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1. Energy situation in Japan

The operation ratio of Japan’s nuclear plant

80% ........................................................ Source:
The Wall Street Journal

(The federation of Electric
Power Companies of Japan)

5/MAY, 2012 h

After 42 years,
The operation ratio
became zero )

Nuclear Plant cannot be restarted by local opposition
» The renewable energy movements has been enhanced




1. Wind energy in Japan (Introduction)

Wind Energy Is important option in Japan

» High potential: over 200GW (MOE, 2011)
» High market competitiveness

» Geographic difficulties (70% is mountain)
» Financial procurement mechanism was poor

Japan Germany UK
Area 378,000km2  357,000km2  243,000km?
e nd wato 25% 70% 70%
ncentve  FITz012.  Filooo.  RPS2002-
T?éf/"VEnggfli;y 2. 5GW 29.1GW 6.5GW




1. Wind energy in Japan (Regulation)

Regulation for wind farm is undeveloped
» EIA was not legally required under the EIA Act,

until the recent amendment.

» Environmental Conflicts have been exposed

» Conflict ratio: at least 25% (over 10MW)
» Significant barrier against development

EX. Bird-strike/

Japan Germany UK
EIA Act O 2012~ O 2001~ O 1994~
/\ Program
SEA 013~ O Plan O Plan
Zoning X O specific /\ not specific




2. Research Scope & Aim 5
“effectiveness” of EIA as a conflict mitigation tool

» How could EIA help conflict mitigation?

“ineffectiveness” of EIA as a conflict mitigation tool M

» Are there any limitation which EIA could not cover?
» Which factors make EIA ineffective?

v

[ Presentation Aim | To demonstrate “effectiveness” and
“Ineffectiveness” of EIA as a conflict mitigation tool
under Japanese contexts using multi-cases analysis
framework to show the challenges we are facing now.




2. Focused Variables 6

Public Participation — Outcome

» EIA support public participation
(both procedure & modification)

+

Project Difficulty — Outcome

» Site specific characteristics
determine project difficulty

[ Site characteristics ]

Y

| Project difficulty |
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[ Project Outcome ]




2. Multi-cases analysis framework

i Participation <
= Outcome
Participation (High)—Outcome (High) High
Participation (Low )—Outcome (Low ) =
2
g
i Project Difficulty 'S
Project Difficulty(High)—Outcome (Low) é_i
Project Difficulty(Low)—Outcome (High)

o Low

Low (Project Difficulty) High



2. Multi-cases analysis framework

i Participation <
o . | T Outcome
Participation (High)—Outcome (High) High
Participation (Low )—Outcome (Low ) = Je
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i Project Difficulty 'S
Project Difficulty(High)—Outcome (Low) é_‘;
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2. Multi-cases analysis framework

i Participation

L
o1 @ (b)
Participation (High)—Outcome (High) | = | Outcome
Participation (Low )—Outcome (Low ) | = High
o
g
i Project Difficulty 'S Outcome
. e | S Low
Project Difficulty(High)—Outcome(Low) | o
Project Difficulty(Low)—Outcome(High) Outcome
= Low
. . @)
i “ineffectiveness” —
o) : e .
Beyond a certain Project Difficulty , Low (Project Difficulty)  High

Projects become unsuccessful
regardless of Participation

Participation(Any)=>Outcome (Low)




2. Multi-cases analysis framework

S >T @ (b)
T | out
1O x| o
g O O X % Outcome
&‘%’ S Low
- X X X Outcome
= 3 Low
- -
0

Low (Project Difficulty)WwaHigh Low,4 (Project Difficulty) High

» Plot multi-cases to same plane and compare the distribution



3. Demonstration by case studies

8 case studies (Hyogo, Nagano, Gifu, Mie)

» All cases whereby EIA

ordinance had been applied

excluding Fukushima 3 cases.

[ Hyogo Pref. ]

v Hyogo (30 MW)

v Minami-Awaji (37.5 MW) v' Kamiyahagi (9.6 MW)

v Northern Awaji (12 MW)

[ Gifu Pref. ]

v Nigorigo (20 MW)

&

@
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< a*‘, N
é t >

v

AN s
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[ Mie Pref. ]
v'Kasatori (40 MW)
v’ Aoyama (92 MW)

[ Nagano Pref.]
v Minenohara (26.72 MW)

o



3. Data Collection 12

» 18 field interviews were held in 4 prefectures

with local government officers (prefecture & municipality),
developers, environmental groups and local groups.

» Planning documents, particularly EIA documents




3. Variable calculation (Project Difficulty) 13

Parameters Evaluation

—_

Natural
Parks Lv0~2

Categories Natural
Conservation Lv.0 ~2

Zone

Regulation

- of land use Wildlife
Variable Protection Lv.0~2

Area

Project Protection
Difficulty Forest

Sum up

Lv0~2 — 0 ~14

Grid Habitat
Golden Eagle Lv.0~2
Mountain Eagle

Area of Lv.0~2
Land Change -

Non
regulation

Proximity _
To Turbine Lv0~2 _




3. Variable calculation (Participation)

Variable

Participation

Elements Parameters
Timing
Notification <
Area
v Accessibility
: Learning
Informing <
Adequacy
v Consultation
Opportunity
Dialog Sufficiency
Of Reply
v
Plan
e L Modification
Modification
Stakeholder’s

Satisfaction

Evaluation
Lvo~2 |

Lv.0~2

Lv.0~2
Lv.0 ~2
Lv.0 ~2

Lv.0 ~2

Lv.0 ~2

Lv.0 ~2

Lv.0 ~2

——

Sum up

0~18




3. Variable calculation (Outcome)

4-level evaluation for “outcome” was defined by 4 aspects

» 1) Whether was a conflict arisen or not?
» 2) Timing: before construction or after construction?
» 3) Was the conflict resolved or continued 4) small or large?

Conflict after construction

Arisen & Continued
None

or NA Small- Large-

scale scale

None O Lv.3 A Lv.2 X Lv.0

Conflict Resolved A Lv.2 O Lv.1 X Lv.0

before

construction| Arisen | Continued []Lv.1 []Lv.1 X Lv.O

Aborted X Lv.0




3. Demonstration by case studies

18 § ey e )
(3,15) =i High
15 Kami- = g
yahagi (5.5,13) ] o
S @1y X (9,11) =
O v Minenohara J =
= Kasatori Z\ & | Low i
210 Aoyama S
S 0 AN \ O project difficulty /
= (4,9) (6,6) O Outcome | v.3
Q /\ Outcome | v.2
) Hyogo
(;_(5,3) 1 Outcome Lv.1
(2.1) Minami- Nigorigo X Outcome Lv.0
x awaji
O 5 10 14

Project Difficulty

Project Difficulty >5.5 P Unsuccessful regardless of Participation

Participation (High) = Outcome (High)

Project Difficulty <4 »

Participation (Low ) = Outcome (Low )




3. Demonstration by case studies

effective

—
oo

_Ineffective_ 4 cases:
\ Ineffectiveness by

RN
&)

S 9.11) / Sensitive site
® / characteristics:
210 Aoyamay .
S | i difficult to be
é | ] address at EIA stage
I |
5 - .1 HYogo |
O | (753)
\I |
[ 2.1 ' X :'

————————————————

0 A 5 10 14
Project Difficulty
1 cases: _ —
Ineffective by Current situation in Japan under

pDOOr participation the undeveloped regulation




3. Demonstration by case studies

&)

Hyogo
P 7153

X

18 effective
STEIHTN -
15 !Kami O ‘i ’__l_r_l_e_fj_e_gt_w_g_\ [Challengel]
jyanagi :,(5-5’13) Y ___ Exclude sensitive
S i (4,13 ?Aﬁ]enohara 9,11) / site characteristics
= i ! at earlier stage.
g10| i (SEA, Zonin
S | i , 9)
E " |
T I
* |
\

Lo

S 5 10 14
4 Project Difficulty
[Challenge?] [Challenge3]
Enhance Change the awareness by developer

public participation by showing importance to take measure




4. Conclusion

» In Japan, the movement of renewable energy has rapidly
enhanced by the Fukushima nuclear accident, on the
other hand the regulation for wind farm still be
undeveloped.

» Though the demonstration by multi-cases analysis,
» The effectiveness of EIA as a conflict mitigation tool
could be demonstrated. (Strong Public Participation)
» The ineffectiveness of EIA also could be
demonstrated, and it bring 3 challenges to us.
» Exclude sensitive site characteristics at earlier
stage. (SEA, Zoning)
» Enhance public participation
» Change the awareness by developer by showing
the importance to take above measure



