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OECD Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) 

Radioactive Waste Management Committee (RWMC) 
 

Forum on Stakeholder Confidence 10-Year Anniversary Colloquium 
 

15 September 2010, 09:00-18:20  
at the OECD Conference Centre, Paris 16th arrondissement, France 

OPENING OF THE FSC 10-YEAR ANNIVERSARY COLLOQUIUM 

Session Chair: Janice Dunn-Lee 

9:00  Opening and Welcome 

Janice Dunn-Lee, NEA Deputy Director General 

Marie-Claude Dupuis, NEA RWMC Chair (and Andra’s Director General) 

Hans Riotte, Head, NEA RPRWM  

9:25 Presenting the FSC and its 10-Year Anniversary Colloquium 

Janet Kotra, FSC Chair  

The FSC Chair will briefly present the FSC, and outline the background and objectives of 
the Colloquium. Namely, to reflect on past years’ accomplishments; to strengthen our 
relations with our membership, stakeholder communities, and practitioners; and to gain new 
insight and energy for our upcoming programme of work.  
 
Supporting document:  
A DECADE OF FSC MEETINGS - a table recalling the presentations, speakers, and major 
ideas heard. 

PLACING THE FSC IN CONTEXT 

Session Chair: Janet Kotra, USNRC (USA) 

9:35 The FSC: Spread of Knowledge 

Yves Le Bars, Founding Chair of the FSC  

The FSC was an unusual initiative in 2000, the culmination of a trend within the NEA and 
the RWMC. The founding chair will review the early years of the FSC and the transfer to 
other fields of the learning and experience of the FSC; he will also share the feedback he 
received.  

9:55 The FSC: A Contribution to Understanding Between Technicians and Civil Society 

Cécile Massart, Artist (Belgium) 

“The FSC has performed work of critical value for the ongoing dialogue between cultures 
across time. Everyone knows that radioactive waste has taken its place in the archaeological 
stratum of the 21st century, but it’s another story to accept this and moreover, to create a 
forum for elaborating this ‘archive’ …”  
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10:05 FSC Lessons: Are They Specific to Radioactive Waste Management? 

Fernando Gonzalez-Hermosilla, Anális e Investigación S.A.(Spain) 

In the past decade the FSC has explored a dozen important themes and identified 
recommendations for improving societal confidence in our management of radwaste. Are 
these reasonable, operational recommendations? Can they be applied – and are they being 
applied – in other practical situations? 

10:25 Discussion 

10:50 Break 

STAKEHOLDER EXCHANGES ON CENTRAL FSC THEMES 

1st Thematic Exchange: “Building a Durable Relationship Between a Host Community, a 
Facility, and Major Institutional Players with Quality of Life in Mind1

Chair: Claudio Pescatore (NEA) 

” 

11:20 Introductory talk: 

Betting on Technology, on Economics, and/or on People? 

Prof. Erik van Hove, ret., U. Antwerpen (Belgium) 

The goal of radioactive waste management is to protect health, safety and the 
environment… but can we not place quality of life/well-being at the heart of this endeavour? 
The FSC has innovated by looking at waste management facilities and siting processes as 
positive opportunities to add value: to improve sustainability of decisions and community 
well-being.  There are several approaches to developing a sustainable relationship, based on 
e.g. socio-economic development, but how do we figure-in quality of life and the long term? 

11:35 Panel Discussion 

Is “added value” mainly about increasing economic wealth? Is a “durable relationship” only 
a means to ensure long-term memory of an installation?  

What can our generation do to imbue an installation and RWM with values and meaning 
that our descendents will gladly carry on and develop?  

Panellists will reflect on quality of life and the links envisioned between present and future 
communities.   

Panellists: Mayor Kris Van Dijck, Dessel (Belgium); Marcos Buser, Buser & Finger  
(Switzerland); Catarina Blom, Uppsala Regional Council (Sweden); Mariá Vila d’Abadal, 
GMF and AMAC (Spain) 

12:05 Plenary Discussion  

The session chair moderates audience comments and questions. 

12:30 Lunch 

The buffet lunch in the OECD Château is kindly offered by Nagra and SKB 
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2nd Thematic Exchange: “Partnering for Long-Term Management of Radioactive Waste2

Session Chair: Markus Fritschi, Nagra (Switzerland)  

” 

13:45 Introductory talk 

Inclusive Governance – Is it here? How far does it reach?  
Gilles Hériard-Dubreuil, Mutadis and ANCCLI (France) 
 
Societal response in the past decades to RWM facility development has provoked genuinely 
creative institutional efforts to engage stakeholders; bottom-up societal initiatives; and 
diverse transversal research programmes. To what extent do the present achievements 
constitute a solid and irreversible trend towards inclusive governance? What are the 
objectives and characteristics of inclusive governance? Based on findings from two 
European activities (COWAM cooperative research programmes, and the “Aarhus 
Convention and Nuclear” – ACN – initiative by ANCCLI and DG-Energy), views of local 
actors are presented regarding the current level of implementation in the EU of inclusive 
governance in the context of RWM. Also outlined are the main conditions and means for an 
efficient and sustainable contribution by civil society to the quality and safety of RWM. 

14:05 Panel Discussion : Developing and Sustaining Partnership 

In its decade of existence the FSC has been able to trace experimentation in new forms of 
joint work between RWM institutions and local or regional communities. In particular, 
“local partnerships” have been useful for developing both technical and socio-economic 
planning for RWM facilities.  

What are the challenges faced when entering and conducting a partnership? What happens at 
the end of a partnership? Has the partnership approach given better confidence to the range 
of stakeholders? What are the expectations on the various institutional actors? 

Panellists: Local stakeholder representatives from Belgium, France, UK and Hungary, and 
implementer from Slovenia 

14:50 Plenary Discussion  

The session chair moderates audience comments and questions. 

15:15 Break 

 

JOINT ASSESSMENT OF THE FSC AS A FRAMEWORK FOR LEARNING 

Session Chair: Mitsuo Takeuchi, NUMO (Japan) 

15:45  

 

Introductory talk 

The FSC Framework – Feedback and analytic view 

Prof. Martin O’Connor, U. de Versailles-St.-Quentin (France) 

The FSC has used a variety of approaches to explore and deepen reflection on RWM themes. 
How singular is the FSC approach in the stakeholder confidence panorama? How specific is 
its methodology of learning? What does the FSC experience teach us about improving 
mutual learning among institutional actors and other stakeholders? 
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The FSC List of Contacts was also consulted by questionnaire before the Colloquium on the 
FSC approaches: what particular learning resulted, and for whom?  

1st Joint Assessment: “The FSC National Workshops and Community Visits in Retrospect: 
Their Meaning and Impact3” 

16:05 Host Country Perspectives 

Over the years, the FSC has held seven National Workshops and Community Visits centring 
on topics of concern to the stakeholders. Institutional and community hosts will make short 
statements on the impact and meaning of this activity. 

Finland  

Canada 

Belgium 

Spain 

Germany 

Hungary 

France 

 

Comments from the FSC List of Contacts questionnaire consultation may also be reported. 

16:50 Other Participants’ Comments from the floor 

17:00 Surfing the FSC  

Javier Lezaun, Institute for Science, Innovation and Society, University of Oxford 

The web site of the Forum on Stakeholder Confidence is a repository of accumulated 
knowledge. The FSC has published 12 major reports and 16 proceedings of topical sessions 
and workshops, as well as flyers condensing the lessons learnt. All are available to the 
public, most via free download from www.nea.fr/fsc. A scholar surveys this literature to give 
a picture of what is there, what it means, and perhaps what is missing… 

The session chair will also report comments from the questionnaire to the FSC List of 
Contacts. 

17:15 Comments from the floor 

 

EMERGING TOPICS AND ISSUES –LOOKING FORWARD 

Session Chair: Erik Setzman, SKB (Sweden) 

17:25 Forward-looking perspectives from the day’s discussions and presentations  

Beate Kallenbach-Herbert, OEko-Institut (Germany) 

The FSC Programme of Work can be updated and enlarged. Based on the discussions heard 
today, and on the consultation prior to the colloquium, what are the major themes that should 
be developed for improved societal confidence in RWM in the coming years? 

http://www.nea.fr/fsc�
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17:40 Plenary Discussion : Central Challenges for the Next 10 Years 

Perhaps the challenges for the next 10 years are not the same as those faced 10 years ago by 
the radioactive waste management community.  Now that collaborative decision processes 
are widely established, new demands are placed on the table - for instance, stakeholder 
collaboration in operations (beyond incorporating monitoring into design). How can these 
challenges be anticipated and met, in order to improve stakeholder confidence in the societal 
management of radioactive waste? 

18:10 CLOSURE OF THE FSC 10-YEAR ANNIVERSARY COLLOQUIUM 

Janet Kotra (FSC), Janice Dunn-Lee (OECD NEA) 

18:20 Adjourn to Cocktail Reception 

The cocktail reception in the OECD Château is kindly offered by GNS and Posiva 

 
 

                                                      
1 The FSC has issued a brochure and a flyer in several languages on this theme. See www.nea.fr/fsc 

2 idem 

3 FSC national workshops are described in a flyer in several languages. See  www.nea.fr/fsc 

 

http://www.nea.fr/fsc�
http://www.nea.fr/fsc�
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Forum on Stakeholder Confidence 
(FSC) 

Update since September 2009; 
The 10-year Anniversary Colloquium 

Claudio Pescatore 
FSC-11 (14 September 2010) 

Items 4.a  + 4.b 

1 

Meeting & Workshop 2009 
FSC-10, Sept. 2009 : Topical Sessions – Proceedings in press 

– “Regional Elected Authorities as Stakeholders in RWM: Their Needs, 
Interests and Aspirations” 

– “Creating a Durable Relationship Between a Host Community, a Facility 
and the Main Institutional Actors” 

Workshop “Repositories and Host Regions:  Envisaging the Future Together”, 
Bar-le-Duc, France, April 2009 

• Support & cooperation:  Local Information and Oversight Committee 
(CLIS) and Andra  

• Participants: FSC delegates + invited local & district councils, various 
authorities, NGOs, universities, RWM agencies; from 13 countries & the EC 

• Local Visits: CLIS Reading Room, Underground Research Laboratory 
Visitors’ Centre & Technological Exhibition Facility (Bure-Saudron)  

• Sessions : Historic & legislative context; Public info; Reversibility; 
Environmental monitoring & memory 
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Publications   www.nea.fr/fsc 

 Studies released in early 2010: 
• More Than Just Concrete Realities: The Symbolic Dimension of Radioactive 

Waste Management 

• Partnering for Long-term Management of Radioactive Waste – Evolution 
and Current Practice in 13 Countries 

• Repositories and Host Regions: Envisaging the Future Together (France 
Workshop Proceedings) 

Other: 
• Flyers on FSC Workshops , the Partnership Approach, and **10-yr in 

stakeholder engagement** (new for colloquium) ; plus translations of 
several flyers (Spanish and Japanese; Chinese under development) 

• Updated web site 

• NEA News articles on Partnering with Stakeholders in RWM  ; Geologic 
Disposal of  RW: Records, Markers & People. An Integration Challenge to 
Be Met Over Millennia 
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Updated Programme of Work 
 Current FSC Themes of Interest 

1. Link between RD&D and Stakeholder Confidence 
2. Changing Dynamics of Interaction among RWM 

Institutions and Stakeholder Confidence 
3. Media, Internal and External Communication, and 

Stakeholder Confidence 
4. Tools and Processes to Help Society Prepare and 

Manage RWM Decisions through Stakeholder 
Involvement 

5. Increasing the Value of RWM Facilities to Local 
Communities 

 
 

 

http://www.nea.fr/fsc
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Preparation of 2010 Meeting and Colloquium 

 

FSC-10, Sept. 2010 : Topical Sessions 
– Memory (Archives, Markers and Stakeholder 

Involvement) 

– Safety Case 

– Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities on 
Development Objectives (follow-up on 2009 session) 

– Seeking Transparency 

– Increasing Journalists’ Knowledge Base and Contacts 

– Initial contacts and draft agenda for the Sweden 
National WS and Community Visit (May 2011) 

 

 

10-year Anniversary Colloquium 

 Presentations by former Chair, Yves Le Bars, and by several academic and 
practical consultants – familiar and unfamiliar with the FSC -  to look back 
at the FSC record and achievements, and to push us forward 

 Reliance in part on the Evaluation and Guidance Survey (invitations to the 
FSC List of Contacts, survey online June-Sept, some 65 responses) 

 Dialogue with civil society and institutional stakeholders on:  
1. Increasing the Value of WM Facilities to Local Communities 

2. Partnering for Long-term Management of Radioactive Waste 

 Panel on impact of  seven FSC National Workshops and Community Visits 

 In discussion, collect guidance on themes and concerns to be considered 
in future activities 

 Overall: Important celebration event, but also looking into ways to 
continue the dialogue with our various constituencies. 
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Colloquium Statistics 

Number of 

Countries 

registered 

Number of 

People 

International 

Organisations 
Universities  

Local 
Communities & 

NGOs 

19 105 5 5 11 

7 

R&D (Public & 

Private) 

Regulatory 

Organisations 

Disposal 

Organisations 

Policy 

Organisations 

 

Happy? 

13 10 14 5 Yes 



Item 5 

1 

Review of the RWMC and its 
working parties 

Claudio Pescatore 
FSC-11 (14 Sept. 2010) 

Item 5 

1 

Web Info RWMC 
• The specific web page of the RWMC has been updated and 

given a new look, and has become more friendly. 
www.nea.fr/rwm  

 

• A “flyer” about the RWMC has been produced and is available 
for download 

  

• The web page of country profiles and reports is up to date 
http://www.nea.fr/rwm/profiles/   

 

• The same page also has the updated table on the regulatory 
infrastructure in NEA countries  
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RWMC Activities  

 • Reversibility and Retrievability, Reims 14-17 Dec. 
2010 
– [The FSC was asked to comment on draft report; proposed  FSC 

presentation. See our own meeting item 16 ] 

• ICGR-2011, October, Japan “National Commitment 
– Regional/Local Confidence”. 
– Preparations are ongoing  [Role foreseen for FSC; see our own 

meeting item 17] 

• Project on Long-Term Preservation of Information 
and Memory 
– Topical session and survey of countries needs and suggestions at 

RWMC-43.  Project is being started. 

– See also WPDD messages to RWMC (later in this presentation) 

 

 

 
RWMC Activities  

 • The Waste Management Professional(s) 
– Seeking to write a flyer/brochure on waste management 

opportunities and specificities as a professional area 

 

• Dialogue with radiation protection on the 
applicability and application of basic radiation 
protection concepts to disposal  [see doc 
NEA/RWM(2010)8] 
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Reflections by WPDD Core Group to RWMC 

 • Most current research for decommissioning is applied rather than fundamental 
– Conversion into industrial applications requires good interaction between the research institutions (including universities), 

the decommissioning and waste management organisations and the industrial partners who develop the technologies on 
an industrial scale.  

– There is a need for good coordination and information transfer between the above groups, e.g. to avoid duplication and to 
gain leverage 

•  Decommissioning and waste management are very interdependent  
– Issues affecting one will generally have implications for the other, e.g. strategy for management of large components from 

decommissioning concerns dismantling, waste packaging, transport, interim storage and final disposal (including options for 
reuse).  

– Greater focus needed on overall optimisation  and on how regulators and stakeholders should be involved in this process 

• Compiling and promulgating information on lessons learned from decommissioning 
remains a difficult issue  
– More efforts are needed – in cooperation with IAEA and the European Commission - to further improve the processes for 

sharing experience and to providing access to information on lessons learned. 

•  There is a specific need to ensure that decommissioning lessons are passed on for new 
build.  
– Current technologies enable future deconstruction sequences to be considered as part of the design process enabling 

potential future difficulties to be avoided or reduced.  

– This should lead to shorter timeframes for decommissioning and production of less waste, translating directly into cost 
gains and with lower  funding needs during project operation 

 

 

 
Reflections by FSC Core Group to RWMC 

 FSC meetings and the national workshops provide for the joint 
creation of knowledge about RWM themes.  

 

FSC practice over past 10 years has led to the following convictions: 
1. The process of creating and exchanging meanings is as important as the 

actual topical outcomes of this process.  

2. In society, certain central RWM concepts and principles (e.g., safety; 
reversibility…) cannot be successfully defined in a top-down manner; 
instead, their multiple meanings should be clarified through dialogue.  

3. Importantly, this dialogue must be renewed at various decision points over 
the multi-year cycle of RWM, because, even when decisions have been 
“banked”, over intervening periods the societal views may very well shift 
e.g., on ethical values, priorities, or other features of definition, and they 
should be checked in order to tune actual implementations. 
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 Long-term preservation of information and 

memory 
 

REVIEW OF COUNTRIES’ INPUT AND RWMC 
PROJECT VISION 

 
 

FSC-11 (14 Sept, 2010) 

Item 6.a 

Claudio Pescatore, PhD 

 

 

 

Contents 
 

• FIVE QUESTIONS TO RWM ORGANISATIONS in preparation 
of  Topical session at RWMC-43 
 

• RESPONSES FROM NINE COUNTRIES  (plus others in the 
Topical session at the RWMC-43) + IAEA and EC 
 

• Vision of Project  
 

• Preliminary programme of phase-1 Workshop  
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Q: WHY preserving information and memory - 1 ? 

• Requirements for records, markers, and other LT memory 
measures have been associated, historically, with the need to 
limit the potential for human intrusion.  

• In the US there is a high-level requirement to maintain the 
capability to retrieve waste for some times after disposal. This 
was applied to WIPP 

• There is now an affirmed intention to favour decision making by 
future generations.  In particular, 
•  an emerging issue of “continued” monitoring and safeguards 

•  realization that any development project will take decades until end of 
operations: which data to save, how to contextualize it so that it is 
useable by future generations for their management decisions and also 
for re-use, e.g., in a safety case ? 
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WHY preserving information and memory - 2? 

• Requirements for records, markers, and other LT memory are  prescribed  
sometimes by law  (Switzerland) , sometimes by regulatory authorities (e.g., 
USA, France, …) (timescales vary with countries and with type of waste) 

 

• The NDA reports on the interest of communities in discussing 
the strategy for information and memory preservation 

 

• From FSC: 
• Local communities/partnerships do look at information preservation and 

memory as “control” measures that increase safety. 

• Some also have an interest in helping in monitoring and in managing 
information and memory. 
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Q: Time scales of interest ? 
• Several decades of transferring information to succeeding 

generations for managing decisions 

 

• One-to-two centuries of actual operations and continuous data 
checking and re-certification of data and licenses 

 

• A few centuries of active information and memory keeping, with 
perhaps reviews of license 

 

• Millennia of repository evolution where information and 
memory-keeping would be desirable.  

 

•  Some mention all those scales, others only one or two  
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Q: Planning for information preservation (and memory) ? 

 

• Is a legal obligation and also descends from regulatory 
or policy guidelines  

 

 

• Has been (is being) implemented in the field of LLW 
(e.g., Spain, Korea, France) 

• Possibly important lessons to be learnt there 
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Planning for the future is to take place now 

• In any event a license would not be given without proposed 
provisions for long-term info and memory keeping; much work 
done at the WIPP for their operating licence and at La Manche 
for their closure in France 

 

• Communities want to discuss strategies for long-term 
information and knowledge management 

 

•  “In order to achieve the long-term objective we must focus on 
the timescale for transferring the information and knowledge to 
the next generation in a way that it does not foreclose their 
options for managing it in turn, which we characterise as a 
timescale of the order of 30 years” 

 
7 

Q: What to “save”? 
 

• Information and knowledge about the nature of the hazard 
• Land use controls, permanent markers, preservation of records at 

multiple locations 

• Actual records 
• Waste characterization and inventory 

• Location and lay-out of repository, boreholes, shafts and ramps, 
boundaries of the site 

• Site data, the rock volumes that provide containment, those that 
contribute to retention, the results of monitoring,… 

• The nature and hazard of the waste, the location of the WP,.. 

• Metadata to support decisions of future generations 
• How data was used; basis for decision-making 

• Both summary and detail information should be preserved 
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Q: What useful material is already available ? 

• WIPP CCA of 1996 has numerous references 

• Experience from the LLW field  

• Study Reports of the NDA.  

• Recent guidance (2010) from the UK regulator (HSE) 

• EC study on the collection, recording and storage of waste 
data up to disposal 

• IAEA-TECDOC-1222 on Waste inventory record keeping systems 
(WIRKS) for the management and disposal of radioactive waste  
of 2001 

• Nordic Countries’ study of 1993…. 

• Documents in the Hungarian programme 

• Studies from the Japanese programme (also in English) 
 

9 

Q: Where efforts would be needed ? 
• The NDA and the HAEA observe that the real challenge for the future 

lies on the “long-term of enabling or contextual information and the 
importance of metadata”.  Think short- to medium-term in order to 
prepare for the long-term  

• The USA points out the importance to arrive at uniform archival of 
records and uniform type of markers, in a long-term optics 

• STUK suggests revisiting the Nordic Countries’s study of 1993.  Archiving 
is an important issue. [In Finalnd and Switzerland archiving is the job of 
the Adminstration] 

• Japan speaks of the interest of an overall study 

• Interest in survey to provide guidance or  confirm 
approaches in national programmes for identifying and 
managing information and meta-data 
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Messages at the RWMC-43 meeting - 1 

• Spent fuel will never be regarded as waste by the safeguards 
community. Therefore records must be kept. Both Euratom and IAEA 
will have to keep the info in their archives.  

 

• Not all information has the same value, and not all data deserve the 
same preservation efforts. It is not easy how to tell, however, which is 
which and how to reduce the info to be kept to the required level 
without being overwhelming.  

 

• At WIPP, one of the messages that the scientists gave is that a 
message will not be understood the same way as society evolves. 
Maintaining meaning is one challenge in maintaining information.  
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At the RWMC-43 meeting - 2 
• The IAEA is interested in co-operation. Several documents are 

available.  

• If we take a few steps back: where are the most important dangers in 
today’s society? In disposal? What is the situation in other fields? 
What memory systems are applied, for instance, to uranium mill 
tailings (UMTRA programme in the USA)? 

• Any marker may attract people to the facility in other ways than just 
for keeping memory. 

• One thing is clear from history: memory is lost and recovered 
intermittently. One must expect loss of knowledge and plan for 
making recovery possible. 

• A plan that would work, on its own, for thousands of years is not 
credible; we must plan to pass on the task from generation to 
generation. 
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At the RWMC-43 meeting - 3 
• The IAEA is interested in co-operation. Several documents are 

available.  

• EC is also interested 

• If we take a few steps back: where are the most important dangers in 
today’s society? In disposal? What is the situation in other fields? 
What memory systems are applied, for instance, to uranium mill 
tailings (UMTRA programme in the USA)? 

• Any marker may attract people to the facility in other ways than just 
for keeping memory. 

• One thing is clear from history: memory is lost and recovered 
intermittently. One must expect loss of knowledge and plan for 
making recovery possible. 

• A plan that would work, on its own, for thousands of years is not 
credible; we must plan to pass on the task from generation to 
generation. 
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Additional points - 1 

• Proposal in France to subject these M.I.K. 
measures to an international review every 
10 years. 

• Within its sustainable development 
programme, Andra is also considering a 
number of initiative that would contribute 
to society keeping a relationship to the 
waste. 

 
14 
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Additional points - 2 
• SKB have considered a variety of potential 

incidents that could lead to loss of memory and 
are devising strategies to cope with these 
scenarios. 

• DOE proposes to address MIK requirements via several 
measures, including a hierarchy of permanent markers, 
national and international archives and continued 
ownership of the site.  

• RWMC should pay attention to on international 
consistency of messages, media, language, and type of 
records facilities 

15 

 
Project goals 2010-2011 (Phase 1) 

  

• A survey will be carried out of the literature. 

• A reference glossary to the project will also be proposed 
(Nov. 2010) 

• A collective statement (January 2011) on fundamental 
questions will be drafted in order to build agreement 
amongst technical specialists and organisations in the 
waste area. 
•  This two page text, should eliminate/address some of the ambiguities by 

identifying the important questions/topics and providing the current 
answers, fully recognizing that some/many of those  will require further 
development.  The CS, will also introduce/describe the current 
international project.  The CS will be discussed in the 1st workshop of the 
project (see Item 3) [work by e-mail and teleconference] 
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Project goals 2010-2011 (Phase 1) 

• Phase-1 workshop of the project 23-25 February 2011. 
• It will be used to check and improve on the CS  

• It will take advantage of the literature review  

• It will be the basis of further project work  

 

• Updating of CS for discussion at RWMC-44 meeting in 
March 2011. Finalisation by June 2011. Publication. 

 

• More on outputs and initiatives until 2013 is in document 
NEA/RWM(2010)9/Prov of 30 June, 2009 (Vision 
Document) 
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PHASE-1 WORKSHOP 

• INTRODUCTORY SESSION 

• The International NEA Project 

• The draft Collective Statement 

 Presentation of principles 

 

• A common language: terms and timescales associated to the topic of 
long-term preservation of information and memory 

 

• General objectives of long-term preservation of information and 
memory 
• A philosophical and/or theological view on information preservation 
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• Session on REQUIREMENTS  and NEEDS 

• Existing national and international requirements for long-term 
(intergenerational) preservation of information and knowledge 
 What information is and will be needed to meet the requirements (e.g., inventories, 

waste characteristics, repository layouts, markers and their messages, etc.) , potential 
gaps in both information and requirements, different audiences over different 
timescales 

 Discussion of principles 

• Safeguards requirements/practices for disposed nuclear materials that 
can also serve the purpose of memory preservation 

• National and international needs (one objective of the session could be 
to try to formulate a list of the common needs, both at national and 
international levels ) 

19 

PHASE-1 Workshop 

PHASE-1 Workshop 

• Session on “HISTORICAL” STUDIES IN INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 
• Case studies (panel?, inside/outside WM, going beyond the legal framework) 

• Findings of “Nordic Study” 1993, Huete-Konzept (CH), experience in 
decommissioning of nuclear facilities, etc. 

 

 

• Session on CURRENT PRACTICES AND CHALLENGES OVER THE 
DIFFERENT TIMESCALES 

• Practices and supporting information to the existing requirements (literature review) 

• Changing information needs and/or audiences over time and how these changes will be 
captured and addressed.  It may be reasonable to conduct a review of information needs, 
including technology changes and improvements, and target audience on a routine basis to 
confirm that the available information continues to meet requirements  

• The review process should capture the concept of how and when to 
address deficiencies  
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PHASE-1 Workshop 

• Session on INFORMATION PRESERVATION TOOLS (Shouldn’t that be 
discussed specifically for different phases/timescales?)   

• How the information can be preserved in the long-term (including both 
raw data as well as meta data)   

• Identification of different technologies and recommendations available 
such as micro-engraving, platinum/sapphire techniques, and the concept 
of surface markers, including the time frames where these are deemed 
to be effective 

• Possibly carry-out additional technical work in this area 
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• Compromising information continuity (Session on ASSESSMENT OF 
POTENTIAL INCIDENTS) 

• Identification of incidents that could compromised information 
continuity (wars, significant social/political changes, significant 
environmental changes, etc.)   

• Non-incidental loss of information continuity (Marcos Buser pointed out 
the risk to focus on major incidents while there is also a risk for 
information loss as a result of malfunction of the administration of the 
information for example the lack of interest for the topic after a couple 
of generations) 

• Assessment of consequences of the loss of information continuity. 
Measures to limit their impact (such as provision of redundancy). 
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PHASE-1 Workshop 
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PHASE-1 WORKSHOP 

 

SESSIONS on 

 

• Review of collective statement 

• Main messages and recommendations 
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 Paris, September 14, 2010 

Swiss Federal Office of Energy  
Research Programme 

State-of-the-art Report on 
 Marker Systems for Radioactive Waste Repositories 

Marcos Buser, Gutachten&Projekte, Zürich 
 Author and presentation  

Background 
 EKRA 2000 recommends the use of markers 
 Responsibilities are defined in the Swiss Nuclear 

Energy Law 2003, art. 40, and in the Nuclear 
Energy Ordinance, art. 69 

 Federal Office of Energy requests R&D-Programme 
on marker systems 

 The report provides an overview based on a 
literature survey  

 The work was performed in close contact with the 
nuclear authorities (SFOE / ENSI) 

 Realisation: 2008 / 2010 
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Goals of the “Markers Report”  

Aims and objectives 
 Based on a survey of published literature, the 

report should present the current status of marker 
development programmes 

 It should serve as a basis for further discussion on 
the development of marker systems in Switzerland 

 It should be presented at international conferences 
 
 
 

 
 

Approach 

 Evaluation of published literature 
 Synthesis of knowledge on markers  
 No recommendations on further actions 
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1 System and timeframe 
 

2 Timeframe 
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3 Contents of the report  
Interdisciplinary approach involving natural sciences and technology as well as 

social and political sciences, aimed at answering some basic questions 
 
 0-Questions: Basis questions on marker strategies (6) 

 
 Questions on sub-systems 
 A-Questions: man and society (6) 
 B-Questions: environment and geology (4) 
 C-Questions: underground structures (e.g. shafts, tunnels and galleries) (4) 
 D-Questions: technology used for markers and information transfer (4) 
 E-Questions: risks (4) 

 
 Total: 28 questions 

 
Approach for answering the questions:  
 Issue definition; analysis of published literature; appraisal 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Examples of questions 

Basic questions on the goals of marker systems 

 01 What are the arguments for and against the use of markers?  

 02 Is it possible to address warnings to future generations or 
 societies?  

 03 Can marker systems be developed with realistic efforts? 

 04 How far should we go towards the protection of future generations 
 and society?  

 05 What should be transmitted to future generations? 

 06 Have the potential for manipulation and errors in marker systems  
 been identified as major issues?   

 



06-Oct-10 

5 

Examples of answers (1) 

01 What are the reasons for marking the site? Or: Which arguments are 
used to justify or support marker systems or to dismiss them?  

 

 Definition of issue: dangerous waste needs to be confined for very long periods 
of time (up to 100.000 - 1.000.000 y). This justifies the use of markers, but 
could markers also pose a danger to repositories?  

 Literature: markers have warning functions, but misuse cannot be excluded 

 Appraisal: societal preferences and risks cannot be predicted far into the 
future, i.e. it is not possible to take a final decision on the implementation of 
marker systems. It should be defined in each particular case what has to be 
marked and for what purposes.   

Examples of answers (2) 

C2 What intrusion scenarios should be considered for repositories (risk 
analysis) and what protection strategies through marker systems can 
be imagined in this context? Which technologies are available to 
protect the underground facilities and the waste from intrusion, 
intended destruction or waste retrieval?  

 

 Definition of issue: Is intrusion intended or not? What type of marking 
techniques can be considered for the different scenarios? 

 Situation in Switzerland: Marker systems are requested in order to ensure 
retrievability. Protection against vertical intrusion (drilling) is easier to achieve 
than protection against lateral intrusion (tunnelling, e.g. swiss-métro); surface 
or sub-surface protection barriers are well developed (e.g. capillar barriers, 
asphalt seals). Care should be taken to avoid areas where geothermal, oil & 
gas prospection, etc. could take place). 

 Appraisal: marker systems are necessary; a solution should be found to the 
issue of lateral intrusion.   
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Examples of answers(3) 

C4 Should waste packages (e.g. canisters) and disposal tunnels 

be used as components of the marker system?  

 Definition of issue: This makes sense in the case of highly developed societies, 

but is questionable for „primitive“ societies. 

 Literature: many proposals (e.g. large magnets; radioactive markers; echo 

producing devices [would only work while the tunnels are not backfilled], 

rubber-mats on the ridges of galleries in order to prevent the intrusion through 

Rotary-drillings, filling tunnels with metallic waste or construction rubble; 

colorants in backfill materials; pictograms and labelling of canisters) 

 Appraisal: many ideas exist for the marking of subsurface repositories, but 

have not been fully developed (many contradictions and often unrealistic) 

Examples of answers (4) 

E1 What can lead to communication breakdown in the future? Can risk 

catalogues collect and describe all possible hazards?    
 Definition of issue: knowledge drift or loss of knowledge over time, no 

continuity in the construction of „reality“,  

 Literature: many elements and processes involved in information and memory 

loss have been identified (language evolution; use of wrong media; social and 

historical interruptions, etc.), but have not been analysed in a systematic way 

 Appraisal: contextual changes (and understanding of such processes) are a 

key factor for the „survival“ of a message, analysis of knowledge loss in the 

area of communication is necessary 
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Conclusions (1) 

General findings  
 It is necessary to gain an overview over both issues and proposed solutions 

 Basic contradictions in the aims of marker systems and their technical 

realisation must be addressed or resolved 

 Integral approach: inter- and trans-disciplinary approaches are needed in order 

to develop marker systems that can effectively be implemented; proposals 

made by specialists of a single domain are often wrong (metallic markers and 

corrosion in host rock; economic value of resources [canister materials] and 

recovery or tomb robbery etc.) 

 The system must be developed as a whole 

Conclusions (2) 

Specific findings  
 Research on possible motives for intrusion will be crucial for decision making 

on marker systems 

 Previous work must be taken into account (technically as well as globally), 
international solutions should be developed 

 The findings of semiotics regarding the identification of “weak links” in 
information transfer as well as sources of misinterpretation will be a key 
element of the future marker development strategy  

 



1 

Consideration of Social Scientific 

Aspects in a Safety Case for a 

Geological Repository in Germany – 
 

Results of a Research Project 

11th Session of the FSC, Topic 7b 

14-16 September 2010, Issy-les-Moulineaux 
 
 
 
Beate Kallenbach-Herbert 
Oeko-Institut, Darmstadt, Germany 

Research project financed by: 
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Outline 

1. Background 

2. The framework and preconditions 

3. Model for describing social scientific issues 
• Important input to a systematic description 

• Overview of social scientific issues and  
social scientific contexts 

• Example 

4. Recommendations for the design of the SC 

5. Discussion 
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Background 

Safe planning and implementation of geological repositories: 
Affects various scientific disciplines 

but: Rather limited interdisciplinary exchange so far 
Safety issues - including 

development and 
assessment of safety 

aspects 
 

Technological/geo-scientific 

focus 

Governance issues – 
including procedures for 
siting, licensing etc. and 

measures for public 
involvement 

  

Socio-scientific focus 

Research project “Consideration of socio-scientific aspects in a 
Safety Case for a geological repository in Germany” financed by 

Ministry of Economics and Technology 
 Foster exchange of scientific disciplines 

 Support an enhanced understanding of repository safety 

Comprehensive safety concept  consider contributions of 
technology, organisation, personnel and social environment  
in a well balanced way  

4 

• The Safety Case is… 
… a collection of arguments and evidence to demonstrate 

the safety of a facility; 

… developed stepwise during the different stages of 

planning, implementation and closure and post closure of 

a repository; 
… used as a basis for major decisions in the different 

stages of the process;  
… a contribution to enhancing transparency and traceability;  

… a statement of robustness and reliability of the repository 

and of the safety assessments. 

• Consideration of planning, financial, economic and social 

issues in the disposal process is recommended (e.g. IAEA) 
• But: until now no systematic concept or recommendation 

for treatment of non-technical issues in the safety case 

Background 
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The framework and preconditions 

• Societal and political agreement on the 
chosen final waste management option 

• Confidence in organisational structures, 
regulatory framework and development steps  

• A suitable governance procedure which 
covers the whole disposal process and 
considers the national and the regional level 

• Adequate involvement of relevant actors and 
other stakeholders during all steps of Safety 
Case preparation and development 

Existence of the following framework and 
preconditions was assumed: 

6 

Model for describing social scientific aspects 

Requirements 
of operational 
management 

systems 

Social scientific ascpects with relevance for the safety case 

Important input to a systematic description of relevant social scientific 

aspects: 

 *) e.g. the long-term aspect of the repository project,  
limited options for intervention due to passive safety strategy 
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Model for describing social scientific aspects 

1. Human 

resources 

Demography 

Social 
psychology 

Sociology of 
organisations 

Knowledge 
and risk 

management 

2. Operational 

organisation / 

Company 

structure 

Ergonomics, 
industrial 
sciences 

Sociology of 
technology + 
knowledge 

Sociology of 
organisations 

3. Company 

and safety 

culture 

Cultural and 
linguistic 
studies 

Communica-
tion 

Sociology of 
organisations 

Knowledge 
and risk 

management 

4. Information 

provision / 

reception / 

transfer 

Political 
science 

History, 
sociology of 

work 

Knowledge 
and risk 

management 

Sociology of 
technology + 
knowledge 

5. Risk 

perception and 

communication 

Ergonomics, 
industrial 
sciences 

Sociology of 
technology + 
knowledge 

Communica-
tion 

Social 
psychology 

6. Availability 

of resources 

required 

Economics 
and business 

studies 

Demography 

Sociology of 
technology + 
knowledge 

Regional 
sociology 

Political 
science 

7. Operator-

environment 

relationship 

Communica-
tion 

Social 
psychology 

Sociology of 
technology + 
knowledge 

Political 
science 

Regional 
sociology 

Overview of social scientific issues (top row, orange boxes) and  
social scientific contexts (boxes below top rows) 

yellow boxes: social scientific contexts already part of modern management requirements 
green-yellow boxes: additional priorities with disposal specific relevance 

example 
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Model for describing social scientific aspects 

6. Availability of 

resources required 

Demography 
Social scientific 

context 

Social scientific 
aspect 

Political 
science 

Availability of 
external support 

External staff 
Demographic 
development 
of the region 

Sub-issues 

Spheres of 
activity 

Long term 
financing 

Competency 
and 

responsibilities 

Long term existence of 
the implementer and of 

financial resources 
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Recommendations for the design of the SC 

These recommendations cover 

• Extent and content of the safety case 

• The documentation of the safety case 

• Stepwise development of the safety case 

• Consideration of social scientific issues  

– in the different stages of SC development 
– in a way that reflects a safety-oriented combination of 

scientific-technological, human resources and 
organisational factors 

• Options and methods for addressing the soicial 

scientific issues (depending i.a. on the planning timescale 
and on the implementer’s influence relevant factors) 

10 

Social scientific issues and safety 

communication with the public 

 

Issues of discussion at a project workshop: 

 

May the implementation and communication of a 

„comprehensive safety concept“ which includes 

safety relevant social scientific issues influence 

public trust in geological disposal? 

Which measures would be necessary to support 

such an approach?   

You don‘t 

fly with a 

machine. 

You fly with 

us. 

Welcome 

on board 

Discussion 



06/10/2010 

1 

NATIONAL  RADIOACTIVE  WASTE  MANAGEMENT  AGENCY © Andra 

FSC – Experience in Stakeholder Involvement in Selected Cases 

Interplay Among Stakeholders for the 

Definition of the Detailed Geological Survey 

Zone in the Meuse/Haute-Marne 

COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

FSC – Issy, 14-09-2010 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

Deep Reversible Repository Project 

2012: Public debate 

2015: Filing the request for authorisation to proceed, and attendant due process 

2025: Industrial commissioning (if authorised)  

Surface 

installations 

Zone 1 

Muck stockpile 

Surface 

installations 

Zone 2 

Decline access to the repository 

Muck stockpile 

Shafts access to the 

repository 

~15 km² 

~200 ha 

~100 ha 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

The approach in defining a more restrained zone for 

investigation  

ZT criteria (2005) 

(Transposition Zone) 

ZIRA criteria (2009) 

(Detailed Reconnaissance Potential Zone) 

Exclusion criteria Qualifying criteria  

Reconnaissance campaign  

2007-2008 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

Substantial, ongoing dialogue 

Discussions and work sessions were held year-round throughout 2009 and they mostly 

involved: 

- Local elected officials: Mayors and County Council Members 

- Municipality Partnerships (Communauté de Communes) 

- County Councils (Conseil Général - Départements)    

- The Local Information and Monitoring Committee (CLIS) and its commissions 

- Public Authorities’ Joint Ventures (Syndicats Mixtes) 

- Business Groups Authorities (Chambres Consulaires) (Chambers of Commerce and Industry, Chambers of 

Agriculture)  

- Associations (Lions-Rotary clubs, Energic 52/55, Meuse Nature Environnement, etc) 

- The general public (Open-door days, travelling exhibitions, the press, Internet) 

 

Lastly, Andra has been working closely with Government departments. 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Presentation of scientific and technical criteria 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Articulation of local players’ expectations 

 

Consensus on choosing the ZIRA: 

 Technical criteria relating to safety and geology were considered as decisive in choosing the ZIRA 

 Keep on involving the various Municipality Partnerships 

Significant requirements regarding the area’s development: 

 Establish the entrance to the package access ramp within an area touching on the Meuse/Haute-Marne so as to ensure both 

départements remain involved in the project 

 Encourage the setting up of facilities and services required to host the project  

 Enhance the potential of existing transport infrastructures  

 Make sure that economic benefits are equitably distributed  

 

Expectations regarding the project’s local insertion: 

 Take part in the area’s economic and social growth  

 Protect the living surroundings and pay attention to the insertion into the environment 

 Curb any disturbances to local residents and foster the development of rail and fluvial transport 

 Protect surface and underground waters 

 Pay attention to how the stockpiles are inserted 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Initial scenarios proposal 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

A statement by the CLIS regarding those initial scenarios 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Opinion by the Poissons  

Municipality Partnership (March 09) 

Main opinions expressed during the dialogue phase (1 of 4) 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Motion by the Val d’Ornois 

Municipality Partnership (June 09) 

Main opinions expressed during the dialogue phase (2 of 4) 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

CLIS  Localisation Commission (July 09) 

Main opinions expressed during the dialogue phase (3 of 4) 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Centre Ornain Municipality  

artnership (Sept. 2009) 

Main opinions expressed during the dialogue phase (4 of 4) 

Haute-Marne Chamber of Commerce (July 09) 

Letter from the Meuse and Haute-Marne  

County Councils (May 2009) 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Summary of opinions 

An overall majority can be perceived supporting the following: 

- Making safety a priority 

- Remaining involved in the project (the grouping of the various Municipality Partnerships)     

- Preparing the area for economic growth 

- Developing infrastructures, especially for transport and railways in particular 

- Distributing the project’s benefits equitably and curbing any inconveniences 

- Establishing the access ramp within an area touching on the Meuse/Haute Marne 

But there is no clear preference for any of the scenarios on the table (ZIRA 1, 2, 3, 4). 

 

 It is suggested that the motivations of the various local players should be considered and that a 

new ZIRA proposal that meets them all should be worked out, while still providing appropriate 

conditions in terms of the surface facilities’ industrial development, of the underground 

architecture and of the disposal’s long-term safety.  

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Andra’s proposal (1 of 3) 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

Andra’s proposal (2 of 3) 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Andra’s proposal (3 of 3) 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra 

Referral to the Ministry 

Following Andra’s proposal, the Government has referred the matter to the National Assessment 

Commission (CNE), the Nuclear Safety Authority (ASN) and the Local Information and Monitoring 

Committee (CLIS) for consideration.  

 

The CNE and the ASN have expressed a favourable opinion and the CLIS has just requested a 

third-party assessment of Andra’s document.  

On the basis of both those opinions and of the CLIS’ initial comments, the Government has 

approved the zone suggested by Andra in M arch 2009.  

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

The scope of the reconnaissance campaign underway 

As a result, Andra was able to conduct the 

reconnaissance campaign within the ZIRA (37 km²) 

from May to July 2009. 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

Proposals regarding the surface facilities 

Method used in determining the proposed zones  

Take into account the surface constraints and those pertaining to the installation sector chosen earlier around the 

transposition zone 

Take into account any potential future urbanisation around the villages 

The sector’s surface must be at least 200 hectares 

The zones must be all in one piece  

Technical criteria: 

 The shafts’ installation is interdependent 

with the disposal’s underground 

architecture 

 The shafts must therefore be located within 

the ZIRA’s hold 

Criteria relating to area development: 

 There is strong support for the access 

ramp to be installed within an area 

touching on the Meuse/Haute-Marne 

 

 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

Proposals regarding the surface facilities 
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NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

The 6 ZIIS (Surface Facility Installation 

Zones) chosen by Andra and proposed 

to the Government for proceeding with 

the installation process are currently 

undergoing engineering studies to help 

determine their sector limits, their 

access to thoroughfares, etc. 

 

In 2011, the ZIIS may possibly undergo 

slight geological investigations required 

for the pre-project studies. 

Prolonging the studies and preparing for the public debate 

New dialogue will begin with local players starting October 2010 in order to initiate discussions 

about several surface facility installation scenarios, and to help develop the area project in 

relation to the deep disposal project.  

A detailed introduction to these scenarios will be presented within the context of the public 

debate to be held in late 2012. 

NATIONAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT AGENCY © Andra © Andra COM TR ACOC 10 0028 

Preparing for dialogue 
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Regulatory Guidance on Retrievability 

David Brazier 
Nuclear Waste Assessment Team 
 
11th Forum on Stakeholder Confidence  
OECD NEA, France, September 2010  
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Regulatory Responsibilities 

HSE Nuclear Directorate (ND) is responsible for 
regulating nuclear safety, including the safe 
management, conditioning and storage of 
radioactive waste on nuclear licensed sites 

Environment Agency regulates discharges to the 
environment and disposal of solid radioactive 
waste on or from nuclear licensed sites in England 
and Wales. Scottish Environment Protection 
Agency (SEPA) regulates such disposals in 
Scotland 

 

Regulatory Guidance 

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx 

Separate guidance on 
requirements for authorisation 
for 

• Near Surface Disposal 
Facilities 

• Geological Disposal 
Facilities 

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx
http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx
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Applying the Guidance 

Guidance applies only to disposal of solid radioactive 
waste and not to storage of waste 

In this context, ‘disposal’ means placing waste in a 
facility without intent to retrieve it later 

Developer may choose to design a waste disposal 
facility in a way that makes it easier to retrieve waste 

If the intention from the outset is to retrieve waste at a later date, 
the facility is a waste ‘storage’ facility 

HSE/ND regulates storage on nuclear sites 

Current regulatory guidance on 

retrievability 

We do not require waste to be retrievable after the 
act of disposal, i.e. emplacement of the waste 

If a developer makes provisions for retrievability, 
these should not unacceptably affect the 
environmental safety case 

Operator would need to demonstrate that safety of 
people and the environment was not affected 
unacceptably by keeping a disposal facility open 
solely to ensure waste remains retrievable  
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Closing thoughts 

If a safety case cannot be made for waste retrieval 
- the waste will not be retrieved 
Be clear about the inventory to be ‘disposed’ 
We welcome the NEA’s R&R work 

We provided comments on the draft report  

We understand reasons behind legal and policy 
requirements for retrievability 

Our Objectives – Solid Waste Disposal 

We will provide sound, independent regulation 

We have strong technical capabilities in regulating 
radioactive waste disposal 

We will work with communities, Government, NDA 
and other stakeholders 

We will operate openly and aim to build public 
confidence and trust 
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Sogin engagement process 2010 

Focus on involvement of economic 

operators as a part of the local 

community 

11th Session of the FSC 
Issy-les-Moulineaux,  

Paris,  
September 14-16, 2010 

2 Agenda 

The process of stakeholder engagement 

   Steps and activities 
   Facts and figures 
   1H10 Highlights 
    

The company profile 

Changes in to the Italian energy policy 
    Italian Parlament decree n° 31/10  
    The technological stores  

Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 

The vision 
Building confidence by the engagement process 
Economic operators as a part of a local community 
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Nuclear power plants 

The company profile 

Alta padana 

Centrale di Trino 

EUREX di Saluggia 

FN di Bosco Marengo 

Bassa padana 

Centrale di Caorso 

 

Basso Lazio – Alto casertano 

IPU e OPEC -Casaccia 

Centrale di Latina 

Centrale del Garigliano 

 

Metapontino 

ITREC-Trisaia 

 

Nuclear research plants 

4 Agenda 

The process of stakeholder engagement 

   Steps and activities 
   Facts and figures 
   1H10 Highlights 
    

The company profile 

Changes in to the Italian energy policy 
    Italian Parlament decree n° 31/10  
    The technological stores  

Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 

The vision 
Building confidence by the engagement process 
Economic operators as a part of a local community 
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5 Changes into the Italian energy policy 

Since 2009, the Italian Government has decided to start again producing energy 

resulting from nuclear source, thus contributing to re-build the nuclear supply 

chain. 

D. Lgs 31, February 15th 2010: 

● It calls for greater responsibilities in the decommissioning as well as in the radioactive 
waste management of the new power plants; 

● It charges Sogin with the responsibility for locating and implementing the technological 
stores; 

● It deals with the need from the local community to be involved by the nuclear operator 
on the way in which activities are conducted as well as the plants are managed, 
through ad hoc information and communication campaigns. 

Italian Parlament decree number 31/10  

6 The new challenge for Sogin  

Research and 
technological  center 

National radioactive 
waste repository 

The technological stores  
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7 Agenda 

The process of stakeholder engagement 

   Steps and activities 
   Facts and figures 
   1H10 Highlights 
    

The company profile 

Changes in to the Italian energy policy 
    Italian Parlament decree n° 31/10  
    The technological stores  

Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 

The vision 
Building confidence by the engagement process 
Economic operators as a part of a local community 

8 Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 

Moving back into nuclear energy power, doesn’t mean (only) to build a “new” nuclear 
power plant, neither per-form high technological skills. It means, first of all: 

● to reshape the governance and reform a valuable system of laws, procedures and 
rules, aligned to the best international practices;  

● to train in and develop a new generation of technical skills and managerial abilities, 
strongly impoverished along the last two decades, both in the private and the public 
sector; 

The vision 

● to manage a complex network of influent public actors and stakeholders whose 
confidence is a critical issue to face.  
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● The main aim of a stakeholder engagement process is to gather stakeholders’ material 

expectations in order to identify the best solutions to address them. 

Building confidence by the engagement process 

● Such as for any other industrial operator, confidence is a strategic issue for Sogin: it 
can not be asked for, but day by day achieved thanks to a strong leadership in the 
different contexts.  

● Building a strong leadership means to act as a catalyst of interests raising from different 
stakeholders within a local community. 

● The development of stakeholder engagement processes helps to identify strategies, 
policies and actions aimed at guarantee higher and higher levels of satisfaction, thus 
matching different stakeholders interests and expectations. 

Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 

10 

Companies and 
their 

representatives 

Managers and 
plants employees Trade Unions 

Organizations 
operating in 

different sector 

(culture, sport, …) 

Public Agencies NGOs Media Local Community 

Local Community 

Local Opinion Leaders 

Stakeholder 

Engagement 
Reputation 

Communication Brand 

Confidence 

Citizenship 

Bottom up and step by step approach 

2010 focus 

Economic operators as a part of a local community 

Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 
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11 Agenda 

The process of stakeholder engagement 

   Steps and activities 
   Facts and figures 
   1H10 Highlights 
    

The company profile 

Changes in to the Italian energy policy 
    Italian Parlament decree n° 31/10  
    The technological stores  

Sogin approach to stakeholder engagement 

The vision 
Building confidence by the engagement process 
Economic operators as a part of a local community 

12 

Steps and activities 

Analyse 

and plan 
Design of the 

process 
Stakeholder 

Involvement 

Review and 

Report 
Strategic 

decision 

June - Sept. 2009 Oct.2009-Jen. 2010 Feb. - Sept. 2010 Sept. 2010 Oct. 2010 

Work in progress 

The process of stakeholder engagement 
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13 

4 workshop planned and organized in the 

different territories 

About 100 companies involved within the 

territories 

Press coverage at local level, great 

participation from local institutions 

8 Employers Associations involved 

The process of stakeholder engagement 

Facts and figures 

14 

1H10 Highlights 

Qualification system adjustment 

Spreading information, raising 
awareness on the qualification 
process and providing support 
through out all the process 

Solutions proposed 

Goods, services and general 
supplying buying process adjustment 

Mailing list and newsletter  thanks to 
the Local Employers’ Associations 
 training sessions in cooperation with 
Local Employers’ Associations 
 Help line  

Simplification of the qualification 
system 

 Buying policy review 

Knowledge of the programs and/or 
company’s supplying orders 

 “Suppliers conferences” 

The process of stakeholder engagement 

Issues 
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Sogin engagement process 2010 

Focus on involvement of economic 

operators as a part of the local 

community 

11th Session of the FSC 
Issy-les-Moulineaux,  

Paris,  
September 14-16, 2010 
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The role of the Government in territorial 

development of Meuse/Haute-Marne 

 

FSC – Issy, 14-09-2010 

FSC – Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities 

ANDRA - FSC – September 2009 

Major local players 

2 

Local players 

2 regions 
2 districts 
2 GIPs 
1 CLIS, 47 municipalities 
6 cantons (rural districts) 
2 local areas 
~10 municipality partnerships 
 
National players 

Ministry 
ASN, IRSN 
CNE 
OPCEST 
CNDP 
Waste producers 
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ANDRA - FSC – September 2009 

Local background 

3 

Local player expectations: 

Knowing Andra’s needs and the project’s schedule, in order to forecast business 

development and job opportunities, and to anticipate requirements in professional training, 
housing, transport, etc. 
 
The project is still not tangible enough at this time to ensure a genuine stand on the part of 
local players. 
 
 
Perception on the deep-repository project 

The project is considered to be as much of a development opportunity as it is a powerful 
lever to defend territorial needs. 

ANDRA - FSC – September 2009 

The role of Government – The High-Level Committee 

4 

The Government is committed to the project and to developing the area.  
 
Through the “High-Level Committee”, set up following a request from leading local elected 
officials wishing to see nuclear sector players become more involved locally in developing jobs 
and business. The committee gathers the Ministers in charge of Andra and leaders among 
producers, local elected officials and Andra.  

 
Since it was set up in 2005, several initiatives or projects have been launched locally: 
 
- The “three little pigs” – an EDF approach for controlling energy demand 
- Building a facility for Areva archives 
- Building a facility for EDF archives  
- Building a storage facility for nuclear station spare parts (EDF) 
- The French Atomic Energy Commission’s (CEA) SYNDIESE project (a pilot, 2nd-generation 
bio fuel production plant) 
- Fostering local industrial potential enhancement (being qualified to access the markets, etc) 
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ANDRA - FSC – September 2009 
5 

The Government is committed to the project and to developing the area.  
 
Through the Prefect and regional Governmental departments. For instance, the Prefect was 
Chairman of the CLIS prior to the 2006 Act. 
 
More recently with the setting up of a “Major Works” procedure.  
 
The principle 

This is a central administration intervening procedure, introduced in 1975 to handle the 
constraints caused by the influx of hundreds of workers joining major land settlement works 
(such as the electronuclear programme) and to preserve the momentum induced by projects 
of national or international scope.   
 
The objective 

To foster new business around the project and contribute to the growth of public facilities and 
infrastructures to host the project, the workers during construction, and the populations during 
industrial commissioning, as well as facilitating local jobs for workers after completion.    
 

 

The role of Government – The “Major Works” procedure 
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COOPERATING WITH REGIONAL ELECTED 
AUTHORITIES 

SOME CASES IN SPAIN 

FSC – 11 meeting 
Paris (France)  

14 - 16 September 2010 
 
 

Mariano Molina 

Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

BACKGROUND 

•17 Autonomous Communities (CCAA) 

•Each CCAA having its own Government and 
elected Parliament 

•Elections to be hold every 4 years. Not all at 
the same time 

•CCAA’s competences as stated in each 
Statute given by the National Parliament 

•Usually, the Central State has the 
competence of setting the general conditions 
for the development of a given area of 
activity 

•CCAA have the right of stating and 
managing the particularities under which 
those activities will be practically 
implemented 
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Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

•Definition of RWM policy & strategy and licensing of nuclear facilities is a 
competence of the State (High Court Statement) 

•CCAA has the right to be consulted prior to the issuing of the Nuclear Regulator 
report on a RWM application 

•Application of industrial safety policy is a competence of CCAA 

•Town Planning and Housing is a competence of CCAA 

•Basic legislation on environmental protection is a competence of the State 

•Management of environmental protection is a competence of CCAA 

•Planning and licensing of infrastructures in their own territory is a competence of 
CCAA 

•Local socio-economic development is a competence of CCAA 

 

REAs as stakeholders in RWM (legally) 

Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

•NIMBY. Regional coincidence with attitudes at local level 

 

•NIMEY. Usually fueled by perception of comparative offense 

 

•Shared regional sensibility to “nuclear” 

•Non existing NPPs (12 CCAA) 

•Existing NPPs but highly rejected (2 CCAA) 

•Existing NPPs but a more neutral attitude (3 CCAA) 

 

•Strong divergence between REAs and Local Authorities on the interest 
of benefit packages, added value and socio-economic development if 
associated with RWM. 

 

REAs as stakeholders in RWM (perceptions and attitudes) 
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Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

Are REAs a stakeholder? An example: CTS 

3 applicants 

2 applicants 

1 applicant 

1 applicant 

1 applicant 

Stated REAs stance 

Highly opposed 

•Castilla – La Mancha 

•Cataluña 

Opposed 

•Extremadura 

Most likely favorable under 
conditions 

•Castilla – León 

•Comunidad Valenciana 

A chance for a 
national 

consensus ? 

Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

•Cataluña (Vandellós) and Andalucía (El Cabril + FUA Andújar) 

•Case by case approach 

•Visits to facilities (Regional MPs + members of regional governments) 

•Discussions on areas of common interest 

•How to inform the public? How to preserve knowledge? 

•How to deal with “territorial” issues? 

•Scoping socio-economic needs of affected areas. Looking for 
synergies  

•Advising on particular demands. Helping and speeding up 
qualification of workforce 

•Implementation of joint programs 

 

Some past experiences 
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Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

•ENVIRONMENT 

•Conferences, publications, wildlife programs 

•Improvement of natural parks’ infrastructure 

•EDUCATION + CULTURE 

•Books for children, sports infrastructure 

•Establishment of two University Departments on RWM and 
Environment. University summer schools on RWM 

•Restoration + visibility of historical heritage 

•SOCIAL SERVICES 

•Improvement of health centers, centers for the old and handicapped  

•INFRASTRUCTURE + ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

•Repair of roads 

•Assistance to local entrepreneurs 

•Training of local workforce  

 

Joint programs  

Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

REAs can help in: 

•defining the affected area (other than the hosting community) 

•achieving a proper knowledge of what are the safety implications of the facility 

•defining and planning what shared needs are 

•coordinating and fostering infrastructure investment 

•preserving knowledge. ENRESA + Universities 

•accessing to wider administrative areas by means of multilateral covenants or 
agreements with other authorities 

•promoting unilateral activities between ENRESA and private stakeholders for the 
benefit of the area (University? Entrepreneurs Associations?) 

• promoting co-operation between ENRESA and other regional actors 

Some lessons learned  
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Cooperating with Regional Elected Authorities - SPAIN 

 

 

Thank you for your attention! 
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- Regional development and economic growth 

Catharina Blom, Director 

Final disposal of high level nuclear waste –  
a long process 

Forsmark in 

the municipality of  

Östhammar  in the 

County of  Uppsala 

Laxemar in  

the municipality of  

Oskarshamn in the 

County of  Kalmar  



2010-10-07 

2 

Opinion poll 2008-2009 

0 

20 

40 

60 

80 

100 

For Against 

If it is possible to find a suitable place 
for final storage of nuclear fuel at 

Forsmark in Östhammar Municipality, 
are you for or against the idea?  

A durable relationship built on trust 

1. Independence 

2. Openness 

3. Transparency 

4. Participation in decision making process 
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Well defined roles 

Implementer Authorities 

Government Municipality 

Regional 
Council 

Uppsala Regional Council 

1. Policies and Decision Making 

2. Regional Development Program 

3. Infrastructure 

4. Welfare issues 

 

Final Disposal of  Spent Nuclear Fuel 
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The aims of the repository project of  
Uppsala Regional Council 

17.6 TWh 
2006 

64.9Wh 
2006 

 The democratic aspect
  

  

 To inform the region on  

 the final disposal project 

 Target groups are 

politicians, companies      

and youth 

 The regional development 
aspect  

 

Creating an interest for the 

project by highlighting the 

opportunities provided to the 

region. 

The Repository – the Democratic 
Aspect 

Open meetings 

Webb 

Schools 

Opinion polls 

Competence supply 
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Population around Forsmark 

The Repository –  
the Regional Development aspect 

NASA 
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www.finaldisposal.se 
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“SEEKING TRANSPARENCY” 
FSC Topical Session 

Item 9  

Intro by Session Chair 

Claudio Pescatore 

 Collective Action … 
 

• Is a reality fostered by the new electronic age of  
communication and by globalization and it 
needs/obliges a transparency foundation: 
 IBM opens its technical hardware to external firms.. 
 Microsoft opens its software to external firms… 
 People share their computers so that massive calculations can be done for 

space & bio-research 
 E-Bay ; Wikipedia ; Twitter; I-phone applets.. 

  Everybody’s lap/desk-top is now one’s own press room, business 
room, library… 

• All this makes economic sense 
• A new economy, based on collective action  and 

transparency is emerging; a new form of democracy, 
more participatory, more based on collective 
learning is developing 
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  Collective Action (and the need for transparency)… 

 Is also brought about by, and enhanced after, major 
crises, and is linked to globalization: mad-cow 
disease, contaminated-blood transfusions, financial 
markets collapse … 
 
Lack of transparency = Risk 

 
 
 Issues arise of Competence, Credibility and reaffirm 

the need for Familiarity and Control: 
 Credible actors and confidence in the way they 

approach management is especially necessary where 
people have little familiarity and little control and there 
is a strong symbolic dimension.  

 Credibility, familiarity and control depend on 
transparency 
 

Three Aspects Paramount to Sustainable Decision Making 

 
 Process – Procedures and plans for making decisions should be 

designed to be visible, iterative, flexible and facilitating collective 
involvement and learning. 
 

 Structure – Clear roles and responsibilities must be assigned to 
involved actors and their interdependencies made visible. There 
should be a responsible body to help keep the decision-making 
process moving. 
 

 Behaviour – Individuals and institutions must demonstrate core 
values: be respectful of each other’s roles; competent and rigorous 
in their field of expertise; open, transparent and willing to involve 
others; pro-active in initiating dialogue; willing to listen and 
respond to a broad variety of stakeholder concerns. 



06-Oct-10 

3 

Amongst the main messages of the FSC (and 
the OECD/NEA), three stand out: 

 Stakeholders must have access to 
understandable information about what is 
happening and why (Transparence 1) 

 Technical soundness and procedural fairness are 
of comparable importance.  They need to be 
visible and verifiable  (Transparence 2) 

 Stakeholder confidence is never be established 
“once and for all,” and it must be earned on a 
continual basis. (Continued transparence) 
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KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 1 

  

Introduction and overview of 
country responses to the 

transparency questionnaire  

 
Eva Simic 

Director 

Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste  

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 2 

Changing Dynamics of Interaction among 

RWM institutions and stakeholder 

confidence (Theme 2) 

• The relationship between organizations has 
been identified as important, particularly the 
interaction between regulators and 
implementers 
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KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 3 

Why focus on transparency? 

• Transparency has become a key concept in 
the areas of governance and stakeholder 
confidence: 
– NEA – development of guidance for transparency 

in nuclear regulatory communication with the 
public 

– ENEF – Recommendations for transparency 
– Various organizations within the nuclear waste 

area work actively with transparency as a means 
of increasing stakeholder confidence 

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 4 

However… 

• the concept of transparency is not clearly 
defined  

• the understanding of the concept varies 
between organizations 

• different organizations have different 
approaches to promoting transparency 
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KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 5 

FSC questionnaire on transparency 

 
As a first step to understanding and clarifying 

the concept FSC therefore sent out a 
transparency questionnaire.  

 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to 

understand how the concept of transparency 
is used in various countries and organizations  

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 6 

Selection of questions 

• definitions 
• legal and functional requirements 
• existence of instructions and verifications 

regarding transparency 
• difference between openness and 

transparency 
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KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 7 

Result of the questionnaire 

• All of the participating organizations work 
actively with transparency 

• Most of the organizations lack a definition of 
transparency 

• The meaning implied in the concept vary  
• The purpose of transparency vary 
• The way to achieve transparency vary  
• Some, but not all, organizations differentiate 

between openness and transparency 

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 8 

The meaning of transparency 
• Varies between countries and between organizations 

within the same country; examples:  
– easy access to information 
– detailed technical publications  
– clarity of language 
– authenticity (work and deed correspond) 
– a clear and open process with clear roles and 

responsibilities 
– no hidden agendas  
– opportunity for all interested parties to participate in the 

decision-making process  
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KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

Openness vs transparency 
• Some organizations mean that openness goes further than 

transparency 
– Openness corresponds to our readiness to continuously communicate on 

all levels of society/.../Transparency is reached by making the results of all 
our investigations publicly accessible through detailed technical 
publications. (Switzerland, NAGRA) 

• Other organizations mean that transparency goes further than 
openness 
– “Openness means availability of information, easy access to organization's 

experts, readiness to discuss all relevant topics, while transparency 
requires clear and open process, no hidden agenda, clear roles for 
everybody and opportunities to participate in the decision-making process”  
(Czech Republic, RAWRA) 

• Still other organizations mean that transparency is the same as 
openness 
– “They are used interchangeably”  (United Kingdom, NDA) 

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 10 

Ways to achieve transparency 

• vary from basically just publicizing information 
on the web site to extensive participation 
programs including education of stakeholders 
and offering reimbursement for costs 
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KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 11 

The purpose of transparency 

• Two main purposes:  
– the governance oriented concept of 

transparency aims at improving the decision-
making process 

– the public relations oriented concept aims at 
improving public trust in the decision-making 
process 

 Important to be aware of the main driving force for 
transparency in a specific organization or area of 
activities. 

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 12 

Conclusion 

• The concept of transparency is widely used 
but is seldom clearly defined 

• This makes “transparency” a non transparent 

concept – i.e. we can never be sure that we 
mean the same thing when we talk about it 

• On a practical level, it may prove difficult to 
work successfully with a concept that has no 
clear definition.  
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Recommendation 

• In order to assure the quality in work with 
transparency it is necessary to clarify the 
definition of the concept and the purpose with 
transparency work. 

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 

2010-09-14 www.karnavfallsradet.se 14 

Openness vs transparency 

• Some organizations mean that openness goes 

further than transparency:  
– “Openness reaches further than transparency. /…/ The 

public and interested parties are involved in the decision-
making process. (Belgium, ONDRAF-NIRAS) 

– Openness corresponds to our readiness to continuously 
communicate on all levels of society/.../Transparency is 
reached by making the results of all our investigations 
publicly accessible through detailed technical publications. 
(Switzerland, NAGRA) 
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Openness vs transparency 

• Other organizations mean that transparency goes 

further than openness:  
– “Openness means availability of information, easy access 

to organization's experts, readiness to discuss all relevant 
topics, while transparency requires clear and open 
process, no hidden agenda, clear roles for everybody and 
opportunities to participate in the decision-making process”  

(Czech Republic, RAWRA) 
– “Openness means that you don't hold back information... In 

transparency the content of communication can be verified 
by the actual deeds” (Finland, Posiva) 

 

 

KÄRNAVFALLSRÅDET 
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Openness vs transparency 

• Still other organizations mean that transparency is 

the same as openness:  
– “They are used interchangeably”  (United Kingdom, NDA) 
– “If /there is a difference/ it is not apparent” (United States) 
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Introduction and overview of 
country responses to the 

transparency questionnaire  

 
Eva Simic 

Director 

Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste  
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Changing Dynamics of Interaction among 

RWM institutions and stakeholder 

confidence (Theme 2) 

• The relationship between organizations has 
been identified as important, particularly the 
interaction between regulators and 
implementers 
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Why focus on transparency? 

• Transparency has become a key concept in 
the areas of governance and stakeholder 
confidence: 
– NEA – development of guidance for transparency 

in nuclear regulatory communication with the 
public 

– ENEF – Recommendations for transparency 
– Various organizations within the nuclear waste 

area work actively with transparency as a means 
of increasing stakeholder confidence 
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However… 

• the concept of transparency is not clearly 
defined  

• the understanding of the concept varies 
between organizations 

• different organizations have different 
approaches to promoting transparency 
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FSC questionnaire on transparency 

 
As a first step to understanding and clarifying 

the concept FSC therefore sent out a 
transparency questionnaire.  

 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to 

understand how the concept of transparency 
is used in various countries and organizations  
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Selection of questions 

• definitions 
• legal and functional requirements 
• existence of instructions and verifications 

regarding transparency 
• difference between openness and 

transparency 
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Result of the questionnaire 

• All of the participating organizations work 
actively with transparency 

• Most of the organizations lack a definition of 
transparency 

• The meaning implied in the concept vary  
• The purpose of transparency vary 
• The way to achieve transparency vary  
• Some, but not all, organizations differentiate 

between openness and transparency 
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The meaning of transparency 
• Varies between countries and between organizations 

within the same country; examples:  
– easy access to information 
– detailed technical publications  
– clarity of language 
– authenticity (work and deed correspond) 
– a clear and open process with clear roles and 

responsibilities 
– no hidden agendas  
– opportunity for all interested parties to participate in the 

decision-making process  
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Openness vs transparency 
• Some organizations mean that openness goes further than 

transparency 
– Openness corresponds to our readiness to continuously communicate on 

all levels of society/.../Transparency is reached by making the results of all 
our investigations publicly accessible through detailed technical 
publications. (Switzerland, NAGRA) 

• Other organizations mean that transparency goes further than 
openness 
– “Openness means availability of information, easy access to organization's 

experts, readiness to discuss all relevant topics, while transparency 
requires clear and open process, no hidden agenda, clear roles for 
everybody and opportunities to participate in the decision-making process”  
(Czech Republic, RAWRA) 

• Still other organizations mean that transparency is the same as 
openness 
– “They are used interchangeably”  (United Kingdom, NDA) 
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Ways to achieve transparency 

• vary from basically just publicizing information 
on the web site to extensive participation 
programs including education of stakeholders 
and offering reimbursement for costs 
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The purpose of transparency 

• Two main purposes:  
– the governance oriented concept of 

transparency aims at improving the decision-
making process 

– the public relations oriented concept aims at 
improving public trust in the decision-making 
process 

 Important to be aware of the main driving force for 
transparency in a specific organization or area of 
activities. 
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Conclusion 

• The concept of transparency is widely used 
but is seldom clearly defined 

• This makes “transparency” a non transparent 

concept – i.e. we can never be sure that we 
mean the same thing when we talk about it 

• On a practical level, it may prove difficult to 
work successfully with a concept that has no 
clear definition.  
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Recommendation 

• In order to assure the quality in work with 
transparency it is necessary to clarify the 
definition of the concept and the purpose with 
transparency work. 
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EC initiatives/support towards enhanced 
transparency and citizens participation 

in nuclear matters 

PRAGUE BRATISLAVA 

European Commission DG ENER 
Directorate D - Nuclear Energy 
Jean Coadou 
 
 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010 

Entretiens européens 

European Nuclear 

Energy Forum

Bratislava - Prague

European Nuclear 

Energy Forum

Bratislava - Prague

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         2 

.Energy Policy for Europe - EPE and nuclear 
energy .EU initiatives to promote governance in nuclear   
matters 
» Eurobarometer surveys 
» Legislation 
» European Nuclear Energy Forum – ENEF 
» Aarhus Convention and Nuclear Initiative 
» EURATOM FP 
» Grants, studies, in-kind contributions .Conclusion 

Outline 

http://www.confrontations.org/spip.php?rubrique46
http://www.gmfeurope.org/web/index.html
http://www.entretiens-europeens.org/index.html
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OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         3 

 
•Internal Market 
•Interconnections (Trans-European  Networks)  
•European electricity and gas networks 

•Research and innovation 

•Clean coal 
•Carbon sequestration 
•Alternative fuels 
•Energy efficiency 
•Nuclear 

Competitiveness 

“LISBON” 

•International Dialogue 
•European stock management (oil/gas) 
•Refining capacity and energy storage  
•Diversification 

Security of supply 

“MOSCOW” 

•Renewable energy 
•Energy efficiency 
•Nuclear 

•Research and innovation 
•Emission trading 

Environment 

“KYOTO” 
Sustainability 

10/01/2007: European Commission Communication  
“An  Energy Policy for Europe” 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         4 

.Adopts the EC proposal to launch a common 

European Energy Policy .Notes the “contribution of nuclear energy in  
the security of energy supply and CO2 
emissions reductions” 

8-9/03/2007: European Summit 
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 By 2020: 

 20% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions compared to 
1990 levels (30% if global agreement) 

 20% reduction in global primary energy use (through 
energy efficiency) 

 20% of renewable energy in the EU's overall mix (minimum 
target for biofuels of 10% of vehicle fuel) 

 

 By 2050 : indicative 60 to 80% reduction in GHG 

 Latest objectives: from 80 to 95% reduction in GHG !!! 

8-9/03/2007: European Summit 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         6 

Electricity perspectives 

    .2008 situation: 44% of EU electricity is carbon-free .2020 objective: 2/3 carbon-free electricity .2050 objective: 100% carbon-free electricity 

13/11/2008 

Nuclear 

Gas 

Solid fuels Renewables 

2007 2050 
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Nuclear reactors under construction: 4 

Nuclear reactors planned: 17 

Nuclear reactors proposed: 28 

Finland: 1, 0, 2 

France: 1, 1, 1 Bulgaria: 0, 2, 0 

Czech Republic: 0, 2, 1 

Hungary: 0, 0, 2 

Italy: 0, 0, 10 

Lithuania: 0, 0, 2 

Poland: 0, 6, 0 

Romania: 0, 2, 1 

Slovakia: 2, 0, 1 

Slovenia: 0, 0, 1 

UK: 0, 4, 6 

New-build in the EU 
Netherlands: 0, 0, 1 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         8 

Nuclear energy sustainability 

New build, long-term management of 

nuclear Waste, doubts on safety, etc. 

Rio Declaration, Earth Summit, 1992 

http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/7/70/Sustainable_development.svg
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• 44% of EU citizens 

are in favour of 

nuclear energy, 

and 45% are 

against 

• There are big 

differences among 

MS (e.g. 64% in 

favour in CZ, only 

7% in CY) 

Public Acceptance [EB 297 survey, nuclear waste, 2008] 
 

Eurobarometer Surveys 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         10 

In favour

44%

Opposed

45%

Don't know

11%

Safe solution for RW 

Opposed

21,5%
In favour

61,5%

Don't know

17,0%

A majority of citizens would favour nuclear energy 
if safe solutions for waste are implemented 

(EB 2005: 37%) 

(EB 2005: 55%) (EB 2005: 58%) 
(EB 2005: 31%) 

NB: compared to EB 2005, the proportion of citizens in 
favour of nuclear energy has increased significantly 
  

EB 297 survey, nuclear waste, 2008 
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EU harmonisation among MS 
legislations 

EB 271 survey, nuclear safety, 2007 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         12 

25/06/2009: Nuclear Safety Directive adopted 

.The EU is the first major regional nuclear actor to 
provide a binding legal framework on nuclear 
safety. Europe becomes a real model for the rest of 
the world in a context of renewed interest in nuclear 
energy 
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50 32 7 3 8

Very useful Fairly useful Not very useful
Not at all useful Don't know

(2005: 
37%) 

EU legislation on nuclear waste 
management - how useful? 

EB 324 survey, nuclear safety, 2010 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         14 

 “I can announce to you already a 
legal initiative for the 
management of radioactive 

waste before the end of the year“
  

8/03/2010: President Barroso declaration 

International Conference on Access to Civil Nuclear Energy 

Paris, 8-9 March 2010   



06/10/2010 

8 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         15 

Council conclusions, 8-9/03/07:  

“The European Council suggests that broad discussion 
takes place among all relevant stakeholders on the 
opportunities and risks of nuclear energy   ENEF 

8-9/03/2007: European Summit 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         16 

. Politicians on national & EU levels 

 Prime Ministers and Ministers, High level representatives of MoE, 
 Commission Members and Commission President, MEPs, Ambassadors 

 . Industrial VIPs 
 

 CEOs, Members of the board of nuclear industry, electricity producers and 
 electricity consumers 

 
 . Civil Society 

 
 

 EESC, GMF, ANCLI, ETUC, (Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, Sortir du  
       nucléaire left the process in 2009) 

 . SNE-TP 
 . Finance 
 

EIB, EBRD 
 . Experts 

ENEF Plenary meetings  (more than 200 participants) 

Dialogue between key-decision makers 
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Costs/Benefits 

of 

 nuclear energy 

ENEF Working Groups structure 

Task force “Definitions                    

& Good Practices” 

Task force “Public relations          

& Communication” 

Competitiveness (electricity price) 

Financing models (new built) 

Safety harmonisation 

Waste management 

Education and Training 

Risks 

Opportunities 

Transparency 

Legal roadmap (licensing harmonisation) 

Non-Proliferation 

Smart grids  

 

    

      Steering Group 

Energy 

scenarios 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         18 

.Members:  
» Nuclear industry, Electricity companies, European and 

International institutions, National administrations, Civil 
society, MEPs, Mayors and Local communities, Local 
Information Commissions and Committees, Research 
centres and Universities, Safety authorities, Radioactive 
waste management agencies, Regulatory bodies, etc. 

.Meetings:  
» 10 meetings were held in Brussels since 2008 

.Core activities 
» Better information and transparency in the nuclear field 
» Explore consultative processes 

ENEF Transparency Working Group (1/3) 

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/transparency_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/opportunities/competitiveness_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/risks/risks_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/opportunities/opportunities_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/transparency_en.htm
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.Achievements:  
» Drafting of 22 recommendations to all stakeholders in 

the nuclear energy field on Information, Communication,  
Participation and  Decision-making 
 http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/recommendations_and_definitions.pdf 

 

» Elaboration of a Questionnaire to report and describe 
Good Practices of transparency (information, 
communications, participation and decision-making) 
 http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/questionnaire.pdf 

 WG members and the Club of Agencies (waste 
management) provided answers which are being 
processed 

ENEF Transparency Working Group (2/3) 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         20 

.Perspectives: 
 

» Prepare a set of Good Practices using the filled-in 
questionnaires on Transparency. This set could be used as 
an inspiration source by nuclear stakeholders in the EU 

 
» Explore the possibility to set up ENEF-type national forum 

• Spanish Energy Mix Forum? 
 

» Explore the possibility for organising national debates on 
energy issues, including nuclear energy in one of the EU 
Member States 

 
» Deepen the collaboration with the FSC 

ENEF Transparency Working Group (3/3) 
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.Who should be involved in a decision 
regarding underground disposal? 

 

» The citizens concerned: 56% 
»NGOs: 22% 
» Authorities: 15% 

EB 297 survey, nuclear waste, 2008 

.How well informed are you about 
radioactive waste? 

 

»Well informed: 25% 

Information 

Participation 

Information/Participation 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         22 

. 3 Pillars 
» Each Party shall implement information, public 

participation and access-to-justice in 
environmental matters  
 . Covers the whole nuclear fuel cycle 

 .Signed by European Community + 27 EU MS 
(1998) but not the EURATOM Treaty 

  Legal basis of secondary legislation is the EC Treaty 
 

 
 

The Aarhus Convention 
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             EU Legislation in force 
Information Participation    Justice 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

         Covers 
Discharges 

and waste 

       

     Covers  

 Environmental 

Impact 

Assessment 

Directive 

2003/35 (EC) 

Directive 

2003/4 (EC) 

2003/624? (EC) 

EC proposal 

The Aarhus Convention in EC legislation 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         24 

. In 2008, ANCCLI [French Association of Local 
Information Commissions and Committees] and EC 
agree to launch the Aarhus Convention and Nuclear 
initiative - ACN for a 18 months duration, in synergy 
with ENEF . Purpose:  
» Collect information on the practical implementation 

of the Aarhus Convention in the nuclear field in 
different EU Member States 

» Identify difficulties and good practices, in order to 
explore possible steps for future progress 

. This initiative was supported by the EC, and by the 
French, Czech and Swedish EU Presidencies 

The ACN initiative 
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.24-25 June 2009, Luxembourg 
 .14 MS represented 
 .# 100 participants from civil 

society, from national, European 
and international organisations 
and from the industry 

 .Decision to launch national 
roundtables 

 .3 European roundtables to be 
organised 
 

» 1st: Radioactive waste,  8-9 
April 2010 

 
» 2nd: Access to expertise and 

capacity building, January 2011 
 

» 3rd: possibly be twofold: 
"Euratom Treaty and Aarhus 
Convention" and "Information 
versus Confidentiality". 

 
 

The ACN initiative – launching conference 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         26 

.Art 8: Information to the public 
 
» Member States shall ensure that information in relation to the 

regulation of nuclear safety is made available to the workers 

and the general public 

 
» Information shall be made available … provided that this does 

not jeopardise other interests such as, inter alia, security, 
recognised in national legislation or international obligations 

25/06/2009: Nuclear Safety Directive 
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.On-line Public Consultation open from 1/04 to 31/05/10 
» Results: 

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/consultations/2010_05_31_fuel_waste_en.

htm  .EC proposal includes Information to the public and 
Participation of the public 

.Proposal to be submitted to the European Council who 
will eventually decide 

 

Project of directive on  radioactive waste 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         28 

.Socio-political issues (e.g. NIMBY) recognised as being on 
critical path to move forward with radioactive waste 
management solutions 

.Framework Programme was broadened to include 
governance / public acceptance related to geological disposal 
in particular .RISCOM, TRUSTNET, COWAM & COWAM-2, 
OBRA,ARGONA,CIP www.radwastegovernance.eu 
» Total funding amounted to 7-8 MEUR, with the EC contribution 

being superior to 4 MEUR 

.Within FP7, the 2010 call includes a topic on governance. 
Two projects should be funded in this area, amounting to 2.5-
3.0 MEUR 

EURATOM Framework Programme 
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 .Grants  
» GMF [Group of European Municipalities with Nuclear 

Facilities] action “Local Competence Building & Public  
Information in European Nuclear Territories” 
 .Studies 

» Mutadis, CEPN, University of Aberdeen and CIEMAT: 
“Situation concerning public information about and 
involvement in the decision-making process in the nuclear 
sector" 

 .In-kind contributions (Conference rooms, Interpretation) 
» GMF, ACN (ANCCLI), Confrontations Europe (Entretiens 

européens), etc. 
 

Other EU initiatives to support governance in nuclear matters 

OECD/NEA/FSC, Paris, 14-16 September 2010         30 

.Nuclear energy can only have a sustainable 
future if we ensure to all EU citizens 
Transparency, Information and Participation  

.The EC acts accordingly and supports external 
initiatives as appropriate 

.Links between EC, FSC and ENEF have to be 
maintained and deepened 

Conclusions 
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1 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

Main achievements on the 
Transparency of Nuclear Regulatory activities 

 
NEA Working Group on Public Communication  
of Nuclear Regulatory Organisations (WGPC) 
Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Activities (CNRA) 

I 
in cooperation with the  

EU Working Group on Transparency Activities (WGTA) 
European Nuclear Safety Regulatory Expert Group (ENSREG) 

Karina de Beule, FANC 

 

Report to the 11th RWMC/FSC Meeting – 14-16 September 2010 

Stakeholder involvement and  
interaction with the public 

Five* NEA Standing Committees are carrying out activities in this area: 

 The Committee on Radiation Protection and Public Health (CRPPH) 
– Since 1997, it pursues activities regarding stakeholder involvement in 

radiological decision making 

 The RWMC Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC). 
– Since 2000, it works on nuclear waste site selection in direct contact 

with civil society, including representatives of nuclear municipalities 

 The Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Activities (CNRA) 
– Since 2000, it examines public communication of regulatory matters 

(nuclear regulation and assessment of nuclear events).  

 The Nuclear Development Committee (NDC). 
– Published studies: “Nuclear Energy Today” (2003), “Risks and Benefits of 

Nuclear Energy” (2007).  In 2010 starts working on NPP site selection. 

 The Nuclear Law Committee (NLC). 
– Works on any legal problems arising from international instruments 

regarding public participation in nuclear project decision making 
 

* The 2 other Committees (CSNI & NSC)  deal only with nuclear technical matters 

2 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 



2 

Item-9 CNRA-23 

7-8 June 2010 

3 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

WGPC Mandate (as of 2005) 

The Working Group will share information, news, documents, data, 
views, ideas, and experiences in the field of public communication 
and stakeholder involvement. It will keep abreast of activities of a 
similar or related nature undertaken by other parts of the NEA. 

The Working Group will review developments, progress, 
techniques, tools, procedures and achievements in the area of 
nuclear regulatory communication with the public and 
stakeholders. It will highlight lessons learned and good practices. 

The Working Group will provide assistance to CNRA members, 
through technical notes and workshops, by addressing specific 
issues and practices. 

The Working Group will co-operate, internally and externally, with 
other organizations in regulatory public communication and 
stakeholder interaction matters, in line with NEA policy. 

 

 

4 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

CNRA/WGPC Membership (as of 2010) 

Like all CNRA WGs and in line with Article 8 of the Convention on 
Nuclear Safety (separation between promotion and supervision), 
WGPC is restricted to Nuclear Regulatory Organisations (NRO) 

Chair: Yeonhee Hah, KINS  

Vice-Chair: Anton Treier, ENSI 

18 NEA Member Countries + EC 
Belgium (FANC), Canada (CNSC), Czech Republic (SUJB), Finland 
(STUK), France (ASN), Germany (BMU), Hungary (HAEA), Ireland 
(RPII), Japan (NISA; JNES), Korea (KINS), Netherlands (VROM), 
Norway (NRPA), Slovak Republic (UJD), Spain (CSN), Sweden (SSM), 
Switzerland (ENSI), UK (HSE/ND), USA (NRC); EC 

3 Observers: Russian Federation, Slovenia, IAEA 

1 Ad-hoc participant: Romania 

4 Corresponding members: Australia, Italy, Mexico, Portugal 
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Overview of WGPC work (2000-2010) 

 Completed activities (Summary outcome in report CNRA/R(2008)4 ) 
– Workshop: Investing in trust – Nuclear Regulators & the Public, Paris, 2000 

– Workshop: Building, measuring and improving Public Confidence in Nuclear 
Regulators, Ottawa, 2004 

– Workshop: Transparency of Nuclear Activities, Tokyo & Tokai Mura, 2007 

 Ongoing activities 
– “Flashnews” system (real time communication system between NROs about 

events with media impact) 

– Guidance for NRO Information of local citizens 

– Guidance for NROs development and use of perception surveys 

– Guidance for NRO Crisis communication 

 Possible topics for work after 2010 
– NRO Relations with Media, use of Internet and other IT by NROs,  use of 

INES scale in the communication strategy, Preparation of NRO 
communication plans, Development of NRO internal communication, … 

 

5 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

Task on transparency in NRO activity 

 Objective of the task 
– To establish good practice guidance for NROs on implementation of 

lessons learned from the 2007 Workshop on Transparency, taking 
account of subsequent developments and including advising on the balance 
between openness and necessary confidentiality restrictions, in order to 
promote public confidence and consistency of practice across Regulators, 
where appropriate.  

 Leader : UK-HSE   (Support: UJD, FANC, NRC & BMU) 

 Cooperation : Joint activity with EU – ENSREG/WGTA 

 Status 
– Questionnaire prepared from May to December 2008 

– Responses analysed at April 2009 meeting  

– Additional responses and clarifications by end September 2009 

– Development of guidance in winter and spring 2010 

– Discussion of first drat at March 2010 meeting 

– Review of second draft by members during the summer 2010 

– Final draft to be submitted to CNRA at its December 2010 meeting 

 

 6 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 
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Transparency in NRO activity (1/6) 
 Introduction and operational context: 

– Access to information, particularly with Internet, continues to expand every day.  
Greater access to information  increasing demand of the public for transparency.  

– The public demands to know more about Nuclear Regulatory Organisation’s (NROs) and 
their activities NROs to provide more information and interactions with the public to 
help make nuclear safety activities more understandable and transparent.   

– NROs around the world recognise the importance of openness and transparency to the 
success of their programmes to protect public health and safety.   

– All agree that good practice in transparency and being proactive with information helps 
to protect against perceptions of secrecy and to instil public confidence and 
accountability in what they do.   

– Transparency however often means different things in different countries.   
 In one country, transparency means almost total access to all information and documents that a 

government authority has in its possession.   

 In another country, transparency means clearly explaining the decision-making process and how 
the regulator uses the information it has in that process.   

 While in another country, the right to get an answer to a question is considered “transparency”.   

– Since 2006, the NROs of all Organisation for Economic and Co-operation Development 
(OECD) countries have been governed by the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act that 
gives the public the right of access to all types of documents which public authorities 
have in their possession.  In addition, some NROs must also adhere to specific legislation 
requiring implementation of nuclear regulatory transparency, including public participation in 
decision-making. 

7 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

Transparency in NRO activity (2/6) 

 Information disclosure and transparency & the legal position: 
– All responding countries have a legal basis for disclosure of 

information 
– Practices on proactive disclosure of information vary 
– Most NROs interact with industry (licensees) to encourage more 

transparency  
– The FOI Act provides guidance on the format for how 

information should be disclosed 
– Most responding countries have a 4 week (30 day) timeframe for 

disclosure 
– For sensitive information most countries redact/withhold parts 

of rather than a whole document 
– There are very few differences of opinion about disclosure 

between NRO’s and industry – in all countries the NRO takes the 
final decision 

 
8 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

Main findings of the WGPC study: 
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Transparency in NRO activity (3/6) 

 Routine Access to Information 
– All NRO’s use the internet as it is recognised as the most timely way to 

communicate.  The majority use the web to publish information on 
specific events/incidents 

– There is a growing trend to release information about regulatory 
decisions 

– The majority of responders do not proactively publish information about 
security matters 

– Guidance is published for those applying to run nuclear installations  

– Most of the responding countries publish bilateral or multilateral 
agreements 

– Half of those responding disclose peer reviews such as IRRS mission 
reports 

– Many NRO’s produce annual reports on their activities 

– The majority of responding countries publish information about INES 
and how it works  
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Main findings of the WGPC study (cont’d): 

 

Transparency in NRO activity (4/6) 

 Public Engagement 

– Most NROs have stakeholder engagement processes but the form 
and level of public involvement varies from country to country 

– There are a number of innovative methods of engagement being 
deployed or piloted by NROs 

– Consultation is a common activity but is usually the responsibility 
of Government not the NRO - Most NROs are not required to 
consult on regulatory process 

– Some formal engagement meetings take place but this varies - 
Informal meetings are used by most NROs 
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Main findings of the WGPC study (cont’d): 
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Transparency in NRO activity (5/6) 

 Using the media as a communications channel to access the wider 
public 

– All NROs consider that proactive, transparent communication is 
important way to gain public confidence 

– All countries try to be proactive with the media – most contact is 
handled by the telephone 

– Most NROs have one or more well appointed spokespeople 

– Some countries have guidelines for communicating with the press 

– Most NROs organise media training but how this is done varies 

– Most media activity is reactive and it is generally considered 
more difficult to attract media interest in good practice 
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Main findings of the WGPC study (cont’d): 

 

Transparency in NRO activity (6/6) 

 Creating a culture of and evaluating transparency 

– Most NROs have policies that support a culture of openness and 
transparency – some have specific codes of practice 

– Most NROs believe that their values and behaviours support a 
culture of openness and transparency 

– Eight NROs carry out annual surveys to look at internal 
communications 

– Most NROs issue information as soon as possible after 
notification of an incident  

– The majority of responders have no special procedures for 
monitoring and reviewing openness and transparency  
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Main findings of the WGPC study (end): 
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13 RWMC/FSC-11 - Sept. 2010 CNRA/WGPC Transparency Activities 

Conclusion on WGPC activities 

The Working Group on Public Communication of Nuclear Regulatory 
Organisations is the only NEA WG on civil society matter involving 
only Regulators 

Regarding Transparency activities, excellent cooperation was 
achieved with the EU ENSREG. 

The WGPC report on Transparency should be available early 2011. 

 

The WGPC is ready to enhance cooperation with relevant WGs 
from other NEA Committees. 

 

 

European Nuclear Safety Regulators 
Group 
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Origin of the Group 

 Established in July 2007 following a decision of the European 
Commission 

 Arising from recommendations of the Council of the European 
Union 

Role 

 ENSREG’s role is to help to establish the conditions for continuous 

improvement and to reach a common understanding in the areas of 
nuclear safety and radioactive waste management 
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Membership 

 It is composed of senior officials from the national nuclear safety, 
radioactive waste safety or radiation protection regulatory authorities from 
all 27 Member States in the European Union and representatives of the 
European Commission.  
 

Work Programme 

 Improving nuclear safety arrangements 
 Improvements in the safe management of spent fuel and 

radioactive waste 
 Improvements in transparency arrangements  
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Improving arrangements for transparency 

 Development of an ENSREG website www.ensreg.eu 
 Use of existing EU and international legal instruments 
 Key principles for national regulators on common practices 
 

Future work 

 Enhanced openness and transparency through 
– Development of the ENSREG website 
– Hosting of an ENSREG conference 

http://www.ensreg.eu/


N  U  C  L  E  A  R  •  E  N  E  R  G  Y  •  A  G  E  N  C  Y  
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Item 23.b 

Forum on Stakeholder Confidence 
-- 

Celebrating 10 Years of Learning 

From Stakeholders and Each 

Other 

 

Janet P. Kotra 

Chairman, FSC 

Forum on Stakeholder Confidence 

• Brings together representatives of 
approximately 16 nations 

• Includes government policy makers, 
regulators, R&D specialists, implementers 
and industry representatives 

• Explores means to foster effective dialogue 
among all stakeholders to strengthen 
confidence in decision processes and 
management of radioactive wastes 

• Promotes sharing of international experience 
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Who does FSC consider a “stakeholder?” 
 

 

• Any actor—institution, group or 

individual—with and interest or with a role 

to play in the process 

Sources of FSC learning 

• Other FSC colleagues 

• Elected and non-elected representatives 
of regions and local communities  

• Interactions with individual stakeholders 
in country workshops and site visits 

• Invited scholars, especially from the social 
sciences, inside and outside of the RWM 
community 

• Other invited experts from the media, 
public interest groups, civic organizations 
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What has FSC learned in 10 years about  

stakeholder confidence? 
 

• Earned not dispensed 

• Emerges when  

– Actions are visible and understandable 

– Actors are accessible and accountable 

– Roles and responsibilities are clear 

– Decision processes are flexible, responsive, and 

when possible, collaborative 

• Requires active cultivation and ongoing 

maintenance 

 

 

Exploring the Cultivation and Maintenance of  

Stakeholder Confidence:  FSC Themes 

 
• Link between RD&D and Stakeholder Confidence 

• Changing Dynamics of Interactions among RWM 

Institutions and Stakeholder Confidence  

• Media, Internal and External Communication and 

Stakeholder Confidence 

• Tools and Processes to help society prepare and manage 

decision through stakeholder involvement 

• Increasing value of facilities to local communities 

• The Symbolic Dimension 
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FSC Develops and Explores these Themes in 

Complementary Venues 

• National Workshops and Community Visits:  
Local Perspectives and International Feedback 

– Roundtable Discussions 

– Local, regional and national stakeholders 

• Annual Meetings at NEA Headquarters:  
Chance to Deepen Understanding and Learn from 

Experts and Colleagues 

– Topical Sessions  

– Case Studies and  

– Member Country Updates  

7 

Observations 

• FSC members, as individuals, have changed as a result of 

their participation in FSC, and, in turn, have served as 

agents of change in their sponsoring organizations 

• FSC continues to be recognized as a center for stakeholder 

engagement learning 

• FSC’s methodology has matured and has been shown to 

enable effective dialogue between technical and non-

technical stakeholders  

•  FSC continues to seek new ways to apply its methods to 

develop and enhance techniques for integrating stakeholder 

participation in RWM decision-making 

8 



Item 23.b 

Objectives for Today’s Colloquium  

• Reflect on the value and meaning of FSC’s 

accomplishments since 2000 

• Strengthen and enhance ties among 

members, stakeholder communities, and 

practitioners 

• Inspire and energize our membership for 

our upcoming programme of work 

• Celebrate! 

 

Today’s Colloquium:  Looking Back, Looking 

Forward in Stakeholder Engagement 

• FSC in Context 

• -Break- 

•  Discussions of a Central FSC Theme 

• -Lunch- 

•  Discussions of a 2nd FSC Theme 

• -Break- 

• Joint Assessment of FSC’s Learning Framework  

• Emerging Topics as we move forward 

• Closure 

• -Reception- 
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LOOKING BACK INTO THE PAST :   

THE FIRST FIVE YEARS OF FSC  

 
OECD/NEA/FSC    2010, September 15th  

 

Yves LE BARS 

Turku Finland, November 2001 

FROM 2000 TO 2010 

 Six years as President of Andra , including  
 five years as chairman of FSC,  

 two years as chairman of EDRAM, the world club of RWM organisation 
managers, and involved in COWAM .  

Followed by one year as adviser to the chairman of the French national debate 
committee preparing the 2006 law 

 Now volunteering as  :  
 chairman of GRET (French international NGO, Professionals for fair development;  

 member of the board of IHEST (Institute of higher studies for science and 
technology)   

 member of the board of the French platform for natural disaster mitigation 
(AFPCN), since 2006.  

 Manager of “YLB Conseils”, involved in decision making process on 
  “energy in the development of New Caledonia”;  

 “reducing the use of pesticides by French farmers”,  

 “involving civil society in production of expertise”.  

Also member of the Scientific advisory committee of NATIXIS Asset Management 

 When teaching to students, my favourite theme is “when techniques 
enter into politics ”.   

 FSC lessons still active for me! 

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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THE 2000 R.W.M. CONTEXT (1)  

 Andra at a cross-road : the lab in the Meuse 

Haute-Marne, and the failure of the search for a 

granite site, but a high French siting ambition!  

 

 

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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THE R.W.M. 2000 CONTEXT (2) 

 The “best pupils” of the RWM school : 
Germany, and Sweden (and, a bit later, 
Finland); Canada had had the first deep 
geological lab, but was preparing a new 
legislative framework...  

 USA well in advance with WIPP, but Yucca-
Mountain always delayed 

  UK really creative in process definition and 
consultation, but...  

 Japan, Spain, Korea addressing the LLW 
disposal...  

 

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 

4 



06/10/2010 

3 

SOME PICTURES...  

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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Sweden 

Wipp, Carslbad USA 

THE CONFIDENCE ISSUE,  
AT THE BEGINNING OF FSC 

 Who had first the idea of establishing Forum for 

Stakeholder Confidence?  

 Confidence building a relevant entry for 

decision making in RWM :  

 “Good morning, Mister Mayor, your geology is of 

first quality for a nuclear repository” 

 “Get out, immediately....” 

 But why Confidence not more frequently 

addressed, as lack of confidence was (and is) 

overwhelming?  

FSC 10 years , september 2010 

6 
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FSC 10 years , september 2010 

LACK OF CONFIDENCE  

“Are we being told 
the truth about …?” 

IRSN 2002 poll 

 

 

Rather stable until 
now (see IRSN 
2009) despite  many 
efforts .  

It will be interesting 
to try to understand 
why...  

Radioactive waste 

Water pollution 

Food products 

Pesticides 

Genetic manipulations 

Flooding 

7 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 

Les 

processus 

publics 

Competence       and          Telling the truth 

EDF 

Doctors 

Consumer  

Associations 

Journalists 

Politicians  

CNRS 
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Andra 
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THE FIRST FSC WORKSHOP (1) 
PARIS 28-31 AUGUST 2000 

 5 Working groups :   
 1- The changing environment “The decline of deference 

in authority in science and a lower sense of 
responsibility create a need to communicate: a two-way 
traffic of information is expected”. 

 

 2- Trust and the institutional framework “Affective” 
components play a more important role than technical 
competence” 

 

 3- Stakeholders and the public, who are they? It is 
“easy” to define the possible stakeholders 

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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THE FIRST FSC WORKSHOP (2) 
PARIS 28-31 AUGUST 2000 

 5 Working groups :   
 4- How can institution adapt to achieve or earn trust? The 

working group listed the needed mission, organisational and 
behavioural requirements.  
 strong internal coherence; 

 clear mandate and formulated strategy; 

 be proactive, but free of arrogance; 

 be responsible and responsive. 

 

  5- New dynamic of dialogue and decision making?  

The links between the five workshops : a changing 
environment asks for new dialogue dynamic, which can be 
achieved through a clear process and clear organisation and 
financial scheme and through “learning organisations”.  

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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1ST MESSAGE LEARNT FROM FSC 

Building confidence is required to make efficent 
and robust decisions, in a society with multiple 
decision centres : it is no more possible to decide 
as 50 years ago… 

Références :  
 CEPREMAP : « LA SOCIÉTÉ DE DÉFIANCE, Comment le modèle social français 

s’autodétruit » aux Éditions Rue d’Ulm/Presses de l’École normale supérieure, 
2007, par YANN ALGAN ET PIERRE CAHUC.  

 Pierre Rosanvallon : La contre-démocratie, La politique à l’âge de la défiance, Seuil 
2006 

 IRSN Publication annuelle « La perception des risques » 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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DECISION MAKING TODAY AND CONFIDENCE 

BUILDING 

In the current context, experts and officials are obliged to let "others" 
enter the decision-making system.  
 the AIDS patients not only are the problem, they also call for being 

actors in finding the solution.   

 

 It’s a three-way game: the experts, the social partners and officials 
 The actors tend now to be autonomous, and they no longer depend on 

the National Administration   

 The goal is no longer to "catch up with the U.S.", but to design the 
common good based on different rationales. 

 New « bio-societal » risks now threaten sustainability 

 

New processes are required in designing public policies and to build 
up a collective future. 

A key factor for one to accept to depend from others ,  

and to build confidence 
 

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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2D MAJOR LESSON :  

“PROCESS, ACTORS, BEHAVIOUR” 

A stepwise process is necessary for an interaction 

between the experts and the public : Process - structure - 

behaviour 

1-A process  
 In steps, with an identified beginning and end 

 With alternative outcomes possible 

 Capable of mobilizing research, and with an independent evaluation 

 With discussion forums  

 Collective learning as the objective  
 Necessary recognition of the cumulated knowledge outside the laboratories 

 The interest of each is not well understood ahead of time 

 

“Conclusion is not written beforehand” 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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FSC 10 years , september 2010 

WITH AN ADAPTED STRUCTURE OF ACTORS, 

AND BEHAVIOUR 

 2- A structure of actors 
 Clearly define the responsibilities 

of the different actors  

 A driver of the process, 
legitimated  

 

 3- By their behaviours, the 
actors must strive to respect : 
 the letter and the spirit of the 

“rule of the game” 

 the values of rigour, and of 
openness to dialogue 

14 

Turku, 14-16 November 2001 
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FSC 10 years , september 2010 

THE CASE OF RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

Following numerous failures, a process has 
been set up in many countries (Sweden, 
France, Canada, Finland , Japan...) often by 
law :  

 

 with an independent operator  
 often with alternatives (HLW 

temporary storage or definitive 
geological disposal; LLW surface 
or subsurface), 

 bringing into play research labs, 
with independent scientific 
evaluation,  

 with forums for debate and 
integration of knowledge gained 
outside the labs, at local and 
national levels. 

15 

3D LESSON LEARNT : TRY TO READ THE SYMBOLIC 

DIMENSION 

 We know the symbolic dimension of 
RadWaste : symbol of nuclear industry risks, 
“achille’s heal”, very long term impacts, 
grave in the earth...  

 GMOs are another good example : as they 
are an issue for very few players (leading 
companies in favour of, organic farming 
against), they have become a symbolic 
issue, spilling over into a number of other 
fields:  

 criticism of globalised food markets, 
providing molecules rather than food 

 dependency from a few big 
companies 

 biodiversity, consumer information,  
 concern for future generations,  
 democratic processes in scientific 

and technical decisions. 
 ...  

 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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SYMBOLIC AND CULTURAL DIMENSION 

Centre de la Manche 
(2003 décret du gouvernement :  
sous surveillance pour plusieurs 

siècles) 
 

“A national heritage”? 

Tombeaux de la première dynastie 

coréenne, (8° siècle) 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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THE FSC LESSONS ARE VALUABLE OUTSIDE RWM!! 

Other cases:  

 Pesticides, 

 GMOs,  

 Nanotechnologies 

 Electromagnetic 

waves 

 ...  

These cases can be 

addressed through 

“Processes combining 

R&D and stakeholders 

involvement” 

 for sustainable development 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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FSC 10 years , september 2010 

SYNTHESIS, AN ATTEMPT 

 RWM : a process, an “engine” (energy and 
social concerns). Managing entity, and 
structure of  actors to be improved.  

 Pesticides : a confused and deficient process. 
To be improved  : managing entity, structure of  
actors, impact assessment research 

 GMOs : no process, is it too late?  

 Nanotech : before the process, learn from 
GMOs… But no huge company identified with 
(lot of innovative SMEs) 

19 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 

THE FSC LESSONS ARE VALUABLE OUTSIDE RWM!! 

NANO CASE : FSC CAN PROVIDE ADVICE 

Before the process  

Great attention must be paid to when technologies come 

into the public eye. The process must be set up to 

define what is at stake, and for the insertion of the in 

the political agenda. 
  

Nanotechnologies have reached this stage. Must be 

defined  :  

 A step-by-step process (and not only a public debate... ).  

 And a comprehensive set of actors  

 

The actors need it to provide a more stable situation for 

research and industrial investments...  

 20 
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IN CONCLUSION 

 FSC contributes to improve democracy in complex socio-
technological issues and risks management : 
 Clarifies the legitimacy and the interaction of different actors  

(public bodies, scientists, companies, NGOs...) in the DMP   

 

 Positioned to provide international comparisons 

 

FSC Participants : citizens of the world, more able to face the 
challenges for 2050!! 

I’m proud to have experienced FSC  

Keep on... 

FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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FSC 10 years , september 2010 
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SOME OF THEM, PRESENTING THE SPANISH CASE 

(L’HOSPITALET, 21-23 NOVEMBER 2005)...  

 1/We 
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Un site archivé 

 pour  

alpha bêta gamma 
 

 Cécile Massart  

COVER 

Un site archivé pour  

alpha, bêta, gamma 

1994      2009 
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Comment la problématique  

des sites de déchets radioactifs  

entre-t-elle dans une recherche artistique? 

Les sites de déchets radioactifs suscitent beaucoup de questions. 

Besoin de marquer ces lieux. 
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 Marquage 
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      1999 - Reportage sur le site de stockage de El Cabril - Espagne 
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Merci pour votre attention 
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FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 
 

Fernando González Hermosilla 

Análisis e Investigación (Spain) 

OECD Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) 

Forum on Stakeholder Confidence-10 Year Anniversary Colloquium 

15 September 2010   

 

FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

INTRODUCTION 
Sociological impact of RWM in Spain 
•Is out of any rationale but usually turns into social alarm 

•RW engenders a qualitative leap from risk perception to a symbolic threat of 
danger 

 
“For me that is an abstract thing that is above all us like a black cloud. I call it cloud, but is a threat. I 

couldn’t say it in any other way” (Huelva, 2010) 

 

There is only one healthy and possible link with society 
•A good project that guaranties safety 

•Supported by trust in the responsible of the project 

•Able to give back lost tranquility 

•Backed by matching development expectations of the affected populations 
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FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT AND SOCIAL ALARM (I) 

Social alarm 

•Is not usually associated with a precise incident, accident 
or catastrophe and appears even when a facility fulfils 
safety requisites 

 

•Leads to mechanisms of societal response that are 
excessive vis-à-vis the actual dimension of the problem. 
They morph into emotionally-loaded symbolic realities 
having the attributes of evil (“deadly mountain”, “origin of all 

diseases”, “the source of water pollution”, “the menace of the disappearance 

of the village”, etc) 

 

 

FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT AND SOCIAL ALARM (II) 

Social alarm (the universe of meanings) 

From 

 “Significant” : mobile communications antennas, centers for drug 

rehabilitation, jails, chemical factories, mining sites, energy and water 

infrastructure, mosques, waste repositories, etc… 

To 

“Significance” (meanings) linked to: 

•Social groups that are subject to pathological phobias  

•Emissions supposedly hazardous to air, water or food due to chemical 
activities and waste incineration 

•Radioactivity (NPPs, radwaste centers, any other radioactive facility) 
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FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

FROM SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT TO SOCIAL ALARM (I) 

•Managing conflicts and crisis 

•The Environmental Impact 

•A third consideration: 

•The discourse established by some environmental 
groups (“no nukes”, “nukes are death”) supported by 

historical memory on not-far away past events. 

•In this context some environmental groups have 
developed a successful strategy: to turn distrust and 
opposition to waste management in the leading 
strategy against some industrial activities: nuclear 
power plants, chemical plants, waste incinerators, etc. 

FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

FROM SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT TO SOCIAL ALARM (II) 

THE IMPACT OF WASTE 

 

In the transfer of risk from the management activity to the 
actual waste the supposed impact of pollution has passed 
from being a sensorial symptom  to a symbolic threat 
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FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

FROM SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT TO SOCIAL ALARM (III) 

SOCIAL ALARM DUE TO RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

•When talking about radioactive waste, emotions act in 
such a primitive condition that no rational mediation is 
possible.  

 

•It is no longer possible to debate on characteristics, 
intensity or impact: What is radioactive is symbolically 
lethal by itself, independent of quantities or doses.  

 

•It is just the confirmation of the presence of Ra, U, Cs or 
any other radioactive element that lets the associated 
primitive emotions to come out and fire-up social alarm. 

FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

THE AWAKENING OF THE SLEEPING LION 
THE GUARANTEE OF RELIABLE MANAGEMENT OF THE RISK 

•People in the vicinity of RW facility tend to feel like they 
are living close to a sleeping lion:  a latent, symbolic and 
difficult-to-identify threat. 

•There is an essential condition for not transforming a 
latent dream into a nightmare: Not to awake the sleeping 
lion! Not to agitate primary scary emotions! 

•That’s what social alarm triggers 

But 

•At the end it will be easier to get used to live with a latent 
risk than to be scared permanently with a diffuse hazard 
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FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

SOCIAL ACCEPTANCE IS MOSTLY LINKED TO 
MATCHING FUTURE EXPECTATIONS 

Experience shows that social acceptance highly depends 
on how the planned facility adapts to the current 
development prospects of the potentially concerned 
communities and regions 

 

•A RWM facility could be perceived as a real threat when 
there are independent prospects of high socio-economic 
growth 

•But it could also be perceived as an opportunity if the 
current prospect is the continuation of the status-quo 

FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

FSC LESSONS AND OTHER AREAS OF ACTIVITY 

•FSC has explored mechanisms for promoting informed 
acceptance (“ownership”) of RWM solutions 

•Some concepts developed and refined: stakeholder, information, 
communication, involvement, learning processes, etc. 

•Bound to reduce conflict and establish dialogue and favorable conditions 

•Wide and detailed consideration of social reaction to menacing industrial 
projects 

•More and more people’s empowerment could bring social 

involvement in industrial siting processes at a par with the one 
observed in RWM 
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FSC LESSONS: Are they specific to RWM? 

Thank you for your attention! 
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Rationalization 

Commodification 
 
The rule of law 
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CORCORAN: Our Fair Housing Pledge 
 
As members of the NRT Family of Companies,  
our salespeople and employees  
commit to the following: 
Providing equal professional service to all,  
without regard to race, color, religion, sex,  
handicap, familial status, national origin  
or other protected status of any prospective client,  
customer or resident of any community.…. 

July 24, 2009 

New Markets for the Green Financial EcoSystem 
 

By Peter C. Fusaro, Chairman, Global Change Associates 
and Michael Van Patten, CEO, Mission Markets 

 
While the focus today is on greenhouse gas reductions, there are many more emerging and 
maturing environmental financial markets that are often overlooked by investors. We 
believe that the new compliance driven EPA and other federal regulatory agencies will 
actually unlock the value of other environmental financial markets and represent new 
opportunities for investors to protect the environment.  
 
It is important that as business metrics begin to permeate socially responsible investment it 
will make increased sense by non-profits to start considering market-driven solutions, not 
only to do good but also to continue their own financial sustainability in today's new 
economic environment. 
 
One area ripe for financialization is the living ecosystem of air and water quality, as well as 
habitat. Forests, wetlands, and other ecosystems are the arena for this change. However, 
for these schemes to deliver environmental value on a meaningful scale, they must utilize 
financial mechanisms that bring buyers and sellers of ecosystem services together in a 
transparent market that is easily-accessible to all participants and also generates clear price 
signals that can be used to develop business plans and manage risk. Only when these 
financial mechanisms are in place can the true value of nature's services be identified and 
incorporated into the global marketplace. The institutional investment community can start 
looking at ecosystems as underlying assets and cash-flows 
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I want your special smile 
A smile in this crowd 
        
          Depeche Mode    
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See: ADDED VALUE AND SUSTAINABILITY FROM A RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY, 

 International reflections on building a durable relationship between a facility and the local community,  

NEA/RWM/FSC(2006)3/PROV3 



N  U  C  L  E  A  R  •  E  N  E  R  G  Y  •  A  G  E  N  C  Y  

 

Radioactive Waste Management Committee      
 

 
 
 
 

FSC  

Ten-year Anniversary 

Colloquium  
 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

PRESENTATIONS : 
 
Day 2: Afternoon  
 
15 September 2010 
OECD Headquarters 
Paris, France  

 
 
 

 
 

OECD Nuclear Energy Agency 
Le Seine Saint-Germain - 12, boulevard des Îles  
F-92130 Issy-les-Moulineaux, France 
Tel. +33 (0)1 45 24 82 00 - Fax +33 (0)1 45 24 11 10 
Internet: www.nea.fr 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



1 

1 

Inclusive Governance of RWM 

Is it here ?  

How far does it reach ? 

Gilles Hériard Dubreuil 

ANCCLI; Mutadis 

FSC 10th Anniversary 

15/09/2010 
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Outline of Presentation 

 Inclusive Governance of RWM : Is it here ? What 
criteria ? 

 COWAM’s decade of contribution to inclusive 
governance of RWM 

 Reflections on Democratic Culture as a basis for 
Inclusive Governance 

 Assessing the practical implementation of the 
AARHUS Convention in the nuclear sector  

 Why should RWM institutions invest in 
Democratic Culture development ? 
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Inclusive Governance 

 

“Processes that engage the widest 
practicable variety of players in 

decision making around common 
affairs” 
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Inclusive Governance of RWM :  

Is it here ? What criteria ? 

 Inclusive Governance of RWM: a concept and 

a practice emerging in the context of crisis & 

societal resistance to former RWM programs 

 Inclusive governance processes have been 

developed and tested in the past decade in 

several countries 

 How shall we assess the impact of this trend of 

experimentation ?  

 Has it contributed to a sustainable change 

towards Inclusive Governance ? 
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Inclusive Governance processes  

with a small “p” 

 Usually in the context of a given decision-making 
Process on RWM 

 Implemented in a limited period of time  

 Focussing on the result of the decision itself (at 
local level in the case of siting) 

 Short-term perspective (months, years)  

 Quality of the decision-making procedure (e.g. 
siting) 

 Quality of the RWM project when decided 
(technical and economic feasibility) 
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“p” processes take place  

in the Process with a big “P” 

 The national RWM governance Process as a whole  

 Long-term perspective (decades), Society as a long term 
resource for RWM safety  

 Creation of an enabling environment for Civil Society 
actors & organisations for engaging at local, national and 
international levels on a permanent basis  

 Capacity of societal groups to build competence and to 
investigate complex and technical issues of RWM 
(interacting with experts, identifying key stakes)  

 Civil Society actors have strategic and knowledge 
resources for partnering on the long term 

 Impact of “processes” on the “Process” ?  The case of CIP 
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Community Waste Management (COWAM)  
•A shared concern: quality of RWM governance 

• Involving a wide range of stakeholders: local 

communities, local and national NGOs, waste 

management operators, governments, safety 

authorities, waste producers, technical and other 

specialists 

• Together with a multidisciplinary research team 

• Supported by EC RTD (EURATOM) & national 

RWM institutions 
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COWAM path 

Ten years of cooperative research on RWM Governance 

 

 COWAM 1 - 2000-2003 

 

 COWAM 2 - 2004-2006 

 

 COWAM In Practice (CIP) - 2007-2009 
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COWAM 1 (2000-2003) 

 Questioning the perception of  radioactive waste 
management as a purely technical issue (1990s)… 

 A European Network of local communities concerned 
by radioactive waste management 

 Main focus: assessing the quality of decision-making 
processes on radioactive waste management from the 
local actors’ viewpoint 

 An innovative trans-national dialogue between local 
actors, regulators, the industry, experts based on 
actual case assessment 

 10 EU countries involved  

10 

COWAM 1 : Identified areas for improving 

the governance of RWM,  
a work programme for cooperative research 

National framework for RWM  
with capacity for local actors to influence it 

Sustainable development of the hosting communities 

Quality of 

the 

decision-

making 

process 

Access of 
local actors to 

expertise 

Implementation  
of  

local democracy 
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COWAM 2 –  

Cooperative Research 
 Inclusive governance of the research process   

 12 EU countries involved, a multidisciplinary 
research team 

 4 Thematic Work Packages  

 Local democracy 

 Influence of local actors on the national decision 
making process 

 Quality of  the decision making process 

 Long term governance  

 Outcome: a unique characterisation of inclusive 
governance in the context of RWM 

12 

COWAM in Practice (CIP)  

 
 Experimental national stakeholder forum in 5 

countries  

 France, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, UK 

 Enabling local stakeholders’ engagement in RWM  

 Focus on progress towards inclusive governance of 

RWM in their country 

 Supported by an interdisciplinary research team 

 Capture the learning of this experience for the EU-27 
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Assessing the Impact of CIP 

 

14 

Democratic Culture - 1 
Democratic Culture (DC) proceeds from the 

idea that democracy is grounded on both:  

 Democratic institutions and rules in order to 
produce legitimate decisions 

 Citizen’s capacity and experience to 
address and influence public activities (= 
affecting their civil life and future) and to 
build relations and networks in this 
perspective  

DC entails people’s capacity to address together 
differences of views, conflicts, without objective of 

necessarily reaching consensus –  

Differences and plurality seen as a resource for 
dealing with complex issues 
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Democratic Culture - 2 

 DC has to do with the capacity of persons and groups to 

investigate autonomously “public” affairs and to develop 

influence as a result of their own will, (focus on persons, 

on quality of societal bonds) 

 Whereas participatory processes (stakeholder engagement) 

have more to do with reinforcing legitimacy and quality of 

decisions (focus on decisions and things to do)  

 DC is the result of a history & experience of democracy, it 

is linked with political institutions, with people’s rights and 

legal frameworks, with ethical and religious background. It 

is specific to each society. 

 Democracy is a dynamic equilibrium that result from 

continuous interactions of society with institutions  

 DC can develop or recede over time 

16 

Assessing the practical implementation of the 

AARHUS Convention in the Nuclear sector  
The Aarhus Convention & Nuclear (ACN) Road Map  

2009-2011 

 September 2009 : ANCCLI and the EC DG Energy carry on 
ACN on a 18- month roadmap in direct connection with the 
European Nuclear Energy Forum (ENEF) 

 Objective: to assess the practical implementation of AC in 
the context of nuclear activities and to enable progress 

 A participatory evaluation 

 Initiatives are taken in European countries in the form of 
National round tables 

 Transversal issues addressed in European round tables 

 

1st European Round Table 8-9 April 2010, Luxembourg:  

AC in the context of Radioactive Waste Management 
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Preliminary outcomes  

 Civil Society: great expectations and …great frustrations 

 Institutional resistances to societal access to 
information reported in many contexts 

 Doubts expressed as regards the impact on decisions 

 

 The practical implementation of AC in the RWM sector 
requires deep cultural changes both from institutions and 
society 

 Changes cannot be achieved by one category of actor 
alone, be it powerful or not 

 Institutional goodwill is necessary but not enough for a 
sustainable implementation of AC 

18 

Practical AC implementation requires 

resources for societal empowerment 
 Societal engagement cannot be ordered, it can only develop 

autonomously 

 Favourable conditions can however be created for enabling 
societal empowerment 
 Legal framework for RWM decision enabling societal input 

 Ombudsmen and other national institution supporting societal requests 
for information and participation  

 Availability of resources for civil society is essential : time, money, 
legal support,  expertise 

 Resources should be provided in order to preserve autonomy of Civil 
Society actors 

 

A long term driver for achieving practical implementation of AC 
is the emergence of a sustainable Democratic Culture 
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Processes at local, national and international 

levels where RWM public and private decision 

makers and civil society interact 

 Different kinds of processes in Europe evaluated in the ACN 
round table on RWM 

 Temporary participatory processes linked with a particular 
RWM decision 

 Permanent or long duration processes attached to RWM 
activities at local (local commissions, partnerships), 
national (national commissions) or international levels 
(ACN) 

 Autonomous processes initiated by society regarding 
specific concerns 

 Collaborative research processes aiming at RWM 
improvements (COWAM, RISCOM) 

20 

Some processes (but not all) create conditions 

for change towards AC implementation 

 By contributing to a sustainable development of a Democratic 
Culture in the context of RWM 

 Favouring new kinds of interactions between RWM decision 
makers, experts and empowered groups from society  
 equal footing  

 equitable dialogue 

 mutual respect 

 Opening the way to reframing of RWM issues according to 
societal concerns, needs and expectations 

 Need to discriminate processes that actually contribute to the 
development of a sustainable Democratic Culture 



11 

21 

Why should RWM Institutions invest in 

Democratic Culture development ? 

 Beyond overcoming past crisis & blockages in RWM 

with inclusive governance processes 

 Sustainable development is linked with the existence of 

Democratic Culture : 

 DC provides societal capacities to continuously 

interact with public & private decision-makers,  

 DC allows to adapt to complex issues of life evolution 

notably in the long term of RWM 

 Democratic Culture & societal resilience are assets, but 

require continuous care  

 The practical implementation of the AARHUS 

Convention is a good barometer for Democratic Culture 
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COWAM IN 

PRACTICE 

www.cowam.com 
 

*** 
 
 
ACN -Aarhus 

Convention & 

Nuclear 
 
www.ancli.fr 

http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/forum/transparency/doc/2010_04_26/acn_transparency_26_april_2010_eng.pdf
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Challenges of LP functioning 

• LPs were first of a kind in Slovenia – problems with establishment, 

organization, principles and roles – who, what, when and how, 

• Very long lasting process (4 full years) - communication fatigue developed 

with the time,  

• Very complex procedures – difficulties with understanding not only with lay 

people, 

• Changes in the legal system during the process – changes of procedures, 

• Defective, even poor dialogue culture,   

• Unrealized (unrealistic?) expectations, 

• Conflict between personal and public interest, many understand the local 

partnership as a platform for marketing their interests,  

• Difficulties with focusing on main issues, use of LP to solve some other 

unresolved problem in local municipality, 

• Lack of trust between partners – justified or not, 

• Lack of interest of national institutions in communication with the local 

partnership. 
2 
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End of LP - Next step 

• LPs for LILW repository site selection stopped their 

functioning with confirmation of site, 

• One LP still continue with activities in support to 

radioactive waste storage facility, 

• Different expectations between actors: ARAO - former LPs 

– municipalities – industry – national institutions, 

• ARAO prepared basis for reconstruction of LPs with 3 

different intensity (minimal, middle and maximal model), 

• Will be discussed after local elections.  

3 

Confidence between stakeholders 

• SWOT analyses performed in 2008 stress following 

strengths and opportunities: 
– Integration of local actors, nongovernmental organizations and 

civil society, 

– Learning about and researching the role of individual actors,  

– Opportunity to consult and make arrangements as well as 

exchange of opinions and experience of participating partners , 

– Enhanced confidence among partners and reduced obstacles,  

– Awareness that issues of national interest may be solved in 

a specific local community; mutual understanding for interests 

of other parties – also on the part of local community towards the 

government. 

 
4 
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Expectations of institutional actors 

• Above all – smooth continuation of the activities on 

repository construction (NIMET and similar effects). 

• There is National program on radioactive waste and SF 

management adopted, sufficient provisions for ARAO on 

general level. 

• Also some other documents under preparation which could 

influence the policy. 

• Open issue is relationship between Croatia and Slovenia 

on the radioactive waste management: - decisions need to 

be taken. 

• Expectations could be modified. 

5 
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MMMaaarrrtttiiinnn   OOO’’’CCCOOONNNNNNOOORRR   
PPPrrrooofffeeessssssooorrr   ooofff   EEEcccooonnnooommmiiicccsss   
UUUnnniiivvveeerrrsssiiitttééé   dddeee   VVVeeerrrsssaaaiiilllllleeesss   SSSttt---QQQuuueeennntttiiinnn---eeennn---YYYvvveeellliiinnneeesss   
DDDiiirrreeeccctttooorrr   RRREEEEEEDDDSSS   ———   IIInnnttteeerrrnnnaaatttiiiooonnnaaalll   CCCeeennntttrrreee   fffooorrr   RRReeessseeeaaarrrccchhh   iiinnn   EEEcccooolllooogggiiicccaaalll   EEEcccooonnnooommmiiicccsss,,,   
EEEcccooo---iiinnnnnnooovvvaaatttiiiooonnn   aaannnddd   TTToooooolll   DDDeeevvveeelllooopppmmmeeennnttt   fffooorrr   SSSuuussstttaaaiiinnnaaabbbiiillliiitttyyy   
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TTThhheee   FFFSSSCCC   hhhaaasss   uuussseeeddd   aaa   vvvaaarrriiieeetttyyy   ooofff   aaapppppprrroooaaaccchhheeesss   tttooo   eeexxxppplllooorrreee   aaannnddd   dddeeeeeepppeeennn   
rrreeefffllleeeccctttiiiooonnn   ooonnn   RRRWWWMMM   ttthhheeemmmeeesss...   HHHooowww   sssiiinnnggguuulllaaarrr   iiisss   ttthhheee   FFFSSSCCC   aaapppppprrroooaaaccchhh   iiinnn   

ttthhheee   ssstttaaakkkeeehhhooollldddeeerrr   cccooonnnfffiiidddeeennnccceee   pppaaannnooorrraaammmaaa???   HHHooowww   ssspppeeeccciiifffiiiccc   iiisss   iiitttsss   
mmmeeettthhhooodddooolllooogggyyy   ooofff   llleeeaaarrrnnniiinnnggg???   WWWhhhaaattt   dddoooeeesss   ttthhheee   FFFSSSCCC   eeexxxpppeeerrriiieeennnccceee   ttteeeaaaccchhh   uuusss   
aaabbbooouuuttt   iiimmmppprrrooovvviiinnnggg   mmmuuutttuuuaaalll   llleeeaaarrrnnniiinnnggg   aaammmooonnnggg   iiinnnssstttiiitttuuutttiiiooonnnaaalll   aaaccctttooorrrsss   aaannnddd   

ooottthhheeerrr   ssstttaaakkkeeehhhooollldddeeerrrsss???   

TTThhheee   FFFSSSCCC   LLLiiisssttt   ooofff   CCCooonnntttaaaccctttsss   wwwaaasss   aaalllsssooo   cccooonnnsssuuulllttteeeddd   bbbyyy   qqquuueeessstttiiiooonnnnnnaaaiiirrreee   
bbbeeefffooorrreee   ttthhheee   CCCooolllllloooqqquuuiiiuuummm   ooonnn   ttthhheee   FFFSSSCCC   aaapppppprrroooaaaccchhheeesss:::   wwwhhhaaattt   pppaaarrrtttiiicccuuulllaaarrr   

llleeeaaarrrnnniiinnnggg   rrreeesssuuulllttteeeddd,,,   aaannnddd   fffooorrr   wwwhhhooommm???   
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TTThhheee   FFFSSSCCC   ———   HHHooowww   ssspppeeeccciiifffiiiccc   iiisss   iiitttsss      
mmmeeettthhhooodddooolllooogggyyy   ooofff   llleeeaaarrrnnniiinnnggg???   

 
 

 A wide variety of methods 

 … (but no one method is particularly innovative) 

 Care and patience in building processes 

 … (a good thing, which requires human and financial resources) 

 Systematic effort at documentation 

 … (creating a ‘trace’, visibility, an excellent teaching resource…) 

 Pragmatism: modest, stepwise and sometimes “piecewise”… 

 … (not trying for a “quick fix”, which would be feebleminded!) 
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TTThhheee   FFFSSSCCC   ———   SSSooommmeee   ‘‘‘ssstttrrrooonnnggg’’’   fffeeeaaatttuuurrreeesss   
 
 

 Offering multiple learning pathways (each of which may 
engage a wide variety of media and methods) 

 

 Accepting to look for “clumsy solutions”* to a class of 
“wicked problems” 

* How to combine/reconcile … Individual freedom? 
Central authority and Security? Openness and 
transparency? Technical expertise? Societal legitimacy? 

 

(The Taoist “middle way”; Aristotle’s ‘middle ground”;  
… the problem of navigating within dilemmas.) 
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TTThhheee   FFFSSSCCC   QQQuuueeessstttiiiooonnnnnnaaaiiirrreee———      
SSSooommmeee   fffiiirrrsssttt   ooobbbssseeerrrvvvaaatttiiiooonnnsss   

 
 
 

 The FSC participants appreciate the structured diversity. 
 

 The participants affirm the pertinence of the FSC agenda. 
 

 … and, overall, they express strong confidence in the 
meaningfulness of the FSC work! 
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A striking result: 
 
 
No FSC theme was 
refused as 
“impertinent” 
(= out of place) 
 
 
Almost all documents 
were judged to be 
‘particularly useful’ 
by at least 20% of 
respondents 
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BUT…  
(echoing questions posed during today…) 

 

 Is it because, as an interesting learning process, “it makes them 
[us] happy” … ??? 

 

 Or, is it because it has meaningful outcomes in the “outside” 
world??? 

 

 

If so — or if not — what are, or have been,  
or might be the significant outcomes? 
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DDDoooeeesss   ttthhheee   FFFSSSCCC   mmmaaakkkeee   aaa   dddiiiffffffeeerrreeennnccceee   ???:::   MMMeeettthhhooodddooolllooogggyyy   
 

Catégories Caractéristiques 
EFFETS SUBSTANTIFS Meilleure pertinence des choix du point de vue environnemental 

 Meilleure pertinence des choix du point de vue des coûts économiques 
 Meilleure pertinence des choix du point de vue technique 
 Choix socialement acceptables  

EFFETS PROCÉDURAUX Amélioration de la qualité de la base informationnelle des processus de prise de décision et utilisation plus efficace de 
l'information 

 Construction du domaine de choix possibles pour la décision : processus ouvert 
 Mise en place de processus dynamiques  
 Meilleure gestion des conflits entre acteurs 
 Augmentation de la légitimité du processus décisionnel 
 Amélioration de l'efficacité du processus en termes de durée et de coûts 
 Augmentation du pouvoir d'influence de certains acteurs représentant des intérêts peu organisés 

EFFETS CONTEXTUELS Information et éducation du public ou des stakeholders. Amélioration de la capacité stratégique des décideurs 

 Changements de perception et de conceptualisation du contexte social 
 Modification des rapports de force et des conflits traditionnels 
 Renforcement des pratiques démocratiques et de l'implication des citoyens dans la vie publique 
 Augmentation de la confiance des acteurs dans les institutions 

Source :  van den Hove (2001) 
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SSSooo,,,   ………   DDDoooeeesss   ttthhheee   FFFSSSCCC   mmmaaakkkeee   aaa   dddiiiffffffeeerrreeennnccceee   ???   
(((AAAnnnooottthhheeerrr   QQQuuueeessstttiiiooonnnnnnaaaiiirrreee   !!!)))   

 
 
 

EFFETS 
SUBSTANTIFS 

Meilleure pertinence des choix du point de vue 
environnemental ???    

 Meilleure pertinence des choix du point de vue des coûts 
économiques ???   

 Meilleure pertinence des choix du point de vue technique !!!!!!!!!   
 Choix socialement acceptables  ???   



111333   
 

EFFETS 
PROCÉDURAUX 

Amélioration de la qualité de la base informationnelle des 
processus de prise de décision et utilisation plus efficace 
de l'information 

   

 Construction du domaine de choix possibles pour la 
décision : processus ouvert    

 Mise en place de processus dynamiques     
 Meilleure gestion des conflits entre acteurs ???   
 Augmentation de la légitimité du processus décisionnel ???   
 Amélioration de l'efficacité du processus en termes de 

durée et de coûts ???   
 Augmentation du pouvoir d'influence de certains acteurs 

représentant des intérêts peu organisés    
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EFFETS 
CONTEXTUELS 

Information et éducation du public ou des stakeholders. 
Amélioration de la capacité stratégique des décideurs    

 Changements de perception et de conceptualisation du 
contexte social    

 Modification des rapports de force et des conflits 
traditionnels    !!!   

 Renforcement des pratiques démocratiques et de 
l'implication des citoyens dans la vie publique ???   

 Augmentation de la confiance des acteurs dans les 
institutions ???   ???   

 
 

DDDoooeeesss   ttthhheee   FFFSSSCCC   mmmaaakkkeee   aaa   dddiiiffffffeeerrreeennnccceee   ???:::      
WWWhhheeerrreee???         OOOnnn   WWWhhhaaattt???         FFFooorrr   WWWhhhooommm???   
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“Building Relationships with the Wastes” 
 

Martin O’Connor (in FSC, Ottawa 2003) identified three key components for a viable 
solution to a radioactive waste management problem.  These were: 
 

1. The Science Dimension    
—  Capacity  to  Measure  and  to  Manage  the  Dose:  the  development  and 
maintenance of scientific knowledge and technical competency to measure and 
to control the present and eventual exposure of living beings to radioactivity; 

2. The Social Dimension    
—  Building  Social/Societal  Relationships  with  the  Wastes:  the 
envisaging  and  invention,  in  social  and  symbolic  terms,  of  how  the 
relevant  community  (or  communities) will  relate  to  and  interact with 
the sites and the wastes; 

3. The Building of Political/Economic Partnerships:    
—  Operational  Capacity  Building,  permitting  to  mobilise  the  relevant 
knowledge and resources for the implementation of an agreed societal solution 
to the disposal and watching over of the wastes. 
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Le jour que nous reçûmes la visite de l'économiste, nous faisons justement nos confitures 
de cassis, de groseille et de framboise. 
L'économiste, aussitôt, commença de m'expliquer avec toutes sortes de mots, de chiffres et 
de formules, que nous avions le plus grand tort de faire nos confitures nous-mêmes, que 
c'était une coutume du moyen âge, que, vu le prix du sucre, du feu, des pots et surtout de 
notre temps, nous avions tout avantage à manger les bonnes conserves qui nous viennent 
des usines, que la question semblait tranchée, que, bientôt, personne au monde ne 
commettrait plus jamais pareille faute économique. 
— Attendez, monsieur! m'écriai-je.  Le marchand me vendra-t-il ce que je tiens pour le 
meilleur et le principal? 
— Quoi donc? Fit l'économiste. 
— Mais l'odeur, monsieur, l'odeur!  Respirez : la maison toute entière est embaumée.  
Comme le monde serait triste sans l'odeur des confitures! 
L'économiste, à ces mots, ouvrit des yeux d'herbivore.  Je commençais de m'enflammer. 
— Ici, monsieur, lui dis-je, nous faisons nos confitures uniquement pour le parfum.  Le reste 
n'a pas d'importance. Quand les confitures sont faites, eh bien! Monsieur, nous les jetons. 
J'ai dit cela dans un grand mouvement lyrique et pour éblouir le savant.  Ce n'est pas tout à 
fait vrai.  Nous mangeons nos confitures, en souvenir de leur parfum. 

GEORGES DUHAMEL, Fables de mon Jardin (7ème édition, Mercure de France, Paris, 1936) 
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Relationships of Trust (Confidence) 
 

In the Ottawa FSC Workshop (2003), a definition offered of trust was:*** 
 

…the willingness to be, to accept being, or to become 
vulnerable, in order to have the possibility to benefit 

 from some outcome that is not achievable otherwise...   
 

This definition highlights the importance of identifying what is the type of 
“benefit” that is being proposed or sought.   
 

The production of radioactive wastes in large quantities is now a historical fact, 
and, what the FSC seeks to help, is to formulate a satisfactory way of living with 
the wastes. 
 

*** P.A. Fleming (2003), ‘Stakeholder Confidence: Observations from the 
Viewpoint of Ethics’, in Public Confidence in the Management of Radioactive 

Waste: The Canadian Context (NEA Forum on Stakeholder Confidence, Workshop 
Proceedings, Ottawa, Canada, 14–18 October, 2002, Paris: OECD, pp. 169–76. 
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US & THEM: CONFRONTATION AND CONCILIATION WITH THE WASTES 
 

 Radioactive wastes are our own creation, so we can hardly treat 
them as an ‘external’ enemy…  

IIInnn   ttthhheee   fffaaammmooouuusss   ssstttooorrryyy   ooofff   DDDrrr...   FFFrrraaannnkkkeeennnsssttteeeiiinnn’’’sss   MMMooonnnsssttteeerrr,,,   iiittt   iiisss   aaa   dddooouuubbbllleee   tttrrraaagggeeedddyyy   
wwwhhheeerrreee   ttthhheee   MMMooonnnsssttteeerrr,,,   uuunnnaaabbbllleee   tttooo   fffiiinnnddd   lllooovvveee   aaannnddd   eeemmmpppaaattthhhyyy,,,   bbbrrriiinnngggsss   mmmooorrraaalll   aaannnddd   

ppphhhyyysssiiicccaaalll   rrruuuiiinnn   tttooo   hhhiiisss   cccrrreeeaaatttooorrr...         
WWWeee   dddooo   nnnooottt   gggiiivvveee   ttthhheee   rrraaadddiiioooaaaccctttiiivvveee   wwwaaasssttteeesss   aaa   mmmooorrraaalll   ssstttaaatttuuusss,,,   bbbuuuttt   ttthhhiiisss   nnnooonnneeettthhheeellleeessssss   

hhhiiiggghhhllliiiggghhhtttsss   ttthhheee   pppaaattthhhooosss   ttthhhaaattt   iiisss   ooonnneee   fffaaaccceeettt   ooofff   ttthhheee   ccchhhaaalllllleeennngggeeesss   ooofff   mmmeeemmmooorrryyy   aaannnddd   
aaammmeeennniiitttyyy   aaassssssoooccciiiaaattteeeddd   wwwiiittthhh   lllooonnnggg---llliiivvveeeddd   wwwaaasssttteeesss...   

 

 So an attitude of friendly watchfulness seems called for: 
 

   KKKEEEEEEPPPIIINNNGGG   TTTHHHEEE   WWWAAASSSTTTEEESSS   IIINNN   TTTHHHEEEIIIRRR   PPPLLLAAACCCEEE!!!   (((OOORRR)))   

   ‘‘‘GGGEEETTTTTTIIINNNGGG   AAALLLOOONNNGGG   WWWIIITTTHHH   TTTHHHEEE   WWWAAASSSTTTEEESSS’’’   
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“““………   IIIttt   iiisss   bbbyyy   nnnooo   mmmeeeaaannnsss   sssuuurrreee   ttthhhaaattt   eeeaaaccchhh   pppaaarrrtttyyy   cccaaannn   ppplllaaayyy   ttthhheee   gggaaammmeee   ooofff   rrreeeccciiippprrroooccciiitttyyy,,,   ttthhhaaattt   
iiisss,,,   cccooonnncccrrreeettteeelllyyy   rrreeennnooouuunnnccceee   hhhiiisss///hhheeerrr   ‘‘‘bbbaaarrrbbbaaarrriiisssmmm’’’   sssooo   aaasss   tttooo   ooobbbtttaaaiiinnn   fffrrrooommm   ttthhheee   OOOttthhheeerrr   ttthhhaaattt   
sss///hhheee   rrreeennnooouuunnnccceee   hhhiiisss///hhheeerrr   ooowwwnnn,,,   pppeeerrrmmmiiittttttiiinnnggg   ttthhheee   tttwwwooo   tttooo   fffiiinnnddd   pppllleeeaaasssuuurrreee   aaannnddd   ppprrrooofffiiittt   iiinnn   
ttthhheeeiiirrr   rrreeeccciiippprrrooocccaaalll   eeexxxccchhhaaannngggeeesss………   
YYYeeettt,,,   aaasss   ttthhheeerrreee   iiisss   nnnooo   hhhooopppeee   ooofff   fffooouuunnndddiiinnnggg   aaannnyyyttthhhiiinnnggg   ddduuurrraaabbbllleee   ooonnn   ttthhheee   ssshhhooorrrttt---ccchhhaaannngggeee   ooofff   aaa   
pppssseeeuuudddooo---uuunnniiivvveeerrrsssaaallliiitttyyy   iiimmmpppooossseeeddd   bbbyyy   vvviiiooollleeennnccceee   aaannnddd   pppeeerrrpppeeetttuuuaaattteeeddd   bbbyyy   ttthhheee   nnneeegggaaatttiiiooonnn   ooofff   
ttthhheee   ooottthhheeerrr   pppaaarrrtttyyy,,,   ttthhheee   vvveeennntttuuurrreee   iiisss   wwwaaarrrrrraaannnttteeeddd   ttthhhaaattt   ttthhheeerrreee   iiisss   iiinnndddeeeeeeddd   aaa   cccooommmmmmooonnn   ssspppaaaccceee   
ooofff   fffrrraaattteeerrrnnnaaalll   cccoooeeexxxiiisssttteeennnccceee   yyyeeettt   tttooo   dddiiissscccooovvveeerrr   aaannnddd   cccooonnnssstttrrruuucccttt...”””      

   ———   SSSeeerrrgggeee   LLLaaatttooouuuccchhheee   (((111999888999,,,   ppp...111333999))) 

 

   ‘‘‘GGGEEETTTTTTIIINNNGGG   AAALLLOOONNNGGG   WWWIIITTTHHH   TTTHHHEEE   WWWAAASSSTTTEEESSS’’’   
The conviction in the need for investing in social mechanisms for “getting along 
with the wastes”, arises paradoxically, from the challenge of putting meaning and 
satisfaction into long-term unavoidable tasks — such as hospital care and house-
cleaning — that are not intrinsically sources of pleasure but are part and parcel of 
communities.  
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CCCAAANNN   WWWEEE   CCCOOOPPPEEE   WWWIIITTTHHH   TTTHHHEEE   ‘‘‘BBBAAARRRBBBAAARRRIIISSSMMM’’’   OOOFFF   
RRRAAADDDIIIOOOAAACCCTTTIIIVVVEEE   WWWAAASSSTTTEEESSS???   

   
CCCAAANNN   WWWEEE   CCCOOOPPPEEE   WWWIIITTTHHH   OOOUUURRR   TTTEEENNNDDDEEENNNCCCIIIEEESSS   OOOFFF   MMMIIISSSTTTRRRUUUSSSTTT   

&&&   ‘‘‘BBBAAARRRBBBAAARRRIIISSSMMM’’’   TTTOOOWWWAAARRRDDDSSS   EEEAAACCCHHH   OOOTTTHHHEEERRR???   
   

CCCAAANNN   WWWEEE   (((OOORRR   DDDOOO   WWWEEE   WWWIIISSSHHH   TTTOOO)))   FFFIIINNNDDD   WWWAAAYYYSSS      
TTTOOO   BBBEEECCCOOOMMMEEE   RRREEECCCOOONNNCCCIIILLLEEEDDD   AAAMMMOOONNNGGGSSSTTT   “““UUUSSS”””   ???         

 



222111   

CHECKLIST: WHAT SORT OF SITUATION ARE WE IN? 
• Q.1. Should there be official recognition of a waste, residual risk or 

contamination problem? 
• Q.2. If yes, Should there be active stewardship of the site? 
• Q.3. Is there, or is there planned to be, or should there be an ongoing 

public interaction with the site? 
• Q.4. Should the historical liability be made into a feature of the site’s 

new identity and use? 
• Q.5. If yes, What sorts of activity are or should be associated with the 

contamination or waste features, e.g., public good activities such as 
education, training and research; or private benefit activities such as 
recreation, tourism? 

• Q.6. What sort of socio-economic profile, prestige or importance 
should be associated with the stewardship process? 
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FROM CHECKLIST TO TYPOLOGY OF “OPTIONS”: 
STEWARDSHIP/REMEDIATION — WHAT SOCIETAL MODEL? 

• The sequence [Q.1 YES Q.2 YES Q.3 NO] would lead to concepts of a segregated or 
isolated site, with restricted access.  Appropriate analogies might be a dangerous natural 
site, a rubbish dump, a warehouse for storing dangerous goods, a mausoleum, and, on a 
different plane, a hospital or nursing home. 

• The sequence [Q.1 YES Q.2 YES Q.3 YES Q.4 NO] leads to suggestions for 
“ordinary” uses of the site, e.g., industrial or forestry production, or 
recreational activities (such as a golf course) that do not in any way rely 
on (or ‘exploit’ the stewardship status of the site). 

• The sequence [Q.1 YES Q.2 YES Q.3 YES Q.4 YES] leads to 
suggestions for uses of the site that ‘exploit’ the historical liability 
as a feature.  This could include commercial uses that play on the 
identity of the site (e.g., advertising a golf course with grass that 
glows in the dark?), or installations such as a shrine, museums and 
educational facilities. 
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SSSooommmeee   pppaaarrrtttiiiccciiipppaaannntttsss   tttooodddaaayyy   hhhaaavvveee   hhhiiiggghhhllliiiggghhhttteeeddd   rrraaadddiiioooaaaccctttiiivvveee   
wwwaaasssttteee   dddiiissspppooosssaaalll   aaasss   aaa   ‘‘‘ttteeesssttt’’’   ooorrr   ccchhhaaalllllleeennngggeee   ———   aaa   llleeeaaarrrnnniiinnnggg   

oooppppppooorrrtttuuunnniiitttyyy   ———   fffooorrr   rrreeeaaalll   dddeeemmmooocccrrraaatttiiiccc   ppprrroooccceeessssss...   
   

DDDEEEMMMOOOCCCRRRAAACCCYYY   IIISSS   AAA   ‘‘‘TTTOOOOOOLLL’’’;;;   TTTHHHEEE   FFFSSSCCC   IIISSS   AAA   TTTOOOOOOLLL:::   
   

CCCAAANNN   WWWEEE   (((OOORRR   DDDOOO   WWWEEE   WWWIIISSSHHH))),,,      
TTTHHHRRROOOUUUGGGHHH   TTTHHHEEE   DDDOOOUUUBBBLLLEEE---EEEDDDGGGEEEDDD   “““HHHOOOTTT   PPPOOOTTTAAATTTOOO”””      

OOOFFF   RRRAAADDDIIIOOOAAACCCTTTIIIVVVEEE   WWWAAASSSTTTEEESSS,,,      
WWWOOORRRKKK   LLLOOOCCCAAALLLLLLYYY   AAANNNDDD   GGGLLLOOOBBBAAALLLLLLYYY   TTTOOO   FFFIIINNNDDD   NNNEEEWWW   WWWAAAYYYSSS      

TTTOOO   BBBEEECCCOOOMMMEEE   RRREEECCCOOONNNCCCIIILLLEEEDDD   AAACCCRRROOOSSSSSS   OOORRR   AAAMMMOOONNNGGGSSSTTT      
TTTHHHEEE   MMMAAANNNYYY   DDDIIIFFFFFFEEERRREEENNNTTT   CCCOOOMMMPPPOOONNNEEENNNTTTSSS   OOOFFF   “““UUUSSS”””   ???   
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1 

The FSC - A Host Country’s Perspective 

Canada 2002  

September 15, 2010 

2 

2002 FSC Workshop 

Theme:  Public Confidence in the Management 
of Radioactive Waste – the Canadian Context 

 Examined social concerns and ways to 
mitigate them through discussion of two  
aspects 

– Port Hope Area Initiative 

– Nuclear Fuel Waste Act  
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3 

The Port Hope Area Initiative 

2002 
 ~10 year project  
 3 facilities proposed 
 EA initiated 
 

2010 
 Extending to 2020 
 EA process complete  
 Consent for 2 local above-ground facilities  
 Detailed designs and licensing 
 
 

Proposed Clarington site 

Proposed 

Port Hope 

site 

Proposed Hope 

Township site 

4 

FSC Activities – Local Views 

 FSC Mandate constructive  
– Radioactive waste management elicits emotional 

responses and takes resources and time to educate 
– Organizations must understand and support 
 

 FSC Impact 
– Provides international context 
– Benefits visitors and hosts 
– Face-to-face interaction prized 
– Social issues recognized  
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5 

FSC Activities – Local Views 

FSC challenge function 
 Open-forum questions 
 Exploring similarities 
 
 
 Future Challenges   

 Balancing requirements 
 Building on success 
 Theory into practice 
  

6 

The Canadian Context 

The Port Hope Area Initiative 
“Moving together into 

implementation” 
 
 

Municipal End Use concept 
Port Granby Project 

PHAI 
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‘Surfing the FSC’ 

 
Javier Lezaun 

Institute for Science, Innovation and Society 
University of Oxford 

 
10-year Anniversary Colloquium of the NEA Forum on 

Stakeholder Confidence 
Paris, 15 September 2010 

 
 

Starting point: 

• What can an outsider glean from the public literature 
produced by the FSC? 
 

• How does the FSC‟s approach to “stakeholder 

confidence” on radioactive waste disposal decisions 

compare to novel forms of public engagement around 
emerging technologies? 
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Three striking features of the FSC public literature: 
1. Openness: a refusal to pre-define the issues, stakeholders 

or kinds of concern that should be part of the process. 
 e.g. defining „stakeholder‟ as “Any actor – institution, group or 

individual – with an interest or with a role to play in the 
process.”  

 Many public engagement exercises fail because they start 
(and end) by clarifying who the relevant actors are 

 Publics are emergent - they are internal to the process of 
engagement 

2. Emphasis on trust: instead of defining the output as 
„education‟, provision of „information‟ or „communication‟, or 
obtaining „acceptance‟ 
 „Matters of fact‟ v „matters of concern‟ 
 „Radioactive waste management is an issue of democracy as 

well as a technical one‟ - it is a School of Democracy 

 
3. A commitment to flexibility - reversibility 
 How to create an approach “that provides sufficient time for 

developing both competence and fairness”? Or, rather, that 

extends competence and fairness over time. 
 How to retain a degree of political control as a technology 

grows mature, entrenched, fixed? 
 The FSC‟s “stepwise approach”: “composed of incremental 

steps that are to some extent adjustable.” 
 The FCS‟s understanding of the future: A „rolling future‟, a 

future (especially a political future) that will not be linear, or 
predictable - a future that is not ours to decide upon. 

 Implies a focus on “durable relations” 
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Two caveats: 
– A soothing voice: the discourse is too sophisticated! Where 

are the fault-lines, the narrow frames, the exclusionary 
mechanisms? They must be there, but they can‟t be found 
(easily) in the texts. 

 The FCS‟s voice is too strong (it drowns out other, more 
strident voices) and too soothing 

– Demarcations: “radioactive waste management” is 
effectively separated as a distinctive matter of concern from 
other issues (i.e. energy policy, climate change, sustainable 
economies, etc) 

 Too neat a focus on the “disposal” of the consequences of 
other people‟s (and other times‟) decisions 

 
 

One question: 
• How exportable are the expertise and the criteria of political 

quality developed by the FSC?  
– How can the experience of the FSC be extended to other policy 

domains without diluting its mission and values or weakening its 
political legitimacy? 
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Looking Back, Looking Forward 
in Stakeholder Engagement 

Forward-looking perspectives from the day„s 
discussions and presentations 

 
OECD Paris, 15 September 2010 

 
 

Beate Kallenbach-Herbert 

Impressions of the day: „State of 

the Art“ - Themes 
• Overview of former and current topics, introduction of 3rd 

PoW 
• Having an closer look at  

– The symbolic dimension 
– Durable Relationship and Memory keeping 
– Sustaining partnership 
examples of current topics with relevance for  future 

FSC activities  
• Impressing: 57 suggestions for future themes, 

publications and activities in the online survey  
evaluation will be done by the FSC secretariat and core 
group 
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Impressions of the day: „State of 

the Art“ - Forms of acitivities 

• Annual Meetings 
• National Workshops + Community visits 
• Publications: reports, flyers 

 

Perspectives (1) 
• Questions we are facing today (and in future) have 

changed:  
– Stepwise approach is widely accepted   
– participation is basically “understood” 
even if not implemented in every country 

• Increasing progress of processes  
 increasing relevance of project and country specific 

conditions / framework (political and organisational 
system, advancement of the project, population…) 

 increasing relevance of conceptual issues and their 
practical realisation (monitoring, retrievability) 
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Perspectives (2) 
• Careful identification of issues of common 

interest 
• More knowledge of specific conditions (e.g. 

national political systems, status and 
background of projects) necessary as basis for 
goal-oriented discussion 

• Interaction and enhanced knowledge of 
technical and social approaches to “social-
technical issues” 

 
• Less topics with more in depth treatment in 

regular meetings? 

Perspectives (3) 
Potential future themes / issues: 

- Maintenance and transfer of knowledge 
- Integrating the waste management question into energy 

supply debate (?) 
- Reasons for and ways to avoid or to deal with 

participation fatigue 
- Expectations on participatory processes 

- in the context of different political backgrounds 
- with regard to building confidence through democracy 

- Self evaluation: inside and outside value 
- Abuse of economic and political privileges  
- Stability in decision making and in shaping RWM 

programmes 
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Seeking Transparency 

FSC Discussion Comments  

September 14, 2010 

Seeking Transparency 

• Diversity of views on the nature and value of 
transparency 

• Relationship between transparency and trust 

• A way forward for the FSC 
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Diversity of Views on Transparency  

• Need definitions for openness and transparency 

• Transparency is about process, making it visible 

• Openness means people can view with greater clarity the 
actions you take  

• When you commit to being transparent, you must share 
quality information to maintain integrity 

• A need for definitions 

• Confidence and openness are used interchangeqbly 

• Openess is the exchange of information and the ability to 
change 

 

 

Relationship between 
Transparency and Confidence 

• Confidence does not mean that there is not a need for 
transparency and openness –there is a need for checking and 
verifying 

• Need for public education about nuclear energy and waste 
management to help build confidence 

•  Transparency affects the behaviour of an organization - you 
cannot be trustworthy unless you are transparent 

• Trust is built slowly and transparency is one way to achieve 
trust – this tenet has been held by FSC for years 

• Transparency can be built by putting a variety of tools into 
practice 
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Relationship between 
Transparency and Confidence 

• Where trust and confidence exists, you don’t need 
transparency 

• Travelling by air implies trust without knowledge of how 
airplane works 

• Distinguish between transparency and using transparency 
to reach a goal; transparency should not be used as a 
means to an end 

A Way Forward for the FSC 

• FSC and others are like an echo chamber in 
discussing transparency, but the discussions are not 
transparent nor do they now involve stakeholders 

• A way forward for the FSC is to use the good relationship 
with contacts that we’ve developed over the years and 
continue to look into public expectations 
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SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 

FORUM ON STAKEHOLDER 

CONFIDENCE 

16.9.2010 

 

“Secrets of radiation” 

 Journalist training course at STUK 

Leena Hietanen 
Information officer 
Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority, STUK 
Finland 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 2 PVM/NN 

STUK 

• About 370 STUK professionals whose goal is to minimise the 
harmful effects of radiation.  
 

• We regulate the use of nuclear power plants in Finland and 
the safety of nuclear waste management  

• We do research on the means of radon prevention in Finnish 
homes and workplaces.  

• We study the radiation effects of cellular telephones.  
• We make sure that when radiation is used the doses are kept 

as low as possible to get the wanted results. This concerns, 
for instance, X-ray examinations and sunbed use.  
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SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 3 PVM/NN 

Why training is necessary 

 
• Radiation and nuclear safety issues are complicated - also for 

journalists 
• Essential to interact with the media - also for STUK 

 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 4 PVM/NN 

The Course 

• The goal: 100 trained journalists in 10 years 

 
• First course in 2004 
• So far five courses during last seven years, 80 journalists 

have participated (all the main newspapers and broadcasting 
companies) 

• Plus two advanced courses for the former participants in 2008 
and 2010  
- to maintain the cooperation and to deepen the knowledge 
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SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 5 PVM/NN 

The Course 

The course consists of three elements 
• Two days of lectures in STUK - about 18 lectures and 5 

laboratory visits 
 
 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 6 PVM/NN 

The Course 

• A study trip to a Finnish NPP (1 day) 
• A study trip to an NPP abroad (2-4 days) 

 
• April - May 
• Planning starts in the previous autumn 

– ”A rehearsal trip” to the NPP abroad 
• Information about the course via journalist 

organisations - they inform their members 
• Ads only in journalist magazine and on the 

web page of STUK 
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1 Cooperation 

• Cooperation with five journalist organisations: Finnish 
Journalist Union and Journalist organisations in the fields of 
Technology, Science, Medicine and Environment 

• Joint meetings with journalist organisations were organized 
before the decision about establishing the course was made; 
the organisations had real influence on the outcome 
 

• Other cooperation partners: Fortum, TVO, Posiva, SKI, 
Oskarshamn NPP, Leningrad NPP, Kola NPP, Forsmark 
NPP, Chernobyl NPP, Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority 
of Ukraine 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 8 PVM/NN 

2 Information about radiation - not STUK  

• The idea is to discuss about the core of the matter:  
– Why is laser dangerous 
– What happens when cells are exposed to radiation 
– How does an NPP work - safely 

 
• The focus is not on STUK 

 
• Cover ”all” the areas of radiation and nuclear safety 

– Final disposal of spent nuclear fuel and radioactive waste 
management are only a small part of the course 
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Contents of the course 

• Basic information about radiation 
• Health effects 
• Radiation threats in Finland 
• Safety of NPPs 
• Fifth NPP to Finland 
• Nuclear waste 
• Nuclear materials 
• The use of radiation for industrial purposes 
• The use of radiation for medical purposes 
• Radioactivity in food 
• Radon 
• Uv-radiation 
• Radiation of mobile phones 
• Mining of uranium  

 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 10 PVM/NN 

3 Experience 

• Not only knowledge 
• Possibility to experience and see operations and go to places 

that might normally be restricted 
 

• Study trips: 
– Course 1: Loviisa NPP, Oskarshamn NPP 
– Course 2: Olkiluoto NPP, Posiva - Onkalo facility, Leningrad 

NPP 
– Course 3: Loviisa NPP, Rovaniemi laboratory, Kola NPP 
– Course 4: Olkiluoto NPP, Posiva - Onkalo facility, Forsmark NPP 
– Course 5: Loviisa NPP, Chornobyl, Pripyat 
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SECRETS OF 

RADIATION 4 

Sigyn, Sweden 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 12 PVM/NN 

SECRETS OF RADIATION 3  

Rovaniemi laboratory  

and Kola NPP 
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SECRETS OF RADIATION 5 

Chornobyl and Pripyat 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 14 PVM/NN 

4 It costs money 

• The course is chargeable - cost price 
 

• Increases the engagement of the attendees  
”since I have paid I have to attend from start to finish and 

learn as much as possible” 
 

• Increases the engagement of the lecturers and other 
organisers in STUK  
”since they have paid we have to offer them our best 

knowledge, functional arrangements and unique experiences” 
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5 Constant development 

• First course in 2004: something new, no expectations - ”easy 

to please” 
• Year by year the expectations grow  - the course must live up 

to its reputation 
• First year the feedback was very positive - year by year we 

must work harder to keep the feedback at the same level 
• Constant development: which topics are current now, which 

study trip destination to choose  

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 16 PVM/NN 

Feedback from lectures 

 
    2004 2005 2006 2007  2009 
The lecture topics 4.6 4.7 4.2 4.6 4.6 
Content of the course  4.7 4.5 4.1 4.6 4.6 
Arrangement  4.3 4.4 4.4 4.3 4.6 
Materials  4.1 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.6 
 
Scale 1–5 
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Extra key 

Most used and most trusted sources of information 
Europeans and Nuclear Safety - Eurobarometer 2010 

 

Most trusted to give you information about nuclear energy, 

especially nuclear safety?  

       FI (EU) 

– National nuclear safety authority  59 % (30 %) 
– Scientists     63 % (46 %) 
– International organisations (IAEA etc.) 42 % (24 %) 
– Journalists    19 % (23 %) 

SÄTEILYTURVAKESKUS • STRÅLSÄKERHETSCENTRALEN 
RADIATION AND NUCLEAR SAFETY AUTHORITY 18 PVM/NN 

Conclusions 

• The training course is only one of the tools we use to improve 
interaction with the media - still an important one 
– Press releases, interviews 
– Media training for STUKs experts 
– STUK’s common basic messages 

 
• Object of the training course is to share information about 

radiation and nuclear issues so that 
journalists know what they write about 

• Object is not to create ”STUK friendly jounalism” 
 

• Next course next spring 
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Thank you for your attention! 

• The course has been an experience for me too 
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STUK´s course for Journalists 
 
 

A participant’s experience and evaluation 
 
 
Katarina Koivisto, Hufvudstadsbladet, Finland 

 
 
 

 
 
         
        
        
   

Why do journalists in Finland need information about nuclear 
power, waste management and radiation? 
 
●Olkiluoto 3 on its way, plans for two new additional nuclear 
 reactors in the near future 
 

●The worlds first facility for final disposal of spent nuclear fuel  
well under way 
 

●Neighbour to Russia with 31 reactors in place and plans for  
several  new ones. The Russian nuclear safety does not always 
live up to Finnish standards. 
 

●Broad discussion on uranium findings and possible new 
uranium mines  started 
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Finland also has an industry, and a climate where radiation 
and related health issues are most important 
 
●Mobile phones and Nokia, what do we really know about  
how the phones affect our health and what research is to  
be trusted? 
 

●Background radiation in some parts of the country 
 

●Radiation caused by Tjernobyl can still be found in fish and 
mushrooms in different parts of the country 
 

●Short summers with lots of sunbathing, if possible 
 
 
 
 

What did we learn att STUK´s course? 

 
●How much more than nuclear STUK and radiation research 
actually is 
 

●Facts about nuclear, nuclear power plants and related items 
such as 
waste management 
 

●Learning who the experts are, where to find them and the line 
of research being contucted at STUK and cooperating 
universities and 
highschools 
 

●What STUK does, how Finland is being guarded against 
radiation 
 

➔Getting ideas for news, articles and stories 
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Good but not perfect 
 
●Most of the lectures related to topics that have been on the 
news and where additional information and contacst to experts 
came in very handy 
 

●Some of the scientists and experts however where very 
technical and forgot they were not speaking to other experts.  
Journalists like to keep it simple 
 

●Especially the trips during the coursehave turned out to be useful, 
as problems and issues related to nuclear and radiation are 
much alike in different countries 
 

●Gives you contacts in other countries, for instance to Swedish or 
Russian authorities 
 

●Opens doors that might not be opened to a single journalist 

What to improve, if anything 
 
 
●Use experts that can make statements, persons that are  
inaccurate or don´t want to comment don´t make 
journalists happy 
 

●Give the experts a lesson in how to make presentations to  
non-scientists 
 

●Bear with us when we make stupid questions and don´t find 
everything just as fascinating as you! 
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The OECD Nuclear Energy Agency 

the Media and the Civil society 
 
 
 

Mr. Serge Gas 

Head, External Relations and Public Affairs 

OECD Nuclear Energy Agency 
 

 
Paris, 16 September 2010  

1 

1)   The NEA and the OECD : From a “Club” to a Global 
 Outlook ; 

2)   The NEA Communication With the Media and the 
 Civil Society today ; 

3)   Impact, Challenges and Prospects. 
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1) The NEA and the OECD : From a “Club”  
to a Global Outlook  

 
 

3 

4 

NEA Basic Characteristics 

• Inter-governmental organisation – 28 Member 
Countries; 

• Semi-autonomous Agency of the OECD; 

• Impartial organisation working on nuclear issues 
(nuclear policy, economics, nuclear law, science, 
safety, radiation protection, waste management, 
decommissioning, and new technologies). 
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The NEA Mission 

• To assist its member countries in maintaining and further 
developing, through international co-operation, the 
scientific, technological and legal bases required for a safe, 
environmentally friendly and economical use of nuclear 
energy for peaceful purposes. 
 

• To provide authoritative assessments and to forge 
common understandings on key issues, as input to 
government decisions on nuclear energy policy, and to 
broader OECD policy analyses in areas such as energy and 
sustainable development. 
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The NEA, Part of the OECD 
• NEA is part of the OECD and as such in “the knowledge 

management” business, it seeks to identify best practice 
and to enforce common disciplines among its Member 
countries; 

• OECD is a club – so, in theory, communication is toward its 
Member countries only; 

• Communication is also supposedly primarily oriented 
towards Member country’s  decision makers; 
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The NEA, Part of the OECD 
• At the same time, part of OECD legitimacy comes from its 

communication with the media and the civil society, which 
echo, reinforce, support its messages “for a stronger, 
cleaner, fairer economy” 

• And the world is increasingly globalised; the message is 
not (cannot?) be “restrained” to the “OECD Club” 
anymore; 

• This is visible with the  OECD involvement in the G20 
forum and the strategy of membership extension ; 

• This is also why OECD has a team dedicated to relations 
with the Civil Society. 
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2) The NEA Communication With the 
Media and the Civil Society today  

8 
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9 

NEA Communication Policy 

• Set up in the new Strategic Plan (2011-2016) 

• to provide member governments and other 
major stakeholders with information resulting 
from NEA activities and to enhance awareness 
and understanding of the scientific, technical, 
economic and legal aspects of nuclear activities 
as well as awareness of the NEA itself. 
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NEA Outreach Policy Features 

• A communication that is not intended to target a 
specific public; 

• A communication built on two strong foundations 
which fuel its (well-deserved) reputation 

 the ability to identify long term or arising issues and to 
address them in a timely manner (ex: involvement of 
stakeholders, radioisotopes shortage…) 

Reference and expected studies (nuclear energy outlook, 
electricity generating costs, uranium resources…). 
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The NEA , the Media and the Civil Society 

11 

•  The communication policy is translated through (1/2) 
 

   a strong visual identity (logo); 
   an active publication policy (approx. 60 titles per 
 year), mainly free in order to maximize the 
 dissemination of NEA expert works; 
   a website  www.nea.fr which has been recently 
 renovated with a news-oriented homepage;  
  the organisation or co-organisation of conferences; 
 

The NEA , the Media and the Civil Society 

12 

•  This policy is translated through (2/2) 
 

   drafting of articles, interviews, contact with the 
 press; 
  participation of the NEA Senior Staff in major 
 conferences; 
   a number of press releases (6 this year) on 
 topical subjects; 
   the reception of visitors, policy makers, 
 students. 
 
 

http://www.nea.fr/
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 3) Impact, Challenges and Prospects 

13 

The NEA, the Media and the Civil Society : 
Which Impact?  

14 

 
•  A visible impact : 
  Articles, interview, quotes in main 
 newspaper and magazines; 
 

•  A real dissemination: 
  NEA study on generating electricity costs  
 was quoted in the debate on Penly 
 (France) construction project by one citizen; 
  NEA study on uranium resources is the 
 reference in blog discussions from Austria to 
 Australia. 
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Challenges and Prospects 

15 

•  structural: NEA is a small-size institution (not the 
 IAEA): 
  its legitimacy comes from the relevance and 
 the quality of its work and positions and of its 
 communication; 
  Is the NEA condemned to make “coup 
 d’éclat”? 

•   “convince” internally that relevance without 
 proper communication is of low impact;  
•  increase the networks of “NEA Friends”; 
•   integrate in the new era of communication tools 
 (Wikipedia, Facebook). 

16 

NEA Communication Team 

• 8 professionals dedicated mainly to the publication 
policy,  the web and the outreach;  

• Direct relation with the Director-General and 
horizontal positioning the NEA Structure; 

• Include also External Relations and Steering Committee 
(NEA governing body) Secretariat. 
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www.nucnet.org                                                       www.worldnuclear.org 

‘Media Needs in an International Context’ 
 

Mathieu Carey 

 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 

 

OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 

 

What does NucNet do? 
 
1. Accurate, rapid reporting on safety, security, waste management 
and global nuclear events. 
2. Publishes only verified/ confirmed news (a unique news network). 
3. Daily news, weekly news, interviews, monthly  EU and global news 
summaries and SMS significant news alerts (and a database which 
contains more than 14,000 articles since 1991). 
 
NucNet is working towards improving transparency in the civilian 
nuclear sector. 
 
NucNet is for the nuclear community, media and general public. 
 
 
 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 

http://www.nucnet.org/
http://www.worldnuclear.org/
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  NucNet reporting on radioactive waste: 
 
  
 
 
 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 

Who can contact NucNet? 
 
When reporting on the management of radioactive 
waste, the regulators and scientific community 
are important. 
 
Where ‘radioactivity’ is concerned, radiation 
protection agencies must always be available  
(i.e. IRSN during summer 2010 forest fires in Russia – next slide) 
 
 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 
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Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 

When a story breaks, what do global media 
outlets need at their fingertips? 
Even a brief phrase, quote or comment can add value to the reporting 
and credibility to the information. It means communicating an issue 
more effectively. 
 
 

 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 
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What is the current extent of your visibility and contact with 
local and national journalists? How often is this reviewed? 
 
To whom do these media outlets refer for ‘authoritative’ 
analysis, background, quotes or sound bites when writing about 
radioactivity or radwaste management? 
 
Are there any reliable communications partners out there? 
Which outlets do you trust? 
 
 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 

Practicalities: 
 
1.Press releases – standard practice. 
 

2.Easy-to-find contact details on the website (at least one 
point of contact and phone number) – vital. 
 

3.RSS feeds are important. 

 
But not everyone needs to create one, and they must be maintained. 
Would setting up RSS on your website allow you to feed more news 
to mass media? 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 
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Some more questions: 
 
Is NucNet a bridge between radwaste 
communicators and the public? 
 
One of several bridges. One you can trust, and one which can help. 
 
 
 
 

Regular Forum on Stakeholder Confidence (FSC) Meeting 11 – OECD Nuclear Energy Agency, Paris – 16 September 2010 

www.nucnet.org                                                       www.worldnuclear.org 

Use NucNet. We are here to help. 
 
Mathieu Carey 

 

mathieu.carey@worldnuclear.org 

 

Thank you for your attention. 

http://www.nucnet.org/
http://www.worldnuclear.org/
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www.nucnet.org                                                       www.worldnuclear.org 
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VISION FOR THE REIMS CONFERENCE, 
14-17 December 2010 

 

As modified by the R&R 
group on 23/6, the RWMC 
Bureau on 2/7, and  later 

confirmations till 
26/8/2010 

• Title:   
– Reversibility and Retrievability: A Conference and Dialogue (in 

Planning for Geological Repositories of Radioactive Wastes) 
 

• Venue:   
– Reims, France, December 14-17, 2010 at the “Centre des Congrès”  

 

• Organiser (s):   
– OECD/NEA 
– In cooperation with IAEA, EC DG-Energy, EDRAM 

 

• Hosted by :   
– ANDRA 

 

2 

Basic Info - 1 

2 
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• Supporting Organizations 
– Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste 
– U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board 
– Germany’s BMU Nuclear Waste Management Commission 
– Japan’s NSC Advisory Committee on Geological Repository 

Safety  
– Japan’s Institute of Applied Energy 
– French Association “Décider Ensemble” 
– UK Association “NuLeAF” 
– The French Local Information and Monitoring Committee of 

Bure (CLIS)  
– French Universities’ Network “Groupe des Ecoles des Mines” 

 

• Programme Committee 
– The R&R group of the NEA/RWMC 

3 

Basic Info - 2 

3 

• Aims: 

– To allow as many viewpoints as possible to be expressed and to record 
them 

– To discuss and better understand commonalities and differences 

– To test and refine the findings of the NEA R&R project  

– To refine the international R-scale tool for dialogue. 

 

• Open to all, but five main audience communities: 

– Implementers and RD&D; Regulators; Policy Makers (from ministries); 
Social Scientists; Stakeholders (representatives of local publics, 
mayors, etc.)  

– Documents for support of the dialogue will be available on the web. 
External comments will be specifically requested on the draft report 
(starting  end September 2010).  

4 

Basic Info - 3 

4 

Aims and Audience 
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• English/French interpretation during the whole event 
 

• All oral presentations in plenary  
 

• Plenary sessions will be followed by either table discussions 
(S. 5 & 9) or plenary discussion: 
– Up to 10 groups of up to 25 people at each table 
– Groups should contain representatives of all five audience 

communities 
– Facilitated table discussions on pre-selected questions 

 

• Poster sessions during breaks on days 2 & 3 (Wed & Thu) 
 

• Two panel sessions 
 

• We are targeting up to 250 participants 
 
 

Basic Info - 4 

6 6 

• Conference poster and   
 4 page flyer (will be sent to  
 partners for advertising) 
   

 
• Web site:  

www.r-r-reims2010.com 

• E-mail address: 
rr_inputs@nea.fr 

 
 

Basic Info - 5 

Logistics 
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• 7:00 AM: Technical visit (limited to 40 people) 

– Andra’s Meuse/Haute Marne URL and CTe  

• Alternative: tourist walk in Reims 

• 7:00 AM-8:00PM: Registration  

– (conference fee: 250€) 

• 6:00 PM-8:00 PM: Icebreaker  

Day 1 – December 14 (Tue) 

7 

Programme at a glance 

8 8 

• Session 1: Welcoming addresses  

• Session 2: Setting the scene 

• Session 3: Country situations at the policy 
level 

• Session 4: Key messages from the social and 
political sciences 

• Session 5: Table discussions 

Day 2 - December 15 (Wed) 

Programme at a glance 
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9:30-10:30 AM: Setting the scene (1h00) 
 

• MP  Claude Birraux: Parliamentarian and President of the French 
Parlamentary Office for Technology Assessment (OPECST) (up to 30 
minutes): 

 

– Mr. Birraux has accepted to also serve as the chair of the conference 

 

• NEA presentation  on the outcomes of the R&R project so far.  The talk 
will start with an historical overview regarding the significant questions 
that were addressed and as well those that continue to be topical.  (up to 
30 minutes) Claudio Pescatore 

• The above talks set the scene for the sessions to follow.  
 

10:30-11:00 AM (Poster and Coffee Break, 30min) 

6 October, 2010 9 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 - Session 2 

11:00AM-1:00PM: Country situations  at policy level  -   

Chair: TBD (2h00) 

• Government representatives (high-level civil-servants) or  
high-level country figures deliver 10-15 minute talks on what 
reversibility and retrievability mean in their countries and the 
main drivers in policy approaches (e.g. legal requirement, 
government policy, option taken independently by the 
implementer, no R&R at all, etc.).  In this context the meaning 
of the words “disposal” and “waste” need to be explained 
(e.g., final disposal, long-term management with a view to 
final disposal, etc.  Analogously: when the relevant materials 
are classified as “waste”? )  

6 October, 2010 10 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 – Session 3 (I) 
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[Country situations  at policy level (continued)] 

 

Invited countries/speakers: 

• …Finland, Ministry of Trade and Industry – J. Avolahti   (confirmed) 

• …Switzerland, Ministry of Energy – M. Aebersold (contacted) 

• …Germany, Ministry of Environment – G. Arens – (confirmed) 

• …USA – Director of NRC’s Office of Nuclear Material Safety and 
Safeguards – C. Haney (confirmed) 

• ….Belgium –  National Implementing Organization – JP Minon 
(confirmed) 

 

• [Others: Japan ? Sweden?   UK? Korea?  Spain?] 

 

1:00PM-2:30PM: Lunch Break (1h30) 

6 October, 2010 11 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 – Session 3 (II) 

 

8:00-9:00 AM: Poster set up 

 

9:00-9:30 AM: Welcoming addresses (30min) 

  

• NEA, Co-operating International organizations 
(…) , Host Organisation (F-M Gonnot)  

 

6 October, 2010 12 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 - Session 1 
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2:30 – 4:20  PM: Key messages from social and political science 
studies and groups – Chair: TBD  (1h50) 

 

 4 Invited + 3 contributed papers (15min)  [note: balance may change] 

 This session covers a wide-ranging set of topics, several of which may be new 
to many of the attendees. Look for fresh ideas, different angles on the 
topic.  

  

1. L. Aparicio: paper on the results of the Nancy Conference of 2009 
(confirmed) 

2. Sweden ( Kjell Anderson or  KASAM,  or..)  (Contact S. Engström) 

3. John Whitton (NNL): on UK National Stakeholder Group  meetings 
(contacted) 

4. FSC: invited 

6 October, 2010 13 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 - Session 4 (I) 

 

[Key messages from social and political science studies (continued)] 

Contributed papers: 

 

4. Economic theory considerations (Andra PhD thesis) 

5. Wildi et al:  The EKRA studies and the formulation of the 
Swiss “long-term monitored disposal” concept 

6. Current thinking in Germany within the BMU 
“Endlagerdialog” group 

 

 

4:20-4:50PM: (Poster and Coffee Break, 30min) 

6 October, 2010 14 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 - Session 4 (II) 
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• 4:50PM-6:30PM: Table discussions on Key messages 
from the social and political sciences (1h40) 

 

1)  Which message(s) from social and political science studies would you consider as (a) key 
message(s) worth remembering? Why ?  
 
2) Governance of RW has been made possible by the distinction of roles and the independence of 
actors taking part in the decision making process: evaluators, regulators, representatives of the 
interested parties and the public, operators...  Is there any specific role to play in this process for 
the SSH?  
 
3)  Which place for economical research in addressing the RWM issue?  
 
4) Which lessons are to be taken from the specificities and commonalities among the various 
countries on these aspects (symbolic dimension, policy, local SH involvement etc.)?  
 
5) Other question suggested by FSC ?  

• 6:30PM: Adjourn 

6 October, 2010 15 NEA Presentation 

Day 2 - Session 5 

16 16 

• Session 6: Perspectives on R&R from 
institutional players  
– Session 7: Plenary discussion 

• Session 8: Expectations from local 
stakeholders  
– Session 9: Table discussions 

• Session 10: Duties to future generations: 
freedom of choice vs. protection 

• Conference Dinner 

Day 3 - December 16 (Thu) 

Programme at a glance 
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8:45-9:15AM: Reports on Day 1 sessions (30min)    
 Brief reports from each table facilitator of Session 5 on their table discussions 

  Possibly a report on Session 3  

9:15-10:00AM: Perspectives on R&R from institutional players  
(Chair EDRAM) (45m + 1h) 

Some questions: Practicalities and consequences of providing for retrievability? Can 
retrievability be an add-on or does it need to be taken into account from the 
beginning? Are there any challenges to the regulatory framework? What kind of 
implications for monitoring, institutional control and memory keeping? Over what 
time scales?  What kind of organizational structure does reversibility imply? To 
what extent should one provide for retrieval of waste?  Speakers are encouraged 
to also prepare posters 

Invited papers. 15 minutes each 

1.      Experience of retrieval at WIPP  (R. Paterson, confirmed) 

2. EC work (e.g, ESDRED: Jean Michel Bosgiraud) (Confirmed) 

3. SKB presentation  (S. Engström?) 
 
6 October, 2010 17 NEA Presentation 

Day 3 - Session 6 (I) 

 

10:00-10:30AM: (Poster and Coffee Break, 30min) 

 

10:30-11:30AM: Perspectives on R&R from 
institutional players  (Chair EDRAM) (45m + 1h) 
(continued) 

 
4. Presentation of the IAEA’s Retrievability study report 

5.  Japan – (Mr. Tsuchi, NUMO )  (Confirmed) 

6. Andra (Confirmed) 

7. FANC (W. Blommaert or one of his colleagues)  
 

6 October, 2010 18 NEA Presentation 

Day 3 - Session 6 (II)  
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11:30-12:00AM Additional questions to the 
speakers from the audience (30min) 

 

 

12:00-1:30PM: Lunch (1h30) 

 

6 October, 2010 19 NEA Presentation 

Day 3 - Session 7  

 

1:30-3:00PM: Expectations expressed by local stakeholders - 
Chair: FSC Chair or FSC representative (1h30) 

  

Invited speakers, 15 minutes each:  

1. The Bure CLIS  (France) 

2. Councillor Knowles from Cumbria County Council (UK) 

3. Östhammar Mayor or  LKO (Sweden)  (E. Simic Contact) 

4. Asse   (Germany) (Asse Begleitsgruppe, contacted)  

5. Switzerland  (Mr. Aebersold, to continue contacts)  

6. Hungary Stakeholders (to be verified) 

  

6 October, 2010 20 NEA Presentation 

 Day 3 - Session 8  
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3:00-4:30 PM:  Table discussions (1h30) 
– continued discussions on expectations on R&R expressed by local 

stakeholders 
1)  Which lessons are to be taken from the national specificities in the 
expectations of the local SH regarding R&R?  
 
2) Opportunities and limits for improving local participation in RWM 
within a stepwise decision making process and in the long term: 
assessment, monitoring, financial provisions, memory, ...  
 
3) Which place for local stakeholders in the setting of the policy agendas 
related to RW at the national and international levels?  
 
+ Other questions suggested by FSC?  

 
4:30-5:00M: (Poster-)Break (30min)  

 
Posters should be removed before 6:00PM 
 

 6 October, 2010 21 NEA Presentation 

Day 3 - Session 9  

5:00-6:30 PM: Session 10 – Panel: Balancing freedom of 
choice for future generations and safety concerns. 
Chair:  M. Sailer, Oeko-Institut (1h30) 

  
 Pierre Berest  (Rock Mechanics Professor) 
  Carl-Reinhold Bråkenhielm (Theology Professor) 
     Bernard Pancher (MP and Leader of “Decider Ensemble”) 
     Prof. Erik Van Hove (tentative) 
   
6:30 PM: Adjourn 
 
6:45 PM: Departure for conference dinner by bus from 

Conference Centre.  

6 October, 2010 22 NEA Presentation 

Day 3 - Session 10  



06-Oct-10 
Infodoc#2 

Agenda Item 16b  

12 

23 23 

• Session 11: Panel on the roles of R & R in 
regulatory policy  

 

• Session 12: International R-scale 

 

• Session 13: Wrap-up session 

 

• Session 14: Closing of the conference 

 

Day 4 - December 17 (Fri) 

Programme at a glance 

9:00-9:30AM: Reports on Day 2 sessions (30min) 

 Reports from the facilitators on the table discussions of sessions  9 
  

9:30-11:15AM:  Panel on “The Place of R&R in Regulatory Policy” (1h45)                                                                      

Chair: Carmen Ruiz, CSN  

 A panel discussion spurred by a presentation on what the report says on regulation and safety (Carmen)  

There are two aspects to regulation: the process (which overlaps to some extent with policy), and safety 
requirements. Process: How does the stepwise regulatory process relate to the overall stepwise 
decision making process? Are they the same, or distinct? Is a stepwise regulatory process 
sufficient? Safety: some regulators may say that they are indifferent to whether R or R is present 
(unless, of course, it is a legislated requirement) as long as the basic safety requirements are still 
met. Is this really true? Are the current regulatory (safety) requirements predisposed in one way or 
the other, i.e. do they bias the discussion? Are regulators’ views similar to society’s ones, or to 
implementers’ ones, or distinct from both? 

 

 Panellists: Dan Schultheisz (EPA), Esko Ruokola (STUK),  H. Umeki  (NSC Representative), French ASN (M-
P Comets,  contacted),  P. Hufschmied (ENSI) 

6 October, 2010 24 NEA Presentation 

Day 4 - Session 11 
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11:15-11:30 AM:  Break (15 min) 

 

11:30 AM-12:00PM: The International R-Scale 
Jean-Noël Dumont (30 min) 

   A presentation on the R-scale is followed by a discussion in 

plenary session (leaflet distributed to participants in advance). 
This is an opportunity to get feedback from a wider audience, 
further refine the scale and the leaflet. 

12:00-1:30PM: Lunch 

 

 
6 October, 2010 25 NEA Presentation 

Day 4 - Session 12 

1:30-2:45PM: Session 13 – Stocktaking  (1h15) 
  
Session rapporteurs present recaps of their sessions. 
  
Conference chair (C. Birraux) recaps the discussions, key 

points made, and the most important areas where 
answers revealed either consensus or divergence 
(model: Arens wrap-up at Tokyo). Since the questions 
will be based on the draft report, this will also serve as 
a summary of comments on the draft (attendees will 
also be welcome to send additional comments during 
the following weeks). 
 

6 October, 2010 26 NEA Presentation 

Day 4 - Session 13 
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2:45 PM: Closing of the Conference (15min) 

 

3:00 PM: Adjourn 

6 October, 2010 27 NEA Presentation 

Day 4 - Session 14 
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.0 

ICGR 2011 in JAPAN 

“National Commitment – Regional/Local Confidence” 

 
Reflecting 4th  Planning Meeting,  

July 2, 2010 and later updates  
 

Latest update: August 11, 2010 
 
 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.1 

Objectives 

Follow-up of the 1999 Denver, 2003 Stockholm and 2007 
Bern International Conferences on Geological Repositories. 
[The issue has world-wide recognition]. 

 
To present the status of national waste management 

programmes and observe their achievements and progress 
since the Bern conference. 

 
To share the past experiences of public involvement in the 

decision-making process for the implementation of 
geological disposal and reach common conclusions on 
lessons to be learnt and the way forward. 
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.2 

Slogan (Title of the Conference) 

“National Commitment 

                 – Regional / Local Confidence” 

 

(in Japanese) 「国の関与、地域の信頼 

             – 地層処分の実現に向けて」  

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.3 

Venue 

Date 

 October 2 – 5, 2011 
• October 2 (Sun) : Registration, Welcome Reception 
• October 3 (Mon) – 4 (Tue) : Working sessions 
• October 5 (Wed) : Study tour  (Optional)  

 Pacific Convention Plaza Yokohama 
    (PACIFICO YOKOHAMA) : Conference Center 

• Location : Minato Mirai, Yokohama, JAPAN    
• http://www.pacifico.co.jp/english/index.html 
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.4 

PACIFICO YOKOHAMA 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.5 

Co - organisers 

 OECD/NEA 
 IAEA 
 EDRAM 
 METI 
 NUMO 
 (EC)  

 
• Conference secretariat : NUMO 

with support from OECD/NEA 
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.6 

Audience 
 International high-level decision-makers and other interested 

stakeholders at the national, regional and local level as well as 
implementers, regulators. 

 
 Target number of participants is about 300. 

Participation of General Public 

 Priority given to the registration of the foreign delegates. 
 The registration of general public after the rough confirmation of 

the number of participants from abroad.  About several months 
before the conference. 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.7 

Budget & Financing 

Estimated Budget at Present : ca. 30MJPY (about 
250,000EUR) 

Financing : 
• Registration fee (Considering the same level as 

the Bern case (600EUR)) 
• Contribution from EDRAM ($25,000)  
• The balance : Japan side 
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.8 

Programme Structure (Preliminary) 

 Day 1 
• Opening Session 
• Session 1 : The International Scene 

(a) Perspectives of International Organisations, 
(b) National Policies and Programmes 

• Session 2 : Learning and Adapting to Societal Requirements 
• Session 3 : Confidence in Safety 

 Day 2 
• Session 4 : Building and Maintaining Confidence and Trust 

(a) : Institutional Experience and Viewpoints 
(b) : The Experience/Demands of Local Communities and Regions  

• Session 5 :  Durable Relationship with Host Regions / Communities 
• Closing Session 

 Day 3 
• Study tours 

  All speakers by invitation only 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.9 

Conference Programme :  

  proposed items and themes for discussion 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) 
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.10 

Day 1 (1/4) 

Opening Session (9:00-9:30, 30min) 
• Welcome Address: Minister or Vice Minister (METI), Japan 

• Brief Statement on behalf of the co-organisers: 
        OECD/NEA, IAEA, EDRAM, (EC) 

• Introductory Remarks: Shunsuke Kondo (Chairman AEC), Japan 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.11 

Day 1 (2/4) 
 Session 1: The International Scene  (9:30-12:30, 180min) 

Session 1.a Perspectives of International 

Organisations 

 

Chair:  Prof. Satoru Tanaka (Univ. Tokyo) 

Session 1.b National Policies and 

Programmes 

  

Chair:  TBD 

1:TBD (IAEA) 5. TBD, METI (ANRE), Japan 

2: TBD (EC) 6: C. Birraux (Chair OPECST) or P.-F. 
Chevet (DG DGEC), France 

3: TBD (EDRAM) 7: TBD (EPA), USA 
8: Riku Huttunen (DG Min Emplo. & Eco.) 

4:Luis Echávarri (DG NEA) 
 

9:  M. Aebersold (Sec. Head SFOE), 
(Switzerland) ? 

10: TBD, China ? 

10:30 break (30 minutes) 
 

11: TBD (HEA or Ministry ) Hungary or TBD, 
UK (DECC or CORWM) or  

15min presentations, No  Q&A  
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3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.12 

Day 1 (3/4) 
 Session 2 : Learning and Adapting to Societal Requirements (14:00-15:45, 105min)       

(Topics : Siting experiences, History, Why stakeholders are important)  

    Presentations 
• One Overview Paper : 
• Two Case Studies : 
       e.g. France, Hungary, Germany, USA,  Czech Republic, …  

   Panel-led Discussions 
       Panelists : Session speakers & several experts 

（Session 2, 3 and 5） 

・Speaker’s presentation time: 
15 - 20min each.  

・Additional panelists: Short 
comment each 

・Last 10min of panel-
discussion: QA  from the floor 

 
Chair: J. Kotra (Senior Project Manager 

NRC), USA 

Panelists:  

Sp 1:  NEA, C. Pescatore TBD (Andra or Gov’t), France 

Sp 2: TBD (NWMO), National Programme 
Case Study,  Canada 

TBD (PURAM), Hungary 

Sp 3: TBD (SKB), Local Siting case study, 
Sweden 

Th. Ernst (CEO Nagra), Switzerland 
 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.13 

Day 1 (4/4) 
 Session 3 : Confidence in Safety (16:15-18:00, 105min) 

      (Topics : Pillars of safety, Role of regulator)  

    Presentations 
• IAEA on International Standards & the Joint Convention 
• NSC (Japan) 
• Local &Regional Authorities / Communities        

   Panel-led Discussions 

Chair: A.-C. Lacoste (Chair ASN), France Additional Panelists  

Sp 1: TBD (IAEA) TBD (STUK), Finland 

Sp 2: H. Madarame (Chair NSC), Japan TBD (SSM), Sweden 

Sp 3: TBD (Local  Authority), Germany TBD (USNRC), USA 



28-Sep-10 
Infodoc#3 

Agenda Item 17 

8 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.14 

Day 2 (1/4) 
 

 Session 4 : Building and Maintaining Confidence and Trust (9:00-10:45, 105 min) 

      (Topics : How trust is built) 

    6 presentations + 15 minute questions from the floor    

Session 4.a: Institutional experience 

and viewpoints 

 

Chair T. Suzuki (Vice Chair AEC), 

Japan 

 
 

1: Nagra, (Th. Ernst?), Switzerland   4. TBD (KRMC),Korea 
 

2: TBD (PURAM), Hungary 5. TBD (Posiva), Finland 
 

3: TBD (NUMO), Japan 6. M.C. Dupuis (DG Andra) , France 
 
Questions from the floor 
 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.15 

Day 2 (2/4) 
 Session 4 : Building and Maintaining Confidence and Trust  (11:15-12:30, 75min) 

    4(5) presentations + 15 minute questions from the floor        

Session 4.b:  The experience/demands of 

local communities and regions 

 

Chair: TBD 

4. TBD (West Cumbria Council), UK  
 
5. TBD ((Former) Local Stakeholder), 
Japan 
 

1: J.L. Canova (Chair Bure CLIS), France : Questions from the floor to all speakers 
…. 
…. 

2.: TBD (Municipality of Oskarshamn or 
Östhammer), Sweden 

3: TBD (Carlsbad), USA 
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Day 2 (3/4) 
 Session 5 : Durable Relationship with Host Regions / Communities (14:00-16:00, 

120min)  
      (Topics : Creation of added value, Quality of life, Current status & perspective) 

    Presentations 
• One Overview paper (OECD/NEA FSC)  + 3 papers 

    

        Chair: TBD Additional Panelists: 

1: TBD FSC (NEA) TBD (District Council), France 

2: TBD (Mun. of Eurajoki), Finland TBD, Swiss Canton (?) 

3: TBD (Uppsala Regional Council), 
Sweden 

József Rónaky (DG HAEA), Hungary 

 4: TBD, Germany Regional Council ? TBD, Belgium 
 and/or TBD (NDA), UK 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.17 

Day 2 (4/4) 

Closing Session; 16:30-17:00, 30min, Chair: TBD 
• Summary of the Conference: TBD (EDRAM) 
• Way Forward / Closing address: T. Yamaji (NUMO), Japan 

Day 3 

Optional Study Tours (2 sites fixed)       
• JAEA’s Horonobe site (2 days tour) : URL (under construction), 

Surface test & demonstration facilities 
• JNFL’s Rokkasho site : LLW Disposal Center, Interim storage 

facility of HLW 
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Sites for Study Tours 

 
Horonobe Underground Research 
Center : JAEA 
(Ground-based test facilities, Public Information 
house, (URL : depending on the number of 
visitors) ) 
 

 
Rokkasho-site : JNFL 

LLW Disposal Center, Interim storage 
facility of HLW 
 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.19 

JAEA Horonobe URL site 

(Re. : JAEA website) 
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JNFL Rokkasho site 

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal 
Center  

(Re. : JNFL website) 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.21 

The Structure & The Member 

of Committees 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) 
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International Advisory Committee 

• IAEA: Tero Varjoranta 
• OECD/NEA: 
• EDRAM: Jean-Paul Minon (ONDRAF/NIRAS)  
• OPECAST, France: Claude Birraux 
• DGEC, France: Pierre-Frank Chevet 
• ASN, France : André-Claude Lacoste 
• KRMC, Korea : Kye-Hong Min 
• Nagra, Switzerland: Thomas Ernst 
• NRC, USA : Michael Weber 
• NWMO(?) : Canada: 
• SKB, Sweden : Claes Thegerström 
• METI, Japan: 
• NUMO, Japan : Toru Yamaji 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) P.23 

Programme Committee 

(OECD/NEA RWMC Bureau members) 

Catherine Haney, NRC, USA 

Jean-Paul Minon, ONDRAF/NIRAS, Belgium 

Masaaki Mishiro, JAEA, Japan 

María del Carmen Ruiz López, CSN, Spain 

Kathryn Shaver, NWMO, Canada 

(other than Bureau members) 

Gérald Ouzounian, ANDRA, France 

Monica Hammerström, SKB, Sweden 

Magnus Westerlind, SKB, Sweden 

Anne Claudel, Nagra, Switzerland 

Piet Zuidema, Nagra, Switzerland  

Daniel Schultheisz, EPA, USA 

Janet Kotra, NRC, USA 

Shawn Smith, NRC, USA 

Irene Mele, IAEA 

Uichiro Yoshimura, OECD/NEA 

Hans Riotte, OECD/NEA 

Claudio Pescatore, OECD/NEA 

Hideo Ishibashi, NUMO, Japan 

Mitsuo Takeuchi, NUMO, Japan 

Hiroshi Tanaka, NUMO, Japan  
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Other Issues & Way Forward 

3rd Planning Meeting on the ICGR2011 (March 22, 2010) 
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Proposed Schedule and Milestones 

2010 

• Oct.: Start website, Distribution of 1st Announcement  
• Oct.: PC Meeting in Japan (7pm-8am, October)  (Programme, 

Speakers, Chairpersons) 
• Oct.: Start sending invitations for identified speakers & 

chairpersons 
 

2011 

• Before March: Start of on-line registration for the foreign 
delegates 

• March: PC Meeting in Paris in connection with RWMC-44 
(Confirmation of speakers, conference arrangements) 

• April – May: Distribution of 2nd Announcement 
• October 2 - 5: ICGR2011 (with PC pre-meeting) 
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Actions Needed before the Next Meeting 

• Comments from all PC members on the current proposed programme  
• Can Committee members identify the names of potential speakers 

and panellists 
•   
•    

 
(e-mail discussion)  
       OECD/NEA and NUMO (Hiroshi Tanaka : htanaka@numo.or.jp)  

mailto:htanaka@numo.or.jp
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