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1 Introduction

According to the original project proposal, dated June 1996, the aim of this project was to:

"assist in the development of an acceptable public participation strategy for use in Sweden for the
siting of contentious facilities, with particular reference to the ongoing siting programme for a deep
disposal facility for spent nuclear fuel, building on earlier work done for SSI in 1994, and published
as Rapport 94-15."

As will be explained below in Section 2, the project is the second stage of an overall work programme
which began in 1994 with a review of global siting programmes and the development of a working
classification of siting methodologies.

Geosciences for Development and the Environment (GDE) was approached by SSI in April 1996 and
invited to submit an outline proposal for completion of the programme, building on the conclusions of
the first stage work, namely that further, in-depth examination of one or more national programmes
could provide valuable insight into the potential problems and pitfalls associated with public
participation in the siting process, as well as pointing to improved methods and practices which might
improve the current, somewhat ad-hoc, process in Sweden.

It is important to point out, right at the beginning of this report, that when the original proposal was
submitted (April 1996) the government had not yet appointed the National Co-ordinator for Nuclear
Waste Disposal. In fact, although the project did not begin until September 1996, the Co-ordinator's
role and workplan had still not been formally outlined at that time.

The project began, as stated, in September 1996, and was scheduled to run for some 35 weeks,
involving close contact with SSI throughout. In order to facilitate this contact a small internal
Reference Group was established by SSI, which met 3 times, in Stockholm, to discuss results and
future development of the workplan, in accordance with the project schedule. This Group was expanded
from the very start to include the National Co-ordinator, so as to provide essential feedback between his
office and the developing project. As is explained in Section 6, the Co-ordinator also took part in the in-
country visit to Canada in February 1997, and attended several of the meetings which took place there.

2 Project background

Rapport 94-15 formed the first part of a two-part work programme designed to assist in the
development of an optimum public involvement strategy in Sweden. It involved a general review using
existing information and contacts and was intended to identify and describe the siting methodologies
currently in use around the world in those countries with civil nuclear programmes. The aim was to flag
up those national programmes and methodologies which might have relevance to the evolving situation
in Sweden, as regards the search for a suitable site for a repository for spent nuclear fuel.

What this initial work did show beyond question was the steady and continuing evolution of the siting
process world-wide, away from directed siting methodologies, which are predominantly imposed and
top-down, to ones involving incorporation of varying degrees of public involvement. It described the
development in particular of the volunteer process, whereby siting studies are initially focused on those
communities expressing an interest in being considered, without obligation or commitment from either
side. Rapport 94-15 also showed that the more public involvement is introduced into the process, then
all the more does the public want to participate, and the process becomes unstoppable.

The development of the volunteer process, together with the classification of siting methodologies laid
out in Rapport 94-15 (Ref. 1), is discussed in more detail in Section 4.



In the period between the end of the first part (Rapport 94-15) in November 1994 and the beginning of
the second part of the work programme in September 1996 (reported on here), events moved on in
Sweden. SKB's proposals in Storuman were rejected after a local referendum in late 1995, the
feasibility study in Mala continued, new studies began in Osthammar and Nykoping, and Oskarshamn
continued deliberations on whether to proceed to the feasibility study stage. In addition, SKB decided
not to conduct studies in Varberg and Kavlinge.

As described in Rapport 94-15, the Swedish siting programme has evolved through the 'mixed-mode'
methodology and is now firmly established in the 'volunteer' stage. In truth, only a few volunteer
municipalities have actually become involved, such as Storuman and Mala. Others have expressed
interest in volunteering (e.g. Arjeplog) but the others currently under study were 'reminded' of their
nuclear community status by SKB in 1995 during a survey of nuclear facilities, and essentially invited
to volunteer, in a subtle variation on the open volunteer methodology.

This so-called 'line of least resistance' approach parallels similar moves in some other countries,
notably the United Kingdom, where the creation of 'nuclear oases' has been proposed, concentrating
waste production, storage, treatment and disposal on the one common site. However this has not proved
successful in all cases, because of the fact that many reactor and treatment sites were of course not
originally selected in the first instance because of their subsurface geology and suitability for repository
development.

The evolution of the process in Sweden had led, by end-1995, to a situation where several studies had
been conducted in different municipalities using slightly different methodologies and involving different
degrees of public participation. Other municipalities, such as the nuclear communities, were unclear as
to how the process would proceed in their situation. In response to this, and in order to encourage more
involvement in the volunteer process, the Swedish Radiation Protection Institute (SSI), the Swedish
Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI), the National Council for Nuclear Waste (KASAM), the Kalmar
County administrative Board and the municipality of Oskarshamn, requested, in an official letter of 29
January 1996, that the Swedish Government take prompt measures to facilitate the siting process, up to
the date of submission of an application under the Act on Nuclear Activities and the Natural Resources
Act, by instituting some form of overall co-ordination. Dr Olof Soderberg, at that time deputy chair of
KASAM, was appointed as National Co-ordinator on 15 May 1996.

It remains to be seen how the National Co-ordinator is able, if at all, to influence the siting process in
Sweden. Already there have been several approaches from municipalities expressing an interest in
exploring the possibility of a feasibility study, in particular that of Gallivare and Pajala, in northern
Sweden.

As mentioned previously, this project was developed prior to the appointment of the National Co-
ordinator, and began in September 1996, before Dr Soderberg had fully taken up his position or
submitted his first annual work programme (the first such is dated 21 February 1997). However, as
described above, he was invited to take part in the 3 scheduled meetings of the Project Reference
Group, and also took part in the in-country visit to Canada in February 1997. It is anticipated that
much of the content of this report, and the conclusions contained in it, will be of interest and hopefully
assistance to his activities in the municipalities. Indeed, if further action is thought necessary based on
the conclusions and recommendations of this study, it is anticipated that it will be the Co-ordinator who
would instigate and support this.

3 Description of project methodology

The project was allocated 35 weeks to run. In order to assist in monitoring progress, it was broken
down into a number of sequential stages as follows:



Stage 1. (Weeks 1-4)
Review recent international literature (post Rapport-94-15), to identify any new contributions to the
discussion of siting processes etc.

Obtain or examine those latest documents that appear to be of interest and identify any additional key
workers in the 4 selected countries. Monitor progress of ongoing initiatives in selected countries (e.g.
Canadian EIS hearings).

Stage 2. (Weeks 5-8)
Examine results of literature survey; liaise closely with SSI about identifying those workers to contact.
Identify interested stakeholders (local authorities; community groups; regulators) for contact.

Begin design of the intended program for the contact/meeting phase, in the light of the results of Stage
1, (including suggested questions, meeting format etc.), again in conjunction with SSI.

Production of short progress report in Week 8, to include discussion of additional information obtained,
suggested contacts for Stage 3 and draft meeting outlines. Report to be circulated to SSI and National
Co-ordinator.

Stage 3. (Weeks 9 and 10)
Initiate contact with identified workers and interested stakeholders in selected countries (probably
Canada, France, US and Taiwan) via e-mail, fax, telephone etc. to begin arrangement of possible
meetings and national itineraries etc.

Stage4. (Weeks Hand 12)
Assemble responses to initial contacts. Visit SSI (week 11) and meet with National Co-ordinator to
discuss the development of criteria to use in identification of the 2 countries of most direct relevance to
Swedish situation. Agree final meeting format and the 2 selected countries.

Compile summary report outlining use of criteria in country choice, and reviewing final plans for
country visits.

Stage 5. (Weeks 13-15)
Organise 2 country visits and itineraries, in collaboration with SSI and targeted contacts, involving as
many stakeholders as possible (to include regulators, local authorities, siting commissions, waste
executives, etc.).

Stage 6. (Weeks 16-23)
In-depth meetings in 2 selected countries, with as many representatives of stakeholders as possible,
using agreed meeting format, to enable comparison. First visit in weeks 16/17, followed by discussion
of interim results with SSI, followed by 2nd visit (accompanied by SSI representative) in weeks 21/22.
Duration of trips subject to final itineraries.

Stage 7. (Weeks 24-29)
Collation of results of the interviews and meetings. A draft report discussing these to be submitted to
SSI in week 26.

Informal review of findings with SSI and Siting Advisor (in Stockholm in week 31) which will include
discussion of role of various stakeholders, especially the regulators and local authorities. Followed by
production of the recommended methodology incorporating the best aspects of the international
examples and tailored to the Swedish situation. Close liaison with SSI will be maintained throughout.

Stage 8. (Weeks 30-35)
Production of review report and presentation of suggested methodology to SSI, SKI, SKB, KASAM
and interested parties, in Stockholm, using open seminar format.



The methodology was therefore broadly similar to that used in the first stage of the programme
covering international review and development of the classification, but included the use of in-country
visits for detailed discussions.

Based on the results of Rapport 94-15, selected examples of national siting programmes were to be
examined for their inclusion of successful or innovative public involvement strategies and practices. 4
such countries were to be identified and their relevance to the ongoing Swedish situation assessed. It
was decided to conduct a screening exercise using a number of criteria designed to identify the 2
national programmes with the most relevance, and to arrange a series of meetings in those countries
with as many stakeholders as possible.

In-country meetings were decided upon, in preference to other forms of contact, because of the
perceived need to discuss the whole siting issue, background, problems, etc. on a personal basis, so as
to obtain a rounded picture of the situation. It was the intention from the very beginning to meet as
many stakeholders as possible, from all viewpoints, both anti and pro, in order to fully appreciate the
nuances of the particular national situation.

One limitation of the project methodology which was recognised by all parties right from the start was
the 'snapshot' nature of the information which would be obtained. As experience in Sweden has clearly
shown, the repository siting process is extremely fluid, and changes occur throughout, sometimes
slowly, sometimes rapidly. In recognition of this fact, the time schedule for the project was kept as
short as practicable, given the need to establish contacts and arrange the in-country visits etc. Even so,
as is explained in Section 4, the results demonstrate how some national programmes changed even
during the lifetime of the project.

As described earlier, an informal Project Reference Group was established by SSI from the very
beginning. This met twice during the project, and served as a forum for discussion of the interim results
obtained from the relevant stages and of future planning. Short review reports were submitted prior to
these meetings to assist in discussion.

In addition to these meetings, close contact was maintained throughout the project with Dr Magnus
Westerlind of SSI, who acted as Project Co-ordinator. This enabled discussion of meeting
arrangements, criteria development, development of in-country visits etc.

Of the in-country visits, that to the United States, in January 1997, was conducted solely by PJR. Dr
Westerlind and the National Co-ordinator, Dr Soderberg, accompanied PJR to Canada in February
1997.

Because of the fluid nature of siting programmes, and associated scheduling difficulties, it did not in the
end prove possible to meet with representatives of all stakeholders in both countries selected. However,
as can be seen in Section 7, a wide range of viewpoints was canvassed, and the meetings provided much
useful information and insight.

The list of questions produced as an aide-memoir was sent to those organisations that it did not prove
possible to meet, for various reasons. Unfortunately, in the event, very few additional responses were
actually forthcoming, due again to evolving situations in the countries involved.

3.1 The literature survey (Stage 1)

This was carried out on-line by The Information Works, UK.

It was originally intended to search only on terms such as "radioactive or nuclear waste or facility or
site, or spent fuel or radwaste, not robot not conference article or conference paper, and public
involvement or participation and publication year 1995:1996" (and then run for 1994:1995).



However this only produced 13 'hits', almost all of which were not relevant, as they dealt mainly with
non-nuclear issues.

Consequently, the search terms were refined and expanded so as to include those papers etc. not
necessarily dealing just with public involvement/participation. This produced some 78 'hits', including
again some of no direct or indirect relevance to the project.

Examination of the short outline references obtained narrowed this 78 down to around 40 which gave
initial appearances of being relevant. The Information Works then ran a detailed download on those and
supplied them on disk. A listing of these is included as Appendix A at the end of this report.

Subsequent examination of these more detailed references actually narrowed down the suitable-looking
papers to around 25, as many of the others, though related to nuclear issues, had no relevance to the
project. Copies were then obtained of 5 of these by Inter Library Loan through Leicester University,
and 4 others were examined physically in the university library. 8 of the 'hits' proved to be repeats of a
single book review, one was a repeat of a paper held at Leicester, and one was published in Swedish
(this was passed on to SSI for their attention).

As expected, the search method also identified the annual HLW conferences in Las Vegas as possibly
containing papers of relevance, especially to the US. 15 papers were obtained from the 1995 and 1996
events.

At the same time, contact was initiated with Decision Research Inc., in Oregon, US. The principal
researcher is Paul Slovic, who has published widely on siting-related issues in the US, and who is a
member of the National Academy of Sciences Specialist Committee on Siting. He sent copies of 12 of
his and his co-workers' papers and reports on the subject produced over the last few years, one of
which had been identified by the literature search. He also recommended obtaining an NAS report on
Risk Perception ('Understanding Risk'), which was subsequently obtained from the Academy.

Some papers produced from seminars such as that organised by KASAM in October 1994 which dealt
specifically with EIA and its role in connection with final disposal were also of interest as regards the
EIA work currently underway in Sweden (Ref. 2).

Section 4.1 below gives a listing of papers and reports obtained or examined, and Appendix 1 contains
the full bibliographical product of the on-line search.

3.2 Establishing in-country contacts

As can be seen from the project outline, one of the main activities in the early stages, in addition to
carrying out the literature search, was the identification of key workers in the potential target countries,
in as wide a range of stakeholders as possible. This was intended to assist, in the first instance, in the
selection of those countries to visit (in addition to the use of certain screening criteria as described
below), and secondly to allow sufficient time to establish contact and explore the practicalities of
building an itinerary so as to allow meeting with as many of them as possible.

Early indications and discussions with SSI, as well as recommendations from Rapport 94-15, suggested
that 4 countries in particular appeared to offer best potential for the project. These were Canada,
France, Taiwan and the United States. Consequently efforts were concentrated in identifying potential
contacts in these countries.

PJR had also made contact with several of those identified during the course of other work, in
particular attendance at the September 1996 International Conference on Deep Geological Disposal of
Radioactive Waste, held in Winnipeg, Canada. PJR had also made submissions to the CEAA Hearings
into AECL's EIS on the Concept for Disposal of Canada's Spent Nuclear Fuel, in June and November
1997, and had met there with members of several of the organisations listed below.



Section 4.2 below gives a listing of the organisations where contacts existed by the end of Stage 2 of
the project. It had been recognised from early on that the identification and cultivation of these needed
to begin as early as possible, to allow for the vagaries of communication etc. and to allow the maximum
of time to arrange meetings, which proved to take somewhat longer than originally anticipated, due to
the number of individuals involved and the need for careful scheduling of meetings. Even so, due to
various factors, not least the necessarily short project timescale, it was not possible to meet with all the
targeted contacts and/or organisations.

The development of the in-country itineraries, involving the contacts within these organisations, is also
described below in Section 4, Summary of Results, and the actual visits themselves are described in
Section 7.

3.3 Development of the national screening-criteria

In a project such as this, one of the determining factors as regards which countries to examine in detail
tends to be time. It was recognised from the beginning that given the fluid nature of the siting process in
most countries, it was important to move through the various stages briskly, so that lessons learnt could
be made available as soon as possible. Whilst ideally it would be advantageous to watch the
development, implementation and assessment of a particular methodology elsewhere, prior to possibly
applying it in Sweden, it is clear that this is not practical in reality.

Accepting that, and the fact that the 'snapshot' quality of the results of this project are therefore
unavoidable, it was agreed that a small number of screening criteria would be applied to the list of
potential countries to visit, so as to assist in validating the final choice of two.

One additional factor, not specifically identified but implicit throughout the process, was the extent to
which it had been possible not only to identify potential individuals to meet during a visit, but also the
responses that had been received to initial contacts.

Figure 4.1 shows the grid of screening criteria that was developed prior to the meeting with the
Reference Group of 2nd December 1996 (Stage 4), which took place in Stockholm. Section 4.3
includes discussion of these, plus description of how they were used to help confirm the selection of the
2 countries which were ultimately visited.

3.4 Compilation of results

Because of the nature of this project, relying as it did on contact with and feedback from a wide range
of organisations and individuals, it was not certain at the beginning whether the aims and intentions
would actually be achieved as intended. In the event, many of the conversations and meetings during the
in-country visits proved to be immensely useful and rewarding, by virtue of their wide ranging nature.
However, because of this, and because of the sensitivity of some of the issues discussed, the results
given in Section 7, dealing with the visits, have by necessity to be somewhat generalised. Many of the
comments made were given in an individual basis, although of course coloured by the organisation
involved.

It has therefore been concluded that it is most useful to present the kinds of information obtained in
several ways. Section 4 describes the results of work done during the early stages of the project,
associated with contact and itinerary development. Section 5 discusses basic issues associated with
facility siting and the development of a constructive and effective public involvement strategy,
illustrating these with comments, suggestions and insights gained from the meetings, Section 6 gives
fairly detailed outlines of the current state of the national programmes in Sweden and the countries
visited whilst Section 7 outlines, in general terms, the meetings held and discusses the main points
raised. In this way, it has been possible to incorporate the insights gained into a broad discussion
without repeating similar issues many times.



Section 8 then lays out conclusions from the project and makes recommendations as to how these could
be used to develop the present situation in Sweden. It concludes with a separate proposal as to how to
proceed in the event that the present methodology totally fails to find any suitable sites for detailed
investigations.

4 Summary of results (Stages 1-5)

Stages 1-5 of the project, as shown above in Section 3, were concerned with the identification of
potential contacts in the candidate countries, design of itineraries in those countries selected, and the
design of a meeting methodology for use on the visits. The results of these stages are given here,
whereas the descriptions of the in-country visits are given in Section 7 and the results of the
conversations etc. are incorporated into the discussion in Section 5 and form the basis for some of the
recommendations and conclusions in Section 8.

4.1 The literature search (Stage 1)

As is described in Section 3, a number of papers were identified as being of potential interest, in
addition to others which were obtained from other sources.

The following papers and reports were obtained or examined.

Obtained from Inter Library Loan:

Bassett GW; Jenkinssmith HC; Silva C 1996; On-Site storage of high-level nuclear waste - attitudes
and perceptions of local residents. Risk Analysis, 1996, vol. 16, no. 3 (Jun), p. 309-319
ISSN: 0272-4332

Coates D; Munger MC 1995; Strategizing in small-group decision-making - host state identification for
radioactive-waste disposal among 8 southern states. Public Choice, 1995, vol. 82, no. 1-2 (Jan),
p. 1-15 ISSN: 0048-5829

Hetvarg, David 1995; Korean Activists Defend an Island. Earth Island J v l l . n l , p26(l)
Winter 95-96 lqr

Lober DJ 1996; Why protest - public behavioral and attitudinal response to siting a waste-disposal
facility. Policy Studies Journal, 1995, vol. 23, no. 3 (fal), p. 499-518 ISSN: 0190-292X

Niel, Jean-Christophe 1996; Legislative and regulatory aspects of radioactive waste management in
France: Nuclear Technology vol. 115 no. 2 Aug 1996. p 135-137 ISSN: 0029-5450

Examined in Leicester University Library:

Cleva, S. J 1995; The what and where of low-level radioactive waste: Geotimes, vol. 41, no. 8,
p. 20-21

English, Mary R. 1995; The role of mutual trust in siting controversial facilities; Geotimes, vol. 41,
no. 8, p.5

Krannich RS; Albrecht SL 1995; Opportunity threat responses to nuclear waste-disposal facilities.
Rural Sociology, 1995, vol. 60, no. 3 (FAL), p. 435-453 ISSN: 0036-0112



Robertson, John B. 1995; Why have earth scientists failed to find suitable nuclear waste disposal sites?
Geotimes, vol. 41, no. 8, p. 16-19

Obtained from Paul Slovic (Decision Research Inc.):

Flynn J, R Kasperson, H Kunreuther and P Slovic August 1996; Overcoming tunnel vision and
redirecting the nation's HLW program. Unpublished.

Flynn J, Slovic P 1995; Yucca-mountain - a crisis for policy - prospects for america's high-level
nuclear waste program: Annual Review of Energy and the Environment, 1995, vol. 20, p. 83-118.
ISSN: 1056-3466

Flynn J et al 1995; One hundred centuries of solitude. Publ. by Westview Press, 129 pp.

Flynn J et al 1994; Gender, race, and perception of environmental health risks. Risk Analysis, Vol. 14,
No 6

Flynn. J, P Slovic and CK Mertz 1993; Decidedly different: Expert and public views of risks from a
radioactive waste repository. Risk Analysis, Vol. 13, No. 6

Flynn J et al 1992; Trust as a determinant of opposition to a HLW repository: Analysis of a structural
model. Risk Analysis, Vol. 12, No. 3

Flynn J et al 1992; Time to rethink nuclear waste storage. Issues in Science and Technology Vol.VIII,
No. 4 (Publ. by NAS).

Gregory R et al 1995; Technological Stigma. American Scientist May-June 1995, p. 220-23

Kunreuther H and P Slovic 1996; Science, values and risk. Annals of AAPSS, 545, p. 116.

Peters E and P Slovic 1996; The role of affect and world views as orienting dispositions in the
perception and acceptance of nuclear power. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 26, No. 16,
p. 1427-1453

Slovic P July 1996; Trust, emotion, sex, politics and science: Surveying the risk-assessment battlefield.
In Psychological Perspectives to Environment and Ethics in Management. Bazerman M et al (eds.) (in
press).

Slovic P 1993; Perceived risk, trust and democracy. Risk Analysis, Vol. 13, No. 6

Slovic P et al 1991; Perceived risk, stigma, and potential economic impacts of a HLW repository in
Nevada. Risk Analysis, Vol. 11, No. 4

Obtained from National Academy of Sciences, US:

Stern PC and HV Fineberg (Eds) 1996; Understanding Risk; Informing Decisions in a Democratic
Society. Publ. by National Academy Press. 249 pp

From Las Vegas HLW Conferences:

1995
Andersson K et al; Siting of an encapsulation facility - A local perspective
Dirks Stevens A and DM Gore; Lessons learnt in NEPA involvement
Cook G and M Ulick; Building trust and confidence: The long road ahead

10



Imam J and JS Poles; Incorporating Environmental Justice measures during EIS scoping
Dirks Stevens A; Empowerment: A fundamental tenet of risk communications and the NIMBY
syndrome
Cook G et al; Public participation practices at work: The process for determining site suitability
Niedzielski-Eichner PA and S Smith; An evaluation of alternative models of public participation in
nuclear waste management and cleanup of federal facilities

1996
Nieves A et al; Environmental Justice: The DOE's response to Executive Order 12898
Bredell PJ and HD Fuchs; An approach to International HLW management
Galson et al; Issues in risk perception and communication of importance to a regulator: Results of an
international seminar sponsored by HMBP.
Reid S; Innovative methods for informing the public - a case study

In addition to the papers identified by the on-line search, other useful papers were given at the
September 1996 Winnipeg Conference on Deep Geological Disposal, which PJR attended.
These included:

G Kruk; Mass media coverage of risk issues
DW Hine and C Summers; Perceived risks of nuclear fuel waste disposal: Trust, compensation and
public acceptance in Canada
KR Ballard and RG Kuhn; Testing community empowered siting for Canadian nuclear fuel waste;
D Oates, M Maccafferty and D Thompson; Public involvement in siting issues: Lessons from the Low
Level Radioactive Waste siting process
MA Stevenson; Nuclear waste disposal: Developing and ethical framework for facility siting
A Richards; The riskiest step in a voluntary siting process: The initial expression of interest
DR Hardy; High level radioactive waste siting processes; Critical lessons from Canadian siting
successes
RG Kuhn; Siting a nuclear fuel waste disposal facility in Canada: A view from the public
R W Pollock; The Malvern Remedial Project - A case history

As already mentioned, this meeting initiated and developed many of the contacts which were used to set
up the in-country visit to Canada in February 1997.

4.2 Contacts identified

It was recognised from the beginning of the project that dialogue with potential contacts was essential
as soon as possible, so as to allow maximum time in which to arrange meetings etc.
Therefore, by the end of Stage 2 of the project, (8 November 1996), it had already been possible to
identify the following list of organisations where contacts existed. Others were identified during the
following weeks.

It was considered crucial to make contact with as wide a range of stakeholders as possible, representing
all points of view. The number of contacts actually became a controlling factor in the selection of which
countries to visit, notwithstanding the use of the other more formalised criteria as already outlined.

Canada
Environment Canada Ottawa
This is the government department with ultimate responsibility for implementation of a waste
management strategy. The Electricity Branch specialises in radwaste matters.

I I



AECL Whiteshell
A Crown Corporation, established by government to develop (amongst other things) a management and
disposal concept for spent nuclear fuel in Canada. AECL was also mandated to produce an EIS for
examination by a specially convened CEAA panel in a series of hearings.

The EIS was published in 1994. No siting can take place until the concept has been approved by the
CEAA Panel.

As part of the EIS AECL made recommendations as to how a voluntary siting process could be
implemented. This stressed that no community would be forced to accept a facility, although there
would be less public consultation if Crown lands were selected. AECL claimed that all stages of the
process would involve shared decision making.

Atomic Energy Control Board (AECB)
The regulator of all nuclear activities in Canada.

CEAA Panel for EIS Hearings, Ottawa
The Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, the independent government agency responsible for
assessing potential impacts of major developments.

Ontario Hydro
The largest operator of nuclear plant in Canada, with some 9 NPP's. It has been claimed that OH
would like to take over the siting role from AECL, providing the Panel approves the concept.

Ontario Hydro's contribution to the EIS hearings was in the area of pre-closure safety assessment of
the construction, operation and decommissioning of a repository, plus transportation from reactor
storage to the repository.

In-Site & Solutions
This is a loose partnership of 3 people who were directly involved with the LLW Siting Task Force,
established to identify a final site for disposal of so-called 'historic wastes' in Canada. One was the
reeve (mayor) in Deep River, one was information manager in Deep River and the other was a
consultant to the Task Force.

All three co-authored the paper at the Winnipeg meeting in September 1996 which described lessons
learnt from the Task Force siting process in Deep River (Ref. 3).

Greenpeace Canada
Greenpeace boycotted the CEAA hearings because they claimed that the terms of reference were too
limiting, as they did not allow for the discussion of alternative management strategies, such as extended
on-site storage (akin to the Swedish 'Zero Option') They were also concerned that there had been no
discussion of a nuclear phase-out.

Northwatch Canada
This is a coalition of several small environmental and conservation groups dealing particularly with
protection of the environment in the northern parts of Canada. They have been involved extensively in
the CEAA hearings, as well as interacting with the LLW Siting Task Force.

Energy Probe
An independent research and lobbying group, and part of the larger Probe International.

University of Guelph, Department of Geography
Two members of the department were at the Winnipeg meeting in September 1996. They presented a
paper dealing with a development of the Community Liaison Group as used by the LLW Siting Task
Force.
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United States
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, Washington
This is the section of the Department of Energy (DOE) which deals with management and disposal of
waste derived from operation of commercial nuclear reactors in the US.

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, Washington
This is the presidentially-appointed advisory group which is mandated to review DOE's waste
management and disposal programmes. There is a permanent staff of technical experts to advise the
Board and carry out its programmes.

National Academy of Sciences, Washington
A non-profit society of engineers and scientists, and dominant member of the National Research
Council. Mandated by the US Senate to advise on scientific and technical matters.

Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Washington
Acts as a clearinghouse for those involved in opposition to nuclear-related issues in the US. It helps
affected communities and groups fight development plans in their neighbourhoods.

Institute for Environmental Education and Research, Washington
This is a non-profit group conducting research into environmental and nuclear-related issues.

Institute for Resource and Security Studies, Massachusetts
A non-profit group researching energy and resource issues in the area of policy development and
implementation.

Nevada Nuclear Waste Project Office
This is the State oversight agency, established under the NWPAA of 1987, which identified Yucca
Mountain in Nevada as the sole candidate repository site. Up until 1995 funding was direct from the
US Waste Fund.

Decision Research Inc., Oregon
A group of academics and researchers specialising in the social aspects of risk management and facility
siting.

Radioactive Waste Management Associates, New York
A small consulting group of scientists and engineers, which mainly works with state and local
governments, citizen organisations and intervenor groups, on nuclear issues including waste, especially
LLW.

France
ANDRA Paris
The national waste management and disposal agency, mandated by law to site and operate a facility for
the disposal of HLW.

Taiwan
Da Yeh Institute, Changhwa
An educational and research institution, from where several papers regarding public involvement
strategies and details of Taiwan's waste management plans have originated.



4.3 Use of screening criteria

As shown in Figure 4.1 the criteria used were as follows:

Waste type for disposal
It was considered necessary to include projects involving all types of waste in this screening exercise, as
it is generally accepted that in the public's mind at least, there is little difference between a proposal to
develop a LLW facility and one for HLW or spent fuel. It was also considered that lessons could
probably be learnt from any siting process.

Likely host rock
Although not specifically crucial in determining the development of a siting strategy, it was considered
relevant that in the main all the potential countries were examining crystalline rocks as potential host
medium.

Use of volunteerism
Given that the Swedish siting process is in train, and is committed to the use of volunteer communities
at present, it was felt that this was of direct relevance in selecting countries to visit.

Native peoples present
Given the existence in certain parts of Sweden, especially in the north, of people claiming connection
with ancestral groupings (the Sami People, for example), it was felt that this might offer some insight
into how indigenous peoples' concerns and aspirations might be addressed.

Siting co-ordination in place nationally
Although not considered of prime importance when the project was initially designed, the appointment
of the National Co-ordinator in Sweden, in May 1996, added another factor which it was felt should be
taken into consideration. Given also that the Co-ordinator's workplan has only recently (February
1997) been agreed by the government, it was felt that there was an opportunity to learn from
experiences in other countries and possibly to make an immediate contribution to the development of
the Co-ordinator's role. Dr Soderberg's inclusion in the Reference Group, and his interest in taking part
in at least one of the in-country visits, made this an additionally important factor to consider.

Public involvement mandated in law
This was included to highlight situations similar to that in Sweden, where all decisions are open to
public scrutiny.

Proponent-free process
It was considered of direct relevance to the project to examine different variants of the siting process,
especially those where there was not, as yet, an identified proponent. This had been commented on in
Rapport 94-15, and later discussions had suggested that there may be lessons to be learnt. The ongoing
CEAA hearings in Canada, and the LLW Siting Task Force process were especially relevant here.

Similarity to Swedish system
So as to be able to make relevant comments in the Swedish situation, it was agreed with the Reference
Group that it would be advantageous to examine countries in which the administrative regime closely
paralleled that of Sweden.
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Criterion
Waste-type for
disposal
Likely host rock
Use of volunteerism
Native peoples
present
Siting co-ordination
in place nationally
Public involvement
mandated in law
Proponent free
process
Similarity to Swedish
'County' system

Canada
Spent
fuel
Granite
Yes
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes+

LLW

TBD
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes+

France
HLW

Granite
Yes
No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Taiwan
HLW

Granite
Planned
Yes

No

No

No

No

LLW

TBD
Planned
Yes

No

No

No

No

US
Spent
fuel
Tuff
No
Yes

No

No

No

Yes+

LLW

TBD
Yes
Yes

No

Yes

Yes/No

Yes+

Figure 4.1

4.4 Selection of countries for detailed study visits

During the development and maintenance of the contacts in the organisations mentioned above, and by
informal application of the screening criteria, it was already becoming obvious by December 1996 (end
Stage 2) that the two countries most likely to provide the best insight into siting methods were Canada
and the United States. The abundance of good contacts in comparison with France and Taiwan was
also becoming clearly obvious, as was the lack of any movement in the process in Taiwan.

By the time of the Reference Group meeting in Stockholm on 2nd December 1996, it had become clear,
from discussions with the project supervisor, that Canada and the United States would be the chosen
countries to visit.

This was confirmed by the Group, and was formalised in the second interim report at the end of Stage 4
(dated December 13th 1996). Other factors were discussed at the meeting, such as the use or otherwise
of financial incentives to attract initial and continuing interest in the volunteer process. It was agreed
that this was an important factor which would have a great influence when present.

Taking all these points into consideration, including especially the number of contacts made and the
amount of documentation available of the various processes, it was agreed that Canada and the US
stood out clearly.

Canada was considered of great interest because of the use of proponent-free siting, and, in the case of
HLW, the use of hearings to determine the suitability of the disposal concept prior to siting even
beginning. There are complex native-people issues; there was a Siting Task Force used to co-ordinate
work for LLW (somewhat similar to the new situation in Sweden); volunteerism and local vetoes are an
integral part of the process. Also, usefully, the LLW process has identified a final candidate, although
public reaction has been far from relaxed. There is also a well-developed system of intervenor funding,
similar to that introduced recently in Sweden for local kommuns wishing to join the process.

France has no native peoples problems, but has already failed in the application of a full Decide-
Announce-Defend (DAD) process. Volunteerism has been introduced, with the use of a national co-
ordinator to find candidate sites. Local hearings were due to begin soon. There is a well-identified
proponent. The hearings actually began in January 1997.



Taiwan also has native people issues, but is not so far down the siting road. Volunteerism has only just
been identified as an option in the search for a LLW site, since when possible export to North Korea
has also become an option.

The United States was also considered very interesting. It has embraced volunteerism totally, for LLW,
and had recommended it for future HLW and spent fuel storage site selection, but has selected a
candidate repository site by DAD methods. With a legal system which allows intervenors access to
information and the courts, the siting process for HLW/spent fuel is unique. It was considered very
instructive in how to develop an open process, despite the lack of its use.

5 Basic issues concerned with facility siting

Every country which possesses a nuclear power programme has already, or will in the near future,
faced the problems associated with siting, developing and operating waste management and disposal
facilities. Whereas management and conditioning facilities are generally seen as having a finite life, and
have usually been co-located with an existing nuclear power plant, disposal facilities, for whatever
category of waste, have consistently generated intense public debate, because of their unique long-term
nature.

S.1 Classification of siting methodologies

Because of the varying successes of siting programmes around the world, there have been many
attempts to review the progress made and learn from it. A number of attempts to classify the processes
involved have also been made. It is useful to briefly examine these in order to assist in later discussion
in this report.

As a first stage in the overall workplan, Rapport 94-15 examined site selection programmes in over 12
countries world-wide. It proved possible to erect a classification of methodologies which have been, or
currently are, in use, which were also presented for discussion at the Fifth International Conference on
Radioactive Waste Management and Environmental Remediation, in Berlin, in September 1995
(Ref. 4).

Systematic Technical Screening
This is the process of filtering or sifting of large areas with relatively high potential technical suitability
for a given facility. It utilises a rigid set of criteria against which regions, areas and sites can be judged.
This technique has been used in the past for siting or attempted siting of numerous facilities, and is still
in use in some countries. It is usually conducted by central bodies removed from local contacts.

International organisations such as the International Atomic Energy Agency, the Nuclear Energy
Agency of the OECD, the Commission of the European Union, and others, have sought to standardise
the criteria which should be applied in any search for a particular facility site, so that the process can
be directly compared from country to country. In general the criteria suggested as important in the
search for a deep repository can be divided into two categories (Ref. 5), and include general issues
(environmental, planning, socio-political and financial issues) and issues related to nuclear safety and
radiation protection, (stability, hydrogeology, chemical and geological properties, mechanical and
thermal properties, depth and dimensions of the host rock and presence of natural resources).

A model for the sequence in which to apply these criteria was laid down in 1982 by the IAEA (Ref. 6),
and has been followed by most countries since. The selection process was broken down into a number
of discrete stages, adapted to fit the regulatory and legal situation in each particular country:

Planning and General Studies: Site selection criteria are established, potential host rocks identified, and
conceptual designs produced for repositories in each.
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Area Survey: The selection criteria are applied to regions containing the selected host rocks. The
methodologies for site investigation are reviewed and selected, and generic safety assessments are
carried out, so as to assist the selection process.

Preliminary Site Selection: Potentially suitable sites are identified using the selection criteria, and site
investigation is carried out to support the choices made. More site-specific designs are developed, and
safety assessment exercises are repeated and refined. Site-specific data are fed into generic models in an
iterative process.

Site Confirmation: A single site or a list of sites is identified and characterised in detail, with detailed
designs applied to the conditions found. Models are improved and developed iteratively, with detailed,
site-specific safety assessments performed.

The importance of political and socio-economic factors has become increasingly recognised since the
1982 document. Latest IAEA siting guidelines (Ref. 7), published in 1994, highlight the need to
minimise detrimental social impacts, following the 4-stage siting process. According to the IAEA, the
purpose is not necessarily to select the 'best' site, but one which complies with established safety and
environmental requirements.

The basic method of attempting to involve the public that has been employed over the last decade is that
of'Decide - Announce - Defend', generally referred to as DAD. In this method, a site is identified,
using variations of the selection criteria and process described above, and then announced by a central
authority. All efforts then focus on trying to defend and justify the selection in the face of the inevitable
public opposition. Peelle (Ref. 8) renamed the DAD process "directed siting", implying any form of
directed, imposed, decreed or forced siting.

Volunteer siting
Because of the failure of the Decide-Announce-Defend or directed siting methodology over the last
several decades to provide universally acceptable sites for disposal facilities, many countries have
developed a siting process dependent, to varying degrees, on volunteerism, defined by Peelle as: "a
process of joint evaluation and negotiation involving proponent and local jurisdiction. Final
agreement is made willingly by the local host". In simple terms this means that the proponent of a
particular facility invites communities, states or whatever, to volunteer their locality as a potential site.

As discussed in Rapport 94-15 and (Ref. 4), there are several variations on the volunteer process. Some
allow a local veto to operate at all stages of the process, whereas some only allow it up to a certain
stage. What is important is that in some countries, although a volunteering jurisdiction may believe that
it retains its veto throughout, the national government may often override that veto if a facility is
determined to be "in the national interest". Rapport 94-15 followed Peelle in drawing distinctions
between various degrees of volunteerism.

"Volunteer-incentives" is the most common approach, whereby various inducements, or incentives, are
offered to a community prepared to allow itself to be investigated. Critics of the volunteer siting process
have described such financial incentives as bribes, that reflect badly on both sides. These are discussed
in more detail later in this section, in the light of discussions during the in-country visits.

Mixed-mode siting
This was defined by Peelle as "any directed siting process that also requires negotiation with the host
area." Whereas in some examples of pure volunteerism, an earlier directed siting effort was abandoned
completely, examples do exist where volunteers have been sought or accepted unsolicited without
abandoning the earlier shortlist of sites. This group also includes programmes which offer local
decision-making only after a systematic screening exercise has been carried out, identifying either a list
or a particular community as a potential site.
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Siting-free concept development and site selection
This is where the decision is made early in the process to seek public acceptance of the disposal
concept itself, in isolation from the site selection process. In some cases the two are conducted in
parallel, sometimes in sequence. This is the line of approach adopted in Canada for disposal of spent
nuclear fuel, discussed further in Section 5, where a hearings process has just finished examining
AECL's disposal concept. Only if the concept is approved by the government will any moves towards
site selection begin.

The siting process for historic LLW wastes in Canada, (see Section 5. also) is probably the only case in
which the proponent (i.e. the waste producer or disposal agency) is not involved in the process to any
degree until a site has been selected.

As pointed out, latest siting guidelines and programmes are increasingly recognising the need for
increased public participation. Obviously, those programmes which incorporate volunteerism, to
whatever degree, tend, by necessity, to involve more. Review of past and present public consultation
techniques allows a distinction to be drawn between those programmes where most contact with the
public occurs prior to any decision being taken, and those where it occurs after the event, as in the
classic DAD process.

Pre-decision consultation
Here, discussions and consultations between the implementing agency and local governments and
stakeholders are held prior to each major decision in the siting process. Contacts may be informal and
closed, and/or official and open to the public. The implementing agency usually reserves the right to
make the final decision. Such a process was originally followed in Finland, was followed to some extent
in France and Switzerland, and is planned for use in Taiwan.

In the United States, new methodologies for public participation were proposed in 1994 (see Section
5.), although the major decision, to select the presently proposed site for a repository for spent fuel at
Yucca Mountain, was actually not itself subjected to any public involvement. Discussions with DOE
officials and intervenor groups during the in-country study visit associated with this project have made
it clear that these new methodologies have still to be implemented to any great extent, and in fact may
never be.

Post-decision consultation
Here, public meetings are held after a siting decision has already been made, to inform the public and to
conduct "public education", as well as to assess the potential for opposition. There is usually little or no
possibility of changing a decision, once it has been announced.

5.2 Development of volunteerism

As shown above, it is the repeated failure of the DAD process to identify acceptable sites for
controversial facilities that has led to the widespread adoption of the volunteer principle, albeit with
varying national and local variations, such that there is a decreasing number of countries which still
adhere to the DAD process. What tends to happen is that as DAD fails to deliver a satisfactory result,
public and expert opinion leaves the responsible authority with little or no choice but to adopt some
form of volunteerism. Then, as soon as the public is allowed to participate, the process becomes
unstoppable. The next few years will be instructive in this regard, as the ability or otherwise of the
volunteer process to elicit acceptable sites will be tested in a number of countries, including of course
Sweden. In some places, particularly in several of the LLW Compacts in the US, failure of the
volunteer process appears to be resulting in calls to readopt DAD, although the situation is currently
not clear.

Latest international examples:
Since Rapport 94-15 was completed in Autumn 1994, siting programmes have continued in many
countries, and latest information supports the developing adoption of more open and accountable
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processes. The decision to study the situations in Canada and the United States in this project,
explained earlier, was made in the light of developments in these and other programmes. Details of
these particular programmes are given in Section 6.

Some other countries' programmes certainly still show indications of a tendency to move away from
DAD-type methodologies towards more open ones, as was predicted in Rapport 94-15. A good example
of this is the recent failure of the DAD process in the United Kingdom, which is interesting to examine
in more detail.

UK NIREX is currently responsible for future disposal of long-lived intermediate level waste and also
of LLW after the closure of the facility at Drigg in Cumbria. It is owned by the waste producers and
government, in a somewhat similar way to SKB in Sweden. Since its creation in 1982 NIREX has been
attempting to identify and develop a suitable site for a repository facility.

Following several abortive attempts during the 1980's to find a site for a near-surface facility mainly
for LLW, it was agreed in 1987 that all wastes would be directed to a deep repository. NIREX then
conducted a systematic screening exercise, applying a number of the classic criteria outlined above. A
shortlist of 12 sites was drawn up, and 2, Dounreay in Scotland and Sellafield in Cumbria, both sites of
existing nuclear facilities, were identified in 1991 as potentially suitable. NIREX conducted a classic
DAD process, in which none of the other 10 sites were ever publicly identified, and all efforts were
directed towards justification of the final candidate site, Sellafield.

These efforts culminated in an application by NIREX to develop an underground rock characterisation
facility as a precursor to a repository. Following rejection of the application by the local licensing
authority, Cumbria County Council, an appeal by NIREX was subjected to a wide ranging Public
Inquiry, which began in September 1995 and lasted for almost 5 months. Despite this, the appeal was
rejected by the Environment Ministry in March 1997, following the inquiry inspector's report, which
criticised both NIREX's design and knowledge base as well as the methodology which had been used to
identify candidate sites, saying that it was not sufficiently open and transparent.

This served to reiterate the findings of a report published in 1995 by the Radioactive Waste
Management Advisory Committee (akin to KASAM) based on a joint study carried out with the
Advisory Committee on the Safety of Nuclear Installations (ACSNI) on the approach to site selection
for disposal facilities (Ref. 9). This recommended, i.a. that all details of such a process should be made
more open and transparent, and recommended the setting up of an independent siting commission.
Government response at the time was lukewarm. It is presently unclear what the newly elected
government's reaction will be, but it is generally expected that public involvement will be broadened,
and a complete reappraisal of site selection methodology is likely. A wide review of disposal techniques
for HLW, recently commissioned by the government, is expected to include some review of site
selection methodologies as well.

As mentioned briefly in Section 4, the previous DAD process in France has moved through the stages
described in Rapport 94-15, culminating in local inquiries in 3 communities which had expressed an
interest in being considered for examination of suitability by means of an underground research facility.
Although it remains to be seen what the outcome of these will be, the development of a volunteer
process, handled in this case by a government-appointed Waste Mediator, is rapidly becoming the
norm. In Spain, for example, a Senate Committee is currently examining the situation regarding deep
disposal options and methodologies, with a view to making recommendations as to future plans.
ENRESA (similar to SKB) has already suggested that some form of national co-ordination would be a
good next move.
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5.3 Development of community participation methodologies

Definitions used here and elsewhere
It has become increasingly clear during this project, both from reading the general literature and from
the detailed in-country visits, that one of the most difficult aspects of developing a meaningful public
involvement strategy is ensuring that at all stages of the process, all those taking part mean exactly the
same thing when they use different terms. This was one of the most basic and yet frequently stressed
points during all of the meetings held on the study visits. It therefore forms a key foundation of the
recommendations in Section 8, both in terms of possible improvements to the existing process and also
as part of the alternative methodology.

In keeping with this, it is useful to briefly comment on how some basic terms are used throughout this
report.

As Smith et al (Ref. 10) make clear, different people often mean different things when using such
terms, and meanings sometimes vary depending on the context in which they are speaking. The
definitions used here are based on the generally accepted use of the terms, especially in Canada and the
US.

A Stakeholder is any individual or organisation who is affected by, interested in, or has some stake in
the decisions and activities of a programme. This can include representatives from local communities,
townships, County-type administrations, national government departments, community groups,
environmental organisations, regulatory bodies or the like.

Hardy (Ref. 11) made the point that the successful siting processes he discussed were typified by the
adoption of an extremely broad definition of stakeholder. He repeated this during the in-country
meeting. It is important that anyone who considers themself affected in any way by a particular
proposal be able to take part in deliberations about it. As Hardy pointed out, this means that groups
within a community, lawyers, teachers, civil servants, etc. who at first glance would seem not to be
specifically involved in the issue, beyond the fact of their residence, can be crucial groups either in
favour or opposed to a facility, as they can join together to form a particular institutional community
with great local influence.

Public Involvement generally refers to the means used to incorporate the views and concerns of
stakeholders into the decision-making process. It includes identifying those concerns, providing means
by which they can be expressed and addressed, and methods of demonstrating how decisions have been
made which take them into consideration. In general, public involvement should be as wide as the
involved public wishes it to be.

It is vital to appreciate the difference between involvement that merely solicits input from the public
and involvement that illustrates an impact on the decision making process. 'To do otherwise diminishes
the value of the process' (Ref. 12).

Of course problems can be encountered when the public does not actually avail itself of the opportunity
for involvement. This is an area which must be approached very carefully, as it is very easy to alienate
a local community before any meaningful dialogue has even taken place.

In Germany, for example, comments have been made by some officials that because few members of
the public took part in local inquiries regarding certain facilities, that this implied lack of interest or
concern. Then when decisions had been made, there was intense local opposition involving
demonstrations etc. As pointed out by Lober, in a study concerned with the practicalities of protest
(Ref. 13), for a member of the public, attending a hearing is a different political action than joining a
protest group (although such groups do of course also attend), requiring a different kind of effort and
may impose significant personal cost. It also of course relates back to the sense of trust in the
institutions involved and the perceived fairness of the siting process as a whole.
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This issue of cost, and its potential affect on participation in hearings and other forms of public
meeting, was commented on by Imam and Poles in 1995 (Ref. 14), in a review of responses to EIA
scoping meetings in the US, for the then-proposed spent fuel multipurpose canister. They noted the
poor attendance at hearings of members of low-income and minority groups, and pointed out that
hearings tend to be attended by those with available time, energy, education and money, the very
resources that such groups often lack.

Given that several of the communities in Sweden that have expressed interest in being considered for
feasibility studies are in areas of high or increasing unemployment (generally in the north), the need for
a good system of participant funding is obvious. The government decision, in 1995, to make monies
available for local review and discussion is to be welcomed, but it is important that this is made
available to as wide a range of groups and individuals as possible (See Section 8).

The failure of the New York LLW Siting Commission in the US to find a volunteer site for a shallow
repository has also been attributed in part, by the National Academy of Sciences, to poor public
response to opportunities for participation (Ref. 15).

Community is a term which needs careful definition. It can mean a group of people, an organisation or
even a geographical location. It can also mean a legislative entity, as in the Swedish kommun, or a
group of people, bound together by culture or ethnic origin, who may exist as a discrete unit within a
larger grouping.

An Affected Community is any community which feels that it will be impacted upon by any part of a
particular development. It therefore should include not only the community in the geographical location
where facility development may potentially take place, but should also include communities which
border that location as well as communities through which transport of any waste to a facility would be
expected to occur. Such a community is often referred to as a Corridor Community.

This is allied to the notion put forward by Stevenson (Ref. 16) and reiterated during the in-country
meeting (with Hardy-Stevenson in Canada) of how to define Informed Collective Consent. It is vital
during a selection process to know exactly who is required to give informed consent, how they are to be
reliably informed and to determine how that consent is to be obtained.

In connection with this latter is a term used widely but often never fully understood, which is the
Decision Maker of Record. This basically means the entity responsible for making substantive
decisions in a siting process. In a country such as Sweden, unless specifically the national government,
it usually means the municipality (kommun) council. In other places it can mean a town council, a
County, a State legislature or a national government. It was made very clear in conversations during the
study visits that this was a crucial definition to have agreed at the start of any process, so that
stakeholders were fully aware of where their opportunities for debate ended, and where responsibility
for decision making began.

However, as is discussed by the LLW Siting Task Force in Canada, in its final report in November
1995 (Ref. 17), it is essential that members of the community involved are able to feel confidence in the
decision-making entity, and that it in turn is seen to have a broad knowledge of the community's needs
and aspirations. Whilst this tends on the whole to be a given in Sweden, for example, it is not always
the case in some other countries. This confidence (or lack of it) in the decision-making process is an
important underlying factor which should never be discounted when discussing these issues.

By the same token, of course, it is important that all stakeholders accept the need for a decision maker
of record, and that all are able to agree the point at which debate ceases. This is one of the reasons why
a mature democratic framework is essential in any siting process involving volunteerism, and why some
countries, especially those with more autocratic regimes, often eschew the process, whilst still merely

21



attempting to 'educate' the public, believing that it is only an uneducated public which will oppose
facility development.

There is further discussion of the decision making process later in this section.

The Issue of Trust
Rapport 94-15 made the point regarding public participation that one of the basic principles involved in
the most successful examples was that of trust. This means mutual trust, but especially relates to the
trust by a community (local or national) of the organisations and institutions involved in the siting
process. A simple review of the literature (in 1994) showed the almost universal lack of trust that the
general public tends to have in the nuclear industry as a whole.

As volunteerism and public involvement develop and become more widespread, confidence in the
process is tending to increase, which is all to the good. It is all too easy though for this developing trust
to be destroyed overnight by unexpected events.

The recent accident in Japan, at the Tokai reprocessing facility, for example, has seriously undermined
public confidence in a country which previously appeared to have faith in its nuclear institutions,
certainly as witnessed by the expansion of the programme there. The decision by the authorities to
prosecute senior management at PNC involved in misleading the regulator and others as to the severity
of the accident only serves to create mistrust in future statements and actions.

Rapport 94-15 describes in some detail the difficulties that the US DOE has had in the recent past in
terms of public trust. In its 1993 report (Ref. 18), the Advisory Board on Radioactive Waste
Management clearly identified the 'widespread lack of trust' which it expected to continue for a long
time, and which was not, it concluded, 'irrational, nor can it be discounted merely as a manifestation
of the NIMBY syndrome.'

Not that trust can merely be obtained by demonstrating technical competence, if 'public education' is
not accompanied by openness and transparency. As the Canadian LLW Siting Task Force said,
'Experience has taught that technical success is not necessarily accompanied by public acceptance'
(Ref. 17 p. 84).

Trust as an essential prerequisite to progress in a siting programme was one of the main points made by
all those interviewed during the 2 in-country visits. It was frequently stated that until both sides had
confidence in each other's abilities and honesty, little movement would take place.

Indeed, in discussions with InSite &Solutions, in Ottawa, this need was stressed to the extent that
experiences from the LLW Siting Task Force work in Deep River indicated that there was a benefit to
be had in both sides (the Task Force and the community council) signing some form of agreement at the
very beginning, so as to formalise the working relationship. All too often, it was reported, there was
fear expressed by the community that even after the siting process had reached a conclusion, there was
no guarantee that a facility would ever be built. In fact this was one of the factors which convinced
members of the Task Force that the absence from the process of a distinct proponent was actually
detrimental to progress (Lafferty and Final report). This was despite the firm intentions of the original
process, as outlined in the 'Opting for Co-operation' report in 1987 (Ref. 19), that absence of a
proponent was to be desired and striven for.

As Oates and Maccafferty showed in their paper at the Winnipeg conference (Ref. 3), simply by
agreeing to volunteer and enter the process a community can end up paying a high social cost, with
internal conflicts and local upheaval. Given that many of these communities, as in Sweden, are
generally small and very close-knit, such disruption can have long-lasting effects. It is all too easy for a
proponent or Task Force to move on after a relatively short time, in the event of a suitable site not
being found, leaving behind a divided community with deep scars. The fact that this happened even in



Deep River, in which some 75% or more of the working population were employed by AECL, directly
or indirectly, should not be ignored.

Unfortunately it became obvious in discussions with many of those involved in the LLW process in
Canada that even despite these early signed agreements, there was a gradual erosion of trust evident in
the communities as the work progressed. This was so marked in the final candidate area, Deep River,
that the Community Liaison Group eventually resigned en-masse in 1995, claiming that it no longer had
any control over the process and that the Task Force had developed into an unofficial proponent.

The LLW Task Force itself suggests, in its final report (Ref. 17), that this was due to the timescale
required to perform all the tasks it had been set, such that certain decisions had to be made in a
somewhat arbitrary fashion to ensure completion of the work. It is interesting to note that the decision
maker of record in Deep River, the municipal council, felt able to continue the process after the CLG's
resignation, even to the point of accepting nomination as final candidate site. In fact the local
referendum also proved positive, despite negative campaigning by former CLG members.

Unfortunately the current situation in Deep River only serves to support the call for binding guarantees
to be given at an early stage in the process. The Task Force and the local community council, having
agreed, in good faith, a so-called 'Community Agreement in Principle', covering issues such as
financial compensation, facility oversight etc. have now discovered that the Federal Government has
refused to accept certain of the principles of the CAP, due to external political factors. As a
consequence the CAP lapsed at the end of 1996. Negotiations are currently in progress between the
government and Deep River, but the Task Force has been excluded.

Several of the interviewees in Canada supported the idea that a series of binding agreements should be
entered into by the various actors in a staged siting process, and that failure to do so would cause the
process to fall. It was however essential that all parties retained the ultimate right to withdraw from the
process at any point, right up to and including the signing of the final agreement to proceed. This is
essentially the same as the continuation of the local veto, as held in Sweden and elsewhere, although all
agreed that at no stage should a community be forced to accept a development if it did not wish to. That
wish would of course be expressed during the decision-making process, as discussed below.

It is of course important to recognise that it is necessary for a potential host community to not only
have trust in the proponent or those involved in the process, but also for there to be faith in the fairness
and equity underlying the process itself. If a community in northern Sweden, for example, feels that the
very act of SKB approaching communities far removed from the source of the waste is unfair, because
in general they see very few of the concrete benefits of cheap electricity etc., then the harder it will be to
convince the members of that community to believe and accept what they are told by SKB.

This was also discussed by Stevenson at the Winnipeg meeting (Ref. 16) and during the in-country
visit, and was referred to by him as Locational Equity. This is an issue which has already surfaced in
Sweden, and indeed was a major point of discussion during the run-up to the referendum in Storuman.
It is essential that it is addressed, and a way of approaching it is therefore included in Section 8 as an
important feature of the recommendations to ensure wide acceptance of the siting process.

This same sense of equity can also be described simply as Fairness, and it is clear that not only must
widely separated communities feel equally confident in the inherent equity of the process, but so too
must all the members of the volunteer community. It is not certain that under the present format of
Reference Group and subordinate Working Groups, as adopted in most volunteer communities in
Sweden to date, that all views are equally represented, or certainly given the same level of credibility by
those involved.

It was very clear from the in-country meetings, especially those with opposition groups, that much of
their opposition and resentment stemmed from a perception of having been excluded from the process,
simply because of their views. Section 8 includes some suggestions on how these perceptions could be



assuaged somewhat, by developments on the way in which the Reference Group tests local opinion and
receives contrasting views. This does not of course mean that at the end of the day a minority should be
able to derail a process, but is intended to ensure that alienation and a sense of exclusion is, at least, not
a reason of itself for opposition.

Similar comments and observations have been made in the literature by workers examining the US
situation, and were identified during this study (e.g. Ref. 20). Some go so far as to suggest the setting
up of a Presidential Commission or its equivalent, to examine the whole waste management strategy.
Considerable emphasis is placed on the need to investigate public attitudes to siting facilities, stressing
the implications of public demands for equity, fairness and decision making roles.

The Community Benefit Package
It is essential, as pointed out by Flynn and Slovic (Ref. 21), that the attitude that radioactive waste
disposal is merely a technical problem to be solved by experts, must be abandoned. A repository has
social and economic dimensions that will seriously affect the quality of life in the adjacent communities.
As they show, it has the potential to stigmatise communities, making them less attractive to residents,
businesses, visitors etc. Oates and Maccafferty (Ref. 3) also pointed to the need to lay out a clear
package of benefits, both social and financial, at a similarly early stage, in addition to early guarantees
of good faith and commitment.

These are of course what are referred to as 'volunteer incentives' in the classification described above
in 5.1, and whilst these are sometimes called 'bribes' by opponents of facility siting, it is generally
thought to be essential that volunteer and potential-volunteer communities are as fully aware of the
possibilities at as early a stage as possible. Indeed, many of those interviewed for this project
considered that these could, and should, merely be opening offers, and that benefits should be adapted
to suit the particular local situation.

Whilst these factors are a major part of the initial feasibility studies as carried out by SKB, negotiated
community benefit packages should take these factors fully into account, and form a main part of the
agreements entered into between SKB and potential host communities, as suggested in Section 8.

Certainly, for example, there is an early commitment to major financial incentives enshrined in the
French volunteer process, even to the extent of promises to locate major new research and educational
facilities in a selected area.

Of course financial incentives are not the answer in every situation. During the abortive attempt by the
US waste negotiator to locate a site for a long-term spent fuel storage facility, the offer of staged
payments, totalling millions of dollars in some cases, was seen by some disadvantaged groups, such as
First Nation bands, as a way of obtaining funds whilst making no firm commitment to facility
acceptance.

Any agreements as regards incentives, whether financial or otherwise, must be entered into in good faith
by all parties. This of course then depends on the issue of mutual trust already discussed.

This whole area of community incentives, and the benefits or otherwise of formal Community
Agreements in Principle, along the Canadian lines, is discussed again in the Section 8 on
recommendations for further action and study in Sweden. At the present time there are several
variations on the basic principle, involving differing forms of local or national negotiation and control,
that a formal review of these would seem to be warranted.

The Decision-making Process
In the past, as discussed in Section 5.1, decisions regarding facility siting etc. tended to be taken
centrally by government agencies or licensed operators, as part of the DAD methodology. Opponents
were only involved after the event, usually in efforts to mitigate the impact. Public participation usually
only started at this time, with the establishment of local liaison groups designed to act as a point of

24



contact between the affected community and the facility operator. There was no local role in decision
making.

As volunteerism has developed there has been an increase in the perception by implementors that there
is a need for the potentially affected community to feel involved in the process of decision making from
the very start. This in turn has led to the realisation that not only is it important to have a clear
understanding of who should be called upon to make decisions as regards a community advancing
through a siting process (see the discussion above regarding the definition of Affected Community , and
what constitutes the Informed Collective), but it is absolutely crucial to have a clear picture of how
those decisions are to be made.

Of course, decision making at a local, or even national, level varies from country to country, depending
on the legal system and cultural history involved. It is fair to say though that in most situations the
ultimate decision as regards whether or not to proceed along a course of action, with reference to
facility siting, is taken by elected members of a legislative body, be it a municipal council or a national
government. This is certainly the case in Sweden, with Reference Groups etc. only acting in an advisory
capacity, to assist the legislative body in making its decision.

This is also the case in most other countries. However, it became clear during the in-country visits that
some siting processes are thought by some to have delegated too much of the decision-making
responsibility to smaller groups, some of which consist of un-elected individuals.

In the US, for example, as far as communities around old federal facilities which are now being cleaned
up and restored are concerned, it has been found beneficial to develop so-called 'Site Specific Advisory
Boards' (SSAB's) as the primary means of involvement in the decision making process (Ref. 22). This
of course only covers methods to improve an already degraded local environment, but has implications
in the search for meaningful local involvement techniques. These SSAB's are claimed to be more
acceptable and representative than some other forms of review group, because they are elected by the
community, and not appointed by the local legislature. This is because there is a perception amongst
those involved that elected officials may have little motivation to address minority views.

However, Niedzielski-Eichner and Smith do point out that it is important that SSAB's are not allowed
to become the sole decision-making avenue, and that there must continue to be a major role for what
they refer to as Affected Units of Local Government (AULG's). It remains to be seen whether a
combination of AULG's and SSAB's can satisfactorily site a disposal facility though, as opposed to
monitor and influence the progress of an environmental restoration project.

In Canada, in the original 'Opting for Co-operation' document which established the LLW Siting Task
Force in 1987 (Ref. 19), great emphasis was placed on the role of the Community Liaison Group
(CLG), and the fact that it too specifically avoided elected individuals. CLG's were intended to be the
'interpreters of community views' or intermediaries, in much the same way as the Reference Groups in
Sweden are at present. However, as pointed out in the Task Force's Final Report, this proved to be a
hindering function rather than a beneficial one. In attempting to fulfil their role, the CLG's as currently
constituted, actually served to increase polarisation between various stakeholder groups.

Oates and Macafferty reiterated this in their Winnipeg paper in 1996 (Ref. 3), and repeated it at length
during the in-country meeting, explaining how the members of the Deep River CLG became detached
from the process as it progressed, eventually resigning en-masse in 1995, because they saw their role as
having been diminished and superseded by the Siting Task Force which, in the end, made many of the
process-related decisions, and by the municipal council which was the decision-maker of record.

It is clear therefore that the role played by the SSAB, CLG, or the Reference Group, which in Sweden
is intended to perform a somewhat similar role in many cases, is central to the success or otherwise of
the process. Section 8 contains some recommendations as to how this role could be enhanced and
encourage wider participation from the affected public, whilst still enabling the Reference Group to
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function in its essentially advisory capacity. The fact that some Reference Groups are wholly un-
elected, whilst some consist totally of elected individuals is, as discussed in Section 8, a source of
confusion to outside observers at the present time, and it is important that a consistent approach is
adopted if the aim is to encourage other kommuns to join the process.

Of course, central to the decision making process in those countries involved in the volunteer process is
the issue of the referendum, or local vote. As Oates and Maccafferty pointed out, if the objective of a
co-operative process is to find a community willing to host a facility, then the public's decision must be
the ultimate measure of acceptance.

In the normal course of events, if decisions taken by a municipal council or other elected body prove to
be unpopular, elected representatives can be removed from office in an election, but a facility siting
process is a long-term project, and the community must have a mechanism to pass judgement on how it
is proceeding. It is absolutely vital that the decision maker of record, although advised on its
recommendations by the locally recruited Reference Group, CLG, SSAB or whatever, allows the
affected public (however that is ultimately defined) to have the absolute final say in the matter.

Allied to this is the issue of the community veto. It must be possible for a community to withdraw from
the siting process at any time and for whatever reason, without prejudice. This can be a difficult
concept for a proponent to accommodate in its planning, in that there is no guarantee from day to day
that the community will not exercise its right. However, to withdraw that right, or threaten to suspend it
in 'the national interest', will only serve to destroy any trust and mutual respect that may develop
between the involved stakeholders.

It appears that the community veto in France is of limited duration, and that once a community accepts
development of an underground laboratory, if later law changes allow a repository to be constructed on
the same site, the community has no control over the issue. In Switzerland, where local decision making
via referenda is the main democratic process, legislative bodies with differing responsibilities and
electorates have obtained contradictory results, and it remains unclear whether local vetoes are
mutually exclusive or binding.

There is considerable scope for further examination of the decision-making process as regards local
referenda and community vetoes, and recommendations in this area are included in Section 8.

6 Outline of national programmes

In order to assist the understanding of the wide ranging discussion contained in this report, and to put
the comments from the meetings into context, it is useful at this stage to describe, in fairly general
terms, the status of the national programmes in the countries visited.

A very brief snapshot of the Swedish situation is also included for completeness.

6.1 Sweden

Whilst it is not necessary here to describe in detail the background to the current situation as regards
the siting process for a spent fuel repository in Sweden, it should be recalled that potential sites have
been under investigation since 1977. As described in Rapport 94-15, this was done using the DAD
methodology. 11 sites were examined, with extensive work undertaken at 7. For a combination of
reasons, not least increasing public concern and comments from the reviewing bodies, SKB were
encouraged to introduce the idea to invite local communities to "volunteer" themselves for consideration
as a potential site, in FUD 92. These were to be in addition to the previously studied sites. This was
described in Rapport 94-15 as 'Mixed-mode Siting'.



Several communities originally expressed interest in being considered for a repository site. These were
Overkalix, Arjeplog, Storuman and Mala. Whilst it was originally planned by SKB to start test-drilling
in 2 locations 1994-95, in the event, only 2 of these 5 finally decided to allow SKB to carry out even an
initial feasibility study. These were Mala and Storuman.

It was agreed to conduct non-invasive feasibility studies, which do not involve any drilling, and report
to the local communities. The local kommun council then planned to decide, via referendum, whether to
proceed to the detailed investigation stage, although the process never even reached the final review
stage in Storuman.

The first Feasibility Study was only completed at Storuman by the end of the summer of 1994, with a
final report submitted in January 1995 (Ref. 23). This identified several areas within the municipality
which appeared to offer potential. Even before review of the final report it was decided by the council
to hold a referendum on whether to proceed. In September 1995 the kommun voted approx. 70/30
against any continuation of the process.

A Feasibility Report for Mala was published by SKB in March 1996, and an independent review, co-
ordinated by the Reference Group and conducted by a number of working groups of consultants and
Group members, was completed in April 1997. This accepted SKB's methodology and initial results
and recommended the municipal council to proceed to the next stage of the process. Before any final
decision is made, however, there will be a referendum in September 1997. An independent group has
been established in Mala which will actively campaign for a positive result, but with no connection to
the Reference Group.

SKB originally suggested that they needed at least 10 communities to volunteer for the process, so as to
allow useful comparisons to be made. This became 5-8 communities in the 1994 Supplement to FUD
92 (Ref. 24). Recent government statements, following review of FUD-95, have repeated that 5-10
feasibility studies must be completed, and at least 2 detailed site investigations carried out.

Consequently, in an attempt to increase the number of communities willing to volunteer, SKB has
followed a technique used in some other countries, namely to approach those communities in which
nuclear facilities already exist. This is the so-called 'nuclear oasis' approach, which has been followed
most notably in the UK, in the search for a site for a repository for long-lived L/ILW (although as
described earlier in Section 5, the candidate site at Sellafield has since been abandoned).

In May 1995 SKB published a review of the nuclear sites (Ref. 25) at Nykoping (Studsvik research
centre), Oskarshamn (NPP, CLAB and HRL), Varberg (Ringhals NPP), Osthammar (Forsmark NPP
and SFR) and Kavlinge (Barseback NPP). In late summer 1995 SKB voluntarily withdrew its interest
in Varberg following an earth tremor there.

The local authority at Tranemo expressed interest in 1995, but intense public opposition caused the
invitation to be withdrawn. Since the appointment of the National Co-ordinator, in May 1996, two
other communities have also made approaches to his office for more details. These are both in northern
Sweden, at Gallivare and Pajala.

At the present time feasibility studies are in progress in Nykoping and Osthammar, and are scheduled
to begin in August 1997 in Oskarshamn, following a wide public consultation process which resulted in
a vote by the municipal council (but not a local referendum) to accept SKB's initial proposals.

In accordance with the government decision of December 1996, drilling and detailed site
characterisation will take place only after all potentially suitable volunteer communities have been the
subject of a community-reviewed feasibility study. It is currently proposed to carry out two detailed
'site studies', which would themselves consist of two phases, firstly checking the validity of previous
interpretations, and then carrying out detailed characterisation prior to applications for licensing etc.
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This would be followed by the development of a demonstration disposal facility at a single site
sometime around 2002.

Public involvement in potential host communities
So far in Sweden kommun involvement in the feasibility study process has been developed on an ad-hoc
basis, usually after some local consultation, although not in every case. All kommuns have instituted
some form of Reference Group, whose role is to act as a contact point for members of the community
and as an advisory body to the municipal council, in much the same way as the Community Liaison
Groups acted during the LLW Siting Process in Canada (see below).

The government statement in May 1995 introduced a method of funding for these groups. Under
present arrangements, a kommun has access to as much as SK2 million per year, which is sourced from
the Waste Fund through SKI. This has meant that Reference Groups have been able to engage in
varying levels of community participation, usually involving debates, information meetings etc.
Following submission by SKB of the Final Feasibility Report, (as in Mala and Storuman), these funds
enable independent review of SKB's results and methodology, by the Reference Group, using external
consultants, although this was not actually done in Storuman. The decision to continue or not will
always be subjected to a popular referendum, as is planned in Mala in September 1997.

Of the ongoing or planned studies, Osthammar appears to be the most limited in terms of public
involvement at the present time. There is a Reference Group of only 8 people, each of which is a
representative of the various political parties on the municipal board, although the permanent secretary
to the group is a municipal official. They can make no decisions themselves, have no formal contact
system with the public and the Group is an advisory body only. The municipal board did enter into an
agreement with SKB as to how the studies would be conducted, although this has no strict legal status.

Nykoping has no such agreement with SKB, but the kommun has established a Reference Group more
along the lines of the ones used previously in Storuman and Mala, involving up to 24 individuals,
selected by public nomination to the municipal board. Again, though, it is only advisory, but great
efforts were made to ensure the involvement of all local groupings and societies etc.

In Oskarshamn the Reference Group will consist of the WHOLE of the kommun board. There will then
be as many as 6 working groups concentrating on monitoring the various aspects of the investigation.
Although these too will primarily consist of elected representatives, they will have full autonomy in
terms of using external consultants and advisors when required.

Section 8 contains areas of suggested improvements or additions to this current situation, with the
intention of harmonising the methodology and of expanding on some of the underlying principles
identified during this project as essential to the fostering of good participation practice.

Also included in Section 8 is a completely independent and new methodology, put forward as an
alternative to the present process, for use in the future, should the present process, or any amended
variation to it, ultimately fail to provide sufficient suitable sites for the detailed investigations to take
place.

6.2 Canada

As has been explained in other parts of this report, one of the main reasons for visiting Canada has
been the openness of the approaches used both for 'historic wastes' and for spent fuel disposal. It is
useful to examine these in some detail as they form the background to the in-country discussions.

Repository for so-called "historic" LLW in Ontario
In 1986, the federal government called a halt to efforts to locate a facility, following nearly a decade of
failure, when it became apparent that continuation of the current method (DAD), would likely result in



significant social disruption and political conflict. Instead, it established an independent six-person
Siting Process Task Force to advise it on how to proceed.

The Task Force produced the "Opting for Co-operation" report (Ref. 19) in 1987, which stated that the
process must involve real consultations, not just "public relations", and outlined a 5-Phase process,
which began in September 1988:

Phase 1; Establishing Guidelines
This involved establishment of a Siting Task Force, review of background reports by both public and
independent experts, and the drawing up of draft guidelines for conducting the siting process. Public
meetings were held throughout Ontario to discuss these, prior to a final report by the Task Force.

Phase 2; Regional Information Sessions
This consisted of further intensive presentations to an invited cross-section of the public throughout
Ontario, outlining the waste problem that exists, and describing the available management technologies.
Some 850 municipal councils were approached by letter inviting indications of interest in involvement
in the process. 26 municipalities either requested further information or a further meeting (Ref. 17).

Phase 3; Community Information and Consultation
The aim of this phase was to inform residents in any interested communities about the project and the
siting process. Information sessions were held to brief the public, local officials and elected politicians.
Eleven Councils indicated some interest and proceeded to appoint Community Liaison Groups,
(CLG's) comprising a representative cross-section of the community. At the end of this Phase, eight of
the CLG's decided against continuing, although in some cases the councils overrode the advice and
continued anyway.

Details of possible compensation packages (incentives) and other mitigation factors were originally
intended to be discussed during this phase, but in the end this was postponed. The final report in 1995
cites this as being one of the major reasons for so few municipalities being prepared to continue into
Phase 4.

In the end, the Siting Task Force recommended that three communities should move forward to the next
phase. This was preceded by the appointment of a new Task Force, as per the recommendations of the
original report in 1987. For various reasons this took almost a year to begin work, much to the
frustration of many people, not least the new Task Force. In the event, one of the communities decided
not to continue.

Phase 4; Project Assessment
In this phase the 2 remaining Community Liaison Groups examined available technologies and
attempted to locate potentially suitable sites within the area. This was conducted with the assistance of
the Siting Task Force Secretariat, and included pre-feasibility studies and engineering studies,
conducted using available data. In July 1994 the Siting Task Force announced 2 possible sites, both in
Deep River, which were then to be presented jointly by the Liaison Group and the Siting Task Force to
the community for discussion. Geraldton withdrew from the process at this stage.

In Deep River the process actually began to break down towards the end of this phase in that the CLG
resigned en-masse in 1995 because it felt that it was being excluded from the process and that it had not
been given the information and support it felt that it should. The municipal council continued without a
CLG and drew up a Community Agreement in Principle (CAP), which was accepted in a public
referendum and which was to be the basis of the agreement between itself and the federal government.
However, as Oates and Maccafferty pointed out in their Winnipeg paper (Ref. 3), and explained during
the in-country meeting, the fact that the Siting Task Force actually had no powers to accept a CAP on
behalf of the authorities proved to be a major stumbling block.
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Between the beginning of Phase 4 in 1992, and the end of it in December 1995, the political situation in
Canada changed to the extent that no guarantees could be given to Deep River about the long-term
future of AECL's nearby Chalk River laboratory, which was the major local employer. As this formed
the centrepiece of the CAP, no agreement could be reached. To date, negotiations have restarted, but it
is far from clear whether Deep River will ultimately accept the invitation to move into Phase 5 of the
process, which involves construction and implementation of the facility.

In its final report on the process to the end of Phase 4, the Siting Task Force came to several
conclusions, some of which were in opposition to the intentions of the original 1987 proposals, and
which have direct relevance to any attempts to improve or change local involvement strategies;

1. It is important to have an identified proponent
It was originally thought that absence of a proponent would encourage open discussion, free from
polarisation and downright opposition. This did not prove to be the case. The Task Force saw itself as
having to remain impartial throughout, which, it felt, left the stage open to opponents, and did not see
any strong voice in favour of a facility become established, as had been expected. In fact, the public
began to regard the Task Force as an unofficial proponent, which made its work increasingly difficult.
The Task Force actually suggested that it was the role of the municipal council to become the
proponent, once it had decided to accept a facility and that decision had been approved by referendum.

This conclusion is of course not of direct relevance to the Swedish situation, in that SKB is a clear and
well identified proponent. What is interesting however is the notion of kommun support once a
referendum has accepted a feasibility report and made the decision to proceed. Swedish laws allow a
local veto at any stage in the process, up to and including the granting of a construction licence. It is
unlikely that SKB would ever expect its proponency role to be adopted by a municipal council,
although obviously it might be entitled to expect a degree of local support as the process moved
forward following a referendum.

2. The Task Force disagreed with the original 1987 intention that the CLG should have the
responsibility for fully reflecting the breadth of views in the volunteer community as a substitute for the
municipal council. It pointed out the difficulty of not being seen to favour a particular interpretation or
line of action simply by making such information available. By attempting to remain neutral, both the
Task Force and the CLG were open to the criticism from opponents that they were stifling negative
views.

The CLG's found themselves caught between both sides in the argument, and even came into conflict
with the Task Force itself at times, when trying to demonstrate to opponents that all views were being
represented. The Task Force did not suggest a solution to this dilemma, simply repeating that the final
decision maker of record was the municipal council, which placed the issue before the community in a
referendum.

This is the area which is addressed by Ballard and Kuhn (Ref. 26) in their proposal to introduce a 3-
tiered discussion forum into the CLG's deliberations, involving groups specifically dealing with views
from opposition and facility supporters on an equal footing.

3. As discussed earlier, it did not prove possible to discuss community benefits and incentives in the
early Phases of the process, as had originally been intended. This was identified as a major failure by
the Task Force, and led, it suggested, to the low number of volunteer communities moving through to
later phases. It suggested that this inability to quantify potential benefits allows opponents to identify
each and every risk, no matter how negligible, whilst removing from potential supporters one of their
most potent arguments.

This was discussed at some length in Section 5, where this conclusion was repeated. It was clear from
all of the discussions held on the in-country visits, both in Canada and the US, that early and honest
discussion of potential benefits, both financial and social, was a vital task. It should be pointed out of



course that such a discussion should not exclude potential negative impacts and detriments. It is
essential that a community is fully informed of all issues and arguments before being asked to make a
decision in a referendum.

Again, Ballard and Kuhn's methodology has a role to play in ensuring that all issues are introduced into
the discussion.

4. The Task Force's final conclusion concerned its own inability in practice to conclude and formalise a
Community Agreement in Principle with a potential host community. It was accepted that all it could
do was help the community to draw up the CAP, but that the federal authorities had to accept it. In the
event this has proved difficult to accomplish, and has led to disillusionment in Deep River.

There are currently no plans in Sweden to encourage the use of a similar CAP, although many
communities are expressing concerns about 'what is in it for them?' etc., and this issue is dealt with in
Section 8 regarding community incentives.

As regards formal agreements dealing with the process, because this has only involved feasibility
studies so far, it has generally been left to SKB to explain to the kommuns what form these will take,
and how reporting will be handled. Although an agreement exists between Osthammar and SKB, there
is currently no mandate for SKB to make similar agreements with any future volunteer communities.

Suggestions along these lines, introducing the concept of legally binding staged agreements, are made in
Section 8, together with a proposal in which the Siting Co-ordinator is encouraged to lay down more
formal guidelines as to the conduct of feasibility studies in general.

Spent fuel disposal
In addition to the search for a disposal site for historic LLW, Canada is also involved in a process to
identify a suitable long-term management concept for spent fuel, which currently assumes disposal as
the only viable option.

The separation of research from site selection for a repository was announced following intense public
opposition to previous more traditional search methods. A special long-term review was instituted in the
late 1970's, with the setting up of a complex approval process for the disposal concept without
beginning the site selection process. No firm process has been established for siting, and it has not yet
even been decided which organisation will be responsible.
From the outset, the Canadian Nuclear Fuel Waste Management Programme (CNFWMP) has stressed
the importance of public involvement at every stage. Early work involved identifying communities
where basic research could be initiated and conducted over extended periods, culminating in the
selection of a site for the development of an underground research laboratory at Whiteshell, in Ontario
in 1980.

A key component in this process is the stated commitment by both the federal government and the
government of Ontario, that no site selection will take place until the technology has been independently
assessed and judged to be safe and acceptable, through a process involving public hearings (Ref. 27).

A public consultation programme was established in 1981 to develop an understanding of the issues
that the public felt were important and needed to be addressed. A large number of groups and
individuals were approached and invited to participate in this exercise.

A Review Process was then begun to assess the potential environmental impact of deep disposal
according to the current concept espoused by Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd (AECL). Following the
setting up of a Scientific Panel to advise the Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office
(FEARO), scoping hearings were held around the country in October 1990, to allow interested and
concerned individuals and organisations the opportunity to make recommendations as to what the Panel
should instruct AECL to include in its environmental impact assessment.
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Draft guidelines were issued for consultation in 1991, and final guidelines sent to AECL in late 1992.
The final EIA was sent to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency (FEARO's successor) in
October 1994 and has been subjected to intense scrutiny in a 3-stage hearing process which began in
March 1997, taking place at numerous locations across Canada.

The first phase concentrated on socio-political issues, such as site selection criteria and social impact.
A second phase dealt with technical issues such as engineering feasibility and repository design, and the
process finished with a series of local hearings in numerous small communities across the Canadian
Shield, as well as in Toronto.

The hearings took place in front of a panel of experts, from both technical and sociological
backgrounds, and were managed by CEAA. Organisations and members of the public who wished to
make submissions to the panel were able to apply for intervenor funding, which allowed for the use of
external consultants and advisors. Participant funding, to allow individuals and members of community
councils etc. to attend hearings in their localities, was also made available.

Despite the best efforts of the CEAA and the panel, problems have arisen as regards representation at
the hearings, especially as perceived by Native Peoples. Some have claimed that the dialogue should be
between the sovereign governments and not through an agency, whilst others have refused to recognise
the competence of the panel members. AECL also caused some concern amongst participants by the
introduction of a completely new conceptual variant after the start of the first phase of hearings, in May
1996, along with a huge volume of supporting documentation. This necessitated an extra week of Phase
2 hearings, which were held in November 1996, and resulted in postponement of Phase 3 until January
1997.

After closure of the hearings in March 1997, the panel is now deliberating on its findings, and a result
is expected sometime before the end of 1997. It is not certain yet whether it will approve the concept as
it stands or request that further work is done. It is also far from clear, especially given the current
uncertainties as regards the future of AECL, which body or agency will carry the CNFWMP forward
to the siting stage, if approval is forthcoming.

It was possible to attend 2 days of the final phase of hearings in Toronto, during the in-country visit to
Canada in February 1997. Discussions with the Director of the CEAA Panel Secretariat involved are
reported in Section 7.

One of the main points made in that discussion, and throughout the CEAA process as a whole, was the
issue of time. Every stage of the process has taken longer than originally anticipated, and even now
there have been many complaints from intervenor groups that the hearings proved to be shorter and
more limited in scope than was originally expected. Comments similar to these, but referring to all
aspects of a siting process were repeated during this and other meetings for this project.

The bulk of information and documentation involved has also led to complaints, in that it has proved
impossible for the interested public to examine even a small fraction of what has been produced, such
that many have been left with a sense of frustration and confusion.

The issue of time and the need to avoid frustration and confusion are of direct relevance to the Swedish
process. It is vital that individuals do not feel alienated from either the initial stages of community
expression of interest or the feasibility review process, by the sheer volume of information which tends
to be made available. As the bulk of this usually derives from SKB, but also from opponents, there is a
role here for the National Co-ordinator, as outlined in Section 8, who should be encouraged to act as an
independent source of information in the first instance, whilst ensuring availability of independent
expert advice and assistance during the review stages.



The CEAA hearings have been the first formal examination of AECL's disposal concept in the public
arena. This contrasts with the review process in Sweden, whereby SKB's 3-yearly FUD reports are
subjected to a wide review by interested organisations and individuals, with SKI submitting a formal
opinion to the government, based on these submissions.

Some organisations, notably SSI, have suggested that some form of public hearing process may be a
useful adjunct to this review, allowing SKB to demonstrate its abilities in environmental impact
assessment, safety assessment modelling and the like. Certainly these have proved to be areas of
considerable debate during the Canadian hearings, and it may well be that something along the lines
suggested could prove beneficial, as it would allow scrutiny of SKB's capabilities before the more
formal licensing stage begins. It may also help interested communities to form a better judgement on
SKB's interpretation and application of the results from feasibility studies and later investigations.

6.3 United States

As was explained in Section 4, the United States was selected for an in-country visit for several
reasons, not least because of the breadth of contacts already possessed. It is also of interest because of
the stated intentions of DOE to implement full public consultation and involvement in all its areas of
activity. As was described in Rapport 94-15, this followed the report of the special Siting Task Force in
1993 (Ref. 18), which demonstrated what it described as a 'crisis of trust' in DOE felt by the majority
of the public. This was intended to produce what was described as:

"a culture sea change that will have broad implications for how stakeholders interact with the
Department and its many programs." (Ref. 10).

The OCRWM therefore developed a draft policy which established three goals:

1. Routinely incorporate credible, effective public involvement processes into daily operations and long-
term planning activities, with every employee sharing responsibility to practice and improve public
involvement.

2. Follow clearly defined, coherent internal decision-making processes with known access points for
public involvement.

3. Inform and empower the public in order for them to participate in decision making.

In addition it expresses several core values, which included:

1. Openness. Public involvement activities should ensure open and inclusive participation by all
stakeholders seeking involvement.

2. Early involvement. The program should involve the public in framing issues before a discussion to
resolve the issues ensues.

3. Accountability. The program should report, explain and justify its decisions.

4. Accessibility. The program should hold public meetings at a convenient time and location to
accommodate as many stakeholders as possible.

Unfortunately, as noted in the description of the in-country visit in Section 7, this policy has now been
'overtaken by events' and has not been fully implemented across the whole spectrum of DOE's
activities, especially the search for a suitable repository for spent fuel, despite the apparently positive
signs in terms of increased public involvement and confidence building that were becoming apparent
(Ref. 28).



Interestingly, the importance of enhancing public trust by increased public participation was made the
subject of a Presidential Executive Order concerned with 'Environmental Justice', in 1994, but so far
only as it pertains to commercial hazardous waste facilities. At that time DOE claimed that the policy
answered the needs of the Order (Ref. 29). It is unclear as to whether that requirement is now being
met.

Siting activities for a disposal facility for spent fuel in the United States began in 1977. Systematic
screening was carried out involving several hundred possible sites in salt formations and other rock
types in areas already controlled by the government (Ref. 30). Locations were "scored" on various
criteria and a list of 7 potential sites including Yucca Mountain was produced. 12 areas of crystalline
rocks in the eastern US were also identified and subjected to public scrutiny. 8 other areas were held in
reserve.

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) was passed in 1982. This specified that deep geologic
disposal was the preferred method of management for spent fuel and HLW, and instituted a 2-stage
siting process. A so-called "second" programme was scheduled to run several years behind a "first".
The effect of this was to form a political compromise between the more populous States in the Eastern
US (where most of the reactors are), which contained most sites in the "second" programme, and those
sites in the "first" programme, which lay mostly in the less populated West.

The NWPA also instituted proposals to site and construct a centralised, monitored, retrievable store for
commercial spent fuel (the so-called MRS), allocated responsibilities to specified federal agencies, and
established a fund to cover nuclear waste disposal costs.

Amidst intense opposition from the targeted Western States (Nevada, Washington and Texas), and
under pressure from the waste producers because of slow progress implementing the NWPA
provisions, the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendment Act (NWPAA) was passed in 1987. It suspended the
"second" program and selected Yucca Mountain, in Nevada, as the sole candidate site for the "first"
program.

Since then DOE have been involved in a programme of site suitability determination, including the
development of an Experimental Study Facility (ESF), consisting of a looped tunnel from the surface
and accessing the potential repository horizon. Current plans call for a Site Suitability Statement to be
presented by DOE in 1998.

Ever since the designation of Yucca Mountain as sole site there has been intense opposition from the
State of Nevada, amid calls for a more open and democratic process of investigation and reporting.

By way of contrast to the situation regarding repository site selection, the NWPAA in 1987 also
instituted the post of Waste Negotiator, the first of its kind and with some general similarities to the
Swedish Co-ordinator. The Negotiator was charged with finding a site for the monitored spent fuel
store (MRS), and was able to offer financial and other inducements to States and Indian Nations willing
to allow themselves to be the subject of a feasibility study. Several sequential stages were designed,
with relatively larger amounts of money at each, but despite the expenditure of many millions of
dollars, all except one of the nineteen Indian Nations or three counties which applied for the original
Stage I grants pulled out. In the end fiscal limits beyond the Negotiator's control terminated the entire
process without any result.

Subsequent to this failed process attempts are being made to amend the NWPAA, or pass a wholly new
measure, either of which would mandate storage of commercial spent fuel on the Nevada Test Site, on
DOE land adjacent to Yucca Mountain. This has effectively removed any public involvement or
participation in spent fuel management in the US at the present time. Many of those met during the in-
country visit expressed dismay at the present state of affairs, which only developed to its present
position after this project began.



The only area of nuclear waste management in the US where the public is fully involved at the present
time is that of LLW disposal, although even then there is intense opposition. As explained in Rapport
94-15, the Low-Level Waste Policy Act of 1985 instructed each state to solve the problem of disposing
of its own wastes. It encouraged states to join together and form so-called "compacts", and to develop
joint facilities. Although the Act specified that these facilities should be operational by 1992, not one
new facility has been developed up to the present time.

Many compacts have engaged in detailed siting programmes. The most advanced siting programme at
the present is in fact that in California, for the Southwest Compact, where a site selected by the DAD
process has met with intense public opposition.

Other compacts have introduced volunteerism, with detailed programmes of public involvement and
community incentives.

For example, in the Northeast Compact, it was announced that a town that decides to participate would
be paid $250,000, and that the first town to volunteer would receive an additional $100,000. If the
town stayed in the process for six months, identified a site and continued negotiations 'in good faith', it
would receive a further $250,000. A town that approved a site and facility development agreement by
referendum would then receive $1 million.

Following the signing of a facility development agreement, payments of $2 million prior to operations
and $1 million per year of operation are available. The town would also receive a percentage of gross
receipts, probably between $500,000 and $750,000 per year. No final site has been selected to date.

It had been hoped to incorporate discussions with workers in some of the LLW Compacts, as part of
the in-country visit, but this did not prove feasible in practice.

Section 8 does however include some suggestions as to how further work could be carried out regarding
examination of the incentive packages being offered, and the controls attached to them etc.

7 Description of in-country visits

For the purposes of these meetings, a list of topic areas and questions was drawn up, but it was not
used as a script, only serving to act as an 'aide memoir'. This is included as Appendix 2. for
completion. This covered such areas as volunteering (mechanism, role of different bodies etc.), local
liaison groups (how they were established, how they operated etc.), and details of possible
improvements etc.

The following are accounts of the two in-country visits, based on the reports submitted to the Project
Reference Group for the meeting in Stockholm on April 7th 1997.

7.1 United States: 25th January - 2nd February 1997

The timing of this visit was designed to take advantage of the Board meeting organised by the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board (NWTRB) in Pahrump, Nevada, on 28/29th January. The programme
for this meeting included submissions from several stake holder agencies with whom arrangements for
short meetings had been made (NRC, NWPO, NAS). Unfortunately, due to logistics, it did not prove
possible to have a detailed conversation with NWTRB staffers.

Meetings were also held in Washington DC with DOE officials and one the major opposition
intervenor groups at the present, NIRS, who operate nationally out of Washington. A final meeting was
arranged in New York with RWMA, a consulting group which works closely with opposition and
intervenor groups, concerned primarily with LLW siting and other waste issues.



Copies of the questions used were sent to various people who it was not possible to actually meet (Paul
Slovic, of Decision Research, staffers at the Ohio LLW Compact, IEER and NWTRB etc.). It had been
hoped to include their responses but unfortunately none had been forthcoming at the time of writing.

The TRB meeting included a presentation by ANDRA, from France, which discussed progress in the
site selection programme for the two underground laboratories there. Local hearings began in February
1997 in three potential communities. According to one presenter, once a community agrees to allow
ANDRA to develop a laboratory, it loses its right of ultimate veto should the government authorise
construction of a repository, in 2006.

Details are given below of the meetings held, although not all of the conversations themselves.
Specific individuals have not been identified, because of the potentially sensitive nature of some of the
comments made and the general 'off the record' nature of the sessions.

National Academy of Sciences (NAS)
The NAS is a private, non-profit society of engineers and scientists, and is the dominant member of the
National Research Council. It has been mandated by the US Senate to advise it on scientific and
technical matters.

It maintains several expert committees and boards on nuclear-related issues including one on risk
assessment and one on radioactive waste. Committee members are appointed by recommendation, and
include workers in these fields from overseas. These committees have in the past produced reports on
such things as the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, results from the Yucca Mountain site investigations,
application of EPA standards, etc.

The NAS is only the sum of its members, and has committees etc. to agree on policy areas. Much of
what was said was therefore from an individual perspective, but coloured by the speaker's role with
NAS.

It was generally agreed that the siting process for HLW/spent fuel as it now stood was somewhat
undemocratic, and could possibly end in failure. However, NAS was never invited to have a position on
the development of the process, only confining itself to the questions it was asked. Although deep
disposal as a concept had generally been accepted by the scientific community, the NAS person agreed
that other management options had not necessarily received full investigation to date, and the final
application of deep disposal was still open to some doubts.

In general the spokesman said he personally would prefer to see greater use of local liaison groups, as
in the LLW process, although it was important that decisions were ultimately taken by elected bodies.
Well funded local advisory groups, able to help steer the process to suit their own particular
community's needs and aspirations were to be preferred, he felt. It is absolutely vital that the public is
fully informed of all the issues, and that means, he suggested, that NAS and others ought to be involved
at a much earlier stage in the process, acting as independent advisors to the various local groups. He
was in favour of intervenor funding, so as to allow a fully informed debate.

Everything should be done out in the open, with the available financial incentives made clear right at
the start, although these could be negotiated to suit particular wishes in the community. A community
should hold referenda if it wished, and also be able to withdraw at any stage and for any reason,
without prejudice.

Nuclear Information and Resource Service (NIRS)
NIRS, based in Washington DC, acts as a clearinghouse for nuclear related issues in the US, and helps
affected communities and groups fight plans in their neighbourhood. It acts as a contact point for
national press agencies and writes leaflets, fact sheets and brochures on all issues, especially waste.



NIRS considers that good public involvement means that local communities can actively influence
decisions which affect them. There should be total access to all available information. NIRS does not
consider that the present process for spent fuel management or disposal involves the public to any
extent, with decisions all taken by a small group of non-accountable officials.

NIRS expects the current process to fail at Yucca Mountain, due to the intense opposition at all levels
in Nevada, and because of the poor site conditions. They note the fact that the NWPAA allowed for
volunteerism in the search for an MRS, but not for the selection of Yucca Mountain.

For both HLW/spent fuel and LLW they would recommend a completely new process, in which local
communities are fully involved in drawing up site selection criteria and supervising any site
investigation. As regards LLW at present, the opposition which springs up in any community even
considering volunteering to just find out more, was usually so great that no volunteers would come
forward anyway (they thought). At the very least, there should be a local Task Force set up by common
assent, through the locally elected body, with full representation of all parts of the community,
including Native Americans and other minority groupings. This would be financed directly from the
Waste Fund and be responsible for all aspects of the process.

NIRS feel that the current methodology for LLW, involving inter-state Compacts nominated by State
Governors, is not good, and precluded public representation before volunteers came forward. Such
bodies should also contain members of the general public.

NIRS strongly supports the involvement of potentially affected communities in any decision making.
Such communities are defined as anyone who feels that they will be affected. Consequently transport-
route communities should also be involved, which they feel will create insurmountable problems in
ultimately finding a site for spent fuel disposal.

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
This is the sole regulator of nuclear issues in the US, although EPA does have some role in terms of
environmental standards.

A presentation was made at the Pahrump meeting, concerned with transparency in performance
assessments. It proved possible to meet with several of those involved.

The NRC is actually composed of a number of Presidential nominees, who meet regularly, in public,
and to whom the public can make submissions and appeals for action. The actual inspection of nuclear
sites, policy development and implementation etc. is carried out by a permanent, professional staff.

Great efforts were made to stress the independence of the NRC from both governmental and industry
influence. It does however maintain close contacts with DOE and the utilities on everyday planning and
policy issues, so as to ensure that potential problems are identified before they become a reality.

As regards repository siting methods, for either HLW/spent fuel or LLW, NRC has no position. It only
gets involved formally when there is a licence application. It does however liaise closely with facility
proponents to ensure that the documents submitted are in the form that NRC would expect. This also
ensures that very few applications are actually refused, as the documents have effectively been
thoroughly scrutinised beforehand anyway.

NRC also strives to maintain its competence in all aspects of performance and safety assessment, so as
to be able to move immediately a licence application is submitted.

NRC regards its own public involvement work as good. Meetings are always announced in advance,
and there is always a comment session at the end. The Commission also receives regular informal
reports on how public involvement is proceeding, and can recommend changes if necessary. The
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Commission is also advised on particular topics by several specialist committees of nominated experts,
in addition to its own staff.

Although NRC is legally responsible for all nuclear facilities, the possibility exists that for LLW, but
not spent fuel, where a facility is subject to a State licence which coincides with Federal requirements,
responsibility for supervision can be passed to the State. If the NRC subsequently feels concerned
about the way this is being done, it can resume responsibility.

State of Nevada Nuclear Waste Project Office (NWPO)
This is the State oversight agency, set up under the NWPAA to monitor DOE work at Yucca
Mountain. Up until 1995 it received over $5 million per year from DOE, directly from the Waste Fund.
In 1995 an amendment to the Federal Budget made this the responsibility of DOE to pay, directly out
of its own budget. It has withheld payment to date, causing severe cutbacks in the NWPO's activities.

As the State of Nevada is totally opposed to the siting of a repository at Yucca Mountain, much of the
NWPO work aims to highlight deficiencies and shortcomings in DOE's work. It also aims to raise
issues that it feels are of importance. It has in the past had an extensive outreach programme, involving
local educational projects, public reporting, and even hosting its own radio programme, as well as
funding detailed research in specific areas associated with deep geological disposal. There is currently a
court case pending in which the State is requesting full payment of arrears for 1996, and re-
commencement of the payments for 1997.

Nevada feels totally let down by the political system, having been given no choice in the selection of
Yucca Mountain, and no involvement in crafting the NWPAA. The only solution, says Nevada, is to
abandon the current process altogether, and begin again, but this time using an open volunteer process,
where States have equal influence and where they can, in association with potential communities,
design and implement a siting process from start to finish.

They feel strongly that all potentially affected communities, which also includes those on transport-
routes, should have equal say in the decision making process. There should be local referenda at
particular well-defined stages in the process, although there should also be continual local polling, so
that the State, which would be the decision-making forum, has a reliable indication of local opinion
throughout. For the NWPO a stake holder is basically any group or individual who feels affected by
the proposal. Local liaison committees should be set up to represent stake holder views, and these
would be funded directly from the Waste Fund, independently of a facility proponent. They would
however be appointed by the State.

OCRWM Department of Energy (DOE) (Washington)
DOE explained that the Draft Public Involvement Plan was no longer under development, and had been
'overtaken by events' and never formally adopted. Nor would it now be, as it was the brainchild of
Hazel O'Leary, the retiring Secretary of Energy. It was suggested that many of the ideals in the Plan
were already part of DOE thinking, although it appeared that the proactive public involvement it
suggested is not one of them. Some other parts of DOE, (Environmental Management for example), do
involve local people around cleanup sites through site specific advisory boards etc. much more than
OCRWM does at Yucca Mountain, for example (see Section 5).

DOE are more concerned with stressing that they will continue to make information available to the
public through such means as the National Information Centre in Idaho. Periodic reviews of the
international literature and available DOE documents etc. are produced, and the public can visit sites
and facilities when required. It is apparently a legal requirement to allow the public to sit in on
substantive meetings with other agencies, although of course not in every case, especially where
confidential matters are discussed.

It was explained that DOE strategic planning does not involve input from outside. There was some
earlier in the 1980's, before the NWPAA made Yucca Mountain the sole site for a spent fuel



repository, but not now. Some in DOE had been concerned when the oversight funding for the State of
Nevada had been cut last year, as this sent bad signals to the public as regards secrecy and
accountability, although it was suggested that some in the State were stifling the debate for political
reasons.

However, DOE formally invites NWPO and other local bodies (County legislatures etc.) to comment on
its draft plans, documents and policies, although not intervenor groups. The then current consultation
process regarding the plans to alter the siting guidelines at Yucca Mountain (so as to enable DOE to
make a decision of suitability in 1998, without meeting some earlier mandated reporting deadlines) was
cited as a good example of how the public is consulted through its representatives.

As regards public involvement and volunteerism, DOE pointed in the direction of the failed programme
to find a site for a Monitored Retrievable spent fuel Store (MRS) by the Waste Negotiator. It was felt
this had been a good exercise, with many people becoming very interested in the possibilities.
Unfortunately, politics intervened in most cases.

The Negotiator was also actually empowered to explore possible repository locations as well, although
no volunteers for this were forthcoming. It was not helpful that he could not proceed with detailed site-
specific negotiations with local governments without approval at State level, which was rarely
forthcoming. However, up to nineteen local communities were involved, and received some considerable
sums of money as they progressed through the earlier stages of the process.

Some in DOE apparently favour a process involving multiple sites open to intercomparison, with public
involvement co-ordinated by someone like the Waste Negotiator. DOE will watch the situation in
Sweden viz. a viz. the Siting Co-ordinator, with great interest.

Radioactive Waste Management Associates (RWMA)
This is a small consulting group based in New York. Since 1989 it has assisted state and local
governments, citizen organisations and intervenor groups, in nuclear issues. There is a team of
scientists who perform engineering and economic assessments of proposed and existing facilities, as
well as undertake risk assessment exercises. It has been particularly active in the area of LLW
repository siting. Work has also been done concerning site remediation and waste transport issues.

As with NIRS earlier, RWMA are of the opinion that no site will ever be found for a facility, so it is
pointless to talk about how to involve the local population in developing one.

However, they do agree that the most basic principle in any situation is that the approach by a locally
elected body to a Compact, or Siting Commission, must be made publicly, and that there has to be full
and open disclosure of all aspects of the plans, the incentives offered, and the potential dangers of the
facility.

7.2 Canada 22nd - 28th February 1997

On this visit, PJR was accompanied by Dr's Westerlind (SSI) and Soderberg (National Co-ordinator
for Radioactive Waste Disposal).

In comparison with the earlier visit to the United States it was possible to talk to people directly
involved in an ongoing public involvement process, for both LLW and spent fuel. The visit deliberately
coincided with the two days of Phase III CEAA hearings in Toronto (25th/26th February).

Meetings were arranged with all main interested industry players (AECL, AECB, NRCan, Ontario
Hydro) as well as several of the main intervenor groups (Northwatch, Energy Probe, Greenpeace) and 2
groups of consultants who have been closely involved in the 2 processes (Hardy Stevenson and InSite
& Solutions). A long conversation was also held outside the CEAA hearings with Richard Kuhn, from



the Geography Department at the University of Guelph, who has been studying community
empowerment and involvement in hazardous facility siting for over 6 years. It was possible to have a
short discussion with the head of the CEAA secretariat as well, so as to better understand the process
and its development.

Unfortunately, due to unforeseen circumstances (illnesses), it did not prove possible to meet with AECL
or Northwatch. As in the case of the US, the list of questions used as a meeting framework (Appendix
1) was sent to these organisations for their comments, but no detailed responses had been received at
the time of writing.

Greenpeace
Greenpeace in Canada have had a relatively low profile on nuclear issues since 1992, due to a
combination of circumstances, mostly involving financial constraints and lack of personnel. They have
had next to no involvement in either the LLW Siting Process or the CEAA hearings. That said, they
have supported local groups etc. when asked, but have not actively worked on the issues.

As regards LLW, one of the reasons they have remained at a distance was that there was a fear in the
communities that their involvement might produce a polarisation of views which would hinder an even-
handed consideration of the issues.

Whilst having made a generalised submission to the EIS Guidelines scoping hearings in 1991, they had
not been very involved since, merely observing from the side. They were not certain that separation of
concept and siting was necessarily a good idea, in that it made it difficult for the general public to focus
on the issues which would affect them directly. They were not sure whether the public should assume
collective responsibility for the waste problem, or make the producers and AECL take it all. They feel
that there is not one simple solution to the waste problem, but a complex one consisting of many parts,
in which waste reduction and nuclear phase-out are essential components.

They acknowledged that in Canada the hearings process was the only avenue currently available for
criticism of AECL's plans, unlike the triennial review in Sweden.

Greenpeace is of the opinion that any siting process should be a staged process, with well-defined goals
and timescales. Although they feel that it is probable that that the CEAA panel will recommend moving
on to siting, they don't believe that a sufficient number of volunteers will actually be forthcoming, if
indeed there are any at all.

Energy Probe
Energy Probe is part of a larger charitable foundation known as Probe International.
They were involved at the beginning of the LLW process in 1987/8 during the production of the
'Opting for Co-operation' report, but feel that the process generally failed to engender sufficient trust in
potential host communities, which they felt prevented many communities saying 'yes' to further studies.
Many people felt a lack of control over the process, which was laid out in strict terms at the start, and
became very strictly managed.

As regards how to define 'affected communities', it was suggested that this should be as wide as people
felt it necessary to go. Energy Probe believes strongly that there should be an attempt to let all of them
take part in the process and vote at the end whether to continue. There should be a simple majority, of
those communities voting, required for the process to move forward. They point out that Deep River
was probably unique, given its intimate association with the industry (cf. Oskarshamn). Indeed, the
CLG itself was apparently chaired at one point by the wife of a senior AECL employee. In the event,
there was a split in support, in that the CLG recommended rejection of the plan, whilst the elected
council members recommended acceptance. The popular referendum voted to proceed, with many
individuals citing their dilemma as a nuclear-dependent community.
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A regards the CEAA hearings on the spent fuel disposal concept, Energy Probe has taken part at all
stages. They feel that despite good initial guidelines for the panel, the reality has tended to exclude
many of the related issues which intervenors wanted to raise. Again, they felt the definition of affected
communities should be as wide as possible. They saw the need for a process where opposition feelings
were as widely sought as those in favour. Otherwise, when referenda were held, the elected bodies could
find themselves out of step with people's real views. Therefore intervenor funding is essential. If and
when siting begins for a repository, host communities should be funded to hire independent experts to
give a balanced view.

They felt that SKB and some others were more mature in their relations with opponents and critics,
whereas the hearings were really the first time that AECL had been openly challenged, and it showed.

Hardy Stevenson
This is a group of consultants who were closely involved in designing the terms of reference for the
CEAA panel, although they still feel that these were kept too narrow. It is not possible, they think, to
conduct such an exercise in a vacuum, without including examination of the broader picture. They were
very much in favour of the panel itself, which is the largest ever used in the CEAA system, containing
as broad a scope of opinions and expertise as possible, including technical and non-technical people.
They explained how the panel had been able to invite certain speakers to make submissions,
irrespective of the intervenors.

HS were also involved with the preparation of the EIS by AECL, advising on the participation
methodology which is suggested in it. They have only acted as interested observers in the LLW process.

They pointed out the subtle difference between intervenor and participant funding, in which the former
covers groups and coalitions, enabling them to hire consultants to make submissions to hearings etc.,
whilst the latter allows individuals in local communities to visit facilities and attend hearings etc. They
explained how it is vital to invite anyone who feels affected to take part and seek funding to be able to.

They were not convinced that separation of concept approval and siting was necessarily a good idea,
commenting that in their experience they could think of no actual cases where it had been successful.
Then again, they did consider that the use of strategic EIA's, as was being done in the CEAA process,
at least enabled the important issues to be identified and discussed.

They believed it was crucial that a potential community retains the power of veto throughout the
process. It was also essential to identify, early in the process, what the definition of community actually
was, and how the views of the 'informed collective' would be obtained. It should be shown very early in
the process how decisions were to be made, in terms of simple majorities, required percentages etc.
They used the expression 'self identification', meaning that anyone who felt affected should be
acknowledged as so being, irrespective of the views of the siting team. They were not convinced of the
benefit of involving elected representatives in leading roles during the consultative process. It becomes
too easy for them to dominate the discussion and become influenced by externally imposed electoral
deadlines.

It was crucial to make as much information available as possible, and to make it as independent as
possible. One of the most important factors, often ignored, was the time necessary for the public to feel
informed. The community should be allowed to move forward at its own pace. Whilst it helps to have
some guidelines and a few deadlines to work to, there has to be a great degree of flexibility to allow for
unexpected avenues of inquiry. There should be early exploration of what the community should be
striving to learn, with the use of workshops and seminars. These would be led by not only technical
people, but theologians and social scientists as well.

They considered that it might help engender trust and confidence in the process if the community was
able to enter into legally binding agreements at various stages in the process.
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Ontario Hydro
Hydro were at great pains to get over the idea that they have no real thoughts about the siting process to
be used if the panel approves AECL's disposal concept and that with regard to volunteerism, and how
it could best be implemented, the reply was always that 'it is all open to consultation'. It was certainly
suggested that no decisions would be made on how to move forward without about a year's consultation
process, in which there would be widespread public involvement. They had no view on how many sites
would be required at different stages of a siting process.

The difference in Canada between 'intervenor' funding and 'participant' funding was described as
important. The latter allows communities and individuals to take part in meetings etc., whereas the
former also allows preparation of submissions and hiring of experts etc.

OH claim to have no opinion on whether a Task Force similar to the LLW process would be preferable
for spent fuel; all this will come out of the consultation, although a comment was made about the
potential problems that the lack of an identified proponent can have, in that concerned members of the
public can become frustrated if all parties claim to be merely interested in the 'Process' per se.

Geography Department Researcher, University of Guelph
During the CEAA hearings in Toronto it was possible to have a discussion with one of the authors of a
paper at the Winnipeg conference in 1996, which centred around the principles underlying the
particular siting model that was put forward in Winnipeg (Ref. 31), and which is described in more
detail in the paper in Risk Analysis, (Ref. 26).

This model takes the basic CLG idea, which acts as the public point of contact with the Siting Task
Force (in the case of LLW) and widens its scope to include the development of specific groupings
designed to explore not only the benefits of siting a facility siting in the community (facility advantages
committee), but also the potential problems associated with it (the facility disadvantages committee).
These would arrange meetings etc. to put over their particular views and evidence, and the whole would
be presided over by another group, the impartial mediator committee, which would take the role of a
community jury. Although consisting of non-elected individuals, such people could join these
committees if they so wished.

These committees, forming the Three Party Community Liaison Group would themselves be appointed,
with community agreement, by an Independent Facility Siting Office, which is the equivalent of the
present Siting Task Force.

At the beginning of the siting process, after a period of regional information sessions, communities
interested in being considered would approach the Facility Siting Office and request more local open
houses and similar presentations, to explain the situation and the need for a facility. A comprehensive
list of siting principles and community safeguards' would be laid out so as to demonstrate that the
community will have complete and open access to all information at all stages. An essential point here
is that the proponent (yet to be appointed in Canada), would have no other role at this stage than to
provide information and present its own view of the situation.

Sufficient funds would be made available to interested communities to allow them to hire outside
experts and consultants, who would interact within the 3-tier committee system.

One important factor to be borne in mind would be the role of neighbouring communities. Although the
system is based around the distinct electoral region involved, other communities would be able to take
part, especially by means of representation on one or other of the committees. Before a community
agreed to move into the phase of more technical community investigations, designed to examine the

These are laid out by the Facility Siting Office prior to commencement of the process to enable interested
communities to see exactly what conditions apply

42



existence or not of potential sites for a facility, there would have been a wide ranging process of
consultation with neighbouring areas to identify the affected publics.

Although there would only be a single, formal referendum at the end of the process, local polling would
be conducted on a regular basis, to allow continuous feedback of community response. If the
referendum recommends approval, the entire Liaison Group draws up a Community Acceptance
Agreement, containing the conditions to be met by the implementor. Some form of 'bid' system is then
envisaged if multiple communities have stayed in the process to this stage.

CEAA
It proved possible to have a conversation with the director of the CEAA secretariat for the Review
Panel.

CEAA were generally satisfied with the way that the hearings have gone, although the process has
taken longer than originally expected, mainly due to the amount of information that AECL made
available to the panel in May 1996, and the perceived need for more time to examine it.

The secretariat had made great use of the CEAA Web site, with transcripts, submissions and summary
reviews placed there as soon as possible, to assist wide dissemination.

Whilst the CEAA itself can have no views as to the content of the submissions and the actual
proceedings themselves, the comment was made that it did seem to be the case that there was a large
degree of scepticism, and apparent mistrust of the so-called experts who have taken part, especially
those from the proponent.

Natural Resources Canada (NRCan)
This is the government agency with direct responsibility for management and disposal of radioactive
wastes in Canada. MW and PJR met with a policy advisor in the Uranium and Nuclear Energy
Branch.

As regards the LLW process, NRCan is awaiting the outcome of renewed negotiations between the
Town of Deep River and the ministry. It has generally been satisfied with the way the Siting Task
Force has carried out the process, but was not able to comment very much on the process until it has
been completed.

The process was as open as NRCan could make it, and closely followed the guidelines in the 'Opting
for Co-operation' report from 1987 (Ref. 19). Letters were sent to all communities in Canada inviting
elected representatives to regional open houses and meetings. Task Force follow-up was only carried
out in those communities that actively requested more details. In the event, some fourteen requests were
received. Later, the communities where the wastes actually were also requested information and initial
funding, which was allocated for studies of the possible contamination effects.

The process allowed establishment of community liaison groups (CLG's) in each interested community.
These were funded to allow them to examine information made available by AECL, AECB and
government bodies, using independent consultants if they so wished.

In parallel with the Siting Task Force work, NRCan has also undertaken a joint consultation process
with a view to establishing a policy framework for waste management. The final results of this were
announced in July 1996.

InSite & Solutions
This is a group of 3 people who were intimately involved throughout the LLW process in Deep River.
One was a consultant to the Task Force, in charge of managing information dissemination. Another was
the manager of the Task Force information unit in Deep River, and the third (not at the meeting) was
Chairman of the Community Liaison Group at the time of its resignation.
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They were able to provide extremely useful insight into the way that the intended consultation and
involvement process actually worked in practice. They were in total agreement with the decision to
resign en-masse which was made by the CLG in 1995. It was unanimously agreed that the Task Force
had come to regard the CLG as almost superfluous. Information which was requested numerous times,
such as potential health effects from facility failure etc. was never forthcoming, and the CLG was never
in a position to make suitably informed decisions on many of the issues it was supposed to. The Task
Force perceived itself as guardians of the process, whatever the cost in terms of public involvement.

There were problems derived from a lack of firm guidelines, about things such as the necessary
percentage required in a referendum; the way to involve adjoining but influenced communities; the
ability to question technical decisions; the extent of community incentives etc. etc. These should be
agreed early in such a process, they thought.

Membership of the CLG was totally voluntary, solicited via newspaper adverts and the like. The Task
Force then selected members who were considered to be as widely representative of the community as
possible. Final approval of the membership was necessary from the elected executive body in the
community. Although all its meetings were public, there was no active attempt to get people to attend,
and some meetings were private, if they dealt with funding allocations or contractual matters. The CLG
was not given a formal budget, but had to apply for monies from the Task Force when required. Whilst
it was difficult to get support for some studies during early phases, as deadlines approached money was
often easier to obtain.

The CLG was not given a strict timetable either, but all the CLG's in the volunteer communities were
held at the end of the main process phases. In fact, almost a year passed between the end of Phase III
and the start of Phase IV (seeking a site within the community), and as such much of the early
momentum was lost, people got bored, membership of the CLG changed, etc. The Task Force report
from this stage has been sent to PJR (Ref. 32).

One of the main failings in the process was that people in the community were not aware that the Task
Force actually had no ability to authorise any agreement. In fact, the Community Agreement in
Principle accepted by the referendum now has to be negotiated again with the federal government.

Whilst accepting that the process itself was a good way to proceed, they have been able to identify
practical shortcomings. Lack of good guidelines, poor distribution of funds and the inability of the Task
Force to make binding agreements are considered as the most important. Also, there was a perceived
need for a much more detailed set of agreed definitions at an early stage in the process, so as to avoid
misinterpretations and conflict later.

It was also felt that the regulator, AECB, kept far too low a profile during the process, despite repeated
requests from the CLG for comments and guidance on numerous issues.

AECB (Ottawa)
This single agency performs the functions of both SKI and SSI. It has not been directly involved in
either the CEAA hearings or the LLW siting process.
AECB does not consider that it has any public role in the site selection process, only becoming involved
when a facility licence is applied for.

AECB acted as interested intervenors in the CEAA hearings, issuing a 'deficiency statement' regarding
the EIS as everybody else did. They did not see any role however for the AECB in assessing suitability
of the disposal concept per se or site investigation methods etc.

Unlike SKI and others, AECB does not tend to take part in 'dummy' assessment exercises to check the
validity of the models used by AECL or to develop a capability for when a licence application is
submitted. It will issue some very general guidelines as to what such an application ought to look like,
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within the next months, but this is very much left to the proponent, and there will be no formal
consultation with the public regarding these.

The public will be invited to comment on a license application, and this will likely involve hearings. It
seems that AECB will be called on to grant a site investigation licence when a final site has been
selected, and this will mark the beginning of the facility licensing process. There is currently some
discussion as to how and when such a process is said to have begun. A licence will be subject to review
every two years.

It was explained that new safety regulations were currently being drawn up. A new Nuclear Law would
then be required 6 months after they are issued. (The new regulations were formally approved by
government in May 1997).

8 Conclusions and recommendations

It is useful to present the conclusions and recommendations of this relatively short project in terms of
the 3 goals in the original project proposal dated June 1996:

• To point out possible problems and pitfalls which should be avoided, based on experience in
other countries, as well as beneficial methods which could be examined

• To identify lines of approach which might improve the existing public involvement strategy in
Sweden

• To suggest an alternative strategy for discussion in the event of failure

It was realised from the very beginning that in order to implement some of these recommendations it
might be necessary to make changes to the existing siting process framework in Sweden. This should
not however prevent them being considered, as all siting processes show the need to evolve and change
with time. They are of course not endorsed in any way by SSI.

8.1 Problems, pitfalls and good ideas

It is important to stress from the very beginning that a common feature of all the discussions during this
project was the obvious high regard in which the Swedish repository siting process is held by most
overseas workers. Considerable interest was expressed that it was even thought necessary to improve
on the methodology currently employed.

That said, the experiences gained in the United States and Canada in terms of involvement through
hearings, inquiries, public involvement programmes etc. have a lot to teach all those involved in the
Swedish process.

As discussed in Section 5., certain basic essentials should be present in any successful process, where
success is defined not necessarily by siting a facility, but in terms of the confidence all involved have in
the process itself.

1. All involved must feel confidence in the intrinsic fairness of the process, and must have a basic sense
of trust in those organisations and individuals involved, otherwise any decisions made will lack the
confidence and support of the affected communities. It is therefore essential that implementors are open
to discussion of all aspects of a proposal and that regulators, in particular, should be enabled to enter
into frank discussions with interested groups and individuals as regards the long-term safety and
acceptability of various waste management strategies, early in the process. All information, be it
advantageous or detrimental, should be freely available to all.

The issue of locational equity is also paramount in this context. If communities feel pressured into
taking part in the process because of factors such as high local unemployment, poor infrastructure etc.,
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then confidence in the fairness of the process will be eroded. The parallels between Swedish nuclear
communities for example, and the situation the residents of Deep River found themselves in as
employees of the industry called upon to approve a facility in their town, should not be discounted. This
general expectation of approval can also be a source of some tension.

2. Following on from this it is clear that there should be an agreed form of community compensation for
the effort and social disruption caused by taking part in the siting process. It is obvious from overseas
experience that there can be severe local stress and disruption caused by involvement in the process.
This can take a considerable time to heal, even if a community withdraws from the process. Many
current forms of community funding take no account of this. It is of course a difficult tightrope to walk,
with allegations of bribery always a fear and sometimes difficult to address. That is why all members of
the community must be fully involved from the start.

3. As part of this issue of fairness and compensation, it is necessary for all involved to enter into formal
agreements which lay out the benefits to be obtained from actually hosting a facility. Whilst the basic
structure of this can be defined irrespective of location, there should also be the flexibility, within
agreed limits agreed by relevant government departments and SKB, to negotiate and adapt these to suit
the particular local situation. This negotiation should continue during the various stages of the process,
such that if a particular community is selected as the site for a facility, the proponent enters into a
binding Agreement in Principle which lays down the details in terms of compensation, business
incentives, use of local labour etc. It is also very important that these issues of compensation etc. are
agreed to by the relevant government departments. What must not happen is that a site is selected based
on a negotiated local agreement which central government then fails to honour.

4. In order to prevent disagreements in the future it is essential from the very start that there should be
an agreed set of definitions, involving all aspects of the process. These must be agreed by all involved,
proponent, regulator, community councils, intervenor groups etc. These should be laid down by a
central body whose general independence is recognised by all stakeholders, so interested communities
can see how the system works, although local negotiation should be possible after a community has
entered the process.

5. A common problem in many programmes has been the lack of appreciation that the time required to
complete a process generally exceeds that originally allocated to it. This tends to result in a situation
whereby all the important decisions and deadlines are postponed and delayed until a point is reached
when debate is stopped and decisions are made on very short timescales in an often arbitrary manner.
This often serves to alienate members of the public who feel they have been denied a say.

It is of course the case that any programme must have mutually acceptable guidelines for operation and
decision dates to allow it to make progress. It is important though that there is regular review of
progress made, so as to allow for rescheduling where necessary. This review must involve all parties to
the process, not just the decision maker of record and/or the regulatory authorities. There is now a
general consensus that programmatic deadlines must take account of political and social issues as well
as the traditional technical questions, some of which can be more readily addressed in this way.

6. One of the most efficient ways to encourage local participation is to delegate decision making to the
lowest level of elected body. This is usually the community council or its equivalent. However,
although this body may be the decision maker of record, it should not be assumed that it is the sole
residence of local views and opinions.

The development of some form of local advisory group, consisting of individuals nominated from
within the community, is a vital part of the process. There is still some debate about whether such an
advisory group should contain elected representatives as well, or whether none should be included at
all. As long as it remains advisory only, it is not necessary to include elected representatives.
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An advisory group must, however, have a clearly defined mandate and set of operational guidelines,
negotiated and accepted in advance, and must not stray outside of these. It is crucial though that this
group is allowed to question the basic tenets of the siting process, assist in drawing up criteria for site
selection within the community, and to be fully involved in reviewing the results of technical reports
and documents, through the use of external consultants. Otherwise, the group will feel outside the
process, and could in time become a centre for dissention and even opposition.

7. The method of funding local involvement is important to define clearly from the very start. If the
funds are allocated directly to the advisory group, there can be a danger that it will be spent following
lines of investigation that, although of interest to the group, do not help it to provide useful advice to the
decision makers. There should be a clearly defined system of control whereby the group has access to
the funds it requires, but where that control is exercised outside the group by an impartial body able to
have an overview of the developing process.

It is crucial though that the funding oversight body does not arbitrarily limit the uses to which funds
can be put. The concerns of local people regarding a repository development may not necessarily be
those expected by a central body. If justification can be provided for a particular work project, funds
should not necessarily be withheld. The last thing wanted in this situation is for a community to reject a
proposal because it felt unable to address its own concerns adequately.

8. The structure and operation of local advisory groups has come in for considerable discussion during
this project. As outlined in Section 5., the Community Liaison Groups as proposed in Canada in 1987
were not the same as those which came to develop and operate in reality during the LLW Siting
Process. Concerns were expressed regarding representation, operating guidelines, role in the decision
making process and in a host of other areas.

What is clear is that the local advisory group must be seen by local inhabitants as an open and
transparent route to the decision maker of record, whereby all concerns, no matter how trivial, can be
raised and adequately addressed. This is why it is essential that all shades of opinion should feel
represented and able to express their point of view without fear of ridicule or censure.

If a local advisory group does not consist of elected representatives, it is important that a means of
controlling strong individuals within it is found. Elected representatives could be removed from office in
an election, but some other method is required here. Suggestions from Canadian sources included a
regular rotation of members, who would only serve for a stipulated period. Ultimately, given the long
timescale for a repository process, it may prove that a large proportion of the community will have
served on the group at some time. This could provide a means to ensure continuation from one
generation to the next.

However the group is made up, it should, as far as possible, contain fair proportions as regards age,
gender, ethnic background etc.

The additional 3-tier discussion forum as suggested by Ballard and Kuhn (Ref. 26) appears to have
great merit in encouraging the active participation of all shades of opinion, as well as members of
adjacent communities outside that with direct legislative control. Although strong opinions may be held,
a method whereby these can be constructively harnessed to continuing the debate must be encouraged.
This could be actively supported by creative funding methods.

9. At the end of the day the decision on whether to proceed will be made by the decision maker of
record, but this must be subjected to a local referendum, involvement in which should include all those
who feel affected by the proposal, both actually and perceived. Such affected communities will have
been defined at the start of the process, as will the format to be adopted in the referendum, the question
to be asked, and the percentages of the vote required to proceed etc.
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10. It is essential that a community maintains the ability to withdraw from the process at ANY stage.
This veto must not be capable of being overturned by national government. Such a safeguard has been
enshrined in most of the public participation plans studied for this project, and was forcefully endorsed
by all those met during the in-country visits. Without a guarantee on this issue, no sensible community
will even enter the site selection process, let alone perceive it as fair and open.

8.2 Possible amendments to the existing Swedish process

It is important that any suggested amendments to the current rather ad-hoc Siting Process are designed
to mesh with the ongoing situation. It is not the intention here to recommend a 'return to go' scenario,
which will only serve to frustrate the proponent and those communities already making valuable
contributions to a national problem, whilst unnecessarily encouraging those opposition forces working
to prevent any meaningful progress. A national waste management problem exists, and will continue to
do so in the future. It is better to foster mutual co-operation between all the parties involved in the
debate, so that decisions are made in the light of a full and fair exchange of information and views.

It may ultimately prove that no community in Sweden is prepared to willingly host a disposal facility
for spent nuclear fuel, or that some form of long-term monitored storage is adopted as the preferred
strategy. It is important that such a decision is made on the grounds of rational thought, rather than be
influenced by manipulation of facts by either side.

As has been explained in some detail earlier in this report, and elsewhere (Refs. 1, 4), the situation in
Sweden has paralleled that in numerous other countries over the last 5-10 years. A centralised siting
programme, involving decisions made by a national body removed from local concerns and influences,
has failed to provide sites acceptable to any but disinterested technicians, and the introduction of a
volunteer process, whilst attempting to involve the affected public in decision making, has, in reality
thus far, often only confused and worried people as regards their role in the overall process.

What is needed is a way forward which involves all members of the public, whatever their views or
fears. At the same time, society in Sweden has delegated responsibility to SKB to safely manage
radioactive wastes, and SKB must be actively encouraged to involve the public in that process,
otherwise it will not be sufficient, at some later stage, for critics to claim that SKB acted without due
process. Only by becoming involved in the debate, will the public possibly convince SKB that although
the final solution may not ultimately be exactly as originally envisaged, it will at least have been arrived
at by a mutually acceptable process, and will therefore stand a far greater chance of implementation. It
is also of course entirely feasible that SKB will succeed in convincing the public and the regulators that
its disposal concept and capabilities can address the problem adequately.

It is intended to present the recommendations of this project on 2 levels. Level 1 includes suggestions as
to where the existing methodology in Sweden might be improved upon, bearing in mind the experiences
examined overseas. Level 2 contains an outline of an alternative strategy, which could offer an
alternative approach should the present siting process fail to identify any suitable or acceptable
candidate sites for further investigation.

Level 1
This contains a number of specific recommendations as to how the conclusions of the project could be
used to benefit the current situation, primarily as regards new and existing feasibility studies. As
mentioned earlier, implementation of some or all of these recommendations might/will require changes
to the legal framework as it currently stands in Sweden. Some of these changes could in turn require
changes to the present division of responsibilities.

The National Co-ordinator
As has been pointed out many times in this report, the National Co-ordinator had not been appointed at
the time of the initial design of the project, and his first detailed workplan only became available in
February 1997. Consequently, whereas the original intention had been to suggest areas of improvement

48



to the process in a general sense, many of these recommendations are now directed at the Co-ordinator
or the soon-to-be-established National Consultative Forum, for implementation. Indeed, if the Co-
ordinator's post had not been already created, to do so would have been the first recommendation.

The National Consultative Forum
Whilst accepting that this Forum is currently still only in its formative stages, the opportunity is taken
here to make some comments and recommendations as to how its role might develop. The broad range
of membership as proposed by the Co-ordinator in his first Workplan, and the suggestion there to form
a number of specialist working groups or committees, blend well with some of the recommendations
laid out below, and it is hoped that organisational problems can be solved early in the process. The
Forum is seen as an essential feature of an improved siting process, and, given the Co-ordinator's
closely-defined working guidelines, could more readily engage in some of the activities suggested
through its proposed system of working groups. This would mean that the Co-ordinator could then
continue to act as an independent link between the Forum and the volunteer communities.

The apparent intention to allow observers and/or active participants from non-involved kommuns and
County Boards would help develop the image of openness, transparency and independence which will
be crucial to the Forum's success. As has been the case in consultations regarding the development of
the EIA process for the spent fuel encapsulation plant in Oskarshamn, the Forum should be broadened
to include representatives from potentially affected communities, such as those lying geographically
adjacent to existing or potential volunteers, and to corridor-communities through which shipments of
waste will have to pass.

Experience from the Canadian LLW Siting Process demonstrates the sense of hostility which can be
generated from excluding such communities from the decision making process. The Co-ordinator has
already acknowledged the need to involve such groups in his First Workplan.

It is also essential that the regulatory authorities are involved as fully active participants. Whilst
accepting the legal limitations that exist under the various Acts which are relevant in this situation,
there is a precedent in the formation of the EIA Forum that has been set up in the case of the
encapsulation plant, and which comprises representatives from SKB, SSI, SKI, the Municipality of
Oskarshamn and the Kalmar County Board (Ref. 33).

A. The Initial Expression of Interest
As Richards has pointed out (Ref. 34), the proponent for a potentially unwanted facility has to find
ways to design, communicate and implement the process so as to survive this crucial first stage. Once a
community is lost, it is almost impossible to regain it.

Up until recently, communities in Sweden were expected to proactively contact SKB to seek
information regarding the practicalities of volunteering for feasibility studies. This has led to difficulties
in terms of public reaction, allegations of secrecy and the like. It has sometimes been unclear whether
the initial approaches should be made public, or whether this would so ignite opposition as to make
proceeding impossible, even before any information was made available.

In the early phases of the volunteer process, when SKB was approached, a veritable avalanche of
documents and information was triggered, and the full 'Public Relations' machine swung into action,
with an SKB information trailer usually the first to appear. Whilst all of this is understandable, it also
caused some concern amongst the general public, who often perceived the initial expression of interest
as akin to approval for the work to begin.

With the passage of time SKB have generally become more sympathetic in their actions in the local
communities, and now tend to stand back whilst the initial debate takes place led by the municipal
council and other groups.
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If approval to continue with a feasibility study is forthcoming, SKB sets up an office in the kommun,
and begins to hold meetings, open houses and the like. However, all this will naturally be in favour of
proceeding, and it is left to the kommun, through the Reference Group etc. to provide alternative
viewpoints and interpretations.

With the appointment of the National Co-ordinator in May 1996, communities have been given the
opportunity to approach an independent body in the first instance, one which has no formal links to
either proponent or regulators. Whilst striving to gain acceptance of feasibility studies in as many
kommuns as possible, in keeping with the governmental requirements of May 18, 1995, and of
December 1996, of at least 5-10, the Co-ordinator's aim is also to ensure openness and fairness in the
process. These principles are the bedrock of any process revisions here, and have been shown earlier to
be absolutely vital to the outcome of any siting exercise.

SKB is therefore now in the position, in the early stages of a potential investigation, of a voyeur,
watching from the sidelines. If the members of a municipal council express a desire to learn more,
whether because they see the repository as having potentially beneficial effects in terms of employment,
economic development etc. or simply because they wish to know more about a national problem, it is
essential that the first exchanges are open, frank, and non-judgmental.

It is far easier for the Co-ordinator to fulfil this role than it is for SKB, as he is technically only
concerned with the implementation of the process, rather than the development per se of the repository.
Even if no final site is identified, for whatever reason, as long as a sufficient number of communities
have passed through the process, he will have fulfilled his mandate.

Recommendations
Al. It is essential that ANY community is able to request a meeting with the Co-ordinator. In theory
this has been the case of course since 1992, when SKB sent letters to every Swedish municipality, but
the response then was very poor, possibly reflecting a lack of trust in either SKB, the process, or both,
at that stage.

A2. The Co-ordinator should be free to arrange presentations, in the community, regarding the waste
problem and possible solutions to it. Through the National Consultative Forum, he should assemble
small teams of 'experts', fully representative of the broad spectrum of views represented by it, so as to
lay the full situation before the public right at the very start. There should be specific roles in this
exercise for SKB, as facility proponent and provider of technical information when required, and for
the regulators, SSI and SKI, to explain the safety-related aspects and issues of environmental
protection. KASAM, in its role as government advisory body on waste issues, would be called on to
interpret policy and make comments on the overall waste management strategy.

The Co-ordinator would make the necessary funding available for this, through his annual allocation
from the Waste Fund, which should be increased if necessary.

These presentations would form part of the discussion process in a kommun prior to the decision on
whether to invite SKB to proceed and must be conducted wholly in public. They should encourage full
participation of all interested parties in the kommun, and begin the process of identifying those groups
and individuals who would be represented on the Reference Group, should a feasibility study be
approved.

A3. The National Consultative Forum should draw up a list of siting criteria which will be applied to
assess the potential suitability of future volunteer communities. This is in keeping with the government
decision of December 19, 1996 that SKB should describe these criteria in more detail than was the case
in General Siting Study 95 (Ref. 35), but would actively involve the public in this role. Once these
criteria, which should cover both purely technical as well as socio-economic issues, have been
established and accepted, in consultation with SKB, only those communities which meet these criteria
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will be offered the information package from the Co-ordinator's office outlined in A2. and offered the
opportunity to invite SKB to perform a feasibility study.

It may be necessary to institute a comparative study of the development and application of facility
siting criteria as used in other countries, so as to ensure all issues are taken into account. It should be
written in layman's terms for circulation to all potential volunteer communities as part of the package
described in A2.

A4. The National Consultative Forum should be empowered to draw up a list of basic financial benefits
which would be made available to any community taking part in the process. These are in addition to
the present allocation of intervenor funding which enables the Reference Group to operate. These
benefits will be agreed to by the relevant government departments, and be included in binding
agreements entered into by SKB and the relevant municipal council prior to the commencement of a
feasibility study. The Forum will be involved as advisor in the negotiations to establish these
agreements.

In order to draw up this list a study should be made as soon as possible of community incentive
packages as used in other countries, together with review of the local and/or national controls which are
placed upon use of such funds and benefits, and the techniques used for local negotiation. Such a study
was suggested by the National Co-ordinator in his first Workplan in February 1997.

A5. The National Forum should draw up an agreed list of terms and definitions, acceptable to SKB,
SKI, SSI, in terms of their legal status, covering areas such as Stakeholder, Affected Community,
Decision Maker of Record, Public Involvement etc. These will be incorporated into all agreements and
arrangements concerned with the siting process, following comments from those involved in the FUD
Review.

Since this project started the Co-ordinator has already begun to implement some aspects of the
recommendations made here. He should be actively encouraged by all parties, including SKB, to
continue the development of his role, especially the setting up of the National Consultative Forum. The
findings of this project only serve to support the need for several of the studies suggested in his first
Workplan in February 1997.

Locational Equity
It was pointed out in Section 4 and raised in many of the in-country discussions, that a basic principle
which should underlie any siting process is that of locational equity. The government Decision of
December 1996 stipulated that the consequences of siting a facility in northern as well as southern
Sweden should be examined by SKB. Experience from this project suggests that this should be
strengthened to the form of an instruction that at least two of the completed feasibility studies should be
in kommuns in both regions, in order to introduce a firm guarantee of locational equity. This instruction
should also repeat that a minimum of 5-10 studies be carried out.

B. Local feasibility studies
Once the decision has been taken by the municipal council to invite SKB to conduct a feasibility study,
there is currently no established set of guidelines as to how this should be conducted, other than
previous precedent.

Responsibility for direction of the study currently lies with the Project Group, usually consisting of
about 4 persons, with equal representation from SKB and the municipality council. This is advised by
the Reference Group consisting in some cases of as many as 24 nominated representatives of local
community organisations and political parties, and approved by the municipality, or in others solely of
elected representatives. The Project Group reports to the municipal council which is the 'decision
maker of record'.



At present SKB is solely responsible for the execution of the feasibility studies, and appoints a Study
Director, whilst the kommun appoints its own coordinator for its activities. SKB subcontracts with as
many as 25 principle investigators from different organisations, in the various fields of inquiry. Many
of these investigators have performed identical roles in several kommuns, and some have also been
involved in producing other siting reports for SKB (e.g. General Siting Study 95).

Recommendations r

Bl. In conjunction with the National Consultative Forum, the National Co-ordinator should agree the
format of a binding legal agreement which would be accepted by SKB and a potential host community.
This would lay down guidelines as to the conduct of the feasibility study, institute reporting and review
deadlines and agree the format for community referenda at the end of each stage of the process.

This should be done as soon as the Forum has been set up, due to the urgency of the task.

B2. The Project Group for a feasibility study should also include representatives from the Consultative
Forum, as well as SKB and the municipal council. There should be a joint Study Director, one from
SKB and one from the Consultative Forum, to ensure that all relevant issues are covered. Resources for
this would be made available by the National Co-ordinator.

B3. The Reference Group should be involved in identifying and contracting individuals and groups to
perform the Feasibility Study. Local research institutions etc. should be actively encouraged to tender
for work.

C. The Reference Group
As discussed elsewhere, arrangements regarding the make-up and role of the Reference Group in the
various communities where SKB is currently engaged in feasibility studies vary widely. In Oskarshamn
it will consist of the entire kommun board, with 6 subordinate working groups, whereas in Osthammar
it will be only 8 nominated members of the board. In Nykoping it will follow the format adopted in
Mala, with up to 24 non-elected members who were appointed following public nomination.

Richards has described how it is crucial for a local committee to be seen as fair and independent from
politics, suggesting that there should be NO elected officials at all. The Swedish Reference Group is
akin to the Community Liaison Group in the Canadian LLW Siting Process, and is designed to act as
the point of contact between the elected municipal council and the affected public. It reviews the results
of SKB's studies and makes recommendations to the council as to how to proceed, but makes no formal
decisions.

The Reference Group provides the backbone of the independent review process following submission
by SKB of a Final Feasibility Report, which is in keeping with the Canadian LLW Task Force
suggestion that a Liaison Group should be directed to involvement in the environmental and technical
review, but not with the additional recommendation that it should not be requested to provide advice on
matters of principle or public concern. The fact that it is not the decision maker of record should allow
it to do this, but it is possible to improve the way in which alternative views are accommodated.

It is important though to take note of some of the problems encountered during the Canadian process,
where the CLG's found themselves becoming identified in the public mind as being in favour of the
information being presented. If information presented by a Reference Group is perceived as having been
provided by SKB, for example, there is a danger that it will be accused of bias. This will damage the
process from the very beginning. It is therefore important that the Groups continue, as at present, to be
adequately funded, enabling them to develop information packages from disparate sources, so as to
encourage wide discussion.

The issue of potentially affected communities and transport corridor-communities must also be
addressed in this situation. As has already been mentioned, Canadian experience highlights this as a
possible problem area.



Recommendations
Cl . In order to ensure that all viewpoints are equally presented to the community and to the municipal
council, the National Consultative Forum should immediately draw up guidelines to formalise the
structuring of Reference Groups. These should include a methodology for public nomination of
individuals and approval by the kommun council, and stipulate things such as a minimum number of
members, age gender and ethnic makeup (where possible), public reporting procedures, etc.

C2. The redesigned Reference Group should include implementation of the 3-tier format as laid out by
Ballard and Kuhn (Ref. 26). This involves the use of two additional advisory committees, the
Advantages Committee and the Disadvantages Committee. These would be funded from the kommun
grant and actively encouraged to engage in discussion and debate, so as to ensure that the interested
public is made fully aware of the alternative strategies and interpretations available. They would make
presentations and proposals to an impartial mediation committee, who would then pass on the
conclusions to the main Reference Group. Both committees would be funded as part of the Reference
Group's overall budget, and membership would be open to elected representatives and interested
individuals, both from within the volunteer kommun and from geographically adjacent and potential
corridor kommuns.

C3. The Reference Group itself should include members of geographically adjacent and potential
corridor kommuns as observers, so as to avoid any danger of excluding members of the potentially
affected public. The Consultative Forum and the kommun council should give serious consideration as
to how to involve these communities in the decision-making process.

D. The Decision making process
The Swedish decision making process, whereby the kommun council is the decision maker of record, is
fully in keeping with the experiences gained during this project. It is not proposed to make any
comments as to how this is elected or carries out its role.

What is clear from the project is the need to have continuous feedback on public opinion and perception
between the Reference Group and the council body. This has of course been realised in Sweden already,
and it is not necessary to repeat it at length here, although this is why it is recommended here to keep
elected representatives off the Reference Group, but then to limit its decision making role.

What is essential though is a local referendum to validate council recommendations at each stage of the
siting process. This should be conducted according to an agreed format, which would allow
communities which express interest in a feasibility study to see exactly how the decision making
process is laid out, and what controls they would have on the outcome.

There must also be a clearly defined policy as regards the operation of the community veto, so as to
maintain the trust and confidence of present and future volunteers.

Recommendations
Dl. The Consultative Forum should agree the format of local referenda to be undertaken at each major
stage of the siting process (decision to formally invite SKB to perform a feasibility study; decision to
accept SKB's results; decision to allow detailed site investigations). This format would be designed
within the already established legal procedures in Sweden as regards the percentage required for
approval etc.

There should be a review of the decision-making process as employed in a number of other countries
following similar siting processes, especially Canada, France and Switzerland, with a comparative
exercise carried out to examine how the present Swedish system adapts itself to the siting process. The
Co-ordinator suggested the need for such a review in his first Workplan in February 1997, and
wondered whether it might suggest further detailed analysis. This project has already intimated that
such a need exists.



D2. The Coordinator should, as suggested in his first Workplan in February 1997, seek immediate
clarification of the nature of the community veto as it pertains to facility siting. This should incorporate
a comparative review of the situation in other countries, and should result in a clear and unequivocal
statement on the matter from the relevant government department.

D3. The decision maker of record, the kommun council, should be encouraged to negotiate, with the
advice and support of the National Consultative Forum, (and approved by the relevant government
departments), a package of community benefits etc. known as a Community Agreement, with SKB.
This Agreement would be placed before the electorate in a local referendum should SKB wish to
proceed with detailed investigations.

D4. The Reference group in a volunteer community should be encouraged to carry out regular opinion-
polling, in order to monitor local views on the ongoing process, utilising the funds available for siting-
related issues and held by the relevant County Board..

Level 2; Alternative Strategy
In keeping with the initial intentions of the Project to suggest alternative methodologies which could be
employed in the Swedish situation, in addition to suggesting improvements to the present one, the
following Alternative Strategy makes the pessimistic assumption that the present process has failed,
and that either no suitable sites have been identified for detailed investigations and/or insufficient
feasibility studies have been carried out. This Level is therefore extremely hypothetical in its
assumptions.

Phase la; National Siting Strategy Conference
One of the first and most important parts of the revised community involvement strategy is the
convening of a national conference, which will assemble the members of the National Consultative
Forum, again under the auspices of the National Co-ordinator. The purpose of the initial conference
will be to explain to representatives of ALL municipalities and County Boards what the actual situation
is as regards waste production and management in Sweden at the current time, and to explain the
failure of the current process.

It will therefore be essential that presentations are made by as broad a range of opinions as possible.
These will be invited from SKB, as proponent of the KBS-3 Concept; SSI and SKI as the agencies
responsible for reviewing a licence application for a facility; KAS AM as the body currently required to
advise government and from the National Co-ordinator who will explain the role he has been given by
government, and the reasons for the failure of the process to date. In addition to these 'establishment'
bodies, presentations should be actively sought from public interest groups, on both sides of the debate,
even if they are represented on the Forum itself. It is essential that delegates are exposed at an early
stage to the possible areas of conflict likely in the future, should they decide to proceed.

It will not be the purpose of the conference to decide whether or not deep geological disposal is the only
way forward. Rather it is to involve all parties in a discussion of present government policy, which, in a
democracy, is of course always open to change. The conference will be specifically aimed at developing
a Revised Siting Process.

The conference will establish several working groups, which will then meet over an agreed period of
time to address the particular mandate given. These will then reconvene at the end of that period to
report their findings, and make recommendations which will be agreed by the larger conference body,
which will continue to be designated 'The Consultative Forum on Nuclear Waste'.



Working groups will be formed to address;
1. Definitions to be applied in the process
As already outlined in this report, as well as agreeing the definitions to be used by all parties, it is also
important to agree the roles to be played by the various stakeholders and parties involved.

2. Site elimination criteria to be applied during local feasibility studies
The prime concern of radioactive waste management is the safety of the environment and the protection
of the human population, both now and in the long-term future. Consequently it is essential that some
form of safeguard is included in any Siting Process that ensures that no site will ultimately be selected,
as either a storage or disposal location, which appears suitable as regards social and political factors,
but unsuitable in terms of technical factors and which could never, in reality, be licensed for either
purpose by the regulatory authorities.
It will be necessary, therefore, to convene a Working Group which will develop a set of criteria to
prevent this. The criteria as developed by SKB, and laid out in various publications over the last few
years (SR95, General Siting Study, FUD-95 etc.) have all come in for comment and review by
interested parties. This group will formalise that review and, in the spirit of the revised public
participation strategy outlined in this report, seek to ratify these and produce a set of criteria acceptable
to the majority.

A hierarchical structure for these constraints could be developed along the lines applied by the LLW
Siting task Force in Canada, (see suggestions in Ref. 32), and which would assist in filtering
communities which volunteered for consideration at the end of Stage 1. Many of these criteria are
similar to those recommended by SKB, but the advantage of involving a Working Group, appointed by
the National Strategy Conference, would be that all interested parties would feel a sense of 'ownership'
of them, rather than a feeling of exclusion.

3. Decision making
It has been realised in many overseas siting processes that one of the major sources of conflict, in what
is intended as a co-operative process, has been the interaction between the so-called 'volunteer'
community and other, more geographically widespread 'affected' communities. It is for this reason that
the definitions and roles must be clearly defined, negotiated and agreed, as outlined above.

As noted, not only must the opinions and views of geographically adjacent communities be sought, but
it is also essential that transport corridor communities are also allowed an input into the discussions.
This group will also make recommendations as to the conduct of a referendum in volunteer
communities to decide whether to proceed beyond identified points in the process.

This Working Group will also examine the use of referenda at defined stages of the process, and seek
clarification from government on the existence and limitations of the community right of veto.

4. Local Process Review Group makeup, and methods of interaction with the local Feasibility Study
Review Groups.

Because of the dominant role played in Swedish society by the elected bodies as the 'decision making
body of record', it is essential that such bodies are provided with a means to interact with the public
and to enable mutually beneficial two-way contact. This group will lay down guidelines for the setting
up of these bodies in volunteer communities, and describe how they should interact, whilst maintaining
the pre-eminent position of the elected body.

Phase lb; Information dissemination
Running alongside the deliberations of the National Siting Strategy working groups, a programme of
community-level information sessions would be arranged. These could be at either municipal or County
level, or both. Up until recently, communities were expected to proactively contact SKB to seek such
presentations. This has led to difficulties in terms of public reaction, allegations of secrecy and the like.



The Revised Siting Process is based on active participation of potential volunteer communities, but
builds in guarantees that the information supplied will be fair and even-handed, and free from bias.

With the appointment of the National Co-ordinator, communities were given the opportunity to
approach an independent body, whose sole purpose is to ensure openness and fairness. As these
principles are the bedrock of the revised process put forward here, the National Co-ordinator continues
to play an integral part in it.

As under the present system, during Phase 1, ANY community will be able to request a meeting with
the Co-ordinator, much as at present. Under the Revised Process, he will then be able to arrange
presentations, in the community, regarding the waste problem and possible solutions to it. Through the
National Consultative Forum he will be able to assemble small teams of 'experts', fully representative
of the broad spectrum of views represented by the Forum. The Co-ordinator will make the necessary
funding available for this, through his annual allocation from the Waste Fund.

Phase 1, which will last approx. 6 months, ends with a second Siting Strategy Conference, which will
receive and adopt the Working Group reports and recommendations. These will then be presented to
government by the National Co-ordinator and KASAM. Participation in the conference will again be
open to elected representatives from ALL communities in Sweden.

Phase 2; Expression of interest to National Co-ordinator
Following this second conference, and approval of the recommendations by government (within an
agreed timescale, probably 3 months), the Co-ordinator will invite expressions of interest from ANY
community in Sweden. Sifting of these will be performed by the Consultative Forum, but with only
technical assistance from SKB and SSI/SKI. There will be open and public deliberation on this, with all
decisions announced locally and nationally. Government will make binding arrangements with volunteer
communities to respect their right to withdraw from the process at any time.

A community must place the option to invite a feasibility study before the local electorate by means of a
referendum. This will not be limited to the host municipality, but will involve other potentially affected
communities as defined by the National Consultative Forum in Phase 1. A well-defined scheme of
community benefits, both financial and in terms of facility control, as agreed by the National Strategy
Conference, will be agreed beforehand by the local council and government, through the good offices of
the National Co-ordinator. This will also be laid before the electorate.

This Phase will last 9 months, after which the option to volunteer will lapse. A minimum of 6 volunteer
communities will be required to approve moving through to Phase 3, with at least 2 each in northern
and southern Sweden. If 6 volunteers are not forthcoming, a limited iteration of Phase 1, lasting 3
months, will begin, involving regional presentations by the National Consultative Forum, and supported
by the National Co-ordinator.

Phase 3; Local feasibility studies
At the present time, responsibility for local review of the feasibility studies carried out by SKB has
been given solely to the 'Reference Group', often consisting of elected representatives and/or those
nominated by the municipal council. This Group makes reports and recommendations to full council,
which then makes decisions on substantive issues.

To assist in developing community involvement in the process, and to avoid confrontation where
possible in the future, the introduction of so-called local Process Monitoring Groups (PMG's) is
suggested, as an adjunct to the already existing methodology. These would be appointed by the
municipal council and by nomination from the general public. The final make-up of the Group, in any
locality, would be approved by the National Co-ordinator and the National Consultative Forum, so as
to ensure wide representation, free from dominance by local personalities, politicians or other vested
interests. The PMG would act as the community's 'conscience', and advise the local, council-appointed



Feasibility Review Group, and through it the council, which would remain the decision maker of
record.

The PMG's would consist of a 3-tiered hierarchy; an Advantages Committee, a Disadvantages
Committee and an impartial Core Group. The purpose of this would be to provide a forum for debate,
involving all shades of opinion. It is far better to involve local people with strongly held views than to
alienate them because of those views.

All meetings of the PMG would be held in public. The PMG would be able to obtain funds from the
National Co-ordinator to allow for hiring of consultants and experts to assist it in its work. It would
follow the guidelines and programme as laid out by the Consultative Forum in Phase 1, and would act
as the locus for public contact with the Reference Group.

Phase 4; Preparation of Final Feasibility Study, review of results by local Reference Group, in
conjunction with PMG and the Consultative Forum; Referendum

Whereas at the present time the various studies in the volunteer community are conducted by SKB, in
contact with the local Reference Group but with no direct technical involvement, this would change in
the Revised Process, to reflect the evolving assessment of the public's need for greater involvement at
all stages of even the technical review process.

To reflect the change in emphasis from an SKB-led process to a community-led one, the Reference
Group, together with its advisory PMG, and assisted by the Consultative Forum, will draw up a
programme of non-invasive investigations which will comprise the Feasibility Study. It is possible that
this programme will vary slightly from community to community, reflecting local concerns and
perceptions, but the role of the Consultative Forum will be to ensure that it conforms to a certain set of
norms, as laid down by the Second Siting Strategy Conference and approved by government on the
recommendation of KASAM.

It will be possible at this stage for the Reference Group to involve SKI/SSI to a greater extent than has
been the case heretofore. Work can be targeted so as to address specific safety concerns, and to
examine the licensability of certain features. SKB's role at this stage will primarily be as a technical
consultant, providing background information regarding conceptual designs etc. However, it is not
inconceivable that SKB will also act as a contractor, brought in to carry out specific programme tasks.
SKB will also have input through the Consultative Forum.

Although the intended end result of the feasibility study, namely safe management of spent fuel, is
identical to that of the current variant, in which SKB is the lead partner, it will be possible under the
Revised Process for the community to explore other management concepts than KBS-3. This can take
place under the auspices of the Disadvantages Committee of the PMG, so as to involve the public fully
in the debate on the issue. It will also allow opponents of the current concept a formal avenue for
expression, and allow them to put their case forward on an even footing. This will hopefully defuse
confrontation before it takes place. The government must make a clear and binding statement that it
will not finally approve any management concept until the end of the complete process.

At the end of Phase 4, the National Co-ordinator and KASAM will make a report to government as to
the existence of potentially suitable areas within the communities subjected to Feasibility Studies. There
should, as stated earlier, be at least 6 completed Feasibility Studies, with at least 2 each in northern and
southern Sweden. It is not essential that one or more suitable site areas will have been identified in all 6
communities, but it is to be expected, given SKB's claims for the KBS-3 Concept.

Phase 5; Review by National Consultative Forum and recommendations to government as regards 2
candidate sites



Beginning immediately after the Co-ordinator's report to government, the National Consultative Forum
will begin a review of all of the available site areas in the 6 communities. This will take into account
such things as transport, social effects, tourism etc., as well as technical issues associated with the
specific site areas. The Forum will then rank the site areas within the communities and identify the 2
most promising sites for initial site investigation. The results of this review will be presented to
government within 9 months of the National Co-ordinator's initial report on completion of the
Feasibility Studies.

The initial site investigations at the 2 chosen sites will be conducted as per SKB's existing 2-stage plan.
The local Reference Group will be renamed the Investigation Review Group, and will continue to be
advised by the Process Monitoring Group. The PMG will amalgamate its 3-tier structure into a single
body, although membership will remain as varied as before.

SKB will be invited to carry out the management and implementation of the initial site investigations,
and will report directly to the IRG and PMG. There will be full opportunity for independent review of
the ongoing results of the investigations, as recommended by the two review groups and approved by
full council.

At the end of these initial investigations, SKB will present the full results to the Consultative Forum,
with recommendations as to work programmes for the detailed investigations, again conducted in 2
stages, as originally envisaged by SKB.

It is of course not guaranteed at this stage that the initial investigations will identify suitable sites for
detailed investigations. It is essential though that a minimum of 2 such sites carry through, to enable
intercomparisons to be made.

This Phase, and the Revised Siting Process, will be completed when the National Co-ordinator
recommends to government the location where a demonstration repository should be developed. This
recommendation will be arrived at by a full and open consultation by the National Consultative Forum,
with the agreement and approval of KASAM.

9 The Next Steps: Applying the conclusions

When this project was designed the Co-ordinator was not in post, and his Workplan was therefore
unknown. The need for such a position would likely have been one of the main recommendations of this
report, given the overall conclusion that there is a need to standardise and formalise the siting process in
Sweden in terms of site selection criteria; the decision making process; guidelines for feasibility study
practice; guidelines covering community benefits packages; guidelines for setting up of reference
groups etc.

Since the Co-ordinator's appointment in May 1996, this project is probably the first comprehensive
examination of how the siting process in Sweden at the present time compares with those in other
countries. It has been necessarily general in its methodology, but has enabled a number of specific
recommendations to be made. It now remains to be seen whether any of these can be of help in the
future.

Whilst it is not usual for such a list of recommendations to be adopted in its entirety, especially as it is
submitted to SSI, which is a regulatory body and not a policy making forum, it is suggested that there
may be merit in applying some or all of them as soon as possible, in a pilot-study in one or more
potential volunteer communities, especially those which deal with standardisation of guidelines for
establishing Reference Groups, and the involvement of potentially affected communities through the
addition of Advantages and Disadvantages Committees.



The Co-ordinator would appear to be in an ideal situation to discuss a trial implementation of some of
these ideas, and it would undoubtedly benefit SKB as well to examine methodologies which would
further improve the involvement of local communities and increase their sense of confidence in
developing control of the process. Only if the communities feel capable of fully taking part in an open
and transparent process will sufficient numbers be forthcoming for SKB to fulfil its government
mandate of carrying out 5-10 studies.

It is also hoped that the various national and local intervenor groups will find them of interest too,
because of their wishes to see more local involvement in the process and control of its execution, and
the general recognition that is emerging of the existence of a national waste management problem.

If the results of this present two-part workplan, begun with Rapport 94-15 and completed with this
project, have demonstrated one thing above all, it is that the days of Directed Siting are gone, and that
full public involvement is a prerequisite of any way forward.

Finally, one point should be made. In its review of SKB's FUD-95 report, SSI suggested that a process
of hearings, open to public involvement, could be a useful way of encouraging SKB to demonstrate its
capabilities to the public, prior to irreversible siting decisions being made. Whilst this proposal was not
the subject of this study, it has become clear during it that the CEAA hearings in Canada, forming as
they do the first major opportunity for the Canadian public to examine AECL's plans, have proved
invaluable in drawing together many of the disparate views and philosophies in this complex area.

The National Consultative Forum could provide a means to meeting this need in Sweden.
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Appendix 1: Acronyms Used

ACSN Advisory Committee on the Safety of Nuclear Installations (United Kingdom)
AECB Atomic Energy Control Board (Canada)
AECL Atomic Energy Canada Ltd
ANDRA National Radioactive Waste Management Agency (France)
A ULG Affected Unit of Local Government
CAP Community Agreement in Principle
CEAA Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
CLAB Interim Spent Fuel Store,(Sweden)
CLG Community Liaison Group
CNFWMP Canadian Nuclear Fuel Waste Management Program
DAD Decide-An nounce-Defend
DOE Department of Energy (United States)
EIA Environmental Impact Assessment
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
ENRESA National Radioactive Waste Management Company
EPA Environmental Protection Agency (United States)
ESF Experimental Studies Facility (United States)
FEARO Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office (Canada)
FUD Research, Development and Demonstration Programme (Sweden)
HLW High Level Waste
HRL Aspo Hard Rock Laboratory (Sweden)
HS Hardy Stevenson Consultants (Canada)
IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency
IEER Institute for Energy and Environmental Research (United States)
IRG Investigation Review Group
KASAM Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste
KBS-3 Swedish Nuclear Fuel Waste Management Concept
LLW Low Level Waste
MRS Monitored Retrievable Storage Facility (United States)
NAS National Academy of Sciences (United States)
NIMBY Not in My Back Yard
NIREX Nuclear Industry Radioactive Waste Management Executive (United Kingdom)
NIRS Nuclear Information and Resource Service (United States)
NPP Nuclear Power Plant
NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission (United States)
NRCan Natural Resources Canada
NWPA Nuclear Waste Policy Act 1982 (United States)
NWPAA Nuclear Waste Policy Amendment Act 1987 (United States)
NWPO Nuclear Waste Project Office (State of Nevada, United States)
NWTRB Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board (United States)
OCRWM Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (United States)
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
OH Ontario Hydro (Canada)
PMG Process Monitoring Group
PNC Power Reactor and Nuclear Fuel Development Corporation (Japan)
RWMA Radioactive Waste Management Associates (United States)
SFR Swedish Final Repository for Radioactive Operational Waste
SKB Swedish Nuclear Fuel and Waste Management Company
SKI Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate
SSAB Site-specific Advisory Board
SSI Swedish Radiation Protection Institute



Appendix 2: Questions used as framework for in-country meetings

Section A: General Issues
/. In your opinion, has repository siting been successfully implemented?
2. If not, why did the previous process fail?
3. Has the proposed disposal concept been subjected to independent review?
4. If Yes, who appointed the review panel?
5. How has/was it been perceived to be doing/have done its job?
6. Is the concept proponent responsible for siting?
7. If No, is there a Task Force responsible for siting? How is it made up?
8. If No, Is there a central co-ordinator? How was he/she appointed?
9. Do you agree that concept acceptance and siting should be separate exercises?
lO.Should there be public hearings to discuss the issues, or should it all be subject to examination at

the licencing stage?

Section B: Specific Issues
1. What does your organisation mean by public involvement?
2. Do you think it does this well?
3. How do wish to see the current site selection process end?
4. Do you feel confident that that will be the result?
5. Do you think the present process is/has been a success? Why/Why not?
6. If it has not been a success, what were the main reasons for its failure?
7. What changes would you like to see in the process as it currently exists?
8. Do you think the public feels involved in the process?
9. Do you agree with intervenor funding?
lO.Do you agree with local liaison groups, in principle?

Section C: Volunteerism
1. Is volunteerism enshrined in the siting process? Should it be in the future?
2. Who can volunteer? Township? County? State/province?
3. Who makes the decision to volunteer? The public? Elected representatives only?
4. Is the approach made public? If so, when?
5. Who do they approach? (the proponent? a central agency?)
6. Are volunteers actively sought, or passively? What about communities around nuclear facilities?
7. Can individual members of the public or interest groups request volunteering?
8. Is there a vote before decision to volunteer?
9. Is there a minimum number of volunteers laid down anywhere?
W.How is information about the problem/solutions presented to communities? Before volunteering,

or after?
11 .Can volunteer communities question the management/disposal concept?
Yl.Are potential volunteer communities pre-screened according to any technical criteria?
13. What is the role of the regulator during the volunteer stage?
14.Do you agree with this role?

Is it actually being fulfilled as the process now operates?
15. When are community incentives discussed? At the beginning or end of the process?
16. Are feasibility studies carried out? Are they done in parallel? in series?
11 .Is there any co-ordination of volunteer communities? Should there bel

Section D. Decision making
1. Does the community have a veto? At what point in the process?
2. Is a referendum held? If so, when? In stages, or at the end of the process?
3. Which is the decision making body in the community for such a project? (If not an elected group,

go to next page)



4. Is there representation of all views in the community? Do native peoples have representation?
5. Does this body receive additional funding? From whom? How is expenditure controlled?
6. Does it report regularly to the community on project progress? Does it meet in public?
7. Do neighbouring communities have a role? Can they vote in a referendum? Does this include

those on transport routes?

Section E. Proponent/implementer and community interaction
1. Is a community liaison group or similar (CLG) part of the process? What is its role?
2. Does it comprise the same members as the decision making group?
3. If not, who appoints its members?
4. How often does it meet? Does it meet in public?
5. Does it receive funding? From whom? Who controls the budget?
6. Is there a set timetable?
7. What powers does it have to change the process?
8. Does it review the results? Can it recommend rejection?
9. Are results reported to it on a regular basis or only at the end of the process?
lO.Does the CLG supervise investigations? Does it review siting criteria etc. ?

Can it recommend alternative strategies, or are these a given at the beginning of the process?
II. What in your view are the problems, if any, with a liaison group?

Final Question:
Given the choice, what would you differently to improve the chances of success?



SSI-rapporter 1997
SSI reports 1997

97:01 Utvärdering av radonavskiljare

- Effekt pä radon i dricksvatten från bergborrade

brunnar

Anden linden 100 SEK

97:02 Mätningar av 137 Cs och 90 Sr i
konsumtionsmjölk mellan 1991 och 1996

Miljöövervakning och Mätning

97:03 Radiation Protection in connection with
the Decommissioning of Nuclear Plants

Div. of Occupational and Medical Exposure. Div. of
Waste Management and Environmental Protection

40 SEK

97:04 Magnetfält i elektriska lok

Gert Anger SSI, André Berglund, Kjell Hansson-Mild,

Arbetslivsinstitutet, Umeå 60 SEK

97:05 Publikationer 1996

Satens strilsk/ddsinstitut

97:06 Kalibrerings- och normalieverksamheten

vid riksmätplatsen under 1996

Riksmätplats 06, SSI
Jan-Erik Grindborg, Olle Gullberg, Göran Samuelsson.

40 SEK

9 7:07 The Swedish Radiation Protection
Institute's Proposed Regulations concerning
the Final Management of Spent Nuclear Fuel
or Nuclear Waste
Swedish Radiation Protection Institute

97:08 Storheter för strålskyddsarbete

Miljöövervakning och mätning 40 SEK

97:09 Populärvetenskapliga sammanfattningar av
forskningsprojekt finansierade genom SSI:s
ansökningsförfarande budgetåren 93/94 och J>
94/95 ' *

40 SEK FOU-stab

97:10 Kontroll mätning av låg- och medelaktivt
avfall avsett att slutförvaras
i SFR-I; 1996 års mätningar

A. Wiebert, G. Undbom, M. Norden 40 SEK

97:11 Public Involvement in the Siting of

Contentious Facilities;

Lessons from the radioactive waste repository

siting programmes in Canada and the United

States, with special reference to the Swedish
Repository Siting Process.
Pj Richardson Bsc. FGS C.Geol

Geosdences for Development and the Environment, United

Kingdom 70 SEK



TÄTENS STRÂLSKYDDSINSTITUT, ssi, aren central tillsyns-

myndighet med uppgift att skydda människor; djur och miljö mot

skadlig verkan av strålning. SSI arbetar för en god avvägning mellan risk

och nytta med strålning, och för att öka kunskaperna om strålning, så

att individens risk begränsas.

SSI sätter gränser för stråldoser till allmänheten och till dem som

arbetar med strålning, utfärdar föreskrifter och kontrollerar att de efter-

levs, bland annat genom inspektioner Myndigheten informeran utbildar

och ger råd för att öka kunskaperna om strålning. SSI bedriver också

egen forskning och stöder forskning vid universitet och högskolor

Myndigheten medverkar i det internationella strålskyddssam-

arbetet Genom projekt Strålskydd Öst bidrar SSI till förbättringar av

strålskyddet i främst Baltikum och Ryssland. SSI håller beredskap

dygnet runt mot olyckor med strålning. En tidig varning om olyckor fäs

genom svenska och utländska mätstationer och genom internationella

varnings- och informationssystem.

SSI har ¡dag ca 125 anställda och är beläget i Stockholm.

THE SWEDISH RADIATION PROTECTION INSTITUTE (SSl) ¡S a

government authority with the task of protecting people and the

environment from the harmful effects of radiation. SSI ensures that the

risks and benefits inherent to radiation and its use are compared and

evaluated. SSI also develops competence on radiation to minimise the

risk involved for the individual.

SSI decides the dose limits for the general public and for workers

exposed to radiation and also issues regulations which, through

inspections, it ensures are being followed. SSI provides information,

education, advice, carries out research and also administers external

research projects.

SSI participates on a national and international level in the field of

radiation protection. A special SSI project called Radiation Protection

East is contributing towards improvements in radiation protection

standards in the former Soviet states.

SSI is responsible for coordinating activities in Sweden should an

accident occur involving radiation. Its resources can be called upon at

any time of the day or night. In the event of an accident, a special

emergency preparedness organisation comes into operation. Early noti-

fication of emergencies is obtained from automatic alarm monitoring

stations in Sweden and abroad and through international and bilateral

agreements on early warning and information.

SSI has 125 employees and is situated in Stockholm.

SSfi Statens strâlskyddsinstitut
Swedish Radiation Protection Institute

Adress: Statens strâlskyddsinstitut; S-171 16 Stockholm;

Besöksadress: Karolinska sjukhusets område, HusZ5.

Telefon: 08-72971 00, Fax:08-72971 08

Address: Swedish Radiation Protection Institute;

SE-171 16 Stockholm; Sweden


