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Executive Summary  
Widespread contamination of the foodchain following a nuclear accident could have considerable 
consequences for European farming and food industries. For the purposes of contingency planning it is 
important to bring together the many and diverse stakeholders who would be involved in intervention 
so that strategies can be developed for maintaining agricultural production and food safety.  This type 
of approach has been successfully implemented in the UK through the setting up of the Agriculture 
and Food Countermeasures Working Group. A detailed report describing the work of this group was 
published in 2001. Building on the UK initiative, the European Commission provided financial 
support to develop the FARMING network by establishing similar stakeholder groups in four other 
Member States: Belgium, Finland, France and Greece. More than 100 stakeholders joined the 
FARMING network by October 2004.  The network comprises those individuals involved in making 
policy decisions within government departments and agencies, as well as regulatory authorities, the 
water, milk and farming industries, the retail trade, consumer and green groups, and individuals with 
specialist expertise. Overall, there is a good balance between government and non-government 
organisations represented. 
 
A user-friendly, interactive web-site (www.ec-farming.net) that provides comprehensive information 
about the FARMING network was launched in June 2001.  Individual web pages have been produced 
for each national stakeholder group to display information on membership and contact details, terms 
of reference, agendas, minutes and reports of meetings. Where appropriate, provisions have been made 
for information to be displayed in English and the group’s native language(s), thereby facilitating 
information dissemination and exchange. Since its launch, the website has attracted an increasing 
number of users not only from within the network but also from countries outside Western Europe.  
 
The inaugural meetings of national stakeholder groups took place in autumn/winter 2001. The second 
set of stakeholder meetings took place in autumn 2002.  The main topic for discussion at these 
meetings was the database on agricultural countermeasures/rural waste disposal options provided to 
FARMING stakeholders by the EC STRATEGY project. Preliminary feedback from stakeholders was 
summarised in terms of whether an option is generally acceptable, unacceptable or only acceptable 
under specific circumstances.  The underlying reasons for the divergence in opinion between 
stakeholders for many of the options considered was discussed further at the WISDOM workshop 
(Workshop to extend the Involvement of Stakeholders in Decisions On restoration Management) 
which took place at the New College, Oxford, UK 15-17 September 2003. The workshop, through 25 
plenary papers and a set of 2 facilitated discussion sessions, provided valuable feedback on a wide 
range of issues including technical and social factors affecting countermeasure selection, acceptability 
of intervention levels, the challenges of rural waste disposal, and crisis management. Furthermore, 
there was commitment from representatives from the Republic of Ireland, Denmark, Norway and 
Germany to establish additional stakeholder panels to complement those already operating under 
FARMING. The final set of national stakeholder meetings took place in the autumn/winter of 2003.  
These provided an opportunity for groups to consolidate their achievements and to discuss 
mechanisms for sustaining the stakeholder engagement process following the end of the FARMING 
project.  
 
The FARMING project has successfully engaged a large number of enthusiastic and committed 
stakeholders. In the four years since its inception, the network has had many achievements on both a 
national and international basis.  Primarily it has provided a forum, through national stakeholder 
panels, where the suitability of a wide range of management options could be debated under non-crisis 
conditions.  In some participating Member States these panels are becoming integrated into the 
decision making process and sub groups have been set up to take forward policy and plans for the 
options considered to be most suitable. The FARMING network is now well established in Europe and 
is attracting interest from other Member States wishing to join the process: it could also find 
application to the management of incidents involving non-nuclear contaminants. The main challenge 
to be faced is the longer-term sustainability of the network which will depend on whether stakeholder 
engagement becomes an integral part of the decision making process in Europe and whether there are 
sufficient human and financial resources to co-ordinate the work nationally and internationally. 
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1 Introduction  
Widespread contamination of the foodchain following a nuclear accident could have considerable 
consequences for European farming and food industries. As a result, contingency plans, which include 
a range of agricultural countermeasures, are needed to reduce the radiological impact on the affected 
population and to return the land to agricultural production.  Experience following the Chernobyl 
accident showed that a wide range of effective countermeasure techniques exists.  However, the 
applicability of such measures under the diversity of environmental and socio-economic conditions 
prevailing in the European Union is uncertain.   For the purposes of contingency planning it is 
important to bring together the many and diverse stakeholders that would be involved in intervention 
so that practicable strategies can be developed for maintaining agricultural production and food safety.  
This type of approach has been successfully implemented in the UK through the setting up of the 
Agriculture and Food Countermeasures Working Group in 1997. However, accidental releases of 
radioactivity do not respect national boundaries and such events are likely to affect several Member 
States.  Therefore, issues relating to the contamination of agricultural land and food products are not 
just of national concern. The impact of dioxin contaminated animal feed and the BSE crisis in cattle 
has highlighted the need for good lines of communication between Member States. The development 
of a European network of stakeholder organisations to tackle radiological problems is one way to 
facilitate this, and has the advantage of being of more general applicability to non-radiological 
contaminants. The diverse range of food production systems and land management practices 
encompassed by the participating Member States (UK, Finland, Belgium, Greece and France) permits 
a comprehensive evaluation of restoration techniques and strategies.  
 
1.1 Contribution to radiation protection 
The FARMING project enhances radiation protection by contributing to the development of robust 
and practicable strategies for the restoration and long-term management of contaminated 
environments.  The setting up of a European network of stakeholder groups with interests in 
agriculture and the food industry permits the practicability of strategies to be debated at a senior level 
and in a European context, taking into account regulatory views, social and political factors, and 
industrial constraints.  Organisations are brought together who have not hitherto collectively 
considered the implications of contamination of the foodchain.  Knowledge and experience are 
exchanged through the network in a fast and accessible form.  The network provides a continuum of 
expertise through its members: they are well placed to consider the implications of changes in 
national/European legislation or policy on restoration strategies. The setting up of networked groups 
therefore provides a robust approach in tackling the long-term management of contaminated areas.  
Once the stakeholder organisations recognise the benefits to be gained by participating in the network, 
the national working groups are likely to continue to meet and maintain contact with other European 
groups when EC funding for the project is withdrawn.  The approach adopted is therefore sustainable.  
 

 
2 Scientific and technical objectives 
The overall objective of the FARMING project was to set up a network of stakeholder working groups 
in 5 Member States, involving more than 50 individual stakeholders, to assist in the development of 
robust and practicable strategies for restoring and managing contaminated agricultural land and food 
products in a sustainable way.   
 
Specific objectives were: 
• To identify within each participating Member State the principal stakeholder organisations 

that would be affected by contamination of agricultural land and food products. 
• To set up national working groups of stakeholder organisations: the membership of which 

would comprise those individuals who in the event of a nuclear accident would be involved in 
making policy decisions for their organisation. 

• To network the stakeholder organisations through the setting up and maintenance of a web site 
for all working group members. 

• To identify topics for discussion by the groups and prepare the relevant discussion papers. 
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• To organise meetings of the national working groups where the practicability of various 
countermeasures options and restoration strategies are debated and judged at the national 
level; and to distil the implications for government and the agriculture and food industries 

• To prepare reports summarising the main findings. 
• To feedback information from national meetings to other network members via the web site, 

for subsequent discussion. 
• To organise a final workshop for all members of the networked groups as well as observers 

from non-participating Member States with a view to future extension of the network. 
 
2.1  Approach to meet the objectives 
An overview of the approach taken in the FARMING project is given in Figure 1. Experience gained 
in the UK from the setting up and operation of the AFCWG (WP1) was fed into a Steering Group 
(WP2) comprising the project co-ordinator, work package leaders from each Member State and the EC 
project officer. The Steering Group had responsibility for overseeing the setting up and operation of 3 
new stakeholder groups in Belgium, Greece and France, and an extension of an existing working 
group in Finland. The work carried out by each of these national groups constituted a work package. 
Groups in Finland, Belgium, Greece and France assumed Work Package Numbers 3, 4, 5 and 6, 
respectively.  Stakeholder groups met annually to discuss restoration strategies.  Information and 
expertise from the meetings was exchanged with other national groups via a web-site, and 
reconsidered in an iterative process.  A series of reports were produced and web-articles and papers 
written to consolidate the principle findings from a European perspective.  A workshop was organized 
in the final year of the project to describe state-of-the-art restoration strategies and to promote 
stakeholder engagement elsewhere in Europe.  By the end of the FARMING project, a mechanism was 
in place whereby Member States participating in the network could formulate acceptable restoration 
strategies. 

 
3 Progress and results 
A summary of progress and results is presented on a work package (WP) basis. 
 
WP 1: UK Stakeholder Group 
The Agriculture and Food Countermeasures Working Group (AFCWG) was established in 1997.  It 
became the UK node of the FARMING network in 2001. A detailed report describing the work of the 
AFCWG over the period 1997-2000 was produced during the first year of the project and made 
available to other national groups.  It is available in hard copy (Nisbet and Mondon, 2001a) and is also 
published on both NRPB (www.nrpb.org) and FARMING websites (www.ec-farming.net).  The 
Group has a membership of 22 comprising a roughly equal balance of Government and non-
Government Organisations (Table 1).   
 
Table 1  Membership of AFCWG 
Government Non-Government Organisations 
Central 
• Food Standards Agency  
• Environment Agency  
• Department for Environment, Food and 

Rural Affairs  
• National Radiological Protection Board  
Devolved Administrations 
• National Assembly of Wales 
• Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
• Scottish Executive Environment & Rural 

Affairs Department 
• Department for Agriculture of Northern 

Ireland 
Local 
• Government Office for the Regions 
• Worcestershire County Council 

• Severn Trent Water Plc 
• Milk & Livestock Commission 
• Centre for Ecology & Hydrology 
• National Federation of Consumer Groups 
• National Farmers Union 
• Dairy Industries Association Ltd 
• Milk Link 
• British Retail Consortium 
• Neville Craddock Associates 
• Independent environmentalist 
• Royal Agricultural College 
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Fig. 1 Approach adopted in the FARMING project 
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Government organisations comprise central, local and devolved administrations.  Non-government 
organisations include representatives from the food and farming sector, retail trade, milk and water 
industries, consumers and individuals with specialist expertise. 
 
The 6th, 7th and 8th meetings of the UK group (i.e. 1st, 2nd and 3rd as part of the FARMING network) 
took place on 13th November 2001, 8 November 2002 and 20 October 2003, respectively.  Final 
minutes of these meeting are available on the FARMING website.  There are also four subgroups that 
were set up to take forward policy and plans in certain key areas:  
 
• Emergency monitoring of milk (to minimise volumes of milk requiring disposal) 

• Landspreading of milk (an in situ disposal option) 

• Disposal of milk to sea via long sea outfalls (a last resort option) 

• Management of domestic produce and free foods 

These subgroups have met on an ad hoc basis during the FARMING project and their findings have 
been reported back at the annual meetings of the main group. 

A wide range of topics has been discussed by the stakeholders over period 2001-2003 (Table 2). 
However, the main focus of discussions in 2002 was the database on agricultural 
countermeasures/rural waste disposal options produced by the EC STRATEGY1 project.  Extensive 
discussion and debate by the stakeholders on the acceptability and practicability of options enabled a 
subset to be identified for inclusion in the UK Recovery Handbook for Radiation Incidents.  The 
AFCWG met on 15 November 2004 to trial the Handbook with stakeholders so that final changes 
could be made prior to its publication in March 2005 (NRPB, 2005, in press). The AFCWG will 
continue to meet annually and will provide advice to Government in the event of a nuclear accident or 
incident affecting agricultural production in the UK.  The subgroups will continue to meet on an ad 
hoc basis until their terms of reference have been met. 

 

Table 2 Topics discussed during the meetings of the AFCWG 2001-2003 

Year Main topics for discussion 
2001 The FARMING network and website 

Interaction with the STRATEGY project 
Update on the series of NRPB reports being published on disposal options for waste 
foodstuffs following a nuclear accident 
Setting up subgroups on emergency monitoring of milk, landspreading of milk 
Reconvening of subgroup on disposal of milk to sea 
The functions of the new Department for farming, food and rural affairs (Defra) 
following an accident (presentation) 
Feedback from emergency exercises (presentation) 

2002 Feedback from the FARMING network 
Feedback from subgroups 
Strategies for communication (presentation) 
Incident management from a local authorities perspective (presentation) 
The WISDOM workshop – potential participation and presentations 
Stakeholder opinion on the acceptability/practicability of countermeasures and waste 
disposal options – the STRATEGY datasheets 

2003 Feedback from the FARMING network 
Feedback from the WISDOM workshop 
Feedback from the subgroups 
Setting up a new subgroup on domestic production and free foods 
The UK Recovery Handbook for Radiation Incidents 

                                                            
1 The STRATEGY project (Sustainable Restoration and Long-Term Management of Contaminated Rural, Urban 
and Industrial Ecosystems)  
 



 9

Drafting of milk guidance document by the group 
STRATEGY outputs 
The future of FARMING in EURANOS 

 
 
WP 2: Steering Group 
The Steering Group has met on six occasions since the start of the project (UK, December 2000; 
Finland, March 2001; Belgium, April 2002; France, April 2003; UK, September 2003; and Greece, 
April 2004).  It has successfully overseen the setting up of stakeholder groups in France, Finland, 
Belgium and Greece.  The Steering Group has agreed the composition of stakeholder groups, the 
format and recording of meetings and agenda items and papers for discussion at stakeholder meetings.   
 
A user-friendly, interactive web-site, launched in June 2001 (www.ec-farming.net) provides the focus 
of the network. It contains comprehensive and up to date information on all aspects of the FARMING 
project.  It was designed and managed by NRPB with input from members of the Steering Group. For 
ease of navigation the website is split into five different subject areas, namely, ‘Project information’, 
‘Steering Group’, ‘Stakeholder Groups’, ‘Restoration’ and the ‘WISDOM workshop’.  
 
• ‘Project information’ includes details of the project's objectives, work packages, deliverables and 

links to other EC projects.   
• ‘Steering Group’ gives the user access to meeting schedules and details on the members of the 

Steering Group and their organisations.   
• ‘Stakeholder Groups’ is split into five subsections dedicated to the five national groups.  Each 

subsection gives information on the membership of the group, terms of reference, agendas and 
minutes/reports of meetings. Where appropriate, provisions have been made for information to be 
displayed in English and the group’s native language(s), thereby facilitating information 
dissemination and exchange.  Contact details for participating stakeholders are only available to 
members of the FARMING network.  

• ‘Restoration’ provides links to state-of-the-art information on restoration strategies including 
datasheets for agricultural countermeasures and rural waste disposal options.   

• ‘WISDOM workshop’ provides the book of abstracts, PowerPoint presentations and photographs  
 
Since its launch, the website continues to attract an increasing number of users from both within the 
network and also from non-participating members states including some countries outside Western 

Fig. 2 Website usage throughout the project
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Europe (see Annex 1). For example in the final year of the project 42% of visitors were from the 
countries directly involved in the FARMING project, 22% from the rest of Europe, 22% from the rest 
of the World and 14% were from unknown locations.  Figure 2 shows usage of the FARMING website 
for the duration of the project. The maximum number of visitors to the website occurred over the 
period April – December 2003, which is consistent with the months preceding and following the 
WISDOM international workshop (described below). The website will continue to be maintained by 
NRPB for around 2 years following the end of the FARMING project. 
 
The Steering Group was responsible for organising the scientific input to the WISDOM workshop that 
took place on 15-17 September 2003 at New College, Oxford. The workshop, through 25 plenary 
papers and a set of 2 facilitated discussion sessions, provided valuable feedback on a wide range of 
issues including technical and social factors affecting countermeasure selection, acceptability of 
intervention levels, the challenges of rural waste disposal, and crisis management. Each member of the 
Steering Group was responsible for contributing at least one paper to the workshop.  The workshop 
proceedings have been published as a special issue of the Journal of Environmental Radioactivity 
(edited by the FARMING and STRATEGY co-ordinators). An overview of the WISDOM workshop 
has also been published in Radiation Protection Dosimetry (Nisbet and Mercer, 2003).   
 
 
WP 3: Finnish Stakeholder Group 
 
In 2001, eighteen organisations (20 administrative departments or other sections) concerned with the 
production, supply and safety of food were invited to participate in the FARMING network project. 
All of them, namely food safety and availability authorities, the farming and food processing 
industries, marketing, the catering sector, advisory organisations, interest groups and the media 
became involved (Table 3). About half of the organisations had been represented in a group 
established in 1995, acting then as a discussion forum for issues of food safety and participating in 
Nordic co-operation for emergency preparedness of the food supply chain2. For the FARMING project 
the group was diversified to cover the whole chain ‘from field to fork’.  
 
Table 3 Membership of the Finnish Expert Group on the Food and Agricultural Industry’s 
Preparedness for Nuclear Emergencies and reduction of radiation harms. 
 
Government Non-Government Organisations 
Central 
• Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

- Department of Agriculture 
- Department of Food and Health 

• Ministry of Social Affairs and Health 
• Ministry of Trade and Industry 
• National Food Agency 
• National Emergency Supply Agency 
• Plant Production Inspection Centre  
• Finnish Environment Institute 
• Authority for Radiation and Nuclear Safety 
Local 
• Joint Municipal Authority for Health Care 

in Loviisa District  
 

 
• Association of Rural Advisory Centres (ARAC) 
• Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest 

Owners MTK 
• Finnish Association of Agricultural Journalists 
• Finnish Consumers' Association 
• Finnish Food and Drink Industries' Federation  
• National Board of Economic Defence 

- Foodstuffs Industry Pool 
- Household and Catering Committee 

• Finnish Food Marketing Association 
• Finnish NGO's Agriculture Task Force Birdlife 

Finland (in 2001-2002) 
• The Martha Organization  
 

 
The Finnish stakeholder group adhered to the format and content of national seminars agreed and 
annually discussed by the Steering Group. Short topical presentations were regularly given in the 
seminars by various experts, often at the request of the members of the group or necessitated by the 
tasks to be undertaken by the group. Since the first seminar in 2001, the group received background 
                                                            
2 Preuthun J, Brink M, Rantavaara A, Runólfsson H, Salbu B (eds.). Från jord till bord. EKO-3.4 rapport 1997. 
Rapport NKS/EKO-3.4(97)TR1, Roskilde: NKS-sekretariatet, 1997. (In Swedish.) 
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reading material in preparation for the discussions and work to be undertaken; the literature consisted 
of forty publications on radioecology, intervention and emergency preparedness in Finland, and the 
reports on the FARMING project and the UK group activities provided by the project coordinator. 
 
In the first annual seminar in 2001 the group evaluated the type of interventions that could be carried 
out after a hypothetical contamination of milk in a large milk production area in Finland. An 
understanding of the network of simultaneous and interrelated functions in the food supply chain 
(Fig.3) gave useful background for the assessments and for further evaluation of countermeasures 
during the project. A special topic included in the first year evaluation task was how to dispose of milk 
considered unacceptable for the foodchain. The group unanimously accepted a proposal for  
landspreading/ploughing in of milk to agricultural soil according to the suitability of the land 
(dependent on season).  The second national seminar, in 2002, was focussed on the evaluation of the 
practicability of 29 rural countermeasures and 12 waste disposal options. The communication between 
the meetings provided an important element in networking of the group, and was a tool for finalising 
some stakeholder opinions that needed further clarification.  
 
Seven members of the Finnish stakeholder group and two people from STUK participated in the 
WISDOM workshop in 2003.  Six oral presentations were given by the Finnish participants to 
communicate to other contractors and observers the working methods adopted in stakeholder 
engagement, the main findings from evaluations carried out, various preparedness issues and the 
influence of northern conditions on intervention in the food supply chain. Five manuscripts were 
submitted for publication in workshop proceedings.  
 
In the 2003 seminar, extensive feedback from the WISDOM workshop was received from attendees. 
Understanding better the diversity of stakeholder opinions in the five participating countries was an 
important result of the group discussions and other meetings during the workshop. Topical expert 
presentations in the last stakeholder seminar referred to future work and changing risk scenarios, and 
in accordance with the EU recommendation from April 2003 the protection of the public from, and 
information about radioactive caesium in wild food. However, the most important subject was 
summarising the results of the FARMING project. Discussion items of the three seminars (Table 4) 
reflect the multitude of issues of relevance to intervention in the food supply chain.  
 
Fig. 3. Network of functions and material flow in the food supply chain3 
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3 The original scheme was designed by H. Kulmala, NESA. 
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Table 4  Topics discussed in the Finnish stakeholder seminars in 2001-2003 
 

Year Main topics for discussion 
2001 

13. Sep. 
& 

28. Sep. 

Network project FARMING; content and aims; steering group meetings in 2000, 2001. 
FARMING web-site. 
Finnish stakeholder group, its background, members and their organisations: responsibilities 

upon a threat of, or after accidental contamination of foodstuffs, need for information from 
other stakeholders, current preparedness and potential problem areas. Expected 
contributions during the project. Aims of the first year. Membership, role of substitutes. 
Format of the meetings, documentation, communication between the meetings.  

Terms of reference for the Stakeholder Group. 
Background reading sent to the members in advance and to be distributed in the future.  
Topical presentations in the present and future seminars. 
Lessons learnt from BSE, dioxins, depleted uranium, Chernobyl. 
STRATEGY project. 
SAMEN cluster. 
Background for intervention and countermeasure evaluation: Radiation situation and 

contamination of foodstuffs, reduction of radiation exposure, an example on milk 
contamination scenario and suggestions for countermeasure options. 

Introduction to a regional milk contamination scenario; countermeasure evaluation task; 
principles of intervention; early actions for reduction of radiation doses through milk (and 
beef) to be evaluated for practicability. Measurements of radioactive contamination. 
Exchange of information, advice. 

Method of evaluation of and criteria for practicability. 
Effect of nuclear fallout on processes and functions in farming and food industry.  
Responsibilities for information to consumers and other stakeholders. 
Findings concerning northern conditions. 

2002 
26. Sep.; 
2. Nov. 
& 
12. Nov. 

Feedback from the steering group meeting in 2002 and progress of the FARMING project. 
Aims for stakeholder seminars in 2002. 

Rural countermeasures and waste disposal options provided by STRATEGY project and their 
evaluation: definitions, clarifications of the content.  

Exposure to external radiation during intervention or implementation of countermeasures.  
Opinions on practicability of countermeasures and waste disposal options by individual 

stakeholders and subgroups. 
Topical issues: 
- How advice to industrial life is included in emergency preparedness plan of STUK. 
- Modernising measurement instruments in local laboratories, present state of the 

Finnish project. 
- International activities in the field of Radiation protection. 
WISDOM-workshop 15.-17.9.2003 Oxford, UK: The role of existing stakeholder groups in 

the future extension of network; workshop participants and presentations. 

2003 
13 Oct;  
19 Nov 

Identifying practicable countermeasure strategies for use in sub-arctic conditions.  
Feedback from the WISDOM workshop.  
Topical issues related to radioactive contamination of food production systems:  
- Water supply of farms, and contamination risk of water reservoirs.  
- Results of a case study on costs for clean feeding implemented on farms.  
- Information on exposure of population to radiation from 137Cs in wild foods (ref. 

CEC recommendation 2003/274/EC on 14. April 2003): Current contamination of fresh 
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water fish and free foods from forests.  
- Health effects of radiation exposure. 
- International work for intervention values of radioactive contamination.  
- Preparedness for new types of emergencies and how they relate with food safety.  
Special issues of the stakeholder feedback from Finland  
- Human resources, lack of capacity, protection of agricultural soil, animal welfare  
- Costs for implementation of a countermeasure in the context of local production 

conditions.  
- Recent history of incidents related with food safety and stakeholder opinion on 

acceptable countermeasures 
- Need for consumer education; preparedness to be maintained by households and the 

catering sector. 
Spontaneous activities of the stakeholder group members in their own organisations:  
Initiative on improved availability of information to consumers 
EURANOS programme and stakeholder panels in the future  
 

 
 
The first result of the FARMING project in 2001-2004 was the establishment of a well-
communicating stakeholder group set up for the purposes of improving intervention strategies that 
would be potentially needed after radionuclide contamination of rural areas. At the end of the project 
the group was significantly better prepared for future collaboration than it was in the beginning. 
Initiatives on communication to consumers and on a research project dealing with the costs of clean 
feeding were activated during the project. The group emphasised the importance of measurements of 
radioactivity at the point of production (i.e. on farms) to facilitate the entry of acceptable foodstuffs 
into the foodchain. Stakeholder group members were active in their own organisations through 
generating articles to customer magazines, advice for households during radioactive contamination in 
connection with another information project, and including intervention caused by radionuclide 
contamination of production systems in training and advice for farmers. Improved consideration of 
emergency preparedness in some member organisations also occurred during the timescales of the 
FARMING project, and quality systems offered a frame for continuous improvement among others to 
protect the food supply chain during radionuclide contamination. 
 
Secondly, the documented content of discussions and evaluations obtained in two seminars and 
summarised in the third year is valuable material for all stakeholder organisations (Deliverables 3, 8, 
and 13, and contributions to WISDOM workshop). The facilitated seminars resulted in both improved 
understanding of the influence of intervention in different stages of the food supply chain (2001), and 
how relevant facts, opinions and up to date information is necessary for making decisions about 
countermeasure strategies.  Stakeholder opinion about the acceptability of a measure may be based on 
purely technical factors like capacity. Other countermeasures may be excluded on the basis of existing 
legislation, without a thorough evaluation of other criteria.  A lack of scientific knowledge about some 
countermeasures caused concern about their effect on the food chain that would need further 
examination.  
 
Thirdly, an initiative was made to improve the availability of information to consumers about current 
preparedness for, and the knowledge base of assuring food safety after accidental contamination of food 
production systems.  It was encouraging to see the spontaneous information by the stakeholder group members 
in their own organisations about FARMING and stakeholder roles in emergency preparedness, articles in 
customer magazines, improvements in contingency planning and the availability of networks within 
organisations for consulting, training and distribution of advice to local stakeholders. 
 
WP 4: Belgian Stakeholder Group 
Before the FARMING project, Belgium had no experience of the stakeholder engagement process in 
the domain of nuclear emergency management. Therefore, considerable effort was directed at 
identifying relevant stakeholders and convincing them to participate in the project. The organisational 
structure of the Belgian State (i.e. at Federal, Regional, Community and Provincial levels), did not 
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facilitate this exercise. However, SCK•CEN supported by the Federal Agency for Nuclear Control 
(FANC), invested considerable time and effort to gather information and to focus discussions.  When 
needed, smaller working groups addressing particular issues were created. Due to institutional 
changes, the composition of the main group has evolved slightly over time; the table below gives an 
overview of institutions participating in the Belgian Farming Stakeholder Group. As an example of 
these changes, we mention the repositioning of the Belgian Governmental Crisis Centre as being the 
competent authority at the Federal level for emergency preparedness, and as such the interactions have 
been enhanced. Several departments active in the field of control and certification in the food chain, 
formerly belonging to either the Ministry of Public Health or the Ministry of Agriculture, have been 
grouped into the Federal Agency for Safety of the Food Chain, and as such this Agency has become 
one of the key players in the team. 
 
Table 5  Membership of the Belgian Farming Stakeholder Group 
 
Governmental organisations Non-governmental organisations 
Federal Level 
• Ministry of Agriculture and Small and 

Medium Enterprises  
• Institute for Veterinary Expertise (IVK-IEV) 
• Federal Agency for Nuclear Control (FANC 

– AFCN) 
• Coordination and Crisis Centre of the Belgian 

Government (CGCCR) 
• Belgian Agency for Radioactive Waste and 

Enriched Fissile Materials 
(NIRAS/ONDRAF) 

Regional/Communotary Level 
• Office Wallon des Déchets (Walloon Office 

for Waste) 
Provincial Level 
• Province of Oost-Vlaanderen 
European Level 
• EC, DG TREN/H4 (as observer only) 

• Belgian Confederation of the dairy industry 
(BCZ-CBL) 

• Brussels Intercommunal Water Enterprise 
(CIBE-BIWM) 

• Belgian Nuclear Research Centre 
(SCK•CEN) 

• Belgische Boerenbond (Belgian Farmers 
Association) 

• Fédération Wallonne de l'Agriculture 
(Walloon Federation for Agriculture) 

• Federation of the Food Industry (Fevia) 
• National Federation of producers of meat 

products and tinned food (Fenavian) 
• Professional Association of producers of 

compound feed (Bemefa) 
• University of Liège 
• Consumer's organisation Test Aankoop – Test 

Achat 
• National Institute for Radioelements (IRE) 

 
The governmental organisations are to a large extent at the Federal (= Belgian) level, as nuclear issues 
generally speaking belong to the federal competencies. However, many environmental issues belong 
to the Regional/Communotary competencies, and as such presence of their representatives is needed as 
well. The Provincial level is very important in the execution of countermeasures, and they usually 
have very good contacts with special groups such as local farming organisations or particular 
industries. The presence as an observer of a representative of the European commission, DG 
TREN/H4 was very relevant, especially when reference levels or other legislative issues were 
discussed. 
 
Plenary meetings were organised at least once, but often twice per year, mainly in the premises of the 
Belgian Nuclear Research Centre in Brussels, but also in the Crisis Centre of the Government. When 
considered necessary, subgroups were created that tackled particular problems: 
• Animal products, focussing on meat and milk production; 
• Vegetal products, focussing on vegetables and agricultural products such as cereals; 
• Preventive countermeasures, focussing on countermeasures that could possibly be implemented 

before plume arrival; the basic input here did not come from the EC STRATEGY project, but was 
developed by a representative of the Ministry of Agriculture; 

• Aquatic countermeasures. 
The problem of waste disposal was identified as crucial, but the Belgian FARMING Stakeholder 
Group did not manage within the time available to tackle this in depth. This was also due to the fact 
that several of the most relevant stakeholders in this respect did not belong to the stakeholder group as 
created for this project. 



 15

 
During the working period, a number of issues have been discussed, and a synthesis is given in the 
table below (Table 6). 
 
Table 6 Topics discussed in the Belgian stakeholder seminars in 2001-2003 
 
Year Main topics for discussion 
2001 Terms of reference 

Information about radioactive contamination, emergency reference levels, risks of 
radioactivity etc. 
Monitoring of radioactivity, including laboratory capacity, accreditation, quick 
mapping of contaminated areas etc. 
Countermeasures as regards animal products: focus on milk 
Countermeasures for vegetal products: creation of plant subgroup 
 

2002 Feedback from the Farming network (NRPB experts invited for presenting the UK 
experience and the Farming Website) 
Feedback from the subgroups 
Legal aspects and aspects of liability (Paris and Vienna conventions) 
Creation of a subgroup on 'preventive countermeasures' 
Detailed discussion based upon input from the EC STRATEGY project 
 

2003 Feedback from the Farming Network and the subgroups 
Further discussions about the EC STRATEGY files – finalisation of the 'Belgian 
version' of the STRATEGY files 
Availability of data, including discussions about the GIS of the Crisis Centre of the 
Government and at the level of the Province of Oost-Vlaanderen 
Finalisation of the files with the 'Preventive countermeasures' 
Case study based upon some accident scenario's for the Tihange Nuclear Power 
Station 
The problem of definition of emergency zones 
The input to the Wisdom workshop 
Feeedback from the Wisdom workshop 

2004* Feedback from the Farming network and from the subgroups 
Creation of a subgroup on 'Aquatic countermeasures' 
The future of Farming within 'Euranos' 
Conclusions of the Farming project (data management, legal issues, measurement 
aspects, preventive countermeasures) – actions to transfer the information to the 
authorities 
 

• The meeting in 2004 was not a contractual requirement of the FARMING project.  It was organised by 
SCK.CEN to maintain the impetus, to enhance sustainability of the group and to guarantee involvement in 
future work in the EURANOS project  

 
 
 
 
WP 5: Greek  Stakeholder Group 
The FARMING Greek Stakeholders Working Group (FGSWG) was established in 2001. The Group 
has a membership of 20 (Table 7) which represents an almost equal balance of Government (GOs) and 
Non-Government Organisations (NGOs). Government organisations comprise central and devolved 
administrations. Non-government organisations include representatives from the food sector, retail 
trade, milk industry, consumers and individuals with specialist expertise. 
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Table 7 Membership of the FGSWG 
 

GOs NGOs 
• EFET- Food  Safety Authority 
• Greek Army, Division of Hygiene 
• Greek Atomic Energy Commission 

(GAEC)– Division of Research and 
Development   

• GAEC, Division of Environmental 
Radioactivity   

• Ministry of Agriculture, Direction of 
Veterinary Medicine   

• Ministry of Agriculture, Division of 
Environmental Protection 

• NAGREF (National Agricultural Research 
Foundation)   

• NAGREF –Department of Publications 
• NRCPS  “Demokritos”, Institute of Nuclear 

Technology and Radioprotection 
• Nuclear Physics Laboratory, University of 

Ioannina   

• Association of  Veterinarians  
• Association of Agronomists  
• DELTA (Milk Industry) 
• EKPIZO  (Consumers’ Association “The 

quality of life)  
• FAGE (Milk Industry) 
• Geotechnical Chamber   
• INKA (Consumers Association ) 
• Journalists 
• SEVEK (Association of Meat Industries ) 
• SEVT (Association of Greek Food Industries)  

 
 

The 1st, 2nd and 3rd series of meetings of the Greek group took place on 20 and 21 November 2001, 12 
and 13 November 2002 and 24 and 25 November 2003, respectively. Annual reports summarising the 
content of these meetings are available on the FARMING website.  A wide range of topics has been 
discussed by the stakeholders over the period 2001-2003 (Table 8). However, the discussions in 2002 
were focused on the database of agricultural countermeasures and rural waste disposal options 
produced by the EC STRATEGY project.  Extensive discussion and debate by the stakeholders on the 
acceptability and practicability of options were presented in the WISDOM workshop. 

 

Table 8  Main topics for discussion in Greek Stakeholder meetings 

Year Main topics for discussion 
2001 • FARMING and related EU projects 

• The activities of the Greek Atomic Energy Commission (GAEC) 
• Computer code simulations (RODOS) and contamination scenarios 
• Experience from the dioxins and the BSE crises 
• Panic psychology, following food crises 
• Causes of dietary crises 
• The depleted uranium crisis 
• Introduction to Countermeasures 
• Materials used for countermeasures 
• Evaluation of countermeasures 

2002 • Feedback from the FARMING network 
• Risk, risk perception and stakeholders participation 
• The WISDOM workshop – information on participation and presentations 
• Stakeholder opinion on the acceptability/practicability of countermeasures and 

waste disposal options described in the STRATEGY datasheets 
2003 • Feedback from the FARMING network 

• Feedback from the WISDOM workshop 
• Discussion on countermeasures for specific Mediterranean (Greek) products 
• Issues of  major concern for the Greek Stakeholders 
• Presentation of  the UK Recovery Handbook for Radiation Incidents and the 

future of FARMING in EURANOS 
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WP6. French Stakeholder Group 
France became involved in the EC FARMING project through the Institute of Patrimonial Strategies 
(ISP) of the National Institute of Agronomy Paris-Grignon (INAPG), which is specialised in the 
strategic field of the management of the Living  (nature, agriculture, quality of the territory, etc) and 
patrimonial strategies.  
 
At the start of the FARMING project, management of agriculture and food production in France 
following a nuclear accident was characterised by the absence of any pre-existing networks between 
stakeholders from agriculture/food and those from the radiological protection. However, it was 
recognised that agriculture and nuclear power are both very important sectors in France and in the EU 
and the stakes would be high following a nuclear accident. 
 
A specific approach developed by INAPG was used to facilitate meetings and dialogue between 
stakeholders who have not previously discussed the implications of a nuclear accident on agriculture. 
Within this framework, the overall problem to be solved was: how to facilitate the emergence of the 
conditions and means for the management a “Crisis of the Living” and its consequences on 
agriculture, food and living conditions of the population of the affected territory after a nuclear 
accident?  The results of the project were both technical and strategic and for the stakeholders they are 
inseparable.  
 
Three sets of seminars were organised during the project (19-20 December 2001, 16-17 October 2002 
and 10 December 2003) which led to an increased common understanding about the implications of a 
nuclear accident in France and in Europe, and how to deal with it.  Annual reports summarising the 
findings of each seminar have been published (www.ec-farming.net). The French FARMING group 
was chaired by a representative from the Ministry of Agriculture and co-ordinated by the ISP which 
provided the mediation between the following NGOs and Governmental organisation: 
 

• Institute of Patrimonial Strategies (ISP) 
• Ministry of Agriculture 
• French farmers national association (FNSEA) 
• National Milk Producers Federation (FNPL) 
• Association of French farmers for international co-operation (FERT) 
• National Union of Family association (NGOs – Civil society) 
• Institute for Radiological Protection and Nuclear Safety (IRSN) 
• Nuclear Protection Evaluation Centre (CEPN) 
• Others stakeholders: local councillors, agricultural organisation, independent 

Commission for research and information on radioactivity to the population 
(CRIIRAD), etc. 

 
The composition on the French FARMING group has evolved over the course of the project with the 
membership increasing from 13 in 2001 to 35 in 2003.  Changes in membership are summarised in 
Table 9 below.  There has been a significant increase in the involvement in NGOs representing food 
and agriculture, as well as GO representing radioprotection. 
 
 
Table 9  Changes in the composition of the French FARMING stakeholder group with time 
 

 Food and 
Agriculture 

Radiological 
protection and 
nuclear safety 

Civil society Total 

 GO NGO GO NGO GO NGO GO NGO Total 
2001 2 5 2 1 0 3 4 9 13 
2002 4 2 2 4 0 3 6 9 15 
2003 9 16 7 2 0 1 16 19 35 
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The FARMING project created links between the stakeholders and their organisations, it provided a 
forum for exchanging information that extended beyond those immediately involved.  It also created a 
sustainable and dynamic mechanism for the further development of a network of stakeholders familiar 
with working together about such issues, and able to be mobilised in the case of radiological 
contamination. 
 
During the course of its meetings, the French FARMING Group undertook an evaluation of the 
database of agricultural countermeasures and rural waste disposal options produced by the EC 
STRATEGY project. Some 10 countermeasures were evaluated in detail. For this additional 
stakeholders were enlisted from the following organisations: 
 

• Animal Husbandry Institute 
• Arvalis - Plant Institute 
• Association for Technical Co-ordination in Agriculture (ACTA) 
• Inter-professional Technical Centre for Oleaginous Plants (CETIOM) 
• Inter-professional Technical Centre for Fruits and Vegetables (CTIFL) 
• Inter-professional Technical Centre for Vine and Wine (ITV) 
• Technical Institute for Linen (ITL) 
• Technical Institute for Pig (ITP) 
 

Papers summarising both the evaluation process itself and the applicability of countermeasures in 
France have been published (Jullien et al, 2005; Reales et al., 2004).  In 2003, 10 stakeholders from 
the French FARMING Group participated in the WISDOM workshop. Conclusions from the final 
meeting held in 2003 indicated that 

 
• The crisis deriving from a long lasting and diffuse radiological contamination should led 

to a crisis of the living with strong effect on the nature, the agriculture, the food and the 
living conditions on the territories 

• This crisis should be managed as a crisis of the living, at the first moment of the accident, 
even if the consequences appear in the medium/long term on agriculture, food and living 
conditions in the territory 

• Management of the crisis requires the mobilisation and preparation of all the stakeholders  
concerned, during  the non-crisis period   

 
At the national level in France, the FARMING project has helped develop a shared expertise about the 
impact of a nuclear crisis and the conditions necessary to deal with it.  The project has also initiated 
the development of a common and shared culture and language in the field of the post-accidental 
management that will need time and investment (financial and human) to make it sustainable. Finally 
FARMING has created a place for meetings, discussion and information exchange at the national 
level, as well as links to other national groups via the network. 
 
 
4 Achievements 
In this discussion, a distinction is made between the achievements of the FARMING network as a 
whole and those of the individual national groups on which it is built. 
 
4.1 The network 
(i) FARMING attracts a large number of enthusiastic and committed stakeholders 
At the start of the FARMING project it was anticipated that each stakeholder group would consist of 
around 10 members. By the end of the first year this target was exceeded.  Membership of the network 
currently stands at more than 100, split approximately equally between the five national groups. 
Members have shown a commitment to the FARMING project with most stakeholders continuing to 
be involved for the whole duration of the project: all show a real enthusiasm to participate at meetings.  
The FARMING network has enabled communication links to be established and maintained between  
the relevant stakeholders. 
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(ii)  FARMING involves a wide diversity of stakeholders and a sharing of expertise 
The FARMING network encompasses a wide diversity of stakeholders from a mix of government 
(GO) and non-government organisations (NGO), covering around 20 disciplines (radioecologists, 
experts in radiation protection, emergency response and countermeasures, vetinarians, doctors, 
environmentalists, foresters, economists, food scientists, home economists, agriculturalists, retailers, 
journalists, engineers, chemists, hydrologists etc.). The diversity of stakeholders across the network 
has highlighted a wealth of expertise that is not always represented at the national level.  
Consequently, there has been useful feedback and exchange of ideas and expertise between members 
of the network (e.g. on longer-term rehabilitation (France), ideas for disposal of waste foodstuffs 
(UK), better emergency preparedness in the home and catering kitchens (Finland), ideas for 
countermeasures to be applied in the early phase (Belgium).  
 
(iii)  The FARMING website is widely used by network members and others 
A user-friendly, interactive website (www.ec-farming.net) was established at the start of the project to 
provide comprehensive and up to date information on all aspect of the FARMING network, including 
contact details of its members (restricted access). The site currently has more than 300 visitors per 
month, many being from countries outside the network.  Due to the popularity of the website, it will be 
maintained by the project co-ordinator for 2 years after the official end of the FARMING project. 
 
(iv) FARMING has disseminated information on countermeasures widely, including those that 

would be inappropriate 
Stakeholders, many of whom had no previous knowledge about radioactivity, were provided with 
state-of-the-art information on countermeasures.  This information came from a related EC project 
STRATEGY; it was disseminated and subsequently discussed within a wide range of government and 
non-government organisations throughout Europe.  Misconceptions about the effectiveness of some 
techniques or subsequent environmental impact of others has also been disseminated in the hope that 
implementation of inappropriate techniques can be avoided in the future.  
 
(v)  FARMING has promoted interest in the post accident situation in the medium-long term 
Historically, the main focus of attention for accident management has been the emergency phase.  The 
countermeasure information provided to stakeholders by the STRATEGY project focussed on the 
medium – long-term phase. As a consequence, a wide range of stakeholder organisations has now 
become aware of the issues at stake beyond the emergency phase.  This has promoted the development 
of strategies for post accident management that consider the implementation of countermeasures over 
all timescales.  This is important as many countermeasures applied in the short-term affect strategies 
for successful long term rehabilitation.  
 
(vi)  FARMING has highlighted important national differences in the practicability and 

acceptability of countermeasure options 
The FARMING network has provided a forum for discussion and debate on the practicability and 
acceptability of countermeasures, both at the national level and internationally. A considerable 
divergence of opinion between national panels was apparent for many of the options considered.  This 
could be attributed to differences in geomorphology, climate, land management, infrastructure, 
consumer confidence, socio-political context and culture (Nisbet et al., in press). Several important 
cross border issues have also been identified by stakeholders (e.g. the setting of intervention levels, 
disposal routes for contaminated milk), that merit further consideration in the future. 
 
(vii)  FARMING has promoted the setting up of other stakeholder panels for the purposes of 

emergency management 
The achievements of the FARMING network were promoted at the WISDOM workshop and this has 
resulted in a commitment from other Member States to establish similar stakeholder groups elsewhere 
in Europe. Representatives from the Republic of Ireland, Germany, Denmark and Norway have 
expressed an interest in setting up stakeholder panels in the field of food and agriculture to 
complement those already active in UK, Finland, Belgium, Greece and France.  In the future, other 
stakeholder groups will be set up across Europe to address issues relating to other sectors of economic 
activity (e.g. non-food industry) as well as the management of contaminated inhabited areas. 
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(viii)  FARMING network is applicable to the management of incidents involving non-nuclear 
contaminants 

The setting up of a network of stakeholder groups with interests in agriculture and the food industry 
will ensure that an infrastructure is in place that can potentially deal with events that involve 
contaminants other than radionuclides. Some of the stakeholders involved would be the same, as 
would some of the countermeasures and even some of the strategies.  The network can therefore be 
exploited for other purposes in the future. 
 
4.2  The national stakeholder panels 
(i)  FARMING has established lines of communication between all of the most relevant 

stakeholders at national level 
The impact of FARMING has been greatest in France, Greece and Belgium, where lines of 
communication between relevant stakeholders were established for the first time. In the UK and 
Finland, lines of communication between stakeholders pre-dated the FARMING network. 
 
In France, FARMING has provided a unique opportunity for stakeholders in the nuclear sector to enter 
dialogue with stakeholders in the agricultural/food sector to develop a common understanding of how 
to deal with the impact and long-term consequences of a nuclear accident. The FARMING project has 
initiated the development of a common and shared culture and language in post accident management.   
 
In a non-nuclear country such as Greece, FARMING has raised the profile of issues surrounding the 
management of contamination of foodchain and initiated communication between organisations that 
had hitherto not engaged in dialogue.  The co-chairing of the Greek group by the Hellenic Food Safety 
Authority and the Greek Atomic Energy Commission makes an important statement about 
collaboration between potentially very different sectors.  In Belgium there was little experience of 
stakeholder engagement in the field of radiological protection before the FARMING project. This 
initiative has proved to be useful mechanism to initiate communication links between those 
organisations that have not hitherto collectively considered the implications of contamination of the 
foodchain. 
 
(ii)  FARMING stakeholder panels have started to become incorporated into the decision making 

process for restoration of the foodchain at the national level 
The quality of the work carried out by national groups has already enabled the development of a 
suitable level of authoritative advice that could be given to Government ministers in times of crisis.  
Furthermore, the involvement of GOs and NGO’s from the outset of discussions on countermeasure 
strategy will enhance the credibility of information communicated by Government to members of the 
public before and during a crisis.  
 
In the UK, in the event of an accident a multi-agency Recovery Working Group would be convened as 
soon as it became clear that off-site contamination was going to occur.  Since 2003, the UK 
FARMING panel has been given an official role in providing advice to this Working Group on the 
selection of countermeasures and waste disposal options for contaminated foodstuffs. In Belgium, the 
activities and success of the stakeholder panel reinforced the idea of creating a new advisory cell 
(ECOSOC) within the recently revised national nuclear emergency organisation.  ECOSOC has an 
official role for dealing with socio-economic consequences of a nuclear accident including selection of 
remediation options.  ECOSOC has two working groups, one representing industry and transport, the 
other (based upon the FARMING panel) representing the agriculture and food industry sectors. 
FARMING has also contributed to the creation of a working group addressing to solve the issues 
identified during the Farming meetings related to detection and measurement, bringing together the 
Federal Agency for Nuclear Control, the Federal Agency for Safety of the Food Chain and the main 
laboratories. 
 
(iii)  FARMING stakeholder panels have provided a forum where the suitability of a wide range of 

management options could be debated under non-crisis conditions 
The stakeholder panels have met regularly to debate and judge the practicability of a wide range of 
management options that have been proposed on the basis of their scientific validity.  GOs and NGOs 
have in many cases been able to reach a consensus about whether a countermeasure is acceptable, only 
acceptable under specific circumstances or not acceptable at all.  The elimination of unsuitable options 
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under non-crisis conditions has been of benefit in the preparation of emergency plans and contingency 
arrangements at the national level. For example, the UK panel has agreed a subset of options on which 
a Recovery Handbook for Radiation Incidents has been developed (NRPB, 2004). ).  The suitability of 
these options and those previously excluded will be reviewed on an annual basis as part of maintaining 
the Handbook as a state-of-the-art of document. 
 
(iv)  FARMING stakeholder panels have formed sub-groups to take forward policy and to develop 

plans for options considered to be most suitable  
Discussions on the acceptability and practicability of various management options has often provoked 
further discussions on operational issues relating to those options considered by the stakeholders to be 
most suitable for implementation. Some stakeholder panels have formed sub-groups to address 
remaining uncertainties or gaps in the knowledge base and have been able to take forward policy and 
develop specific plans. The UK panel, which has been working since 1997, has established four such 
subgroups for: emergency monitoring of milk; landspreading of milk; disposal of milk via long sea 
outfalls; and the management of domestic production and free foods.  The outputs from the three 
groups working on milk are currently being assimilated into a single national plan for the management 
of contaminated milk following a nuclear accident or incident. Stakeholder input, particularly from the 
milk and farming industries, has been essential to the production of such a plan.  The Belgian panel 
has established three sub-groups focussed on the development of specific plans for plant products, 
animal products and the supply of potable water. The recommendations issuing from these subgroups 
have been confirmed during a plenary meeting to conclude the Farming period, and will be sent to the 
Belgian competent authorities at various levels for further study and/or implementation. 
 
(v)  FARMING stakeholder panels have greatly benefited from integrating expertise in the 

management of radioactive and conventional contaminants 
 Most panels have included stakeholders with experience of managing crises involving other types of 
contaminants.  This has enriched discussions and put the impact of radioactive contaminants in 
context.  In France, stakeholders from the agricultural sector found it helpful to consider the impact 
that dioxins and BSE had on food supply so as to understand the possible consequences of a nuclear 
accident, for which they had no first hand experience. Recent experience in Belgium with dioxins, 
BSE, foot and mouth disease and fowl plague have highlighted practical aspects that had not 
previously been considered but would be directly relevant to an incident involving radioactivity (e.g. 
consumer attitude, slaughtering capacity, disposal of contaminated milk and meat). 
 
 
5 Difficulties 
In this discussion, a distinction is made between the difficulties faced by the FARMING network as a 
whole and those of the individual national groups on which it is built. 
 
5.1 The network 
 (i)  Estimating the time required to co-ordinate the FARMING network 
The efficient functioning of the network has required a larger investment of human resources than had 
originally been foreseen.  Several layers of co-ordination (at an international and national level) have 
been necessary to ensure that stakeholders maintain their interest and motivation for the duration of 
the project and beyond.  This has involved regular meetings and communication between members of 
the Steering Group to agree on the scope of stakeholder meetings and to feedback opinion between 
national panels. There has also been a considerable investment of time by the project co-ordinator in 
organising the international workshop, providing stakeholders with state-of-the art information on 
countermeasures and keeping the website up-to-date. 
 
(ii)  The development of a common understanding between partners in the FARMING project 
 The differences in disciplines, backgrounds and nationalities represented on the Steering Group led to 
some initial misunderstandings between partners on the merits or otherwise of the various 
management options. Over time these have been clarified and as a consequence partners have gained a 
deeper insight and understanding of other perspectives on managing a nuclear accident. These broader 
perspectives have been communicated throughout the network and have helped to break down national 
prejudices.  
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5.2 The national stakeholder panels  
(i)  Difficulties for some national panels to persuade stakeholders to participate in FARMING  
In Member States where stakeholder engagement has not yet been widely adopted, there was an initial 
reluctance to participate in FARMING (Belgium, France and Greece). However, once engaged, the 
process has been well received by stakeholders.  Belgium’s complex structure made the actual 
selection of stakeholders difficult due to subdivisions of the authorities, differences in languages and 
different problems perceived in the north and south of the country.  For non-nuclear countries (i.e. 
Greece) where the threat of contamination is reduced, stakeholders may not see the relevance or 
urgency of such work. In France it was difficult to engage stakeholders from agriculture and civil 
society, as they had not been involved in nuclear issues in the past.  Furthermore, the sensitivities of 
some of the issues being addressed made it necessary to develop a common knowledge base and 
understanding of the consequences of radioactive contamination, before stakeholders could become 
fully engaged. 
 
(ii)  Difficulties for some national panels to persuade environmentalists to participate 
Stakeholders representing environmental organisations have many pressures on their time.  Panels in 
Belgium and Greece failed to persuade representatives from the green movement to participate in 
FARMING.  In Belgium, those contacted were not interested in participating constructively, possibly 
because their participation in such a forum might be considered as a sign of support for nuclear 
energy. Furthermore, the involvement of some of these organisations would not have been accepted by 
several members of the group.   
 
(iii)  The co-ordination of national panels requires a considerable investment of financial and 

human resources 
Maintaining the interest and motivation of the national panels was found to require a considerable 
investment in time, as well as initiative and foresight in the planning and drafting of discussion papers 
and presentations.   Findings from each set of meetings were agreed with all the stakeholders before 
being written up for open publication.  This information was exchanged with other members of the 
network, and disseminated more widely via the FARMING website.  The time required to produce 
such high quality documentation was significant. 
 
(iv)  The majority of information available to stakeholder panels on restoration options is written 

in English 
Translation of documents into national languages had to be undertaken for most stakeholder panels 
particularly where technical information was being circulated to non-technical participants for 
comment.  This was time consuming for those responsible for translation and the magnitude of the 
task was not foreseen at the start of the project. 
 
(v)  Ensuring information on countermeasures and databases is kept up-to-date  
Decisions on countermeasure selection depend on a number of criteria that affect their practicability.  
Modifications to national legislation, changes in capacities for waste disposal, the availability of new 
technologies etc. are a few examples of how the practicability of options may be affected.  Without an 
investment of human resources to keep a ‘watching brief’ on developments, it is difficult to ensure that 
information on countermeasures and their associated databases are kept up-to-date. There may be 
instances however when national panels have access to ‘in house’ information originating from the 
sectors of activity represented by the stakeholders.  In such situations, iterative working within the 
stakeholder panel can itself become a means of continuous improvement and updating of information.  
Nevertheless, there will be some criteria e.g. liability and insurance, legislation, that extend beyond the 
traditional scope of the organisations involved, making updating of information more difficult. 
 
(vi)  Difficulties in persuading Governments to take forward work on restoration at a reasonable 

pace 
The last major accident (at the Chernobyl Nuclear Power Plant) happened 18 years ago and 
governments now have other priorities and threats to the foodchain. Partly because of the lack of 
urgency, there appears to be a reluctance to invest resources in the detailed planning of restoration 
strategies beyond the emergency phase.  Similarly, the planning of communication strategies to 
accompany the implementation of countermeasures has been neglected. These aspects can also be 
considered as key challenges for the future. In Belgium, it was considered necessary to add a final 
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plenary Farming meeting to confirm the main findings of the FARMING project, leading to an advice 
to the competent authorities supported by the stakeholders. It is hoped that this joint recommendation 
will lead to sufficient means to improve several of the difficulties met during the past four years.  
 
 
6  Future challenges 
6.1 The Network 
(i)  Sustainability and expansion of the FARMING network 
EC financial support for the FARMING network comes to an end in October 2004.  The sustainability 
of the network beyond these timescales will depend on whether stakeholder engagement becomes an 
integral part of the decision-making process in Europe and whether there are sufficient human and 
financial resources to co-ordinate the work at an international level.  Opportunities for face-to-face 
discussions with stakeholders from other Member States on specific topics (i.e. through focussed 
workshops) will help sustain interest and provide a platform for expansion of the network. The 
establishment of FARMING as a non-profit legal entity may raise the profile of the network with 
national governments and ensure its expansion and sustainability. 
 
(ii)  Broadening the scope of the FARMING network 
The FARMING network has tended to focus its discussions on options for managing agricultural areas 
during the emergency and recovery phases of a nuclear accident.  The next phase should consider 
rehabilitation of the affected territory as a whole, rather than dealing with agriculture as a separate 
entity.  A nuclear accident, or indeed chemical contamination, will create wide-ranging problems for 
the economy, civil society and public institutions.  Consequently, the future challenge for the network 
is to somehow broaden its remit to consider the management of the quality of a territory as a whole. 
 
(iii)  Utilise the diversity of stakeholders represented by FARMING network to develop a generic 

handbook for managing contaminated food production systems in Europe 
Under the auspices of the EC Framework 6 Programme, the EURANOS project (www.euranos.fzk.de) 
is making use of the FARMING network to provide input to a handbook being developed for decision-
makers with responsibility for managing contaminated food production systems in Europe. However, 
results of discussions within the network have already shown that there is a wide variation in 
stakeholder opinion between Member States on the applicability of many countermeasures and waste 
disposal options.  The challenge to be faced is whether these differences can be reconciled so that a 
generic handbook can be produced with annexes for customising it on a regional basis. 
 
6.2 The national stakeholder panels 
(i)  Sustainability of national panels when no supplementary funding from EC is available 
The sustainability of the national panels beyond the timescales of the FARMING project shows a 
variation between the Member States involved.  The UK group for example, will continue because it 
has recently taken on a formal role in providing advice to Government on agricultural 
countermeasures. Similarly, the Belgian group will continue through the new ECOSOC cell of the 
Governmental Co-ordination and Crisis Centre.  There will also be subgroups set up on drinking water 
and waste issues and for EURANOS-related activities. Finnish, French and Greek groups will also 
continue at least in the short-term because of EURANOS-related activities, although these do not fully 
replace the wider goals of the FARMING network. The Finnish panel may have longer term 
sustainability due to the recognised role for the group in providing support and advice to decision 
makers on priorities for long term restoration.  The Finnish group needs to have structured and 
targeted involvement in contingency planning supported by a few thematic subgroups.  
 
 
7  Conclusions  
Under the auspices of the EC FARMING project, it has been possible to successfully engage a large 
number of enthusiastic and committed stakeholders in a network set up to develop robust and 
practicable strategies for maintaining agricultural production and a safe food supply following a 
nuclear accident. In the four years since its inception, the FARMING network has had many 
achievements on both a national and international basis.  Primarily it has provided a forum, through 
national stakeholder panels, where the suitability of a wide range of management options can be 
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debated under non-crisis conditions.  In some participating Member States these panels are becoming 
integrated into the decision making process and sub groups have been set up to take forward policy 
and plans for the options considered to be most suitable.  Nevertheless, there have been difficulties to 
overcome both in the initial engagement process and in the human resources required to maintain the 
interest and motivation of the stakeholders. Furthermore, there was the need to develop a common 
understanding between the diversity of individuals involved, which has latterly been achieved. The 
FARMING network is now well established in Europe and is attracting interest from other Member 
States wishing to join the process: it could also find application to the management of incidents 
involving non-nuclear contaminants. The main challenge to be faced is the longer-term sustainability 
of the network which will depend on whether stakeholder engagement becomes an integral part of the 
decision making process in Europe and whether there are sufficient human and financial resources to 
co-ordinate the work nationally and internationally. 
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Annex 1 
Website usage  

 
 

Location of visitors viewing the website during project year 2 
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Location of visitors viewing the website during project year 3 
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FARMING Website usage - Project year 4
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