As a group, we constructed a project named science communication on high-level radioactive
waste, based on the reason that there may exist some misconceptions or knowledge gap
between the general public and the organizations dealing with nuclear activities. The main
objective of our project is to find out the public’s concerns and understanding of high-level
radioactive waste. Since our topic is about communicating on the high-level radioactive
waste, we decided to have a questionnaire as a way of communication. Our project includes
two questionnaires and results analysis on the responses from the questionnaires trying to
identify the major considerations of the general public towards the management and disposal
of high-level radioactive waste.

After receiving a general image of what is high-level radioactive waste from our facilitator
professor, the students discussed on what kind of questions will be sent to the public and
designed suitable questions that involve critical thinking for the respondents. The first
questionnaire was a trial targeted mainly to the students and facilitator from the SHIP course,
whereas the second questionnaire will be sent to a wider range of audience. Since the topic of
radioactive is quite sensitive, we spent time considering the information provided in each
question and ensure all the answer choices are appropriate for every possible participant of
our questionnaire. After receiving enough responses from the first questionnaire, we started
analyzing the choices made by the respondents to find out why he/she has chosen that
particular option.

Based on the reflections from the first questionnaire and midterm presentation, we
constructed the second questionnaire with improvements. We kept a few questions from the
first questionnaire which had given us positive feedback and edited/removed those which was
not very helpful. Furthermore, we added questions with the explicit implication of identifying
the public’s general understanding and concerns based on two major investigations, 1) public
and political considerations, and 2) scientific- technical issues, which could better fit our
objective of this project. Similar to the first result analysis, we group up each choice made by
the respondents in the second questionnaire and provide explanations for each group. From
the analysis, we concluded that more than 60% of the respondents have limited understanding
of high-level radioactive waste, the organizations of nuclear energy should provide
information with educating purpose to the general public to fill up the knowledge gap and
avoid misconceptions in dealing with high-level radioactive waste.

Since our project involves question designing and result analysis, my main role was just like
other group members, which was to brainstorm ideas on the type of questions to be given to
the public in order to obtain the necessary information to support the objective of our project.
Before the second questionnaire was sent out, I and 2 other group members worked together
with our professor in finalizing the questions for English version. After getting the results
from the questionnaire, the whole group worked together in identifying the possible trend of
choices from the result of the two questionnaires and I took the role in analyzing the results
from the English version of the second questionnaire while those who are bilingual focused
on both the Japanese and English version.

For the midterm presentation, I was assigned to present the material section, which I needed
to explain the results we obtained for the questions relating to the type of material that is the
most suitable for the storing of high-level radioactive waste. Not surprisingly, all the
questions from the other groups were material-related, which means the section about the
material is the most intriguing topic and caught the most attention. The same happens to the
final presentation where more questions were asked on the material section of the
presentation. For the final presentation, I volunteered to present the introduction and
objective of our project, and it was much harder than I thought. Since each group was given
10 minutes to present, I have only roughly 2 minutes to explain the background of high-level
radioactive waste and the objective of the project, while the same section took a total of 4
minutes in the midterm presentation.



Although this was the first time I worked with my classmates from the same major as a
group, I tried my best to remove any barriers between each of us. Despite the amount of time
spent together during the classes was not plenty enough, I always try to give my opinion and
thoughts both during the meeting each week and outside in the line group we made.
Furthermore, I participated in answering questions from other groups without being shy or
having concerns because | know my group members will support and add-on to what I said if
some information is missing.

I believe one of the most important aspects of the series of workshops is about teamwork and
collaboration, which is also the reason why the students are in groups of 5 or 6 and not in
individuals or groups of 2 only. What I learned from the workshops is not only about the
knowledge of high-level radioactive waste, but moreover, I learned how to support my group
members and work together with them at the same pace. The question designing part of the
project required brainstorming and considerations in all forms (political, emotional, etc.) due
to the sensitivity of the topic, and this is when collaborations between the group members,
TA, and facilitator become extremely critical. Each of us gives our personal opinion and
comes together to decide on the final layout of the questions, during this stage, we learned
how to design questions with reference to an explicit objective while taking the sensitive
information into consideration.

One possible improvement for our project can be using another type of communication. Due
to time constraints, we were not able to contrast an interview to some of the respondents of
the questionnaire, by having an interview can also be helpful in understanding the public’s
concerns and level of knowledge on the high-level radioactive waste. In my opinion, we can
have the second questionnaire as an interview while the first questionnaire could be sent to a
wider range of public.



