to know each other, and familiarise themselves with the
positions of others. Such meetings can assist in problem
formulation while also exploring the relationships among
stakeholders. Subsequent meetings may be in smaller
groups, on less controversial issues where consensus
can easily be reached, followed by full-scale workshops
with all stakeholders. At a series of smaller meetings,
participants may more easily overcome any reluctance
to speak out, feel more comfortable and acknowledge
that they are fully recognised in the process. Such
strategy can be time consuming but is indispensable.
At meetings, stakeholders should be involved in com-
municating results. This aspect is often overlooked in
consensus building.

Much published guidance is available in many lan-
guages about facilitation techniques and this should be
referred to, as necessary.

5.8. Concluding remarks

Risk communication should play a key role in the
decision process of any resource use development and
has — in the past — been largely neglected or employed
so late in the process that effective and timely progress
by an industry and/or in the development of a project
was impossible to achieve. Risk communication provides
the fundamental basis on which all hazard identification,
risk assessment procedures and project implementation
steps should be based.

The examples and strategies presented in this
document deal with a comprehensive and complete
environmental assessment strategy that is applicable not
only to coastal aquaculture but is also valid for a variety
of other forms of aquaculture, addressing specific issues
to demonstrate the way by which development proposals
should be handled in terms of potential hazard identifi-
cation, and risk assessment as well as how these are
interlinked with procedures for risk communication to
visualize and demonstrate the processes involved.

Based on these considerations, a number of spe-
cific case examples have been elaborated and are pre-
sented (Chapter 6) in which the incremental steps of the
processes have been demonstrated. They cover:

(a) the localised effects of benthic community
changes under and around fish cage farms
(Chapter 6.1),

(b) the determination of site-specific carrying capac-
ity for the development of additional shellfish
raft culture and its potential interaction with
already existing extensive mussel farming in the
area (Chapter 6.2 ),

(c) the far-reaching effects of release of fish (effects
of escapes from cod farming on cod populations
(Chapter 6.3),

(d) considerations of long-term effects on the adja-
cent macro-algal communities as being poten-
tially affected by the proposed expansion of fish
cage farms (Chapter 6.4),

(e) the salinisation of farm land by low salinity shrimp
culture (Chapter 6.5), and

(f) the effect of nutrient released from a fish farms on
local phytoplankton (Chapter 6.6).

All these examples can be used as model cases to
elaborate further the approaches taken to perform an
overall Risk Assessment and to apply the results in the
decision making process.
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5.10 ANNEX: Principles and Checklist for
Risk Communication

5.10.1 Principles

1 Risk communication has to start at a very early
date and simultaneously with the initiation of the
process for hazard identification to allow a full
recognition of the diverse issues that need to be
addressed in the development process.

2  Risk communication should be an open, inclu-
sive and transparent process for which the
strategy should be developed as the procedures
for hazard identification of a particular case
evolves.

3  Risk communication methodology must assure
that all results of the risk analysis procedure
are communicated in formats that are clear and
useful to individuals and organisations who use
the information in their own decision-making
process.

4 Risk communication methods should be care-
fully selected in light of the type of stakehold-
ers involved and the target population to be
addressed, thereby fostering effective involve-
ment and support.

5 Risk communication may involve a step by step
approach to issues, recognising that the uncer-
tainty levels may differ between issues.

5.10.2 Checklist

1 Identify an agency or an organisation to lead the
risk communication process.

2 Prepare an initial list of potential stakeholders
who need to be included into the communication
process right from the beginning.

3  Prepare campaigns of open-ended interviews
to collect the entire spectrum of views of
stakeholders (affected population) while ranking
these according to perceived risks (severity,
potential for mitigation).

4 Check that all needs of these stakeholders are
properly conveyed to and considered by the
experts when formulating an influence diagram.

5  Critically check that all risks perceived by stake-
holders are expressed, and noted and fully con-
veyed to experts and decision-makers.

6 Collect detailed information on the key char-
acteristics of risks of concern to the general
public which might need the attention of experts
and decision-makers in perfecting the influence
diagram.

7  Checkthat both present and future risks are per-
ceived and articulated by stakeholders and the
public at large in ways that indicate an appropri-
ate perception of these risks, and ensure that
their views are fully conveyed to experts and
decision makers.

8 Assure the inclusion of cost-benefit information
in the communication process

9 Identify the most effective pathways of commu-
nication for each of the stakeholder groups.

10 Assure that the timetable is well prepared, indi-
cating to whom and when information gathered
in the risk identification phase, as well as the
risk assessment phase, will be released.

11 Prepare and regularly update a list of priority
subjects to be discussed and communicated in
stakeholder group meetings.

12 Set up a list of criteria specific to each project
that identifies the format in which information is
released at each stage of the process in relation
to (a) scale/size and extent of risks, (b) number
of people affected, (c) severity (e.g catastrophic,
negligible), (d) quality of scientific understand-
ing of risks and uncertainty, (e) controllability
of risks and ease of mitigation, (f) present and
future risks, and (h) cost-benefits.

13 Prepare amonitoring tool to ensure thatincoming
resultsfromtheriskidentificationandriskanalysis
proceduresarecommunicatedadequatelyandina
timely manner to all participants (directly affected
stakeholder, NGOs, or/and the public at large).
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14 Monitor the responses from public and stake-
holder groups to risk communication and pass
this information on to the respective experts and
decision makers.

15 Prepare a schedule for meetings between
experts and stakeholders, and experts and deci-
sion makers, in line with the progress made in
the risk identification and risk analysis process.

16 Develop a framework for the negotiation mecha-
nism to be employed to bring the risk assess-
ment to an end and transfer the project to the
implementation phase.

70 ASSESSMENT AND COMMUNICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS IN COASTAL AQUACULTURE GESAMP Reports and Studies No 76





