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ABSTRACT

Invol\_ing citizens, interest _oups, and regulators in environmental restoration and waste

management pro_ams is a challenge for government agencies and the organizations that

support them. To be effective, such involvemem activities must identif-?, all indixdduals and

_oups who have a stake in the cleanup. Their participation must be early, substantive, and

meanin_ul. Stakeholders must be able to see how their input was considered and used. and

feel that a good-faith effort was made to reconcile conflicting objectives.

The Inte_ated Demonstration for Cleanup of Volati3e Organic Compounds at Arid Sites

(VOC-Arid ID) is a Department of Ener_' Office of Technolo_' Developmem project

located at Hanford. Along with technical evaluation of innovative cleanup technologies, the

pro_am is conducting an institutional assessment of regulator?.' and public acceptance of new

technologies. Through a series of interviews and workshops, and use of a computerized

information management tool. stakeholders are having a voice in the evaluation. Public and

: regulator?.' reaction has been positive, resulting in several conclusions.



S:ak.',:iloiLacr,._.,,'v:-_:n,,(_ivmdcari',, and ',,,,'_:,r.'-' z'r,....,.,._,,ciImd d:r_z;i\ t_r. _r_v:-,(_v,'r: 'zu-; '

}_nrt_cipant_ were ab}e to r)rovide ex:r_'m¢}v va}uab]_ inpul on _,,a, tilt'\' {hlnk is irnporu,,n{

1,,l_:.... ted int(._ t technicalm ¢\'uiuaung n_ ciaanup mchnologics, lnpu: received wa._ -. :,c2.-- he

workings of th,- pro)ect, and rapid, accurate feedback was gi\,cn to participants abou', how

their inpm was used. Program management is committed to using the information learned

and feedback gained in the institutional assessmem and in\'oh'ing stakeholders as the

demonstration proceeds.

INTRODUCTION

The VOC-Arid ID is one of several Department of Energ)' demonstrations designed to

speed up the development and deployment of new cleanup technologies. Innovative

technologies are being developed because existing technoloNes are incapable of efficient and

effective cleanup. In parallel with demonstration of the technologies, a program of

institutional assessmen_ is ongoing. The objective of the institutional assessmen_ task. an

inte_al part of the pro_am, is to evaluate and ultimately enhance public and regulator'

acceptance of Integrated Demonstration technologies for de plo\Tnent. The primar)' reason

for conducting this task is that technologies must be evaluated for deplo)_nent no_ onh, on

their technical performance and cost. bu_ also on the likelihood of achieving regulator?.' and

public acceptance -- factors that could significantly hamper depio)'ment. The. key measure

of success for the VOC-Arid LD. which is being_conducted m Hanford. Washin_on, will be

the transfer and wide-spread us neu technoiom-ie-g_b...,that are a

significan_ improvemen_ beyond the current baseline.

The institutional assessment task will take place in three phases. Phase I. which is reported

by this paper, involves earl), stakeholder involvement in development of alternative

techno]o_, evaluation criteria. Phase II _411include actual application of those criteria to

ahen_ative technologies, and Phase III will apply the lessons learned to evaluate the

: acceptabili_, of deploying the VOC-Arid ID technologies at other DOE facilities nationwide.
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Y:gurr ] on th_ ioliowing page illustrates the metnodo]o D used in Phase ] of the stakeholder

involvemen t process. ,A,_shown, a broad-based list of potential stakeholders was sent i-_tters
', (inviting their participation. Potential stakeholders were identified from a list of over .,0,)

individuals and groups that have shown an interest in Hanford cleanup. There was general

acceptance b), participants that "all the righ_ people" had been identified, and that a good

cross section of interests was represented in the potential stakeholder list. All potential

stakeholders received an invitation to participate in this activib', and the approximately 40

selected for direct interaction represented the following categories:

o Regulator), agencies

o Federal, state and local governments

o Native American Tribes

o Imeres_ _oups

o Business and labor groups

o A_iculture

o Education

o IndustD,

o DOE sitecontractors

o Hanford retirees

This group represented a "knowledgeable set of stakeholders, wel] aware of the issues,

activities, and goals of the Hanford cleanup. In many ways, however, the), represented the

general public., in that the input received reflected their personal, value-influenced

perspectives on technologies for cleanup.

To gather information from the identified stakeholders, the program conducted personal

interviews during the period from July through September 1992. The interviews focused on

gaining the views of those stakeholders abom what is importam to them if they' are to be

comfortable with seeing a given cleanup technolom, used in their "backvard."

=



FIGURE 1. PHASE I S';AI,".EH3._E)ER INVOLVEMENT PROCESS
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consultation approach, was a compmerizcd, ir_teractivm information s\'stmm, abc)u: th_: \'OC-

Arid lD technologies. This svslem the Prospecm'e Tech,,ol,.L'_ Communication Svslcm

(ProTcch) -- was developed by Bautlie _o describe the innovative environmental citanur_

t_chnologies under consideration. The system provides _em and _raphic background

informanon on the lechnolo_ies bein_ demonstrmed at Haniord. I_ also allows the user _o

select technologies and evaluation criteria and perform a comparison between those

technologies and with the established baseline technologies in use today. ProTech is a

protod_pe system thai will be used nationally to track the technologies being demonstrated

at a number of DOE sites under the Office of Technolo_' Development's sponsorship.

Interview discussions were open-ended, encouraging wide-ranging input on technology

evaluation c_iteria and values. Interviewers stressed thai the iniormation _,ained is to be

used at DOE facilities nation_dde, lt emphasi_:c..I the program's commitment to pro_dding

feedback to public and regulator).' participants on how their input is used. II outlined the

technolo_' evaluation process, indicating that their input was being sought at the ve_,

earliest sta_e.b,.

Once the interviewee gave his or her suggestions of technoloD' evaluation criteria that

should be considered, he or she was shown a preliminaD' list of criteria developed by

Battelle to further the discussion. This list. which is shown in Figure 2. is based on U.S.

Emdronmental Protection Agency CERCLA cleanup criteria. Discussions with inte_dewees

resulted in input about changes to the preliminaD, list. additions of new criteria, and further

interpretation of the criteria presented. The overall result was a set of comments that

= resulted m a more meanin_ul, detailed set of evaluation criteria. The preliminar), list was

found overall to be valid. The criteria were. however, augmented with suggested sub-criteria

and information needed to interpret and measure each criterion.

After the interviews were complete, interviewees were Nven an opportunity to review the

results of their interviews and provide additional information if desired. This rapid, detailed

" feedback step was ve D, wel] perceived, and interviewee expressed appreciation for the
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staff, then c(msoiidated an_' u_cd the mnu', received te devei(;r _..r¢\'i._cd set of su__,_.._tcd"S,-

technology.' cvaiuation criteria and definitions for tiles_' critcri:,.. Til_sc r¢\'iscd criteria and

their definitions wer_ intended for use a_ stakeholder workshops. Stakeholder perspectives

and inpm were invaluable in creating the revised set of draft technolo D evaluation criteria

tha_ were used as the basis for stakeholder workshops.

Based on the results of the stakeholder interviews, the team held "focus group" style

workshops that consolidated the information received about technolo_' evaluation criteria.

The workshops discussed ways to compare new technologies with the way cleanup is

currently conducted. The}, also provided opportunities to assign relative importance to the

criteria through an exercise of assigning differential weighting scores to each criterion

categor), and, _thin each category, to each criterion.

Participation m two stakeholder workshops held in October !992 was enthusiastic, and

represented a cross section of Hanford stakeholders in terms of interests and geography.

Many comments were received about the suggested criteria and the overall approach to

incorporating public and regulator), acceptabilit), into the Integrated Demonstration program.

Comments were received about all categories of evaluation criteria, and were used to

: develop the set of revised evaluation criteria illustrated in Figure 3.

Participants were asked to provide their perceptions of the relative importance of the

technolo_' evaluation criteria by firm distributing 100 points among the four criterion

categories. Participants were able to accomplish this easily. The numerical means for the

categor}, rankings varied between the two workshops, but the criterion categories were

= similarh, ordered. Of the four categories offered, technolom, effectiveness was ranked as

most important, followed by safeb, and health, regulator, objectives, and socio-political

factors.
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Ti_" v_orkshop " ........ , r:: " _ ....... _. _....... Ddn,s \_ tnt'F. ;ai._Oaskt4d '_, _'I\'_ ,r .... , ..... p_l..ns o_ lnV r¢iatl\'v

importance of tbc suncnteria wJ_hin each criterion catcgon. Tni: was accomplished b_

distributin_ ]()(i r_oint.,, amon,' tilt subcritcria ior cacI; cat,ct, or\ iKcia_wu importance tr_-nd.,,

for the subcritcria, based on the exercise results, v,,¢r_ )_ss clear. This is a_tributcd tc_ thr

fact that siigh_ changes were made in the subcritcria benveen workshops, and there were

some differences in the way that participants completed the subcrltcria exercise. One of the

Phase II objectives will be to focus on design and imp]emcntation of a more anah'ficallv

robust approach to gauging stakeholders' perceptions of retative importance.

FINDINGS OF TIlE PUBLIC INWOLVEMENT PROCESS

. Several findings resulted from the public involvement efforts described above• The)' are

described below:

=

Improved Evaluation Criteria

A major finding of these earh, activities was improved information for better decision

making. Workshop participants and inter_4ewees reco=rmized, however, the difficu] D, of

developing a se_ of measurable, precise criteria at this stage, lt is recognized thin the set

of criteria shov,-n in Figure 3 include some that are relatively easy to measure and define.

One such example is the relative ener_, demands made by a particular technolo_,, which
z

_ should be definable fairly earh, in the process. Other criteria, however, ma',, be re.r)., difficult

o to measure or use as discriminators. For example, projected accidental releases of materials

that affect public health and safe b, will have little data available. There are also numerous

linkages between and among, the criteria, and the): ma)' no_ be unique and independent.

A _eat dea] of useful input was received on the draft criteria. They are now jud=oed to be

complete, incorporating all of the significan_ values and judgements made by the range of

. public and regulamo' participants. What remains to be done is to refine the list of criteria

so that it remains complete, while it is designed such tha_ each criterion is independent,

explicitly measurable, and can serve a formal decision anah,sis function.
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censici,-.rat]on,_ in ¢vaiuatlnu aiternatw_ tcchnoioff2¢s. _ith substantial a_rcement on the

evaluation criteria and process, the program in Phase I1 wilt work with stakeholders to app])

_hose criteria to the actual technologies supported under the VOC-Arid ID. Whcr_ it may

no_ be possible to use ever)" criterion per s¢. the values thin underiie the su_.esu.d criteria

will b: incorporated in the def'nitions of th_ criteria and in the supporting documentation.

1_ is probable that Phase I] will r_ su]_ in a further refined version of the criteria based on

experience in applying them to the _echnologies.

• Yeedback gained from involving stakeholders in applying the draft criteria will be considered

by the Integrated Demonstration team. along _-ith technical performance data. to modif),

" techmca] design and selection such that _1_ deployabiiit), is enhanced. The overall goal in _/"

. this process is to enhance the likehhood and decrease the ume necessaD' for having a

tachnolom, deployable in the future. Phase IIl. which i: occurring in paralie] with Phase II,

will focus on mirroring the activities conducted m Phases I and I1 at other DOE facilities

throughout the countD'. Information ieamed about these other site stakeholders' concerns

will be fed back to techno]om, developers to further enhance technolo_, deployabiiib' aC'_z'ss

al_/]sites.

DOE Public Involvement Commitmen_

In addition to providing the pro_am team _th valuable inpu_ and a source of continuing

involvement. _he Phase i activities have illustrated DOEs commitmem to new ways of

involving stakeholders. Reactions have been vet}, positive. One prominent activist who
_=

° follows Hanford cleanup ..Jth keen interest ar_ _em skepticism asked that a direct message

be taken to DOE thin this is the r).p: of earh___2and substantive invo]vemem that interes_

_oups mean when the}' demand involvement in federal faciim' decision ma-,km_. The

: stakeho]ders who were involved are eager to continue to participate, as long as _heir

pa:-ticipa_ion is meanin_ul and substantive.



"_m._program i._ciem ons,,......,.,m_' t(_te_:b,nl_:a_'m,na__.,"' ,"_'-sand tic clsic)r,-rnak_r._a._w_:l',,wncl have

T)'pi_:alJvhad less than optimal relationships with "the public." thax ther_ are efiective wa\,s

of creating dialogue and gaining input. The sharing of information, values, and preferences

creates increased understanding about the common goals and objectives of al._.JHanford

stakeholders, including those who work on facility c)eanup as their livelihood.

DOE's commitment to implement similar programs for inte_ated technolo_, demonstrations

across the.count_' is expected to resul_ in some of the same results, but new issues, values,

and stakeholder attitudes ma)' arise. Integral to the program will be an ongoing evaluation

of how effective the stakeholder i,vo]vement activities are, and more important])', how the

input received is used in making better cleanup technolo_, decisions.
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