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Seattle, WA
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ABSTRACT

Involving citizens, interest groups, and regulators in environmental restoration and wasie
management programs is a challenge for governmen: agencies and the organizations that
support them. To be effective, such involvement activities must identify all individuals and
groups who have a stake in the cleanup. Their participation must be early, substantive, and
meaningful. Stakeholders must be able to see how their input was considered and used, and

feel that a good-faith effort was made 10 reconcile confiicting objectives.

The Integrated Demonstration for Cieanup of Volatile Organic Compounds at Aric Sites
(VOC-Arid ID) is a Department of Znergy Office of Technology Development project
located at Hanford. Along with technical evaluation of innovative cleanup technologies, the
program is conducting an institutional assessment of regulatory and public acceptiance of new
technologies. Through a series of interviews and workshops, ancd use of a computerized
information management 100), stakeholders are having a voice in the evaluation. Public and

regulatory reaction has been positive, resulting in several conclusions.
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Stakenolaers were anvoived earh. and were apvroucned direliliv onoingir OWno i

Participants were able 10 provide extremely valuable mput on what they think 16 important
In evaiuaung new cieanup technologies. Input receved was mtegratec mnio the technical
workings of the project. and rapid. accurate feedback was given 10 parucipants about how
their input was used. Program management is commitied to using the informauon learned
and feedback gained In the institutional assessment and involving stakeholders as the

demonstration proceeds.
INTRODUCTION

The VOC-Arid ID is one of several Department of Energy demonstrations designed 1o
speed up the development and deplovment of new cleanup technologies. Innovative
technologies are being developed because existing technologies are incapable of efficient and
effective cleanup. In paralle] with demonstration of the technologies, a program of
institutional assessment is ongoing. The objective of the institutional assessment task, an
integral part of the program, is 10 evaluate and ultimately enhance public and regulatory
acceptance of Integrated Demonstration technologies for deplovment. The primary reason
for conducting this task is that technologies must be evaluated for deployment not only on
thelr technical performance and cost, but also on the likeh'hood‘of achieving regulatory and
public acceptance -- factors that could significantly hamper deplovment. The key measure
of success for the VOC-Arid ID, which is being conducted a1 Hanford, Washington, will be
the transfer and wide-spread use&bmmmthm are a

significant improvement bevond the current baseline.

The institutional assessment 1ask will take place in three phases. Phase 1, which is reported
by this paper, involves early stakeholder involvement in developmen: of aliernative
technology evaluation criteria. Phase II will include actual application of those criteria to
aliernative technologies, and Phase III will apply the lessons learned to evaluate the

acceptability of deploving the VOC-Arid ID technologies at other DOE facilities nationwide.

[
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METHODOLOGY

Ficure 1 on the foliowing page iliustrates the methodology used in Phase 1 of the stakeholder
involvemen: process. As shown, a broac-based list of potential stakeholders was sent jetiers
inviting their participation. Potential stakeholders were identified from a list of over 300
individuals and groups that have shown an interest in Hanford cleanup. There was general
acceptance bv participants that "all the right people” had been identified, and that & good
cross section of interests was represented in the potential stakeholder list. All potential
stakeholders received an invitation to participate in this activity, and the approximately 40

elected for direct interaction represented the following categories:

o Regulatory agencies

¢ Federal, state and local governments
0 Native American Tribes

0 Interest groups

0 Business and labor groups

) Agriculture

0 Education

0 Industry

0 DOE site contractors

0 Hanford retirees

This group represented a knowledgeable set of stakeholders, well aware of the issues,
actvites, and goals of the Hanford cleanup. In many wavs, however, they 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 about what is imporiant 10 them if thev are 10 be

comfortable with seeing a given cleanup technology used in their "backvard.”



FIGURE 1. PHASEZ | STAKEZHOLDER INVOLVEMENT PROCEES
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AL IMPOTIUND OO N INE IMeTVIew Process. anc In the overall pudbho anc recujaton
consultauon approach. was a computerizec. mteracuive informenon svsiem about the VOC-
Arid 1D technologies. This svstem - the Prospective Technology Communication Svstem
(ProTech) -- was developed by Bauelle 1o describe the innovative environmental cleanup
technologies under consideration.  The svstem provides text and graphic background
informanon on the technologies being demonstrated at Hanforc. It also allows the user 10
select technologies and evaluation criteria and perform a comparison between those
technologies and with the established baseline technologies in use today. ProTech is &
protorype Svstem that will be used nationally to track the technologies being demonstrated

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

Interview discussions were open-ended, encouraging wide-ranging input on technology
evaluation criteria and values. Interviewers stressed that the iniormation gained is to be
used at DOE facilities nationwide. It empliasiccd the program’s commitment to providing
feedback to public and regulatory participants on how their input is used. It outlined the
technology evaluation process, indicating that their input was being sought at the very

earliest stage.

Once the inierviewee gave his or her suggestions of technology evaluation criteria that
should be considered, he or she was shown a preliminary list of criteria developed by
Bartelle 1o further the discussion. This list, which is shown in Figure 2, is based on U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency CERCLA cleanup criteria. Discussions with interviewees
resulted in input about changes 1o the preliminary list, additions of new criterie, and further
interpretation of the criteria presented. The overall result was a set of comments that
resulted 1n 2 more meaningful, detailed set of evaluation criterie. The preliminarv list was
found overall 10 be valid. The criteria were, however, augmenied with suggesied sub-criteria

and information needed to interpret and measure each criterion.

After the imnterviews were complete, interviewees were given an opportunity to review the
results of their interviews and provide additional information if desired. This rapic, detailed

feedback step was very well perceived, and imerviewee expressed appreciation for the



Figure 2. Preliminary List of Tecnnology Evaiuation Criteria
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personahized allenuon. Tng NSULUNONGT 48SESSMENT Ledm. 1IN COTILTt With lethmical Progra
stafi. then consolidated and used the input received 10 develor @ revised set of suggested

technology evaluation criteria and definitons for these criteric. These revised Criteria an

Q.

their definitions were intended for use at stakeholder workshops. Stakeholder perspectives
and input were invaluable in creating the revised set of draft technology evaluation criteria

that were used as the basis tor stakeholder workshops.

Based on the results of the stakeholder interviews, the team held "focus group” stvle
workshops that consolidated the information received about technology evaluation criteria.
The workshops discussed wavs to compare new technologies with the way cleanup is
currently conducted. They also provided opportunities to assign relative importance 1o the
criteria through an exercise of assigning differential weighting scores to each criterion

category and, within each category, 10 each criterion.

Participation in two stakeholder workshops held in October 1992 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 1o

incorporating public and regulatory acceptability into the Integrated Demonstration prograr.

Comments were received about all categories of evaluation criteria, and were used 10

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

Participants were asked 1o provide their perceptions of the relative importance of the
technology evaluation criteria by first distributing 100 points among the four criterion
categories. Participants were abie 10 accomplish this easilv. The numerical means for the
category rankings varied berween the two workshops, but the criterion categories were
similarly ordered. Of the four categories offerec, iechnology effectiveness was ranked as
most important, followed by safety and health, regulatory objectives, and socio-political

faciors.
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The WOIKSHOP PArlicipunts Were tnen also asked 1o gve tner perceplions ob tne rejatve
importance of the subcriterie within each criterion categon.  Tms was accomphished by
distribuung 100 points among the subcriteria for each category. Relauve importance trends
for the subcriteria. based on the exercise resulis, were jess clear. This Is atributed 1o the
fact that shight changes were made in the subcriteria berween workshops. and there were
some differences in the way that participants completed the subcrneria exercise. One of the
Phase 1I objectives will be 1o focus on design and implementation of & more analyvtically

robust approach to gauging stakeholders’ perceptions of relative importance.
FINDINGS OF THE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS

Several findings resulted from the public involvement efforts described above. They are

described below:
Improved Evaluation Criteria

A major finding of these earlv actvities was improved information for better decision
making. Workshop participants and interviewees recognized, however, the difficulty of
developing a set of measurable, precise criteria at this stage. It is recognized that the set
of criteria shown in Figure 3 include some that are relativelv easy 10 measure and define.
One such example is the relative energy demands made by a particular technology, which
should be definable fairly early in the process. Other criteria, however, mav be verv difficult
10 measure Or use as discriminators. For example, projecied accidental releases of materials
that affect public health and safery will have little data available. There are also numerous

linkages between and among the criteriz, and they may not be unique and independent.

A great dea] of useful input was received on the draft criteria. Thev are now judged 1o be
complete. incorporating all of the significant values and judgements made by the range of
public and regulatory participants. What remains 10 be done is to refine the list of criteria
so that it remains complete, whie it is designed such that each criterion is independent,

explicitly measurable, and can serve a formal decision analysis function.
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AT the sumy Ume. there i TTCOCRIUen Wt wl ¢ ine eiements discusseC gl mmroriant
consideranons n evaluaung alternative tecnnoiogies. With substanual agreement on the
evaluauon criteriz and process. the program in Phase I will work with stakeholders 1o appiy
those criteria to the actual technologies supported under the VOC-And ID. Where 1t may
not be possible 10 use every criterion per se. the values that underie the suggested criteria
will b. incorporated in the delinitions of the criteria and in the supporting documeniation.
It is probable that Phase II will result in a further refined version of the criteria based on

experience in applving them 10 the technologies.

Feedback gained from involving stakeholders in applving the draft criteria will be considered
by the Inmegrated Demonstration team. along with technical performance data, to modify
technical design and selection such that mcc’ﬁep]oyabihry is enhanced. The overall goal in
this process is to enhance the likelihood and decrease the time necessary for having a
technology deplovable in the future. Phase III. which i: cccurring in paraliel with Phase 1I,
will focus on mirroring the activities conducted in Phases I and II at other DOE facilities
throughout the country. Informartion jearnec about these other site stakeholders’ concerns
will be fed back 10 1echnojogy developers 1o further enhance technology deplovability aegyss
all sites.

DOE Public Involvement Commitment

In addition: 10 providing the program team with vaiuable inpui anc a source 0 conunuing
involvement. the Phase 1 acuwvities have iliustrated DOE's commitment to new wavs of
invoiving siakehoiders. Reactions have been very positive. One prominen: activist who
foliows Hanford cleanup ..ith keen interes: ang great skepticism asked that a direct message
be taken 10 DOE that this is the tvpz of gariv and substantive involvement that interest
groups mean when they demanc involvemen: in federal faciinv decision making. The
stakenolders wiio were invojveC are eager 10 conunue 10 parucipate. as jong as their

partcipaton is meaningfu! anc subsiantive.
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Ths program 1s demMONSiraing 1o lechnicai managers and decision-makers as well wno have
rvpically had iess than opumal relationships with "the public.” that there are effective wavs
of creaung diajogue and gaining input. The sharing of informatiorn. values. and preferences
creates increased understanding about the common goals and objectives of all Hanford

stakeholders. including those who work on facility cleanup as their hivelihood.

DOE's commitment 10 implement similar programs for integrated technology demonstrations
across the-country is expected to result in some of the same results, but new issues, values,
and stakeholder attitudes may arise. Integral to the program will be an ongoing evaluation
of how effective the stakeholder involvement activities are, and more importantly., how the

input received is used in making better cleanup technologv decisions.
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