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1. Introduction 
The siting of the radioactive waste repository, even the low and intermediate level 
radioactivity waste (LILW), presents a great problem in almost every country that 
produces these materials. Attempts to locate a disposal facility in Slovenia have until 
now proven unsuccessful. After the failure of the first “technocratic” approach it 
became evident that the main problem was not a technical one, but socio-
psychological, namely the public acceptability of any radioactive waste disposal 
facility (RWD). In general people strongly oppose to any kind of such a facility in 
their vicinity and exhibit a ‘Not in my Backyard’ (NIMBY) attitude even if they are 
aware of its necessity. However there are slight signs of changes especially in 
argumentation supporting the public denial of LIL RWD. The main LILW producer 
in Slovenia is nuclear power plant in Krško (NEK). The project for the construction 
of this plant did not include consideration of the LIL RWD while at that time plans 
for new NPP’s in Yugoslavia with a centralized LILW repository were present. The 
search for possible locations of LILW repository started only after the beginning of 
its commercial operation in 1983.  
The general development of radioactive waste management (RWM) issue in 
Slovenia was similar to the development in other developed countries, while its 
details and context differ in smaller or greater degree due to different cultural, 
political, social and economic backgrounds. The RWM process was following the 
same general course: technological approach neglecting public issues  public 
reactance  move toward public involvement. All this was accompanied by the 
relevant public attitudes:  neutrality  rejection  eventual conditional public 
acceptance. The procedure to find a LILW repository is proposed and established, 
but the processes leading to final solution are going on without being completely 
foreseen yet. The general underlying view is connected to the fear of radioactivity 
and general negative attitudes toward nuclear technology and LILW repository 
specifically. As such it is also a useful tool for political manipulation. 

2. Context
Decision making in RWM is not going on independently but in its historical, social, 
political and economic context. Stakeholders as such and issues of their involvement 
were repeatedly determined and changed by such a context. In the first part “Arena” 
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the formal structure and institutional context of the RWM will be described, while in 
the second part, “Framing”, the more subjective aspects of the situation, the context 
of mindset and views of different actors in the RWM process will be described. 

2.1. Arena
Slovenia as a member of UN and EU accepted all the relevant treaties, conventions 
and legislation. It is also a member or participates in the work of relevant 
organizations dealing with radioactive waste management such as IAEA, ICRP, and 
NEA. Also the conventions that were accepted in the former Yugoslavia are still 
valid. The radioactive waste management process is going on in accordance with 
this. 
Relevant for RWM debates are Austrian attitudes toward the Slovenian NPP Krško 
and the fact of common ownership over this NPP with Croatia. It looks like Croatia 
is opposing to accept its half of the waste also by the statements of the high officials 
which adds another difficulty in finding a radioactive waste repository solution. 
Interestingly enough, negative Austrian attitudes toward the NPP Krško had 
occasionally the contrary effects than the initiators may have wished (e.g. the case of 
protests by the Austrian Green movement against a steam generator’s replacement in 
the NEK – typical case of psychological reactance).   
Slovenia is strongly dependent on nuclear energy. The NPP Krško is supplying 
about one third of its energy needs. This played important role during the first 
independent election, when the Green party, though an important part of the ruling 
coalition did not succeed with its proposal to close the NPP although this promise 
was the most important part of its election programme.  
When constructing the first NPP in Krško there was still a view that several NPP’s 
would be built in Yugoslavia and that one centralized disposal facility for 
radioactive waste from all the NPP’s would be prepared in the 80’s. However, later 
on the idea of construction of several additional NPP was abolished due to serious 
political problems as well as economical ones.  The first attempt to site a LILW 
repository in Slovenia was linked to the construction of the NPP Krško in the 70's. 
Only a technical (“technocratic”) approach was used.  
In Slovenia three categories of radioactive waste are distinguished: LLW, ILW and 
HLW, divided in two subtypes: short and long lived. At the moment only a short 
lived LILW repository is being discussed. Sources of radioactive waste are mainly 
the NPP Krško (100 m3 per year with the tendency to reduce the volume to 50 m3

till now altogether about 2400 m3), but also medicine and industry (altogether about 
100 m3). The waste originates only from civilian sources, as there is no military 
application of this kind.  
At the moment decision making in RWM is divided between many actors on 
different levels, from government, across several ministries, their agencies and 
boards, to local communities, waste producers, etc. Slovenia is a rather centralized 
state divided into more than 200 local communities of very different sizes and from 
few thousands to a few hundred thousand inhabitants. Therefore the decision making 
process is running mainly on two levels – a strong central level and a formally rather 
weak local level. This holds also for RWM. On the operative level responsibility for 
RWM is with the Agency for Radwaste Management (ARAO). Its task is to assure 
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efficient, safe and responsible management of all kinds of radioactive waste in 
Slovenia, from producers to the final deposition. Decisions about RWM are 
therefore in the hand of the state, but regarding the location of the site of the LILW 
facility, the relevant local communities have in fact quite strong decision-making 
power. 
A temporary waste storage is already located in the area of NPP Krško. The local 
community is not very fond of it, but on the other hand they are not completely 
opposed to its existence while they are already receiving certain compensation for 
the limited land use.  
Legislation on planning and construction of all facilities, including nuclear facilities, 
is in the jurisdiction of the Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning. The 
procedure leading to the approval of the location of a certain facility is defined by 
the Spatial Planning Act, adopted in 2002 (revision in 2003). In addition, all 
requirements of nuclear legislation have to be fulfilled in the planning procedure. 
The LILW repository is also a facility of the public economic infrastructure. 
The basic strategic documents of spatial management in Slovenia are the Spatial 
Management Policy, adopted in 2001, and the Strategy of Spatial Development in 
Slovenia, adopted in 2004, giving the main directions in this field. Solving the 
problem of the LILW repository is specially stressed in this document. The strategy 
declares that LILW disposal should be solved before the Krško nuclear power plants 
shut-down. 
The most important for the new site selection process is the Act on Ionising 
Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety (Nuclear Act – 2002). According to this 
Act, a National program on radioactive waste and SNF management was accepted 
by Parliament as a part of the national environmental protection program in 
February 2006. The national program on radioactive waste and spent fuel 
management describes the site selection process for the LILW repository as one of 
the essential projects in the near future. The siting of the LILW repository should be 
carried out by a mixed-mode approach, which follows IAEA recommendations and 
assures public participation as required by the Aarhus convention and Slovenian 
legislation on spatial, environmental and nuclear issues. In the case that several local 
communities were to volunteer for the site selection procedure, authorization is 
given for the possibility of a parallel preparation of detailed plans of national 
importance for each respective location. When the detailed plan of national 
importance is adopted for one location, the work on any other possible detailed plans 
is halted.  
The final decision on the repository site is postponed till the end of the adoption of 
the detailed plan of national importance, and the possibility of negotiations is 
retained throughout the process. In the case that the local community withdraws 
from the process of repository siting, there will still be two other communities where 
the preparation of the detailed plan of national importance continues  
In Slovenia the question on the table at this moment is the siting of a repository for 
low and intermediate level waste, what means the final – long-term – solution for 
LILW storage in the country.  
From lessons learned in the previous project the ARAO became aware that public 
acceptance is the crucial condition in the whole siting procedure. Therefore public 
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involvement and participation in the new siting project become the most important 
issues.
The role of local communities involved in the siting process is ambivalent due to the 
public opposition to the facility being sited in their community, but wishing to 
receive high compensation offered by the state to community willing to accept the 
facility.

2.2. Framing 
In Slovenia the introduction of nuclear energy (NE) was accepted rather 
enthusiastically. It was considered as a big technological achievement but later on 
with the political and social changes and increasing environmental awareness the 
attitudes drastically changed. Decisions about NPP were accepted in one political 
system, while later management of the NPP and connected decisions were made 
after radical political changes. Therefore regarding the frames proposed by Gamson 
and Modigliani (1989) situation in Slovenia is similar, but not identical. Four basic 
kinds of frames – pronuclear, antinuclear, ambivalent and indifferent - could be 
distinguished, though the emphasis in each could be different than those suggested 
by Gamson and Modigliani.  
This is evident also in different public opinion polls concerning nuclear energy and 
starting even before the beginning of NPP Krško commercial operations in 1983. 
The main tendency was increasing awareness of the threat because of the radioactive 
waste and decreasing credibility of the state administration responsible for the waste. 
The NIMBY phenomenon was strongly present. In depth interviews (Kos, Poli ,
1999) showed that one of the important factors influencing rejection of the LILW 
repository in the vicinity of a community was lack of relevant communication with 
people living in the community.  
The siting process actually started in 1990. The technical part of the project, based 
on systematic technical screening of the territory to identify the most suitable 
areas/locations, was concluded in 1993. As a result the five most suitable locations 
were identified. The presentation of the results to the public was unsuccessful and 
has provoked strong disapproval within the local communities where the locations 
were identified. Because of the extremely negative reactions from local 
municipalities, the public acceptance criterion at these locations was not met; 
therefore in 1993 the siting process was suspended.  
The later analyses of this siting process were more or less unanimous in judgment 
that the main reason for the failure of the siting project was insufficient and 
inadequate involvement of the public. Information on the project was poor, public 
participation in the site selection process was not established and the representatives 
of local communities were not involved in the process. 
The analyses also agree that the site selection process did not have sufficient 
political support. A waste management policy that could have provided the needed 
link between the politicians and the implementor did not exist. In fact, the period of 
the site selection process coincided with the time of tremendous changes that 
occurred in Slovenia in the late eighties and early nineties. The changes in the 
political, social and economic system, combined with the growing opposition to the 
use of nuclear energy, required a different approach to the problem.  
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Proposed approach to site selection is the combined approach, sometimes also called 
mixed mode siting. It is practically a mixture of the technical screening and 
volunteer approaches. Besides rough technical screening the combined approach 
incorporates negotiations with the host area/community and some other 
characteristic of volunteer siting which guarantee high public involvement.  
Various combined approach methodologies exist. Common to most variations is the 
fact that in the first phase desk top investigations and rough technical screening of 
the territory are performed. How detailed the screening is depends on the selected 
variation of the combined approach and varies from country to country, but usually 
the tendency is to retain a larger number of potential sites. This phase is then 
followed by the negotiation phase with the local communities identified in the 
previous, pre-selection phase. Only if the negotiations are successful and further 
steps agreed with the local community, is the first phase followed by more detailed 
research including field investigations to assess the suitability of the potential 
location. 
An essential component of a mixed mode site selection approach is full recognition 
of public participation and local communities' involvement in the decision-making 
process.  
In spite of the carefully developed site selection process the implementation of 
different steps of this process is difficult. The main problems in implementation of 
the procedure originate from an incomplete or not fully sensible legal basis for siting 
such facilities, and a need for clear strategic decisions on the national level.  

3. Stakeholders’ Involvement (SI) 
Communication with different stakeholders to obtain and enhance confidence in the 
safety case for radioactive waste disposal is the most important and very demanding 
especially due to the fact that nuclear technology appears to evoke greater feelings 
of dread in people than any other technological activity. The right to know and the 
right to participate in decisions concerning environmental issues is considered very 
important and even crucial in the process of decision making on all projects that 
might have risky or hazardous impacts. Therefore a purely technical approach has 
been broadly complemented by approaches which assure public involvement from 
the very beginning of the project.  
In the process of development of a safety case for the radioactive waste repository 
different stakeholders and audiences can be identified. Their importance and role 
could change with time and the development of the safety case, therefore a review 
and updating of their positions needs to be performed periodically. The management 
framework of different countries may also affect the importance and position of 
stakeholders.  
There is no agreed definition of who could be a stakeholder and how they are 
identified. Different countries are using different approaches and methods to give 
the opportunity for all involved, affected, interested or concerned parties to 
participate and to be involved in the process. 
Due to the recognition of the importance of social acceptability in the siting process 
in Slovenia different stakeholders were involved, beside state agencies and technical 
experts involved from the very beginning of the search process, also the 
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members/representatives of the local communities and NGOs were involved. The 
process of incorporation of people other than technical experts or state officials was 
slow and developmental, with a number of difficult situations and 
misunderstandings, but – as it seems now – in principle more effective and 
democratic.   
Different stakeholder groups have different role in the safety case for the repository. 
On one hand there is an interest of the government to safely solve the problem of 
radioactive waste management and to construct the proper facility for its long-term 
management. On the other hand there is the local community who will host the site 
for the repository. The community is the key stakeholder in the process and more or 
less in all countries it has to provide social acceptability to the planned radioactive 
waste repository. The local community is represented by many actors, formal actors 
like the mayor and municipality council representatives, and informal like the local 
public opinion makers, local NGOs, associations or other individuals. Their role in 
the safety case could be very different, contradictory and also variable.  
A special role in the safety case and in the process also goes to the media, reporters, 
journalists working for magazines, newspapers, TV and radio stations, and public 
opinion makers who represent a very strong information source for general public 
opinion and consequently influence all other stakeholders. In parallel, different 
special target groups of stakeholders, such as NGOs, political parties in opposition, 
etc., have a special role in the safety case development and have to be properly 
addressed. 
 It has to be stressed that although the interest of the stakeholders at first sight seems 
to be clear, defined and definitive, their role and position can often change very 
quickly and depend on different parameters that reflect the political, social and 
economical situation. Also it must be borne in mind that external factors should also 
be considered, as for instance: origin of the waste, high tension between the centre 
and periphery, and foreign examples and practices. 
An essential component of the site selection procedure is full recognition of public 
participation and local communities' involvement in the decision-making process. 
The participation of local communities in the process is based on their free decision. 
The decision for participation can be stimulated but not forced, and the volunteer 
approach should be respected throughout the whole procedure. 

4. Development of the Process 
During the conceptual and planning stage that was finished in 1999, the entire 
process considering technical as well as social aspects of the site selection was 
prepared and defined.  Recommendations and a methodology for ranking the areas, 
according to their suitability for LILW disposal, were developed and the basic 
design requirements for the planned repository were also prepared. 
The area survey stage was finished in 2001. The suitability of the Slovenian territory 
for a surface and underground repository of LILW was examined by desk based 
studies using a multi-criteria decision-making evaluation program within a 
Geographic Information System. The independent mediator who facilitated the 
communication and negotiations between the implementor and the local community 
in the site selection process was introduced in February 2002.  
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Interest for participation in the site selection process increased with the possibility 
that the hosting local community would receive financial compensation due to the 
limited use of the environment as defined by the decree (2003). In some cases the 
financial compensation was interpreted as bribery, but mostly it was perceived as 
being fair and helped to continue the process. 
In the first half of 2004 ARAO presented an initiative to the Ministry of the 
Environment and Spatial Planning to issue the Program for the preparation of the 
detailed plan of national importance for the LILW repository. The Ministry prepared 
the draft program and presented it for the public discussion at the first spatial public 
conference in November 2004.  At the end of 2004 ARAO invited all local 
communities in Slovenia to volunteer a site or area for further investigation. 
Applications had to be signed by mayors only. 
By the beginning of April 2005, ARAO finished the bidding process with eight 
applications from eight local communities: Šmartno pri Litiji, Zavr , Lenart, Krško, 
Trnovska vas, Sevnica, Velika Polana and Brežice (Figure 1). Within the next two 
months three local communities withdraw their applications. Only one of the 
remaining five local communities proposed an appointed potential site for further 
investigation. In the others, the potential sites were defined by cabinet studies and 
presented to local communities for confirmation. Only the potentially suitable sites 
confirmed by local communities were further assessed in the pre-feasibility study. 

Figure 1: Local communities which volunteer in the site selection process 

Organization of stakeholders’ involvement was partly defined in the methodology of 
public acceptability assessment, which was prepared as a part of pre-feasibility 
study. Namely, involvement of the local community and NGO 
members/representatives was an integral part of the search process. The 
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methodology ensures that those factors that could influence social aspects of the life 
in the local community will be assessed. There is a need to assess the size of the 
possible influences on the social life of the inhabitants (assessment on the base of 
objective data, e.g. prevailing activity, demography, employment rate, education) as 
well as on the base of subjective ones, like attitudes toward a LILW repository as 
revealed in public opinion polls, decisions of political bodies, reactions in radio 
talks, etc.  
Data from desk and field studies jointly gave the base for a public acceptability 
assessment. The following criteria were taken into account in this process:  
a. Repository would not have negative impact on the quality of life of inhabitants 

(no interaction with current or proposed activities, land use, etc.); 
b. Inhabitants agreed with participation in site selection procedures or did not 

oppose it.  
c. Local community council formally approved collaboration in site selection 

procedure.  

All criteria (a-c) were assessed with regard to the strength of the impact, and the 
type of influence. The more the assessments of parameters were positive and strong, 
the more the respective community was assessed as showing greater social 
acceptability towards the siting of the repository. In the final assessment, all the data 
were taken into account with equal weight. Excluding factors were a negative 
decision by the local community council or a negative referendum decision, but no 
such case was present during the assessment.  
With regard to these criteria ARAO compared the local communities involved and 
suggested that those three, for which the assessment of social acceptability gave the 
highest rate be included into the further procedure. From the research it was evident 
that at the time of application by the local community the prevailing public attitude 
was negative in general in all volunteering communities, although the applications 
indicated the political will of the local decision makers. Nevertheless considerable 
differences could be recognized in the intensity of opposition in each local 
community, ranging from a slight dissatisfaction of individuals to the formation of 
civil initiative groups that showed up in the media and demanded a referendum.  
The general level of public acceptability was evaluated comparatively and no local 
community was excluded on the basis of the results of the public acceptability 
assessment. It was proven that open discussions from the very beginning stimulate 
public acceptability but also that such projects enable different political oppositions 
to take advantage and promote themselves by opposing the mayor’s or local 
council’s initiative.    
The next step in the repository siting process is the establishment of the local 
partnership. Together with the help of the mediator it will serve as an umbrella for 
all activities during the site characterization and confirmation and will also be the 
platform for cooperation and for decision making of local stakeholders. The local 
partnership will consider the characteristics and expectations of the individual local 
community but will have to consider the form and mode of work, decision making 
contents, mode of independent studies, consultations and verification, time 
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dependence and results of cooperation on individual steps. This will enable the 
process to continue with public consensus and without interruptions.  
The process of stakeholder involvement is still in its beginning and it is not easy to 
evaluate its nature and contribution. Nevertheless, it is evident that without 
involvement of different stakeholders, mainly representatives of local inhabitants, 
the whole search process will be unsuccessful and would eventually end with a 
governmental/parliament decree.  
Generally speaking, the fact that stakeholders had at least partial control over the 
procedure, that they have the possibility to get relevant information, and possibilities 
of contact with responsible people, mitigates their previously more or less 
completely negative attitudes and enables wider discussion of the relevant issues. 
Different interests of different stakeholder groups are still evident, though due to the 
process of their involvement are slowly converging.
Local stakeholders are not so much interested in broader issues. Their problem is the 
location of a facility in ‘their’ community, while they may have much less interest 
for the issues that do not directly involve their immediate environment.   
Certain groups of stakeholders were officially defined (e.g. by law: ARAO, local 
community council), while some were self-organized (e.g. local NGOs). There are 
also transitions between those groups, e.g. a self-organized group can become 
formally recognized, mainly because it expresses a prevailing interest of the 
particular community. Of particular interest are groups that use the nuclear issue as a 
tool for achieving their recognition and political goals other than ecological ones.   
The stakeholders are changing during these processes. Different survey data showed 
that they acquire greater knowledge and understanding of nuclear issues. While this 
knowledge could support quite the opposite attitudes, contacts between different 
stakeholder groups are easier and have less tension. In principle especially members 
of the local communities were satisfied with the process of their involvement and 
contacts with ARAO representatives.    
SI organization is dependant on the regulation of the whole site selection process. 
Due to the fact that LILW repository should be located in the territory of one local 
community, and that it is the right of that local community to decide about the issue, 
SI could not work without the territorial notion. National identifications regarding 
the nuclear issues are not as strong as local ones. Nevertheless it has certain 
influences connected to the reactions to the attitudes and behaviour of some 
neighbouring states (e.g. Austria, Croatia). While Austrian opposition to the 
Slovenian nuclear program has the opposite influence in Slovenia, Croatian rejection 
of ‘their’ waste (they own half of the NPP Krško) undermines the search for a site 
for a  repository somewhere in Slovenia. 
The siting process in Slovenia is going on more or less successfully, learning from 
its successes and pitfalls  and is addressing these requirements. 
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