NERIS WG2 MEETING: EMERGENCY PREPARDENESS AND STAKE HOLDER
PARTICIPATION

Mon 26"-Tue 27" November, Oslo

The meeting was opened by the NRPA host Astrichidlasho welcomed the participants, and
Deborah Oughton the WG2 leader who introduced tleetimg programme. The meeting
topics covered local stakeholder participation eigmee from different countries (Belorussia,
Spain, France, Norway, Slovakia and Japan), anddmaded in several sessions (for the
program of the meeting see attachment):

» European national stakeholder experience
* Fukushima experience — local stakeholder partimpat
« Catalogue/database of stakeholder involvement rdetbgy

The presentations are available on NERIS welbsipe’/www.eu-neris.net/

1. SESSION 1: European national stakeholder expeniee

1.1 Belorussian experience in communication with t@l stakeholders in tackling post-
Chernobyl problems

Viktor Averin (Institute of Radiology, Belarus) awvbwledged the evolution of public
communication system in Belarus. During the firgtans of post-accident management,
information was being shared among the officialsy@nd stakeholder involvement wasn’t
prioritized. Now, however, communication and infation support is one of the priority
tasks and is aimed to provide education of thedezds of the affected areas in order to
change their behavioral pattern so that they csali@ly live in the context of radioactive
contamination. Centers for Practical Radiologicalt@e (CPRC) have been established in
the schools of the affected areas. Those centersnaant to increase general radiological
culture of the local population and provide thercess to measuring contamination in food
and feeds. The target groups of the CPRCs are kchddren. It is expected that children
who are educated in such centers will bring theAkedge to their parents. People in Belarus
are still experiencing radiation fear and youngcsglests don't want to come and work in the
contaminated areas. Children with the backgrouathfCPRCs are expected to have a better
understanding of the situation in contaminatedsateanot be scared to work there.

About 20 forums and workshops have been organMeetings which included all groups of
local residents together with specialists and sgowernment officials has shown to be most
effective. For successful communication, approashesild be area specific and they must be
adapted as the process of communication proceeds.



1.2Work on local-national cooperation with regard to post-accident rehabilitation in
Spain

Eduardo Gallego (UPM, Spain) and Milagros Mont¢@GIEMAT, Spain) presented the
initial planning for the work to be done in Spaifthin NERIS —TP WP3. They mentioned
that the territory around Ascé NPP has been saledt® the pilot methodology
implementation. A number of the preparatory meatwgh local and regional authorities and
NPP representatives have been organized. Scerddrib® accidents are developed using
source type, meteorological conditions and regionfrmation. JRODOS tool is used to
model consequences of the accident and vulnerabdes are determined. When scenarios are
finalized, the table-top exercises will be develbped performed. The results of the exercises
will be used to adapt or improve the tools. Guiftlasthe local governments in the most
impacted areas will be developed first. Milagrod &uuardo also mentioned certain political
and legal issues. Project cannot be put in actithowt the help from nuclear council, and
constant change of authorities is slowing downglrexess. Politics prefer to concentrate on
the rehabilitation issues, rather than strategyeld@ment, because of already existing
strategies. Challenges exist in the communicateiwéen regional and local authorities.

1.3 Involvement of pays de Montbéliard Agglomératin in the preparedness of
emergency situations: local emergency planning anstater management

Sandra Biguenet (CEPN, France) presented Montdelisban community (PMA) which
includes 29 municipalities and has been helpingntiestablish Local Emergency Plan since
2005. Geographic Information System has been dpedldo visualize PMA and it includes
data on:

» risk (floods, transportation of the hazardous cargo
» stakes (population, public buildings, industry,iagjture)
» resources (firemen, police)

Radiation protection pilot project has also beewvetigped with the support of CEPN. PMA
was involved in the international projects like EAIRROS and NERIS. Since 2010, PMA is a
part of the CODIRPA project and is working on preadt implementation of its
recommendations in the local areas. Instructiordscaior all actors involved in local
emergency preparedness are developed and theyinyierspective, be adapted to the local
specificity.

There are no NPPs on the territory of the commutity there are 5 NPPs within 100 km
from the community. The only water draw off poiot the whole community population is

situated in the vicinity of the NPPs which makea wtulnerable issue. The plan is to perform
vulnerability analysis for the water issue and @it to the local GIS.

1.4 Local-national forums in nuclear and radiological @nergency and recovery

Inger Margrethe Eikelmann (NRPA, Norway) mentioriledt no emergency plan existed in
Norway in the time of the Chernobyl accident. Wholedy measurements of the most



effected Sami population were introduced and couorgasures for reducing animal
contamination were developed. Norway gained a fil@xperience from long-term effects of
Chernobyl fallout on agriculture, environment andalth, but this experience is now
forgotten, especially in the non-affected regioAsnational Crisis Committee for Nuclear
Preparedness has been appointed to ensure anemffigiapid and competent crisis
management of the early phase of a nuclear evehné dommittee consists of the
representatives from central authorities which hapecial responsibility in nuclear
preparedness. A series of seminars for the 19 gagmiernors have been organized. The
context of the seminars included hazard assessmetihods and tools for decision-making,
communication and countermeasure strategies. Hastl-national forum seminar for
emergency and recovery strategies was held in @sBounty and was aimed on bringing
together all involved parties to strengthen thee l&mergency phase after a nuclear
accident/incident in the county and the municigadit Seminar discussions showed that there
are practical issues to be solved, including dentsupport and education tools, and
development of procedures and systems for commiimicdetween local, regional and
national levels in the emergency response orgaaoizad different emergency plan has to be
developed for marine environment and fishing indubas to be prepared for the emergency
situation.

1.5 Local stakeholder participation in Slovakia — egional-local cooperation and
improvement of local preparedness

Tatiana Duranova (VUJE, Slovakia) emphasized thmomance of the emergency strategy for
Slovakia, as it is a small country with 2 NPPs tntérritory and 2 NPPs in the neighboring
countries (Czech Republic and Hungary). Slovalda hlso been impacted by Chernobyl
accident. Slovaks are interested in sharing expegi@bout different initiatives on emergency
and rehabilitation preparedness and managemenaghoot Europe and they have been
involved in various European projects (EVATECH, EANROS etc.) since 2000s. Under the
EVATECH project, a thorough study, survey and doentation of the emergency

management process and duties of the parties iedalv Slovakia were performed and the
core of target group of stakeholders was identifidveral seminars and workshops on
development of Generic Handbook for Assisting i tWMlanagement of Contaminated
Inhabited Areas in Europe Following a RadiologiEahergency were held in the period of
2005-2008 and local stakeholders were involved.nddaoks were presented to the local
authorities and other stakeholder groups in 2011122The experience of Slovakia confirmed
that:

» Stakeholders are able to work together, to comnat@iproblems and to absorb new
comers to the working groups

 Working in the form of facilitated workshops withcemario developed using
customized operational tools (RODOS/JRODOS, RTAREP-HIPRE) makes work
more efficient, focus on possible real problem inding real solutions



« There is a common understanding that it is necgdsacontinue joint meetings of
stakeholders and willingness exists to organizeuahrworkshops for sharing
experiences, identifying gaps and improving pregaess

* Introductory meetings before the start of workshetp to learn how to work together
and training on using available computer-aidednepies is also very important

« The Handbooks could be used as a preparatory woder non-crisis conditions to
engage stakeholders and to update local and rdgitares; can be applied as part of
the decision-aiding process to develop a recoveategy following an accident and
are useful for training purposes and during emergenercises.

Some political issues exist in Slovakia, changesha government influence effectivity of
National Emergency Commission for Radiation AccidgiNECRA), but results of the work
performed on stakeholder involvement suggest trell-avganized stakeholder cooperation
on the local levels, their acquaintance with eatieroand clear plans, constantly updated with
the local information, could mitigate effects ofvgonmental instability. However, good
communication between all the ministries and corsiaisis important.

1.6 Progress of Post-accident preparedness in thegiRch context: the contribution of the
Local Commissions of Information (attached to nucler installation) and their
federation (The ANCCLI)

Stéphane Baudé (MUTADIS, France) gave a historienoew of the stakeholder
involvement programs in France. Yves Lheureux (ANC France) presents National
Association of the Local Commissions of InformatihNCCLI) as an interesting and
original example of local actors’ empowerment. Cale autonomous actors in the field of
the monitoring of nuclear activities. They reprdsardiversity of contexts and experiences
that highlight the issue of the contribution ofdb@actors to safety and protection of people
and the environment around nuclear sites. Nati8sabciation of the Local Commissions of
Information (ANCCLI) was created in 2000 and is adro help exchanges of experience and
sharing of information between CLIs, to establiskations with national (ministries, ASN,
HCTISN, IRSN...) and international organizations,ofter logistic support to the CLIs etc.
An example of pluralistic expression in the postiéent preparedness is creation of a WG
«Post-Accident» where CLI and ANCCLI shared thaiestioning on urbanization, crisis,
emergency plan, synergy nuclear/chemical risk. [gemay plan was developed and members
of the CLIs participated as observers during thsicrexercise. The feedback from the
participants were then submitted to the authordied integrated in emergency plan.

ANCCLI and IRSN developed a tool (OPAL) to sensdaillocal actors on post-accident
issues: awareness of the consequences of a radall@gcident. This tool provides maps
which highlight the consequences of an accidentagnculture, drinking water network,
school, populated areas, economic activities ets.important that stakeholders provide local
information for the GIS and define local prioritygkes. For example, the quality image of the
vineyard and wine might be affected.



CLI and ANCCLI are involved in French authoritiessp accident initiative - CODIRPA,
which is a French doctrine aimed to protect peagl@nst ionizing radiation, provide support
to people affected by the consequences of the exgideclaim areas affected economically
and socially.

2. SESSION 2: Fukushima Experience — Presentatioiscusing on local stakeholder
participation

2.1 Initial findings of the Fukushima Action Reseach on Effective Decontamination
Operation (FAIRDO) in Fukushima.

Yoshiaki Totoki and Hiroshi Suzuki (IGES, Japanggented a decontamination plan for the
affected areas. The affected areas in Japan aidedivnto the categories according to the
extent of the contamination. National governmentdsponsible for cleaning up Special
Decontamination areas — most affected areas wiRBirkm from NPP. Municipalities are
responsible for decontamination of Intensive Comtation Survey Areas and hotspots. The
decontamination has already been conducted in #A7galdic areas and 50% of agricultural
lands. However, it has been delayed in most ofhthieseholds. FAIRDO aims at providing
substantive inputs to the ongoing decontaminatonédiation operations, reflecting the
realities of local conditions for effective desiggiand implementation. Initial findings on
decontamination showed number of difficulties inderstanding decontamination process,
decontamination technology, information sharing, rtipgatory decision making,
collaboration among municipalities, concerns allentporary storage sites.

Consensus building on future direction of rehaddilitn through dialogue among local
residents, municipalities, national governmentestists and expert is necessary and this is
possible.

2.2 Feedback from the participants at the FAIRDO meting, ISAP2012, Yokohama

Gilles Heriard-Dubreuil (MUTADIS, France) stressdldat public authorities in Japan
concentrate mainly on decontamination. Howevepractice, total decontamination is hardly
achievable and people will have to learn how tee liwith the contamination. Narrow
reference criteria for relocation and compensatian cause a serious discrimination among
inhabitants of the affected areas. It is import@ntadapt risk management policies to the
complexity of the situation. Multiple issues neede addressed (health and environment, but
also social, economical, legal, ethical, politi@ald cultural dimensions). Citizens in the
Oguny Village have organized themselves to devéltmir own capacities to assess their
radiological environment in order to regain contool their exposure and also in order to
check the consistency of the public policies onodémmination and compensation. There is a
wealth of the initiatives of this kind on territatilevel and they should receive more support
from the government. An ethical framework for th&IRDO needs to be established.

Viktor Averin (RIR, Belarus) mentioned that theren& no unified standards or coordination
of work and each municipality decided on its ownawto do. This led to confusion, social



unrest and incorrect evaluation of the decontantnatffectiveness. It is important to
develop criteria for decontamination and to provideople opportunity to have an
independent control. For that, radiological centeas be created, where people can receive
information and measure radiation dose in theirybmdfoodstuffs free of charge. Individual
monitoring devices can be given to representatir@s the public to give people a real-life
estimate on the doses they might be receiving. Bapee shows that international assistance
can be one of the ways to encourage trust of publit; due to the cultural differences, one
can't say if this would work in Japan.

Wolfgang Rascob (KIT, Germany) emphasized the némd proper tools. European
handbooks can be used; simulation models can heextito Japanese conditions (need for
public access to the existing information of deaomhation experiments). Courses should be
organized to teach users how to use the tools. Maegtions can be answered by models, but
limitations should be discussed.

Discussion after presentation:

» Handbooks and tools should be distributed on tlealltevels — they are the ones
who'll be dealing with it.

* Farmers should be taught how to work on the comtated land

Do we have knowledge concerning production of weecontaminated territories?
Need for experiments to determine parameters fateisptransfer parameters..

2.3 Impressions from a short visit in the context fothe FAIRDO project
Eduardo Gallego (UPM, Spain) mentioned certainassu
Optimization of decontamination:
* resources aren't unlimited
» zero contamination levels are not achievable
Role of compensation to affected populations:
* Why decontaminate household if people won't conok’®a
Ensuring acceptability of the locally produced food
» reference levels for food need to be thoroughlgulses and thought through
* legal limit is just a technical number, it doesn&an safe/unsafe

Radiation is only one side of the catastrophe llagpened in Japan.



2.4 ICRP Fukushima dialogue initiative

Thierry Schneider (CEPN, France) presented howlitlegue has started with ICRP showing
concern with the situation in Japan. This dialogias aimed to show how the experience of
ICRP can be adapted to the circumstances and Aklfhe information on the post-accident
management was put into free access.

ICRP was the facilitator of the process, so theytéd participants and observers and made
dialogs open for media. During 2011-2012, four subhlogues were organized. First
dialogue was mainly introductory, to get startetle Wialogues after that concentrated on a
localized problem of the Date city or on the mopedfic issues like management of
foodstuff and education of young people.

Deborah Oughton (UMB, Norway) mentioned that

e it was suggested at the later dialogue meetings thea resilience of people
participating in the dialogues had changed withetiramotional reactions changed
from «worried and concerned», to «angry» and therready to deal with the
situation»

* there was a specific concern about how people fravatside» will treat their
products, in many cases this was deemed more iamothan radiation risks to
themselves

» the initiatives and actions of the affected popatet showed great community spirit

2.5 Approaches to prioritizing decontamination straegies on external radiation doses in
Fukushima

Wataru Naito (AIST, Japan) presented some previsagk done by his institute which
concentrated on risk assessment for chemicals loefigre the Fukushima. He gave a short
comparison of Fukushima and Chernobyl and gavevamvigw over legal framework for
decontamination in Japan. Decontamination procaessides decontamination technologies,
volume reduction technologies and storage of titagninated material.

Problems of the ongoing decontamination:
» Effectiveness of risk reduction is unclear
» Limited stockyard spaces for contaminated soil
* Will people return to their homes? How many?
* Huge costs of the contamination. How long willast and who will pay?

In order to develop remediation strategies for aadn contaminated areas on Fukushima,
based on cost-effectiveness analysis includingasarid psychological aspects of evacuation
or resettlement, project Prioritization had beeamted.



The project has showed so far that

effectiveness of decontamination varies dependmghe method, land-use and air-
dose rate

reduction factor (shielding/occupancy factor), tret ratio”, air dose rate and
population density can be important factors affegtithe prioritization of
decontamination strategies.

2.6 Stakeholder involvement in decontamination opation in Fukushima

Takehiko Murayama (IGES, Japan) mentioned exidiffgculties in communication of the
radiation risks to people:

different views on radiological health impacts witliv doses (linear/non-linear dose-
threshold relationship, loss of trust to the exgert

changes of the standards after the accident (changegulation of radioactive
substances in food and water is difficult to untherd for public, even in the crisis
situation)

Activities within stakeholder involvement includegional dialogues on general issues (health
risks, decontamination etc.), consensus-buildingiting of tentative facilities for radioactive
wastes generated by decontamination and explanadiod consensus-building on
decontamination of each house. Strategic Envirotahé&ssessment approach has shown to
be better in dealing with waste storage placemssues, compared to DAD style (Decide,
Announce, Defend). Municipality officials realizeetimportance of the participatory process.
Each group of stakeholders has its role in thegs®cc

Local municipality in Fukushima city coordinate tbemprehensive plan, participate
in construction of cooperative framework and taket pn the local decontamination
panel

Local decontamination panel consists of communiganizations and member of city
council. They give suggestions on local situatiand can request specific procedures

Local residents participate in explanatory meetimgys decontamination and in
tripartite meetings (residents, municipality offits and contractors) for each house.

It's a learning process, there is often contrastvden cases, but it gives experience. There is
still a big gap between decontamination and safeldeof radiation, discussions on levels of
reduction continue after decontamination. Costexmknses are still unknown.



3. SESSION 3: Stakeholder Participation Processes — Kwledge Databases
Three short presentations on the topic were givanm fhe discussion.
3.1 Decision making processes and practices

Nadia Papamichail (The University of Manchester B8treet East, UK) has presented that
decision making process includes many issues:

* management (How to organize? Whom to invite?)
» people and skills (Do they have necessary skills® Ho we teach them?)
» technology (Which tools do we use?)

» efficiency (How sustainable is the process? Woulyl ehange of the government
influence it's success?)

* information (Everything has to be put into context)
» outcome (How do we evaluate the result?)

The process of the decision making can be captimethe different ways: timeline,
conceptual model, role-activity diagram.

3.2 A Knowledge Base to help build Good Practice inStakeholder and Public
Engagement

Simon French (University of Warwick, UK) stressdk theed to move from exploratory
action research to providing empirical basis, seketolder involvement and public
participation processes can be designed as eféeas\possible. Knowledge base of existing
experience has to be made in order to help choagdpgopriate measures and assembling
them into a process suitable for the purpose.

3.3 Nuclear or radiological emergency and post-aaént recovery management and/or
preparedness processe€iriteria for Description and Assessment

Gilles Heriard-Dubreuil (MUTADIS, Francgyoposed a list of criteria in order to facilitate
* aconsistent description facilitating cross congari
» an evaluation of the national processes considardte NERIS activities

Criteria for process description include contestiaracterization of the process (stage of
action, type of situation, actors involved, issussd dimensions considered), who did
initiative come from, description of the processethods, tools, resources, and expertise,
outcomes of the process. Process evaluation eritgti help to assess successfulness of the
process, roles of stakeholders, relations betwéakelsolders and framing of the issues,
appropriation of emergency and post-accident ragagsues, resilience.



3.4 Group Dis
cussion on Stakeholder Database

All the participants of the meeting were dividetbithree groups and given time to discuss a
set of questions on the stakeholder knowledge dagalffor the list of participants in each
group see attachments)

Questions addressed by the various groups:
1. Why and how to preserve the knowledge base of tdéter engagement?
What elements need to be shared? What is mearingfoht is useful?

What is the goal?
Who is the audience?

0D

Why?

The knowledge of experience needs to be preseRedple change jobs — valuable tacit
experience is lost. The need is supported by alaildocuments. The database should also
enable a critical analysis and comparison of tifferdint processes and procedures.
A structured form/template will/should:

* Enable comparisons to be made

* Allow evaluation

* Give a clear list of criteria so that people carsbe how their cases might fit

» Act as a source of reference if new processedrated

* Build a common culture and language at the locatlle- the database can also for
them serve as an exchange of experience?

» Offer the opportunity to share experience on chghs, successes, lessons learned.
At the same time the template needs to:

* Recognise plurality in context and procedure

* Recognise flexibility, complexity, evolution

The ultimate goal would be to build societal resitie in the communities towards nuclear or
radiological accident management. It is a soctallenge, not a research challenge on its
own.

What should it contain? General Description

Basic and Organizational Information about stakeéomeetings: how many, how often, how
long, cost

* Context —what, when, where, why, what questiongtwdsues, what background
information existed?



« What methods and tools were used?
* What results were foreseen?
Possibly some “click on” criteria choices

What was the outcome? Process Evaluation Criteria

This needs to be more flexible. Perhaps with sonigagice or examples,
0o Who did the evaluation?
How was it used in a wider process? Received lkebtadders, regulators etc.?
Was there opportunity for evaluation by the stake¢rs themselves?
Did all the relevant actors participate? If no, wiot?
Did the outcome meet the initial objectives of pinecess?

O O O O O

Did the process contribute to building common awass of the reality at stake and
the consequences?

o Did the process contribute to putting the consegegnh earlier experiences in a wider
context for a positive development of the sociéing term decisions beyond the
contamination management)?

o “In what way did it contribute to international @maiction/harmonization?” — this is
relevant both for early measures (like iodine te)land long-term measures (like
changing food intervention levels).

General comments

» At what time does one evaluate? The responsepmitlably depend on who you ask
and when.

» The key element is to create the conditions folodize, according to the context
needed to adapt to the situation

Who is the target?

Different levels of access can be provided foreddht user groups.

Specific comments on context:

U Difference between accident/disaster (Fukushim&usope)

O In Europe more an issue of planning (accident mamagt and preparedness) and
communication (also Europe’s reaction after Fukust)i

O The context needs to be made relevant to the ppdess scenario based activities)



Inclusion of other stakeholder engagements pros@sse

Q

Q
Q
Q

Experience from not only nuclear field, also oteevironmental issues
Other nuclear processes (e.g., waste repositorly, Necommissioning)
Chemical risk management more widely available

Integrated approach — those engagement procesagshusse (e.g., emergency
preparedness). But it was pointed out that Fukuahsnan integrated approach (in a
way): Earthquake, tsunami, nuclear accident (ard maclear power and economic
consequences)

Proposed references/sources

US: Database of decision-making process Polnat

Russell Bradford studies.

General Conclusion

Common agreement on the need to get started qardkcess of database creation

Merge the” G. H-D/French” document and the “S. Er¢llK” documents to a
shorter, simpler, more straightforward intro docuairend template

This should comprise a short introduction and oetla basic template, and some
examples; further details and guidance can be giveackground information

Once the template and two examples are completedEERIS partners can test by
entering at least one example from their country.



Attachment 1

NERIS WG2 MEETING: EMERGENCY PREPARDENESS AND STAKE HOLDER

PARTICIPATION
Mon 26"-Tue 27" November, Oslo

Mon 26" November

09:00-12:0CEuropean National stakeholder experience

Presentations from NERIS participants on activitetated to local stakeholder engagement

Belorussian experience in communication with l@takeholders in tackling post-
Chernobyl problems ¥iktor Averin

Local Stakeholder participation in Spaiftduardo Gallego, Milagros Montero

Involvement of pays de Montbéliard Agglomératiorttie preparedness of emergency
situations -Sandra Biguenet

About local stakeholder participation in the NERI®rking Group meeting:
Norwegian Experiencelnger Margrethe Eikelmann

Local stakeholder participation in Slovakia — regiblocal cooperation and
improvement of local preparednesBkatiana Duranova

Progress of Post-accident preparedness in the lramtext: the contribution of the
Local Commissions of Information (attached to naclastallation) and their
federation (The ANCCLI) Gilles Heriard-Dubreuil, Yves Lheureux, Valerie Demet

12:30-14:00 Lunch

14:00-16:00Fukushima Experience — Presentations focusing ondal stakeholder
participation

(0]

Institute for Global Environmental Strategies, IGH8pan — Governance and Local
Resident Communication. Report from Workshop andliP$ymposium. Outline and
initial findings of the Fukushima Action Researahffective Decontamination
Operation (FAIRDO) in FukushimaHiroshi SUZUKI.

Feedback from WP3 participation at the FAIRDO nregtiSAP2012, Yokohama:
GilesHeriard Dubreuil, Viktor Averin, Wolfgang Raskob

Local Stakeholder participation in Japanese comtated areas after Fukushima:
Impressions from a short visit in the context & FAIRDO project -Eduardo
Gallego

ICRP Stakeholder Dialogues. Summary of the thré&&PICo-expertise local
stakeholder dialogues on rehabilitation of livimmnditions after Fukushima, held in
Fukushima prefecture, Nov 2011-July 20THRierry, Astrid, Francois, Lavrans,
Deborah



0 Risk Assessment Strategy Group, AIST, Japan. Agbeesto Prioritizing
Decontamination Strategies on External Radiatioad3an Fukushima\ataru
NAITO, AIST

16:00-16:30General Discussion

Joint Dinner (sponsored by NERIS and UMB)
Tue 27" November

09:00-09:30Fukushima experience — cont.

0 Stakeholder involvement in decontamination openaitioFukushima Murayama
TAKEHIKO, Hiroshi SUZUKI.

09:30-10:00Catalogue/database of stakeholder involvement metdology — Smon
FRENCH, Nadia Papamichail.

10:00-11:30Group Discussions

Focused discussions on key questions (based amiteea for the CAT3 framework
evaluation)

11:30-12:00Feedback

12:00-13:00 Lunch

13:00-14:00General brainstorming — development of tools, sharing of experiencesging
database and discussions from Monday includingaa&piens and preparation of the NERIS
Workshop on Stakeholder involvement 2014

14:00-15:0@Brief Information round
U Overview of NERIS activities
O Information on PREPARE
U0 NERIS Workshop on stakeholder involvement 2014
a ..

Departure: 16:00



Breakout Groups for Stakeholder Database Discussion
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IRSN, France
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French, Simon
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CEPN, France
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KIT, Germany
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