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Executive Summary

The Council for Science and Technology (CST) commissioned Momenta to carry out research into how public dialogue has influenced policy development and decision-making in science and technology.  This research analyses dialogues conducted around two specific subject areas, both dealing with long-standing issues upon which stakeholders have strongly held views, namely:

· Genetically Modified Foods

· Radioactive Waste Management

The dialogue processes surrounding each issue were investigated, with the following analysed in detail though literature review and, where possible, one-to-one interviews with individuals with an expert knowledge of the dialogues:

Genetically Modified Foods

· National Consensus Conference on Plant Biotechnology

· GM Nation?

Radioactive Waste Management 

· UK CEED second national Consensus Conference

· BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue

· Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – CoRWM

Each dialogue was analysed in terms of context, processes used and it’s eventual outcomes. The key findings from this analysis are presented in Section 2. These findings draw on the evidence from the selected case studies and establish the common themes arising in the dialogue processes.  The detailed analyses of the dialogue case studies are in Sections 3 and 4.  Qualitative commentary from the one-to-one interviews is used throughout this document and is not specifically referenced unless it is presented as a direct quote. Transcripts from the one-to-one interviews are in Appendix 1.  

The key findings can be briefly summarised as follows: 

Context 

· Timing - A dialogue that is held too early or too late in the political agenda may go unheard. The UK CEED Consensus Conference is an example of a well timed dialogue, held to fill the public policy vacuum in the area of radioactive waste management fitting in between the publication of the House of Lords report on nuclear waste management and the Government’s response to said report. 

· Drivers - a clear and agreed understanding by all stakeholders of the different drivers behind a dialogue is crucial to ensuring an effective link into subsequent action.  The BNFL stakeholder dialogue provides a good example of this – a multistakeholder deliberative process that has developed into a constructive working relationship between BNFL and their stakeholders.

· Aims and objectives – Always allow time for planning and setting agreed objectives for the dialogue process.  In the majority of dialogues, clear and agreed objectives were set prior to embarking on the consultation or early on in the process, thereby establishing Such objectives established the quality and quantity of information required through the consultation and detailed whether or not the outcomes be used in policy-making, thereby managing expectations

Processes

· Resources - Provision up-front of adequate resources for the dialogue provides the best chance of achieving for all participants the desired outcomes.  Such resources include budget and the allocation of sufficient time.  The successful BNFL stakeholder dialogue illustrates this finding.  Funding for CoRWM has been set at £500K per year, far in excess of that provided for GM Nation.  The funding of GM Nation provided an illustration of how a lack of clarity over funding can lead to confusion in the process.

· Methods - The dialogue process adopted should be selected with care depending on the desired outcome. For example, at £100K the UK CEED Consensus Conference was relatively cheap, but hugely informative considering the requirement for the panel of 15 to become informed on radioactive waste management, and then to provide a factually correct report for submission to Government.  CORWM, on the other hand, is a national debate that intends to “uphold the public interest by taking full account of public and stakeholder views”.  As such, it requires a far more extensive, and expensive, methodology in order to be fit-for-purpose.

Outomes

· Impact on policy - if there is a desire for the dialogue to feed back into the policy process, this should be included as an explicit objective.   In the case of dialogues around GM food, neither the Consensus Conference on plant biotechnology or the GM Nation debate included feed-back into policy development among their aims and objectives.  Conversely, the UK CEED Consensus Conference was explicitly intended to feed into the policy-making process, and evidence to date shows that this outcome has been achieved, with many of the panels’ recommendations now “coming to fruition” (Jonathan Selwyn).

· Communication of outcomes - transparent and timely communication of dialogue outcomes to stakeholders is important when aiming to ensure acceptance and uptake of findings.    The outputs of the UK CEED Consensus Conference were communicated in a report available to all stakeholders in paper and electronic form and a considerable effort was put into PR and media activities.  Evidence to date from Government has shown an acceptance of the panels findings.

· Communication of outcomes – the form of effective communication of outcomes will depend on the type of dialogue concerned.  With a national debate, transparency and timeliness may be all that can be asked for, as was the case with GM Nation.  For smaller dialogues and to ensure future stakeholder participation if required, it is helpful to communicate findings back to the individual participants.  BNFL took such action and have remained in consultation with the majority of stakeholders.  
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1 Introduction

1.1 Aim 

To identify through investigation of previous examples how public dialogue has influenced policy development and decision making in science and technology.

1.2 Objectives

The objectives were as follows: 

· To conduct a detailed literature review of a number of public dialogues associated with two high profile issues clearly identifying the context within which they were held, the dialogue processes, their impact and the influence of the dialogue process.

· To conduct one-to-one interviews with key stakeholders involved in the dialogues or with an expert knowledge of individual dialogues, thereby gaining insight into: the rationale for conducting the dialogues; the processes adopted; the barriers encountered in implementation; the findings from the public dialogues; and whether these findings influenced the final policy outcome. 

· To present the findings from the literature review and one-to-one interviews as the key issues and lessons learned from the analysis of the dialogue process case studies.  

1.3 Methodology

The Council for Science and Technology specified two areas of dialogue activity for investigation, both of which dealt with long-standing issues upon which stakeholders have strongly held views: 

· Genetically Modified Food 

· Radioactive Waste Management  

The dialogue processes surrounding each issue were investigated, with the following analysed in detail through literature review and, where possible, one-to-one interviews:

Genetically Modified Food

· National Consensus Conference on Plant Biotechnology

· GM Nation

Radioactive Waste Management

· UKCEED Consensus Conference

· BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue

· Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – CoRWM 

1.3.1 Literature review 

Literature pertinent to each case study was reviewed to establish the mechanisms of the individual dialogue processes.  This established background information to develop research criteria for the interviews, thereby ensuring that the most value was gained through efficient use of interview time.

Review Process

1. Identification of the scope of available literature;

2. Recommendation to CST Science and Society Sub Group of key reports to take forward for detailed analysis;
3. Review of reports in agreement with the CST Science and Society Sub Group;
4. Documentation and collation of key information from each group of reports; and 

5. Execution of interviews with key stakeholders involved in developing the relevant policy.  Interviewees were selected in accordance with the CST Secretariat. 

1.3.2 Interview process

A list of potential interviewees were identified, individuals with expert knowledge of the named dialogue processes.  Interviewees were selected from this list to establish a spread of views. The interviewees included representatives of government, Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and independent experts with a thorough knowledge of the dialogues concerned. Seven interviews were carried out from the following list (bold types indicates those who were interviewed).

Genetically Modified Food

· Lucien Hudson (GM Nation steering board member)

· Professor Nick Pidgeon, University of East Anglia (Independent Evaluator of GM Nation)

· Tom Horlick-Jones (Project Team Leader for the evaluation of GM Nation and Senior Researcher, Cardiff University)

· Andy Sterling (Author of opening up or closing down)

· Sue Mayer, GeneWatch UK

· National Consumer Consumers Association

· Graham Brookes (speaker at Cornwall Debate and expert witness)
· Doug Parr – Greenpeace
· Richard Abel, secretary to the AEBC.
Radioactive Waste

· Claire Herdman of Defra, Radioactive Substances Division

· Jacquie Burgess, Jason Chilvers and John Murlis of the Environmental and Society Research Unit, University College London

· Professor Skea, Director of the Policy Studies Institute

· Richard Wilson. Involve and Environment Council

· Richard Harris, RJH Associates

· Steve Robinson, Chief Executive, The Environment Council

· Rhuari Bennett, Environment Council

· Andy Sterling

· Andrew Acland, Dialogue by Design Ltd

· Jonathan Selwyn UK CEED

· Doug Parr, Greenpeace. 
1.4 Report Presentation

The key findings from each of these dialogues are summarised in section 2.  This section draws on evidence from the selected case studies and establishes the common themes arising in the dialogue processes.

Detailed findings are presented in sections 3 and 4.  Each of these sections includes a summary of the dialogues associated with the individual issues, followed by a more detailed account of the selected dialogues.  The feedback from the one-to-one interviews and qualitative commentary from the literature reviews is presented as discussions of: 

· The context surrounding the dialogue process (i.e. the reasons for carrying out the dialogue, the objectives, timing);

· The methodology (i.e. methods, processes); and

· The impact and outcomes of the dialogues (i.e. did the dialogue have a discernable impact on policy? how the process was received/viewed by the public).

Qualitative commentary from the one-to-one interviews is used throughout the discussion sections, and is not specifically referenced.      

Key Findings 

Genetically Modified Foods and Radioactive Waste Management are long-standing issues about which a broad range of stakeholders have strongly entrenched views.  As such, the key findings presented herein are not necessarily widely applicable across public dialogue in general.   These findings are illustrated through aspects of five dialogue case studies, in particular from the qualitative commentary obtained in the one-to-one interviews with individuals involved throughout the dialogues or who had expert knowledge of the specific processes.     

These key findings are presented in terms of:

· Context 

· Processes 

· Outcomes

1.5 Context

1.5.1 Timing 

There is debate about the stage in the policy development process at which dialogue should take place, illustrated by the findings from these 5 case studies.  A dialogue that is held too early in the political agenda may go unheard. The first Consensus Conference on plant biotechnology provided an example of this, wherein the dialogue was held at a time when genetically modified food was of little interest to public or government.  Meanwhile, GM Nation was viewed as having taken place too late in the policy development process; farm-scale trials were already underway and the government had publicly demonstrated support for GM crops through funding programmes.      

The UKCEED Consensus Conference on radioactive waste management was agreed by those involved to have been well-timed.  The conference was instigated by UKCEED to fill the public policy vacuum in the area of radioactive waste management and was timed to fit in between the publication of the House of Lords report on nuclear waste management and the Government’s response to said report.   The impact of this ‘good’ timing is evident in the way in which many of the panels’ conclusions have now come to fruition, e.g. the development of CoRWM.  It is too to early to tell yet whether CoRWM itself was well-timed and if it will have any impact on policy development, however Defra’s input to date would suggest that they are committed to the process.  Indeed, the timing of CoRWM would seem to fit in well with the recommendations from ‘See-through Science’ (1), namely that engagement needs to happen before a period of technological lock in when organisations (public and private) are already committed to an irreversible technological trajectory.
1.5.2 Drivers for dialogue

These case studies highlight different aspects of why a clear and agreed understanding by all stakeholders of the different drivers behind a dialogue is crucial to ensuring an effective link into subsequent action.   

The BNFL stakeholder dialogue provides an example in which a clear and agreed understanding by the participants of the different drivers has led to effective action.  This was a multi-stakeholder deliberative process of sustained negotiation, managed by the Environment Council and conducted over several years.  Given the increasing conflict between BNFL and their stakeholders and the associated high levels of investment of both time and resources, both sides viewed the dialogue as an opportunity.  One intended output from the dialogue was the reduction of conflict between the stakeholders and BNFL.  By the end of the dialogue, stakeholders felt that BNFL had learnt the value of engaging with them and valued their input (2).  This process that had began 6-7 years previously as a meeting of adversaries locked in conflict, developed into a more constructive working relationship (2). 

Similarly, the first Consensus Conference on plant biotechnology was driven by one particularly strong motive, namely the Chief Executive of the BBSRC’s conviction that BBSRC had “a responsibility to communicate the new science in a way that is understandable to the public. Ultimately, it must be the public that makes decisions about biotechnology on the basis of its social, legal, economic and other repercussions for the future” (3).  Looked at against this driver, the first consensus conference was a success.  

GM Nation, on the other hand, provides an example of what can happen when there is a lack of clear agreement among stakeholders on the drivers towards dialogue.  All those interviewed about GM Nation agreed that the debate was initiated by AEBC asking the government for a public consultation process in their report ‘crops on trial’.  While Defra responded positively to this request and Margaret Beckett wrote that government wanted a ‘genuinely open and balanced debate on GM’ (Appendix 4), there was never any commitment from Defra to allow the debate to influence decision-making.  In addition, there was never a clearly defined single objective from the members of the steering board, each of whom had different drivers for embarking on the consultation.  

1.5.3 Aim and Objectives

Analysis of these five case studies highlights the importance of allowing time for planning and setting agreed objectives for the dialogue process.  In the majority of cases, clear and agreed objectives were set prior to embarking on the consultation or early on in the process. Such objectives established the quality and quantity of information required through the consultation and detailed whether or not the outcomes be used in policy-making, thereby managing expectations.   Through it’s ‘guiding principals’ CoRWM provides a good example of clear fit-for-purpose objectives.  The overall aim of CoRWM is to consult and recommend to government a long-term solution (or solutions) to the issue of radioactive waste management, which will protect people and the environment.  The recommendations to ministers are scheduled for July 2006.  The guiding principals of CoRWM are to: 

1. To be open and transparent. 

2. To uphold the public interest by taking full account of public and stakeholder views in our decision-making. 

3. To achieve fairness with respect to procedures, communities and future generations. 

4. To aim for a safe and sustainable environment both now and in the future. 

5. To ensure an efficient, cost-effective and conclusive process.

The aim and principals together are clear and concise and were set prior to the start of the consultative process.  Prior to CoRWM, the second Consensus Conference on radioactive waste management had among its objectives a steer towards contributing the views of informed citizens to the policy-making process for radioactive waste management.   Again focusing on radioactive waste management dialogue, BNFL’s stakeholder dialogue had a single shared aim that was developed early in the process by BNFL, the Environment Council and other key stakeholders, and was defined in the early meetings of the Main Group to present a clear shared and uncontroversial aim.  Though in conflict on many issues, the stakeholders shared a single aim for the process.  

This level of agreement is generally agreed to have been missing in the GM Nation process, for which there a lack of clarity of the scope of the process at the start. At times there was conflict between individual members of steering group and between the steering group and government as to what the process should achieve.  The level of conflict and political sensitivity of balancing goals and defining clear objectives led to considerable delays and multiple re-writes.  Ultimately the result was the development a set of objectives that were highly process oriented, non-specific with the disadvantage that progress could never be measured against them in any sensible manner (4), and not explicitly linked with future policy development.  The independent assessment of GM Nation identified this as one of the failures of the process (5).  It has been suggested that the rational evolution of objectives is advantageous as it leaves the programme open to influence, however the evidence from GM Nation is that it can also led to an unclear process with confused expectations. 

1.6 PROcesses

1.6.1 Resources

A clear message from the case studies analysed is that provision up-front of adequate resources for the dialogue provides the best chance of achieving for all participants the desired outcomes.  Such resources include budget and the allocation of sufficient time.  The successful BNFL stakeholder dialogue illustrates this finding.  BNFL made a high level of commitment to the process, both in terms of time and money.  These resources included remuneration for some of the smaller stakeholder organisations involved, serving to emphasise to the stakeholders the importance BNFL placed on their continued contribution to the dialogue.  The dialogue took place over 3-4 years however, and required considerable time input from all involved.  As such, some environmental groups did withdraw from the process as they felt they were not getting enough out of it (2).   
Of the publicly funded dialogues, funding for the second consensus conference was deemed to be “adequate”, although a slight shortfall meant that there was no 3rd party evaluation of the process and little funding to recompense much of the management time required.  Funding for CoRWM has been set at £500K per year, far in excess of that provided for GM Nation.  The funding of GM Nation provides a useful illustration of how a lack of clarity over funding can lead to confusion in the process.  Although eventually resourced to the tune of ~£600K (not including the independent evaluation and additional time for those involved), GM Nation was initially only funded to £250K.  Considerable negotiation was required to secure additional funds to £500K, resulting in increased tension between the steering board, the Central Office of Information (COI) and Defra (6).  The point was made that the variance in the initial and final budget lead to inefficiencies in the process design.  Had the final budget been available at the start of the process it would have been used more effectively and could have enabled the process to be planned around the budget (Doug Parr).  
1.6.2 Methods

Methods of stakeholder dialogue are rapidly developing.  Stakeholder dialogue comes largely from consensus building and is good at building social capital; focus groups come from market research and work to maximise user focus, and deliberative mapping stems from social research and is good at providing a depth of understanding. Our interviewee’s cautioned against throwing out the tried and tested methods, however others recommended tapping into the global knowledge and looking to experiences abroad to understand the capacity of the new techniques.  The key finding is that The dialogue process adopted should be selected with care depending on the desired outcome.  For example, one desired outcome from the UK CEED Consensus Conference was the contribution of the views of informed citizens to the policy making process for radioactive waste management.  The Consensus Conference methodology enabled the panel of 15 to become informed on radioactive waste management, and then to provide a factually correct report for submission to Government.  At £100K the process was relatively cheap, but hugely informative.  CORWM, on the other hand, is a national debate that intends to “uphold the public interest by taking full account of public and stakeholder views”.  As such, it requires a far more extensive, and expensive, methodology in order to be fit-for-purpose.

Irrespective of the dialogue process used, it is important that the way information will be processed must be considered and how information from various strands of research will be incorporated.  With GM Nation, there was a danger that the volumes of information would become unmanageable.  An important message from the interviewers was that it is critical to remain aware of the difficulty of scaling up any dialogue process.  

1.7 outcomes

1.7.1 Impact on policy

Analysis of these 5 case studies highlighted the fact that if there is a desire for the dialogue to feed back into the policy process, this should be included as an explicit objective.   In the case of dialogues around GM food, neither the Consensus Conference on plant biotechnology or the GM Nation debate included feed-back into policy development among their aims and objectives.  Indeed, when seen purely as an exercise in gathering information on the public’s views of GM foods, GM Nation was a success.  If analysed in terms of impacting policy, it is harder to determine how successful it was.  The debate took place at a difficult time for government, with concern over the health of the UK economy and the development of an anti-science attitude amongst the general public.  This was particularly a worry for the pharmaceutical industry, which was seen as key to the future British economy.  The findings of the Corr Willbourn discussion groups (7) found this to not be too great an issue, as the public did distinguish between GM for food and for medicine.  In addition to this the Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit report "Field Work: Weighing up the Costs and Benefits of GM crops” (8) suggested that GM crops would not be of prime importance to the British economy, and the farm scale trials indicated that only some crops could be grown with caution.  Taken together these findings combined to reduce the pressure government felt to promote acceptance of GM on a sceptical public.  This cumulative effect makes it difficult to measure the impact on policy development of GM Nation in isolation.
Conversely, the UK CEED Consensus Conference was explicitly intended to feed into the policy-making process, it’s first aim being “to contribute the views of informed citizens to the policy making process for radioactive waste management”.   The evidence to date shows that this outcome has been achieved, with many of the panels’ recommendations now “coming to fruition” (Jonathan Selwyn).  CoRWM includes among its’ guiding principals “to uphold the public interest by taking full account of public and stakeholder views in our decision making”.  A Defra sponsored initiative, CoRWM will make its recommendations to Ministers by July 2006.  As such it is yet to be seen whether an outcome of CoRWM will be influence on policy development.  

1.7.2 Communication of outcomes

The case studies under analysis illustrate the importance of transparent and timely communication of dialogue outcomes to stakeholders when aiming to ensure acceptance and uptake.  The report from the UK CEED Consensus Conference was presented on the 4th day of the conference with Government, industry and environmental groups then invited to respond to the report.   The outputs were also communicated in a report available to all stakeholders in paper and electronic form and a considerable effort was put into PR and media activities.  Government made use of the report in its white paper on radioactive waste management, even going so far as to reconvene the panel to consider the paper (the first time worldwide that a Consensus Conference panel has been reconvened).  The impact of the conference on the wider public is less clear, as consensus conferences do not aim to engage directly with the wider public.    

The BNFL stakeholder dialogue was communicated through a single document that clearly tabulated all the stakeholder recommendations and BNFLs responses.  Each task was allocated to a specific director who was required to present to stakeholders on BNFLs response.  This tied the company into acting on the recommendations.  BNFL did not seek media coverage, however there was a mixed media response with industry journalists tending to support the process while environmental journalists were sceptical that the process was simply delaying the inevitable.  

In addition effective communication of outcomes will depend on the type of dialogue concerned.  With a national debate, transparency and timeliness may be all that can be asked for.  The communication of GM Nation illustrates this point.  Outcomes from the debate were announced by Margaret Beckett, the steering board published the report which was also made available on the website.  These outcomes were communicated at a press conference and the media gave good coverage to the process.  The report of the outcomes did not necessarily change peoples attitudes to the government policy on GM food. However, such an outcome would have been very unlikely given the strongly polarised views of the subject.  There was some criticism of the lack any attempt to re-contact or send individual reports to those who had been involved in the debate.  However as a large scale national debate such a communication back to participants may not have been the most effective use of limited funds.  Provision of such feedback is more applicable to smaller dialogue processes e.g. Consensus Conferences.  For smaller dialogues and to ensure future participation if required, it is helpful to communicate findings back to the individual participants.  BNFL took such action and have remained in consultation with the majority of stakeholders.  

Genetically Modified Foods

1.8 Literature Review

The following literature was reviewed for this report:

· Crops on Trial a debate about the issue of possible commercialisation of GM crops in the UK, AEBC (2002).

· GM Nation? The findings of the public debate Minutes of Steering Board meetings: March 2003.

· Minutes of the 9th meeting of the PDSB, 20 February 2003 paragraph 25 (regarding FSA citizens jury).

· MORI report of the results of the Public Consultation on Biosciences, sent to Ministers to assist with ongoing development of policy related to the biosciences.

· Conduct of the GM Public Debate, 18th Report of Session 2002-03, House of Commons Report 20 November 2003.

· Conduct of the GM Public Debate, 5th Special Report, House of Commons 17 March 2004.

· The GM Dialogue: Government response (Defra, Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department, Welsh Assembly Government, Department of the Environment in Northern Ireland (March 2004))

· A Deliberative Future? An Independent Evaluation of the GM Nation? Public Debate about the Possible Commercialisation of Transgenic Crops in Britain, 2003 Independent evaluation of GM Nation (Nick Pidgeon).

· GM Nation? Engaging people in real debate? A Genewatch UK report on the conduct of the UK’s public debate on GM crops and food. (October 2003).

· Consumer views on GM food: The Food Standards Agency’s contribution to the public dialogue.

· See-through Science, why public engagement needs to move upstream. Demos. (2004).

1.9 Interviews

Interviews were carried out with the following individuals:

· Government -  Richard Abel, Secretary to the AEBC and the GM Nation. 

· Independent - Professor Nick Pidgeon, Independent Evaluator of GM Nation, UEA.

· NGO, actively engaged - Dr Doug Parr, Chief Scientist   Greenpeace.

Transcripts of each interview are in Appendix 1.

1.10 Dialogue Processes

Through the detailed literature review, the following dialogue processes and consultations were investigated:

· Consensus Conference on Plant Biotechnology (1994) - BBSRC and the Science Museum.

· DTI/OST Consultation on Biosciences (1999) - The consultation aimed to investigate the views of a representative cross section of the population.  It was carried out by MORI using a People’s Panel, a set of 5,000 people who were randomly selected and recruited.  The qualitative research involved six workshops to explore participants' initial levels of knowledge and provided them with information on the current state of the technology. The information gathered from these workshops was used to develop a survey used in the quantitative research. 

· AEBC established (2000) - In response to the evidence that there was public controversy over issues in genetics, biotechnology and food safety.

· AEBC published ‘crops on trial’ (2002) – This explored the implications of current farm-scale trials of GM crops.  The AEBC recommended that the decision to commercialise GM crops in the UK should be informed by widespread public debate (September 2001). The government asked for more information on the form of debate, AEBC submitted this in April 2002. 

· Public Debate, GM Nation?  The government asked the Chair of the AEBC to establish a steering board independent of government to develop the programme of public debate.  The government announced two other studies would be run in parallel, the Cabinet Office Strategy Unit reviewing the economic costs and benefits of GM in the UK, and a Scientific Review run by Defra’s Chief Scientist.

· Food Standards Agency Citizens jury (2003).

· Government response to GM nation (2004).

This report looks in detail at:

1. Consensus Conference on Plant Biotechnology

2. Public Debate, GM Nation?

1.11 Consensus Conference on Plant Biotechnology

1.11.1 The Process

This first consensus conference was co-ordinated by the Science Museum and funded by the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC).  The conference was held largely at the instigation of Tom Blundell, the Chief Executive of the BBSRC.  The conference was held in November 1994 and was modelled on the consensus conferences organised in Denmark by the Danish Board of Technology in the 1980s.
The aim of the conference was to allow lay people to question experts, assess the experts' responses, and then to reach a consensus verdict on scientific and policy aspects of plant biotechnology research.

The following methods were used.  The conference was co-ordinated by the Science Museum and incorporated lay perspectives within the assessment of new sciences and technologies – in this case plant biotechnology.  A steering committee was instituted to oversee the conference, chaired by Professor John Durant (The UK’s 1st Professor of Public Understanding of Science).  Other steering committee members included figures from industry, the media, academics, the consumers association, and the Director of the Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST).   Government policy makers had no direct involvement with the panel, thereby ensuring its’ independence.   

A group of 16 lay people chose the expert witnesses, questioned them, assessed their responses and reached a verdict/consensus about the subject.  The report on the conference and its’ conclusions were then reported at a high profile press conference. 

The lay panel gave the field of plant biotechnology its qualified support. The panel concluded that, "there is scope for people to intervene in controlled ways which have the potential to provide significant benefits, and at the same time to satisfy the requirements of those people who feel that matters are progressing too quickly with an implied lack of care" (3).  

The lay panel advocated: tightening up the regulations governing the release of genetically modified plants into the environment; establishing effective international controls over the commercial exploitation of plant varieties; and providing consumers with clear and comprehensible information about new biotechnological products (3).

1.11.2 Discussion

1.11.2.1 Context

The format of a consensus conference had initially achieved success in the 1980s in Denmark (9), where, as in the case of this first UK conference, the primary purpose had been to stimulate debate and to inform the public.  This first UK consensus conference was held largely at the instigation of Tom Blundell according to whom “we have a responsibility to communicate the new science in a way that is understandable to the public. Ultimately, it must be the public that makes decisions about biotechnology on the basis of its social, legal, economic and other repercussions for the future”.  

1.11.2.2 Outcomes 

While there was some initial scepticism concerning the conference, and experts required some persuasion to take part, the conference was generally held to have been successful (9), particularly with respect to the objectives of stimulating debate and informing the public.   The lay panel expressed a number of substantial reservations about the way in which plant biotechnology was being developed.  However, it was agreed that the consensus conference had little influence on policy, occurring as it did some time before genetically modified foods were of notable interest to the public or government.  There was little or no link back into research or to direct scientists or industry policy.  The results were not intended to feed into policy development and so were largely ignored. It should be noted, however, that the findings of the consensus conference were largely similar to those of GM Nation, advising caution in promoting GM crops.  

1.12 Public Debate: GM Nation?

1.12.1 The process

1.12.1.1 The background

The GM Nation public debate came about following a recommendation by the Agriculture and Environment Biotechnology Commission (AEBC) stressing the importance of the publics’ involvement in the decisions that needed to be taken regarding genetically modified food.  The political context surrounding the debate was as follows:

· Establishment of the Agriculture and Environment Biotechnology Commission (AEBC).

· Recommendation of the 2001 AEBC report ‘Crops on Trial’ (10). The Commission stressed the importance of encouraging a broader national debate.  The report stated: "It will be crucial for the public to be involved in the important decisions which need to be taken. We have to find a way to foster informed public discussion of the development and application of new technologies." 

· Government acceptance of AEBC's advice. Announcing the debate, the Environment Secretary Margaret Beckett said: "The Government wants a genuinely open and balanced discussion on GM. There is clearly a wide range of views on this issue and we want to ensure all voices are heard" (11).

· End of de facto moratorium on GM crop cultivation.
· Sustained protests by environmental activists.

· 2000 House of Lords report on Science and Society advocating greater engagement.
· BSE and post Phillips report (2000) recommend change in governance of risk.
· 2002 Cabinet Office report on new thoughts on risk governance and public trust.
The legal context included the introduction of the Precautionary Principal in EU regulations; international tensions over the regulation of genetically modified foods; and the UK government having threatened legal action the EU through the World Trade Organisation on the basis of it’s allegedly anti-free market position on GM produce.  The EU membership Directive EC/2001/18, stated that nation states can only reject FM crops on the basis of scientific evidence of adverse health or environmental impacts, irrespective of public preferences.

1.12.1.2 Aims & Objectives

In agreeing to the recommendation from AEBC for a debate, Margaret Beckett stated a commitment to genuine, balanced discussion and also to listen to what people said (11).  The published aims were as follows:

· To promote an innovative, effective and deliberative programme of debate on GM issues framed by the public, against the background of the possible commercial production of GM crops in the UK and the options for possibly proceeding with this.  Through the debate, provide meaningful information to Government about the nature and spectrum of the public’s views, particularly at grass roots level to inform decision-making (12).  

The objectives for the GM Nation debate were set by the steering board, the majority of members of which were selected from the AEBC and represented a wide range of views on GM foods.  The objectives were as follows (12):

1. To allow the public to frame the issues for debate so that the programme of debate focuses on what the public sees as the relevant issues;

2. To focus on getting people at grass roots level whose voice has not yet been heard to participate in the programme;

3. To create new and effective opportunities for deliberative debate about the issues;

4. To enable (through dialogue with experts and other activities) access to the evidence and other balanced and substantiated information the public may want and need to debate issues;

5. Create widespread awareness among the UK population of the programme of debate, even if people do not wish to participate directly in events; and give widespread opportunities to register views;

6. Provide occasions within the programme of debate for interactions between members of the public to debate, and mutual learning between the public and experts;

7. To seek to complement and inform the economic and science strands and in turn as appropriate to utilise their outputs;

8. Calibrate the views of organisations who have already made their views known by contrasting their views with other participants in the debate; and

9. To provide intelligent quantitative information about public views emerging from the debate in a report to Government.

The steering board believed that the debate’s success would be best measured against four main indicators:

· The extent of public awareness of the programme, the science and related issues – measured through media coverage, website hits and direct communications;

· The views of participants in the debate about what they felt should be the criteria for success- both of particular events and of the programme as a whole;

· The views of informed commentators – the extent to which they felt the event had been credible and innovative, balanced and had moved the debate beyond the polarisation that had characterised much of the discussion of GM crops;

· The extent to which the report from the debate could reasonably be said to have had an impact on Government.

1.12.1.3 Methods

Six months were allocated for the entire process, with another 2 months put aside for analysis and the completion of the report.  The majority of the steering board was selected from the AEBC, a group constructed to encompass stakeholders with divergent views.  In addition, the board that represented engaged stakeholder interests also became involved in strategic decisions as an ad-hoc ‘Technical Advisory Group’. 

The dialogue process was carried out through the following methods:

· Desk research: The Central Office of Information (COI) Communications' and an independent social researcher, John Kelly, undertook desk research to identify strategic considerations for designing the debate and on public views on GM.  

· Closed Foundation Discussion Workshops: Working with COI, the Steering Board appointed Corr Willbourn Research and Development to run a series of Nine Foundation discussion workshops involving a representative cross-section of the lay public.  These sought to identify how lay publics conceptualise GM Issues, so the debate could address the issues and to instruct the design of stimulus material (a video, ED, pamphlet and web site).

· Public meetings.  There were 3 tiers of public meetings as follows:

· Six tier 1 meetings (3 in England, one each in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland) Large and high profile meetings, professionally facilitated, participants were invited to take part in small round-table deliberations. These were not designed to come to a decision.

· Forty tier 2 meetings, typically hosted by a local authority.

· Six hundred+ tier 3 small local events usually staged by a local organisation.

· A series of 10 reconvened focus groups (narrow but deep meetings) involving a representative cross-section of the lay public to encourage learning and discussion, exposing people to opinions and information.  These meetings served as a ‘control’ on the public meetings, which were of self-selecting audiences.  These groups met twice with a two-week gap in which time the participants were invited to explore the GM issues individually and to keep diaries of their discoveries.

· An open invitation throughout the events for individuals to input views by email or post. 

· A questionnaire designed to give feedback on the ‘Tier’ meetings.

There was a lack of clarity about how the steering board analysed all the information at their disposal to draw out conclusions. The data collection was not systematic and it was difficult to achieve a high translation quality within the design of this process.  In addition the analysis of information was not sufficiently sensitive to the nuances of interpretation of the various data sets.

The COI estimated that the GM Nation process would cost £250K, therefore this is the budget the government allocated. This was widely viewed as insufficient, however considerable negotiations were needed to secure additional funding for the process leading to tensions between the COI, the steering board and the Government sponsors.  The budget was increased to £500K (13), however the likely overall cost including the additional time given by the management, steering board and councillors and including the cost of evaluation is more likely to be over £1 million (Appendix 3).

The output from GM Nation was a report summarising the findings from the debate (14).  Seven key messages were listed in this report:

· People are generally uneasy about GM – this unease covered both issues directly related to the technology and the broader range of social and political issues.

· The more people engage in GM issues, the harder their attitudes and more intense their concerns – in particular, the more people discover about GM the more convinced they are that no one knows enough about the long-term effects of GM on human health.

· There is little support for early commercialisation –over half the active participants never want to see GM crops grown in the UK.

· There is widespread mistrust of government and multi-national companies – this included the suspicion that government had already taken a decision about GM and that the debate was camouflage and its results would be ignored.

· There is a broad desire to know more and for further research to be done – all parts of the debate wanted a corpus of agreed “facts” accepted by all organisations and interests.

· Developing countries have special interests – people were particularly sceptical about the will of multinational companies to deliver the benefits of GM.

· The debate was welcome and valued – although there was widespread suspicion that the debate’s results would be ignored by government.  

1.12.2 Discussion

1.12.2.1 Context

The main publicly stated driver for the process was the need to respond to the recommendation from the AEBC that stressed the importance of the publics’ involvement in the decisions that needed to be taken regarding genetically modified food.  It has been suggested that there was a strong feeling within the AEBC that if this request was ignored there was little worth in continuing with their work.  Both Richard Abel and Nick Pidgeon stated in one-to-one interviews that there was never a single objective for all the various levels of government or even agreed among the steering board members.  In addition, Defra did not make clear at the outset its own commitment to respecting the dialogue process and to responding to the outcomes; nor did it outline how it intended to use the outcomes in its own decision/policy making (Appendix 3).  
There was a lack of clarity within the objectives for GM Nation with no clearly stated set of goals for integrating the outputs of the dialogue into policy.  Any statement of objectives was seen to be highly contentious, both due to the delicate legal situation constraining the government’s flexibility to respond to public opinion but also the difficulty in meeting the diverse expectations of the steering group.  The result was a set of objectives that were highly process oriented and not obviously linked with future policy development.  The objectives were published very late in the process, and after many re-writes. It has been suggested that the rational evolution of objectives is advantageous as it leaves the programme open to influence, however it also led to an unclear process with confused expectations.  It was felt that most of the aims and objectives set by the steering board were conceptually unclear, and were not measurable in any sensible manner (5).  

The majority of interviewee’s felt that GM Nation was a genuine attempt to gather information on the publics’ views which could then be used to inform political thinking.  The steering board has since stated that there was a critical unresolved tension throughout about the relation of Government policy and decision-making to the outcome of the debate, with knock-on effects on the timetable (Appendix 3).   In its own review of the process the GM Nation Steering Board stated that this pointed to two key strategic issues: 

· The sponsor must always be clear about why they wish to run a dialogue process in the first place, and to recognise that there will be internal and external consequences of running such processes. 

· The sponsoring body must make clear at the outset its commitment to respect the process, respond to the outcome and make clear how it intends to use it in its own decision/policy making (Appendix 3). 

The timing for the debate was very ambitious and was squeezed by the desire to be completed by the time the farm-scale trial results were announced and to co-ordinate the findings with the other strands of research, both economic and scientific.  By the time of the dialogue there was little flexibility in the policy development and it was too late in the commercialisation process for the findings to make a fundamental impact. The government had already agreed to the farm-scale trials, fuelling the view from anti-GM groups that the exercise was purely a public relations exercise.  Doug Parr of Greenpeace stated that “if the government were truly open to significantly alter the direction of things as a result of the debate, Greenpeace would expect the government to have frozen other activities and not approve further GM till the results were known”.  Timing of such a debate is difficult, however, as if framed too early there is no interest in participating but if framed too late, there is too much heat in the issue, people have fixed opinions and there is little political flexibility.  

The suggestion has been made that improved timing could have been:

1. Prior to the decision to conduct farm-scale trials – however it is suggested that it would have been difficult to conduct this earlier as there was such a scale of opposition to GM.

2. Following announcement of the farm-scale trials when there would have been more evidence on which to base decisions.  

1.12.2.2 Methods

The difficulties in the timescale for the debate were amplified by delays in the final government response to the AEBC’s advice and in their responses to steering board requests, particularly regarding funding (Appendix 3).   The delay in beginning the debate also resulted in the appointment of COI to run the debate through their established procurement routes, rather than employing individuals with specific expertise in deliberative dialogue.  Combined with the lack of expertise in deliberative public engagement on the steering board, this resulted in an underestimation of the complexity of the process and led to considerable difficulties later on.

The involvement of members of the Steering Group in the day-to-day implementation of policy has been described as unsatisfactory as it stopped the executive from being fully independent (5).  In addition the majority of the steering board was selected from the AEBC, a group constructed to encompass stakeholders with divergent views, and this is likely to have further added to the complications of organising the dialogue process (11).  The steering board recognised that the appointment of a single dedicated programme manager with executive power over the delivery of the debate would have provided them with a single point of contact for reporting and feedback and would have open communication.  The lack of such a programme manager on GM Nation resulted in mistrust and doubt between the steering board and the COI.   

Some aspects of the process were agreed to be positive, in particular the ad-hoc nature of the design of GM Nation allowed for a creative process, although it also led to an inconsistent quality of events and reporting.  In addition the majority of participants found the debate to be both meaningful and enjoyable.  

The weaknesses of the debate were perceived to be as follows:

· There was a huge quantity of variable data, which made it difficult to transcribe it into the final report with much information ‘lost in translation’.

· There was no systematic check of how representative the respondents were.

· The material available to individuals was inadequate, the participants in the narrow but deep meetings were encouraged to find their own material in an unstructured fashion, however much of what was available on web sites etc was published by anti GM Sources.

· The narrow but deep meetings were not very deliberative.
· Many Tier 2 and 3 meetings were not organised until a week or two before the debate, and the flurry of activity promoting these was largely due to the efforts of local pressure groups.  These debates were poorly advertised and the COI had little information of what was taking place.  The best source of information was the GeneWatch web site (15).

· The events tended to follow a traditional public meeting format rather than being deliberative in nature. Literature on deliberative processes advocates 2-way communication between debate sponsors and the public, however this was not a central consideration in the design of GM Nation.

· There was criticism that the design was badly flawed (by the media in general) and failed to generate information on views of GM by means of a representative sample. The debate is described as elegant on paper, but not so workable in practice (11).

· There was no mention of how participants could access the findings from the debate or of any other form of feedback mechanism, leading to uncertainty of Tier 1 and 2 participants as to how the information would be used and if they would receive feedback or the purpose of the debate.

· The final report was viewed as being over-hasty and under-resourced, and featured a methodologically worrying analysis of the debate’s findings (5).  In particular there was a lack of clarity about how the steering board analysed all the information at their disposal to draw out conclusions. The data collection was not systematic and it was difficult to achieve a high translation quality within the design of this process and the analysis of information was not sufficiently sensitive to the nuances of interpretation of the various data sets.
Participants in the narrow but deep meetings were not convinced that the events were held early enough to be influential on the issue of debate. MORI questionnaire respondents echoed this view with 79.5% of respondents strongly agreeing that “the event had taken place too late to allow the participants to influence government policy on GM” (16).  Participants indicated in questionnaires that they were sceptical that the feedback from the events would be taken seriously by government. However, 84.2% of participants indicated that they would be willing to take part in such events again.  

Participants at Tier 1 events generally felt there was some hidden agenda, however this was not reflected in Tier 2, where the events were better run and more representative.  The participants in tier 2 events did not think their feedback would be taken seriously by the government or that action would be taken on the views expressed, so would not prove influential on the future of GM foods and crops in the UK.  Although there was a widespread suspicion that government would ignore the debate’s results, people in all parts of the debate were glad that it had happened (12).
Throughout the debate the steering group “felt starved of resources”- Richard Abel.  The difficulties encountered increasing the funds from the original £250K to £500K resulted in constant stress between the COI, the steering group and the government sponsors.   Although more realistic, this final budget was viewed as being small for a project of this size and cheap in comparison with other government communications.  Nick Pidgeon stated that “the process could have been better designed around a higher budget” and that extra funds would have allowed budgets for providing inducements for people to attend.  Richard Abel commented that “the final budget was not sufficient to cover publicity”.  His view was that with greater budget the “local networks could have been a much greater force in terms of participation and impact”.  The budget of £500K does not include costs for the evaluation and the additional time required for those involved in the debate.  Doug Parr also made the point that while the final budget was sufficient, the variance in the initial and final budget led to inefficiencies in the process design.  Had the final budget been available at the start of the process it would have been used more effectively and could have enabled the process to be planned around the budget.  

1.12.2.3 Outcomes

Impact on policy

GM Nation was successful and achieved its’ stated objectives.  “Many the core recommendations from the final report are grounded in qualitative and quantitative evidence and can be confirmed by other research (e.g. the 2003 MORI poll)” – Nick Pidgeon.  Richard Abel also stated that the debate achieved its goal, but “not without considerable difficulty and antagonism”.  The evaluators of the debate felt that it had been a genuine exercise to gather information on the public’s views (5).   The media were relied upon to relate to the general public the outcomes of the debate.  Richard Abel stated that they had related the outcomes adequately and that the media gave the debate good coverage.  

There were no publicly stated plans for integrating the outputs of GM Nation into policy.  Also, there was concern amongst steering board that the outcomes of the debate would not be put into practice in policy against the impact of the EU Directive, with Defra press releases giving fuel to this concern (17).  This was reflected in the view of interviewees, who felt that the debate had a greater impact on politics than policy.   Prior to the debate the Government had appeared to fully support GM yet the output of the debate showed the limited support for this among the stakeholders involved in the debate.  

Prior to the debate there were divergent views in the UK government and devolved administrations about whether the debate should go ahead and very different views of what a debate would involve.  It is hard to define a general view of government, but it seemed that the view was that consultation was valuable but not vital.   It is not certain that this has changed, and there will still be sceptics but there does now appear to be more of an acceptance in government that public consultation is beneficial to policy makers.  How much of this shift can be attributed to GM Nation is debatable.  The debate took place at a very difficult time for government, there was concern over the health of the UK economy and the development of an anti-science attitude amongst the general public.  This was particularly a worry for the pharmaceutical industry, which was seen as key to the future British economy.  The findings of the Corr Willbourn discussion groups (7) found this to not be too great an issue, the public did distinguish between GM for food and for medicine.  In addition to this the Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit report "Field Work: Weighing up the Costs and Benefits of GM crops” (8) suggested that GM crops would not be of prime importance to the British economy, and the farm scale trials indicated that only some crops could be grown with caution.  These findings combined to reduce the pressure government felt to promote acceptance of GM on a sceptical public.  As such, the results of GM Nation were in line with other evidence streams and the call to take a slow and cautious approach to GM Nation was easier for the government to accept.  This cumulative effect makes it difficult to measure the impact of GM Nation in isolation.
Impact on participants and public

People expressed their appreciation for the opportunity not only to express their own views, but to hear those of other people, including experts, to ask questions and acquire new information, and to take part in stimulating discussions. The debate generated a great deal of voluntary activity, which deepened and multiplied as it got under way. The number of local meetings increased with each week of the debate, involving thousands of people across the country by the end of the process and an estimated total of over 600 meetings. People were inspired not only to organise meetings and debates of their own but to take other personal steps to get engaged in GM issues - first-hand research, getting in touch with their council or their MP, writing a letter or e-mail. In spite of their suspicions of government, people expressed a real hope that their efforts in the debate would influence future policy (12). 

An independent review of the debate (5) concluded that the general public endorsed the process, however it did not consider that such public engagement alone would improve trust in government without stiff conditions on how the outcomes are used. Many people assumed the government had already made up its mind so the debate was nothing but a PR exercise.  The independent review recommended therefore that the precise nature of what the public engagement is for should be clarified, as should the terms of reference for public involvement.

One finding from GM nation was that government was widely distrusted as reliable sources of information on GM issues.  The MORI GM Food Survey 2003 showed 4/5 of people surveyed thought organisations separate to government were needed to regulate GM food, this was an increase on the previous survey, however, this should be considered in the broader context of events affecting public trust such as the Iraq War.  

Engaged stakeholders e.g. the Agriculture Biotechnology Commission, Genewatch and Five year freeze broadly agreed with the idea of a public debate, but were concerned with the process and wider context.  Concerns focused on the lack of time for deliberation, poor advertising, lack of allocated resources and there were many criticisms of the quality of stimulus material (5).   These views were expressed in their evidence submitted to the House of Commons Select Committee Inquiry. There were concerns that the organisation of the debate had allowed the environmental NGOs to dominate many of the public meetings.  Indeed the GM independent evaluation noted a failure to engage with the broad mass of hitherto disengaged members of the lay public. 

Radioactive Waste Management

1.13 Literature review

The following literature was reviewed for this report:

· Report on the 1999 UK CEED Consensus conference on Radioactive Waste Management. The report includes the full version of the Citizens’ Panel report, presentations from the expert witnesses and the responses to the report from the minister and other key figures.

· BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue – Evidence report on the influence, productivity and impact of the dialogue - Environment Council (2002) – A report of the BNFL National Stakeholder dialogue waste-working group. 

· Managing Radioactive Waste Safely consultation document, 2001.

· The report on the reconvening of Consensus Conference to Consider Defra’s Consultation Paper.  In 2002, Defra asked UK CEED to reconvene the panel in their capacity as informed members of the public to consider the consultation paper: Managing Radioactive Waste Safely, which was issued by Defra and the Environment Departments of the Devolved Administrations. This report contains the unabridged response of the panel. 

· Managing Radioactive Waste Safely - Participatory Methods Workshop Report, finalised following comments from Defra, participants and the independent assessor, Professor Skea, (Director of the Policy Studies Institute, London).

· Managing Radioactive Waste Safely - A paper drawing on the knowledge of the UCL Environment and Society Research Unit and the outcomes of the Participatory Methods Workshop in Manchester (March 2003) proposing a programme option for CoRWM for Managing the Radioactive Waste Safely policy review.

1.14 Interviews

Interviews were carried out with the following individuals:

· Government - Jacquie Burgess, Environmental and Society Research Unit, UCL (formerly working for Defra to design the process).

· Independent - Jim Skea, Director of the Policy Studies Institute, London.

· NGOs, actively engaged - Rhuari Bennett, Environment Council, Jonathan Selwyn, UKCEED.

Transcripts of each interview are in Appendix 2.

1.15 Dialogue processes

Through the detailed literature review, the following dialogue processes and consultations were investigated:

· House of Lords report on nuclear waste management (early 1999) - This report suggested that future policy in this area should be the subject of wide-raging consultation.

· UKCEED Consensus conference on Radioactive Waste management (mid 1999) - The independent charity UK Centre for Economic and Environmental Development convened this second consensus conference bringing together 15 people a cross section of the UK population to discuss and deliberate on radioactive waste management.

· Government response to House of Lords report (late 1999).

· Consultation paper ‘Managing Radioactive Waste Safely’ (2001) - Published by Defra setting out a new approach to policy-making on radioactive waste management using a high level of public dialogue.

· 2002 Consensus Conference reconvened. To support the consultation Defra and the Scottish Executive reconvened the citizen’s panel from the 1999 Consensus Conference. 

· BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue – An ongoing long-term project facilitated for BNFL by the Environment Council.

· The development of CoRWM announced in July 2002 - an independent body of technical experts with a broad perspective on environment, health and social issues.

· Manchester workshop to scope a public and stakeholder engagement programme on radioactive waste - March 2003 - Defra sponsored this workshop to scope a public and stakeholder engagement programme on radioactive waste.  Defra commissioned the Environment and Society Research Unit, (Department of Geography), of University College London to design, facilitate and report on this workshop. The workshop's aim was to consider how public and stakeholder engagement can best support the "Managing Radioactive Waste Safety" policy options assessment stage, and provide advice to the new Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM).

· Establishment of CoRWM (2003). 

This report looks in detail at:

1. The UKCEED Consensus conference on Radioactive Waste management.

2. BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue 
3. The development of CoRWM.
1.16 UK CEED Consensus Conference

1.16.1 The Process

1.16.1.1 The background

The government had committed substantial funds into developing the potential for the Rock Characterisation Facility (RCF) beneath Sellafield.  However, in 1997 the planning inspectorate rejected these plans and another option was needed for radioactive waste management.  This second Consensus Conference was instigated by UK CEED to fill the public policy vacuum in the area of radioactive waste management. The conference was timed to fit in between the publication of the House of Lords report on nuclear waste management and the Government’s response to that report and was in part financially supported by OST with policy support from DETR.  As such, the conference came at a time when policy could be greatly influenced by the outcomes of the process.  

1.16.1.2 Aims and Objectives

The aims of the conference were as follows:

1. To contribute the views of informed citizens to the policy-making process for radioactive waste management; 

2. To gain an appreciation of the way in which the issues are framed and prioritised by the public; 

3. To identify key issues of concern as seen by the public and to recommend a process by which they might be examined and resolved; 

4. To expand the availability of reliable and high quality information to the public; and

5. To stimulate wider and better informed public debate on the issue. 

The government was committed to the plan of utilising the consensus conference model of public engagement to gain more information and in insight into public opinions on nuclear waste management.  

1.16.1.3 Methods

All consensus conferences follow the same methodology, designed to promote constructive links between government, industry, NGOs, academia and the public. The entire process cost £100K. The integrity of the process was guaranteed through a set of rules established at the outset and made clear to all those involved (18).  The individual tasks were as follows:

· Establishment of an advisory panel, in this case including representatives from Demos, UK CEED, Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (POST), and academia.

· Selection of expert witnesses – to be finalised by the citizens panel.

· Recruiting of the citizens’ panel – in this case 16 people were selected (1 failed to attend the 1st preparatory meeting, therefore 15 people served on the panel) to reflect a variety of social-demographic criteria and as wide a range of views as possible.

· Citizens’ panel preparation – 2 preparatory weekends that took place before the actual conference and which allowed the panel to become familiar with each other and with the various technical and ethical issues.

· The Conference itself, which ran from 21-24 May 1999 at Westminster Central Hall.  At the Conference, the Panel cross-examined their chosen experts from industry, government and environmental groups and then wrote a report on their findings.  The panel was not forced to reach a consensus, but rather was encouraged to explore the extent to which they were able to agree.  In order to ensure that the Panel Report was factually correct, all the witnesses who took part in the Conference were invited to check the Panel report. The report was written on the 3rd day of the conference and was presented to the Conference on the 4th day at which point they answered questions from the audience and media. Key figures from the Government, industry and environmental groups were invited to respond to the report.  

The overall conclusions (18) from the panel were as follows: 

· Radioactive waste must be removed from the surface and stored underground, but must be monitorable and retrievable.  Cost cannot be an issue.  We must leave options open for future solutions. 

· We recommend the appointment of a neutral body by the Government to deal with waste management, including the selection of a national storage site. The criteria for site selection should be open and publicised. 

· All institutions handling radioactive waste should conform to the same high standards, which should include random scrutiny. 

· Research and development must be continued on a much larger scale and international co-operation should be encouraged. 

· We see no problem with privatisation within the nuclear industry if done properly with adequate safeguards. 

· At present there is a lack of trust and understanding and public awareness must be raised. The public needs to be fully informed of the problems and solutions available. Decision-making must be open and transparent. Radioactive waste issues should be made part of the Government's education strategy. 

· We are not fundamentally opposed to nuclear power, but it should not be expanded until a way is found to deal adequately with the waste problem. 

· A new and internationally accepted method of waste classification is needed that clearly and openly communicates information about nuclear waste to the public as well as industry. Existing international reprocessing contracts should be honoured but no new ones should be taken up. 

· Finally, while the industry has in the past had a well-deserved reputation for secrecy, we have in the course of the conference noted a welcome shift in culture and a new feeling of openness in dealing with these difficult issues. 

1.16.2 Discussion

1.16.2.1 Context 

This second Consensus Conference was instigated by UK CEED to fill the public policy vacuum in the area of radioactive waste management and was well timed in that it was held after the planning inspectorate had rejected plans for an RCF programme (1997) and another management option was clearly needed.  In addition, the conference fit in between the publication of the House of Lords report on nuclear waste management and the Government’s response to that report and was in part financially supported by OST with policy support from DETR.  Jonathan Selwyn stated that the “ambition was that the results from the UK CEED Consensus Conference would feed into the development of a new policy approach to radioactive waste management”.  However, there was some feeling that “although some in members of the government genuinely wanted to understand public opinion to help inform policy, some just wanted to be seen to consult but didn’t really believe in the process”.   

1.16.2.2 Methods

The consensus conference process is well established, indeed the Danish Government run consensus conferences as a standard and integrated part of policy development.  This UKCEED conference was the second time the approach had been used in the UK, the first being the Consensus Conference on plant biotechnology (Section 3.4).  The conference provided government and industry with an insight into how members of the public viewed the issue of radioactive waste management and what issues they saw as needing to be addressed.  Although the process impacts a far smaller number of the public than do consultations such as GM Nation, a consensus conference is both robust and open.  Moreover by avoiding the need for steering through a facilitator the process empowers the panel to take control from early stage.  

The conference budget was £100K although Jonathan Selwyn believes that £120-130K would have been more realistic.  As a semi-new approach for the UK, this budget was based on a best estimate. It did not allow for a third party evaluation of the process or for recompense of management time, both of which could be viewed as weaknesses of the conference.  

1.16.2.3 Outcomes

Jonathan Selwyn felt that the government gained information and was clearly influenced by the recommendations of the Consensus conference panel, both in the development of policy and management of relations with the public.  The majority of the panels’ conclusions have now come to fruition, e.g. the development of CoRWM (one of the panel’s members now sits on CoRWM), and a willingness to more openly discuss results.  Indeed Michael Meacher has often referred to and quoted from the conclusions of the panel.  Finally, the conclusions of the panel were discussed in the House of Lords report and in the White Paper. 
There was no common response to the conference from members of the panel.  However, panel participants felt that it was their “civic duty” to take part in the conference in a professional manner, and they remained committed to the process.  They were generally impressed by the information, the complexity of the process and the calibre of the witnesses and most have remained engaged in the policy process since.  They were frustrated by the expectations of the white paper and the associated delays and were later reconvened by the Minister to consider the paper.  This was the first time that a consensus conference has been reconvened (19), demonstrating the policy-makers commitment to the findings of the conference. 
The impact of the Consensus Conference on the wider public is harder to ascertain.  A consensus conference does not engage directly with the wider public.  As such, in itself it can have little influence on public acceptance of any particular policy development.  Jonathan Selwyn’s view was that the most critical issue was how the policy makers articulated to the wider public the policy development process.  In this case, the findings from the conference were released in a report available to all stakeholders.  Considerable effort was put into PR activities with good media presence throughout the 4-day conference.  However, the media did not give the conference the widespread coverage that had been anticipated, in part due to other news stories.  In a subsequent House of Lords enquiry, the New Scientist stated that this was because the “process was not controversial enough to make a good story, the outcomes were too pragmatic and sensible”.   

1.17 BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue

1.17.1 The Process

1.17.1.1 The background 

The BNFL Stakeholder Dialogue was a multi-stakeholder deliberative process of sustained negotiation, managed by independent facilitators -the Environment Council, and conducted over several years.  The process was open to national organisations, regional groups, expert and specialist concerns and local authorities, and did not engage with the general public.  The intention was that the dialogues would reduce conflict between stakeholders and BNFL and aid in the attempt to work together in developing solutions for radioactive waste.  The initiation of consultation was a business decision driven by financial issues and the need to manage the reputation of BNFL.  Prior to the consultation BNFL spent a considerable amount of money and time dealing with conflict and managing public relations.  The consultation process was seen an alternative approach that could improve the management of these issues, develop a more productive relationship with stakeholders.

1.17.1.2 Aims and Objectives

The BNFL National Stakeholder Dialogue involved a wide range of organisations and individuals interested in or concerned about nuclear issues. Its stated aim was: 

· "To inform BNFL's decision-making process about the improvement of their environmental performance in the context of their overall development (2)".

The aim was developed by BNFL, the Environment Council and other key stakeholders at the scooping stage, and was defined in the early meetings of the main group to present a clear shared and uncontroversial aim.

1.17.1.3 Methods
The process initiated with a workshop in 1998 with over 100 stakeholders in attendance. The process commenced as a form of conflict resolution, therefore it was decided to purely focus on working with engaged stakeholders at that stage.  A key output of this workshop was the willingness of those present to commit to ongoing dialogue.  Stakeholders were given a thorough induction into the process. The processes began with face-to-face meetings, mediated and one-on-one and as the mutual understanding developed the meetings were eventually expanded to include up to 80-90 individuals.   These meetings were intensive and could stretch from one hour to two days.  The process was deliberative and designed for collaborative negotiation and structured decision making to enable the output of the process to be the delivery of recommendations to the problem holder (BNFL).  A clear structure was developed defining the process managers, problem holders and stakeholders. Working groups were formed to explore and make recommendations on particular issues, reporting back to the main group.  Joint fact-finding was successfully trailed in this work, a cross-representational group of stakeholders jointly wrote a brief and recruited a consultant, this consultant’s work was monitored and results provided to the stakeholder group.  This process-engendered trust in results gained through a transparent and trusty process.
The process was time intensive for participants, taking 10-15% of work time; this was hard for some of the smaller organisations (Councils and NGO’s and funding became an issue).  To provide support a stakeholder support fund was set up to provide some remuneration, up to £150 per day to help cover some participants’ costs.  
Successful outputs from individual dialogues included:

1) Identifying the socio-economic impacts of shutting down Sellafield.  BNFL, local green NGOs and councils funded this exercise jointly.  A representational stakeholder group commissioned research to model the impact of the different scenarios.  The results of this were seen as unbiased and therefore accepted to a greater extent.


2) The resolution of BNFL marshalling trains overnight in Cricklewood, north London.  Though BNFL confirmed that this was safe there was local concern that the trains may leak.  The joint fact finding exercise involved the joint stakeholder group commission some monitoring work, this confirmed that there were no dangerous leaks.  The results of this were seen as more trust worthy and reduced conflict in the area.

1.17.2 Discussion

1.17.2.1 Context

The initiation of consultation was a business decision driven by financial drivers and the need to manage the reputation of BNFL.  BNFL spent a considerable amount of money and time dealing with conflict and managing public relations.  The consultation process was seen an alternative approach that could improve the management of these issues, thereby developing a more productive relationship with stakeholders.   From the point of view of the government, specifically DTI and Defra, the consultation was viewed as an opportunity to enhance political understanding of the issues facing BNFL.  There was never any announcement of integrating outputs of the dialogue process into policy development at BNFL.
This was viewed as being the right time for consultation.  Conflict was high, all stakeholder groups were wasting considerable time and resources (campaigning, working with press and PR) with no party benefiting.   If the process had been embarked on earlier it may have mitigated this high tension, however there needs to be a certain level of heat in an issue to engage stakeholder in dialogue.  If the dialogue is too early it could be conceived as a waste of time. 

1.17.2.2 Methods

In light of the high conflict situation prior to this process, it was important to forge an atmosphere of mutual learning, which required time and the use of formal and informal methods to promote the development of trust. Senior decision-makers in BNFL were involved throughout the process to ensure a serious commitment was made and communicated.  In using the Environment Council as an independent and ‘honest broker’ between the groups, independence between problem holder and process managers was maintained.  However, even with the involvement of the Council, there was a perception that more distance was needed.  The Stakeholders’ expectations of the process became more realistic as they learned what the dialogue process could achieve.  

By holding two-day meetings, stakeholders were forced into close proximity in meetings and at leisure, encouraging them to gain personal relationships and a better understanding of each other.   

Including the general public in the dialogue would have diluted the relationship building process between stakeholders.  Also, it was viewed as being vital that the dialogue be kept at both a national and strategic level.  Local input would have most likely lead to two divergent dialogues.  However, when in future the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority take on this dialogue, more public dialogue is recommended.  A twin track approach could be used with a core group of stakeholders engaged in intensive dialogue, simultaneously commissioning a broader public engagement process, the findings from which would feed back and integrate into the decision making process of the core group.  

BNFL made sufficient resources available to the dialogue process, both in terms of time and financial commitment.   The process was time intensive for the participants, taking up 10-15% of work time.  This was particularly hard for the smaller organisations (NGOs and Councils), with the result that stakeholder support funding was made available to provide some renumeration (up to £150 per day to help cover costs). This dialogue also highlighted the importance of carrying out an independent evaluation of such processes, the details of which are available in the report by CAG Consultants (2).  

1.17.2.3 Outcomes

In evaluating the dialogue, CAG determined that all currently participating stakeholders thought the dialogue process had positively impacted BNFL, influencing:

· The company culture - stakeholders felt BNFL had learnt the value of engaging with stakeholders and valued their input.  This was demonstrated by the way the company now presented technical information in a more accessible way.

· The actual work of the company, e.g. the introduction of the Plutonium Research and Development Programme (2).
Measuring the direct impact proved difficult, as external factors influenced the Companies business and there has been little monitoring since to track progress against recommendations.  In 2002 this was addressed by the development of the Business Futures Working Group.  Procedures established ensured BNFL reported responses to each dialogue recommendation. This was achieved by allocating each task to a named director who was required to present to stakeholders how they were responding.  This tied BNFL into acting on recommendations.

The consultation did achieve the goal of reducing conflict. The process started 6-7 years ago as a meeting of adversarial groups, locked into conflict, and this has now developed into more constructive working relationships.  In evaluating the process CAG Consultants consider that the dialogue process had led to a culture change in BNFL, including:

· Recognition that the company has a responsibility to engage with stakeholders and that their views can be a resource for the company.

· Respect for the opposing positions and views.

· The company learning to become more accessible and open.
The participants perceptions that the dialogue process was influencing BNFL motivated their continued commitment to the process.  The process enabled the participants to work together and develop trust.  This relationship building and trust has formed one of the key outputs valued by the stakeholders involved in this process.  However, to reach this stage needed a considerable time input from stakeholders and some environmental groups withdrew from the process as they felt they were not getting enough out of it.  

Stakeholders outside of the process were less sure that their had been an influence from the dialogue on BNFL.   The process did not significantly alter the stakeholders’ view point (i.e. anti groups would still find re-processing unacceptable), however it did give a better understanding of other view points and the factors that restricted the scope of BNFL to make changes.  The dialogue process developed stakeholders’ relationships with BNFL from conflict to open up discussions and facilitate mutual learning and information sharing.  

1.18 Managing Radioactive Waste Safely, CoRWM

1.18.1 The Process

1.18.1.1 The background

CoRWM (Committee on Radioactive Waste Management) was set up in response to comments made in the 2001 UK Government public consultation, "Managing Radioactive Waste Safely" (20).   It was set up to advise the Government on the long-term options for managing the UK's solid higher activity radioactive wastes that will protect the safety of people and the environment. The Government made it clear that CoRWM must "win public confidence and operate in an open, transparent and inclusive manner" and "engage with interested stakeholders and the public" (21). 

1.18.1.2 Aims and Objectives

The UK has no agreed plan for what to do with the most radioactive wastes in the long-term over hundreds and thousands of years.  The overall aim of CoRWM is to consult and recommend a long-term solution (or solutions) to this issue, which will protect people and the environment (22). CoRWM will make its recommendations to Ministers by July 2006.

The guiding principals of CoRWM are to: 

1. To be open and transparent. 

2. To uphold the public interest by taking full account of public and stakeholder views in our decision-making. 

3. To achieve fairness with respect to procedures, communities and future generations. 

4. To aim for a safe and sustainable environment both now and in the future. 

5. To ensure an efficient, cost-effective and conclusive process. 

In preparation for the setting up of CoRWM, the UK Government sponsored a workshop in participatory methods in Manchester in March 2003. Workshop participants considered ways in which CoRWM might engage the public and stakeholders.  Defra also commissioned additional research on participatory methods from University College London, reported as ‘Developing a programme of public and stakeholder engagement for the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely policy options review stage’.  Both of these reports are available on the Defra website (23).  Integral to the UCL research was a workshop of process experts, key stakeholders and civil servants from Defra and the Devolved Administrations.  The main aims of the workshop were to scope/design three outline public/stakeholder engagement programmes for CoRWM to consider.  The workshop worked to two constraints – budgetary (annual spend of ~£500,000 +/- £200,000) and time (recommendations to be delivered in 2.5-3 years).  The workshop identified the risks and benefits of each programme outline and initial evaluation criteria.  

The results of the workshop were presented to Defra who then asked the UCL team to select from this the optimum budget level and process to present to the CoRWM board at their first meeting in November 2003.  Soon after the establishment of CoRWM the Chair resigned. The new chair asked UCL to redesign the programme and the committee agreed to a full-scale trial of Citizen’s deliberative mapping.  Following this trial a decision was made not to proceed with Deliberative Mapping and instead to use a more standard Citizen’s panel.  Jane Hunt from Nottingham University was asked to develop a new process design.  

1.18.1.3 Methods

The programme plans were developed in partnership to ensure adequate resources for the agreed plans.  The budget for CoRWM is £500,000 per year.  The dialogue process is under the authority of an independent steering group recruited by Defra, with Defra also providing secretarial support. 

The first consultation phase of CoRWM will run until January 21st 2005.  Details on the consultation are available on the CoRWM website (22).  The consultative processes being used are as follows:

· An online consultation document to which all stakeholders are invited to respond.  The document invites stakeholders to contribute to CoRWM’s current thinking - about the important issues when dealing with the UK radioactive wastes, about the options for long term management, and about the way CoRWM should be working.  The document can be replied to either by post or electronically. 

· An online discussion forum inviting thoughts, concerns, insights and experience. 
· Monthly CoRWM Plenary meetings that are open to the public and advertised on the CoRWM website. Each meeting has a session where people can comment and ask questions of CoRWM members. These meetings are held at different locations around the country.  

· Public and Stakeholder engagement activities

· Stakeholder Round Tables involving people with a particular interest in nuclear and radioactive waste.  Nine meetings will be held around the country.  Participation is by invitation only, with details of venues posted on the CoRWM website.

· National Stakeholder Forum – for invited members of national organisations

· Open public meetings to be held close to nuclear sites, at which CoRWM members will be available to hear people's comments.  Details of venues are posted on the CoRWM website.  Multiple meetings are held per month (e.g. 8 meetings will be held between 23rd November and 13th of December, 2004). 

· Eight discussion groups, involving randomly recruited members of the public, will be held around the country, with the discussions that take place reported on the CoRWM website. 

· In addition, CoRWM holds closed meetings for the CoRWM working groups.

CoRWM is required to report to Defra within a set time frame; this will ensure that the scope will be developed with a strong focus on delivery. 

1.18.2 Discussion

Jacqui Burgess has reported that the strength of the participatory methods workshop process was that it constrained the public engagement wish list to realistically achievable goals, thereby preventing the over inflation of goals beyond budget as seen in the GM Nation process.  Unfortunately the timing of presenting the results of the UCL research to CoRWM members was not seen as being necessarily helpful.  Jacqui Burgess stated that the Committee may have felt pressured by Defra to public engagement methodology when “they had anticipated that they would be doing the research and managing the preparatory work”.  As such, such a presentation of findings might more usefully have been deferred until the Committee was fully established. Dr Burgess stated that “steering groups are often asked to explore experimental methods for engagement, but also given delivery dates.  This presses them towards using more tried and tested methods”.  
Jacquie Burgess stated that the CoRWM process has come about at a critical time following the success of the UK CEED Consensus Conference, which had opened the door on public engagement.  Although the impression from Defra is that they are very committed to the CoRWM process, it is still too early to tell whether or not CoRWM will impact policy development.  

2 Recommendations

Interviewees advised that it would be beneficial to talk further to members of the GM Steering Group and other members of the Government involved in policy, but not so close to the process.
	
	Expert Recommended
	Recommended by:

	GM
	
	

	
	David Carmichael, GM Nation Steering Board
	Richard Abel

	
	Ian Coates, Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit
	Richard Abel

	
	Julie Hill, Deputy Chair, AEBC
	Richard Abel

	
	David Calpin, Defra
	Richard Abel

	Radioactive Waste
	
	

	
	Jane Hunt, Nottingham, now running the Corwm programme
	Jacqui Burgess

	
	Catharine Mondon, Defra
	Jacqui Burgess

	
	Pete Roche, Greenpeace
	Doug Parr
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