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ABSTRACT 

The site selection process for the low and intermediate radioactive waste (LILW) 
repository in Slovenia follows the mixed mode approach according to the model proposed by 
IAEA. After finishing the conceptual and planning stage in 1999, and after identification of 
the potentially suitable areas in the area survey stage in 2001, ARAO (Agency for radwaste 
management) invited all municipalities to volunteer in the procedure of placing the LILW 
repository in the physical environment. A positive response was received from eight 
municipalities, though three municipalities later resigned from it. A selection between twelve 
locations in these five municipalities had to be done because Slovenian procedure provides 
for only three locations to be further evaluated in the stage of identification of potentially 
suitable sites. A pre-feasibility study of the public acceptability, together with the technical 
aspects (safety, technical functionality, economic, environmental and spatial aspects) was 
performed. The aspect of public acceptability included objective and subjective evaluation 
criteria. The former included information obtained from studies of demography, data on local 
economy, infrastructure and eventual environmental problems, media analysis, and earlier 
public opinion polls. The latter included data obtained from topical workshops, free phone 
line, telephone interviews with the general public and personal interviews with representatives 
of decision makers and public opinion leaders, as well as a public opinion poll in all included 
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communities. Evaluated municipalities were ranked regarding their social suitability for the 
radioactive waste site.  

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Construction of repositories for radioactive waste is technically a well defined and 
unproblematic task. However, from the point of view of obtaining the public agreement it is a 
rather difficult task because their environmental impacts are perceived as being very risky. 
Many of the siting attempts failed because the economic, social and political aspects were not 
considered appropriately [1]. Public reluctance to accept a repository is based on exaggerated 
fear from negative health impacts and the perceived probability of a serious nuclear accident. 
Human health, safety and the environment are the main issues that are stressed in all public 
debate on radioactive waste repository siting. Successful repository siting is not possible if the 
public acceptance can not be achieved. Therefore a reliable evaluation of the public 
acceptance and the potential of its improving is of crucial importance before starting any 
relevant procedure in a local community.  

Radioactive waste management is a long-term activity and demands the active 
involvement of the stakeholders and at least a comprehensive public review and involvement 
in decision-making [2]. Public involvement is assured in the process of environmental impact 
assessment, based on council directive 85/337/EEC, amended by directive 97/11/EC. It is also 
derived from the Aarhus convention on the access to information, public participation in 
decision-making and access to justice in environmental matters [3]. Besides implementing the 
right to public participation in decision-making and therefore assuring the acceptance of the 
LILW repository, a more active approach to public participation including local community 
voluntary application, its veto right in the process and its influence on the national radioactive 
waste management policy is also very important [4]. 

Slovenia is in the course of siting procedure for the LILW repository. The first siting 
attempt took place in the eighties and the beginning of the nineties. A pure technical approach 
decide-announce-defend (D-A-D) was then chosen and experienced a severe public rejection 
in the potential local communities in 1993. All activities on site selection were stopped based 
on political decision and a new structure of the national agency was established. 

 

2 PRESENT LILW REPOSITORY SITE SELECTION PROCESS IN 
SLOVENIA 

In 1996 ARAO thoroughly studied the reasons for past failure and then prepared 
starting points for planning of a new LILW repository site selection process, for the design 
basis for project documentation for generic location, and for the approach to the performance 
and safety assessment of the proposed design. The detailed analyses showed that the main 
reason for the failure was inadequate public participation, and a mixed-mode approach to the 
site selection was chosen for the second attempt of LILW repository siting. According to the 
IAEA recommendations it is divided into 4 stages (conceptual and planning, area survey, site 
characterisation and site confirmation stage) and assures public involvement and independent 
participation of local communities from the very beginning, as well as other safety and 
environmental conditions.   

The LILW repository is a nuclear facility according to the Slovenian legislation and has 
to be planned as a spatial planning procedure of national importance. With regard to 
regulations from construction jurisdiction the repository is a facility of national importance 
and also a public economic infrastructure facility. In addition, all requirements of nuclear 
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legislation have to be fulfilled. To comply with so many different jurisdictions and to consider 
characteristics of the mixed-mode procedure, ARAO and the Office for Spatial Planning at 
the Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning prepared an adjusted procedure for 
elaboration of a detailed plan of national importance. The “Program for the preparation of the 
detailed plan of national importance for the LILW repository” (LILW Repository National 
Spatial Program) was accepted in 2004 just after the First spatial public conference. Figure 1 
shows the incorporation of the mixed-mode procedure for the repository site selection into the 
legal framework of spatial planning procedure. 

 

Figure 1: Cross-linking scheme of the mixed-mode site selection process and spatial 
planning procedure. 

 
According to the LILW Repository National Spatial Program, ARAO invited all local 

communities in Slovenia to volunteer a site or area in their local community. By the 
beginning of April 2005 ARAO finished the bidding process with eight applications by local 
communities of Šmartno pri Litiji, Zavrč, Lenart, Krško, Trnovska vas, Sevnica, Velika 
Polana and Brežice. Three local communities decided to withdraw their offer in the following 
two months. Twelve potential sites in five local communities remained for further assessment. 
One site was provided in advance by the applicant community and the others were defined by 
ARAO and local communities. 

Further characterization can be performed only in maximum three local communities. 
Therefore pre-feasibility study of all volunteer local communities and sites was conducted to 
assess technical, environmental and spatial availability, and also the public acceptability. The 
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main goal of the pre-feasibility study was to comparatively assess potential locations and to 
propose the three most promising, where field investigations will be carried out and for which 
a Detailed Plan of National Importance will be prepared. 

 

3 METHODOLOGY OF PUBLIC ACCEPTABILITY ASSESSMENT 

The methodology of public acceptability assessment was prepared as a part of the pre-
feasibility study [5]. It assures capturing indices for all those factors that could influence 
social aspects of the life in the local community. There is a need to assess the size of possible 
influences on the social life of inhabitants (assessment on the basis of objective data, e.g. 
prevailing activity, employment rate, education) as well as their attitudes toward the LILW 
repository.  

The final general assessment of social acceptability takes into account the following 
factors:  

• Objective factors: (1) possible negative impact of the intervention on current 
activities or protected areas, (2) structure of inhabitants that are, according to known 
findings, more/less in favour of repository, (3) state of infrastructure or the need for 
its improvement, and (4) more/less favourable results of public opinion polls during 
the previous years. 

• Subjective factors: (1) the results of current public opinion polls, (2) the attitudes of 
political decision makers and opinion leaders recorded in workshops and 
discussions, (3) attitudes of the local community council and the mayor, and (4) 
other data (letters, reactions in radio talks, open telephone line etc.). 

Final results were presented in a table for all involved communities. Data from cabinet 
and field studies jointly provided the basis for the public acceptability assessment. The 
following criteria were taken into account in this process:  

a. The repository would not have a 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, which means that  
• The results of previous public opinion polls in the local community or its 

wider area showed a positive or at least prevailing neutral1 attitude toward 
repository site location in the local community; several years trends 
showed a decrease in negative attitudes and an increase in neutral and 
positive ones;  

• Results of different studies in the local community after public 
notification of its application showed a positive or at least neutral attitude 
towards the location of the repository in the respective community, and 
possible acceptance of local partnership;  

c. The local community council formally approved collaboration in the site 
selection procedure.  

All criteria (a-c) were assessed with regard to the strength of impact, that could be 
nonexistent, moderate, strong and critical, and the type of influence, that could be positive or 
negative, direct or indirect, temporary or permanent, reparable or irreparable, and local or 
widespread. The more the assessments of particular parameters were positive and strong, and 
the fewer were the negative assessments, the more highly was the respective community 

                                                 
1 Because attitudes toward the LILW repository in all local communities in Slovenia were generally 

negative, this criterium was changed in the sense that average attitude in the local community was compared to 
the average attitude in Slovenia, and assessed with regard to it. 
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assessed as a socially acceptable for the site location. In the final assessment, all data were 
taken into account with equal weight. Supposed excluding factors were a negative decision by 
the local community council or eventually a negative referendum decision, but no such case 
was present during the assessment.  

Common numerical assessment of social acceptability was defined as follows:  
• (3) Very acceptable: the majority of impacts +, strength of negative at most 1,  
• (2) Acceptable: at least half of the impacts +, strength of negative at most 1, 

exceptionally 2, 
• (1) Little acceptable: the majority of impacts -, prevailing strength 1 or 2, 
• (0) Unacceptable: the majority of impacts -, prevailing strength 2 or 3. 

 
Category Acceptability assessment 

Objective factors Maximally 3 
Subjective factors Maximally 3 

Integral assessment Together maximally ½ objective 
and  ½ subjective factors = 3 

 
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 [6]. 

 

4 RESULTS  

Two groups of factors that could influence the success of siting were evaluated in the 
municipalities that volunteered to participate in the siting procedure of the LILW repository in 
Slovenia: 

1. objective factors, reflecting the demographic, economical and social development 
level in the region, 

2. subjective factors, reflecting opinions and standpoints of local decision and opinion 
makers and the general public. 

The objective factors information was obtained from studies of demography, data on 
local economy, infrastructure and eventual environmental problems, media analysis, and 
earlier public opinion polls. The subjective factors were captured from topical workshops, 
free phone line, telephone interviews with the general public and personal interviews with 
representatives of decision makers and public opinion leaders, as well as a public opinion poll 
in all included communities.  

We were aware that at the time of application by the local community the public 
acceptability was negative in general in all volunteering communities, although the 
application indicated the political will of the local decision makers. Nevertheless considerable 
differences could be recognized in the intensity of their 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 the 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. 
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4.1 Assessment of objective factors  

The applicant local communities were rather variable from the point of view of the 
respective criteria of objective factors. Acceptability was evaluated as very acceptable (3) in 
one local community, acceptable (2) in one local community and little acceptable (1) in three 
local communities (Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Assessment of the objective factors in the five local communities that applied 
for participation in the LILW repository siting procedure in Slovenia. 

 Brežice Krško Lenart Sevnica Šmartno 
Demography 
 1 + 1 + 1 – 2 – 1 – 

Economy 
 2 – 2 + 1 – 1 + 0 

Infrastructure 
 1 –  1 – 1 + 1 + 1 + 

Natural and 
cultural heritage 2 –  0 0 0 1 + 

Social parameters 
 2 +/ – 2 + 2 – 1 – 1 – 

Public opinion 
polls 1 – 1 + 2 – 0 0 

Aggregated rate 
 

1 (little 
acceptable) 

3 (very 
acceptable) 

1 (little 
acceptable) 

1 (little 
acceptable) 2 (acceptable) 

 
The low acceptability in three local communities resulted from different objective 

factors, such as low economical status combined with the presence of the natural and cultural 
heritage, or negative social issues, including well organized civil movement against the 
municipality application. The prevailing agricultural economy and aspirations of fostering the 
development of tourism or eco-agriculture in the region were recognized as negative. The 
existence of a competitive and professional public in the region was considered as positive. 
Therefore, local communities near to the nuclear power plant were considered to have a slight 
advantage. 

 
 

4.2 Assessment of subjective factors 

Public acceptability according to subjective parameters was evaluated as very 
acceptable (3) in three local communities, acceptable (2) in one local community and little 
acceptable (1) in one local community (Table 2). The applicant local communities were very 
variable from the point of view of respective criteria of the subjective factors. 

Table 2: Assessment of the subjective factors in the five local communities that applied 
for participation in the LILW repository siting procedure in Slovenia. 

 Brežice Krško Lenart Sevnica Šmartno 
General public 
attitudes 1 + 3 + 1 – 2 + 3 + 

Decision and 
opinion makers 
attitudes 

1 + 2 + 2 +/ – 1 + 2 +/ – 

Decision of 
municipal council 2 – 2 + 1 + 1 + 2 + 

Proceedings of the International Conference “Nuclear Energy for New Europe 2005” 



142.7 

Other relevant 
parameters 1 – 1 +/ – 1 +/ – 1 – 1 +/ – 

Aggregated rate 
 2 (acceptable) 3 (very 

acceptable) 
1 (little 

acceptable) 
3 (very 

acceptable) 
3 (very 

acceptable) 
 
Attitudes of the general public as expressed in interviews or workshops were rather 

positive, except in one local community. Most of the applications were submitted with the 
approval of the municipality council. Other relevant parameters including phone calls, e-mails 
and eventual media reports were evaluated very similarly in all applicant communities. 
Because people are more willing to actively express their attitudes when they do not agree 
with a proposed issue these parameters reflected more negative than positive viewpoints. 

 
 

4.3 Ranking of the volunteering communities 

The integration of results of the objective and subjective factors evaluation provided an 
overall ranking of the applicant communities, mainly those that were assessed as being 
intermediate.  

Public acceptability evaluation for subjective and objective factors gave the same grade 
in two local communities, in one the acceptability was the highest and in the other it was the 
lowest. The subjective factors gained a better ranking than the objective ones in the other 
three local communities (Table 3). This can be explained by the fact that intense information 
activities were going on in the communities during the assessment period. This confirms that 
better understanding of nuclear issues means also better public acceptability. 

 

Table 3: Integral assessment of the objective and subjective public acceptability factors 
and an overall ranking of the five local communities that applied for participation in the 

LILW repository siting procedure in Slovenia. 

 Objective factors Subjective factors Integral 
assessment Rank 

Brežice 1 2 1,5 4 
Krško 3 3 3 1 
Lenart 1 1 1 5 
Sevnica 1 3 2 3 
Šmartno 2 3 2,5 2 

 
It is interesting that one of the local communities not having a nuclear facility achieved 

just a slightly lower ranking than the local community with a nuclear facility. This is 
promising for the repository siting as it is a rather developed and not agricultural community. 
High acceptability from the subjective factors point of view was achieved due to 
communication activities organized by the local community by itself and by the ARAO. They 
were taking place for some months before the assessment because the mayor sent the 
application very soon and publicly announced it. On the other hand, the public acceptability 
from the subjective point of view was very low in the local community which was not 
informed by their mayor but by the media after the public notification of all the applicant 
communities. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

According to the LILW Repository National Spatial Program, ARAO prepared a pre-
feasibility study in which the results of the public acceptability assessment were also 
included. For each of the applicant local communities the research team has conducted 
analyses and research in their local environment. The results of the research have then been 
compared and further assessed in order to obtain three local communities where the 
perspective of positive public acceptance for the LILW repository seems to be the highest. No 
local community was eliminated from further procedure on the basis of public acceptability. It 
was also very interesting that siting of the LILW repository is possible also in local 
environments which are not already hosting a nuclear facility. 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.    

Local partnership with selected candidate local communities is planned to be 
established after overall assessment of public acceptability and technical aspects. This will 
serve as an umbrella for all activities during site characterization and confirmation and will 
also be the platform for cooperation and for decision making of local stakeholders. 
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