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Public Participation In
Environmental Issues

1. Public participation in environmental decisions has spread to many

countries and international forums e.g. UN; World Bank
2. Controversies over a wide variety of environmental issues

3. Changes are demanded in the way public participation is solicited

and used
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ldentified aspects in traditional
public participation mechanisms

® Public participation:
1. Typically operates on technocratic models of rationality;
2.  Often occurs too late in the decision making process

3.  Often follows and adversarial trajectory, “decide-announce-defend”

4. Often lacks adequate mechanisms and forums for informed dialogue

among stakeholders

5.  Often lacks adequate provisions to ensure that input gained through public

participation makes real impact on decision outcomes

Depoe and Delicath (2004)



Environmental Remediation:
Starting Points

1.

2.

3.

What Environmental Remediation is about?

— It’s about reducing radiological doses

Guiding principles

— Justification

— Optimization Cultural backgrounds are surely

— Dose limitation different worldwide but perception

. . (’
What is it not about® about radiation seems to be very

— Restoration

similar
— Rehabilitation

— Back to Background
The question then is: How safe is safe? Notion of RISK
How to get people to understand all these issues?

How to make a decision (reach consensus ?) on what to do?




But we do work with confusing
terms: ‘Contamination’

e Fromatinontamyicantaminare2 ma k e
tangéret o0 t ouc h?3

e Religious understanding
eEXpérts denot ati on: o
ePubl i1 c3®s connot at

From: Abel Gonzales — former NSRW/IAEA Director



Remediation under Different
Situations

R os]

AdleIegIca

Accident
in Goeiania

Legacy Sites — contamination took

place as a result of undue

consideration of environmental

aspects and impacts (eventually CHERNOBYL: 30 YEAR

ﬁ i L i {’ ‘ N L, ; TP ‘Ll[‘
FUKUSHIMA NUCLEAR ACCIDENT

due to a lack of regulatory

framework)

Sites affected by nuclear or

radiological accidents
— Chernobyl, Fukushima, Goiania

Nuclear sites - Assumes the form of
clean-up. Site de-licensing to

unrestricted use if possible)




To consider...

Is the

communication/engagement
process the same in the 3

situations?

If not, in which sense are

they different?

How to handle these

situations?



10.

Ten commandments on communicating
Technical Information in Relation to Nuclear and
Radiological Matters

Develop TRUST!

Educating people and providing information
in a transparent manner is crucial.

Develop an engagement process that is truly a
two way process.

Openly discuss risk perception and risk
communication.

Never try to trivialise risk.
Where possible simplify the language you

Explain all relevant aspects of radiation i
everyday life.

Try to demonstrate that you too are a
member of the public.

Walk the talk — Try to undertake what you
wish others to undertake.

Obey all the above




But, what makes a source credible?

Assessed in First
30 Seconds

Empathy and/or Caring Even so in

remediation
Competence Commitment after
and and accident

Expertise Dedication

Honesty
and
Openness



Challenges on Decision
Making in ER

Win-win-win solution is rarely possible

Balancing between environmental, societal and

economic issues is a more likely outcome

Require lengthy discussions and negotiations among

stakeholders

RO

National Research Council (2014) — Best Practices for Risk-Informed
Decision Making Regarding Contaminated Sites




| essons Learned

1. In a Decision Making process some tangible results are to be expected.

2. By not taking the necessary steps towards implementing policies on ER
governments might run the risk of needing to implement acute measures in the

midst of a major crisis A incorporation policies/strategies on ER at the

national level

3. People (wishes, perception, fears, etc.) drive the outcomes of a remediation
project

4. To some extent people may know what they want, not necessarily what they

need

S. By simply adhering to people’s wishes obtained results might fire-back against
the population. In other words, outcomes of ER efforts may not play to the best

interest of population/community/stakeholders



The path forward — to consider

1. A vision should be shared with the stakeholders.
2.  One needs to know what to say/propose

People might not care about specifics

See stakeholders as partners (and vice-versa)

One must get all partners to share vision of future.

The focus should be on what can be, not what is

A A

Need to be effective at empowering people and getting them to buy into

your vision

8. Use of marketing tools to capture perspective of stakeholders and

construct a commeon understanding



On-going IAEA Initiatives — D&ER

® CIDER Phase II — Constraints in Decommissioning and

Environmental Remediation

® TPARSC - INCORPORATING RISK PERCEPTION
INTO RISK COMMUNICATION

WATEC 2017
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CIDER I

Constraints to Implementing Decommissioning and Envir
Remediation StRitaget

Addressing Member States with legacy nuclear/radioacti
ISsues

Aim of Clblakrove current levels of performance on D&E
the Member States (MS)

CIDER Il gaat®n oriented to:
— Improve stakeholder communication and engagement

— Help MS establish and implement strateg
— Support capacity building in the MS

CIDER Phase | Report: Constraints and
Solutions

IAEA Nuclear Energy Series
No. NW-T-1.10

~Advancing
— = Implementation of
~ Decommissioning
and Environmental
~ Remediation
s Programmes
e Bes e Fogart




CIDER Il = Working Groups

1. D&ER Strategy development and implemen

2. Development and implementation of effective stakeholder

engagement plans

3. Site/facility inventory development
4. Capacity building

Note considerable potential for overlap or mutu
Working Groups

15



Stakeholder Involvement Task Group

Action oriented

Objectives:

® Discuss SE challenges facing MS projects Develop a framework
document on

® Identify specific SE needs stakeholder

. involvement

Recommend ways to achieve SE needs

Support MS’s to overcome barriers related to societal issues

Next technical niadend baseld JAPLI-TAEA
Vienna
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IPARSC

® Provide support to the MS in securing public acceptance of
remediation measures by addressing and integrating public risk

perception with actual risk assessment of the population in the regions;

® Foster trust and acceptance (between stakeholders, operator and the

affected population leaving in the affected areas );

Ensure transparency through well documented professional judgments

and with tailored risk communication based on perception of risk.

® CRP - Coordinated Research Project being implemented: more

information — Andrew Orrell ( )

WATEC 2017 17


mailto:A.Orrell@iaea.org

W 60 Years
IAEA Atoms for Peace and Development

7

\{\

/4




\

é@‘)vv

v, 4
£ 60 Years

——

I A E A Atoms for Peace and Development

ANNEX

WATEC 2017 19




Public views on Uranium Mining relevant to ER — Over
100 entries collected in the internet)

® Long term issues: uranium mines remain dangerous after

closure : .
® Burden to indigenous people — us“ﬁ oy
,,_m‘ A mmg
And also with some other issues... v ¥

® Influence of historical legacy sites and lack of regulatory

regime

S TR t‘FYa‘)nP'(l'ﬁ.ws "

® Misuse of scientific evidence propagating fear T SR S
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What do we need to
communicate?

The nature of the situation.

Impacts and benefits (also social-economic) that a selected option might have on

the community.

— Negative impacts, positive impacts and benefits
Different options and solutions.

Risks to human health and the environment.

— Determine the impact of a particular decision or option

the environment.
— Risk communication.

We are generally communicating technical information.

— This is itself a great challenge!




