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 MAIN TRENDS IN FSC MEMBER ORGANISATIONS� USE OF ELECTRONIC 
COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGIES: RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE  

Michael Aebersold, Deputy Head, Swiss Federal Office of Energy 

As of 2 June, the following contributions had reached the Secretariat : 

• Finland (POSIVA) 

• Japan (NUMO) 

• Sweden (SKB; SKI; SSI; KASAM) 

• Switzerland (BFE;HSK;NAGRA) 

• United States (NRC)  

MAIN POINTS 

Use of electronic, web, and internet platforms to communicate with stakeholders on RWM; have they 
become a �major resource� for communicating? Do they require a special structure and new 
competences? Cost incidences?     

 The existence of dedicated websites on RWM in most of the responding Organisations is recent or 
very recent (one to eight years). In Sweden, government instructions to regulatory administrations to 
recognise that citizens have new demands in terms of communication have led to develop web based tools 
for informing about the activities of the Organisation and communicating with the general public and the 
media. The website serves also to publish media releases in real time and contains information to answer a 
range of inquiries, thus creating trust and stable relations with various parts of society (Swedish SKB; 
Swiss BFE)  

All responding organisations indicate that ideas and plans involving electronic media are in constant 
active development.  

There is usually a small, specialised team to run the web, often in close cooperation with the media 
department of the Organisation and technical units, but the technical implementation of electronic tools 
may be outsourced. Large national Organisations such as USNRC have agency-wide computer support and 
a structured format for that part of the web site which aims at communicating specific RWM information.  

NUMO (Japan) mentions that the running cost of their site is less than 0.5%of the total publicity 
budget. NAGRA web team resources are limited to about 40% of their working time. 
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Pros and cons of electronic platforms and web from the viewpoint of efficiency in information 
communication and confident relations with stakeholders. 

PROS: Powerful tool  to convey rapidly large amounts of information  and establish direct 
conversation with stakeholders, subject to developing appropriate instruments; increased availability; wider 
and easier reach to a large audience; transparency; up-to-date info in real time; cheaper than conventional 
info material. NAGRA mentions that access to stakeholders can best be achieved emotionally with 
electronic tools. USNRC notes that effective use of electronic and web communication is very important 
for reaching the print and broadcast media. 

CONS: Web and electronic platforms for conveying or sharing information will never replace 
interactive face to face communication. At local level, most people acquire information (e.g. on disposal) 
through local media, information bulletins, etc�Contents of the site has to be easy to read for average 
users, thus downgrading the specialist contents. Frequent check and updating is necessary and other forms 
of information have to be produced in parallel.  This communication system is mainly for use of younger 
people and professionals. 

On the whole, the use of web systems is seen as very efficient, as an instrument for passing 
information and maintaining a link with active stakeholders, but less appropriate to create the confidence 
you can develop in a person to person communication. 

What are the stakeholders� expectations for the use of electronic communication tools? 

Members answers did not address this specific point or have not yet studied this question. SKB, 
Sweden, analyses first who needs information, and evaluates then whether internet might be an option in 
order to meet the needs of stakeholders. USNRC has experienced that the better you get at using electronic 
tools, the more the stakeholders come to rely on them. 

Do these new tools constitute a major breakthrough in communication in the area of radioactive waste 
management? 

There is a large consensus in the replies to this question that the development of internet platforms 
and tools represents an important step in the way of supplementing other means of communication. Not 
every topic can be covered with new information technologies, but with them, the access to up-to-date 
information is greatly improved. However, internet cannot be a stand alone tool; Attitudes of those who 
communicate are crucial; in the RWM field, in particular, communication demands people to people 
contacts and two-way communication in order to build confidence, e.g., hearings, meetings, round tables, 
with stakeholders.  

One reply (SKB, Sweden) notes rightly that while there are interesting opportunities with the new 
tools, it is necessary, first, to determine the strategic objectives of communication, and then identify the 
most appropriate tools to achieve them. 

Should the FSC, on the basis of this Topical Session, try to identify specific approaches and methods to 
maximise their value to our members? 

        Three kinds of reactions are noted in respect of the above question:  

• It is important to go on with this work, for example by collecting research data such as on 
approaches and methods in different member countries, and exchanging information about them. 
Which are the target groups Differentiate between the needs of project partners and those of the 
general public.  How various kinds of stakeholders find the information about RWM; What are 
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their preferred sources (policy maker; regulator; implementer); What is the quality of the 
information; and, what makes a site attractive?;  How significant could be the role of electronic 
applications in comparison to traditional means of communication? 

• The opportunity of further work in the FSC should be discussed after reviewing member 
countries� experiences. Make sure this item meets FSC tasks. 

• Risk of money wasting if the strategic approach (of RWM communication) is not right. Must be 
discussed. 


