












Ste Description of process 
p 

above). Feedback: "what would I be happy 
about?•/ "what learning effect did I have?• 

3 Identify and create decision alternatives 

SH involvement SH feedback 

• good to think about future 
• surprised about scenarios/ not 

realistic 
• necessary to consider extreme 

scenarios 
• challenge to deal with results in real 

world 
• good exchange/ collaboration with 

communities 
• lots of fun/ creative. now back to 

reality 
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Advantages Disadvantages Recommendations 

3.1 Second SH workshop to identify decision alternatives with help of a strategy generation table and the future scenarios 
First, we introduced project and MCDA ap- Workshop with No systematic collection of written Due to participation, SH under- Clear disadvantage of strategy To reduce feeling of boring work, we 
proach, and discussed objectives (see 2.2 twenty SH (identi- feed-back to this workshop; following stands methods; alternatives are generation table not very crea- recommend creating storylines about 
above). Creation of alternatives in second SH fied with SH is based on our own impression. We relevant to SH; increases later live; not much fun; choosing strategic decision alternatives with SH 
workshop. To stimulate creativity, we used 4 analysis, see 1.2 did ask SH to indicate on a poster- acceptance of results; avoids specification for each factor is in workshop. Carry out factor specifi-
socio-economic scenarios as background above). sized x-y-grid "how pleased are you overlooking issues obvious to tedious work. We later had to cations later by project team w. strat-
(see above). We prepared "strategy genera- with workshop?" (x-axis) and "how local practitioners. Combining commit considerable work to egy generation table. Combination 
tion table" (Howard 1988; Gregory et al. confident are you about SWIP pro- "strategy generation table" with further specify alternatives and ensures that SH are involved, i.e. that 
2012b): 17 basic factors (organizational ject?" (y-axis; scale "very low• to "very scenarios is highly effective to include new factors missing in alternatives are adapted to local 
structure, geographic extent, financial strate- high"). Ten of twenty participants gave avoid anchoring on status quo first version of strategy genera- needs, make use of their knowledge 
gy, construction & operation of infrastructure, feedback. High satisfaction with alternatives (Nutt 2004). e.g. lion table, but important to distin- and are later better accepted, but that 
WW and DW system technology). Each factor workshop (all above medium), but generation of conventional guish alternatives. Strategy they do not lose interest. 
has a number of specifications; a decision fairly low confidence in project: three central WS & WW treatment generation table is rather time Apart from "not much fun" aspect, we 
alternative consists of plausible combinations, points below medium and three alternatives under "status quo"; consuming. Duration of workshop find strategy generation table a highly 
which were created in workshop. Twenty exactly on medium line (others "Boom· scenario triggered high- was about six hours (three hrs. useful and systematic approach that 
workshop participants split into four mixed above). tech on-site solutions; "Doom" for objectives (see 2.2 above); ensures coverage of different aspects/ 
groups, each assigned to a scenario. Each scenario cheap/ simple alterna- three hrs. creating alternatives). internal consistency. We recommend 
group created at least two strategic alterna- fives (see Section 4.2 "Results SH were tired at end of day and combining a rigorous approach (e.g. 
tives by choosing plausible specification for strategic decision alternatives" strategy generation was done strategy generation table) with very 
each factor (Table 7). Project team later above). Characteristics of good under time pressure. We think creative approach (e.g. scenarios as 
processed and detailed the ten strategic alternatives: complete, com- that negative feedback concern- background) to avoid anchoring 
decision alternatives from workshop. parable, value-focused (address- ing "confidence about project• effects and focus on status quo. Make 

ing what matters), fully specified, might have been caused by this sure to assign ample time. Because 
intern-ally coherent, distinct (e.g. fatigue, possibly combined with MCDA approach seems difficult to 
Gregory et al. 2012a; Keeney some doubts about MCDA under-stand (general feedback that 
and Raiffa 1976). This is well approach, which seems some- we receive again and again), we 
addressed by strategy generation what difficult to understand. recommend to use every opportunity 
table SH are forced to rigorously to present method; e.g. as introduction 

45 



Ste Description of process 
p 

SH involvement SH feedback Advantages 

cover important elements; in-
creases internal consistency 
(Tables 7, 8). 
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Disadvantages Recommendations 

to workshop. 

3.2 Feedback to alternatives during second interview series (preference elicitation) 
We carried out face-to-face interviews with 
selected SH in 2013 (see 1.2 above) to elicit 
their preferences for MCDA. Elicitation of: 
scaling constants (weights), single-attribute 
value functions, aggregation scheme, risk 
attitude. These interviews are not part of work 
presented here; but we give short overview of 
feedback concerning the alternafives (for the 
objectives, attributes and general feedback, 
see 2.3 above). 

Three sets of Understandability of hypothefical Understandability of hypothefical Understandability of hyoothefical Understandability of hyoothefical 
face-to-face alternafives alternatives alternatives alternatives 
interviews (includ- One SH had difficulty to evaluate To broaden range of decision We included uncommon, some- SH should be included in generafing 
ing reading infor- hypothefical alternatives that are very alternatives also unconvenfional what visionary decision alterna- decision alternatives (see 3.1 above), 
mation material different today (feedback w.rJ sepa- (but exisfing) solutions should be lives, which seem difficult to to make more exotic decision alterna-
and fill ing out rate supply of DWI water for house- considered. In current Switzer- assess for some SH. A remaining lives better tangible. 
online question- hold/ for firefighting). Some hypothet- land, decentralized, on-site methodological problem is the Comparability of hypothefical alterna-
naire before ical alternatives are unrealistic, e.g. solutions and solutions (e.g. construcfion of hypothetical ~ 
interview) with ten one SH found it impossible to imagine addressing water scarcity) are alternafives that result in unreal- Reasons for working with extreme or 
SH in each sel a system which realizes all rehabilita- rarely discussed, but may be- istic combinations. unconventional alternatives and broad 
SH identified with fion demand but has very low reliabil- come more viable in the future Comparability of hypothetical ranges must be explained as well as 
SH analysis (see ity. (climate change) and are certain- alternatives possible to SH. We wish the MCDA 
1.2 above). Comparability of hyoothetical altema- ly under discussion in more arid It is problematic that we had to procedure to be well-applicable to 

fives regions (e.g. Australia). set the ranges so broadly (see other cases, and to hold under differ-
Two SH found costs of WS (5% of 2.3 above), which results in en! future scenarios. However, prob-
average annual income) as totally having to compare hypothetical lem remains that some methods force 
unrealistic for Switze~and ("American and extreme alternafives. Gener- respondents to make morally difficult 
circumstances"'). thus difficulty to ally, trade-off questions seem choices. We discuss this in later 
answer trade-off questions for hypo- difficult to answer, especially if papers about elicitation methods. 
!helical alternatives using this attribute they invoke moral conflicts and/ Current recommendation: choose 
level. Trade-off questions difficult if or leave the respondent feeling elicitation methods that do not require 
they invoke moral conflicts, e.g. trade- uneasy about his or her choice. extreme hypothetical alternatives/ not 
offs between "few gastrointestinal very difficult moral choices. 
infections through contact with WW" 
and "good chemical state of water-
course". Some trade-off quesfions ask 
respondents to choose between two 
unsatisfactory alternafives, which 
gives uncomfortable feeling. (Method-
ical issues, e.g. concerning elicitation 
with trade-off will be addressed in 
more detail in later papers). 
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