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FOREWORD

It has now been a decade since the CRPPH published its collective
opinion paper entitled Radiation Protection Today and Tomorrow in which it
was significantly observed that the social dimension would play an increasing
role in the work of radiological protection specidists. The mid-1990s saw a
growing expectation on the part of the public that it would be more directly
involved in decision making about technology in general. This of course
represented a clear chalenge to the way in which such decisions had
traditionally been taken. In liberal democracies, duly elected governments had
been understood to have a mandate to take those decisions and to delegate
authority to a whole range of expert bodies to oversee the implementation and
operation of technologies. Consultation with interested parties was always a part
of this overall process, but the complex nature of many of the issues at stake
made it natural that much would remain the realm of the experts in the various
fidds. The nation, therefore, that a broad range of “ stakeholders’, many perhaps
without any expertise in the field in question, should be involved in decision
making raised apparently difficult questions. The Villigen workshops set out to
explore these in the context of radiological protection.

The first Villigen workshop in 1998, entitled “The Societal Aspects of
Decision Making in Complex Radiological Situations’ (NEA, 1998), focused
on the particularly difficult question of contaminated areas and their restoration
to a point were people could continue to live there. The broad, and influentia,
conclusion emerging from the discussions was that radiological protection must
adapt to meet the needs of society and not the reverse.

The second workshop in 2001, entitled “Better Integration of Radiation
Protection in Modern Society” (NEA, 2001a; NEA, 2001b), sought to make
some preliminary suggestions in this regard. The workshop considered a range
of initiatives in a number of countries which exemplified a desire to change the
way that radiological protection policy was developed and implemented.

Thethird Villigen workshop had as its aim a much broader understanding
of how stakeholder participation in decision making can be appropriately
integrated in national and international radiological protection decision making.



In preparation for this, three in-depth analyses of specific case studies (NEA,
20044) were conducted with a view to providing a means by which workshop
participants could identify commonalities in stakeholder involvement processes
and their possible implications, and to facilitate discussion of the key issues.
The three situations were:

e Stakeholder Involvement in the Canadian Review Process for
Uranium Production Projectsin Northern Saskatchewan;

e The ETHOS Project for post-accident rehabilitation in the area of
Belarus contaminated by the Chernobyl disaster;

o TheRocky Flats Controversy on Radionuclide Soil Action Levels.
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1. INTRODUCTION

It is now a decade since the CRPPH published its collective opinion
paper entitled Radiation Protection Today and Tomorrow in which it was
significantly observed that the social dimension would play an increasing rolein
the work of radiological protection speciaists — in other words, that the field
would come to be seen less as a purely technical domain, and rather one that
was ever more aware of and responsive to societal concerns. Nor was this a shift
that affected only radiological protection: the mid-1990s saw a growing
expectation on the part of the public that it would be more directly involved in
decision making about technology in general. This, of course, represented a
clear challenge to the way in which such decisions had traditionally been taken.
In liberal democracies, duly elected governments had been understood to have a
mandate to take those decisions and to delegate authority to a whole range of
expert bodies to oversee the implementation and operation of technologies.
Consultation with interested parties was dways a part of this overall process,
but the complex nature of many of the issues at stake made it natural that much
would remain the preserve of the experts in the various fields. The notion,
therefore, that a broad range of “stakeholders’, many perhaps without any
expertise in the field in question, should be involved in decision making raised
apparently difficult questions. The Villigen workshops set out to explore these
in the context of radiological protection.

The first Villigen workshop in 1998, entitled “The Societal Aspects of
Decision Making in Complex Radiologica Situations’ (NEA, 1998), focused on
the particularly difficult question of contaminated areas and their restoration to
a point were people could continue to live there. The broad, and influential,
conclusion emerging from the discussions was that radiological protection must
adapt to meet the needs of society and not the reverse. In other words, however
content radiological protection specialists might be with the procedures and
practices within their field, they could no longer expect to continue with them if
it was evident that society more generally was demanding change. Quite what
sort of change might be required and what could be regarded as feasible
remained to be seen.

The second workshop in 2001, entitled “Better Integration of Radiation
Protection in Modern Society” (NEA, 2001a; NEA, 2001b), sought to make
some preliminary suggestions in this regard. The workshop considered a range
of initiatives in a number of countries which exemplified a desire to change the



way that radiological protection policy was developed and implemented. The
examples examined, ranging from high-level priority setting down to
mechanisms to address specific local level issues, shared a common
characteristic of involving a wide range of stakeholders. The workshop
demonstrated, therefore, that the radiological protection community was indeed
sengitive to the shift in societal expectations and had begun to develop
responses. While these responses dealt with different issues and different levels
and in different parts of the world, it was possible to draw some conclusions at
the end of the second workshop. These addressed the need:

e to foster mutual trust between the radiological protection community
and society as awhole;

e to develop approaches to interacting with stakeholders that are
sengitive to specific contexts but which share features of openness,
inclusiveness and agreed procedures,

e to clarify the respective roles of the various actors involved,;

e and to understand interactions with stakeholders as opportunities for
mutual learning.

The second workshop was useful in demonstrating the way in which the
radiological protection community had responded to changing societa
expectations and in sharing experiences and best practice. The conclusions
drawn, however, remained at a rather conceptual level. The need was fet to
move forward further and develop practicd guidance for stakeholder
involvement in radiological protection decison making. The 3 Villigen
workshop accordingly had as its am a much broader understanding of how
stakeholder participation in decision making can be appropriately integrated in
national and international radiological protection decision making. In
preparation for this, three in-depth analyses of specific case studies (NEA,
20044a) were conducted with a view to providing a vehicle for the workshop to
identify commonalities in stakeholder involvement processes and their possible
implications, and to facilitate discussion of the key issues. These were as
follows:

e Stakeholder Involvement in the Canadian Review Process for
Uranium Production Projectsin Northern Saskatchewan;

e The ETHOS Project for post-accident rehabilitation in the area of
Belarus contaminated by the Chernobyl disaster;

e The Rocky Flats Controversy on Radionuclide Soil Action Levels.



Furthermore, insight was sought beyond the RP field regarding factors of
success in organising public participation, relying on a published anaysis of
239 initiatives in environmental decision making (Beierle and Cayford, 2002).
The co-author of that study served as discussant of the workshop case studies,
thereby providing access to a broader, systematised context in which the RP
case findings could be evaluated.

The case studies (NEA, 2004a) and the full proceedings of the workshop
(NEA, 2004b) are published separately, but the purpose of this much briefer
document is to provide an accessible overview of the policy-level implications
of the 3 Villigen learning.

This summary seeks to answer the questions that radiological protection
professionals — in common with their peers in a wide range of technologica
fields — increasingly ask when confronted with the need to consider stakeholder
participation processes. As will become clear, there is no one-size-fits-all
blueprint for such processes: the sheer range and diversity of the situations
where they may be appropriate dictates a much more flexible approach.
Nonetheless, the workshop demonstrated that it is possible to identify common
themes and features. These should aid professionals in developing participation
processes without detracting from the flexibility needed to remain responsive to
the particular demands and expectations of any given situation.






2. PRACTICAL GUIDANCE ON STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION
IN RADIOLOGICAL DECISION MAKING

(@ When should stakeholder participation be used?

Generaly speaking, stakeholder participation typically has been used in
response to an emergent problem. In other words, something has gone wrong
and the more traditional, expert-led methods are seen to be in need of some
form of input from other stakeholders. Most dramatically, such emergent
problems might take the form of accidents. Milder but equally important
problems might result in tensions between e.g. government or regulators, on one
hand, and the wider society, on the other, when decisions are taken about such
things as the deployment of a new technology, the location of a new installation,
or the decommissioning of an existing facility, licensing of operational
emissions, or facility relicensing. The ETHOS and Rocky Flats case studies
(NEA, 2004a) provide examples of participation as a response to such
situations.

Increasingly, however, there is much greater willingness to be proactive
in regard to stakeholder participation and to view such processes as an integral
part of normal business or regulatory operations. The Canadian uranium
production case study (NEA, 2004a) may be understood as an example of this
approach. To use the language of dispute prevention and resolution, the initial
approach to stakeholder participation might be characterised as resolving a
dispute or problem once it has arisen, whereas increasingly the emphasis is on
preventing adispute from arising in the first place.

Radiological protection professionals today thus seek to organise their
action in such a way that it does not trigger one of the crises of confidence in
technology and expertise that have been such a feature of the past decade. Here
the question arises as to how they can determine whether a given issue, situation
or context calls for some form of stakeholder participation — a question posed
by experts in a whole range of technologica fields. To be clear, there is no
suggestion that such participation must become a feature of everything they do,
but there will be times when it will be useful, and perhaps even necessary.
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Among the most obvious indicators that stakeholder participation may be
appropriate are those which suggest that relations between experts and the wider
society are already strained, if not yet at a point where confidence has been lost.
Radiological protection professionals can, accordingly, consider whether:

o thereisalready activity by pressure groups; or

o theissuein question is already atopic on the political agenda.

If thisis the case, radiological protection professionals may first consider
whether the questions voiced in the public forum can be answered in an easy
and uncontentious manner. If so, simply providing information — actively, and
in an accessible form — may be a better solution than seeking deeper
involvement of stakeholders. In this regard, recall that tensions not infrequently
arise when stakeholders are unable to find answers to their legitimate questions
because information is held back on grounds of commercial confidentiality,
security, or simply because “that is how it has always been done”. Increasing
access to information can go a long way towards decreasing the sorts of
tensions that can ultimately result in a breakdown of confidence. If, however,
there are clearly more profound disagreements about facts or values then it may
be necessary to consider some more participatory arrangements.

Radiological protection experts can aso discern indications of the need
for participation by seeking to understand an issue from the perspective of other
stakeholders. Is the issue inherently controversial? What is the media response
likely to be? What will the public reaction be, given the nature of the issue and
the likely media coverage? What is the image of the industry (or regulator or
other expert body) from the point of view of other stakeholders? Has that entity
a al times been honest and open about what it is doing or problems it has
experienced? Are lines of communication aready fully open between the entity
and its principa stakeholders and affected publics? If questions such as these
are considered honestly, radiological protection experts can quickly see whether
they are likely to enjoy public confidence going forward on the basis of their
own decisions, or whether an effort must be made to construct confidence
through meeting stakeholders in a participatory context.

Note that different intensities of public participation, and thereby

influence on a decision process, can be considered. Many approaches have been
used, and there is no hard-and-fast rule. However, one example that has been
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used in the context of hedth-related risks distinguishes five levels of
involvement.

1

The active provision of information, well adapted to audience needs,
is described as a very low level of participation, but ill it can signify
that the informing entity considers stakeholders and the public to be
important interlocutors and potential partners.

A dlightly greater degree of public participation or influence may be
arranged through the simple gathering of information or views. Here
there is no promise made by the expert organisation to integrate
public views, but if the entity does consider such input to be of value
(and demonstrates this), the consultation can contribute to building
trust aswell as help the entity adapt to its real context.

When two-way dialogue is sought (in the setting of e.g. a hearing, or
better yet a discussion forum in which the agenda can be set by
concerned participants), there is a potentia for greater involvement
and influence. In these settings precautions must be taken to avoid
polarisation between experts and other participants. Setting the rules
of the game ahead of time is useful: the expected utility of the
exercise for the organising entity must be clearly indicated, as well as
to what extent public input from the dialogue can be integrated.

More effective engagement is found when experts can ask
stakeholders to deliberate on complex, value-laden decisions, and
when they can take action to integrate stakeholder input and
demonstrate that it has been done. This level of involvement may be
chosen when in lega and organisationa terms, policies can
effectively be (re)shaped by the persons affected. Deliberative
exercises often require somewhat open time frames in order to allow
participants to become sufficiently familiar with the features of the
situation and the options at hand. They often require repeated sessions
of exchange and elaboration between technica experts and
stakeholders, and therefore the sustainability of the volunteer efforts
of community representatives must be considered.

The highest level of public involvement and influence is seen when
an actua partnership is set up, by which ingtitutions can empower
stakeholders to manage a decision or components of an actual
radiological protection process. In such cases an agreed framework

This discussion benefits from material developed by Health Canada (2000). It

also draws on the experience of the OECD/NEA RWMC Forum on Stakehol der
Confidence; NEA (2003).
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must lay out clearly the limits of stakeholder power and authority, as
well as the guarantees offered by higher authority that outputs will be
respected and implemented.

This forms awide range of options to facilitate different degrees of public
participation and influence. The options differ also in terms of:

e the types of situations in which they can actualy be applied (legal
and practical constraints);

¢ the demands they place upon organisers.

Clearly RP professionals must carefully analyse the latitude offered by
their situation, and prepare the exercise by securing not only the informed
participation of stakeholders, but also the enlightened agreement of all those
whose work and action will be affected by that participation. In other words, a
stakeholder involvement exercise requires first, a concerted process of
consultation, deliberation and education inside the radiological protection
professional’ s own organisational context.

Thisinternal organisational process can sometimes be facilitated by third-
party mediators or consultants. It should be prepared in any case by a task
leader who will take advantage of the many stakeholder involvement handbooks
developed by public administrations and available today on the Internet (e.g.
Environment Council, 2002; New Economics Foundation, 1998; |AP2, 2000-
2003).

(b)  Whoshould beinvolved in stakeholder participation?

Confronted with the notion of stakeholder participation, radiological
protection experts sometimes suggest that this is something they are aready
doing and have aways done, inasmuch as consultation has always been a
feature to a greater or lesser extent of decisions about the development of
policy. It is a question, however, of determining precisely what sort of
interactions they are having and why.

Historically, many industries and regulatory bodies have based their
interactions with other actors on whether they have an established legal
obligation to speak to them, on the basis perhaps of a piece of legidation or a
contract. Increasingly, however, those same bodies are looking beyond those
strict legal relationships and considering who has an interest or a stake in the
matter at issue as a basis for deciding with whom they need to have closer
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interactions.? In determining who has a stake or an interest that would suggest
they should be involved in decision making, it can be helpful to consider for the
situation under discussion:

¢ who isbearing the costs; and

e who isreceiving the benefits.

“Costs’ and “benefits’ should be broadly interpreted for this determi-
nation, and in both cases potential as well as actual effects should be taken into
consideration. This simple formula immediately suggests that the list of people
whom an industrial or regulatory body should regard as potential stakeholders
may be considerably longer than that restricted only to those with an immediate
legal relationship. It is also worth bearing in mind that the list of stakeholders
must always be regarded as flexible rather than fixed, because those with a stake
or interest may change as an issue evolves.

(c) What distinguishes stakeholder participation from what is already
done?

As well as involving a different set of people with whom radiological
protection experts may be interacting, often stakeholder participation will differ
gualitatively from previous activities. This potential difference should be clear
from the discussion of degrees of stakeholder involvement offered above under
point 2(a) above. Consider for instance, the difference between simple
consultation which the organisation may have performed traditionally, and a
new initiative to form a stakeholder partnership. In the traditional consultation,
views may be canvassed from an (often restricted) list of established actors
without any guarantee that the views will be acted upon or responded to.
However, when an initiative is made to form some kind of partnership, there is
more emphasis on establishing an ongoing working relationship. In this regard,
there is, then, an attempt to have dialogue, rather than simply to receive
information from consultees. The quditative difference is even more

2. An example of such an approach may be found in a case study carried out in the
context of the RISKGOV project (Comparative Analysis of Risk Governance for
Radiological and Chemical Discharges of Industrial Installations). Faced with an
application for the reauthorisation of radioactive discharges in the context of the
refitting of nuclear submarines at Devonport Naval Dockyard in the United
Kingdom, the regulator (the Environment Agency), recognising the potential for
public concern, went beyond the strict legal requirement to consult a limited
range of named actors, and instead initiated a process by which al concerned
stakehol ders were engaged; www.riskgov.com; www.trustnetgovernance.com.

15



remarkable if stakeholder involvement in the past has been limited to a
dissemination of information to the public at large.

The new approach of deeper stakeholder involvement takes its goal as
achieving outcomes that are as far as possible mutually acceptable. This is a
gualitative difference as well, when compared with a traditional view of
interaction with other stakeholders (some of whom may have diametrically
opposed views), as zero sum games with winners and losers. Similarly, thereis
a new focus on proactivity and on achieving decisions that are relatively stable
in the medium and long term, rather than on reactivity and on short-term
patches or fixes.

In short, the process itself by which experts interact with other
stakeholders becomes just as important as the outcome of any such process. It is
sometimes objected that the outcome achieved by means of a process of
stakeholder participation is the same as would have been achieved had the
matter been left to experts alone, except that it has taken longer and been more
expensive. That may be so, but if experts operating according to traditional
procedures do not enjoy public confidence, this more expensive route may be
the only one available. If the involvement exercise is well conducted, this extra
expense may be balanced by actual gains in confidence. Furthermore, there is
no guarantee that the decision outcome indeed will be the same. Experience has
shown that what is technically feasible may not be socialy acceptable, and that
the input of societal values to otherwise technical processes may yield
innovative solutions.® That is why already the 2™ Villigen workshop discussed
the need to regard stakeholder participation processes as opportunities for both
collective and mutual learning. In such a perspective, al parties to such
processes will contribute to building up knowledge about the issues they
confront. At same time they learn about each other and their interests
and concerns — meaning that these potentialy may be better weighed and
accommodated.

3. A good example is to be found in the Brent Spar case where, following a
significant negative public reaction to the licensed plan to dump the abandoned
offshore structure in the North Atlantic, Shell embarked upon a Stakeholder
Dialogue process which dovetailed stakeholder consideration of alternative plans
with the ongoing engineering process. Although the original dumping plan was
felt to be the Best Practicable Environmental Option, the Stakeholder Dialogue
determined that an aternative involving the recycling of the installation to form
part of a quay extension was more acceptable socially. Details of this case may
be found in another of the case studies carried out in the context of the
RISKGQV project; www.riskgov.com; www.trustnetgovernance.com.
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(d) How long does stakeholder participation last?

There is no hard-and-fast rule for how long a process of stakeholder
participation should last. In many respects, this will depend upon the demand
that exists within the wider society, the willingness of other stakeholders to
continue with a process, the agreement of al concerned that a process has
fulfilled its objectives, and so on. In short, decisions about the duration of such
a process will be guided as much by other stakeholders as by the industrial or
regulatory body that has initiated it. Thus, a given process may be finite and
related to a single, well-defined issue — as in the Rocky Flats case study (NEA,
2004a) — or it may be ongoing, linked to partnerships that are integral to an
organisation’s structure. It is true to say that industria or regulatory bodies
which have once embarked upon such a process at the very least tend to remain
open to the option of stakeholder participation in the future, and more often than
not adopt a proactive approach. These organisations may indeed endeavour to
establish long-term rel ationships with stakeholders, even after having dealt with
aparticular issue.

(e) How extensiveisa process of stakeholder participation?

Just as for the question of duration, so there is no one-size-fits-all
response to the issue of the scale of such processes. The answer will depend
upon the nature of the issues a stake. As the 2™ Villigen workshop
demonstrated, stakeholder participation has been employed in the context of
high level priority setting aswell asin that of local problem solving, and in each
case the scale of the process was different. At the highest level, opportunities
for society wide participation may be appropriate, whereas at other levels the
processes may be regional or only local in extent.

The issue of extent will also have a bearing on the appropriate format of
the participation: it may be appropriate at the most local level to consider
individual contacts or small group meetings of fairly limited scope. In contrast,
it may be necessary at the highest level to consider comprehensive, structured
processes, perhaps even making use of a range of information technologies. The
choices related to extent will depend, then, very much upon such factors as the
nature of issues at stake, the degree of stakeholder concern, and so on.

(f)  What sort of issues may be discussed within a participation process?

This can prove to be one of the most problematical questions for experts,
whether in the field of radiological protection or in any other technologica
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domain. What precisely is it that experts will have to say to other stakeholders
that the latter will be able to understand? And what can other stakeholders tell
experts that will be of any relevance to the specialist work that they are required
to do? There is no doubt that difficulties can arise here. Many of the case studies
considered in the context of the Villigen workshops indicate that there are times
when it is impossible to avoid pluraistic discussion of technical matters. This
brand of discussion does present a challenge both to the experts (who must
attempt to communicate concepts they and their peers take for granted) and to
the other stakeholders (who recognise that their unfamiliarity with such
concepts may have a profound impact on their ability to dialogue meaningfully).

The very fact that stakeholder participation is an issue for the radiol ogical
protection community is indicative of a much wider shift within society in
recent years, characterised by a reduced willingness to take the word of
governments, regulators, corporations and other powerful actors at face value.
That in many instances this has reached crisis point can be taken as evidence
that experts have found it difficult to discern and understand the concerns of
other stakeholders — a difficulty that does not magically disappear as soon as
everyone is involved in a participation process. The needs of pluralistic
discussion chalenge all parties to such exchange. Other stakeholders may be
confronted with the challenge of learning about technical concepts in order
better to deal with bothersome societal issues. In a symmetrical fashion,
technical experts may well have to consider what they have previoudy viewed
as purely scientific or engineering issues in terms of the social and ethical
values of the wider community of which they are a part. There are no easy
answers to how these challenges may be overcome, but they do indicate once
again the importance of the emphasis placed by the 2™ Villigen workshop on
collective and mutual learning as key features of stakeholder participation
processes. The detailed case studies presented at the 3 Villigen workshop and
published separately (NEA, 2004a) describe how such pluralistic discussion has
been achieved in typical radiological protection contexts of new facility
licensing, decommissioning, and post-accident rehabilitation. They also indicate
that technical issues can be understood by other stakeholders and that social and
ethical input from such stakeholders can have a meaningful and valuable impact
on radiological protection decision making.

(9 Whoisresponsble?
Ancther frequently encountered question when stakeholder participation
is discussed by technical expertsisthat of responsibility. There is often concern

by government, regulatory authority officials and private industry that if such
processes are undertaken, the responsibility for important decisions will either
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be taken away from those who have the expertise to make them (or to offer
scientifically sound advice to policy makers), or will be diluted to the point
where it will be impossible to identify who can/should take them. The whole
guestion of the location of decision making in relation to technological issuesis,
of course, a complex one that has implications for the respective roles of policy
actors and technical and scientific experts in a wide range of fields. In cases of
stakeholder participation, however, especially in the domain of radiological
protection, it is clear that the responsibility for taking decisions must remain in
the hands of regulators, operators, etc. but the process of reaching decisions
may be shared with other stakeholders, as both the Rocky Flats and Canadian
uranium production case studiesillustrate (NEA,2004a).

More concretely, it may be suggested that questions of acceptability,
examination of options, and so on, might usefully be considered in participation
processes, while the task of taking final decisions on these matters will remain
with accountable regulatory authority experts or policy actors as appropriate.
Insofar as this is the case, it may be asked whether the participation processis
realy necessary, or whether its effect is ssmply to delay the decision that would
anyway have been taken. And it is true that sometimes there may be no apparent
difference in the decison emerging from a purely technical process and a
participation process. The difference may lie, however, in the acceptability of
that decision to those it is ultimately designed to serve. By the same token, the
net effect of the participation process may be to produce a sustainable decision
on the part of the regulatory authority experts or policy actors that would not
otherwise have been reached. In either case, it is clear that the participation
process can add value.

(h)  When doesit work?

Even if it is accepted that a process of stakeholder participation may be
appropriate to address an issue touching the field of radiological protection, itis
clear that simply sitting the concerned stakeholders round a table will not
guarantee that the process will be successful. The case studies examined in the
Villigen workshops suggest that there are certain preconditions for a successful
participation process.

For a dtart, it appears that the parties to the process must have shared
values or at least sufficient shared values to allow the process to continue. For
example, shared values could be the government and local stakeholders both
fedling that public health and environmental protection are the highest priority
considerations in the decision. An illustration is provided by the Rocky Flats
case study discussed at the 3 Villigen workshop (NEA, 2004a). As regards the
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operation of the Rocky Flats facility, which was involved in the US nuclear
weapons programme and thus centrally tied to national security issues,
stakeholders had felt that the government put national security too far ahead of
public and environmental protection. In the context of multi-partide committee
work, however, those values of protection were recognised to be shared by all
and this alowed the committee to sustain its work through to a solution.
Another shared valuein that context was faith in the scientific method.

Reaching consensus on shared values may seem like an unrealistically
high obstacle to overcome in many cases: it is hot hard to imagine radiological
protection issues arising for which a stakeholder participation process may be
indicated, but where the participants hold diametrically opposed views. But this
precondition clearly does not mean that everyone must agree about everything
in advance. If that were the case then there would be no need for the processin
the first place. It means only that, whatever their views about the issues at stake,
the participants must at least have in common a willingness to discuss the
issues, and to seek to resolve them by means of dialogue.

Similarly, the case studies indicate that the participants must have shared
goals or at least sufficient shared goals. For example, the shared goa of
improving the living conditions of populations affected by the Chernobyl
accident, or of improving job opportunities for indigenous inhabitants around
mines in remote areas, could be shared goals. Again, as discussed in the
3" Villigen workshop case studies, local stakeholders may not trust that these
goals are shared by those coming to perform studies (in the Chernobyl case) or
those seeking to open a new mine, in the Canadian mining case (NEA, 20043).
The extent to which goals must be commonly shared to reach an outcome
agreeable to all stakeholders will, of course vary from case to case. It may be
sufficient that al involved, whatever their views on the issues at stake, have in
common adesire to reach a conclusion.

Finally, the case studies considered at the Villigen workshops suggest
that trust is a vital component in a participation process. There must be trust
among the parties or at the very least the process must itself be understood to
represent a genuine effort to build trust in situations where confidence may have
broken down. In some cases, it may be necessary to employ third parties who
aretrusted or at least perceived as neutral to provide expertise or to facilitate the
process itself.
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(i) Whenwon't it work?

As the foregoing discussion suggests, stakeholder participation processes
will have little or no chance of success insofar as they are characterised by a
lack of sufficient shared values, goals and trust, or where trusted third parties
have not been brought in as appropriate. Furthermore, trust is likely to diminish
if in the course of an involvement process, it appears clear to other stakeholders
that those with responsibility for taking decisions have aready reached
conclusions and are engaging in little more than a public relations exercise to
sell what has already been settled. Problems are also likely to be encountered
when it is clear to other stakeholders that the process has not been properly
resourced, whether in terms of time or money or other factors. In short, there
has to be clear and realistic commitment to the process by organisers.

It has also been suggested that an involvement process may be paraysed
if there is a possibility of litigation that would challenge the outcomes once the
process has been completed. An aternative view is that the shadow of litigation
can produce a desire to reach an agreed solution.
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3. ASSESSING STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION

The guidance offered in the foregoing section of this paper is intended to
answer some of the questions most frequently asked about stakeholder
participation processes in the context of technical domains such as radiological
protection. It might also alay some of the fears that experts sometimes have
about a price to be paid if issues that have previously been treated on purely
scientific or engineering grounds are opened up to consideration by a potentialy
very wide range of lay actors holding diverse views and values. For it istrue to
say that those approaching an issue from a scientific perspective are sometimes
sceptical about the value of broadening the discussion.

There can be concern that decisions will be based on values rather than
on science, on emotions rather than on hard facts — in short, that decisions will
be irrational. It should hopefully be clear, however, that stakeholder
involvement is not an effort to expose what is properly the domain of science to
non-scientific methodologies, nor to transform science into a matter to be
treated on the basis of majority rule. Rather, stakeholder participation is about
enriching the context of scientific and technical practices and processes, of
assisting those who must take decisions about the way in which technology will
be operated for the benefit of the broader society. While science is still the most
appropriate path to the quantification of public health, worker health and safety,
and environmental protection risks, stakeholder involvement is intended to
address the identification of risks of concern to society, and their acceptability
in agiven context.

Similarly, there can be concern that engaging in stakeholder participation
processes will lead to delay and additional cost. There is no question but that
such processes will require additional time and money as compared with purely
technical alternatives, but this must be considered in the light of the possible
delays and costs associated with decisions that have not been taken following
participation processes and which have turned out not to enjoy public
confidence. In other words, stakeholder participation can in fact reduce cost and
delay: time and money spent on preventing disputes may be less than time and
money spent resolving them should they arise. The ETHOS case study, for
example, indicates just how remarkably efficient such processes can be in
appropriate circumstances (NEA, 20043a).
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Stakeholder participation has the merit, therefore, of responding to the
observed shift in societa attitude towards science, industry, government, etc. It
offers a possibility of resolving the tension between economic and socid
concerns that has so often caused problems in recent years. It can actualy
reduce cost and create opportunities for those bodies that are thus able to foster
improved long-term relations with their stakeholders. In short, far from being a
burden, if carried out properly stakeholder involvement can make good business
and regulatory sense.’

Nor is this very positive conclusion based only upon the experiences
revealed by the three case studies underpinning the 3 Villigen workshop. As
was mentioned in the Introduction, the workshop aso heard from one of the co-
authors of a maor review of 239 examples of public participation in
environmental decision making in the United States (Beierle and Cayford,
2002). Of particular interest in the present context is the finding by that survey
that the majority of the cases studied were highly successful in achieving the
following five social goals:

e incorporating public valuesinto decisions,

e increasing the substantive quality of decisions;

e resolving conflict among competing interests;

e Dbuilding trust in institutions;

e educating and informing the public.

As the authors conclude, public participation is a complex socia process,
often frustrating and time-consuming, but ultimately a potent tool for making

good decisions and overcoming the contentious politics of environmental
policymaking.

In the end, however, the evaluation of any given stakeholder participation
process must itself be a matter for stakeholder involvement. Such a process is
only as good as its stakeholders judge it to be. If stakeholder participation is to
be taken serioudly, then the criteria by which it is judged must also be a matter
for all of those involved, and not just for those who have initiated the process

4, Consider in this regard the extent to which both the operator (Shell) and the
regulator (DTI) have adopted more participatory processes as a matter of course
following their experiences in the Brent Spar case; www.riskgov.com;
www.trustnetgovernance.com.
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and whose measure of success or failure may be of little relevance to the other
stakeholders.

Radiological protection experts will find a small but growing store of
guidance on how to design and conduct the evaluation of stakeholder
involvement exercises. Within the OECD, for instance, the Public Management
(PUMA) programme has developed a checklist for use in planning evaluation
(Vergez, 2003). Stepsinclude:

¢ Identifying the purpose of the evaluation — e.g. checking outcomesin
a spirit of verification, or else, adjusting an ongoing process in a
management perspective;

e deciding who will conduct the evaluation — e.g. the organising body,
external oversight bodies, or civil society organisations;

e choosing the methods of evaluation — e.g. surveys, interviews,
observation, or review of decisions or documentary outputs;

o determining the manner of stakeholder participation — eg. in
formulating questions, in answering questions, in using the resuilts;

e organising, planning, resourcing the evaluation — note that for alarge-
scale (national) government consultation, for instance, the estimated
costs of evaluation may represent 30% of the total budget, whereas
40% are devoted to implementation and 30% to disseminating the
outputs of consultation;

e reporting the evaluation — implying choice of key recipients.

A set of criteria for evaluating stakeholder participation has been
developed in the context of an EC-sponsored programme with the notable
participation of at least one national radiological protection agency (Atherton,
2003). These criteria concern the shape, quality and aims of the method or
process at hand. If considered in advance of organising a dialogue process, they
lend assistance in thinking about choices that otherwise might remain implicit:
for example, what types of knowledge are to be elicited in stakeholder
participation — “best” knowledge, innovative proposals, new shared interpret-
tations of a situation?

25






4. IMPLICATIONS

What, then, are the implications of stakeholder participation for the
radiological protection community? First of al, it is worth stressing that this
community is by no means alone in having to come to terms with this new way
of going about the business it has hitherto been left to conduct by itself. A wide
range of governmental and corporate actors in diverse technological domains
are facing similar challenges and seeking to adapt to the new context of risk
governance that has been discussed in the Villigen workshops. Across the
board, such actors are having to become more sensitive to the broader societal
response to their activities and to be ready to engage in participatory processes
wherethat is appropriate (cf. TRUSTNET, 2004; RISCOM, 2004).

Overdl, the guidance discussed in this brief paper implies that
stakeholder participation can have an impact at every stage of the policy
process, from the framing of problems through the development and
implementation of solutions to the evaluation of the foregoing stages and the
feedback of lessons. This may appear to be an extreme proposition, but is much
less so when considered in a little more detail. In terms of the framing of
problems, for example, if this is left entirely to technical experts, there is ho
guarantee that this picture matches the perceptions of the wider society they are
ultimately serving. And as regards the development of solutions, as was
mentioned earlier, what may be technically feasible may not also be socialy
acceptable.

This implies that government policy and regulation, as well as corporate
policy will need to incorporate the desire and ability to include stakeholder
participation, as appropriate, in decision-making processes. The adoption of
such an approach implies the willingness to embark on along-term commitment
to engage in and dedicate sufficient resources to stakeholder participation
processes. This commitment should reach into the very heart of organisational
structures and operational procedures.

None of this suggests, however, that any given process should be allowed
to be diverted from its objectives by the fact that some stakeholders essentialy
want to discuss something that is not necessarily relevant. This will always be a
fine balance to strike, since what may appear to technical experts as irrelevant
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may appear to other stakeholders as the main issue. But there will be times
when stakeholders have to accept that as important as a given issue may be, it is
not within the remit of the process to discuss it — for example, because the
process is local in scope and the issue sought to be included is one that could
only be decided at a higher level. (Thisimplies that setting clear ground rulesin
advance will be of great benefit.) By the same token, of course, regulatory and
corporate bodies must be ready to be flexible when it becomes clear that their
understanding of all the issues of concern to stakeholders may not be adequate.

Stakeholder participation accordingly implies that radiological protection
specialists, in common with their counterparts in other technological domains,
may find themselves increasingly in situations that they are not used to and for
which they have little if any training. It can be suggested, therefore, that the
increasing importance of stakeholder participation implies for the radiologica
protection community that it must actively consider how it will accommodate
this shift in societal expectation both at the level of the regulatory and corporate
organisations it operates within, and at the level of theindividual personnel.

At the organisational level, the challenge appears to be to shift away from
the insularity that can characterise many regulatory and corporate bodies when
it comes to questions of what they do as their core tasks and how they do them,
and to move instead to an orientation that sees interaction with other
stakeholders as part of normal day-to-day business. This does not mean that
everything that radiologica protection specialists do will have to be agreed by
all stakeholders, but rather that such speciaists are more accessible and known
to their stakeholders, and also willing to contact them when the need is
perceived.

Such anew organisationa orientation, of course, depends crucialy on the
individuals working there having the skills and expertise to perform the required
roles. This in turn suggests that at the management level, consideration must be
given to whether radiological protection specialists — in common with their
counterparts in awide range of other technological domains — will need targeted
training in communication with other stakeholders as part of their standard
education, or at least to have such training for one or some designated members
of relevant teams.
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5. CONCLUSION

The shift in societal expectations with respect to government and
corporate actors, especially in the field of complex technologies — and thus
certainly where questions of radiological protection arise — poses considerable
challenges for the radiological protection community. One possible response to
this challenge is to resist and to maintain — undoubtedly with justification — that
traditional methods have by and large served society well and that involving
non-experts in this domain itself raises risks. As the experience catalogued here
hopefully has illustrated, however, such a response looks ever more unrealistic
in the context of a society that isincreasingly sceptical of complex technologies
and of those who are charged with operating and regulating them. By the same
token, practitioners may consider that processes of stakeholder participation
should not represent a threat to an expert domain, but should rather be an
opportunity to cement better relations between the field of radiological
protection and the wider society which it serves. In fine, stakeholder
participation should decisions to be reached that are robust and sustainable and
which enjoy wider acceptance.
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