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STAR- ALLIANCE Workshop 

 

Stakeholder Input to the Strategic Research Agenda (SRA) for 

Radioecology 

Paris, 12-13 November 2012 

 

Summary of the Breakout Discussions 

 

Brief Description of the Discussion Process: 

Each working group was comprised of approximately 30 people, and was further divided into 

three sub-groups of 10 for the discussions. Secretaries, assigned from the STAR consortium, 

recorded the discussions in each sub-group and all points raised were then synthesised by a 

rapporteur into the reports below. Because STAR was seeking input from stakeholders that 

had not previously commented on the SRA, STAR personnel merely facilitated and recorded 

the process, rather than actively participating in the discussions.  

 

Breakout Session Topics: 

 Monday afternoon, 12 November 2012:   

o Breakout Topic 1: How to Prioritise Research Lines within the SRA. 

 Tuesday morning, 13 November 2012:   

o Breakout Topics 2:  

2a) How to Improve Stakeholder Involvement in the Implementation of 

the SRA and in the ALLIANCE 

2b) How to Inform Stakeholders of Radioecology’s Importance 

 Tuesday afternoon, 13 November 2012:   

o Breakout Topics 3 and 4:  

3) Which other Scientific Disciplines are Important for Radioecology to 

Bridge with in Order to Achieve the SRA? 

4) Develop a List of Approaches that will Help Radioecology Bridge with 

these Disciplines.   

The three Working Group moderators were: Lindis Skipperud, UMB, Norway; Gaston 

Meskens, SCK-CEN, Belgium; Thomas Hinton, IRSN, France.  

The following summaries are syntheses of the outcomes of all three working groups. 
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Breakout Topic 1: How to prioritise research lines within the SRA  

Rapporteur: Clare Bradshaw (SU), with input from secretaries Karin Beaugelin (IRSN), Lena 

Konovalenko (SU), Martin Steiner (BfS), Maarit Muikku (STUK), Lieve Sweeck (SCK-CEN), Tarja 

Ikaheimonen (STUK), Karolina Stark (SU), Brit Salbu (UMB). 

The following is a list of eight broad criteria that came out of the discussions.  The criteria are 

suggested categories for prioritising research lines within the SRA, with bullet points 

providing some explanation of the meaning behind each one. 

1. Good science 

 Innovative, novel 

 Developed logically, with results building upon each other 

2. Impact  

 Value and/or practical usefulness for decision makers / operators / regulators 

(worldwide applicability) 

 Actual improvement to existing status (e.g., prediction capability), operational 

 Address large gaps with respect to future radiation protection needs 

 Value / relevance to the general public, input to public education 

3. Collaboration 

 The key is to increase efficiency and avoid duplication of effort 

 Synergy, knowledge exchange, common goals 

 Integration with other disciplines (e.g., medicine, chemicals…), platforms and 

stakeholders 

4. Feasibility / achievability 

 Realistic timescale 

 Build on existing knowledge and existing scientific community, start with more 

‘mature’ questions 

 Scientifically achievable 

5. Value for money, balance of costs and funding sources 

6. Importance for protection of humans 

7. Importance for protection of the environment 

 ecosystem health, biological diversity, sustainability 

8. Public acceptability / value 

 No negative impact of our research, (e.g., no unnecessary release of radionuclides into 

the environment, no unnecessary animal experiments) 



    

 3 

Comment: It is clear from the list that there was not necessarily consensus within the groups. 

People with different interests and with different points of references naturally prioritise in 

different ways. 

Some other issues on communication arose during discussions that are not listed above as 

they were not criteria for prioritising research. They were: i) communication with the general 

public is an important factor that should be considered when assessing research results and ii) 

radioecologists need to work more to increase public understanding of radioactivity; for 

example, that radionuclides are an important and irreplaceable component of medicine and 

industry, not just nuclear energy. This understanding of the broader relevance of radioactivity 

may also help better justify our science. 

 

Breakout Topic 2: Stakeholder involvement in the SRA development 
Rapporteur: Jordi Vives i Batlle (SCK-CEN), with input from secretaries Brenda Howard (CEH), 

Astrid Liland (NRPA), Almudena Real (CIEMAT), Jacqueline Garnier-Laplace (IRSN), Laureline 

Fevrier (IRSN), Clare Bradshaw (SU), Maarit Muikku (STUK), Rodolphe Gilbin (IRSN) 

As a kind of preliminary discussion, one of the subgroups started debating the need to have a 

better definition of the concept of stakeholders. They concluded that there are two types of 

stakeholder groups:  

a) Informed civil society = researchers, industry and regulators = end users. 

b) Not connected to the technical work = the public. 

Some people were not happy with this distinction – where do bodies like NGOs, etc., fit into 

this? A point of agreement was the need to more clearly define the concept of what 

stakeholders are in the SRA text in order to clarify this important point.  

Involvement of stakeholder input in SRA can be done in several ways depending on these two 

target groups and this is reflected in the way participants discussed the topics. 

 

Breakout Topic 2a: How to improve stakeholder involvement in the 

implementation of the SRA and in the ALLIANCE 

 Make a stakeholder map to identify who the stakeholders are, extending beyond the 

‘traditional suspects’! 

 Target specific key individuals rather than organisations (without discounting 

unrepresented interests) – this means networking, not lobbying! 

 Involve civil society by creating a non-scientific advisory board for the SRA – this 

would act as liaison for NGOs, regulators, etc. 

 Elevate STAR/Alliance to a position of being authoritative (not authoritarian!), 

making it the first port of call for stakeholder questions – organising interviews, 

contribution to magazines, etc. 

 Organisation of seminars/workshops with NGOs, civil society, local authorities and 

the like, to both involve and communicate. The key point here is that the activity 

should be focussed and targeted. 
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 Connect to the Aarhus Convention (for public consultation, well known for 

environmental NGOs) (http://ec.europa.eu/environment/aarhus/). 

 Build national initiatives in countries that do not have them – again, this is proper 

stakeholder involvement. 

Methods and approaches 

 Be precise in defining the level and timing of the stakeholders’ involvement. 

 Find common research priorities that align with the stakeholders. 

 Translate people’s questions into research questions (and possibly vice versa). 

 Involve stakeholders in exercises with decision support systems. 

 Engage communication professionals taking advantages of earlier experiences in 

stakeholder involvement. 

 Organise international workshops to inform and educate. 

 Involve stakeholders as part and parcel of funded projects. 

 

Breakout Topic 2b: How to communicate the importance of the SRA and 

radioecology back to stakeholders 

Strategy issues 

 In communicating the importance of the SRA, ensure a strategy for stakeholder 

involvement is developed taking cultural differences into account. 

 Ask stakeholders what questions they have, focus on how radioecology can provide 

solutions for challenges. 

 Demonstrate the usefulness of radioecology with key stakeholders. 

 Promote the benefits of the Alliance. There is a need to engage a range of stakeholders 

in radioecology with examples. 

Presenting documentation 

 Present SRA at big meetings/events – ideally not radioecology events only, but wider 

scientific events like SETAC, etc. 

 Ensure the production of good documentation for non-experts. 

 Make text information clear, give open access to publications and make sure 

publications are informative for stakeholders’ interests including the funding 

organisations. 

Engaging communication professionals 

 Have a continuing dialogue with the media professionals – e.g., through science media 

centres. Talk to journalists who write the articles; do not wait until ‘something bad’ 

happens. 

 Educate civil society more with radioecology by educating the media before they write 

the article – make a pedagogic effort. 
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Internet and social media 

 Make a wiki website simple for public and linking to the SRA – Wikipedia a good 

model. Make radioecology more popular without simplifying too much, enhancing its 

visibility. 

 The material on website should be aimed at the full range of stakeholders. 

 The website should have a discussion forum and gathering of opinions. 

 The Alliance should express on its website views on certain topics (e.g., hot topics). 

 Scientific text and reviews on the website. 

 Extend this communication activity to social media, podcasts, television, etc. 

Educational activities 

 Create an independent radioecology visitor centre not controlled by industry where 

families can go (‘museum of radioecology’?) – presenting clear, open and objective 

information. 

 Introduce radioecology in secondary schools. 

 Produce films for teaching and education. 

 Organise ‘open-house’ (‘open-door’) events in organisations. 

Broadening the topic 

 Link radioecology to hot topics such as climate change. 

 

Conclusion 

A good range of ideas was generated by the group. If any general conclusion can be made, it 

is that there is a general feeling that this community should be more proactive towards the 

outside world. Clearly, there is plenty of scope for enhancing productivity in the area of 

stakeholder involvement.  

 

Breakout Topic 3: Which other scientific disciplines are important for 

radioecology to bridge with in order to achieve the SRA? 

Rapporteur: Astrid Liland (NRPA), with input from secretaries Rodolphe Gilbin (IRSN), Nele 

Horemans (SCK-CEN), Jacqueline Garnier-Laplace (IRSN), Lieve Sweeck (SCK-CEN), Laureline 

Fevrier (IRSN), Martin Steiner (BfS),  Hildegarde Vandenhove (SCK-CEN), Karolina Stark (SU). 

 

It was clear that radioecology is a multidisciplinary science and can benefit from bridging 

with a large number of scientific disciplines. It was felt that a full list of disciplines needs to 

be compiled with a more in depth justification than the quick attempt possible during the 

breakout discussion. However, a preliminary list was drawn up; the disciplines that were 

considered as priority are presented in bold type: 
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Mathematics  

 Modelling 

 Statistics 

 Computer sciences 

 Bioinformatics 

Physics  

 Atmospheric 

 Dosimetry 

 Radiation physics 

 Biophysics 

Earth sciences 

 Biogeochemistry (including speciation) 

 Aquatic chemistry  

 Geology, mineralogy 

 Hydrogeology 

 Chemistry (including radiochemistry) 

 Geography/GIS 

 Soil science 

 Oceanography 

Biological sciences 

 Ecology 

 Population biology (including genetics) 

 Molecular biology 

 Toxicology 

 Ecotoxicology 

 Microbiology, microbiological genomics 

 Physiology  

 Radiobiology/Radiotoxicology 

Other 

 Life Cycle Assessments 

 Metrology 

 Agricultural sciences 

 Nutritional science 

 Pharmacology 

Human and Social sciences 

Political science 

Economics 
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Breakout Topic 4: Develop a list of approaches that will help radioecology 

bridge with these disciplines 

In no particular order: 

 Put money on the table! 

 Create new links within existing universities that have various disciplines 

 Create opportunities for several disciplines to meet, e.g., special sessions at our 

radiation conferences (for instance ecotoxicology) 

 STAR should arrange dedicated workshops where specialists from other disciplines 

are invited to discuss common research topics 

 Multi-disciplinary conferences with long coffee breaks 

 Need to formulate radioecology tasks so that they are challenging and interesting to 

other disciplines 

 Can we offer to solve other’s challenges? e.g., tracer studies or developing 

mechanistic models together 

 Common observatory or test site(s) 

 The ALLIANCE can choose to fund only projects that are multi-disciplinary outside 

radiation sciences 

 Submit inter-disciplinary proposals  

 Attract PhD-students with supervisors from other disciplines, or attract post-docs from 

other disciplines 

 Researcher mobility to learn from other disciplines 

 Integrated platforms at a higher level 

 More interaction with policy makers and funding organization to tell them a more 

holistic approach is needed 

 Networking on a personal basis and between dedicated research groups 


