
Assessment of Renewable Energy Projects
Using a Decision Support System: A Process
to Endorse the Social License to Operate

Sotiris N. Kamenopoulos and Theocharis Tsoutsos

Abstract The renewable energy projects involve multiple stakeholders; the social
acceptance of these projects may convert into a thoughtful risk for the exploitation of
renewable energy. Comprehending the process under which a social license to
operate may be granted to a renewable energy project is significant. The “GO” or
“NO-GO” decision for a renewable energy project is a vital task. In order to illustrate
how renewable energy projects can be assessed from the sustainability point of view,
two hypothetical scenarios were constructed. These scenarios describe a conceptual
renewable energy project evaluated by five imaginary stakeholders under specific
criteria and sustainability pillars. The first scenario is a “NO-GO” scenario: the
project is not sustainable due to significant environmental, social, economic, tech-
nological and geopolitical negative impacts. In this case, the social license to operate
will not be endorsed by the stakeholders; important changes are needed before
reassessment. The second scenario is a “GO” scenario: the preferences of the
stakeholders are such that the project may be considered sustainable and the social
license to operate may be endorsed by the stakeholders. The methodology utilized to
assess the two hypothetical scenarios for the same renewable energy project is the
multi-criteria decision analysis combined with the multi-attribute utility theory. The
quantification of assessment results was conducted with the assistance of a state-of-
the-art decision support system (“Acropolis DSS”), which allows decision-makers to
evaluate multiple options that offer alternate solutions in “GO-NO-GO” situations.
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Abbreviations

DSS Decision support system
MAUT Multi-attribute utility theory
MCDA Multi-criteria decision analysis
NGO Nongovernmental organization
REP Renewable energy project
RES Renewable energy sources
SD Sustainable development
SDF Sustainable development framework
SLO Social license to operate
SMART Simple Multi-Attribute Rating Technique
SP Sustainable path
UN United Nations

1 Introduction

Social license to operate (SLO) as a term was perceived by a Canadian mining
executive during the 1990s (Fraser Institute 2012; Prno 2013), and since then it has
become an important requirement for the sustainability of several projects. The main
scope of this chapter is to present a model for the evaluation of renewable energy
projects from the standpoint of social license to operate and social acceptance using a
decision support system (DSS). The model used is based on multi-criteria decision
analysis (MCDA) and the multi-attribute utility theory (MAUT). Subject DSS
incorporates different sustainability indicators as these could be applied to renewable
energy projects (REPs). For the purposes of this chapter, the term SLO will refer to
the level of acceptance and/or approval by local communities and stakeholders of
REPs and their operations (Kamenopoulos et al. 2015a). Compliance with legal
regulations may not be the only precondition in the case of REPs; societies may be
very doubtful when dealing with a REP, and the lack of faith to policymakers is
continuously under reassessment. Stakeholders grant an SLO to a REP when they
feel that their values/preferences and those of the REP’s company are aligned
(Govindan et al. 2014). As a result an SLO is not a permanent treaty, but a dynamic
social contract which is contingent on the dynamic changes of multiple stakeholders’
preferences; it is dynamic because stakeholders’ perceptions can change over time
for different reasons (Nelsen 2006); also it could be revoked, and it should never be
taken for granted (Kemp et al. 2006). Adaptability is required to manage the
complexity associated with the founding and preserving an SLO and sustainable
operations (Prno 2013); the absence of the SLO downgrades the possibility of
sustainable REP operations; this is how the SLO is straightforward interconnected/
influenced through the current sustainable development practices. As we may see in
Fig. 1, sustainable development (SD) practices are the origins of a valid and constant
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Fig. 1 The modified process that may approve the sustainable exploitation of renewable energy
projects and endorse the social license to operate (based on work by Kamenopoulos et al. 2015a, b)

SLO. When a REP is under development, the preferences of involved stakeholders
(e.g., local societies, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), market, government,
etc.) are under continuous transformation. Adaptability requires continuous moni-
toring of stakeholder preferences in every stage of a REP project in order to ensure
that the project remains within the sustainable path and the SLO is still valid. Under
this continuous “monitoring” process, the decision-makers of a REP may ascertain
their decisions on a “GO-NO-GO” frame, adjust policies in accordance with the
stakeholders’ preferences, and evaluate the project. The notion behind monitoring of
stakeholder preferences shall be in such way that preferences are decoded into
measurable components within a holistic tool which is flexible and adaptable and
continuously supports decision-making.

SLO is straightforward related to the social acceptance of REPs, which is critical
for REPs as it could take the form of a risk/uncertainty with severe adverse effects
(Lowrance 1976; Kaminaris et al. 2006). These risks may be associated with project
delays and/or cancelations due to social turmoil, vandalisms, or increased opera-
tional costs (Kamenopoulos and Tsoutsos 2015). These risks may be technological,
environmental, social, economic, or geopolitical. As a result, it is very critical to
substantiate the reasons why social acceptance comprises a significant risk for which
a methodology shall be proposed to address.
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The social acceptance is correlated to the global energy market mix of supply and
demand through the securing of renewable energy investments: when local societies
grant an SLO to a renewable energy company, the probability of social turmoil due
to the project is decreased; as a result, the energy demand is satisfied, and the prices
may not be affected. The use of land in the case of REPs may become the stake for
competition and create potential turmoil among stakeholders (Granoszewski et al.
2011); it might create disagreements and disputes over access similar to those upon
the control and use of natural resources (FAO 2000). The social accountability
constituted by SLO requires engagement and relationship-building efforts, which
are increasingly prescribed to include “meaningful dialogue” as central (Mercer-
Mapstone et al. 2017). Competition over natural resources can lead to, intensify, or
sustain violence; conflict over natural resources is often part of, and exacerbates, a
larger struggle over political, economic, cultural, or religious issues in the society
(US Institute of Peace 2007). Managing natural resource systems usually involves
conflicts; behaviors of stakeholders, who might be willing to contribute to improve-
ments and reach a win-win situation, sometimes result in worse conditions for all
parties (Madani 2010). Especially in the case of REPs, the use of land became the
stake of timeless turmoil in the Greek island of Crete and other areas in Greece; in
most cases the competition is related to conflict of interests, i.e., the competitive use
of land between renewable energy sources (RES) vise the agricultural/livestock
breeding or RES vise the touristic sector and the fear of local societies with regard
to potential environmental degradation. RES seem to suffer from the “Not in My
Back Yard syndrome (NIMBY)” (Smith and Klick 2007) similarly to the mining
sector. No man-made project can completely avoid some impact on the environment
so neither can REPs (Tsoutsos et al. 2005). A sustainable solution for the exploita-
tion of RES should at least adjust for environmental protection, resource availability,
social welfare, and economic viability of the system (Maria and Tsoutsos 2004).
Special procedures should be applied prior to the installation of a renewable energy
plant especially in countries with a complicated administrative and legislative
system (Tsoutsos et al. 2007, 2015; Kokologos et al. 2014). The remainder of the
chapter is organized as follows: The methodological framework is presented in Sect.
2. The evaluated hypothetical scenarios and discussion are presented in Sect. 3; the
conclusions are presented in Sect. 4.

2 Methodological Framework

Fuzzy communication might create significant negative implications for the accep-
tance of REPs by stakeholders. If the information is not clearly and transparently
shared, the renewable energy firm may be unable to gain an SLO, which refers to the
level of acceptance or approval by local communities and stakeholders of renewable
energy companies and their operations. This is true regardless of the quality of the
renewable energy practices of the firm. The absence of the social license to operate
may increase the risks associated with the REP operation. This result is exemplified



by the left-hand path of Fig. 1. Effective communication, based on SD’s criteria and
indicators, when coupled with best practices can ultimately lead to the SLO. This is
demonstrated on the right side of Fig. 1 (based on work by Kamenopoulos et al.
(2015a, b) and adapted to fit the purposes of this chapter).
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A sustainability assessment of a REP typically may involve multiple stakeholders
with distinct objectives, preferences, and potential conflicts. The “GO” or “NO-GO”
decision for a REP project may become a challenging task due to the interrelated
multiple quantitative and qualitative parameters with different positive or negative
impacts as expressed by the different stakeholders.

In the past, several frameworks, including multi-criteria decision analysis
(MCDA) frameworks, were applied in the field of REP evaluation; tools such as
the Spanish method and PROMETHEE were exploited (Tsoutsos et al. 2009a, b). In
addition, several related developments are present in the literature. Indicatively, to
name but a few, we refer to REP evaluations using linguistic MCDM, TOPSIS,
MAUT, and others (Doukas and Psarras 2009; Doukas et al. 2009, 2010, 2012;
Doukas 2013a, b).

The decision support system (DSS) presented in this chapter is based on a multi-
criteria decision analysis and on the multi-attribute utility theory (MAUT). The DSS
was constructed in the Microsoft Excel™ 2013 environment, and its core is based on
criteria and indicators; the DSS may assist decision-makers/stakeholders to better
assess the impact of a REP from the sustainability point of view. The proposed DSS
shall be integrated into a state-of-the-art sustainable development framework (SDF)
(Fig. 2) which was previously developed by Kamenopoulos et al. (2015b).

One of the basic characteristics of the MCDA is the contribution of stakeholders
at the decision-making through the negotiation process (trade-offs). In addition, the
MCDA integrates unique and personal decision-making practices of individual
decision-makers (Kamenopoulos et al. 2018).

The multi-attribute utility theory (MAUT) was created by Keeney and Raiffa
(1993). In the MAUT the preferences of the decision-makers are expressed by a
utility function which expresses the level of preference that a decision-maker has a
set of alternatives; the alternatives are compared under specific criteria (attributes),
and every criterion has its own weight (Kamenopoulos et al. 2018). The most
common MAUT method is the additive model which is represented by the following
equation:

Vj ¼
X

wipij ð1Þ

where:

Vj is the aggregate score of the jth alternative.
pij is the score of the jth of the ith criterion.
wi is the weight of ith criterion.
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Fig. 2 Modified application of the conceptual framework in the case of renewable energy projects
(based on Kamenopoulos et al. 2015b)

A basic constraint of MAUT dictates that the sum of all criteria weights should be
equal to one as shown by Eq. (2):

X
i
Wi ¼ 1 ð2Þ

The strength of multi-attribute utility theory (MAUT) lies on the following
(Kumar et al. 2017; Kamenopoulos et al. 2018): (a) it accounts for any difference
in any criteria, (b) it simultaneously computes preference order for all alternatives,
and (c) it dynamically updates value changes due to any impact. The weakness of
MAUT lies on the following: it is difficult to have precise input from the decision-
maker, and (b) the outcome of the decision criteria is uncertain. The method which
was utilized in order to evaluate the relevant importance of each criterion in terms of
weighting factors was the Simple Multi-Attribute Rating Technique (SMART) that
was developed by Edwards (1977). The SMART was used in a component part of a
hybrid decision support tool for evaluating the sustainability of mining projects, and
it was modified for the purposes of this chapter (Kamenopoulos et al. 2018). In that
case, the SMART computed the relevant importance of each criterion in two stages
(ranking of the criteria and normalization of total score) with the contribution of
decision-makers. The modified process allows the formation of a REP’s SD index
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Table 1 “GO” or “NO-GO” decision based on the evaluation of “ACROPOLIS” index

ACROPOLIS Decision Category—color code Comments

Positive GO A—Green The project is accepted

Negative NO-GO C—Red The project is rejected. Need for critical
changes before evaluated

Around zero On hold B—Orange Mitigation measures shall be proposed to
offset impacts. The project has the potential
to be reevaluated

(Kamenopoulos et al. 2018) that represents the total scoring of decision-maker
choices. The following sustainable development index can then be determined
(named “ACROPOLIS” index):

“ACROPOLIS” ¼ 100 SPA� SPBð Þ= SPBj j ð3Þ

where:

• The total score of the sustainable path before project start (SPB).
• The total score of the sustainable path after project end (SPA).

A “sustainable path” was defined as “one that allows every future generation the
option of being as well off as its predecessors” (US NRC 1994).

The “GO” or “NO-GO” decision for a REP based on the evaluation of the
“ACROPOLIS” index is shown in Table 1.

The decision-making process of the proposed DSS is presented in Fig. 3 (based
on work by Kamenopoulos et al. (2018) and adapted to fit the purposes of this
chapter).

The presented DSS is in a prototype version, and it was designed to include the
preferences of five stakeholders, ten quantitative/qualitative indicators, and five
sustainable development’s pillars (i.e., economy, environment, geopolitics, society,
and technology). The model can be modified to incorporate any number of stake-
holders, criteria/indicators, or pillars. The proposed model provides the stakeholders
with the opportunity for transparent, free decision-making and democratic negotia-
tions, it may quantify/measure the “sustainable path” as this was defined by the US
National Research Council, it complies with the UN’s SD prerequisites for
“. . .effective citizen participation in decision making and by greater democracy in
international decision making. . .” (UN 1987), and it contributes to gaining and
retaining social license to operate. Yet there is no sufficient data yet for testing and
it is still in prototype stage (Kamenopoulos et al. 2018).

The process allows several levels of trade-offs between the stakeholders. All
criteria/indicators are measured in the same scale for homogeneity reasons; for that
reason, a qualitative 5-Likert scale was selected (1, low; 2, below average; 3, average;
4, above average; 5, high). The scale and actual values were selected arbitrarily for
the purposes of subject chapter. Since there are no actual data available in order to
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Fig. 3 “GO-NO-GO” decision-making process for REP assessment from the sustainable develop-
ment point of view (based on work by Kamenopoulos et al. 2018)

test the proposed decision support system, a number of arbitrary assumptions were
made (Table 2).

For the purposes of this chapter, ten sustainable development indicators were
selected to describe the five pillars of a framework for the evaluation of REPs. The
selected indicators and five pillars of sustainability are shown in Table 3.

It should be noted that the proposed model has some advantages as well some
disadvantages/limitations that are shown in Table 4 (Kamenopoulos et al. 2018).

3 The Evaluated Hypothetical Scenarios and Discussion

Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 represent the hypothetical “NO-GO” (red color) and “GO”
(green color) scenarios. They show the values of pillars’ and criteria weights in
accordance to five stakeholder ranking preferences and specific values of indicators.
They also show the values of sustainable paths (SP), the values of ACROPOLIS
index, and the final result in accordance with five stakeholder ranking preferences
and specific values of indicators.
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Table 2 Arbitrary assumptions made for the purposes of this paper

Assumption Explanation

Number of decision-makers Five

Scenarios Two scenarios: GO and NO-GO

Selection of indicators Through bibliographic research and authors’ choices

Sustainability pillars Five pillars: environment, economy, society,
technology, geopolitics

Ranking of indicators and sustainable
development pillars

Selected by the authors

Values of indicators Selected by the authors

Criteria/indicators evaluated using
5-Likert scale

5-Likert scale
1 ¼ Low
2 ¼ Below average
3 ¼ Average
4 ¼ Above average
5 ¼ High

Table 3 Ten sustainable development indicators for SD pillars (environment, economy, society,
technology, and geopolitics)

Pillar Indicator

Environment 1. Energy consumption (kW consumed per hectare)
2. Greenhouse emissions (kg of CO2 per kWh of energy produced)
3. Waste produced (per kW of energy produced)

Economy 4. Average number of people directly employed
5. Total turnover
6. Increase of average annual income in the area

Society 7. Number of lost workdays per 100 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees
8. Regional life satisfaction/well-being (ranking provided as a subindex of the
OECD Regional Well-Being Index)a

Technology 9. Technology index ranking (subindex of Global Creativity Index by Martin
Prosperity Institute, University of Toronto, Canada)b

Geopolitics 10. Political stability in the country and absence of violence/terrorismc

aThe OECD regional well-being tool provides information about where regions stand on 11 topics
that matter in people’s lives: jobs, income, education, health, civic engagement, safety, access to
people, housing, community, and life satisfaction. At https://www.oecdregionalwellbeing.org/
(Accessed 22 May 2017)
bThe GCI is a broad-based measure of advanced economic growth and sustainable prosperity based
on the 3Ts of economic development—talent, technology, and tolerance. It rates and ranks
139 nations worldwide on each of these dimensions and on our overall measure of creativity and
prosperity. At http://martinprosperity.org/content/the-global-creativity-index-2015/ (Accessed
April 4, 2017)
cThis is an indicator which is included in the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators
(WGIs). WGIs are a research dataset summarizing the views on the quality of governance provided
by a large number of enterprise, citizen, and expert survey respondents in industrial and developing
countries. These data are gathered from a number of survey institutes, think tanks, nongovernmental
organizations, international organizations, and private sector firms. The WGIs do not reflect the
official views of the World Bank, its executive directors, or the countries they represent. At http://
info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/#home (Accessed April 3, 2017)

https://www.oecdregionalwellbeing.org/
http://martinprosperity.org/content/the-global-creativity-index-2015/
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/#home
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/#home
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Table 4 Advantages and disadvantages of the proposed model

Advantages Disadvantages

It provides the stakeholders with the opportunity for
transparent, free decision-making and democratic
negotiations

No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

It quantifies and measures the US NRC’s term of “sus-
tainable path” which was described as “. . .one that
allows every future generation the option of being as
well off as its predecessors”

No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

It complies with the UN’s SD prerequisite for
“. . .effective citizen participation in decision making
and by greater democracy in international decision
making. . .”

No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

It contributes to gaining and retaining “social license to
operate”

No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

It is a “value”-oriented tool: stakeholders are encour-
aged to incorporate and directly or indirectly express
their “value” on the stake of the project

No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

It is designed to support all three stages of a project:
before, during, and after project’s termination

No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

If modified, it may include any number of SD pillars It was built for five SD pillars
Need modifications/prototype stage

If modified, it may include an unlimited number of
stakeholders

It was built for five stakeholders
Need modifications/prototype stage

If modified, it may include an unlimited number of
indicators

It was built for ten indicators per each
pillar
Need modifications/prototype stage

If modified, it could also incorporate financial indicators Not designed to assess projects from
their financial/economic value

It incorporates qualitative and quantitative indicators No sufficient data yet available for
testing/prototype stage

If modified, it may be applicable to any project. Not
necessarily in the mining sector

Need modifications/prototype stage

Utilizing parametric analysis the stakeholders may be
provided with additional useful information

No sufficient data yet available/proto-
type stage

In accordance with the stakeholder’s ranking preferences with regard to pillars’
weights (Table 5), stakeholders #1 and #2 seem to be in favor of the environment and
society. The preferences of stakeholders #3 and #4 are balanced equally among
pillars at the “NO-GO” scenario; stakeholder #5 seems to be in favor of economy,
technology, and geopolitics. Table 6 shows that several trade-offs between stake-
holders need to be compromised in order to “move” the project from the “NO-GO”
status (red) to “GO” status (green): stakeholders #1 and #2 need to compromise and
slightly lessen their preferences with regard to the weight of environment. Congru-
ently, stakeholders #3, #4, and #5 need to slightly lessen their preferences with
regard to the weights of economy, technology, and geopolitics; respectively, stake-
holders #3, #4, and #5 will need to compromise and upsurge their preferences with
regard to the weights of environment and society. Equivalent trade-offs need to be
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Table 5 “NO-GO” (red color) and “GO” (green color) hypothetical scenarios: Pillars’ weights in
accordance with five stakeholder ranking preferences and specific values of indicators

Pillars Stakeholder

1

Stakeholder

2

Stakeholder

3

Stakeholder 

4

Stakeholder

5

Average 

pillar 

weight 

factors

Environment 0.40 – 0.25 0.40 – 0.29 0.20 – 0.29 0.20 – 0.15 0.06 – 0.30 0.252 – 0.254

Economy 0.10 – 0.19 0.10 – 0.14 0.20 – 0.12 0.20 – 0.15 0.29 – 0.21 0.180 – 0.163

Society 0.30 – 0.30 0.30 – 0.36 0.20 - 0.29 0.20 – 0.40 0.07 – 0.21 0.210 – 0.313

Technology 0.10 – 0.13 0.10 – 0.14 0.20 – 0.18 0.20 – 0.15 0.29 – 0.14 0.179 – 0.150

Geopolitics 0.10 – 0.13 0.10 – 0.07 0.20 – 0.12 0.20 – 0.15 0.29 – 0.14 0.179 – 0.120

Sum 1 - 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 1 - 1 1 - 1

compromised on the average criteria weights (Table 6): in accordance with the
results of Table 5 when the average weights of environmental and societal criteria
increase, then the project may move from “NO-GO” status to “GO” status; this result
seems to be reasonable since the society general is willing to provide the social
license to operate to REPs when only they fulfill environmental and societal stan-
dards. The sustainable path (SP) in the case of “NO-GO” scenario seems to be
rationally valued (Table 7): if the SP after a REP (�2.40) has a lower value than the
SP before the project (1.01), then the society is not willing to grant the social license
to operate (i.e., the social acceptance). This is obvious since no society is willing to
abate a good social and environmental condition for a worst one. In that case, the
value of ACROPOLIS index (Table 8) has a negative value (�337.62%). Corre-
spondingly, the sustainable path (SP) in the case of “GO” scenario seems to be also
rationally valued (Table 6): if the SP after a REP (2.90) has a higher value than the
SP before the project (1.14), then the society may grant the social license to operate
(i.e., the society is willing to accept the project). This could be obvious since society
is probably willing to abate a relatively good social and environmental condition for
a better one under specific prerequisites; in that case there may be a bargain/trade-off
between stakeholders, and if the economic/technological/geopolitical benefits for the
society seem to overcome the expected/future social and environmental returns, then
the society may grant the social license to operate and accept the project. In that case,
the value of ACROPOLIS index (Table 8) has a positive value (154.38%). Of
course, it has to be reminded that each project is unique and the above scenarios
are hypothetical.

4 Conclusions

In this chapter, a model was demonstrated for the evaluation of REPs from the
perspective of SLO using a decision support system and sustainability criteria. The
model can assist decision-makers and stakeholders to evaluate a REP and make
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Table 6 “NO-GO” (red color) and “GO” (green color) hypothetical scenarios: Average criteria
weights in accordance with five ranking stakeholder preferences and specific values of indicators

Pillar Criteria Average criteria 

weight factors 

1. Environment P1C1. Energy consumption 0.134 – 0.140

P1C2. Gas emissions 0.134 – 0.140

P1C3. Waste 0.134 – 0.140

2. Economy P2C1. Employment 0.082 – 0.060

P2C2. Turnover 0.082 – 0.060

P2C3. Area annual income 0.082 – 0.060

3. Society P3C1. Number of accidents per 

100 FTE employees 

0.094 – 0.150

P3C2. People’s happiness & 

well being

0.094 – 0.150

4. Technology P4C1. Education and social 

programs

0.082 – 0.060

5. Geopolitics P5C1. World Bank’s political 

stability ranking

0.082 – 0.040

Sum 1 - 1

“GO-NO-GO” decisions from the sustainable development’s (SD) point of view. The
model was based on multi-criteria decision analysis and the multi-attribute utility
theory. The model provides the capability to visualize the SD perceptions of citizen
participation and greater transparency in a comprehensive mode as recommended in
earlier years by the United Nations and quantify the notion of the sustainable path as
this was defined by the US National Research Council. The model incorporated
criteria and indicators under which two hypothetical scenarios for REPs were eval-
uated: a “GO” scenario and a “NO-GO” scenario. The two hypothetical scenarios
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Table 7 “NO-GO” (red color) and “GO” (green color) hypothetical scenarios: Values of sustain-
able paths (SP) in accordance with five stakeholder ranking preferences and specific values of
indicators

Sustainable paths Value NO-GO Value 

GO 

SP before project (SPB) 1.01 1.14

SP after project (SPA) -2.40 2.90

Table 8 “NO-GO” (red color) and “GO” (green color) hypothetical scenarios: Values of evalua-
tion ACROPOLIS index and final result in accordance with five stakeholder ranking preferences
and specific values of indicators

Evaluation 

Index

Value for NO-GO Scenario Value for GO Scenario

ACROPOLIS (-2.40-1.01)/1.01 * 100 = - 337.62 %

- 337.62% << 0 NO-GO 

(2.90-1.14)/1.14 * 100 = 154.38 %

154.38% >> 0 GO

involved personal preferences of five decision-makers (stakeholders). Five sustain-
ability pillars were selected: environment, society, economy, technology, and geo-
politics. The hypothetical scenarios were subjective and were built under specific
assumptions; in addition, it should be noted that each REP has unique characteristics.
Indicative results showed that the presented model may provide outcomes that consist
of stakeholder’s preferences and relatively good judgment.
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