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Abstract. This paper comprises the assessment of interests for central and local governments, different 
authorities, public and commercial companies, political parties and non-governmental organizations, organised 
and ad-hock groups of public, which could contribute to development and maintenance of infrastructure for 
radiation safety, general environmental protection, as well as for public health among other similar fields. 
Understanding of these interests allows to be prepared for eventual demonstrations or publications against 
decisions about significant modifications of infrastructure and provides ideas how to explain needs of financial 
and human resources for maintaining of supervisory system and management of major facilities, which are vital 
for safety infrastructure. Two case studies are presented in this report related to modification of the framework 
law and the preparation of radioactive waste management strategy. 

1. Introduction 

Latvia has limited uses of radiation sources; there are neither nuclear power plants nor nuclear fuel 
cycle facilities in the country. The majority of applications are related to medicine and the use of 
radiation gauges in industry. In this rather limited radiation safety framework, it is probably easier to 
recognise major stakeholders than in the countries, which have much broader scope of application of 
radiation. Significant changes in supervisory system and in legislative framework took place recently 
in the country. A number of ongoing activities are related to waste management, the most important of 
them being decommissioning of the research reactor and, therefore also the expansion of radioactive 
waste disposal site. 

Based on this background, the recently established new radiation and nuclear safety regulatory body 
together with Ministry of Environment is trying to assess already managed achievements as well as 
those difficulties, which we have met in the recent past, in order to mitigate them in nearest future. All 
of these questions are related to involvement of stakeholders on different levels and to various extent. 
Latvia follows international trends in this field, as it is always possible to find certain good examples, 
which a comparatively small country can consider and chose the best available option based on 
international experience from other countries. I would also like to refer, in this regard to one of the last 
international meetings on such issues, such as The International Stakeholders’ Conference on 
Approaches to the Management of Environmental Radioactivity, which took place in Luxembourg on 
2 and 3 December 2002. 
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2. Description of Case Studies 

2.1. New framework law and stakeholders 

2.1.1. Background for modernisation of legal framework 

Latvia had Radiation safety and nuclear safety act in force already in 1994 [1] (a reminder: Latvia re-
established its independence in 1991 and international experiences were limited in early 90ties). First 
Act was prepared by Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development1, taking into 
account the experiences of Sweden and Finland. Based on that framework law several regulations 
were in force, e.g. national basic safety standard, radioactive waste management regulations, safe 
transport regulations etc. It was recognised within country and also outside that some improvements 
were needed, but Act reflected (in general) all major recommendations in this field and also introduced 
necessary requirements to ensure safe practices with radiation sources. 

Main difficulties and deficiencies of that system were related to situation of several regulatory 
authorities and there were some problems related to independence of the regulator because medical 
radiology applications were controlled by institutions from the Ministry of Welfare. 

2.1.2. Major modifications in new framework law 

Without detailed analysis of all juridical modifications in new Act, one could rise a question what was 
achieved to improve supervisory infrastructure and to clarify interaction between regulatory body and 
other relevant state institutions. The main achievements by Act from 2000 on Radiation Safety and 
Nuclear Safety [2] is the establishment of a single regulatory body – Radiation Safety Centre and to 
empower it for cooperation with all relevant institutions to ensure safety of sources and practices with 
radiation sources. 

2.1.3. Stakeholders and their opinions regarding Act 

From the legal point of view any physical or legal person within a country is a stakeholder because 
requirements imposed by the law have to be fulfilled and there are no formal excuses for non-
compliances due to lack of knowledge or resources. More over certain provisions of law influence 
international activities and therefore international organisations, regulatory authorities in other 
countries and many other legal and physical persons need to be included within the list of 
stakeholders. 

As in any state, Latvia also has established certain legal requirements how to collect opinions from 
major stakeholders and how to further proceed in cases where it is impossible to find solutions 
acceptable for all relevant parties. Definitely, always will be differences in opinions and wishes, but 
compromises must not compromise the safety otherwise we cannot ensure adequate safety level and 
fulfilment of international obligations. 

The main stakeholders involved in modernisation of radiation safety framework law were as follows 
(starting from higher legal level, but obviously, that in negotiations among drafters of the act and 
stakeholders, usually discussions started from the bottom to provide chance for political leaders to 
validate already assessed proposals and not spending time for discussions about technical issues or 
consequences, which they cannot fully understand due to specifics and the need for special knowledge 
on certain topics): 

— Saeima (Parliament) – to take into account opinions from political parties composing parliament 
and inhabitants who voted for those parties; 

                                                      

1 Since February 1, 2003- Ministry of the Environment 
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— Cabinet of Ministers – to make proposal (draft act) for Parliament and to provide political 
and/or technical and financial decisions in case if some ministries cannot reach agreement on 
specific items; The Government acts at relatively late stage, therefore draft document must have 
already reached rather acceptable form and may only contain some options otherwise 
discussions at meeting of the Cabinet would be unsuccessful and could also imply negative 
consequences for unsuccessful drafters of the act. 

— Ministries (in general and also certain number of them in particular – those who had or/and will 
have some competence to validate requirements and to ensure their fulfilment); That negotiation 
process could start at different stages (e.g. during the early drafting of Act, if their 
representatives are directly involved in that process or after the draft had been finished by 
limited number of expert’s group leaded by one ministry or authority). There isn’t the best 
option, one could remind a joke about management – if you have a lot of time or you would like 
to stop the process, then the best option is to establish a large working group officially, in this 
case you will be always busy and nobody would claim that all opinions are not discussed, but 
definitely, in such manner it is hard to believe that there will be outcome in limited time period. 
Certainly, many things depend from national traditions and circumstances, but as we had limited 
time (related to implementation of IAEA recommendations and planed accession to the EU) and 
wish to make successful second attempt (fist was in early 90th and resulted with an Act in 1994) 
to establish good regulatory infrastructure few experts from the Ministry of Environmental 
Protection and Regional Development took initiative to develop new version of framework law. 
Involvement of representatives from other ministries in early stages were limited and mainly 
oriented to the experts who know the issue and also experts from leading institutions and 
facilities. As consequences of such procedure – we managed our job within reasonable time, 
however there were complaints, that changes had been proposed to meet our own interests (e.g. 
job, positions, influence to users etc.); 

— Money keepers (Ministry of Finance) – official discussions about need for public funds were 
raised and negotiated at the end of drafting (after announcement of new act in weekly meeting 
of State secretaries), because operational expenses for regulatory infrastructure could be 
assessed only at a stage, when is clear what exactly will be established and what will be the 
tasks and scope of activities for regulators. Regarding public funds (budget and extra-budgetary 
resources) there were two questions: 

o first, investments for establishment of new system, for which we got strong support 
from our ministry (grant from Latvian Environment Fund), also from neighbouring 
countries (Sweden and Denmark) and the IAEA; 

o second, operational expenses (regular budget for new institution) – that question is 
usually one of the hardest because any ministry for finance does not like significant 
changes from year to year (very often if annual budget is not to be prepared as “zero 
budget” (when all assessments for expenses have to be calculated as they never been 
known before and for any financial position shall be prepared full explanation) 
everything is based on situation in previous fiscal year and increase should be within 
limits of increase in state income and with respect to changes in distribution of 
available resources among state institutions) for new regulatory authority legal 
establishment was in middle of the year as result in 2001 the increase of needed 
resources was less visible and easier acceptable.  

— Owners of facilities etc. – it is not that easy to explain how interests of owners were taken into 
account, because they were involved under auspices of all possible groups of stakeholders and 
could be identified only in some specific groups e.g. dentists and companies who provide 
veterinary services – these groups were legally treated differently in previous, therefore their 
opinion was assessed in very early stages. 
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— Non-governmental organisations – this group of representatives from general public always 
stands outside of fully formal procedures. Latvia, as many other countries, decided to involve 
NGOs in formal procedures. But who can instead of NGOs decide which from these 
organisations should be consulted? Ministry of Environment maintain long traditions to keep 
continuous communication with the Environmental Protection Club (Latvian abbreviation VAK 
– green NGO, which was established in late 80ties). There is also a Centre of NGOs (Latvian 
abbreviation NVOC), but as non governmental organisations they do not, and probably will not, 
formalise their activities. As a result, the Ministry should approach all members of Centre to ask 
their opinion, but it is technically not possible and there still is no guarantee that all NGOs 
would be approached. Therefore it has become a common practice to send documents for 
comments to the VAK and NVOC, in addition draft documents are published on the internet 
home page of the Ministry. 

— Professional associations and interest groups (official organisations) – for radiation safety 
framework law the most important was the Association of Radiologists and Rentgenologists 
(professional medical doctors), but also several smaller groups delegated their experts already in 
early stages for drafting of the new law. 

An outcome from consultations was reasonable validated version of new act, which also contains 
provisions for stakeholders’ involvement in implementation of the safety system. Parliament approved 
establishment of the Radiation Safety Board (consulting organisation to the Government and also to 
the regulatory authority) and some tasks for the regulator – to maintain information flow to general 
public and local municipalities and consultations with them. 

2.2. First radioactive waste management strategy 

2.2.1. Background for strategy 

Latvia has a national near surface radioactive waste repository, where since early 90ties radioactive 
waste is stored in removable waste containers. According to the conditions of license for the operator 
(fully owned state company RAPA, which shall be reorganised as state radioactive waste management 
agency) the oldest part, which was used from 1962 till 1992, is licensed as a permanent disposal site, 
but the last vault – as a long term storage. A decision will have to be made on disposal of waste 
suitable for near surface repository and the rest of waste will have to be stored in interim storage until 
deep geological disposal option becomes available (either within country) or outside, should regional 
approach be accepted among countries. 

Based on the decision of Government we are in early stages of decommissioning and dismantling of 
nuclear research reactor and therefore Latvia has a need to expand disposal capacity. Few years ago 
the disposal site in Baldone was assessed by consortium of EU radioactive waste management 
agencies (CASSIOPEE) [3]. The study was done within EU funded project and between 
recommendations for Latvia there are two suggestions related the new strategy: 

 To build dedicated long term storage for spent sealed sources and long-lived waste, 

 To modify disposal vault’s design to meet current best available practices in other countries. 

2.2.2. Scope of strategy 

The Radiation Safety Centre together with the Ministry of Environment and company RAPA drafted 
strategy, which already was published, opinions are collected and assessed, but strategy is not yet 
approved. The main items prepared for considerations of the Cabinet of Ministers are: 

— Methods for financial support (called also as compensation for risk, but authors of this 
document do not share such opinion) to local municipalities, which are in close vicinity of 
disposal site. Question, which shall be considered is either any direct compensation could be 
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acceptable for potential risk (all of us are living under certain technological risks) or could there 
be an option of fixed payments from central government to these local municipalities to 
maintain acceptance of public for tasks which are vital for country as whole, but make 
additional burden to some municipalities. 

— When and to what extent the waste disposal site shall be expanded – as public acceptance for 
waste management is very hardly manageable issue, the Ministry suggested to build two vaults 
at once, when all legal issues are solved and environmental impact assessment study is finished. 
In such way there is a chance to minimise financial resources and to ensure needs for 
decommissioning and capabilities to maintain reserve for radiological accidents. 

— When to start feasibility study for deep geological disposal option in country – that is a moral 
obligation because from economical point of view the total amount of long lived waste is so 
small, that there are no reasons for such disposal if no nuclear power option is envisaged. 

2.2.3. Main stakeholders for waste management strategy 

The main stakeholders are: 

— Central Government, but difficulties related to politically dangerous situation – any proposals 
related to waste management in general and radioactive waste in particular in practically all 
countries are not welcomed by general public. To a certain extent, the following two 
abbreviations explain the situation: NIMBY (Not In My Back-Yard) and BANANA (build 
anything, anywhere, anytime). This may result in an intention to postpone such decisions 
(maybe, but not in time of my office). 

— Local municipalities, which in majority of cases are against, because the benefits from uses of 
radioactive materials are at the State level, but problems are at different place and there could be 
also some economical losses (not received profit, less investments etc. due to proximity of 
radioactive waste disposal) due to the fact of vicinity of such facilities. 

— NGOs (mainly different “greens”), which due to different reasons are often against any nuclear 
activity. 

— Operators of facilities, which generate radioactive waste – they depend on solution. If no 
solution on waste disposal is achieved, there is a risk of long delays in decommissioning, need 
for extra storage space (on site) for spent sealed sources and long lived waste. In future a 
situation may occur that there is no more space available for disposal of waste. 

Outcomes of this case are not fully clear up to now. Hopefully, we will reach compromise and will 
find solution acceptable for stakeholders. There are so many negative examples in the world, that we 
could assume that the central government, having fully assessed situation, will be ready for certain 
compromises. On the other hand – there is a need for some involvement of international society, 
because “no-decision” situations or large excuse (high level of direct compensations for “risk”) in one 
country could make a precedent, which will strongly influence situation in many other countries. 

3. Conclusions 

There is no right or wrong answer about scope of stakeholders. Any particular case should be studied 
and discussed among all relevant parties, if possible, however some specified procedures must be 
defined and some kind of short list of stakeholders to be consulted is a must. 

Questions related to stakeholder involvement are discussed and should be more discussed in different 
forums. There is a need to ensure that the approach to protection of the public, radiation workers and 
the environment against radioactivity and ionising radiation continues to develop and adequately 
responds to societal concerns and international obligations. 

20



 

 6 

Radiation safety field is not specific with respect to stakeholders, but only some questions have much 
longer impact and also pre-defined (not always motivated) negative opinion from certain groups. 

Understanding of particular interests allows to be prepared for eventual demonstrations or publications 
against decisions about significant modifications of infrastructure and provides ideas how to explain 
needs of financial and human resources for maintaining of supervisory system and major facilities, 
which are vital for safety infrastructure. 
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