT A ET ACKS htdriicivasP #ullyE15100086A O O
Confidentiab
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CASE STUDY 16

FLOATING THE IDEX HOUSEHOLD CUSTOMER
VIEWS ON WATER MARKEREFORM

Commissioning body / Owner: The Consumer Council for Water

Industry sector: Water

Method type: DeliberativeFocus Groug

Date: 2015

Geographic location: England

Type of policy question: Consuling on policy options to inform hoywolicy might be
delivered

PURPOSE

In 2015, the UlGovernment announced its intention look into introducing competition into the

housing water retail market in England. As the organisation with the statutory duty to protect the

interests of water consumers, the Consumer Council for Water wished to devéletteax

O1 AAOOOAT AET ¢ T &£ AT 1 001 AOGS OEAxO 11 OEAOA bi O/
The focus groups were intended to gain a nuanced understanding of the views and concerns of
household customers regarding the potential opening up of the mat&etompetition. In partcular,

OEA #1171 00i A0 #1 O1 AEl &£ O 7AOA0 xAO EAAT O1 OI1 A
competition, its benefits and pitfalls, and to get a better understanding of factors that might affect
whether households switch supplier.

The specificesearch objectives of the focus groups were:

- to gauge household customer appetite for water market reform;
- to assess motivating factors and barriers to engaging in a reformed water market; and
- to gauge views and opinion on the considerations regagdinder market change.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The Consumer Council fo¥ater wasaware of the complex nature of the subject matter, amds
therefore keen to use a technique that would adequatptureOEA T OAT AAO 1T &£ AT 1 OC

SYSTRA Ltavastherefore commissioned to run nine focus groupseach of the water and
sewerageareas in England.

The focus groups were an hour and a half eddlring the sessioparticipants were given
progressively greater levels of information about the issuader discgsion allowing the
facilitators toasses$iow views changed in respongeexposure to new information.

Each focus grouponsisted of a short introduction, in which facilitators would assess how
participants felt about competition, and their level of knowledge and awareness of water and
sewerage services. Thiemainingtime would then be spent talking more directly about

Throughout the process, information was delivered in small chunks (rather than all at once),
enabling facilitators to get a clearer impression of what wasigriicing participants changing views.
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In addition to this, prticipants were polled though shows of hands at various stages in the process,
and were encouraged to express both their opinions and the reasorofding them.

The projectoperatedunder verytight timescales, with five months between iisceptionandthe
publication of the final report.

Participants were not compensated for their time.

IMPACT

The findings of the research were presented in a report published in ZBlGreport also drew on
guantitative survey and a series of interviews with vulnerable water consurireesidition to this, a
regional breakdown of té findings was also published.

The Consumer Council for Water used the findifrge the report and fom the focus groups
themselvesOl ET £ Of EOO PI T EAU ETDPOO O |/ A~AO8O AOOAOGOC
competitive household water retail market.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

In an interview conducted for the purposes of this research, staff froenGbnsumer Council for

Water stated that they considered the focus groups to have been value for money: they had fulfilled
their objectives in allowing the Council to develop an informed response to Ofwat regarding the
introduction of competitionto the waer market.

Staff also mentioned how learnings from the focus group are still being used to inform the
#1171 001 AO #1 O1 AET A&l O DrANOUsedd@dTonp&ihAahdae Axpdciedtd1 DT 1 EA
be drawn on for the foreseeable future.

EVALUATION

Theproject was evaluated positively by the Consumer Council for Water, who were pleased that it
had delivered the outputs required within challengingly tight timescales.

LEARNING

The project encountered various challenges typical to deliberative exerofgbss natureithe
challenge of conveying complex policy debate$ couching information in tersithat customers
can easily understand and engage wiémd holding the attention of participants with little or no
prior interest in the subject matter.

In overcoming these perennial challenges, the Consumer Council for Water stressed the importance
of good, professional facilitation and of pilotirtge discussion plaim order to identify and weed out
components that are not working.

SOURCES
Researchinterview with staff members from the Consumer Council for WatdeOAET AAT A ET AOEAAT AA PAAE
Interview- Case study 16201016 Confidentiab

Robertson Evelynand Le MasuriePauB O &d tfie Ad€ek Household Customer Views on Water Market Reform in

%l Cl1 AT A86 3UOOOAR - AU Vo xdentuQoaddQia06/€Veaikibusdh@d O81T OC8 OET x b
Competition-Report FINAL-20160517.pdf.

l44|Page



CASE STUDY 17

PUBLIC WATER FORUM

Commissioning lbdy / Owner:  The Commission for Energy Regulation, Ireland

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Consumer Reference Group / Customer Forum
Date: 2015 onwards

Geographic location: The Republic of Ireland

Type of policy question: Across all types gfolicy questions
PURPOSE

The Water Services Act 2014 called for the establishment of an independent consumer consultative
forum, to be known as th@ublic Water Forunto feed directly into the activities and work tfsh

Water and the Commissionon BEdeC U 2 ACO1 AGET 1T j #%2qh OEA AATTTI
water system.

Its primary purpose is to represent the interests of the public and water consumers in the

development of public water polic@1T AT OOOA OEAO EIT OAO&Birudtirdeée ET ) C
in the best interests of the publithat consumers receive a quality service and that the environment

is protected.

The Forum has a general remit of engaging the voice of the consumer in interacting with Irish Water
and the Commission fdEnergy Regulation, it also has the specific remit@fmenting or
contributing onany policy or domain which it considers relevant to the interests of such consumers.

Specific issues that the forum focuses on include:

- Drinking water

- Waste watettreatment;

- Affordability;

- Sustainable financing of the water infrastructure on an ongoing and-@mm basis with
particular reference to the issues of cost recovery

- @olluter paysprinciple

- Optimal organisational and governance structure for safeiceht and secure provision

- Education and public engagement regarding the public water seenod

- Environmental and health issues

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The Forum meets on a regular basis (every 2 months at present) to discuss and debate issues
relevant tothe public water sector in Ireland.

Where there are specific issues that require examination in detail, the Forum may create working
groups to undertake focused work on the issues and report back to the Forum.

From time to time the Forum may issue documensetting outits views or recommendations in
relation to certain aspects of the public water sector.

The Forum also has a role in responding to consultations held by both Irish Water and the
Commission for Energy Regulation. Where such consultation$ield the Forum will consider the
issues being consulted upon and deliver a formal response to the consultations
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Panel composition and recruitment
The Forum is made up of 32 members in total plus a Cdwagr all members participate voluntarily
(althoughexpenses are paid). The CER provides a secretariat role to the Forum.

Under legislation, The Commission for Energy Regulation was given the job of recruiting the
members of the Forum. In September 2015 the recruitment campaign began, supported by
significant media interest and advertising.

The domestic members/ere to beselected to be representave of Irish society generally

balanced in terms of gender, age and regiand reflective of the urban and rural population.
Domestic consumers were invited submit a written application to become a member of the Public
Water Forum. The application form included basic demographic information but did not ask about
their qualifications or motivations. Approximately 250 applications were received.

A total of 20domestic members were appointed for a period of 3 years from the applications
received (and a 10person reserve panel to allow for draut.) The selection of members was

carried out randomly (literally drawn from a box) but was carried oabiray thatwould ensure that

they were representative of Irish society generally. The selection process was independently verified
and the 20 domestic members meet the following criteria:

- At least two people from each age category

- Atleast five men and at least &women

- At least three people from each location categpry

- At least five people from an urban location and five from a rural locatoil

- At least five registered Irish Water customers and at least five unregistered people

Organisational members were ceuited at the same time as the domestic members and there is one
organisational member from each of the following sectors (recruited through direct contact and
advertisement):

- The interests of the consumer

- The interests of those persons providing or opgimg social housing

- The interests of those persons owning or occupying private rented housing
- The interests of the member organisations of the Community and Voluntary Pillar
- Those with a disability

- The interests of the environment

- The interests of idustry;

- The interests of agriculture and rural affgirs

- The interests of tourism and recreatipn

- The interests of the education sector

- The interests of the group water sectand

- The interests of the trade union movement

Participantsarenot paid for their involvement.

IMPACT

The primary role of the forum is to respond to government, industry and regulator consultations as
the voice of the consumer.

Since the Forum was established in December328tawever, there has been significant ingaval in
the water sector in Ireland as a result of thebruary 201@lections. This led to a suspension of
water charges and the appointment of an expert committee to review the situation and report in
March 2017. This means that it has been particyldifficult for theForum to plan an effective
programme of work.
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In the interimhowever OEA &1 001 EAO AAAT OOEI ¢ OEA OEI A Ol
issues and challenges faced by the industry hagsubmitted a response on behalf cbnsumers to
GKS /9w /2yadzZ GFGA2Y 2y LNRAK 2 GSNRa t SNF2NNYI

COST AND VALUE FOR OINEY
The Public Water ForuE AA AT ET EQEAI AOACAO 1T £ QwodahQan Al
establishment costs however there has been no agreement of an drioudget.

No information on whether the Forum is considered value for money is available

EVALUATION

The initial goal was testablish a diverse and representative forum able to speak on behalf of the

wider consumer bodgnd that has been successfully &ed. Given the circumstances outlithe

above however,it is too early to make angefinitveA OOA O OI AT OO0 1 £ Ganflukne& T OOIT &
water policydirectly.

It was suggested in the interviethat it will be a challenge for thigroupto develop wags of working
together whichwill be able to respond effectively as a collective voice of the consuntesn there
areso many different and competing perspectives involved (including the voice of business which
has many different prioritiefrom domesticconsumers)It was noted in the interview that the
discussiongn whichthe Forum engages are highly deliberatideseems to the researchers

however, that ensuringthis is reflected in the formalutputs the forum generates.g.in acollective
responseo a consultationwill be challenging and may resultiesponses becoming blander and
more highlevel than the discussions that actually took place.

Further, while it is expected that domestic members will provide valuable insight around charging
policies, expectations of service, affordability etit.is currently difficult to see how they are going

to be able to engage in the much more complex anchtécal /financial debates aboinfrastructure
demands and cost recovewyithout a significant investrant of time and resources into learning.

LEARNING

Despite being relatively new there are a number of lessons emerging from the experience of setting
up and convening th€orum that are relevant to this study.

f  While thediversity of the group is one of its strengths, it is alsmeplication4 EA &1 OO1 8 O
Secretariatalready recognises the challengiégacesin presenting information to the
Forum given the different levels of understanding and technical ability exisbagithe

group.

1 While there appeafrom the figure abovelo have beerconsiderable financiaksources
given tosupportthe Forumin the first yearthe lack of an independent Secretariat means
that the process oflistilling the disparate viewexpressed in relation to a consultatianto
something resembling a collective voitals to the Chairperson (due to the potential
conflict of interest in CER fulfilling this role). While the current Chair is very experienced,
with expert knowledge of th industry, he is also participating in a voluntary capacity and
thus has limited time to devote to this potentially complex tagkis highlights that there
may be a need for an independent resource to facilitate discussions and help draw out
conclusionst times.

1 While the terms of reference for establishing the Forum have been very clear that the
domesticcustomers are there to participate in the process as indiaidconsumersréther
than representatives of a constituengthis can be difficult to reswile with the other
members of the Forum playing a representative rdéready questions are being asked
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about whether this is an effectivetructurefor the Forum, or whether each group would be
able to have a more useful input separatély

9 Itis alsonteresting to note thatalthough this was not their intended function, members of
the Forum are beginning to envision a role for themselves in relation to public education,
outreach and engagement.

SOURCES

Research interview with staff from th@ommission for Energy RegulatigpA OAET AAT A ET A@BEAAT AA PAAE Ol

Interview-Case study 174 1 T £ZEA AT OEAIl 88

00OAT EA 7A0AO0 &1 008 O0OAI EA 7A0AO0 &1 OO0I1 gaumiechAAAOOAA | AOTI AAO W

2228 O000AI EA 7 A OADst Ruhusx@i160-ORROBRETORA OET 1T 31 EAAO86 ! AAAOOAA / AOi A
http://www.publicwaterforum.ie/wpcontent/uploads/2016/09/MeetindNo-4-PresentationSlides. pdf.

56 |t was interesting in this respect to hear, during the interview, about a model that CER has in the past used to engage with
representative groups to try to get more input from a domestic consumer perspective into themafaronsultation processetn the pre
consultation phase they have invited members of representative groups (including those now participating in the Forursjaosses
designed to inform them about upcoming consultations and policy proposals with theiitn of encouraging them to respond on behalf
of those they represent. They have found however that, while the groups have been keen to listen and give their viewtheuring
meetings, this approach has not led to an increase in formal, written respoii$is has been taken to indicate a lack of resources, rather
than a lack of interest, on behalf of these groups and may therefore signal difficulties in terms of their ongoing paoticipahe Forum

as well.

It is also worth noting here that, of tmembers who have had to be replaced since the Forum was established, most have been those
fulfilling a representative function rather than individual, domestic consumers.
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CASE STUDY 18
WHAT FLOATS YOUBOAT?:APPLECROSS

FIRHILL BASIN CANAICORRIDOR MASTERPLAN

Commissioning body / Owner: Scottish Canals

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Participatory Strategic Planning

Date: 2014

Geographic location: Scotland

Type of policy question: Broadhorizonrscanning exercise to assess consumer vie\

on wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The Glasgow Canal Regeneration Partnership Action Plan highlighted the regeneration potential of

the canal corridor between Applecross Basin and Firhill Basihjtaadjoining neighbourhoods.

71 OEET ¢ xEOE DAOOT AOO AT A 11 AdcbtiisihGahals Gaveb®dt A O Al 1
focused on encouraging plaaaaking that empowers local people, uses clever solutions for local

challenges and supports the physita@nsformation of underused or derelict land in ways which
delivers tangible benefits to the local community.

Responding to tksethree drivers the charrette was commissioned tmvolvestakeholders and
local community members inreating avision for thearea and translate this into a detailegp&ial
Development Frameworkhat could guide local regeneration.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

This research used a specific type of Participat®imategic Planning pcess known as eéharrette.

A charrette is an intensivelesigrtled planning and engagement approach that allows residents,

town planners, designers and other stakeholders to collaborate on a vision for developitisrd.

process that aims to mergepportunities and aspirations together to ensuiteat the proposals that
emergehave a placemaking focus, designed to have long term benefit for the local communities.

4EA O7TEAO &I T AOO Ul OO0 "-tahfedod d&nndl@efioddwalksA O EAT A
presentations and group workshops desight® maximise participationin a waythat led

participants and the team progressively from exploring and identifying key issues in the site area
currently, to thinking creatively about the future.

1 Thecharrette started with an introductory presentatiormat briefed attendees on the
background and purpose of the event, and provided context from a Scottish Canals and
Glasgow City Council perspective.

i Participants were invited to walk the site on 3 differing routes with members of the project /
design teamParticipants on the walking routes were briefed to consider the site in terms of
its strengths, weaknesses and the opportunities that presented themselves. This was
discussed on return to the charrette venue.

149|Page



f  On the afternoon of the first day @&iture scenarioexercise was used to explore the
possible outcomes for the area. This allowed participants, in group breakout sessions, to
imagine a future that has already brought about change through a particular driver. The
driver and subsequent envisaged cigge may or may not be desirable so the exercise also
acted as a test bed for ideas, with feedback gathered from group sessions.

1 The second morning of the charrette was a technical session that provided a specific
opportunity for technical specialists arsfakeholders to hear a presentation on the
technical issues in the area, and to consider solutions. It features a headline technical
presentation from a number of specialists, followed by two rounds of group work and a
closing ideas exchange. Inglgroupwork, participants selselected which of the two
groups they would go to during the course of the morning. In the group sessions,
participants were asked to establish a goal, shi@tm and longterm outcomes.

1 Thereafter different scenarios of the futureere tested, which in turn led to the production
of a draft development framework and masterplan that the team presented on the final day.

Over300 stakeholders and members of the local commupgyticipated over the 4day period,
with participants choging which sessions they could/would attend.

Members of the public were not paid for their time.

IMPACT

The desigrled outputs created through theharrette, and the iterative process they were subject to
throughout, meant that the proposals produced through the engagement process were very quickly
and easily able to bianslated into aSpatial Development Framewoffior the area that sets out the
development potential, connectivity enhancements, greenspace improvetaamd a higHevel arts

and cultural strategyThis will guide overall regeneration plans in the area.

Implementationfunding has since beeitentified through theVacant & Derelict Land Fund
strategy. On the basis of this research a Planning Permisgiétinciple has been submitted for the
derelict land.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

No information on costs for this project was available.

EVALUATION

Thecharrette appears to have been a very effective model for enabling experts, stakeholders and
local residens to work together to arriveuicklyat a communityled, but achievable, regeneration
plan for a local area.

LEARNING

Scottish Canal&approach to engagement with their customers and other users of the canal system
has transformed over the last 10amsfrom a technical to a placenaking approach. While still
underpinned by a strong ethos of engineering and pragmatic asset manager8eattish Canals

have come taview the inland waterways as catalysts for regeneration in both urban and rural areas
that are able to generate positive impact on health and communitigss has transformed the way
that the organisation approaches engagement with its users, neighbours and stakeholders.

Specific learning from theharrette process includes:

1 The engagement of owe300 people in 4 days is significardlthough it must be
acknowledged that it was a sedfelecting group.

1 The flexibility of the process design meant that local residents could participate at different
times and levels of intensity depending on theitarest and other commitments.
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1 Thecharrette provides a forum for ideas and offers the unique advantage of giving
immediate feedback to participants and designers, through iterative spatial design plans

developed throughout the process. This, importanilows everyone who patrticipates to
be a mutual author of the plan.

SOURCES

T AOCT x #A1 Al 2 A ¢ AloddSidedriill | Harbildoihi® Dekeibpnte st Brantework and Applecross
FirhillBasin Canal Corridor Masterplani /£ Oi AA afRibatOER @I E' 1 AGed #EAOOAOOAS
Accessed October 25, 201tps://www.scottishcanals.co.uk/regeneration/charrettes/woodsitighill-
hamiltonhill-charrette/

3AT OOEOE #A1T Al O -OnkoOpi OABRAET &1 & Acddvdéd)Tkdber2R01d OT EOEA OGS
https://www.scottishcanals.co.uk/corporate/wpontent/uploads/sites/2/2015/06/ScottisBanalsCorporate
Plan-20142017.pdf

151|Page



CASE STUDY 19
SIGNIFICANT WATER MAAGEMENT ISSUES:

ENGAGING THE PUBLION THE BIG ISSUES
AFFECTING THE WATERNVIRONMENT

Commissioning body / Owner: Environment Agency

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Structured Dialogue

Date: 2013

Geographic location: England

Type of policy question: Broadhorizonscanning exercise to assess consumer Views

wider policyobjectives

PURPOSE

The purpose of the project was to carry out public dialogue on water management issues to ensure
that public views and decisions were fed into River Basin Management Riaictlreer Water
Framework Directiv&eommitments.

Theprojects had four key objectives

- To allow a sample of the public to engage on, deliberate and, alongside other evidence (such
as environmental, technical, economic), feed into key decisions wijildns for the water
environment;

- To demonstrate an open and objective approach to river basin planning which can help
create greater commitment to actions frofmusiness and other stakeholders;

- To encourage frank and evidentmsed dialogue with the public on the cost and benefits
providedby our water environment and how best to managdgstenvironment into the
future;

- Tolink across various water planning cycles (e.g. abstraction plans, flood risk plans) to
ensure the Environment Agency fa customer focus.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Seven delierative workshops were held across England, with around 20 members of the public
attending each. Following these, a reconvened workshop was carried out, attended by 20 people
who had attended one of the initial workshops. This was designed to enable jpentits to build on
their thinking and knowledge from the first workshop session in order to deliberate further about
the issues that were raised.

The initial workshops

The morning session of these workshops started off with a plenary discussion to identify
DAOOEAEDAT 006 OEAxOh OAlI OAO AT A AAIEAEO AT A xEAO
water environment.
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This was followed by a Powerpoint presentation carried out by Environment Agency staff on the
significant water management issues. Parfiants were provided with stimulus materials and given
a chance to read through these and ask questions of the Environment Agency staff as appropriate.

The afternoon session split participants into two groups. Each issue presented earlier was discussed

in turn, with time for reflection and additional input from the Environment Agency staff. A

OPOET OEOEOAOQEI T AQAOAEOAG A 111 xAA xEAOA DPAI DBI |
following the discussion.

The workshops concluded with fosmall group discussions to cover reflections on the discussion, to

elicit initial thoughts from participants about ways to pay for necessary measures to address the
xAOAO 1 AT ACAT AT O EOOOAOh AT A OEET E AAIERAGH IEAT
the light of the issues considered.

The reconvened workshop

Participants began by discussing the challenges and benefits discussed in the first workshop. The
materials from the previous workshops wereirgroduced so people could remitiemselves and

refer to the content if useful.

The rest of the workshop was focused on working on 3 different scenarios which would help
participants look at the dilemmas inherent in managing the water environmArgcenario was
introduced via @owerPoirn presentation and participants were split into two groups, with each
group deciding how they would allocate resources to address the prolsmh group woréd

through the 3 scenarios given. The groups then came back together to share and discuss results.

Finally, a representative from the Environment Agency took the opportunity to discuss any last
questions arising from the day or previous sessions.

The project ran for 10 months and involved a total of 119 participants.

Participants were paid £65 perl®ur workshop.

IMPACT

Findings from the individual workshopgere used within the Environment Agency and have been
disseminated through briefings to key teams and initiatives. However, it was felt there was a lack of
decisve policyOAT AOAA 1T PET EI T CAT AOAOAA ET OEA xI1 OEOEI
impact on policy.

Whilst feedback from the Environment Agency was positive about the value of the findings in
influencing and informing their policy developmerit is likely that the impact will be greater on the
development of future consultation material and processisn in the direct influence of policy.

COST AND VALUE FOR ®ONEY

The project was considered to have been value for money.

EVALUATION

An official evaluation of the project, carried out by Icarus Research, was broadly positive, finding the
projectto have been well designed, delivered and reportelde Evaluators found the deliberative
process tchavebeenworthwhile andfound thatthere were significant useful outputs, outcomes

and learning. The process instilled substantially more confidence within the Environment Agency to
work with the public as water management policy and practice develop at both a national and
catchment level.

LEARNNG

The evaluation found thatite project would have benefitted from more time and focus at the start
of the process to set out very clearly, and develmutual understanding across the project
partners and contractoraboutthe desired outputs and outanes of the initiative.
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Moreover,therex AO A 1T AAA &£ O A1 EOAOAOEOA POI AAOO AOD
against the resources, time and expertise available #gh to design a process that had the best
opportunity to satisfy thosebjectives. This highlights some learning about governance, where

there are different organisations with different objectives and levels of experience in public
participation.

O
mr
[T

SOURCES

SciercewiseO 3 E Gaht BVaEer Management Issues: Engaging the Public on the Big Issues Affecting the Water
%l OEOT T AT 086 | AAAOOAA / AOI AOorgwNdms/simiticantiateE OOD T T x x x 8 OAE A
managementissuesengagingthe-public-on-the-big-issuesaffecting-the-water-environment/.

Smith, Steveand Bovey, Helen.O3 ECT EAEAAT O 7A0AO0 - AT ACAT AbrdectEvaddidk® 0 OAT EA $ E £
&ET Al 2ADPiI 0086 ) AAOOOh -ek.brg.ukionxslassetstUPIGaBsiSTIALDlic-didoQue E AT AA x EOA
evaluationfinal-report.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 20

LISTENING TO OR CUSTOMERS

Commissioning body / Owner:  Scottish Water

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Deliberative Focus Groups

Date: 201213

Geographic location: Scotland

Type of policy question: Questions around the consumer experience of an existing

service/product

PURPOSE

The objective of the research was to deliver information required to understand household and
AOGOET AOGO AT A OOAOOG6 DPOEI OEOCEAO A O OChetioAA EI D
to improvements to elements of the water and waste services provided by Scottish Water.
More specifically, the programme of research sought to understand:
- #0001 1 A0OG6 DPOEI OEOEAO
- #0007 pelkepidds ancexpectations of Scottish Water
- Overal OEAxO 1T £ 3A1 OOEOE 7A0A060 OAOOEAA
The research was used to help infotheir subsequenStated Reference survey.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Eight deliberative focus groupsere carried out across Scotland with household bill payers. They
were moderated by thé\ccent research team and Scottish Water staff. In addition to thisteen
tele-depth interviewswere carried out witta range of businesses who had very srwitery large
water and waste water bill@ndwith Licensed Provider representatives.

Focusgroups
In advance of the focus group workshops, all participantse sent two leaflets with information on
the services provided by Scottish Water.

The Focus Groups ran for 2 hours dedian with initial warrup discussions on the key issues.
Participant were then asked to outline their priorities regarding water and waste services in order
to gain an insight into theiinitial thoughts. For each of the subjects discussed, participants were
then given a presentatiopand time to digest the information athask questions.

Participants were then split into grougone for water and one for wastater subjects.
$EOAOOCOCEIT O xAOA OEAT AAOOEAA 1 OO wsiregagdng ODO Ol
each service issugnd gain feedback on individug@igews and values.

The entire project took placever the course of two years (in 2 phases) and invadvedther:

- 11 online panel activities with household customers;

- StatedPreference survey interviews with 1000 household customers and 200 surveys
completed online ;

- StatedPreference surveys with 500 business end users;

- 6validationfocus groups with household customers.
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IMPACT
4EA ET & Oi ACET1T CAT AOAOAA AO1T I OEA OAOGAAOAE xAO
strategic direction and itStrategic Review of Charges 201

It was also seen gmarticularlyeffective in identifying a range of issues to explore further in
subsequent quantitative research.

In addition to this, tke project was considered to have been very useful in presestistpmer
experiences to stakeholders

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

Whilethe total cost of the research projeatas£300,000n0 information is available about the
specificcost of thedeliberative research.

It was evident from the interview conducted as paftthis research thaScottish Water were
pleased with its outputs and viewed the exercise as value for money.

EVALUATION

The researcloutputs wereevaluated positively by Scottish Watand viewed adiaving been an
important part of the overall projedb informthe Strategic Review of Chargggiving new insight
into customer views on complex issues that they had not previously considered.

While Scottish Water stated that they would use similar research methods in the future, it is notable
that subsequenresearch conducted by thgrovider on similar topics haohused deliberative
methods.

LEARNING

One challenge that Scottish Water identified when reflecting on the outputs of the deliberative
focus groups was that, because they attempted tovepa wide range of issues, it was difficult to
synthesise all of the findings and determine ways to address them.

There are varioukessonsScottish Water havéearnt from the delivery of the deliberative
workshops including that

1 It may bepreferable b have fewer, more focused objectives and fewer issues discussed at
events in order to produce more manageable output and outcomes.

1 Itis important to provide participants with sufficient informatida encourage informed
deliberation It isequallyimportant howeverto allow enough time to discussewissuesand
information in depth. In thease of the deliberative focus groups, it is not clear if there was
enough time for participant$o grasp and consider new informatidually.

SOURCES
Research interviey available in evidence pack und@AS interview Case study 20251016& Confidentiab

1 AAAT 68 O3A1T OOEOE 7AOAO $AIi EAAOAOEOA 2A0AA0AE 106A1 EOAOEOA &E
3AT OOEOE 7 AOA GHstefigyfoiOGrCisomerst AO0ADI AO %l CACAI AT O 00i COATT A AT A

Scottish Water, November 2012.

2228 O3A1 OOlkstering b A@ BwdtomersCustomer Engagement Programme and Insights ReportE A OA W8 6
Scottish Water, April 2013.
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CASE STUDY 21

RIVER BASIN PLANNINGTRATEGY

Commissioning body / Owner: The Environment Agency

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Structured Dialogue

Date: 2012

Geographic location: United Kingdom

Type of policy question: Broadhorizonscanning exercise to assess consumer views

wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The purpose of the project was to bring the voice of stakeholders and the public into discussions
about the River Basin Planning Strategy (which sets out how the requirenoénive European
Union Water Framework Directive are to be met).

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Five regional events were held, bringing together a broad range of stakehdluggling farmers,
wildlife organisations, water companies, port authorities and governmegencies. In total, over
120 people attended the five events.

The question addressed at these workshops was that of how the requirements of the European
Union Water Framework Directive should be met.

The discussions used Ketsntrademarked methodology for structurirend deliveringvorkshops.
According to its creators

O+AQOT 1T £AEAOO A OOOOAOOadkdble gololted GHape® OT A x1 O
to capture everyone's ideas. Ketso is unigue in that each part is desaptebsta
DOT I PO Al O A EAKdSOE iaAderd Witk dolgulfll ghhpésdo
capture and display people's idd@articipants write their ideas and comments on
re-usable, coloucoded 'leaves'. Everyone has a pen and leaves, so everyone can
devd T® AT A AAA OEAEO EAAAOS8G
IMPACT
AEA AEOAOOOEIT O OEAO OITE PI AAA AO OEA xI1 OEOEI |
thinking regarding how to implement the European Union Water Frameviirkctive.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

The cost of the pract is not known. However, the positive evaluation of the project sugsbstt it
was considered to have been value for money.

EVALUATION

The project was broadly evaluated as successful, with the structured format proving instrumental in
encouraging opemliscussion between participants and Environment Agency staff.
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LEARNING

Various interesting lessons can be drawn about the use of Ketso to structure a deliberative workshop
geared towards a specific policy question. Amongst these, it is clear that theagplp can allow for

the active engagement of disparatectors, and that the highly structured questions worked well to
engage participantsvith anew and complex subject.

It is also clear that, despite an imposed structure, the discussion sessions warestirtg and
allowed ideas to flow and develop.

SOURCES

The Environment Agenc® %1 OEOT T 1 AT O O 3O00OAET AAEI EOU s +A00iI 86 | AAAOOAA |
http://www.ketso.com/examplescasestudies/environmerisustainability#Consultation.

Ketso Ltd O4 EA { AT A@60 &£ O #OAAOEOA %l CACAI AT O s +A00I 86-1! ARAOOAA
about-ketso.
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CASE STUDY 22

DOMESTIC WATER AND%7 %2 ! ' %
EXPECTATIONS OF SERVE

Commissioning body / Owner: Ofwat

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Structured Dialogue

Date: 2011

Geographic location: England and Wales (three locations in England and one in
Wales)

Type of policy question: Questions around the consumer experience of an existing
service/product

PURPOSE

The overall aim of the research was to assist Ofwat to realise its business gbalk include the
following:

- Establish which aspects of service n@tmost and least to customeys

- Ascertain customer views of current standards and monitoring arrangesand whether
these should change; and to test customers' appetite for;risk

- Explore customers' appetite for involvement in shaping the future decisions that affect the
industry; and

- Understand whether the views of customers in Wales differ mark&odiyn customers in
England

Specifically, theobjective of the deliberative workshops was to gain ardépth understanding of
ET OOAET T A xAOAO AOOOI i A0OG q
- Expectations and aspirations for the services they get from their water company
- Perceptions of riskn relation to service failure and what the response should be when things
go wrong and
- Interest and willingness to engage with their water company on issues that concern
customers, including future periodic reviews.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Deliberativeworkshops were held in three locations in England (one in the North, one in the
Midlands and one in the South) and one location in Walés. workshops involved some 77
customers from five water and sewerage and five watety companies.

The deliberativeprocess wasroken down into three stages:

Pre-deliberation (3 hours)z in which participantsvorkedin groups of ten to discuss preliminary
questions about water provision and the extent of existing engagement between them and
providers.

The focus of tkese discussions was on:
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)y AATL, 0000056

- identifying what constitutes good service across a range of markets including how services
are delivered and how customers dreated, the consequences of poor or unacceptable
service, and the extent to which companies engage with their customersttenthethods
of engagement used;

- exploring how water and/or sewerage companies euerently perceived,

- exploring awarenesand uncerstanding of how prices are currently set in the water and
sewerage sector, the extent to which participants are awarenél took part in, the most
recent pricereview and reasons behind this.

$A1 EAAOAOGET 1T O EdinwhishiptiEipantgvete givel Anfinfbrmation pack to take
home and readandwereencouraged to think about three specific questions. Participants were also
encouraged to do their own research around the questions.

Deliberation (3 hours)z The ainsof this session were to:

- edablish what customers would like to see change or done differently in the future in terms
of the services delivered by water and sewerage companies and the way they treat their
customers;

- establish what should happen when their water and sewerage comfsilsyto deliver
aspects of service or deliver them in a way that is not acceptable to customers and to see if
this varies according to the nature of the problem;

- establish the extent to which customers want their water and sewerage companies to
engage wih them in order to establish their needs and the most effective ways of doing
this, including the next price review exercise.

Hereparticipants worked in groups of ten to discuss their views on the homework questions and
then went into smaller breakoutg@b O O1 AAOAT T B O xcAvérihgeusfomérD AT U
service, service failure and customer engagemé@iftis was followed by a plenary session in which
the smaller groups presented their water company policies to one another.

Twenty participants were recruited for each workshop. Recruitment quotas were applied to ensure
that the sample was broadly representative of the general population, in terms of age,-socio
economic grade, life stage, housing tenure, ethnicity, responsgjiitr water bills, water company,
type of supply and size of hill.

The project lasted roughly three months, withd fieldwork undertaken in January and early
February 201andresearch reportbeing published in March 2011.

Participants were paid £1201f the 2 workshops.

IMPACT

The findings from the deliberative researfdd into a number of projects being undertaken in

5i i

A

O00PDPI 00 1T £ | AxAOB0O $ AatBg) AOET ¢ 3 OO0OAET AAT A 7A0A0 3

COST AND VALUE FOR GONEY

Noinformation is available on the overall cost of the project

EVALUATION
Very detailed findings were produced by the deliberative workshops aee daid out in the report

O$i1 1 AOGOEA 7A0A0 AT A 3 AxAOACA-Deibtalve Rede@iDd wWZDPAAOAODE

& ET A ieferén@edl below.
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As these findings answer the research question comprehensitredyprocess was clearly effective in
CAT AOAOET ¢ AAOAEI AA EIT &£ Oi AGETT AAT OO OEA DOAI I
provision.

LEARNING

1 A cleardivision ofthe outputs wanted from the discussions between the two sessions
enabled this research to generate evidence on customer experience of existing seagices
well as new policy and implementation ideas based on {gkie thinking.

1 The weeklong lreak between sessions allowed participants to read and digest further
information, andto consider questions in advangmaking the second session quite
productive within a limited time period.

SOURCES

Creative Researeh O$1 1 AOOEA 7AOAOAADA 2%%&pAA DG Ddide@iOOHesEardh KidnbgsA A
6110 A XxXqsao #OAAOEOA 2AO0AAOAER - AOAE WoXX8
http://www.creativeresearh.co.uk/uploads/files/Service%20expectations%20service%20failure%20engagement
.pdf.

#OAAOGEOA 2AO0AAOAES O$i 1 AOOGEA 7 A OdkServidd Delibgalive Résdagih # OO0O0T 1 AOO
! DPPDAT AEAAO je6i1 0 A waqsoe #OAAOEOA 2A0AAOAEhRh - AOAE WoXX
http://www.creativeresearch.co.uk/uploads/files/Service%20expectations%20service%20failure%20engagemen
t%20appendices.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 23

CITIZENS ADVISOR¥ORUM ON LIVING WITH
ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE

Commissioning body / Owner: Living with Environmental Change (LWEC)
(nowknown asResearch and Innovation for our Dynamic
Environment)

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Citizens Advisory Panel

Date: 2010

Geographic location: England (Bristol)

Type of policy question: Broadhorizonscanning exercise to assess consumer views

wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The purpose of the project was to pilot andepth, but costeffective, approach to public

engagement. It was intended as a means to feed public attitudes and values into the LWEC strategic
decisionrmaking process. This was in order to demonstrate not just that the public voice is

important and should be heard alongside the voices of other dtakders, but also how the public

voice could be included. Specifically, the project was supposed to:

- )1 £ Of OEA OOOAOACEA AAOGAITPIATO TE ,7%#60 OAC
priorities and commenting on strategic aims for the programmad

- ldentify areas of particular public concern about environmental change, so that the
commissioning and communication of research by LWEC, and its partners, can take account
of the needs and concerns of society

METHOD DESCRIPTION

In July 2010 the Living witEironmental Change (LWEC) partnership commissioned OPM to run a
Citizens Advisory Forum to ensure that the public voiesAT T OEAAOAA xEOEET , 7%#8 0
decisionmaking processes around research into environmental change.

Three Forum sessiorfecused on different issues:

- Research into flood risk management;
- Research into adaptation to environmental change; and
- Decisionmaking and governance in response to environmental change challenges.

Each of the three Forum meetings was slighdifferent in design, but all were facilitated by the
delivery contractors and had input from expert speakers. The Forum sessions were designed to be
deliberative, enabling members to engage with the information provided in writing and by experts,
and to dscuss the issues @epth among themselves.

Information was provided to the Forum members in a variety of forms:

- Presession briefing (3 pages), sent to all participants in advance, to introduce the topics
and concepts in each session and the key questithey would be considering
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- Briefing sheets during the sessigrend

- Expert speakers (seven in total across the three sessions), who made presentations and also
participated in the small group working (answering questions and providing information,
rather than keading or directing discussion)

The process involved 18 members of the public and &rspand ran for a tonth period from
May 2010 till July 2011.

Participants were paid £50 a day for the three days.

IMPACT

At the time the project was evabted, there was no evidence of the process having had direct

influence on, %7 #6 0 AOOOOA wAgNlidatoAshovivel, iieledetiied frotn

evaluation interviews with LWE@etwork membersA AT OO0 xEAOA OEA &1 00i 80 &
going ard how they might be used in the future.

These indications includine fact that

1 Some LWEC Partners had already used the results of the Forum discussions in their work
or had clear plans to do so
1 There were several specific areas identified where LWE@&arexpected there to be
influence on future research policies: around governance and regulation, the Water Strategy
and flooding
1 4EA &1 000 xAO Al 01 AobAAOGAA O EAOA Al EIi PA
engagement strategy.
However, not all mmbers of LEWC shared the same view, with some interviewed for the evaluation
report not expecting the Forum to have a major ianuence onAfutuArategic directions for~research o
atal,Z£f O A@r/AA@®IITAJALD 111 EET ¢ AO OE khowméch @ il @A OOT O«
OOAA 888 EO xAO A OAIETAAO T &£ Eix 1EOOI A OEA D
trickyz nothing came out that | thought 'yes, we needed to know that'
COST AND VALUE FOR ®NEY
The total cost of the project as £30,450.
The project was intended as a quick and eeffective means of introducing public engagement and
dialogue into the prioritysetting process. There is evidence to suggest that the project was
successful in this regard, and that it was theref@onsidered value for moneMonetheless, some

problems were caused by the tight budget, and there was the feeling amongst those involved in the
programme that extra money could have enabled the project to achieve significantly more.

EVALUATION

As a pild for demonstrating the viability of the model, the project was evaluated as a success,
having convinced some initially sceptical figures in the LWEC of its value and having demonstrated
the potential value of public engagement.

One interviewee for thevaluationreport summed it up by sayingVe were able to get the views of

people on key topics. It was very useful and showed that people were able to engage with the topics.
4EAU AAT AT OxAO NOAOOGEIT T O xEAOA xActinkl.Gyou EAOA «
know what you want to ask you can get some very clear anGwers.

LEARNING

Despite its overall success, the project faced various challenges. These present valuable lessons for
those thinking of replicating the model and include tfwlowing:
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9 The credibility of the results can be undermined if those using themtfeglthe number of
public participants is too smatland potentially affecsthe likelihood and desirability of the
results being taken seriously in a policy context. ldoer, if the aim of the process is to
provide information and inspiration to decisiemakers, rather than detailed research
evidence, small numbers appear to be less of a barrier

1 The question of the right number of people to involve in any particular gageent exercise
is dependent orits purpose the context and other issues. The feedback here suggests that
the number involved here (338 depending on the session) may have been insufficient to
gain maximum credibility for the results for LWEC policyds.

In addition to this, the project demonstrated that:

1 Itis far more effective if those using the results of public dialogue can attend and observe
public discussions firdtand, as well as receiving reports of results. Public participants also
value meeting decisionmakers facgto-face.

1 Close links need to be established between the design of the Forum sessions and the
potential for influence on future decisiemaking on research policieShe people who will
use the results of public dialogue mustipeolved in the identification and framing of topics
for the Forumto discuss, and in the design and drafting of questions for the public, from the
start and extensively throughout.

1 Information provision, through written materials and expert speakers,detm be carefully
managed so that the appropriate information is provided in ways that enable public
participants to use itln this case the information was presented by the facilitators (rather
than experts) and the implications of this were discussethé evaluation report:

@ne of the implications of this approach was that it led to the contractors
[facilitators] presenting the information themselves in many cases, and for
the written information to be branded by them. This does have implications
forthe process, as it is normally expected in public dialogue that the
contractors will be responsible for delivering the 'process' and the
commissioning body is responsible for oversight of the 'content’. In this case,
those boundaries became blurred. Bpasation of content and process in

this case was not crucial but, on more contentious topics, these boundaries
can become vital in participants (and others) trusting that the process has not
been biased by the commissioning body: the facilitator mayankedeen

to be entirely neutral and ensuring the process is fair and balanced. It is for
these sorts of reasons that it is usually seen to be good practice for the
information on content to be sep@& A A£O0T I OEA DOT AAOGO 1 AT ACAIl

SOURCES

Warburton, Diane8 O %OAT OAOCET T 1T &£ OEA |, EOETI C xEOE %l OEOIT 11 AT OA1 #EAT C/
July 2011. http://www.sciencewiserc.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/Projefites/LWECevalreport-FINAL. f.

| £FEEAA &£ O 00A1 EA - Al A C A-iLifirg Gith EdvitoEnteatd) Bhar@éand theGeicbdeidd ExgpértO O |
2A01 OOAA # A1 OOA8d6 1 £ZZEAA &£ O 00AT EA - AT ACAT AT Oh - AOAE wo
erc.org.uk/cms/assets/Uploads/Projefites/FinatReport-of-LWEGCitizens Advisory-Forum. pdf.

3AEAT AAxEOA8 O, EOET ¢ 7EOQOE %i OEOI-HIADAOARIOOABDABIGC A AE A4 AGKEDIAGS wd
http://www.sciencewiseerc.org.uk/cms/assets/Publications/LWHT-06-2012.pdf.
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CASE STUDY 24
METRCPOLITAN MELBOURNE SEWER2E

STRATEGY

Commissioning body / Owner: Melbourne Water

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Structured Dialogue

Date: 2009

Geographic location: Melbourne, Australia

Type of policy question: Broadhorizornrscanning exercisto assess consumer views on

wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

Overall, the aim of the project was to inform the development of the 2009 Melbourne Metropolitan
Sewerage Strategy, with qualitative insights into the current sewerage system in Melbourne, and
what the community wishes to do about sewage management into the future.

More specificalytft A OAOAAOAE OI OCEO O AAOAOEAA OEA AT i

attitudes, values and behaviours in relatiomgewage and sewerage, covering:

- Expectations obewerage servicegexploration of current and likely future expectations.
The latter was addressed using the future scenarios, to explore and understand expectations
and potential behaviours regarding the possible impacts of the features of each of these
scenarios on economic, social and environmental aspects of sewerage and sewage
management, production, infrasticture and associated services

- Community behaviourg exploration of how people are currently behaving regarding water
use, household purchasybehaviour contaminant use and recycling activities; as well as
exploring thesgparameters within each scenatio

- Willingness to pay preliminary exploration of general willingness to pay for sewerage
services cuently and under each scenario

- Assessmenof variations in attitudes and behaviours by segments of the community and
customersz considering a range of aspects, coverlmghavioura] attitudinal, socie
economic, ethnic, demographi@ndgeographic variables.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Theproject involved two initial scenario development stages, through an Expert Workshop and a
Water Cycle Workshop.

The Expert Workshop involved researchers from |pBaseka,along with various water experts and
stakeholders to share insights into custonne and the Melbourne community in terms of the current
situation, and discuss likely reactions to the series of future scenarios.

The Water Cycle Workshop involved a number of key personnel from agoessnment, water
retailers and private organisations. Ips&sireka presented the key findings from the Expert
Workshop at this event in ordéo assist attendees in understanding potential attitudes and
behaviours under each scenario.
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Following on from thse initial scenario development stages, two deliberative events were
conductedwith members of the publicone on the Western side of Melbourne and one on the
Eastern side, with participants who lived within or close to the 2030 Urban Growth Boundary.

Event design: The schedule for the sessions comprised:

- Initial collection of existing individual knowledge, attitudes and behaviours via interactive
polling.

- Round-table facilitated discussions of the current situatidor(each event, participants
were seate at four separate tables eaclmprising a mix of 9.0 people)

- Anhalf-hour information provision session about the sewerage system and associated issues
and opportunities

- Afull group ranking of the priorities for the system

- Within the context of a 5%hour workshop it was decided that, to allow people sufficient
time to consider the different scenarios fullyachtable would spends0-60 minutes
considering and discussirane particular scenario. Participantsere asked to play an
invisible observer role and describe what they thought the people there (including different
groups within the community) would be thinking and doing in relation to the water and
sewerage cycle. This was undertaken by way of workimgugh a series of worksheets in
relation to generally living in Melbourne, expectations of the sewerage system, water
sources and uses, household appliances and productsatteadisposed of via the sewer

- Following these irdepth discussions, two repreatatives from each table spent around 5
minutes presenting their scenario, and the outcomes of their discussotine rest of the
participants, after which time the whole group cast their votes on a series of questions about
the scenarios. An importardistinction is that at this stage participants were asked to
imagine that they had awoken to find themselves actually living in that world/scenario, at
their current age, rather than just being observers.

- Areview of key questions from the first interacgéipolling session to see whether and how
sentiment may have changed

- AfinalroundOAAT A AEOAOOOET T 11 Boktsmmhéday, AGDAOEAT AAO
concluding with participants individually writing their own message to government for the
Strategy.

Recwitment and attendance: Participants were recruited by specialist research recruitment agency
Cooper Symons & Associates, according to strict specifications to ensure representation from an
appropriate mix of the community in the researetd participantsivere recruited to each event. 39
attended the first one and 38 attended the second, thus in total, 77 people participated.

Participants were paid $220 (Aygor the 3% -hour workshop.

IMPACT

The information generated by the project was used to infformMelIOOT A6 O xAOAO AT A OAx.
infrastructure strategy.

COST AND VALUE FOR GONEY

While no information is publically available on the cost of the programme, or whether it was
considered value for money, the project clearly produced the information that itintaeded to
produce, which suggests that it is likely to have been considered value for money.

EVALUATION

The overall quality of the research was very good.
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The deliberativenature of the eventllowed participants to respond to questions throughoutth
session as they were exposed to various stimuli (including expert presentations, small group
discussions and scenarimagining exercisesyith the result thatthe researchersvere able to
record their changing opinions over the course of the day.

Moreover, it appears that thbealthy monetary incentive helped to ensure that an excellent mix of
the community was represented in the research. Importantly, the research participants enjoyed the
deliberative events, and took the sessions very seriolsedback received from participants
indicated that they found the sessions interesting and informative, and that they sincerely
appreciated having been asked for their opinions.

LEARNING

yT AAAEOETT O OAI OAAT A ET AEiwadr AnQ geWwdragedsB@AHsOA ET C  (
also possible to draw valuable lessons fritra researchaboutthe use of deliberative exercises in

informing policymaking.

It was clear, for instance, th#tte approach of having participants immerse themselves morly fal

one particular scenario was a more meaningful and appropriate method than if each participant was
required to consider all of the various parameters of all four scenarios, as it allowed time for the
scenarios to be explored in greater depth.

It was dso clear that some objectives of the research, such as gaining a better understanding of the

AT 11 01T EOQUBA xEAU EEAICO AGA OOAxAOACA OAOOEAAOR xAC
prior understanding of the issues in hand. The lesson hdfteatsn such circumstancespecific

proposals and options, such as different fee structures assigned to potential sewerage services and
solutions and potentialgovernment policies and regulations, need to be presented to participants in

order to aid thei ability to provide more useful and meaningful feedback.

SOURCES
Internal Ipsos MOREsearch (not publically available)
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CASE STUDY 25CITIZENS JURIES ON WIER

MANAGEMENT

Commissioning body / Owner:  Various

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Citizens Juries

Date: 2003- 2007

Geographic location: The Netherlands

Type of policy question: Broadhorizon-scanning exercise to assess consumer views

wider policy objectives

PURPOSE
Three Citizens Juries took placetie Rhine bain areabetween 2003 and 2007.

1. AtestcaseEOT AAA AU OEA %OOi PAAT #1711 i EOOETT OIi

in drafting water basin management priorities. Participants discussed what priorities the
Government should set for water quality in Lake Mankeer.

2. To feed into the regional landse planning process.

3. To explorepriorities for managing urban water streams in Utrecht.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

The first Jury took place at the end of 2003 and over the first few months of 2004 in the city of
Lelystad This consisted of 14 members and discussed the prioritiesthigaGovernment should set
for water quality in the Markermeer, a lake in the central Netherlands. The European Commission
funded thedury as an experiment to assess the usefulness of the owkih the drafting of water

basin management plans as required by the Water Framework Directive, 2000/60/EC. The
experiment was not connected to a relifie policy process, although poliapakers at the provincial
level and the National Water Management thority enthusiastically collaborated.

The secondlury took place at the end of 2004 and during the first half of 2005. It was cegiin

the same manner, with the notable difference that its recommendations fed into the regionail land
use planning procesfor the province of Flevolandhis is a legally required plan, which also
addresses water management. Thery was commissioned by the provincial Parliament that
formally had to adopt the plan. The second process was also more extensive, taking flaezin
different rounds over months, rather than the 6 weeks allotted for the firdary.

The third Jury took place in the city of Utrechih the summer of 2007, and addressed priorities in
managing urban water streams. Thigry was initiated under@EU-funded study of adaptive water
management, and was supported by the regional water board and the municipality of Utrecht. The
Jury consisted of 15 residents from the city of Utrecht who were active over a period ofithsno

All 3dury processe#cludedthe followingmonitoring and evaluatiorelements:

- Pre and postdury questionnaireg these were aimed at measuring various issues. In the
first Jury, the emphasis was on the noative priorities of thelurors.

- PostJury evaluation with thelurors.

- Pre-and postJdury canitive mapping with thelurors.
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- Expost evaluation of thelury procesg with the commissioning bodies anilirors by the
organising team

- Independent expostevaluation of thelury process

The firstlury consisted of 14 members. The secday was sukldivided into three separate sub
Juries, each consisting of 12 to 14 residents from the three zones of the province of Flevidiand.
third Jury involved 15 participants.

Participants were not compensatéar their time.

IMPACT

All threeJuries agreed upon a set of priorities that decisimakers could use to inform policy, which
were written up into reports.

COST AND VALUE FOR ONEY

Information on the cost of the project, and whether its commissionenssiered it value for
money, was not publically available.

EVALUATION

The project was deemed successful in light of its effects on participants, but was felt to be less useful
for government actors, with dasion-makers feeling that theéuries did not cotribute much in the
way of new evidence or policy ideas.

As the research interests of the orgainig team shifted from the first to the thirdury, the data that
was gathered also changed. Because of this, a very interesting avenue for research, a sigstemat
comparison of the threduries, which would greatly enhance the external validity of our findings, is
not possible.

Jury members were taken on a learning journey and their values and priorities evbtwedver
decisionrmakers felt their own learninthroughout the process was limited.

LEARNING

Various challenges were faced by the thdeeies, all of which raise interesting points for those
looking to use the CitizesJury format to inform policymaking.

One problem encountered was that not all inést groups were able to send a representative to the
Jury proceedings. This was a problem particularly for environmental NGOs (s&aoyjcand for
agricultural interest groups (firslury), both interests without strong local organdgions in

Flevoland.

In the secondury, the fearof Members of Parliamenaf losing control over the policy process was
an inhibiting factor.

The relationships between the various authorities were also an inhibiting factor in all dhrge
examples: Public officials are el when it comes to making statements about the policies of

other authorities, or about policies that have been developed collaboratively. In such cases, it is hard
to get their honest opinion about certain policy ideas as their statements may upsettétes quo.

Interestingly, politicians with different positions on the issues all sawdd©O E A 08 OAAT I 1 AT A
as supporting their views.

SOURCES

Huitema, D., C. Cornelisse, and B. Ott@dw%A T 1 T CU AT A 31T AEAOUJ ) O OdhthnPolieyOU 3 OET |
Learning in Participatory Decision Process8E A # AOA 1 £ $ OO0OAE #EOEUAT 08 * O0OEAO
2EET A " AOET 806 ! AA AOWi.edolB@dndsdcidty.dkfbl15/Esh Mrél &
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CASE STUDY 26

CENTRAL REGION SUSTNABLE WATER STRATEY:

Commissioning body / Owner: Department of Sustainability and Environment (Australia)

Industry sector: Water

Method type: Structured Dialogue

Date: 2006

Geographic location: Victoria Central Region, Australia

Type of policy question: Consultation around a specific set of policy options to inform

how a policy might be delivered

PURPOSE
The aim of the research was tapture the attitudesand preferences of the general community
xEOEET 6EAOT OEA8O AAT OOAI OACEITT O xAOAO DPOI BPi OAA

AAOGEOh O1 ET &£ Oi OEA $3% 50 3000AELAAI A 7A0A0 300A
With this in mind, the specifiobjectives of the research were to:
- %GAT ETA OEA AT i1 Ol EOUBO O1 AAROOOAT AET C 1T £h AT A
the Central Region today and into the future (50 years from now), once exposed to future
context-setting around the need to catdor population growth and climate change issuyes

- Explore potential communication strategies likely to be needed in influencing acceptance of
specific water options for the Central Region, particularly relating to current perceptions,
perceived strengths athweaknesses of each option, as well as the response to key messages
and any confusing elements or aspeots whichpeople seek more informatign

- Understandoetter OEA # AT OOAT 2ACEIT60 1 EI AGAO O1I xAOAO O
preferences in making ughe anticipated shortfall in water supplies in 2055 based on current
usage as well as population growth and climate change projections

- %@bl T OA OEA #A1 OOAI 2ACET 1860 I ETAOAO O xAOAO C
environment, and the amount of watdyoth required to do so, within reason.
METHOD DESCRIPTION
Five Community Engagement Forums were conducted across Victoria Central Region.
ylT OAAT CTEOEIT 1T &£ OEA Aiii OTEOEAOGS 1 EIi EOAA O1 AAOO
and effort was spenat the outset of the forums to provide appropriate contextual information and
outline the options. This was done via a presentation. Subsequent sessions were as follows:

- Initial sharing of reactions to water options(full group)

- Roundtable discussion ¢ options at individual tableg each option rotated from table to
table around the room giving all participants an opportunity to review each option in detail.
Comments recorded on flip chart sheets

- Initial review of reactions to optionsz flip chart sheets were pinned around the room and
participants were invited to review and consider the responses of other tables and to discuss
OEAOA xEOE O1T i1 ATTA OEAU EAAT 8O0 Al OAAAU OPI EAIT
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- Second roundtable discussions of optiong participants were given moreedailed
information on each option and their comments recorded as per the first retaie
discussions

- Evaluation and wrapup z at the completion of the roundable discussios, participans
wererequired to nominate their preferred combination of optis to make up the 500 billion
litre shortfall in water anticipated by 2055, and how they would distribute their preferred
combination between the anticipated human usage requirement and the amount required
to restore the health of rivers. A random selectiof participants were asked to share their
combinations with the whole group.

Eachparticipantwasalso invitedto complete a questionnaire over the course of the evening,
allowing the researchers to explore and measure:

- Existing beliefs, in relation tvater and climate change

- Initial acceptability of each option and preferred options

- Recommended options to avoid the anticipated 500 billion litre shortfall in 2055

- Recommendatios for the water gain to be dedicated to humans and to restoring the health

of our rivers and the environment; and
- Acceptability of each option following the forum roustdble discussions.

The entire process lasted for close to 6 months from early to-2Gifl6.Representatives of the
Department of Sustainability and the Environment and some respective catchment authorities were
present at each forum to respond to questions and to provide additional information.

The project involved 150 members of the publicatat (with roughly 2434 in each locationWhile
recruitment was undertaken by market research company InfoNet to provide a representative
sample, it howeverpossible for members of the public to register their interest in taking part in

eventslikethsl T ) T /&l . A GaddGhugthAr®wad gossibly a level of selélection within
their sample.

Participants were paid $150 (Augach for each-#hour forum session.

IMPACT

Following the workshops, a full written report on the findings of the wodgshwas produced. This
Al 01 ET Al OAAA OEA DPOAI EAGO POAEAOOAA PITEAU 1 B
AT A EOO £ET AET CO6 EI PAAO 11 DITEAU xAO AOAEI AAI

COST AND VALUE FOR ®ONEY

No information was available, either about the cost of fh®ject or whether it was considered value
for money.

EVALUATION

The deliberative qualitpf the research appears to have been very gobitere wassubstantial
context-setting at the outset, considerable opportunities for participants to discuss and cenmim

on all of the options in detail, to choose between these, and to adjust their choitightrof hearing

I OEAOOS adiiichal iGforrAdtiok.

Moreover, the &rge sample size meant that results can be viewed as a strong indication of the views
of the wider Victoria Central Region.

LEARNING

1 The presence ddtaff from the various catchment authorities at each event seems to have
added value as iheant that paricipants were able to agfirect questions and get amxpert
response during the events

1 The process displays an interesting use of written surveys during the event. Each participant
had the opportunity to record their preferences in writing at the endhef workshop This
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meant that their individual/iews could be given equal consideration/weighthe post
workshop analysis of the data

SOURCES
Central Region Sustainable Water Strategy: Community Research Forums (report not publically available)
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CASE STUDY 27

%80, / 2) . 0 BRSPEQFBVES @N THEORE
OF GOVERNMENT

Commissioning body / Owner: Accenture Global Cities Forum:

Industry sector: Public Services

Method type: Structured Dialogues

Date: 2009

Geographic location: 8 major citiesvorldwide

Type of policy question: Broadhorizorrscanning exercise to assess consumer views on

wider policy objectives

PURPOSE

The Accenture Global Cities Forum was a milty, worldwide study into how members of the

DOAT EA AAEEIT A waet@pdxged of Gokern@®end Tha ihskitute for Health & Public

Service Value designed the study as a series of citizen panels in a number of world cities. Each Forum
involved 60 to 85 local residentwho wereOAT AT I 1 U OA1 AAOAA emdgraghitsd OA OAT
2 providing strong, qualitative insight into what people think about government and public services

and how they judge public value.

4EA POEI AOU T AEAAOCEOA 1T £ OEA b aidbdidsiandindgihedi OT /
value thatgovernment should bring to their lives.

METHOD DESCRIPTION

Participants across eight major cities worldwide were brought together for-dag citizen panels.
Here, the Johanneshig panel is taken as an example.

The day was dividethto five sessions, usg a variety of research methods and techniques,

including electronic voting, role play, facilitated group and plenary discussions. It invéé/ed
*TEATT AOAOOC OAOEAAT OO OAT AT i1 U OAI AAGAA OF OAH
Session 1: Electronic viing and group discussion

Using electronic keypadpatrticipants voted on a number of questions about the city, the social
issues facing it and their expectations of government. The results of their voting appeared
immediately on a large screen and promptérief commentaries from participants and facilitators.
Then, sitting in one of six groups of 10 to 12 people, participants discussed their thoughts about the
quality of life in Johannesburg and their expectations of what government should be doing to
preOAOOA AT A EIi DOl OA PAIT pi A6O NOAI EOGU 1T £ | EEAS8
Session 2: Roleplay exercise

This session aimed to have participants begin considering the principles of public value in their own
terms, but with only one perspective in mind/orking in the samaixsmall groupstableswere
eachassigned one of three perspectiveshat of public service user, citizen or taxpaydistinctively
coloured tshirts were given to the tables taking on each of the three perspesjti#ach group

assumed their role to discusiseir expectations of government, first in general terms and then

smaller subgroups of three or fouwr in more specific terms. Participants then developed a list of

four or five principles that they believed should guide government action.
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Session 3: R play and debate

Participants were then divided into new groups, using the colourstitts to ensure a mix of
perspectives in each new group, discuss the principles that they had developed in the previous
session. Participants shared and debateditheews on the principles of public value. Through this
process, they identified any tensions among different expectations. After debate, compromise and
agreement, the participants drew together a top set of five principles that reflect the integration of
their different perspectives. To conclude the session, participants returned to their original Session 2
table and discussed thinal principles they had agreed

Sessiond: Voting and group discussion

After a brief presentation from the event chair, gnesiconsidered the presentation in relation to

one of the three key social issues thhey had discussed iBession 3At the end of the discussion,
through electronic voting, participants rated the importance of each different statement as it
related to the issuesPeople then considered, based on their own experience, how well government
is performing in relation to each of the issues and, through electronic voting, rated government
performance. The results of the two sets of questiorike first on imporance and second on
performance were presented in the form of a radar chart showing the gap between the two scores
for each question. The session concluded with a discussion of how the gaps could be narrowed.

Session5: Discussion and final voting

In smallgroups of three or foumparticipants worked together to come up with a newspaper headline

and story about what life should be like in the city in 2015. The group then discussed the biggest

OEET CO OEAO xi1 O A EAOA O A EtdelroAf tebrinologyirE A DAT D1 A6 O
achieving the positive outcomes they described in their stori&sch group then briefly described

their front page to the rest of the participants in a plenary session.

To conclude the event, participants voted on what they ddesed the three main priorities for
making the city a great place to live, study and work. Finaleryone used their electronic keypads
01 OA@O OEAEO 1 x1 DAOOITAI Oi AOGOACA O1 c¢i O6AoiTi AT O

IMPACT

The findings from the different city events asgnthesised and provide a very rich picture ofaivh
people think about the role gjovernmentandpublic services, the issues that affect their lives and
how they judge public value.

Findingsfrom the panelsare most oftenused by academics and other keiplseholders to influence
global interpretations and strategies for buildirsgistainable cities

COST AND VALUE FOR ®NEY

While there was no information of the specific cost of the project, the fact that the methodology has
been repeated on multiple occasions around the world implies that it was considered to have been
value for money.

EVALUATION

The overall quality of thealiberative processes appears to have been excellent.

Participants were continually engaged and were gradually fed information over the course of the
day. The methodology alsappears to lave provided participants witbufficient time and space to
gain nev information and to discuss in depth the implications of their new knowledge in terms of
their existing atitudes, values and experience.

LEARNING

1 Discussions throughout the courséthe day, in different group settings, using different
stimuli seemvery wellsuited to enabling participants to reach a considered view, arrived at
through careful exploration of the issues at hand
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1 There was an interesting use of electronic voting pads throughout theldag workshop
which enabled researchers, as well astjzipants, to see how views were changing as the
day progressed

1 More generally, the events were characterised by a good use of different approaches, which
appears to have allowed participants to exchange and absorb information without over
reliance ondng presentations from experts and policymakegeand

9 The role plays seem to have been particularly effective at encouraging participants to look at
issues from different perspectives.
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