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Sltmg procedure area survey

“‘ » gelogical screening (1999-2002)

w

\ . *amap of potentially suitable areas for surface
L underground repository (2002)

I Very suitable areas
B suitable areas




" !Siting procedure -
“ " volunteering* of local communities

dPublic hearing and adoption of the programme for
\" = the preparation of the Detailed plan of national
=_ ‘ iImportance for the LILW repository (Nov. 2004).

invitation to all local communities to participate In
the siting procedure (Dec. 2004).

JAnnouncing of the volunteering communities
(Apr. 2005).

* Local community can withdraw with no obligations



TRNOVSKA VAS
VELIKA POLANA
SMARTNO
SEVNICA
KRSKO

BREZICE
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_ ISiting procedure -
~ negotiations of sites with local communities

' JTwo local communities proposed a definite site —

1° = one withdrew under the pressure of the civil initative
] ‘ before the site characterisation took place, the other
' was later found to be inacceptable.

INo potential site was found in one local community
— It withdrew from the process.

1One local community withdrew under the pressure
3 of neighbouring communities during the
** characterisation stage.




| Community response -
' case Trnovska vas

hz dMunicipality applied on the b

- # QCI organised, requested the

1The mayor supported Cl anc
Both mayor’s resignaton anc

asis of the decision of
1" = the community council, the mayor disagreed.

mayor to resign or to

make the council withdraw from the siting procedure.

resigned.
local community

withdrawal was accepted by t

4

ne community councll.

’. ' LdCommunity council refused the return of the mayor.
‘ JThe mayor appealed at the Administrative Court.



| Community response -
*" case Trnovska vas




. Community response -
“ case Velika Polana

‘ff _‘* The application was proposed by
.\ the mayor and confirmed by the community council.

- o QOWeb-forum on “radioactive waste” with standpoints
and explanations on local web pages.

'LBIg posters in public places against the repository.
JPublic meeting organised by the opponents.

INeighbouring communities opposed because they
- ™ thought the repository will not be compatible with

_® regional development plans and the natural heritage
aspect.




| Community response -
= case Velika Polana
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Three local
communities have

LENART to be selected for

SMARTNO further

SEVNICA . v
KRSKO investigation.

BREZICE




| ‘Do you support the application of your community to

participate in the siting procedure for LILW repository?

M yes
O no
ddon't know

|

Krsko Brezice  Sevnhica Smartno Lenart
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Stakeholders’ actions

Krsko

Brezice Sevnica Smartno Lenart
Mayor’s
Mayore | yes no yes yes yes
Council’s
ounels | yes yes yes yes yes
Civil
initiative no no no yes yes
activation
Wb forum no no no yes no
Fublic no no no yes yes

meetings
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. | Community response -
" case Smartno

The mayor sent the application by
1% 1 himself, but had informed the public.

gathered people living very near the potential site.
requested a referendum, organised a public meeting,

opposed the volunteering in newspapers.

iImpeached the mayor of violating the Aarchus

convention.

dWeb forum was organised to foster objective discussions
on positive and negative aspects.

‘ * QICI had connections with the “green” NGO.



| Community response -
= case Smartno




" | Community response -
* case Lenart (1)
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-4 JThe mayor sent the application by
himself, the community council and the public were
surprised by the official announcement in media.
IMost of the public was not interested, decision
makers and opinion leaders mostly opposed the
“mayor’s autocratic” behaviour, but recognised the
| LILW repository as a potential opportunity.
) | LJThe mayor didn’t respond to any of the criticism
‘ and gave no public statement.



~| Community response -
“" case Lenart (2)

1 .

1+ 4ClI verbally threatened ARAQO and the mayor.

_Cl opposed the repository in media, requested the
referendum and the mayor’s resignment.

At the beginning, Cl was supported by the mayors
of neighbouring communities.

CI organised by a recent newcomer.




| Community response -
“" case Lenart
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| 1‘ Results of the prefeseability study

LENART - remaining on the
waiting list

SMARTNO - eliminated due to
technical reasons

SEVNICA, KRSKO, BREZICE -
site characterisation continues,
these local communities are
nearest to the NPP




-
~ Lessons learnt

[ ¢ = ) OThe promised financial compensations encouraged
‘* the applications encouraged applications of the
A\ smaller and poorer local communities, but most

=_ q considered only the time of field investigations.

P2 . O There was a local conflict of interests in all cases:
decision makers stressed the financial issues,
general public stressed safety and health issues.

Civil Initiatives abused the LILW repository issue to
attack the local political leadership.

& QCivil initiatives were successful only at the

‘ beginning of the process and acted through the local

- decision makers.




| .
~ Conclusions

- . R R i i .4

-3 Financial and political iIssues were the most important
» issues in the volunteering stage of siting procedure
| Qfor LILW repository in Slovenia.

Information and communication activities targeting the
general public were less important during the
volunteering stage.



Thank you for your attention!




