The Case New Energy Roundtable (NER)

“World’s Clearinghouse & Resource for Energy Initiatives”
Center for Regional Economic Issues (REI) Roundtable 

Meeting Date: Friday, May 27, 2005

Meeting Location: Peter B. Lewis Building, Room 05

Meeting Time: 4 PM  ~ 6 PM

Notes prepared by Monica, monica.dumitriu@case.edu 

Attendees: Ed Morrison, Betsey Merkel, Richard Medvick, Garry Regan, Ken Alfred, Dave, Bill Scheele, Martha Eagan, Frank Griffiths, Stephen Lamoreaux, Dennis Coughlin, Monica Dumitriu, and others from the sign-up sheet

The online Agenda was presented and also the National Academy of Engineering Conference at Case on June 2nd was discussed.  REI would like help from volunteers who can help distribute the Medvick Matrix at the event, and all interested should contact Betsey Merkel, e-mail bmerkel@weatherhead.cwru.edu and phone 368-5540, to sign up. 

Attendees introduced themselves and posed some questions to the group including:

· How to debate issues of national importance?

· Can we make the right decisions on something where we don't have all the information available?

· Hydrogen - is it a wave of the future? A debate will be a way to rationalize things that affect our future

Ed Morrison presented a viable model for deliberative discussions (diagram is attached on the wiki site.) This process was developed with the support of the Kettering Foundation (http://www.kettering.org/) at University of Texas at Austin by Professor Fishkin. http://www.la.utexas.edu/research/delpol/fishkin.html 

In this model we give weight to different cells of the Medvick Matrix, as an example.

The debate process is unique as it offers two layers, one is very technical and deals with concepts and organizational structures and the other layer addresses policy issues.  The process can take anywhere between 1 month and 3 - 6 months, depending on the natural speed of the cell being observed.   An interesting aspect to note in the policy issues layer is the "Panel" experts who help a Moderated Discussion on Deliberation Day.  The benefits of using this model include an awareness of where progress takes place during the various stages of the deliberation process, so that a participant does not feel lost in one stage of it.

A deliberate discussion including a Policy Issue focus with a Poll of a Random Group, creates a more informed citizenry, complimentary learning, and a deeper understanding of each other's issues. By the time a participating group arrives at the Exit Poll, they will have been educated on the process of complex learning in a replicable way. 

The NER group foresees the possibility to moderate the discussions with local moderators and possibly meet at local libraries. 

The idea is to let politicians to make decisions at a policy level, and include random groups of about 40-45 people. The discussion can go on for 2-3 hours and then a 90 minute live show can follow with a panel of experts, where viewers can see citizens grappling with real issues (Idea Show, Tuesdays, Policy Show.)

One of the measurable outcomes is that we improve the process by which decisions are made, even if we pay attention in great detail to underlying market forces.  For example, if it's windpower, look at the zoning ordinances.  We need educational programs for new initiatives.

Academic institutions need to keep in mind a university's role.  

It's important to give every activity a comparative rating. Also, another important aspect is bounding a segment of the process so that it's easier to study and work with it. For example, to apply this process at Case for the Energy issues, requires a clear focus on Northeast Ohio, while recognizing that any issue is possibly a global issue as well and that everything affects everything (whole systems thinking approach.)

Important Questions: 

· How do we get better and more informed politics? 

· How can we create more informed political debate?

· What do we know? What's the potential for fuel cells? Should we start out small.

· As citizenry, how do we take information and translate it into knowledge and informed decision-making?

· What is the real risk? Policy debates are remarkably uninformed.

In complex decisions, we need to make assumptions and build at the lower levels.

For policy and education issues, how do we educate the populace, one needs the educated elite.  If we educate people, will they vote on issues? Is it possible to educate enough people to make a difference? 

The question of intention is very important, in regard to where information gets posted, for example on wikipedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Main_Page.

The goal is to develop an open source policy debate for Energy.  We still have a huge opportunity to use the Internet beyond its current uses - this is the first interactive mass media.  We foresee that 5 years or so from now, we will have virtual debates and online chats.   Today's news are not offering only information and just the facts, they principally offer opinions.  This is because we place more precedence on values than facts in making meaning out of a situation in a decision-making process.  Often we need both aspects, as the truth emerges from the opposition of two polar opposites.  The open source model is transparent, because the documenting process is transparent which leads to more trust among groups.  A better model is based on new information and good ideas.  An open source document can be probably shared via Creative Commons http://creativecommons.org/.

The experts in Cognitive Science at Case have shared with the Economic Development teams at REI about the process of how we learn. While it's possible for one individual to learn on their own, it is very important to meet and talk in social groups in order to interpret information at a higher level.  Others feel that while there is wisdom in the group and crowds, we need independent viewpoints as well. 

While we keep our vision on the world, Ken recommended that during our prototype design stage, we put a boundary on the issues examined for NEO, so that we don't look at national issues that can't be solved here at this level.  Some of the unique selling propositions of the deliberative discussion process include the Debate feature, the open source nature, the actual process is embedded with a subject matter framework, and the focus on NEO.  In order to keep an awareness on the global issues, it was recommended that the "panel of experts" include experts who can speak and advise on global energy issues within the context of helping NEO. Today we recognize that there is no real "NEO Economy" any longer because it's connected to all outside areas tool.  The question was asked whether NEO is in competition for energy resources or are we a collaborator with other regions, places on Earth, etc.  

The question arises whether the debate is at the policy level or at the Joe Public level.  Ed Morrison believes that the public still matters. In his experience he has observed how politicians pay attention to 300-500 letters of support for a particular issue.   Philosophically, the group asked if in instances where issues take a long time to show benefits, will a politician see the benefits to his successor(s)? This is a long-term policy viewpoint. The majority of the public does not get involved in issues.

Stationary energy will be very important, including fuel cells, windmills, etc. 

For the application in NEO, a key question focuses on the scale of the project and the proof of concept stage, as well as an awareness of the financial costs of paying people at every state of the process.

Networked knowledge economies are the way of the future. 

A white paper needs to emerge from the NER group discussions, highlighting the unique ideas of this process.  

Check the REI wiki for more insights coming up.
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