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Focus on the art of government of nuclear
wastes

* What? Studying regimes of practices of government
(Dean 2010 — analytics of government) in three different
countries : France, Belgium and Canada.

* Which period? Since the “participatory turn”
onwards (Bergmans et al. 2014)

Today’s main questions :
- How public(s) and experts have been integrated so far in
the different decision-making processes of HLRWV?

- How, after all, geological disposal concept remains the
preferred option?




Analysing the dynamics of governance
(Stirling et al. 2008, 2014)

__ Expert analysis

—

Public participation

Appraisals

Commitment

Appraisals

Commitment

Figure “How to govern a technological system?” inspired by Stirling et al. 2008, 20 14.



Analysing the dynamics of governance
(Stirling et al. 2008, 2014)

* Opening up <

— open appraisal raises alternative questions, focuses on neglected
issues, includes marginalized perspective, triangulates contending
knowledge, tests sensitivities to different methods, considers
ignored uncertainties, examines different possibilities and

highlights new options (Stirling 2008, 278-280).
* Closing down >

— is about defining the right questions, finding the priority issues,
identifying salient knowledge, recruiting appropriate protagonists,

to determine the ‘best’ options (Ibid).



Analysing the dynamics of governance:

the necessary combination
VoB3, Kemp, and Bauknecht (2006): 436

Sequential closing

Sequential closing:
succession of openingup . .- M
and closing down

Subsidiarity/
experimental closing :
test a closing to identify the
best option - .

Subsidiary/experimental closing



Art of government over the years

Act | Act |l Act Il

50’s 80’S 90’s 2016
Geological disposal

As the only option
Y oP

Participatory turn
Technical closing down
Only one option France = OPECST

Intervention 1990

Appraisal/commitment = result of
Nuclear establishment Canada = Seaborn Panel

(Durant 2009) Intervention 1989 — 1998

Belgium = ONDRAF

(proactively) 2006 — 2010



Art of government since 90’s:
first opening up moments after the crisis

Appraisals I I I*I l1
.I

Seaborn Panel
99( 1989 — 1998

ONDRAF
2001

4 g 4

> Need to include publics > Need to include publics
> Studying other options < Focus on GD

> Need of independent agencies
Act of Parliament
1991 Nuclez;r(')cl;zuel a Ministers commitment
2006
> Comparing three possible > Comparing all existing

> Comparing three possible
Options On :

l.  Deep geological disposal ptions o Options
. Storage above ground l. Deep geological disposal

lll.  Partitioning/Transmutation of Il Storage on nuclear sites
long-life elements lll.  Centralized Storage (above or below)




Art of government since 90’s: succession of
appraisals towards an political decision on the option

i I+l 10

OPECST NWMO ONDRAF
2005
GD with reversibility GD with <GD
P/T as alternative for Procedural
futures wastes conditions

“adaptive phase

CEN management” Consensus
1996, 2005
conference
2009
< GD with reversibility

CNDP
2005 Publics consultations
> Eternal storage 2009

above the ground > Several options

<GD




Art of government in France and in Canada :
political decision on the option as closing upb moment

I l Act of Parliament
2006

“(...) to select the technical safest option and at the same time keep choices
open” (OPECST 2005)

I*I Federal Commitment
2007

“APM allows flexibility in the pace and manner of implementation through phased decision
making” (NVWMO 2005)

I I NO commitment

< Geological disposal as
preferred option

BUT with reversibility

& keep going partitioning/
transmutation researches

< Geological disposal as
Preferred option
BUT with Adaptive Phase Management




Discussion - Conclusions

* Both Canadian and French made closing up
commitment
— Neither closing down, nor opening up
— GD = the chosen option (closing of the options)
— & [reversibility] or [APM] = negotiations spaces
(opening of new possibilities)

* The closing is made possible because of the

¢ 9

up



Discussion - Conclusions

* Closing up as new strategy to move forward
with HLRW

— The “up” as a way to legitimate the already-chosen
option
— It’s a strategic instrument to sustain continuity of

the program provided by NWM actors (giving
partially “the right to shape” decision)

* Underestimating performative effect of the

(14 I

up



Thanks for your attention!

Celine.parotte@ulg.ac.be




Classical actors of NWM
« nuclear establishment » (inspired by Durant 2009)

NWMO
2002
Wastes N — CNSC
producers 2000
OPG. NB (AECB 1946)
Hydro Q,AECL

Ministries
and GVT
ONDRAF
1981
Wastes Canada I:‘;:DEA; |
*
producers AFCN 1994 — &
astes N—
Elce(lgré%?\ll’ BelV producers ASN 2006
- EDF, AREVA IRSN
et CEA

Ministries Ministries
(Ecole
Mines)

GVT

and GVT

Belgium

France




NWMO'’s consultations




NWMOQO'’s consultations

Figure 8-1 Plan de I'étude: un processus itératif d’engagement

Engagement Recherche et analyse 2m3
Conversations initiales avec des Examan des connaissances
Caradens scientifiques et techniques & des.
Dialogue sur des scénarios pour le futur enjeux SCCiaLX et Sthiques
Dialogues avec les de tals que le
Dialogues avec les collectvités durable, la
nucléares prucents, la gestion acaptive
Encuites d'opinion publique
Présantations
Engagement — Recherche et analyse
Dialogue national avec les citoyens Choix d’'une méthodologle
Dialogue avec les intarvenants d'évaluaton

ot Descripton des méthodes techniques
Dooss e SIS Pachacha s s apecs 2004
nucléaires ~
Encudtes d'opinicn publique et environnementaux
Présentations
Engagement Recherche et analyse

ot de d' et

ma-eu:umhuum d'autres mileux

e des méthodes ce geston
m"‘hm &t des plans de mise en osuvre
Enqutes d'opinion publicus Poursutte des évaluations ce colts,
Présantaticns bénéfices et risques reilés aux

diverses

Engagement du public

Présenté au ministre des Ressources naturelles du Canada d'ici le 15 novembre 2005

Source: NWMO 2005



