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BACKGROUND - NUCLEAR WASTE PROGRAMMES IN SWEDEN AND UK

As a background to the report the situation in Sweden and UK with respect to nuclear waste
management is briefly described on this page.

Sweden

In Sweden the SKB Company has the responsibility for safe management and disposal of nuclear waste
and spent nuclear fuel. Since early 1980s final disposal without reprocessing is the preferred method.
The proposed disposal method is the KBS-3 method, which includes encapsulation in a combined
copper-steel canister and disposal in Swedish bedrock at a depth of about 500 meters. The SKB
programme is reviewed every third year by the regulatory body SKI and KASAM, an advisory
committee to the Government. The review is finalised by Government decision on the SKB programme.

The selection of a site for the final repository follows a process defined by SKB which includes overview
studies at regional scale, feasibility studies in a number of municipalities, site investigations at two sites
and finally detailed investigation at one site. During the overview and feasibility studies only surface
studies are performed in addition to compilation of already available information. At present feasibility
studies are being conducted and site investigations will not start until they are concluded. These will
include a drilling programme and the detailed investigation will include an exploratory shaft at
repository level.

In the present phase of the programme, the local municipalities where feasibility studies take place are
important stakeholders, and procedures for their involvement are being developed. For this, and for
public insight and participation, Environmental Impact Assessment is seen as a key tool. Furthermore,
a national co-ordinator has been appointed who will assist the municipalities with means for
information exchange between themselves and with other stakeholders, including SKB.

Other key components in the Swedish programme are a central interim storage facility for spent fuel
and a hard rock laboratory, both close to the nuclear power plant in Oskarshamn For low- and
intermediate waste, a final repository is in operation at the Forsmark reactor site.

United Kingdom

Unlike Sweden, the focus in UK is on intermediate level waste from nuclear power plants and from
reprocessing at Sellafield. Nirex is a private limited company responsible for finding and developing
sites for low and intermediate level radioactive waste. For intermediate level waste, Nirex presented in
1987 the report "The Way Forward", which gave the policy of Nirex for the site selection process. A
number of geological characteristics were considered. In 1989 Nirex had moved further with
progressive steps in the site selection process to two main UK nuclear sites.

In 1995 Nirex sought planning permission for a Rock Characterisation Facility (RCF) near Sellafield,
West Cumbria. The Cumbria County Council, which is the planning authority responsible for
considering development application for mineral and waste proposals, including nuclear waste disposal
facilities, however, refused this application. Nirex appealed against the refusal, which forced a Planning
Inquiry to take place. The application from Nirex was to build an underground research laboratory at
Sellafield, which did not require a licensing approval from the nuclear safety authorities. The RCF,
however, was designed to add to Nirex's information about a possible repository site in advance of the
company deciding to apply for development authorisation.

The Inquiry started in October 1995 and ended in January 1996. It was held, according to normal UK
procedure, with an adversary format with Nirex, Cumbria County Council and others as opponents. The
inquiry covered a large range of issues including the site selection process and "the safety case". The
Inspector who led the proceedings reported in March 1997 to the Secretary of State for the
Environment. Based on the report the Government decided to refuse the Nirex application for the RCF.

For high level waste, the UK policy has been to store the waste and for at least 50 years before seeking a
permanent solution. Developments in recent years, however, seem to indicate that more active measures
will come also in this area.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The overall objective of the RISCOM project is to support the participating organisations in
the further development of trustworthy procedures for decision making and risk assessment
in nuclear waste management. Such procedures should have certain characteristics, most
important they should have qualifications that allow transparent insight from people outside
the groups of experts and from political decision-makers. It should be possible to understand
how facts, expert judgement (when there are uncertainties) and value judgement (about
ethical issues) interact and form the basis for decision.

The RISCOM project started with a pilot study in October 1996, which is funded by the
Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate (SKI) and the Swedish Radiation Protection Institute
(SSI). The pilot study should support SKI and SSI in their regulatory role with respect to the
SKB program, which is now focusing on the selection of a site for high level nuclear waste
disposal. It should also give insights into the general issue of how to develop appropriate
processes, and thus provide a basis for a possible enlargement of the project into a main
study.

One task in the pilot study is the Case Study of the Longlands Farm Inquiry on the proposed
Rock Characterisation Facility (RCF) near Sellafield. The general idea of the case study is
that comparisons between different decision processes should enhance the understanding
how different procedures work with respect to transparency, i.e. clarification of facts,
expert judgement and value judgement. The case study focuses on a few issues such as site
selection and the safety case.

The Shap Wells workshop was a key element in the case study, and the method used is
believed to be an efficient way to reach understanding of the issues addressed. Participants
came from a broad representation of UK and Swedish stakeholders. The workshop used a
special protocol, called Team Syntegrity, in order to provide efficient exchange of personal
experience and ideas and to give all participants the chance to contribute to the purpose of
the meeting.

This report documents the Shap Wells workshop. Chapter 2 provides a summary of issues
discussed and conclusions reached. The structure of this chapter has a free format and does
not follow the structure of issues represented by the working groups (hereby called "teams")
at Shap Wells. Therefore, the chapter ends with a table relating the issues discussed in the
summary to the teams. Chapter 3 describes the Team Syntegrity protocol that was
implemented at Shap Wells. Chapter 4 relates the consolidated statements of importance that
each team had as point of departure for its discussions, and the three final statements
("outcome resolves") that were the products of the teams. The documentation from each
team also includes "Rapporteur's comments", the rapporteurs coming from the RISCOM
project group.

A number of appendices further document the workshop. Appendix 1 briefly summarises
the Swedish process for Environmental Impact Assessment that was discussed in several
teams. Appendix 2 lists the workshop participants and the teams. Appendix 3 lists the
statements of importance that the participants had produced before the workshop.



2 SUMMARY

Purpose of meeting and the concept of transparency

The purpose of the meeting had been formulated as "to exchange experiences on decision
processes and risk assessment for development of nuclear waste repositories in order to
suggest ways to improve their transparency and the communication of risk assessment".
More directly an opening question for the workshop was posed:

How is it possible to make decision processes and risk assessment for deep
repository development, including siting, more transparent?

Behind this question was the assumption, which was fully recognised at the meeting, that
nuclear waste management is a complex area that includes technical and scientific issues
from many disciplines. Equally important as the factual aspect, however, is the normative
aspect, i.e. norms and values are basic elements in nuclear waste management. Value
judgements are e.g. behind which issues are addressed in the risk assessment.

It was thus assumed that the concept of transparency includes clarification of factual
statements and value judgements in the decision basis. This means that the process of
preparing decisions is not just an expert task, but must involve broader groups in society.
It then becomes critical that the roles of the different stakeholders are clear, so that e.g.
value issues are not hidden behind seemingly pure scientific analyses.

It will never be possible for "the public" to understand all the technical issues in detail (nor
will it be possible for experts to understand each other's disciplines in detail). This is one
reason why such decision processes should be built that allow the public to judge if they can
trust the participating stakeholders. In other words, they must be able to evaluate the
contribution and authenticity of all stakeholders and to uncover hidden agendas. This
concerns not just the implementer, but also e.g. local authorities, national authorities and
environmental groups.

The concept of transparency introduced in the opening question was thus supposed to
include clarification of what are factual issues, what are value judgements and of
stakeholder's authenticity. This is illustrated by the figure on the next page. The three
aspects of transparency are placed in the corners of an equilateral triangle, meant to
illustrate that all the three aspects are equally important. The decision process and risk
assessment should have means for this clarification (the three lines in the triangle).



Technical and Scientific Issues

Stakeholders Stakeholders Authenticity
Norms and Values (no hidden agenda)

Alternative processes

The central issue for the meeting was to discuss how to develop decision processes that
enhance transparency, more specifically processes that can assist in identifying and
clarifying:

- facts,
- expert judgement,
- uncertainties,
- value judgement,
- levels of significance,
- open questions.

So far experts have dominated the decision processes. However, transparency requires a
new way of communicating with more dialogue in order to get feedback from the people.
Dialogue with the public means two things:

1) Experts must be open for a dialogue
2) The democratic procedures must stimulate involvement of people

At the meeting two dominant decision approaches used in Sweden and the UK were
discussed:

1) The review/decide approach dominating the Swedish process
2) The inquiry/decide approach dominating the UK process

In general there was agreement that the review/decide approach is more efficient to resolve
emerging factual issues (upper half of the triangle) whereas the inquiry/decide approach is
more efficient to assess stakeholders authenticity. It also provides rigor. There are also



methods in a consensual approach to enable this to be achieved, but the methods may be less
precise and need more time.

However, there were doubts if the inquiry approach really addresses stakeholder's norms
and values, since it tends to focus on technical issues of planning development. The question
was raised if the inquiry format is able to make clear what are value judgements in a
technical assessment. It may thus be that neither inquiry/decide, nor review/decide,
provides opportunities to put forward questions about values. If correct, this is disturbing
and needs attention when designing a decision process, because claims about values are
directly connected to claims of legitimacy.

The main problem with the inquiry approach, as discussed at the meeting, is that the
adversarial situation is not favourable for openness and dialogue between stakeholders,
because they may not be willing to give away positions for the adversarial procedure.

These considerations led the meeting to conclude that an ideal process should include
elements both from the review/decide and the inquiry/decide approaches. In the design of
new processes it seems important to maintain a high degree of flexibility in order to
accommodate needs and situations that emerge during the process. On the other hand, the
decision process must be sufficiently defined in advance so as to be seen as legitimate by all
stakeholders.

In Sweden, recent developments with increased interaction between stakeholders and with
increased public participation has taken place under the umbrella of Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA). The main structure of a process that is evolving is illustrated in the table
on the next page. The process includes three phases:

1. An EIA pre-study, where the issues to be assessed in the license application are
identified.

2. In the next phase the implementer is supposed to prepare the licence application, thereby
assessing the issues that were identified in the pre-study. In parallel with this all
stakeholders can increase their knowledge and understanding of selected issues thereby
preparing themselves for the licensing phase.

3. The final phase of the EIA is a check that the license application actually includes the
issues that the stakeholders expect. This phase is thus a link between the EIA and the
formal licensing procedure.

This EIA process is still evolving but it seems to provide a combination of the review/decide
and the inquiry/decide systems, since hearings are discussed as a possible new element. It
must also be emphasised that EIA does not take away the responsibility of the implementer
to prepare a license application or the responsibility of the regulator to review it
independently.

UK participants remarked that in UK, the EIA is a means to define the parameters to be
addressed in the environmental statement by the operator and that the dialogue with the
public about issues is not in EIA but is a separate process.



Emerging Swedish EIA framework

Phases in EIA
process

EIA pre-study

Implementers work

Continued EIA
process

Final phase of EIA =
First phase of
licensing

Actors

All stakeholders *

Implementer

All stakeholders

Regulator interacting
with community

Activities

Meeting with EIA
forum**. Meetings,
hearings etc. on the
local level

Project work

Hearings, seminars
etc.

Review and decide
Hearings

Product

Advice on EIA
document

Licence application

Understanding

Improved licence
application

* Stakeholders include implementer, regulator, county, municipality and the public
** EIA Forum: A group of representatives from each stakeholder

A process with public participation requires that all participants have adequate resources,
commensurate with the demands coming from the others. For instance communities and/or
regions must have funds/resources to raise issues and substantiate them in their interaction
with regulators and implementers.

The outcome of one team (Dark Blue) shows the changing attitude towards the relation
between experts, political decision-makers and the public. The team started by refuting their
original statement of importance, that reflected a view of science as "value-free" prescribing
a strict separation between the functions of the expert and the politician. However, they also
dismissed a technocratic model by which it would be possible to have completely legitimate
decisions through facts and technical reason alone.

The team favoured a more pragmatic model with critical interaction between the politicians,
the experts1 and the public. This model raises major questions on the risk communication,
on the transfer of information and creation of meaning in a democratic process leading up to
a decision in a complex technical issue. These are problems in the heart of transparency.

'We use the term "expert" in a narrow sense as a person expert in scientific and technical matters, i.e. as
representing "factual issues". Of course every person is an expert in something and there are experts in eg.
ethical and political matters.



Process content

Safety is a key issue in radioactive waste management, and safety assessment2 is a tool for
evaluating safety. However, if safety assessment does not address people's concerns it can
not provide a legitimate basis for decisions. Procedures must thus be found that start with
peoples concerns.

A communicative approach is needed to ensure relevance e.g. in acceptance criteria and
scenario identification. For this, two things are needed: expert's openness and public
participation. However, there are problems in getting people involved in safety issues,
sometimes even in such issues that relate to authorities major concerns. The authorities and
politicians need to develop practical means to resolve this problem.

The public is interested in the results of safety assessment, which thus must be translated
into a lay language. The more complex, the more difficult it is to make the safety
assessment transparent. One way to compensate for this is to develop procedures that
recognises the authenticity of experts.

Also criteria should be subject to the same dialogue, since they define the issues that the
safety assessment address. Sometimes criteria can be very technical but they are also based
on value judgements. Public participation could thus be difficult to achieve but is very
important.

In safety assessment uncertainties are unavoidable but the experts often feel uncomfortable
talking about uncertainties. They may be afraid of how people will perceive the concept of
uncertainty in safety assessment. Uncertainties thus give problems in communication.
However, there is no other way than to clarify the uncertainties in scientific facts, but also
to put them into the overall context (their importance).

The safety assessment has an important role in site selection. It needs to be made clear,
however, that safety assessment can not resolve all the issues. Other factors are transport,
infrastructure, community acceptability, housing density, distance from coast etc. Efforts
should also be made to specify criteria for different phases in a site selection program at an
early stage (so that the site of "least resistance" is not finally selected). It must then be
recognised that one cannot use scientific criteria on the quality of the site until it has actually
been investigated.

There are factors besides safety assessment, which are completely legitimate to consider in
site selection. In doing this "one must not compromise safety with unemployment rates".
On the other hand one must also recognise that "if safety is given, unemployment could be a
relevant consideration".

2 Safety assessment is in this report used sometimes as a term equivalent to risk assessment. This is the
standard terminology in the nuclear sector, whereas risk assessment is a more widely used concept.



Regulator's role

The key role of safety assessment makes the regulator's role very important. In UK the
regulator has not taken part in the early process, and there is no statutory basis for the
regulator until an application to operate a repository has been submitted. Under the UK
system the facility is only controlled by the Planning Act until Nirex apply for a licence
under the Nuclear Installations Act and an authorisation under the Radioactive Substances
Act.

At the meeting is was emphasised that it is important to have an independent regulator, with
the capability of reviewing the safety assessment of the implementer, but that there is also a
need to bring in the regulator early in the process and to maintain this involvement. It was
considered that the early involvement of the regulator, supporting the development of the
review/decide process is a function missing in the UK. A key lesson from the UK
experience is that letting the developer implement without checks and balances (i.e. of the
regulator and other stakeholders) has led to late difficulties and an extended time frame.

There is strong connection between the regulator's role and the needs of the communities.
In Sweden, communities want the authorities to be involved and they see the regulator's
experts as the people's experts that should advise and help the people and the politicians.
SKI and SSI are involved from an early stage. They participate in the EIA group and play
an active role in providing information on a community level.

The involvement of the regulator must be made in a way that avoids possible bias by too
close involvement. A borderline has to be established about the nature of their involvement.
It is also necessary for communities to have their own experts, who can help to identify key
issues and to question implementers and regulators.

Authenticity of actors

Transparency requires demonstration of authenticity of all stakeholders. The question is then
how we know that people are being authentic/trustworthy. What actual processes can be
used for the public to build trust in experts ?

History and previous behaviours is part of the answer. The inquiry system has procedures
for cross-examination that make this accessible and explicit. In consensual systems
authenticity is established and demonstrated by creating a network of checks and balances
for role clarification and quality assurance, by making apparent the operational context of
the people involved. These procedures, however, seem less efficient than the inquiry
system.

The issue of authenticity involves not just "operational context", but also "social
engagement". The expert must be "grounded" so that people listen to him and trust him,
which means that there should be ways to meet him personally. This is also a way to
compensate for the complexity of safety assessment. The meeting thus recognised that
achieving authenticity of stakeholders, especially the experts, is a means to avoid getting
buried in detail and protracted discussions.



If the expert uses his position as an expert to achieve personal value-judged objectives he is
not authentic. This does not mean he can not be allowed to express his values as any other
person. It must, however, be emphasised that the issue of stakeholder's values and norms,
related to legitimacy of their statements, is an important part in transparency, which is
independent from the issue of stakeholder's authenticity.

Conclusions

The meeting addressed the question how it is possible to make decision processes and risk
assessment for deep repository development more transparent. Thereby the two dominant
decision approaches used in Sweden and the UK, review/decide and inquiry/decide, were
discussed. The main conclusions that can be summarised from the group discussions are as
follows:

1. It was acknowledged that the concept of transparency includes three equally important
aspects: factual issues, value issues, and stakeholder's authenticity,

2 In both UK and Sweden there is a need to bring in the best aspects of both the
review/decide and the inquiry/decide approaches. Both approaches seem to offer
possibilities and suffer limitations with respect to the segregation of facts, uncertainties
and value judgements, and some sort of combination of the two may present a valuable
development. The UK system would benefit from informal non-adversarial procedures
at certain points, and the Swedish system would benefit from elements of the inquiry
system.

3 However, one tentative conclusion is that neither the inquiry/decide, nor the
review/decide approach, provides a good framework for clarification of value issues.
This may be further evaluated in the case study. If correct, the conclusion means that
there is a common need for procedural development in both UK and Sweden.

4 Experts have in both countries dominated the decision processes. There is now a need
for, and developments toward, a more genuine consultation process. The Swedish EIA
process is evolving in this direction. For this to be successful, providing adequate
resources for the stakeholders and giving sufficient time to ensure a possibility for public
involvement are important prerequisites.

5 The regulator should take part in the process, also at an early stage. It is thereby
important that the dependence and integrity of the regulator is maintained. Rules and
responsibilities of implementers, regulators, planning authorities and other decision-
makers should be established early in the process.

6 The public should know that they have access to a process which clarifies value
judgements, facts, uncertainties and questions. It is necessary for the public to know
what the technical issues are. They do not need to know/understand the details, but need
to be aware of the ideas and have means to evaluate the authenticity of the experts.



It is important that political decisions are not taken without due consideration of
scientific and technical arguments. There are factors besides safety assessment, which
are completely legitimate to consider. Political decisions should be made in a way such
that also all the other factors are placed in the public area. An approach with intense
interaction between the politicians, the experts and the public is needed.

Origin of conclusions

For quality assurance reasons, the origin of the conclusions in terms of teams is shown
below in table format.

Conclusion
Team
Green

Light Blue

Orange

Purple

Yellow

Black

White

Silver

Brown

Dark Blue

Gold

Red

1

X

X

X

X

2

X

X

X

3

X

X

4

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

5

X

X

X

X

X

X

6

X

X

X

7

X

X

X

X

X
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3. THE TEAM SYNTEGRITY PROCEDURE

The workshop was conducted according to a special meeting protocol called "Team
Syntegrity", originally developed by S Beer3 . This format was proposed in order to support
a strong exchange of personal experiences, giving to all participants the chance to contribute
to the purpose of the workshop. The Team Syntegrity protocol supports the self-construction
of the meeting agenda, the reverberation of ideas in a non-hierarchical set up and the
contribution of all participants to the best of their abilities. Briefly the workshop can be
described as follows:

1. Participants were asked in advance to contribute individually with their "Statements of
Importance" (SI) that should be relevant to the purpose of the meeting. There were 98 Sis.

2. Based on Sis, the participants elaborated aggregated statements of importance (ASI).
These were statements supported by several participants rather than by single individuals. In
a room filled with flip charts, "Market Place of Ideas", the participants discussed and
achieved support of 4-5 people on what they considered relevant to the meeting. This
process reduced significantly the number of statements to 23 ASIs.

3. The participants in plenary were asked to relate ASIs in triplets and duplets of associated
ASIs, i.e. the ASIs were combined in groups that seemed to address the same topic. The
number of groups, defined by the Team Syntegrity format, was 12. The 12 Consolidated
Statements of Importance (CSIs) defined the agenda of the team discussions.

4. A voting procedure followed that enabled each participant to express his/her preferences
for discussion.

5. Based on the voting, topics were allocated to participants using a computer-supported
algorithm. Each participant was a member of two teams and a critic of two teams. The role
of team members was to discuss the topics and to prepare "Final Statements of Importance"
(FSI). The role of the critics may be seen as "devil's advocates". They were free to discuss
with the team members during their allocated times, commenting on either the content of the
discussion or on the process of the meeting.

6. The teams discussed the CSIs three times in meetings. The discussions were moderated
by facilitators who also documented the discussion on flip charts. Each meeting ended with
a summary ("Outcome Resolve"), the third being the Final Statement of Importance from
the team. All outcome resolves were typed up and made available to all workshop
participants during the breaks between meetings, which enhanced the reverberation of ideas
that took place between the teams. The Outcome Resolves thus provided immediate
documentation of the meeting.

7. The workshop was concluded with a short plenary discussion.

' For a description of the protocol, see S. Beer, "Beyond Dispute - The Invention of Team Syntegrity", Wiley &
Sons, Chichester, 1994.
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4 TEAM REPORTS

This chapter relates the consolidated statements of importance from each team and the three
outcome resolves. This is followed by rapporteur's comments, the rapporteur being a
member or critic in the respective team, and also a member of the RISCOM project group.
The rapporteur's comments are based on notes as recorded by the facilitators in the form of
flipcharts during the workshop.

4.1 GREEN

Consolidated statements

BALANCE OF TRANSPARENCY OF TECHNICAL ISSUES
To avoid withdrawal of legitimacy and motivation, transparency issues including the role,
values, clarity and truthfulness of experts, must be a theme in the decision process alongside
with technical issues.

FACTS AND VALUE JUDGEMENTS
Throughout the decision process it must be made clear (e.g. hearings) what are facts,
uncertainties and value judgement (e.g. in reports, hearings).

Outcome resolve 1 and 2

• The public should know you have a model, which is clear to everybody about value
judgements, facts, uncertainties and questions

• How to build one? In the UK and how to improve what is done in Sweden?

Outcome resolve 3

1. There should be a system which can assist in identifying and clarifying:
• facts,
• expert judgement,
• uncertainties,
• value judgement,
• levels of significance and
• open questions

2. The system should include in it the way all these elements are integrated to produce the
final assessment. And this should be set out in a way that is clear and explicit to the non-
expert reader.

3. High degree of flexibility in the system in order to accommodate needs and situations that
emerge during the process(es)
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4. It is important to appreciate that transparency includes traceability. The purpose of
transparency is to enable decisions to be influenced by stakeholders along the way.

The "review and decide" system and the "inquiry and decide" system both seem to offer
possibilities and suffer limitations with respect to the segregation of (facts, uncertainties and
value judgements) information. Some sort of combination of the two may present a valuable
development.

The Swedish EIA processes provides a first trial of this combination (see table on page 5).
The feedback systems developed will require some degree of formal benchmarking.

Rapporteur's comments (Andersson)

The two consolidated statements of importance both address that there are factual and value
issues in nuclear waste decisions. The first statement also emphasises the truthfulness of
experts as an important theme in the decision process alongside with technical issues.

The team confirmed the importance of facts and norms, but focused much of the discussion
on the "grey zone" in between, i.e. uncertainties and question marks. It was realised that the
experts often feel uncomfortable talking about uncertainties. They may be afraid of how
people will perceived this, and that talking about uncertainties may cause more harm than
help ("Will you get a second chance?"). However, it was agreed that there is no other way
than to clarify the uncertainties and to be modest and say "this is as far as we know". It
should be notified that the uncertainties discussed here belong to the sphere of factual issues
(not value issues).

In more general terms, the team was aware that there seems to be a lack of a mechanism to
communicate effectively and to raise problematic issues with the public without causing
misunderstanding. How to cope with the translation of the technical language to
understandable language ? It must also be realised that "the public" is not a "anonymous
mass". Some people may be very well informed in specific issues and they want to know
everything.

The team also discussed the crucial role of experts in relation to norms and values. Of
course it is not possible to have objective experts without personal views. But they must
distinguish their roles as experts (being as objective as possible) and as private persons
(having values). Otherwise there is a danger that experts could be used for value-driven
objectives.

The role of the regulator was also discussed. It is important to have two bodies independent
from each other, the implementer and the regulator, with the capability of reviewing the
safety assessment. The public could trust also the regulator if he gives a feeling of
credibility.

The team looked for a new way of communicating with more dialogue and more feedback
from the people. It was recognised that both the "review and decide" system and the
" inquiry and decide" system offer possibilities and suffer limitations with respect to
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transparency, but that a combination of the two may present a valuable development. A high
degree of flexibility and traceability was stated as important characteristics of a good
process.
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4.2 LIGHT BLUE

Consolidated statements

BE TRUE
Adjust your communication tools and methods to the people you want to reach. But under
all circumstances do not try to avoid talking about problems and uncertainties.

EXPERT CULTURES AND TRANSPARENCY
Present decision process relies on the network of experts. For transparency: it is more
important to understand the role, values, clarity, truthfulness and authenticity of the experts
than their arguments (authenticity: no hidden agenda).

PUBLICATION
Reports prepared for the developer which represent the desired option should be made
public rapidly to all stakeholders to allow simultaneous review alongside peer review.

Outcome resolve 1

• How do we know that people are being authentic/trustworthy? History, experience of
previous behaviours, track record etc.

• How to make this accessible? Explicit in an inquiry, that is a purpose of
cross-examination.

• How does it help to know an expert's hidden agenda?

Technical Issues
(Performance assessment, MADA4)

Stakeholders Stakeholders
roles, norms and authenticity (no hidden
values agenda)

4 Multi-Attribute Decision Analysis; A quantitative decision analysis method that arrives at a preferred
decision among a number of alternatives based on the importance and values of different factors
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• The implemented (experts) have had years to prepare for the inquiry, but the other
stakeholders have limited time, constrained by the imposed planning schedules.

• How to overcome the imbalance of time - (to prepare vs. to check)

• Transparency requires demonstration of authenticity for all stakeholders.

Outcome resolve 2

Authenticity

Adversarial
Cross-examination
Structured
One off

Consensual
- Operational
• Coherence in a particular domain
• Recognition of a peer group and other

related stakeholders
• Ongoing

• Experts had years to prepare for the inquiry, but the community and other stakeholders
have limited time constrained by the imposed planning schedules.

• How to overcome the imbalance of time?

• How do we check the authenticity of all stakeholders?

• Subject to the role discussion of Gold Group.

• Publications are one means of generating respects for experts and other stakeholders.

Outcome resolve 3

• This group recognises that authenticity of stakeholders, including the experts, is a means
to avoid getting buried in detail and protracted discussions.
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• While in adversarial systems, authenticity is checked by cross-examination: in
consensual systems, authenticity is established and demonstrated by creating a network
of checks and balances, role clarification, quality assurance, by making apparent the
operational coherence of the people involved in the relevant processes.

• Therefore, rather than going into details, the key role of players is to work out the
network of checks and balances and quality assurance, which they can rely upon in
order to make the participation of all stakeholders more efficient and effective

• Publication in peer reviewed journals, and public scrutiny are important examples of
such checks and balances.

• The issue of stakeholders' roles, values and norms, related to legitimacy of their
statements, is an important part in transparency and is independent from the issue of
stakeholder's authenticity.

• The group leaves all these issues for further deliberations and expression in concrete
language.

Rapporteur's comments (Wene)

There was consensus among the group members that "transparency" entails more than just
"simplifying complex technical issues". The distinctions made between technical issues and
stakeholders' values and authenticity, pictured in the triangle in the "Outcome Resolve 1"
were reflected in the discussion. In focus was the relation between technical issues and
authenticity, expressed in the two first Statements of Importance. Three major themes
emerged:

• Checking (or validation) of stakeholders' authenticity
• Communication of complex technical information
• Imbalance of resources between different stakeholders

The group distinguished between methods for checking authenticity in adversarial and
consensual systems. An inquiry is an example of an adversarial system, while the present
Swedish system with extensive reviews can serve as an example of a system-searching
consensus. Procedures and properties of the two systems are identified in "Outcome
Resolve 2" and in the second statement in the "Outcome Resolve 3".

An interesting observation is that in an adversarial system the checking of authenticity is a
"one off, i.e., it occurs during cross-examination in the inquiry. In a consensual system the
checking was characterised as "ongoing", i.e., the stakeholders will have to build up a
reliable history. It seems that the latter system then also requires a more permanent
"network of checks and balances". This conclusion can be compared with the discussion
about the role of the regulator in group Red. The "Outcome Resolve 3" of Red states that:
"... a function is missing in the UK, namely the early involvement of the v regulator',
supporting the development of the review/decide process". However, Red also finds that
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"Review and decide surfaces different technical issues resolving them among experts",
while "Inquiry and decide gives balances between technical and transparency issues
interpreted as stakeholders' roles, values and authenticity".

The inquiry system also provides "rigor" and "the opportunity of a structured approach to
assessing stakeholders' authenticity". A tentative conclusion from the outcome resolves of
the Light Blue and Red groups is that authenticity of stakeholders is an important but
underdeveloped theme in consensual systems, and methods to check stakeholders' (and
experts') authenticity in such systems need development.

During the discussion, the second theme was brought up through comments such as the
following: "Is the scientific validation process (publications, peer review etc.) accessible to
the administrators (other stakeholders)?", "No communication is possible at a detailed level,
you have to grasp the meaning behind. This has to do with authenticity - trust is essential
then". The difficulties to communicate complex technical information are succinctly
captured by one discussant through the comment: "The inquiry is the tip of the iceberg".
Several comments emphasised trust as an important asset: "The more the experts are trusted
the more you are able to take their analysis on trust. The less you trust, the more analysis
and cross-examination you want", and "People should know the expert and the person
behind. People will listen better to them when they do."

Trust as a resource for the system carries implications also for the third theme. It seems
improbable that other stakeholders will be able to match the resources of the implementer in
time and money. The imbalance must therefore be corrected by other types of "checks and
balances", and trust is here a resource with large leverage. Trust implies authenticity, in the
meaning that a person that is trusted is also ascribed or assumed to be authentic. A key
conclusion of the Light Blue group is therefore "that authenticity of stakeholders, including
the experts, is a means to avoid getting buried in detail and protracted discussions", and
"rather than going into details, the key role of players is to work out the network of checks
and balances and quality assurances, which they can rely upon in order to make the
participation of all stakeholders more efficient and effective".

In relation to the third Statement of Importance, the group finds that publication in peer
reviewed journals, and public scrutiny provides "checks and balances", which here is
interpreted as providing means to check authenticity of implementer and experts.

Stakeholders' roles, values and norms were recognised as an important and independent part
of the transparency issue, but were not thematized in the Light Blue group. They appeared
as important themes in other groups, such as Green, Gold and Silver.
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4.3 ORANGE

Consolidated statements

COMPARATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT
Comparisons with other areas with regard to safety could increase the transparency of the
risk assessment.

SITE SELECTIONS PROCESS
Site selection should be conducted through an open process of "hearings" as site
possibilities are narrowed through a MADA (Multi - Attribute Decision Analysis) type
exercise

HOW TO HANDLE THE EFFECTS OF TOTAL OPENNESS IN SITE SELECTION
Site selection inevitably causes planning blight in many areas and this is indicative that
openness can cause unwarranted concerns as well as benefits.

Outcome resolve 1

• Boreholes are expensive - narrowing down from a large number has to be more
economical

• Decision processes need to engage communities

• You must have a system set up beforehand. But we have a legacy of a process made up
as we went along.

• What would be the details of an open process?
-open
-national

• Staged assessments at key stages
-adoption of Government policy
-desk study (MADA exercise)
-extensive publication for 10 - 12 or 3 sites

• How to learn from Sweden/UK comparison experiences etc.

• Build in
-steps of RWMACS/ACSNI6 studies - into an open wide-ranging process
-overseeing commission choosing which sites to take forward
-What weight to safety?
-What dimensions to safety?
-What degree of robustness/margin?

5 Radioactive waste Management Committee
6 Advisory Committee on the Safety of Nuclear Installations
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Outcome resolve 2

What should be the process? Examples (we are going to elaborate this)

Establish:
1. Discuss the criteria for the selection
-scientific
-non scientific
Public acceptance

Generic:
2. Desk study to narrow geological options down in broad terms
Public participation

3. Refining options
-short list of sites
Public acceptance

4. Exploratory studies
-short list
Public acceptance

5. Studies
-trigger the planning process

Outcome resolve 3

The group considered that it was important to have a clear view of the process at the outset.
The site selection process needs to be established by a transparent process including
consultation with all stakeholders, which should be endorsed by Government.

Criteria:
The criteria must include a mix of scientific and non-scientific aspects:
• safety
• cost
• social and economic
• planning (i.e. infrastructure issues)
• likelihood of public acceptability

Guidance models:
In its discussion the group looked at suggested approaches for the HLW programme in UK
(e.g. RWMAC/ACSNI) and the actual Swedish situation (R&D programmes). Elements of
the approaches would need to be developed further but provide pointers to key steps. E.g.
the need for a step-wise approach with adequate time for each step to be properly achieved.
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Openness:
There should be publication of results at important stages, leading to scrutiny of all
stakeholders.

We recognise the early key steps, include:
-desk study to narrow geological options
-refining options to a short list of areas
-detailed study leading to a short list of sites

There was a debate about balancing:
-planning blight
-credibility of process leading respectively to a short or long list

It will be important to balance the national interest and local perspective throughout the
process.

Final stage:
Detailed study leading to development applications for investigatory explorations.

Rapporteur's comments (Lofgren)

Swedish situation

Sweden has sequence of steps including announcing them beforehand which has been set up
by SKB via its R&D programmes. These programmes are sent out for consideration to a
large number of organisations (for instance local communities) and are finally examined and
approved by SKI and Government.

The situation in Sweden has changed in the 80s and 90s toward a process with more
participation. Hearings which are included in the Environmental Protection Act now include
nuclear safety issues - before they were not included. However, this has not yet been
practised.

The Swedish site selection process is defined by SKB and evaluated by the authorities in
their reviews of the SKB R&D programme. In their latest review SKI and KASAM
criticised SKB for not having presented the overview study in a sufficient way as the first
step to exclude areas from future examination. SKB is sometimes also criticised for not
being systematic and scientific, as the prime criteria for choosing communities for feasibility
studies has been voluntariness. In Sweden there is an attempt to obtain public acceptance at
an early stage.

The possibility in Sweden for the Government to override the municipal veto in the final
stage of a site selection process is seen as a threat by the communities. The local
communities are now acting to get clarification from the Government in this issue.
A problem, which can be identified in the Swedish site selection process, is that the step
from 5 to 10 feasibility studies down to 2 site investigations will be made without any
formal consideration from the authorities.



21

Comments

The group considered that it is important to have a clear view of the process at the outset.
The site selection process needs to be established by a transparent process, including
consultation with all stakeholders, which should be endorsed by Government. An oversight
commission should choose which site to take forward. There is also a need for a mechanism
for public review.

The present situation was seen as a legacy of a process made up as it went along. For the
future the process should be built in steps - like for instance the RWMAC/ACSNI studies
show and the actual Swedish situation with R&D programmes - into an open wide-ranging
process. It is important to hold on to a principle of making the site selection process
available and transparent. The process should also include a sequence of inquiries in each
phase. Decision processes needs to engage communities, but it is also important that the
process is a national concern. The narrowing down of the number of sites must afterwards
be accessible.

How to deal with the down sides of openness? In this context openness leading to planning
blight may nevertheless be a lesser price to pay.

What are (should be) the criteria for site selection? Scientific or community acceptance, or
scientific and community acceptance and other aspects?

It must be noted that this group focused entirely on the site selection issue. The openness
issue was only slightly discussed and the issue of comparative risk assessment was not dealt
with.
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4.4 PURPLE

Consolidated statements

SIMPLICITY
The site and the disposal method must be chosen so as to make the safety assessment
transparent.

SITE SELECTION CRITERIA
Aim to find most practicable* site and not the best**.
*where risk target is met
**where risk is the lowest

Outcome resolve 1

• There must be certain criteria set by a transparent process.

• How to specify practicability criteria in advance (so that the site is not one of least
resistance).

Outcome resolve 2

• Whose task is it to explain why the most practicable site was chosen?

• These should be discussed and accepted.

• What happens if something goes wrong?

• You need a framework from the government so the implementer is not all on his own.

• In the UK the criteria for the most practicable site must come from the implementer and
therefore you should include all the other stakeholders.

• If the government won't do it, the regulator won't, then the implementer will have to
make the process transparent and involve stakeholders.

Outcome resolve 3

Making the choice of the final site.

• The aim should be to find a site where the risk target is met and where other factors
such as cost and disruption of the community are acceptable and not only to select the
site with the lowest known risk.

• It is recognised that it is easier for the public to accept the site of lowest risk.
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Therefore achieving acceptance of a site other than the one with the lowest risk will
have a greater requirement for transparency in all stages of the development process.

Rapporteur's comments (Gill)

The choice of the final site must be based on criteria that are part of transparent decision
making processes.

CRITERIA DISCUSSED FOR ACCEPTABLE AND PRACTICAL DECISION MAKING
FOR SITE SELECTION:

• You cannot compromise safety.

• Not looking for the best. The best would cost an enormous amount of money. Therefore a
practicable site is sought. Practicable implies meeting the criteria and accepting a balance
between costs and risks but not choosing the site of least resistance. The aim should be to
find a site where the risk target is met and where factors such as cost and consequences to
the community are acceptable.

• Several issues influence the final decision: concentration of nuclear waste, transport,
infrastructure, community acceptability, housing density, distance from coast.

- Site selection criteria need to be determined. One problem is that you cannot use scientific
criteria on the quality of the site until it is actually investigated.

• However complex or simple a request, the regulator must respond to a final application and
advise the government.

• Government needs to establish a framework so that the implementer is not left to solve
issues of national importance on its own.

• Contingency planning: What happens if something goes wrong?

TRANSPARENCY

• There are no rules for a stepwise procedure to reach transparency.

• Government Regulations only require public involvement in the decision stage.
Communities want earlier involvement in a process whose results may affect them
personally. Nirex in not involving other stakeholders in the decision processes, paid the
price by having planning permission refused at Sellafield.

• If neither the government nor the regulator make the process transparent, then the
implementer will have to and involve key stakeholders.
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The more complex, the more difficult it is to make the safety assessment transparent. It
should be possible to make complex site assessment transparent. Open it up to discussion at
earliest possible stage.

• Whose task is it to explain why the most practicable site is chosen? Which criteria make it
"a practicable site"? These issues should be discussed for the site selection to be accepted.
With only one site, even a good one, it would probably not be accepted. It is recognised that
it is easier for the public to accept the site of lowest risk. Therefore achieving acceptance of
a site other than the one with the lowest risk will have a greater requirement for
transparency in all stages of the development process.

• There must be certain criteria set up by a transparent process, so the public will not only
accept the best. When you cannot go for the best you could think of: ways how to deal with
this communicatively; how we make this acceptable for the public. In discussions with the
local population a comparison between the criteria of different countries could be useful.

• Where there is choice you should choose a robust and transparent site. Explanation is
required why you see this as the most practicable site.
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4.5 YELLOW

Consolidated statements

TIME
A local siting/decision process must be allowed to take sufficient time to ensure a possibility
for public involvement.

EIA PROCESS
An early start of an EIA process could improve transparency.

Outcome resolve 1

• Necessary for public to know what the technical issues are. They do not need to
know/understand the details but need to have met the ideas and the experts.

• Clarity of responsibilities in the EIA group.

• How do you bring in questions from the national level to local agenda?

• Who decides who should participate: the right way not yet found.

• The legal aspects of this are not yet clear.

Outcome resolve 2

• How do we take account of national issues locally?

• How to define EIA-process? What is outside, which should be handled in a different
way (not necessarily more or less important)? The red line is safety.

Outcome resolve 3

• The group considered that the development of a deep repository will be of concern to
the general public. This concern arises from worries about safety and social and
economic factors. The EIA process provides a framework for consideration of those
issues in the local communities.

• In Sweden an EIA-process has started in the community of Oskarshamn.

• The EIA form brings together the experts (SKB, SKI, SSI) regional authorities and
representatives of the local community under the chairmanship of the county council.
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• Even if the EIA-process is locally based, it enables consideration to be given to issues
effecting neighbouring communities as well as national issues by inviting people
representing those issues to attend.

• In the Swedish case it has been made clear that the authorities will feel free to take an
independent position when the EIS (environmental impact statement) is presented.

• Oskarshamn is setting up a process to enable wider involvement of the public in
connection with the existing EIA-forum, which implies the establishment of groups and
that this process needs to be designed and improved in the future.

• The experience of the Oskarshamn process is that an open attitude has enabled a wide
and successful participation and discussion between stakeholders.

Rapporteur's comments (Espejo)

The statements of importance suggest that it is possible to increase transparency in decision
processes by giving them more time. However, time may be necessary but not sufficient to
produce this transparency. We may speculate that implicit in these statements is the belief
that time helps sorting out difficulties, and building up capacity, for effective participation.

Issues produced by the "outcome resolves" are:

• "The dialogue with the public about issues is not in EIA, but a separate process.","How
to define the EIA process?"

Comment:
How do we know which are the relevant questions for the EIA? Is it not necessary to
consult the public to work them out? How can we increase the chances of all stakeholders to
influence their definition?

* "Necessary for the public to know what the technical issues are. They do not need to
know/understand the details but need to have met the ideas and the experts"

Comment:
To what extent it is necessary for the public to know the technical issues at hand? Accepting
that the public needs to have an appreciation of the issues at hand and their likely short,
medium and long-term consequences, wouldn't it be better for them to:

* know who are the people with an in-depth understanding of the relevant technical issues
from different perspectives, rather than attempting to wrestle with the issues themselves?
* have a say in the allocation of resources necessary to produce checks and balances among
those with this knowledge?
* receive reports already debated by these experts, so that they can concentrate on the
values rather than technical issues?
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• "How do you bring questions from the national level to the local agenda?" "EIA is not
the only way".

Comment:
Accounting for national issues locally posses a number of problems. In principle the debate
of national issues should be a national debate. However, national decisions about a " deep
repository' affect localities and therefore should be their concern as well. The problem is to
work out which aspects of these issues are local and which aspects are national. Making
apparent boundaries (see Gold Group) may help to avoid national representatives debating
too much detail and local people going beyond their competence.

• "Hierarchical approach. Need to find ways to digest information by all groups. Must
design participation to give all the same influence -no gate keeper or bottlenecks"

Comment:
More than finding ways for all groups to digest information the issue may be to find ways
for them to have effective participation in the creation of checks and balances (cf. above
comments).

It may be useful to develop locally an understanding of:

- how to make more effective the participation of decision makers,

- how to decide who should be involved in decision processes,

- how to overcome the hierarchical approaches responsible for bottlenecks and gate keepers,
and,

- what kind of organisation structure is required to increase effective participation, in equal
terms, of all relevant stakeholders?
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4.6 BLACK

Consolidated statements

GENUINE CONSULTATION
Waste has to be handled responsibly; the strategy should be gradually developed through
review process

WE MIGHT GET THE PROCESS WRONG, RETRIEVAL AND NEW TECHNOLOGIES
People who are not yet born will be affected by the decisions we make what to do - or do
not do. We need to develop a system that balances future control with present day
responsibility.

Outcome resolve 1

• Process needs to incorporate the ethical question?

• Waste disposal is still a novel technology.

Outcome resolve 2

• Benchmarking?

• Paradox

• Participation

Outcome resolve 3

• People who are not yet born will be affected by the decisions we make - what we do or
not do.

• We need to develop a system that balances present day responsibility with the possibility
of future control

• Nuclear waste is a novel technology and therefore may not serve to discharge present
day responsibilities.

• The technical uncertainties associated with disposal in the context of the need to
discharge responsibilities today present a paradox. On one hand it would be more
responsible to get on with the job today, but we do not know enough today to get on
with the job.

• The process of resolution of this paradox demands a high degree of flexible feedback
over time and commitment to a democratic process, including benchmarking.
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The paradigm shift is the move from DAD ("Decide, Announce and Defend") to a
genuine consultation process. This is well under way in Sweden.

Rapporteur's comments (Andersson)

It was recognised by the group that radioactive waste exist, that we do have to manage it
responsible and that energy policy and nuclear waste policy are separate issues. One should
also keep in mind that waste disposal is still a novel technology.

Nuclear waste disposal involves many critical ethical questions. On one hand one can argue
that we need to ensure that something is done while resources are available and that
responsible management might mean deep disposal. On the other hand one can argue that
future generations may be better equipped to take care of the waste, which would mean that
we should work towards retrievability. Another way to put the question: Do we rely more
on geological stability than society's stability. If society is stable and technology develops,
maybe future generations should take care of the waste. But if we believe that there could be
serious instability or economic breakdown, we should get rid of the problem today.

This issue is a good example to demonstrate that there are deep ethical issues for which
anyone must have equal influence in a democratic process, and there is no reason for
"expert" dominance. It could also be noted that EIA requirements demand that the "zero
alternative" must be investigated.

The group had the opinion that there should be a high degree of flexibility in the process. It
should then be noted that other groups empathised that the process should be well defined.
Obviously there must be some sort of compromise between the two viewpoints.

The group observed that there seems to be a paradigm shift coming towards a genuine
process of consultation. It must be emphasised, as the group also did, that such a
consultative approach must be genuine, which means that views must not be ignored "if they
do not fit your own position".
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4.7 WHITE

Consolidated statements

REPRESENTING THE INDIVIDUAL
Need to have government paid for person(s) who understand(s) technical and social
implications of nuclear use, to represent needs of communities at both national and local
level for transparency.

Outcome resolve 1

• In England the implementer have the role to inform. In Sweden the co-ordinator also has
this function.

• SSI and SKI have a role in Sweden to inform and regulate.

• In Sweden, communities have the possibility to ask for money out of a fund.

Outcome resolve 2

• The role of the co-ordinator and others, should be clearly defined in relation to
representing the individual, e.g. to help communities to organise to take care of
feedback, and experience of other communities.

• All activities have to be quality assured - i.e. set up a QA-system + benchmarking.

• Assisting individuals is about helping them to be able to evaluate the contribution and
authenticity of all stakeholders - not just the implementer.

• Roles, co-ordinator, communities - umbrella co-ordination. County council involved in
the EIA processes

Outcome resolve 3

1. National/local level

• National and local information needs
• Feedback within the process and between other processes.
• Co-ordination of local/national information.

2. Interpreting for individual.
• Interpretation
• SKI/SSI have a role to inform
• Advocate

"Translation" of technical issues.
Disentangling social and technical issues.
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3. How?

• Information is available for everyone

• Through the tasks of national co-ordinator, regulator and community experts (hired in).

4. Recommendations:

• QA and benchmarking best practise and competitive international nuclear activities

Rapporteur's comments (Gill)

The Individual or Community is the "victim1 of previous decisions with respect to nuclear
activities permitted by governments. Thus, today the Community is responsible for
requesting explanations on decisions that have a direct impact on them. Since individuals
collectively elect governments and are demanding greater all round accountability, public
mood is for greater transparency in both risk assessment and the decision making processes.
In Sweden there is the expectation that government has to pay for the necessary resources to
represent the * Individual' so that the complex social and technical issues may be presented
to the v Individual' in a more comprehensible and, as far as is possible, in an unbiased way.

It is felt that we all have our distinctive biases because of our individual family or " cultural
indoctrination*. Hence, "translation" of technical issues and disentangling social and
technical issues from the perspective of the " Individual1 or local community is essential so
that their concerns may be represented in the decision-making processes. Local experts do
not have the ability to check the "science". They focus on the width of the decision process.
Explanation of the technical issues to the community needs to be undertaken by paid
independent advisors. Without funding it may be difficult to find consensus among the
community when decisions on siting within their community are to be taken. Assisting
individuals is about helping them to be able to evaluate the contribution and authenticity of
all stakeholders - not just the implemented

In Sweden, the role of the Co-ordinator and others should be clearly defined in relation to
representing the individual. Satisfying national and local information needs, co-ordinating
activities to help communities to organise and to take care of feedback, and share the
experiences of other communities is a fundamental requirement for transparency. An
effective role for the Co-ordinator is needed - it is not a translator for the Individual. To be
effective, the national Co-ordinator needs access to all the necessary technical information.
Ensuring that information is available for everyone and through the work of the national
Co-ordinator, regulator and (hired in) community experts transparency should be enhanced.
It is recommended that systems be set up so that all activities are quality assured and
benchmarking is practised.

The funding of Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) is different from funding local
communities. The communities could fund the NGOs.
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Contrasting positions between Sweden and the UK (only data from the syntegration is
presented):

Sweden

The community can easily get access
to information without having to
be committed to SKB.

Communities have the possibility to
ask for money out of a nuclear
activities fund.

Communities asked for a Co-ordinator
because they felt alone with the
problem.

SSI and SKI have a role to inform and
regulate. Co-ordinator also has
role to inform community and give advice
- locally and nationally.

County council involved in the EIA
processes

The community politicians asked for
funding - to put demands on
both implementers and authorities.

UK

"Do not trust the implementer"

No fund available

No such role available to the Community

The implementer and regulator have the role to
inform.

Swedish and English models moving "towards" each other.
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4.8 SILVER

Consolidated statements

THE FINALE STAGE
They who will live with nuclear waste facilities must have the final say. If not, they will not
involve themselves in the process (until it is too late).

PEOPLE'S ENGAGEMENT
Transparency will gain if people can be encouraged to take more active part in the decision
process.

Outcome resolve 1

• How do you encourage people to participate? How do we encourage people at the
national level as well as the local level?

• How is Oskarshamn bringing in people?

• Should a law, which has a counter productive effect despite intellectually valid
argument, be kept/removed?

Outcome resolve 2

• How to create a forum for transparency - how to raise this to the national level.
- Low participation in open meetings.
- This question has no current answer.

• Who should decide what issues should be raised nationally?
1. Local municipal concerns
2. Others

• Who takes part? Representatives from communities, national environmental groups?

• A national forum should include local people to take their views to national level.

• Use Team Syntegrity meeting formats to bring people in to this process.

• Nobody knows what is right or wrong.

• Examples from Oskarshamn:
A very ambiguous program - because they have the waste ... must work honestly and hard
with this question. Oskarshamn needs a solution including a repository.

• Will the same need be felt in other communities?
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• SKB + Oskarshamn own the problem. Oskarshamn can not avoid the question and can
not avoid participating.

• Has Cumbria County Council (in a similar situation) come to this insight that they co-
own the problem ?

• Include the veto over-ride issue in final report. If you have a veto you can take an active
part.

• Task for the local Government to create fora, but also for national Government.

• Is veto a subject for national agenda?

• If it can be shown that the law is counter-productive then a change can be made.

• Case to be made. The argument to make this work must be made by municipalities
(politicians)- not co-ordinator

Outcome resolve 3

• Efforts should be made to find ways of creating a forum for transparency on the national
level. Issues, which must be addressed, are for example:

-who should decide the issues
-who should be invited to take part
-which meeting format should be used
-which meeting frequency

• The possibilities of over-ride the veto is regarded by the municipalities as a threat to the
voluntary siting process, Clarification of this question is demanded by the municipalities
that participate in the feasibility studies. The reason being that the present legislation
considered to be counterproductive.

• Areas like Cumbria and Oskarshamn are in a particular position with regard to nuclear
waste. As waste physically exits in those areas they can be said to own the problem with
the implementers.

Rapporteur's comments (Lofgren)

Present situation in Sweden

Current legislation gives the Government a possibility to over-ride a municipal veto in the
location for a final repository for nuclear waste. There is a lack of formalised fora and
hearings at the national level to deal with public concerns linked to the nuclear waste matter.
Central legislation for the siting of a deep repository (Act on Natural Resources and Nuclear
Activities Act) do not include public hearings (like for instance the Environmental
Protection Act).
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The veto issue

At the local level the over-riding possibilities are seen as a threat to the voluntary
engagement in the site selection process. Local politicians want to have the final say. This is
a question of credibility of the site selection process. If the locals are not confident that they
have the final say they will not voluntary participate in the siting process. This could lead to
an insufficient number of feasibility studies, which in its turn might lead to a breakdown of
the whole siting programme.

There has been a request to Government from Oskarshamn community and SKI to get
clarification upon the closer circumstances on the potential use of the over-riding possibility.
Such clarification has not yet been given.

In the group came up disagreement as to whether the legislation in Sweden has given the
final say to local population or not. It was argued that to give the final say to the local
population must theoretically be considered to be within the national interest. In Sweden it is
very improbable that the local population does not have the final say because the
Government will not use its over-riding possibility. People also overestimate the willingness
of the Government to over-ride the veto. This was intended only as a final solution.

On the other hand, one must not forget that the law, as it is written, allows the Government
to over-ride. This reduces the enthusiasm to join the process and can also be counter-
productive. If you have a veto you take an active part. If all communities say " no" - then
what to do? was asked. From a local point of view the answer will be to restart the process,
there is time for it.

Should a law, which has a counter-productive effect despite intellectually valid argument, be
kept/removed? If it can be shown that the law is counter-productive a change can be made.

Co-ownership

For Oskarshamn the veto question has an extra dimension - because of its co-ownership of
the nuclear waste with the industry (CLAB). Oskarshamn can not avoid the question and
can not avoid participation. In Oskarshamn people have a need for a solution as well as the
industry and Government.

Has Cumbria County Council (in a similar situation) come to this insight that they co-own
the problem?

Public participation

How do we encourage people at the national level as well at the local level to participate and
how to create a forum for transparency? This question has no current answer. Team
Syntegrity could be a useful process to start with. There is a need for an elaborated El A
process to deal with all relevant issues. It is a task for local Government to create a forum,
but also for the national Government. In Sweden the national co-ordinator should take
initiative.



36

How is Oskarshamn bringing in people to the process ? In Oskarshamn a very ambitious
program has been set up. An EIA-group with representatives from SKB, SKI, SSI and
County Council is working with the encapsulation facility and the feasibility study for a
deep repository. There is an ongoing local competence building project, open council
debates on nuclear topics, small local meetings in town, contacts with 6 neighbouring
municipalities etc.

In UK there are open local liaison meetings. For these meetings the County Council don't
decide who might be the right people to participate. The Council takes note of views
expressed. This is not part of a formalised process. It is a dialogue, but not in a formalised
or statutory setting. In the Sellafield area there is a lot of technically well informed people.
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4.9 BROWN

Consolidated statements

ASSESSMENT OF SAFETY
Assessment of safety plays an important role in decision making.

PEOPLE'S CONCERN
Safety assessment should take into account from the start people's concerns and address
them.

Outcome resolve 1

• Experts are forming ideas but public and decision-makers do not seem to respond to
some of experts worst worries. Something must be done.

• Balance of issues.

• Public: operational safety should be dealt with more than experts believe.

• Also criteria should be subject to some dialogue.

Outcome resolve 2

• Questions of long term scale and human intrusion not much discussed. Local people see
transport as important. What is a community? Responsibility - one million years?

• Could arrange seminars including nuclear experts, philosophers other scientists and
others.

• It might be that people perceive that safety as more important than it is.

Outcome resolve 3

• Safety is a key issue in radioactive waste management, and safety assessment is a tool
for evaluating safety.

• However, if safety assessment does not address people's concerns it can not provide
legitimate basis for decisions.

• A communicative approach is needed to ensure relevance e.g. in acceptance criteria and
scenario identification. For these two things are needed: expert's openness and public
participation. However, there are problems to get people involved in safety issues,
sometimes even relating to authorities major concerns. The authorities and politicians
need to develop practical means to resolve this problem. Authorities within EIA-process
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and public hearings may be completed by seminars involving experts from other relevant
(other than nuclear) fields.

In addition, it needs to be made clear that safety assessment can not resolve all issues
e.g. in site selection.

Rapporteur's comments (Andersson)

Sometimes there seems to be frustration among the experts because the public disagree
which issues are important. One example is transportation, which publicly is an important
issue in the north of Sweden. The experts don't see this as a real problem. On the other
hand, sometimes public and decision-makers do not seem to respond to some of experts'
worst worries. "Something must be done".

However, there was agreement that the safety assessment should start by addressing what
are people's concerns. If this is a real attitude coming through, we see a paradigm shift in
safety assessment, which traditionally has been totally an expert dominated activity.
Certainly there should be a potential for an iterative conversation between experts and the
public on issues like:

• What time frames are necessary for the assessments?

• What scenarios should be included?

• Should human intrusion be analysed ?

Public are interested in results of safety assessment. Therefore it must be translated into a
lay language.

Also criteria should be subject to the same dialogue. Criteria can be very technical but
public should still be involved. It is by setting the criteria we define which questions the
safety assessment must answer.

The role of safety assessment in different stages of the decision process was discussed.
" You should not compromise safety with unemployment rates." Also - " if it is safe
unemployment could be an important consideration."

Certainly, safety must never be compromised. But there are many other things to consider
in site selection, which are completely legitimate. From safety assessment and geological
study some sites can be excluded already at an early stage. Otherwise, however, safety
issues may not be important to chose between sites at an early stage. Later it will be
possible to make site-specific safety assessment.
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4.10 DARK BLUE

Consolidated statement

POLITICS AND SCIENCE
It is important that political decision can be separated from scientific/technical decisions.

Outcome resolve 1

• Political decisions should not be separated from scientific decisions

• If you do not include all people - you get questions afterwards + How Do You Do It?

• The local politicians should also have all the facts on the table.

• Trust the democratic process - this should be mature.

• The politician should have the responsibility for the decision. This is the system we live
in.

• Accepting the limitations of science - to guide, but not to decide. Where it can.

Outcome resolve 2

• We have reworded our statement:
POLITICS AND SCIENCE
It is important that political decisions can not be separated from scientific-technical
arguments and facts - therefore the link

• It is a case of developing different engaging activities to develop more flexibility (role of
regulation in Sweden). You need a kind of support from the national level.

• It is important that the policy structure cater for the evolving development of technical
understanding and evolving political context. But how? — what body? At what time
scales? In what size?

• Role of the regulator as an intermediary between policy and technical [issues] (stands
out: Sweden - regulator is an ongoing link, UK - regulator is too late, adjuster)

Outcome resolve 3

• It is important that political decisions are not taken without due consideration of
scientific-technical arguments. Political decisions should be made in a way such that all
other factors are in public area. It is important that policy is reviewed on a frequency



40

commensurate with progress in scientific and technical activities relating to waste
management and/or waste disposal.

• A mechanism should be in place to ensure that plans for long term management and/or
disposal of waste are in the step with the development in policy.

• This requires corresponding flexibility in implementation of policy.

Rapporteur's comments (Wene)

Already at the start of the first iteration, the Dark Blue group agreed to deny their Statement
of Importance and instead stress that there is a strong link between political decisions and
scientific-technical arguments and facts. The "Outcome Resolve 1" therefore starts with a
strong normative statement: "Political decisions should not be separated from scientific
decisions", and the new Statement of Importance is formulated in the Outcome Resolve 2.
In the following, I link my comments on the discussion to some theoretical models of
decision making.

The original Statement of Importance reflected a view of science as "value-free" or what the
social philosopher Habermas calls the decisionistic model for the relation between
science/technology and policy7. This model recognises that in concrete situations decisions
cannot be sufficiently legitimated through facts and technical reasoning. As a remedy, the
model prescribes a strict separation of the functions of the expert and the politician: only a
complete division of labour between the technically schooled experts and administrative
staffs on one hand, and the strong-willed and purposeful politicians on the other hand will
make possible a scientization of politics.

The group rejected the decisionistic model, but they also dismissed an alternative
technocratic model. According to this model it is possible in a stepwise process to
rationalise decisions about practical questions. In this model the politician becomes a
stopgap in situations where the rationalisation has not still proceeded far enough, but the
initiative is passed to scientific analysis and technical planning. The dismissal of the
technocratic model is evident in the following statements in "Outcome Resolve 1":
"Accepting the limitations of science - to guide, but not to decide", "The politician should
have the responsibility for the decision. This is the system we live in" and "Trust the
democratic process - this should be mature".

The group seemed to embrace a pragmatistic model, which is characterised by Habermas,
as a case where "the strict separation between the function of the expert and the politician
is replaced by critical interaction" and "reciprocal communication seems possible and
necessary, through which scientific expertise advise the decision makers and politicians
consult scientists in accordance with practical needs". The desirability of critical and mutual
interaction between experts, politicians and the public is expressed in the following

' See Jurgen Habermas. Toward a rational society, Heineman, London 1971
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comments: "Democratic system is moving toward a system of involvement and away from a
system with people who are in charge" and "Toward a system of interchange between
people who are responsible and people who are affected - it feels encouraging".

An emerging property of the pragmatistic model is "flexibility", and this is emphasised both
in "Outcome Resolve 2" and "Outcome Resolve 3". Critical interaction between experts,
politicians and the public requires a responsive attitude among all stakeholders. A local
politician involved in a siting process need access to independent experts, which may be
found at the regulator on the national level, putting new demands on the technical staff of
the regulator. Conversely, an evolving technical understanding may require reassessment on
the political level.

The simple pragmatistic model has one fundamental weakness, which is captured in the
following comment: "How to pull science out of its black box to be accessible to the
political process? - or at least - how to cope if this is not possible?". In more technical
language, Habermas formulates this weakness: "... this model neglects the specific logical
characteristics and the social preconditions for the reliable translation of scientific
information into the ordinary language of practice and inversely for a translation from the
context of practical questions back into the specialised language of technical and strategical
recommendations". We are here at the heart of the transparency issue. In rejecting the
decisionistic and the technocratic models, the pragmatistic model takes a first step towards a
transparent process. In doing so, it opens major questions on transfer of information and
creation of meaning in democratic processes. The discussion in Dark Blue here continues in
the other groups.
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4.11 GOLD

Consolidated statements

CLARITY OF RESPONSIBILITIES
Rules and responsibilities of implementers, regulators, planning authorities, other decision
makers should be established in a national framework

LEGITIMATE DECISION MAKING PROCESS
The decision process must be open and defined in advance and has to be seen as legitimate
by as many people as possible

Outcome resolve 1

• SKI/SSI have been poor communicators not knowing how things are perceived.

• Hope that experience from early EIA-group can be translated to new ones (co-
ordinator). Sweden sees that the regulators experts are the people's experts. Regulators
are on the side of the people. To advise and help the people and the politicians. Concern
whether this is safe in the longer run.

• Sweden. Roles:
SKB = implementer
SKI/SSI = regulators
Communities (several)
Co-ordinator
Central government (Dept. of the Environment)
Parliament
Informal groups

Outcome resolve 3

• Transparency depends, among other things, on making clear the roles of the
stakeholders in the decision making process. Tasks for the co-ordinator and work
procedures for EIA-group paying particular attention to checks and balances between
them, but at the same time getting the best out of the involved people, creating enough
tension in the participants so that they increase their performance.

• This requires that participants have adequate resources, commensurate with the demands
coming from the others. For instance communities and/or regions must have
funds/resources to raise issues and substantiate them in their interaction with regulators
and implementers.
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Rapporteur's comments (Espejo)

This group's statements of importance were focused on the role boundaries of those
participating in the "deep repository" decision process, and also on the legitimacy of the
process. These statements suggested concern for both, conflicting responsibilities and lack
of transparency in the decision process.

Issues mentioned in the "outcome resolves"' are:

• "Regulators have double role: to act according to people's concerns and also as the
recommending authority",

• "Easy for the regulators to get involved in the position of the community biasing their
role",

• "In Sweden the regulators' experts are the people's experts",

• "Regulators are on the side of the people, to advise and help them and the politicians.
Concern whether this is safe in the longer run".

Comment:
These views may imply lack of clarity about possible interest conflicts. Pressures on the
Nuclear Waste Management System (NWMS), in order for them to take into account short,
medium and long term local concerns, should come from the communities themselves. If
these pressures are strongly influenced by the regulators themselves (in their role of
people's advocates), the communities' demands on the system may not be seen as different
from those of the regulators in their " recommending authority1 capacity. This situation is
not necessarily a problem, except when the regulators have evolved (historically) more as
internal than external auditors to the NWMS. In this case the regulators are more likely to
be concerned with the operators (SKB) technical issues than with the wider interests of the
communities.

• "Important to have a process you believe in",

• "Not unusual for community to see SKB/SKI/SSI as quite close"

Comment:
The latter statement may suggest that naturally SKI/SSI have developed an v internal
auditors' image vis-a-vis SKB. If this is the case, then the credibility of the process may not
be as high as required.
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• "Community has wider issues. If they rely on regulators, then the information will be
too narrow."

• "SKI has right to prescribe El A and then go and explain. SKI can also prescribe the
process. If too active in going into new areas affecting its own requirements then a
problem will develop".

Comment:
The first statement makes apparent awareness about the v scope contradiction' between the
de facto technical emphasis of the regulators and the communities wider requirements. At
the same time the second statement supports the view that if SKI prescribes too wide
reference terms for EIA it is creating problems for itself (as de facto internal auditor of the
NWMS).

• "Some questions not discussed at national level- too low profile: Oskarshamn wanted the
co-ordinator",

• "Has office of co-ordinator arisen in response to this issue?"

Comment:
Apparently local debates and concerns have limited resonance at the national level, and
Oskarshamn politicians seem to be saying that the regulators are not providing an adequate
communication channel between them and the national level. They have asked for the
Co-ordinator1 s role. The question is, does the new role have enough capacity for this
communication?

• "How is the dialogue that integrates the two aspects (nuclear and non- nuclear issues) so
that the minister does not have to integrate them her/himself?"

Comments:
If debates and reports about the nuclear technical issues (i.e. those of SKB/SKI/SSI) and
debates and reports about the wider environmental issues (i.e. the EIA) are discussed to a
large degree independent of each other, then it is not until they reach the Ministry of the
Environment that they are integrated. However, the chances are that they (i.e. the Ministry)
will not have capacity for this integration and, as a consequence, decisions will be
fragmented.

• "Imbalance of resources between community, regulators and operators",

• "Does local community need own experts?"

• "Must communities accept expert opinion or can they challenge it?"
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Comments:
Based on the above comments it is possible to argue that an emphasis on regulators as
external auditors may reduce the imbalance suggested by the first statement. In this case the
local community will have its own experts. On the whole communities should be more
concerned with setting up adequate debates (with checks and balances) among those with
expert knowledge than challenging their opinions (see Yellow Group).
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4.12 RED

Consolidated statements

INQUIRY VS. REVIEW

Review - then decide will focus on technical issues and debate in experts cultures, but
inquiry - then decide is better equipped to balance technical and transparency issues.

Outcome resolve 1

• In real life better to have both processes: review/decide and inquiry/decide.

• The UK system would benefit from informal non-adversarial hearing at additional
points.

• Regulator should play a part as stakeholder. Swedish system allows this - UK does not.

• Adversarial system introduces rigor

Outcome resolve 2

• In Sweden the SKI is involved from an early stage.

• UK planning system - the regulator has no automatic role.

• Under UK system until Nirex apply for a licence under the Radioactive Substances Act
the facility that they are building is only controlled by the Planning Act.

• Lessons from UK experience letting developer to get on with it without checks and
balances of a regulator led to a long time frame current difficulty.

• Emerging is two different roles:

• Review and decide surfaces different technical issues resolving then among experts.

• Inquiry and decide gives balance between technical and transparency issues interpreted
as stakeholders roles, values and authenticity.

• Look for the benefit of the rigor that inquiry provides, but avoid adversarial problems.

• The British review and decide system has no owner.

• Need to integrate processes.
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Outcome resolve 3

• The group examined two dominant approaches used in Sweden and the UK:
- Review/decide
- Inquiry/decide

• Emerging are two different roles
- Review and decide surfaces different technical issues resolving them among
experts.
- Inquiry and decide gives balance between technical and transparency issues
interpreted as stakeholders roles, values and authenticity.

• In an inquiry system there is the opportunity of a structured approach to assessing
stakeholders authenticity. It also provides rigor. There are also methods in a consensual
approach to enable this to be achieved, but the methods may be less precise and need
more time.

• The group considers there is a function missing in the UK, namely the early
involvement of the "regulator", supporting the development of the review/decide
process. This exists and continues to be developed in Sweden, where the SKI is involved
from an early stage. Under the UK system until Nirex apply for a licence under the
Reactive Substances Act, the facility that they are building is only controlled by the
Planning Act

• A key lesson from the UK experience is that letting the developer implement without
checks and balances (i.e. regulator and other stakeholders) has led to late difficulties and
an extended time frame.

• Our main conclusion is that in both countries there is a need to bring in the best aspects
of both approaches.

• There is a need for the resource balance between the developer and other stakeholders to
be addressed.

Rapporteur's comments (Wene)

Much of the discussion revolved around the UK process and the recent experiences from the
inquiry on the Rock Characterisation Facility (RCF). There were four recurrent themes:

• Properties of the inquiry/decide process
• A good process need to have elements of both review/decide and inquiry/decide,
• The lack of review/decide in the present UK system
• The consequences of the late involvement of the regulator.

A reading of the database indicates that the second statement in "Outcome Resolve 3"
overstates the ability of the inquiry/decide process to balance technical issues and
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stakeholder values. Although "Inquiry and decide gives opportunity to involvement to a
broader range of stakeholders", it was during the discussion observed that: "Within the
inquiry process, accepting the protocols tends to exclude wider value issues" and "Is the
inquiry format able to clear what is value judgement in technical assessment?" One
discussant doubted "if (the) inquiry approach addresses bottom half of the triangle" because
it "tends to address technical issues of planning development process focus, not regulatory
process". Considering the reference to the regulatory process and the further development
of the discussion, I conclude that this comment is more relevant for the stakeholders' roles
and values (bottom left) than for stakeholders' authenticity (bottom right). Regarding
authenticity, the group namely agreed that the adversarial nature of public inquiry
introduces rigor, and "the opportunity of a structured approach to assessing stakeholders'
authenticity".

The conclusion about authenticity in the "Outcome Resolve 3" coincides with the conclusion
of the Light Blue group. However, one tentative conclusion from the discussion in the Red
group is that neither inquiry/decide nor review/decide provides opportunities for
thematizing questions about values. If correct, this is disturbing and needs attention when
designing a siting process, because claims about values are directly connected to claims of
legitimacy.

The group also discussed the disadvantages of an adversarial system. They observed that
openness may be problematic in such systems: "How can you make it work in an
adversarial situation. Openness may give away positions for adversarial strategy." The
"Outcome Resolve 1" states that: "The UK system would benefit from informal non
adversarial public hearings at additional points". A comment in the database gives examples
of such "non adversarial inquires": "e.g., national commissions, informal consultants for
government inquiry, green paper/white paper".

The observed difficulties in an adversarial system lead over to the second theme. The
review/decide process fosters a more consensual system. The group meant that "in real life
(it is) better to have both processes". This is emphasised in the "Outcome Resolve 3": "Our
main conclusion is that in both countries there is a need to bring in the best aspects of both
approaches". It should maybe be pointed out that the discussion time available did not
permit any assessment of the pro ET cons of review/decide, not any discussion about if and
how the two processes could coexist in the same system.

Regarding the third and fourth themes, it was observed that:

• Legislative framework in UK:
• In long projects there are two or three decision points allowing public formal input.
• Regulator has been kept out from early process.
• No statutory basis for regulator until decision to construct has been made.
• In theory the process allows stakeholders to state position
• Then rigor of adversarial system comes in
• There must be a proposal for something concrete to trigger the review decision

There were several comments about the way the siting process is organised in UK and
comparing with the Swedish organisation: "The British review/decide system has no
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owner", "In Sweden there is an owner in the review/decide process - in UK not - nobody is
responsible", "Need to be a way in bring in regulator early and ongoing", "Legislation in
UK does not make it compulsory for the regulator to be involved before the repository is
built. Swedish regulator must be involved earlier", and "By-product of strategy of Nirex to
keep the regulator out".

In the "Outcome Resolve 3", the "group considers there is a function missing in the UK,
namely the early involvement of the * regulator', supporting the development of the
review/decide process. This exists and continues to be developed in Sweden, were the SKI
is involved from an early stage." The group also considers it to be a "key lesson from the
UK experience ... that letting the developer implement without checks and balances (i.e.
regulator and other stakeholders) has led to late difficulties and an extended time frame."

The Red group did not discuss the risks of an early involvement of the regulator, but a
question was raised once during the first iteration: "Possible bias of regulators by too close
involvement?" The role of regulator was thematized in the Gold group, which also
identified possible conflicts between a regulator's monitoring functions, e.g., for public
safety and process efficiency,
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APPENDIX 1: THE SWEDISH EIA PROCESS

The development of a deep repository will be of concern to the general public. This concern
includes safety issues as well as social and economic factors. The EIA process provides a
framework for consideration of those issues in the local communities.

The longest experience in Sweden is within the community of Oskarshamn. An EIA forum
brings together the experts (SKB, SKI, SSI), regional authorities and representatives of the
local community under the chairmanship of the county council. Even if the EIA-process is
locally based, it also enables consideration to issues raised by neighbouring communities.

The participation of SKI and SSI in the EIA forum is important. It has been made clear that
the authorities will feel free to take an independent position when the EIS (environmental
impact statement) is presented in connection with a license application.

Oskarshamn is setting up a process to enable wide involvement of the public in connection
with the EIA-forum, which implies the establishment of working groups in the community.
The process is now being evaluated and improved for future needs.

The experience of the EIA process in Oskarshamn is that an open attitude has enabled a
wide and successful participation and discussion between stakeholders.
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APPENDIX 2: PARTICIPANTS AND GROUPS

RISCOM WORKSHOP, MARCH 18-20, 1997
SHAP WELLS HOTEL, CUMBRIA

List of participants

ORGANISER
Raul Espejo, Syncho

CO-ORGANISER
Hans Losscher, Losscher Ass.

THE "INFOSET"

John Hetherington, Cumbria County Council
Patrick O 'Sullivan, Nirex
Michelle Davies, Nirex
Malcolm Wakerley, Dept. of the Environment
Rachel Western, Friends of the Earth
Soren Norrby, SKI
Stig Wingefors, SKI
Saida Laarouchi-Engstrom, SKI
Mikael Jensen, SSI
Magnus Westerlind, SSI
Torsten Carlsson, Oskarshamns kommun
Krister Hallberg, Oskarshamns kommun
Olof Soderberg, National Coordinator
Tomas Lofgren, Karinta
Kjell Andersson, Karinta, RISCOM Project Leader
Clas-Otto Wene, Profu, RISCOM Project Leader

FACILITATORS

Tony Gill, Syncho
Diane Bowling, Syncho
David Sutton, Syncho
Henriette Karsten-Voets, Losscher Ass.

LOGISTICS:

Karin Losscher, Losscher Ass.
Justine Wene, Profu
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Groups

Name Member of

Raul Espejo
John Hetherington
Patrick O 'Sullivan
Michelle Davies
Malcolm Wakerley
Rachel Western
Soren Norrby
Stig Wingefors
Saida Laarouchi-Engstrom
Mikael Jensen
Magnus Westerlind
Torsten Carlsson
Krister Hallberg
Olof Sdderberg
Tomas Lofgren
Kjell Andersson
Clas-Otto Wene
Tony Gill

Gold/Light Blue
Red/Orange
Orange/Yellow
Purple/Light Blue
Dark Blue/Purple
Black/Dark Blue
Red/Yellow
White/Brown
Green/Gold
Brown/Purple
White/Green
Dark Blue/Yellow
Gold/Silver
Black/Silver
Orange/Silver
Green/Brown
Red/Light Blue
Black/White

Critic of

White/Yellow
Green/Dark Blue
White/Light Blue
Orange/White
Orange/Green
Red/Green
Silver/Brown
Gold/Yellow
Black/Purple
Black/Gold
Orange/Purple
Silver/Light Blue
Brown/Yellow
Red/Brown
Light Blue/Dark Blue
Red/Black
Silver/Dark Blue
Gold/Purple
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APPENDIX 3: STATEMENTS OF IMPORTANCE

1. Graphical illustrations may help with regard to safety (or risk) assessment.

2. Simplified (but still relevant) descriptions of safety assessment methodology.

3. Explain the specific safety case using simplified (but still relevant) descriptions.

4. Comparisons with other areas with regard to safety (or risk) assessment (this is not easy, be
careful, they have to be relevant).

5. Do not restrict yourself with regard to safety (or risk) assessment to one "method", use
several if available.

6. Set up discussion groups that can meet at several occasions with regard to safety (or risk)
assessment.

7. The site selection process and site selection criteria should be presented before the site
selection starts.

8. There should be a logical stepwise process with regard to siting of a repository, otherwise
problems with credibility will occur sooner or later.

9. The process should not point out one municipality at a time. Better to have a group of
municipalities. If municipalities feel forced to act completely on their own a "no" answer is
more likely.

10. The decision process must be open and defined in advance. Time must be given for people
to understand. It is important that everyone concerned feels that he has had an opportunity to
speak.

11. Under all circumstances, do not try to avoid problems and uncertainties. Be open. Tell
"the truth".

12. Define the people that you want the process to be transparent for (the target group).

13. Adjust your "communication tools and methods" to the people you want to reach.

14. The introduction of an independent siting co-ordinator increases the risk for "in-
transparency" since it means the introduction of a new "player".

15. The siting process may be very long. The participants (individuals as well as
organisations) may be different in the end and they have other needs for transparency. In this
respect, is transparency increased simply by record keeping or is there a need for a long-term
systematic strategy?

16. Should emphasis be put on increasing confidence in people (experts, regulators,
implementers etc.) or in the science/technology.
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17. The siting (and decision) processes should be defined by those directly concerned (e.g.
proponent and potential host community).

OR
18. The siting and decision processes should be defined by Government since it is a national
concern to safely dispose of waste.

19. The regulators should not participate in the siting process, only in the decision process, in
order to be truly independent.

20. The regulators must be present and active in the siting process since it is impossible to
trust someone absent, and thus may lead to the failure of the siting since the public feels
abandoned.

21. Those who are going to live with the nuclear waste facilities for generations are the ones
who shall have the final say.

22. It is crucial that a well defined decision making process is defined early in such a
complicated and stepwise undertaking as a final repository - with "well defined" is meant that
all steps, criteria and required material are clearly defined already when the process is
initiated. An unclear decision making process is deemed leading to that individual decisions
will deal with formalities and procedural issues rather than the decision itself. The process
will fail under such circumstances.

23. The decision to site and build a repository is not only based on facts and expert
judgements, it is also based on many different value judgements. A repository can never be
accepted and located if the value judgements are not shared by the public. Public participation
is therefore a perquisite in a siting process.

24. Define the role of each party (the applicant, the authorities, the municipality, the
government...) in the decision making process. Play the individual role with clarity
throughout the process.

25. DAD is dead. Convert Decide Announce Defend (DAD) to Openness and Participation.
See the public as a resource in decision making. They have a lot of expertise in how they like
to form their future.

26. Give the process necessary time. The company has a project, with an exact timetable. To
reach the decision is a process and the local politicians in e.g. Oskarshamn are going to
deduce when "they are ready."

27. Socrates makes the observation that the decision to choose the best construction to defend
the city (as a vague recollection late on Friday afternoon with no time for checking) is made,
not by the most experienced builder and craftsman, but by the most popular speaker
(=politician, Perikles?).

28. On the local level: It is important that the political dimension, the choices made by the
(local) politicians, can be separated from the technical-scientific in the siting process.

29. On the National level: It is important that the government makes an effort to clarify the
choices available for and rules binding the local politicians in the process.
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30. On the National level: It is important that the political dimension can be separated from
the technical-scientific in the siting process. If there are several scientifically acceptable sites,
it is important to present to what extent other political considerations, such as unemployment,
may be a factor, as decided by the government, in the siting process.

31. On the International level: Within NEA, IAEA and other international agencies there is
substantial co-operation regarding the scientific methods for assessment. It is also important
that all countries with nuclear waste programs can present their political points of departure
for legislation, relating to siting, internationally, and in a coherent way.

32. The process leading to permission (by Government or Government authorities) to site a
repository should be widely known in advance.

33. The process leading to a permission (by Government or Government authorities) to site a
repository should be regarded as acceptable by as large proportion of the general public and
interested parties as possible.

34. Different "players" in the siting process should be easily identified and their respective
roles should be widely known; proponent affected municipalities and their inhabitants (not
necessarily stopping at existing administrative borders), local and regional authorities Central
Government authorities responsible for general planning and for nuclear regulation,
Government itself, organised groups of concerned citizens on the national and/or local level,
concerned individual citizens).

35. Given the proponent's actions are supported by demands passed by a parliamentary
decision resulting in current legislation, the Government should make this fact clear to the
public, at the same time underlining that all measures undertaken by the proponent are subject
to later Government and regulatory review and approval.

36. The proponent should (strongly advised by Government if needed !) announce that it
welcomes any views or advice from other "players" during all phases of the siting process,
that such views and advice will be taken under serious consideration, and that the reasons for
not following an advice will be explained.

37. All "players" in the process should spare no efforts to use a language which is
understandable for laymen when providing written material and giving oral presentations.

38. The Government could provide a co-ordinator/facilitator with tasks as.
providing opportunities for the "players" in the process to meet and discuss major
issues in a non-confrontational way (by creating a meeting atmosphere of mutual
respect for facts, experts judgement and value judgements),

- identifying possible institutional difficulties in the siting process and suggesting
corrective measures,

- identifying issues which seem to be of particular importance in the minds of the
general public although perhaps not important at all in the minds of experts (this could
refer both to experts advising the proponent and to experts advising the planning and
regulatory authorities),

- providing some sort of support to "weak players" to put forward their views and
demands.



57

39. The decision process must be such that the public can rely on it with confidence.

40. The decision process must be defined at an early stage, and the decision factors, and how
important the different factors are, must also be known early.

41. It must be clearly defined, as early as possible, which functions risk assessment will have
at various points in the decision process and in the site selection process.

42. Experts should not use their position to impose their value judgements or political
ambitions, by mixing facts and value judgements in their statements.

43. Concerned groups, or politicians, should not confuse the public by mixing facts and value
judgements in their statements.

44. A new function is needed in the decision process in order to make transparent what are
facts, uncertain factual issues and value judgements.

45. Consensus building between "informed groups" could harm transparency, but adversarial
processes could be detrimental to a communicative approach.

46. Hearings should be held with a format that encourages openness and a communicative
approach.

47. The experts should learn how to communicate with ordinary people, not just between
themselves.

48. Risk assessment should be conducted and presented in such a way that value judgements
behind basic assumptions and issues are made clear.

49. Criteria must be subject to public dialogue.

50. Risk assessment must start by asking what are people's concerns and then address them.

51. The concept of "information", which can be used in strategic action, must be replaced by
the concept of "dialogue", i.e. communicative action.

52. Experts must explain simple physical and chemical processes that govern the results of
risk assessment.

53. Alternative solutions must be analysed, not just the one preferred by the applicant.

54. Decision analytical tools, such as multi-attribute decision analysis, are good to structure
the decision making, but they should not be used just by the experts as a scientific instrument
(because then value judgements would be hidden in seemingly objective figures).

55. Present decision process relies on networks of expert cultures. For transparency: more
important to understand roles, value systems and authenticity of experts than understanding
their arguments.
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56. Review-then-decide will focus on technical issues and debate in expert cultures, but
inquire-then-decide is better equipped to balance technical and transparency issues.

57. To avoid withdrawal of legitimacy and motivation, transparency issues including the role,
values and authenticity of experts, must be a theme in the decision process beside the
technical issues.

58. The transparency experienced by laymen depends partly in their engagement and their
willingness to ask questions and receive information.

59. Risk assessment will be made more transparent if popular versions are distributed to the
public.

60. The transparency of the decision process will gain if a plan for it is established before
starting the process.

61. Clear and well-defined roles of the applicant and the authorities are favourable for the
transparency of the decision process.

62. Listing and explaining all issues accounted for in the safety analysis will improve the
transparency of the risk assessment.

63. Decision process needs to be transparent to a different audience than risk assessment. Risk
assessment will always be only understandable by a smaller audience (by the nature of risk).

64. To make decision process more transparent the geology and hydrology must be relatively
simple to investigate, characterise and model. If generic site types are accepted, then the
chosen site must conform to a type.

65. Decision process relating to siting must be selected in an objective and methodical
manner.

66. Opportunity provides for public scouting at every stage.

67. Site selection approach to be based on construction and operation of a demonstration
riposte for a fixed time, before decision taken either to expand or retrieve if site process
unsuitable.

68. Accept that site selection is not to locate the best site but to provide a disposal system
which can be concretely demonstrated to comply with all safety requirements.

69. Site selection should aim to locate the most practicable site (statements 70-78 belong to
this statement).

70. by creation of an "independent" inquisitional review panel of respected
people (e.g. legal, regulator) holding regular "hearings" nationally throughout
the processes of site identification, evaluation and selection.
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71. by the prompt publication of contractor and summary reports by the
developer before "peer review" allowing parallel assessment internally by
community and their inherent groups.

72. by not allowing issues such as decisions to focus investigation on (a)
particular site(s) to go un-assessed for extended periods.

73. by building consensus at each stage (through the review panels work) before
moving forward.

74. by developing a local" consultative forum" in each community where site
investigation is proceeding.

75. by subjecting performance assessments of (a) preferred site(s) to review in
terms of method as well as parameter values in ways accessible to "informed"
community representatives.

76. by finding (perhaps through a memorandum of understanding) a way of
legitimising the quasi-judicial roles of developer, regulator and planning
authority well in advance of borehole/RCF/repository development
application/license stages.

77. by adopting (in other words) many of the conclusions of the RWMA/ACSNI
study group.

78. by now re-thinking the (UK) strategy to a single site search for
intermediate/high level/spent fuel disposal and beginning the search/selection
process of rest.

79. The different roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder (the implementing
organisation, waste producers, safety and environmental regulators, other decision-makers
and the public) should be clearly established in a national regulatory framework.

80. It should be recognised that repository development is a step-wise process, with a
progressively more detailed understanding of the scientific and technical aspects being
required at successive stages.

81. There should be established mechanisms for the publication of information, for liaison
with local communities affected by repository development and for public consultation at key
stages of the repository development process.

82. It should be recognised that risk assessment provides a means of testing long-term safety
and robustness of disposal systems rather than making a prediction of the future.

83. The criteria against which the results of risk assessment are to be judged should be
established at an early stage in the process of repository development.

84. The scientific and engineering work necessary to underpin the assessment of performance
of a potential repository location should be subject to independent peer review and public
scrutiny.
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85. The resources and competence of the regulating authority is of importance for the decision
process.

86. Considering the likely conflicts which are inherent in the development and siting of a deep
repository, entering into an EIA-process must be done at an early stage.

87. The EIA-process must be the main road for all parties concerned and constitute the
appropriate forum for questions arising during the development and siting of a deep
repository.

88. The concerned public and local authorities should get support from the competent
authorities, in order to counter-balance and get the competent authorities views upon
programmes and reports from the developer.

89. "Have you stopped beating your wife?"

90. How do we show people why we decided that it was their water system that we would be
contaminating with radioactivity?

91. This is not the right question to ask. People may prefer that radioactive wastes should not
be buried. They should be involved in the management decision that is made.

92. There should be honesty at all stages of the process.

93. Everyone affected should have the opportunity to participate.

94. The participation should be genuine. Document should be well written to be easily
understood.

95. Documentation should be readily and freely available.

96. The responses to the documentation and consultation should be used and the decision
making process must be open and democratic.

97. Radioactive wastes are a legacy of mistakes made in the past. They must be managed
carefully and responsibly - and in a way that does not make the current problem worse

98. An early start of an El A- process could improve transparency.
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