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Abstract
Since the early research activities in the mid seventies related to a final repository for
spent nuclear fuel and other radioactive wastes, much has changed in a direction that
allows a more open and transparent decision-making process. Important changes have
been noted in the legal framework - including EIA and financing - and in the roles of
the Swedish authorities, local politicians, NGO's, and media.

Trust and credibility is of course crucial for all actors in the decision-making process,
but the ways to gain tust is different depending on which role to play in the process.
A higher degree of trust in the different actors, and in the process itself, could be
gained from a better distinction between facts and value judgements, but also if the
roles of different actors are better clarified.

To understand the roles of the different actors, it is important to define each actors
.. arena" in terms of responsibilities, goals, standpoints etc. in several dimensions.
These dimensions could for example be geographic or the base for decisions
(scientific - political).

The roles of the different actors
The nuclear industry/SKB has the technical and financial responsibility for selecting a
site and to develop and construct a final repository. They shall provide information on
their activities and consult those affected of the site selection. Since the start of the
active site selection process in the 1990's SKB's attitude to public participation has
changed from an "informative approach" towards a more transparent and
communicative approach.

SSI and SKI has to ensure that the nuclear industry live up to their responsibility. The
authorities must also clarify the safety and radiation protection requirements for final
disposal. SKI and SSI earlier considered site selection a task essentially for SKB and
the municipalities that volunteered. The reason for this was the belief that the
regulators independence and credibility could be lost by an active participation in the
site selection process. Since about 1995, due to increasing demands from the
municipalities, SKI and SSI have become much more active in the site selection
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process, participating in public meetings, seminars, the development of the decision
process etc.

All concerned municipalities participate in the site selection process on a voluntary
basis, and hve established organisations for monitoring and providing input to
SKB's studies to inform the local populations about the feasibility studies and to
engage in dialogue with people. The municipalities receive stakeholder funding from
the state, which has been of great importance for the site selection process.

Local interest groups are very active in some municipalities and are almost absent in
others. The interaction between local interest groups and the municipalities' site
selection organisations differs in the concerned municipalities, but in general the
municipalities have paid certain activities arranged by the local interest groups.

National NGO's rarely engage in the site selection process. There are for example
financial limitations for their ability to engage extensively in the site selection
process.

The County Administration Boards are requested to assist the implementer in
identifying stakeholders and to facilitate consultations and exchange of information.

Individuals that might be directly affected by a final repository (e.g. landowners) are
not possible to identify during the feasibility studies. When the site selection process
proceeds and possible areas for site characterisation are identified it will be possible
to identify those directly affected. The approach taken by both SKI3 and the
municipalities is to reach out to the public widely in order to prepare for the next
phase in the site selection. Also SKI and SSI participates, in collaboration with the
municipalities, in activities directed towards the public.

The process
Since the beginning of the 1980's the legal framework in the field of environmental
protection has successively changed in a direction that allows a more open and
transparent decision-making process. Today there is a higher degree of understanding
by the legislator that the decision-making processes not only have to consider the
needs of the implernenter and the regulator but also the requests of the concerned
public and NGO's.

In Sweden, the EIA instrument has became more elaborate and well defined when the
Environmental Code came into force 1998. With EIA, there is also a comprehensive
view built-in in the environmental legislation. The development of the more
transparent decision-making processes has been inherent with an insight of the SSI
and SKI to be more out-turned and visible for the concerned public in the
communities involved in the site selection process for a final repository for spent
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nuclear fuel. For the process to be widely accepted, the involved actors/stakeholders
must feel that their questions and interests are taken into account - which means that
there should be adequate "arenas" for different types of questions.

The nuclear waste arenas
The field of nuclear waste could be seen as a combination of the following arenas:

S u bj ect: Geographic:
• Radiation protection a International
• Technical a National
• Political 0 Regional
• Economical 0 Local
• Ethical

• Juridical ...

Each actor has of course different roles in the different arenas, which has to be
clarified. As Swedish authorities, SSI and SKI should not involve in the political
decisions (the political arena), except as experts for the political decision makers. But
the borderline between political and technocratic decisions is not always fix, as
described by Sundqvist 1991).

Municipalities involved in the feasibility studies, site investigations etc. are - often on
the local arena - focusing on the KBS-3 method, which is a prerequisite for the site
investigations, while NGO's are more interested in comparing other final disposal
methods to the KBS-3 method. A problem in the earlier efforts to fori a National
EIA forum for nuclear waste disposal was to reach a consensus about the size and
form of the arena, but also to clarify the different roles of the actors.

When using the method of hearings as an additional component in SSI's and SKI's
review of SKB's latest RD&D programme, the hearings were performed in two parts.
The first day focused on the method chosen by SKB, and the second day focused on
the site selection process to accommodate for different interests/arenas.

Trust
The evolution of a more transparent decision-making process, together with a more
communicative approach from the industry, regulators and concerned municipalities,
has increased the trust in these actors and in the process itself.

Ortwin Renn 1998) defines the components of Trust (institutional trustworthiness)
by the four factors:

Competence Openness Faimess Empathy
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Another definition of factors in assessing tust and credibility by Vincent Covello
(1993) is based upon the following four factors:

• Competence and expertise 0 Honesty and openness

• Dedication and commitment 0 Empathy and caring

Common with these and other definitions of trust is that the actual competence
/expertise is the only component that is "ha-rd"/associated with technical-scientific
skills, where the other components is "soft"/ associated with social-psychological

skills.

Trust (firm reliance on the integrity, ability, or character of a person or organization)
is of course crucial for all actors, but the ways to gain trust is different depending on
which role to play in the process. People seem to rely on the scientific knowledge of
the regulators, but are more sceptical about the commitment in the work of the
regulators. Concerning NGO's, people seem to rely on the commitment of the
NGO's, but a-re more sceptical about the scientific knowledge in the work of the

NGO's.

Value judgements
A good example to show how different facts, expert judgements and value
judgements interacts is partitioning & transmutation.

SSI has (since 1992) stated that partitioning transmutation should not bee seen as
an alternative method to the KBS-3 method. Two reasons for SSI's standpoint are:

1. Transmutation is a project for research father then a realistic alternative for
management of high-level waste.

2. Partitioning transmutation will entail large-scale nuclear activities that
will increase doses to workers and the public.

A broader approach for the argumentation for or against transmutation could be put
up in the following way, to demonstrate how different value judgements interact to
form a basis for an opinion or decision:
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[Partitioning transmutation] = [Time schedule]*[Research]"[Radiation
protection]*[Waste handling]*[Economics]*[Energy politics]*[Site selection]

Subject Judgement
I I Tme schedule Delayed programme (good or bad?)
2 Research Uncertainties if it will be possible to perform transmutation

in a large industrial scale

3 Radiation protection Increased doses during operation to workers and the public.
Less risks in the far future

4 Waste A final disposal of waste is needed for:
I Bulk waste: about 1000 years, and
2) For some long lived waste that will still exist

5 Economics The cost for the program is unknown and could be very high
6 Energypolitics A new generation of nuclear energy installations (good or

bad?) are needed which is not allowed by Swedish legislation
7 Site selection Site selection of the facilities for partitioning transmutation

Will be a huge task

Each of these factors includes value judgements, and the overall evaluation is a value
judgement in itself.

SSI's arena - radiation protection - is partly outside the nuclear waste arena, but it is
important for SSI to use the whole arena to show a transparent comparison between
different radiation risks. Defining SSI's arena makes it easier to show SSI's base for
decisions and judgements on facts and values. Other related fields where SS] then
should be able to improve communication concerns for example depleted uranium,
electromagnetic fields, mobile telephones and radon problems. This should then be
beneficial for the risk communication etc. in nuclear waste arena.
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