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About Us 

• Purpose 
– Establishment of Risk Communication in Japan by 

conducting some activities at Tokai village 

• What is “HSE C-Cube”? 
– H:Health   S:Safety   E:Environment 

– Communication and Collaboration with Community 

 

 

• “Risk Communication” refers to establishing activities 
to think together about the risks we face and to build 
trust in each other as stakeholders. 
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What is Risk Communication? 
• Initially (1970s), the term was used to describe activities for 

“educating citizens on scientific knowledge and risk 
assessment to raise their understanding close to the level of 
experts.” 

• The definition was changed after 20 years to improve risk 
perception and address the growing public mistrust of the 
authorities. 

• Today’s Definition of Risk Communication 

 
– The interactive process of exchange of information and 

opinions among individuals, groups, and institutions 
concerning a risk or potential risk to human health or the 
environment. 

 

US National Research Council, Improving Risk Communication, 1989 
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Background 

• The Criticality Accident on September 30, 1999 
– 2 workers died 
– The first case where residents were evacuated in Japan 
– Strengthened nuclear regulation after the accident 

• The pilot project of risk communication started in 2002 
– In 1999, some residents needed to discuss nuclear risks, others 

hesitated to talk about their anxiety. 
– We made a recommendation to the mayor of Tokai village  

examining the risk communication activity, but the local 
government did not do that for several years. 

– As time went by, people again found it difficult to talk about 
nuclear risks. 

– In 2002, our research team got a chance to examine risk 
communication activities that were supported by the Nuclear and 
Industrial Safety Agency of METI (former nuclear regulatory 
agency). 
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Features of Our Activities 

• Participants’ initiative 
– Participants of our project discussed what activities residents 

needed, and they proposed an inspection site tour. 

• Two-way interaction 
– “We have to know what nuclear industries do for nuclear 

safety.” 
– “We want to tell them our viewpoints.” 

 

• Citizen Inspection Visit (CIV) Program  
– Concept: “Not the same as an ordinary site tour!” 
– Our local members participate from the very beginning. 
– Interactive discussions are held often. 
– There is a collaboration to publish information for other people. 
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Features of CIV Program (Process) 
R

es
id

en
ts

 

N
u

cl
ea

r 
O

p
er

at
o

rs
 

Executive Committee 
(Planning) 

Orientation (Learning) 

Site Tour (Inspection) 

Citizen’s Report (Proposal) 

Response 

Publication 
9 



Bad expression 
This fire extinguisher is almost invisible   

Good expression 
The sign of fire extinguisher is not only 

visible from the front but the side 

Examples of Citizen’s Evaluation 
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Tokai NPP  

• Operator：The Japan Atomic Power Company（JAPC) 

• Operated since 1966 

• Graphite moderated, carbon dioxide gas cooled reactor 
– Only 1 in Japan 

• Japan’s first commercial NPP (Japan’s first  
decommissioning commercial NPP) 

• 166MW electrical 

• Closed on March 31, 1998, for economic reasons 

• Decommissioning since 2001 
– The first plan: to be finished in 2017 

• Decommissioning cost > Construction cost 
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Our Activities for Tokai NPP 
• The 1st CIV: June 14, 2004 

– JAPC was dismantling uncontaminated equipment. 

• Advice for the JAPC leaflet concerning a clearance system in 
2006 

• The 2nd  CIV: December 10, 2010 
– JAPC began to remove steam raising units. 
– They used a cutting machine operated by remote control, which 

was developed in France (this disappointed us as Japanese). 
 
 

• The 3rd CIV: June 19, 2017 
– The process was delayed for 8 years compared with the first plan. 

• Why did this happen?  No disposal site? 

– The local government accepted the proposal to dispose the very 
low level (L Ⅲ） of Low-Level Radioactive Waste at Tokai site. 

 

Check and review of damages by the Great 
East Japan Earthquake on April 11, 2012 
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Turbine building removed of all equipment (June, 2004) 
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Dismantling scene in 
Nuclear Reactor Service 
Area (June, 2004) 
 
JAPC said to continue no-incident 
record from 2001. However, our 
members were worried about very 
few reports about near misses. 
Other participants pointed out  the 
risks of a working at such a height, 
unsteady work, and the loud noise. 
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This concrete base was cut off for aging deterioration test (June, 2004) 
A female participant hoped a detailed record would be kept of this dismantling work 
for decommissioning in the future. 
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Removal of ducts and 
pipes on the building 
(June, 2004) 
 
Materials including asbestos 
were disposed of by specialists.  
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Participants’ Surprise and Shock 
• Participants were surprised that all spent fuels and 

equipment in the turbine building were removed (JAPC 
had organized two public meetings about its 
decommissioning activities, but most of them did not 
know that). 
 
 

• Participants were shocked that technical rules of low 
level radioactive waste disposal were not decided even 
though the decommissioning process had begun (they 
had a positive impression that nuclear industries work 
according to a definite plan and system, not the needs 
of the moment). 
 Operators need to act, not just wait for the regulators to make 

a decision!  

Inform us more proactively！ 
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The Present Situation of Tokai NPP 

• Removal of the 2nd Steam Raising Unit (SRU) has 
been completed. The 3rd one is being planned.  

• Metals under the clearance system were recycled 
to make tables, benches, and blocks. They are 
being used in facilities related to nuclear energy. 

• The local government (Tokai-mura and Ibaraki 
prefecture) permitted the application for the 
emplacement of the disposal facility of very low 
level LLW under Tokai site area. The Nuclear 
Regulation Authority is reviewing this matter. 
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Steam raising unit （height 24.7m, circumference 6.24m, weight 750ｔ） 

Tokai NPP had 4 SRUs. 
The 1st SRU was removed by remote-controlled machine to accumulate know-how in this and 
other related areas. The 2nd SRU was removed by direct cutting of workers, because JAPC 
decided it had sufficient experience. 19 
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For a Decommissioning Process with Social Trust 
• Inform people proactively from an early stage 

– People distrust a decision “not to inform,” even if it is a small matter.  

• Gain knowledge and learn from the experiences of risk management 
in other industries 
– Safety measures in work place, management of information, job training, 

and inheritance of safety culture are common problems for every 
manufacturing industry. 

– There are many professionals in the local community. 

• Listen to people’s concerns and keep workers safe. 
 
 

• Make more efforts to resolve the problem of radioactive waste from 
an early stage if possible. 
– Develop radioactive waste treatment rules before dismantling, and make 

efforts to find some disposal sites. 
– Data from a decommissioned facility (e.g. research reactor) is useful to 

validate the new process. 

Public input is 
very important 
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NECESSITY OF INTERNAL 
COMMUNICATION TO SUPPORT 
EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION 
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USNRC’ Activities for Public Communication and Risk 
Communication 

The Public Communication Task Force 

 (Commissioner: J.S.Merrifield, Chief Info. Officer: E.W.Merschoff) 

Effectiveness of NRC Communications with Stakeholders 

Generally Successful  
(NRC meets needs reasonably 

well)  

Needs Improvement  
(NRC meets needs adequately, 

but more needs to be done)  

Generally Poor  
(NRC does not meet needs 

adequately or shat we currently do 
is too infrequent to be effective)  

・international counterparts  
・nuclear industry  
・radiation workers  
・professional and trade 
organizations  
・licensees  

・the media  
・activist groups  
・State governments  
・executive branch (federal)  
・students and teachers  
・legislative branch (federal)  

・local governments  
・civic groups  
・tribal governments  
・the general public  
・directly affected parties*  

* Directly affected parties include, for example, local residents living near a site and nuclear medicine patients. 

USNRC, Report of the Public Communications Task Force, 2003 
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Recommendations from the Task Force (1) 
1. The Commission should provide a clear vision for 

external communications that supports the agency’s 
strategic goals and should require the development of an 
agency-wide communications plan responsive to this 
vision. 

2. The Office of Public Affairs(OPA) should propose 
strategies and methods to implement the Commission’s 
vision for external communications. 

3. The NRC should consider communication issues and 
their impacts before decisions are made and actions 
taken. 

4. The NRC should be more active in its outreach efforts to 
ensure the local communities have access to balanced 
and objective information on NRC’s responsibilities and 
that NRC understands the concerns of local communities. 

5. The NRC should measure the effectiveness of 
communication efforts. 

USNRC, Report of the Public Communications Task Force, 2003 
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Recommendations from the Task Force (2) 

6. The Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) should 
coordinate enhancement of the NRC Web site. 

7. The NRC should provide its staff with the tools to 
communicate effectively with stakeholders. 

8. NRC should improve its business processes to be more 
responsive to stakeholder concerns. 

9. NRC should expand the use of plain language in internal 
and external communications. 

10.The Commission should specifically consider improving 
communications with Congress. 

USNRC, Report of the Public Communications Task Force, 2003 



Points for Effective Communication by 
Nuclear Regulatory Agency 

• The Organization should maintain common goals and strategies. 
– Communication between executives and the staff, especially workers in 

the front line, is essential. 

• The Organization should establish a support system for 
communication activities at the forefront. 
– OPA are necessary to grasp the needs of communicators in the front line 

and prepare necessary materials (e.g. information materials). 
– Executives and OPA should promote cross-sectional activities. 
– OPA should be given more importance, especially in terms of the 

appointment of the director, manager, and staff. 

• Plan-Do-Check-Action cycle 
– If possible, the Organization should ask external experts to evaluate its 

activities. 
– Results of evaluation and recommendations should be communicated to 

the management of the Organization. 
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Problems in Risk Communication 
• Many people, especially in Japan, define “Risk Communication” as 

teaching and explaining an expert’s risk assessment and scientific 
findings. 

• It is hard for organizations, such as the government and other firms, 
to invest resources (money, workers, and so on) in risk 
communication because of ambiguous objectives and results. 

• It is harder to take the initiative to provide information that the 
organization may be damaged or disadvantaged. 

• The abrupt conclusion of public participation initiatives for internal 
reasons could damage people’s trust in the organization. 

• Hence, once the organization begins risk communication activities, it 
should not abandon them based on hasty internal decisions.  

Organizational action (commitment of CEO, communication and 
collaboration among all sections) is essential. 
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Important and Essential Points for 
Successful Risk Communication 

• People are not enemies, they are your partners 
– Equal partnership is essential. 

– Find the right people for advice, not “yes-persons”" 

– You must inform partners honestly and frankly and use 
understandable words. 

– Listen to partners’ special concerns and important values. 

– Trust between you and your partners is always two-way. 
(Trust others before you say “trust us.”) 

 

• If you cannot openly talk about risks in your 
organization, you can never speak about them 
externally. 
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Thank you for your attention! 
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