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Lessons from the First Year...

Background & Objective Plan vs. Reality: Deliberation in Practice

Aim: To design and test organisational The Plan Projdc 2: Realst « Adapting to context — Adaptation has been far more extensive and
: : : . . . Project 3: Mixed Project 4: - .
innovations to improve access to Project 1: Scoping B ==t of the method analysis Evaluating nuanced than originally conceptualized.
primary health care for vulnerable deNtify  profect 1: Scons gruu:rded in RE-AIM of surveys innovations
: roject 1: Scoping i i i : : )
populations. needsand  of innovations Identify Select Understand Adapt and Assess « Complexity = reality — Much more time and effort was required for community
access gaps needs and potential organisational implement benefits of : : : :
1 e, innovations context and innovations innovations consultations in order to develop LIPs and support deliberation.
bef;;:: of Understand innovations
innovations organisational . . - L. !
Ontario FOHtexi,and = « Approach fit for purpose - It has been important to distinguish between when
Innovations . . . . o
Approach: Four research projects are  project 4: Alberta Quebec -En 4 ) different forms of deliberative dialogue are needed (for decisions) and when
_ _ , Evaluatin LIP LIP Deliberative Deliberative : : ! : : :
informed by and inform six Local innovations Project 2: e forum 1 forum 2 consultation is needed (for gathering and sharing information).
. . . South New South ” Real ISt. ol

Innovation Partnerships (LIPs)(Fig 1). o Al Wales synthesis =

Adapt an LIP LIP - . . - . : : : : -

impllz-ment Victoria « Training & experienced facilitation — Experiential learning is critical to

i i LIP . . . . . .y- .

nnovations - deliberative dialogue and requires high level facilitation. We needed

I _potential _ Increased and significant focus on building and/or contracting appropriate
The Reahty Project 1: Scoping Project 2: Realist synthesis of the

Objective: To describe how facilitation capacity.
participatory deliberative dialogues are
used in the six LIPs to design and

deliver their innovations.

intervention grounded in RE-AIM
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| Learning and improving — "Deviations" from the plan were learning
E:qtfirrm:nftir?;?tr::;jarch team opportunities across the international team. To capitalise on adaptations to
Y context and complexities, we have built in multiple communication modalities,
coordinated reflection, and experiential learning strategies.

innovations

Project 3: Mixed
method analysis
of surveys

Determine formaiz of
information sharing

Figure 1. IMPACT Program Plan
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Deliberative Dialogue...

...IS a participatory approach to collective decision-making that can allow people
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Significance & Next Steps

Consultation
with
communities

Consultation
with
communities

Consultation

from different backgrounds with different values to work together to achieve
reasoned, informed collective decisions. Information related to deliberative
dialogue was shared with the research team, through video conference, online
meetings, and an implementation guide.

with
communities

Is engagement in deliberation throughout the research program a potentially
powerful mechanism for sustaining PHC transformation? We will continue to
address this question through the IMPACT program of research.

LIP Region

Our approach to participatory deliberative processes was informed by research Figure 2. Plan vs. Reality During Phase 1 K, ‘v, Next steps:
and experience in the field (1,2) and required: irorvesvesissen, * Strengthen early communication and information sharing between the
* Identifying a collective decision and framing questions; : . .
*IC entifzing stakeholders to participate as IOSGC:S in deci’sion making; peviations from the plan inclucea: - - . [Jesee zlreclihbteerz?vseapnr(c:)lckensosvglsez?ieuysgresclision-points throughout the program
* Identifying and providing appropriate background materials; | . commu_nlty consgltatlo_ns before and after deliberative forums; to ensure stakeholder en | | ' '

ntifying . | . . . : + the variety of deliberative methods used: | | gagement in the implementation and evaluation of
« facilitating listening and learning during the deliberative process; Innovations.

¢ cilitating learning about the completed deliberative process « variations in the way project outputs informed the LIPs, due to tailoring of _ _ _ |
9 9 P P : information according to stakeholder needs: and . Contlnug tp record and reflect on usg of deliberative processes to improve
the way It is used throughout the project.

 numerous feedback loops between researchers, LIPs and the project team.

In this first year, our intention was to involve primary health care professionals,
decision makers, community members, researchers and members of vulnerable
populations. Current status:

« All 6 LIPs will have had at least one Forum by the end of November 2014

References: [1] Abelson J, Forest P-G, Eyles J, Smith P, Martin E, Gauvin FP. (2003). Deliberations about deliberative methods: issues in the design and evaluation of public participation processes. SocSciMed, 57; 239-51. [2]
O'Doherty KC, Gauvin FP, Grogan C, Friedman W. (2012). Implementing a Public Deliberative Forum. Hastings center report. Retrieved from:

Acknowledgements — we would like to thank Samantha Chakraborty and Sarah Descoteaux for their support
In preparing this poster.

Pl Contact: cscott@research4children.com

I . : o ¢
The research reported in this program is a project of the APHCRI, which is . Pl THE UNIVERSITY | ) SOINS CONTINUS \
N\ Australian Fonds de recherche supported by a grant from the Australian Government Department of w e . _ " bureau © 7
- A& National Santé ) Health. The information and opinions contained in it do not necessarily e C 1 ,_) MONASH U Nive rS|J[y ) FADELAIDE LA TROBE hEEﬂth _
CIHR IRSC o o University Quebec reflect the views or policy of the Australian Primary Health Care Research N L/ 2>, UNIVERSITY information CONTINUING CARE Follow us on Twitter: IMPACT_PHC
fiterk ST ' Institute or the Australian Government Department of Health. * ChiLp, FamILY

&COMMUNITY
RRRRRRRR

AUSTRALIA


http://www.google.ca/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAcQjRw&url=http://www.tripit.com/blog/2014/09/travel-twitter-accounts-to-follow.html&ei=JB52VK_FCsrSoATJ8YLYAg&bvm=bv.80642063,d.cWc&psig=AFQjCNGbNDpQtnbhBAYplIa4frc_XRmvvA&ust=1417113499731077
http://www.academia.edu/1960860/Implementing_a_public_deliberative_forum

