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Process for involvement

Objectives and  Establish and 
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alternatives 
(Problem owner)

quantify 
consequences 
(Consultant)

/
learning

(stakeholder)
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solutions
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Methods for involvement

Metod Advantage Challenges

Questionaire Fast
Reaches wide

Correlation not explanation
PrecisionReaches wide

Representativeness
Precision
Target

Interview Dialogue (test statements)
Informal

Time consuming
Selection
R iRepresentativeness

Hearing/public meeting Established in (Nordic regulation)
Clarify objections

Formal setting
Representativeness
”Limited maneuvering space”g p

Citizen panel Local knowledge (unbiased)
Can give advice/investigate

Recruitment
Cost (in relation to hearing)

Stakeholder panel Advisory function Lack of interest
Cooperation “goodwill”
Local knowledge (biased)

Obligatory participation
Diverging interests



Timing of involvement

Problem
formulation

Consept 
evaluation

Impact
assessment
Application

Stakeholder panelp

Citizen panel

Hearing/public meeting

Interview

Questionnaire



Four evening meeting structure

Meeting 1

• Oral presentation and scope of work
• Presentation and distribution of a leaflet
• Feedback and request for information

Meeting 2

• Questioning of experts, problem owners and 
authorities

• Individual avdice in form of questionaireMeeting 2 Individual avdice in form of questionaire

• Further exchange of information
• Consensus on advice from the groupMeeting 3 • Consensus on advice from the group

• Presentation and recomendation to desicion

Meeting 4 maker



Sediment and Society. Multi criteria y
involvement process (MIP)

Objectives

• What is the purpose? Whom 
to be involved?Objectives

• Weighing methods, criteria 
and criteria weights

Residents

Metrics and criteria weights

• Involvement and learning
Perfor‐
mance

• Weighing

• Presentation and discussion

Stakeholders

Synthesis

• Presentation and discussion
• Evaluation of advice

Sediment 
experts



Multi criteria decision analysis (MCDA)

Criteria Metrics

Selection
of car

Safety

Speed 0.8 0.2
0.2 0.8

Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 1 Alt 2

Weights Performance
Alt 1 Alt 2

Safety 0.5 0.1
Speed 0.5 0.9

Ferrari 0.5 0.74
Volvo 0.5 0.26



Group exercise: Address consequences p q
(criteria)
E i d h l h

Dietary advice

Environment and health

Societal

ArcheologyNew housing

Economic

Financing

Economic



How we, and the groups selected

PCB Flux

Ri k l l dRisk level exceedance

Personal car eqiv

ScoreScore

Score

% preservationp

m2

Total municipal cost

Total governmental cost



Some of our important findings

• Similar preferences for 
all groups Alt. 1 NR Residents

Res. Panel
• MCDA adds structure 

and reduces standard 
deviation

Alt 2 CapAlt. 5 

Stakeholders
Experts 

• Quantitative scoring 
can be problematic –
interactions and

Alt 2.  CapCap+ND 

interactions and 
discussions necessary

• Balance between Alt 3. 
C S

Alt 4. 
Cmethod and process Cap+NS Cap+LD 



Practical spin off from the project p p j

L l di l itLocal disposal site

Capping

Cappingpp g

Capping

Dredging
Possible local
disposal site


