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1. Introduction

In 1972 the first of the current tree nuclear reactors was commissioned at the

Simpevarp peninsula in the municipality of Oskarshamn. In the late seventies the

nuclear industry applied for siting of a Central Storage For Spent Nuclear Fuel

(CLAB) to the municipality also at Simpevarp. The municipality council voted not to

use the municipal veto but included in the decision to accept a strong statement that

the CLAB facility is a temporary facility and shall not be considered as a long term

or final solution. The municipality also stated that the approval of CLAB should not

be seen as any form of acceptance of future siting of nuclear waste facilities e.g. a

final repository to the municipality.

The municipality is also hosting an underground rock laboratory at Asp6 - close to

Simpevarp - where geoscientific research connected to final disposal is conducted

and an encapsulation laboratory - located in the Oskarshamn harbour - where the

welding technique is developed for sealing of the copper canisters for spent nuclear

fuel.

2. Structure of the municipality work

The Swedish nuclear utilities trough their jointly owned company, Swedish Nuclear

Fuel and Waste Management Company (SK13), are in the middle of a siting process

for a High Level Waste repository and an encapsulation plant. The municipality of

Oskarshamn has been one of the main targets since 1992 for siting of both these



facilities. After an initial feasibility study Oskarshamn is now one of the remaining
three municipalities where SKB has proposed to complete extensive site
investigations during the next seven years [I].

During the feasibility studies Oskarshamin has made extensive efforts to engage the
public in the decision making process. The structure of this work, which has been
named the Oska-rshamn model 21, sees the public and the environmental groups as
resources. The EIA legislation and process is a platform for municipality
participation. The process includes all stakeholders to develop a common basis for
decision making, whereas decisions are made outside the EIA process by each party
individually. Local involvement, early involvement of the regulators (SKI and SSI)
and participation by environmental groups are key elements.

In part, one can see the Oskarshamn model as an attempt to apply the RISCOM
principles for transparency 31 in practice. Many of the activities in Oskarshamn have
served the purpose of clarifying facts and value aspects in issues such as the "zero
solution", reprocessing and transmutation, as well as the impact of ice ages on a
repository. The overall goal has been to prepare the municipality for a possible
decision if SKB should be allowed to start site investigations. The council members,
active citizens in various working groups and many in the interested public have now
developed such competence that they have clear opinions and the capacity to stretch
SKB to a considerable degree in many areas.

To implement and support the model a special project has been formed in the
municipality 4]. The main decisions are taken by the municipality council. A full
time project manager supported by a four member expert group is responsible for the
implementation of the council decisions. To carry out the dialogue with the public
and the neighbouring municipalities subject working groups with a total of about
forty members are formed based on the phase of work.

The working group members constitute a mixture of local politicians from all seven
local parties, civil servants from the municipality, union members, industry
representatives, school teachers, various local association representatives and
representatives from some of the local environmental groups.

Since SKB has asked the municipality for pen-nission to carry out site investigations,
the groups are tasked to - after dialogue with respective target group - report to the
municipality council if site investigations should be accepted or rejected. If site
investigations are accepted, the groups should propose conditions that may be
attached to such an approval [5 . The current groups are a regional group responsible
for the neighbouring municipalities, a city group and a most effected group
representing those who live within the priority area (about 50 km2) proposed by SKB
for site investigations.
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3. Description of working group activities

When the first six working groups were set up in 1997 it was the first time many of
the members were confronted with detailed aspects of the issue of final disposal of
spent nuclear fuel. Considerable time was spent to build individual competence in the
groups. This was initially mainly carried out by inviting SKB, their researchers and
consultants to presentations and questioning. Study tours and excursions were also
arranged to better understand how in practice canisters were manufactured, how
geologists work in the field etc.

After achieving basic knowledge about SKB programme the competence building
was broadened by arranging seminars and panel debates with SKB and independent
experts. Those independent experts were often invited by the local environmental
groups. Also the licensing authorities were invited for presentations and questioning
about their views on the safety of KBS-3 method, the development status of the
waste package and SKBs siting work in particular. As the preliminary report from the
feasibility study was published the groups felt competent to direct themselves more
towards a dialogue with the public. The attempt was to achieve a dialogue with the
public and it can roughly be divided in two lines of work - the traditional methods
and more unconventional methods.

Traditional methods are public infort-nation meetings, distribution of information
material etc. The experience from the traditional activities are similar to what other
programmes report - it is difficult to reach the broader public by such traditional
arrangements. This does however not mean that the traditional activities do not have
a value. Distributed material even if it is not read in detail shows that the
municipality is active and cares about the public opinion and topical seminars (for
example about effects on a repository from an ice age) have in some cases attracted
50 to 100 citizens with a considerable interest in the subject. These interested and
engaged individuals, even if they are not so many in numbers, are also likely to be
important moulders of public opinion. Several of these seminars have also resulted in
summary articles in the local press. The draw back is that these activities have not
resulted in any broader dialogue with the public.

The more unconventional methods to reach the public and create a dialogue has
mainly been under the theme "to go to the public" rather than to invite the public to
an event. Around this theme a whole range of activities have taken place such as:
- exhibitions manned by working group members in the main shopping arcade

during Saturday shopping hours and at the country side shops
- distribution of questioners and discussions with spectators at ice hockey games,

basket games etc
- debates and a simulated referendum at the Oskarshamn high school
- exhibitions manned by working group members at the municipality hospital, and

the main industry lunch restaurants.
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4. And what is the public saying about all this?

It is of interest to know the public attitudes concerning the nuclear waste problem and
the SKB programme. We have some answers to this partly from a questionnaire
prepared by the municipality working groups and partly from a Gallup measurement
by SKB.

In a paper by the Special Advisor for Nuclear Waste within Ministry of the
Environment 16 a description is presented of how the relation between the elected
politicians and the public can be seen in Oskarshamn. in short this description
concludes that "In Oskarshamn there seems to be no debate at all about who should
be considered to be the "true" representative of the public. The deep involvement of
the municipality does not seem to have been questioned by anyone". If this
observation corresponds with reality the overall goal by the municipality engagement
in the nuclear waste problem is of course met namely to correctly represent and take
decisions on behalf of the largest possible majority of the citizens.

Our first measurement of public attitudes stems from an internal - non scientific -
questionnaire used by the local working groups 7]. Close to 800 of this questionnaire
have been filled out mainly by two categories - members of the public in Oskarshamn
and members of the municipality councils in the neighbouring municipalities. Beside
the yes/no answers that were most common there was also a possibility to add
personal comments. The first of four questions to the public were:

Is it good hat Sweden is trying to solve the nuclear waste problem now? It is often
discussed if we shallfinally dispose the waste now or waitfor better technology hat
may come in ihefuture. What i your opinion?

Of the answers 78% said yes to find a solution now - 17% said no and 5% had no
clear opinion. From the comments to this question a couple of clear trends could be
found. Arguments for actions now were that those who have benefited from the
nuclear power shall solve the waste problem and not push the problem on our
children, that the technology is available now and that the future will always be the
future.

A large group is those who support to act now but at the same time like to see a
continued work to develop the technology and to continue the research and maintain
an open mind for other solutions than the KBS-3 method. One opinion in this group
was not to make it impossible to go back and implement new solutions.

If there i good rock in the unicipality f 0skarshamn - can you accept that a final
repositor i built here?

Of the answers 79% said yes, 15% no and 6 had no clear opinion. From the
comments to this question one main prerequisite to accept a repository was that
safety was guaranteed and that the "best rock" or "best site" was located here.
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The next step in the process to find a site for final disposal is site investigations
(drillings) in two municipalities. If SKB will ask the Oskarshamn municipality - shall
we then say yes to a site investigation and become one of two municipalities where a
repository can be sited?

Of the answers 80% said yes, 15% no and 5% don't have a clear opinion. Of those
who said yes many gave comments about safety first and that the rock must be good.
It was also expressed that it should only be for Swedish waste and that it should be
located to Simpevarp, where there are already nuclear activities.

Those who were negative expressed that the municipality already has taken its share
of responsibility, that people will leave the municipality with a repository and that
other alternatives must be studied first.

A second measurement of public attitudes is a Gallup measurement [8] made under
contract from SKB during the spring of 2000. The study included a total of 4000
telephone interviews where 500 were conducted in each of the six municipalities
where a feasibility study was completed and 1000 nation wide.

In the report from Gallup the following main conclusions were drawn about SKBs
programme for nuclear waste management in general and 0skarshamn in particular
(municipalities means the six municipalities subject to a feasibility studies :
- The opinion in the municipalities is more favourable toward final disposal than

in the nation in general
- In Oskarshamn 80% can accept a final disposal in the municipality
- Nationally every second person is of the opinion that the final disposal method is

reliable. In Oskarshamn this figure is the highest of the municipalities. The main
reason for trust in reliability is that there is confidence for the experts and
contradictory for those who are sceptical the long time span is the main
argument.

- 85% of the public answer yes to the question if they think that SKB shall
continue with site investigations and drillings for a final disposal of spent fuel in
the municipality, 9% of the public say no.

5. The Oskarshamn model - an evaluation

The municipality claims that the Oskarshamn model so far has worked extremely
well as a tool to achieve openness, transparency and public participation - but how
do we know? The municipality questionnaire also had a question about this:

Do you feel that the questions and concerns you have related to the final disposal
have been addressed during the past years? (or do you feel that important
information is missing?)
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Of the answers 59% said that they were satisfied, 31% were not and 10% had no
opinion.

In the Gallup study described above the result was that 58% of the public in
Oskarshamn are of the opinion that they have received enough information about
final disposal of spent fuel. For the nation this figure is 24%.

To get an independent review of the process an "ethical and democratic audit" has
been conducted by professor Carl Reinhold Brdkerihielm, Department of theology,
Uppsala university 9]. One element of this audit has been a series of interviews with
representatives of different occupational groups in Oskarshamn. 13 groups (in total
37 persons) were interviewed: high school students, teachers, technicians, nurses,
politicians and others. The purpose of the interviews was to increase our knowledge
about he way, different people argue in he ethical issues that are relevant for the
final disposal of nuclear waste. The study does not allow conclusions about ethical
attitudes among the population of 0skarshanin in general. But it suggests a number
of important questions for further quantitative studies.

Each interview lasted for about an hour. It was taped and subsequently transferred in
a written form. In the following a short summary of the issues and the responses
brought forward in the interviews is described (a general interview-guide was
followed).

The interview persons were asked to suggest the central ethical question in
connection to the nuclear waste disposal-issue. Many persons did affirm that risk of
radiation - and the reduction of this risk - was the most important ethical question.
Many interview persons mentioned our responsibility to future generations, some
also the retrievability of nuclear waste. A large number of the groups affin-ned what
could be termed as the central principle of nuclear waste disposal-ethics: that those
who enjoy the benefits of nuclear power, should also take care of the waste. This
could be interpreted as a principle of justice with intergenerational as well as
international iplications. (1) Our generations should not burden future generations
with the waste problem - our generations has to build a final repository for that waste
that makes the future safe for coming generations, and 2) Sweden has to take care of
its own waste; it is not ethically permissible to send it to another country.

The question of our responsibility to future generations was also raised in a specific
question. Most groups favoured a strong interpretation of this principle. We are
ethically responsible even to remote generations living in the distant future of 50 000
- 100 000 years after the present. But many participants in the study also
acknowledged that such a responsibility is really impossible to assume and even to
grasp. Most persons wanted to give future generations the possibility to retrieve the
waste, but one of the high-school students was critical to this. It is not unlikely that
persons in the future might want to use the waste for destructive purposes.
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In relation to the question of responsibility to future generations, a more general issue
of optimism or pessimism was brought up. Will humanity survive? Or will the human
race sooner or later suffer destruction and even anihilation? Most of the interview
persons were optimists, but there were some very clear exceptions. One of the nurses
in the interview made the analogy to the rise and disappearance of cultures and
suggested that humanity will suffer the same fate. Another nurse opposed this view
and affirmed that humanity would develop and prosper by the help of technology.
This in an interesting disagreement, which has to do with our more basic reactions as
human beings in the world. It is not unlikely that this is one important explanation of
the fact that many people come to different conclusions about the nuclear waste
disposal issue.

The consequences for society with a repository for nuclear waste were not clearly
perceived - apart from the effects on employment and tourism. High school students
argued that if democracy was affected in the future, it was not that important. We
could always establish a democracy again. It is important to hand over science and
knowledge to future generations - but democracy is secondary. This ethical
conviction was in clear opposition to values affirmed by other groups.

In general, the groups had many good things to say about the way the municipality
and other authorities had conducted the political process on a possible nuclear waste
repository in Oskarshamn. A technical engineer argued that the process ("the EIA-
process") was a school example of a democratic process, but he also felt that the
response in the general public could have been stronger. Many persons were also
clearly impressed about the work of SKI3, but some were also openly critical arguing
that SKB had - and even deserved - a lower credibility than, for example,
independent experts. The general impression from the interviews was an engaged
municipality, a professional SKB, but a lukewarm public.

Most participants affirmed that the question about a repository for nuclear waste was
a question to be decided in the political arena. The politicians on the national level
had the final responsibility and - to some surprise - many argued that a national
decision could also override a local decision. The high school group had a specific
profile in their insistence on the weight and importance of technicians and scientific
experts in the process. This idea was at variance with the thought that the decision
should be reached though a democratic process and that it is our responsibility as
citizens to participate and have an opinion.

Manv thought that there was sufficient and reliable information around to take a
stand on the issue, i.e. for those who were interested. But there were also interview
persons who had misgivings about the information material from the national
authorities. "Their language is pure Greek!" Some persons lacked sufficient
information about alternative methods to SKB's KBS-3 method. The high school
students thought that the excursion to �,sp6 had been interesting, but they also argued
that answers to critical questions had been evasive.
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The final issue discussed in the interviews concerned the question of credibility?
Who has - and who has not - credibility when it comes to the question of a possible
repository for nuclear waste in the municipality of Oskarshamn? Many would give
high marks to the experts and politicians of the municipality, but others had
misgivings about the political leadership of the community. Disrespect for politicians
was apparent, but no more concrete justification for this was evident. Environmental
organisations were considered important, but some of the interview persons had
critical remarks concerning their sensitivity to other perspectives on the issue. SKB
was respected for their professionalism, but generally people had reservations about
their credibility.

The general conclusion is that most of the groups expressed a clear awareness of the
ethical dimension of the nuclear waste repository issue. There is a general agreement
when it comes to our responsibility. This generation and this country enjoying the
benefits of nuclear power, should take care of its own waste. We owe this to future
generations. The municipality in co-operation with the region (Kalmar county) and
national authorities (SSI, SKI and others) and the nuclear industry deserve
recognition for their efforts to stimulate public discussion, even if the public have not
participated to the extent that should be expected.

Disagreement was most evident in the question concerning how far we are able to
take responsibility for generations far away in the future. Certain groups underlined
the necessity, others the difficulty, few the conflict between responsibility and ability.
Most were convinced that future generations have a right to retrieve the waste should
they find it necessary or useful to do so. But some argued that the risk for destructive
use was too high. In many questions the high school students had a tendency to
deviate from the general consensus (to some extent also the group of
environmentalists and the group of teachers).

The material does not allow for any firm conclusions about the explanations of the
agreements and disagreements. The positive consensus could be taken as an
indication that the public is so used to the nuclear presence in Oskarsharnn, that they
take it as a matter of course that a nuclear repository will be established. But a simple
reason for the positive consensus should not be discounted, namely that the general
public has been well informed about the risks and possibilities to handle these risks
through the method proposed by SKB - and concluded that a repository could be
established if no evidence against this comes forward in the more detailed analysis.
The disagreements require similar multi-factorial explanations:

People hve various knowledge about the questions involved and this might
explain why some are open to -for example - retrievability and some not.
Values differ in a similar fashion.
To some democracy and public participation is important - other interview
persons put greater emphasis on expertise and science. This may explain certain
disagreements about the way to conduct the political process leading up to a
decision about the repository.
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Finally, there is the question about general optimism and pessimism. Will
our/future generations be able to handle technical and social problems created by
nuclear waste and other threats to sustainable development? Some persons feel
inclined to emphasise possibilities and creativity. Others see obstacles and the
ultimate frailty of human nature. Our evaluations of the prospects to handle
nuclear waste may differ accordingly.

6. Is this work applicable to other areas?

The principles behind the Oskarsharnn model are relevant for public consultation not
just for nuclear waste issues but for complex issues in general terms. The work has
thus stimulated the municipality to start a special project (DUO) to see how the
municipality decision making process could be made more vital and attractive.

Furthermore, 0ska-rshamn has in co-operation with the Regional Council in Kalmar
County proposed a new research institute (DECI) for the development and
application of new approaches to decision making with special focus on issues in the
Baltic Sea region. The pre-study report [10] describes a number of processes for
public participation, among them the Oskarshanm model, and maps them according
to their potential to provide transparency, their extent of public involvement and how
the public is represented.

7. Some words about the future

The Swedish High Level Nuclear Waste programme is in a decision making phase
where the issue is if tree site investigations in three municipalities are to be initiated
or not. In Oskarshamn the answer to this question is currently being prepared by
three newly formed working groups. The task for these groups is to prepare reports to
the Municipality Council with recommendations how this question should be
answered. The work is conducted following the "Oskarshamn Model". The
municipality is expected to answer this question early 2002.

The major challenge during 2001 for the municipality is to form a dialogue with the
region, the Oskarshamn public and in particular the land owners and neighbours (the
most effected parties) to the proposed area of investigation. With the dialogue, the
municipality should be able to continue to take decisions and post possible conditions
that are supported and recognised by a large majority of the people in Oskarsharnn.

Should site investigations be accepted, the experience from the work conducted to
date and the "Oskarshamn Model" will continue to form a strong base for the
municipality participation in the six to seven year long investigation phase.
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