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1. Introduction 
The Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste initiated the transparency 
program in the autumn of 2006 in response to the general agreement among central 
stakeholders in the Swedish nuclear waste management programme, that there was 
a need for activities by the Council leading to more transparency. The objectives 
were to increase the quality of the decision-making process by contributing with 
more clarity and awareness, to prepare the Council for its advisory role to the 
Swedish government and also to be a resource for all stakeholders, the political 
decision makers and concerned citizens who wish to deepen their insight into the 
issues addressed. The programme was built on research and development that had 
taken place in Sweden since the beginning of the 1990s including the RISCOM 
model development and applications. 
This paper is part of a status review of the transparency programme. Specifically it 
highlights certain issues including the role and identity of the Transparency 
Programme itself as an activity of the Council. Comparisons are also made 
between the programme and similar activities that use the RISCOM Model, both 
within and outside the realm of nuclear waste management, and observations are 
made that may be discussed by the Council before decisions are made concerning 
its future work. These observations include options for involving the stakeholders 
in the design of the Transparency Programme as well as the role of the programme 
in preparing for political decisions on the SKB application. 
The author of this paper is contracted by the Council to assist in conducting the 
transparency programme and the paper reflects his opinions and reflections on 
what has been achieved. 

 
2. Background 
It is clear that most policy issues with some complexity such as nuclear waste 
management involve not only factual issues with uncertainties, but also values, 
emotions and vested interest. All these factors should be made transparent to policy 
makers and the general public before decisions are made. What is needed is thus 
arenas for the clarification of the factual and value-laden domains. 
The Transparency Programme builds on research and development that has taken 
place in Sweden since the beginning of the 1990s starting with the Dialogue 
Project of SKI and SSI [1], followed by the RISCOM Pilot study [2] and the 
RISCOM II project [3]coordinated by SKI. Also the Swedish municipalities 
Oskarshamn and Östhammar have used the ides of the RISCOM Model in 
organizing seminars and hearings, and the “Oskarshamn model” builds partially on 
RISCOM ideas [4]. 

 
3. RISCOM Model 
The RISCOM Model has been extensively described elsewhere. It evolved from 
the need of transparency in decision processes for managing nuclear waste [2]. 
However, it provides a general model for transparency and participation in areas 
facing decisions on complex technical issues and projects with uncertain but 
potentially large consequences for environment and society [5]. 
The RISCOM model stresses the need for communicative action in the 
organisational context within which the decision process are taking place. It relies 



on the Theory of Communicative Action [6] and the Viable System Model (VSM) 
for recursive organisations [7]. Dialogues to provide transparency should be 
oriented to understanding, i.e. be characterized by communicative action. In such 
dialogues, everyone involved raises three claims which he is prepared to fulfill, 
namely that his statements are true and right and that he is truthful. 
A central concept of the RISCOM model is stretching, which refers to a practice 
where central actors in a decision making process are gathered in front of a wide 
audience that challenges the three claims to truth, validity and authenticity by 
posing questions from different perspectives. 
Andersson and Wene [8] have defined a formalized transparency process. In this 
process a Reference Group is established with stakeholder participation (e.g. 
industry, academia, authorities, NGO: s). The reference group decides on context 
and aim of the process. The participation of all stakeholders is important from the 
initial phase to ensure the fairness of the entire process. Non-Governmental 
Organizations, for example, should not just be expected to participate without 
having taken part in the project design. The work schedule of the entire process is 
defined in a formal agreement between all members of the reference group. The 
process is ”driven” by a Project Team with competence needed for the specific 
area being addressed. All members of the project team shall make a declaration of 
interest. A transparency process can include a number of different knowledge 
building activities and hearings with stretching are always key events. 

 
4. The pre-study 
The Transparency Programme was started with a pre-study [9] where a number of 
stakeholders were approached to give their views about the format and contents of 
the programme. The consultations showed great expectations on the programme 
and a large number of issues were raised that could be included in transparency 
creating activities. The pre-study report contains nine issues proposed for special 
efforts. 

Deep bore holes as a possible alternative method for final disposal 

Citizen participation and democracy 

The roles of responsible authorities 

Decommissioning of nuclear reactors 

Site selection – on what basis? 

Socioeconomic issues 

Local environmental issues and regional environmental goals 

Long term storage of spent nuclear fuel 

Critical assumptions in the safety assessment 
It was foreseen that a typical activity will be relatively resource demanding, 
especially with respect to the time available for key stakeholders. Therefore, issues 
to be addressed had to be critically prioritised. 

 
5. Activities within the Transparency Programme 
The practical work with the Transparency Programme has been organized with a 
dialogue with stakeholders on a yearly basis to get their feedback and the Council 
has decided on format and activities leading up to hearings. A working group was 
established for each activity with members of the Council, its secretariat and 
consultant. In hearings members of the Council in a panel challenged stakeholder 
arguments to clarify factual and value laden issues. The hearings have been 
documented in reports without the Council making any conclusions on the issues 
as such - this is done in other contexts. So far the Council has hosted five such 
hearings: Deep Boreholes (March 2007) [10], Decommissioning of nuclear 
installations (December 2007) [11], Systems Analysis for final disposal (April 
2008) [12], Site selection – on what grounds? (June 2008) [13], and Participation 
& Democracy (December, 2008) [14]. 

 
 



6. Reflections on achievements made 
The Transparency Programme has met great interest and appreciation among 
stakeholders, and contributed to increasing awareness about many issues, such as: 
• The value-laden aspects of alterative methods to KBS-3. A common 
critique against the SKB programme is that other methods than KBS-3 
have not been sufficiently investigated. When it comes to detail, it became 
evident at the first hearing that e.g. different parts of the environmental 
movement prefer different types of methods with nearly opposing value 
bases. Some prefer disposal more near surface as safety for any deep 
geologic disposal cannot be guaranteed. Others prefer more research 
about disposal in deep (4-5 km) boreholes as this would make future 
possibilities to retrieve the spent fuel almost impossible. 
• The hearing on deep boreholes made many stakeholders and members of 
the audience to draw the conclusion that this method is not so "esoteric” 
as they had believed as technical solutions may be possible provided 
certain geological conditions can be fulfilled. 
• The SKB time schedule for decommissioning was challenged in the 
hearing in December 2007. Especially representatives of Kävlinge 
municipality, where the two closed Barsebäck nuclear reactors are 
situated, challenged the industry time scale as the municipality may want 
the site to be use used for new purposes. SKB on other hand argued that to 
shorten the existing programme would be very difficult because of the 
links between various types of intermediary storage facilities and different 
types of repositories. However the municipality got certain support from 
representatives of the licensing authorities. 
• The nuclear safety and environmental regulations involve many types of 
criteria and standards, such as risk, best available technology, 
optimization etc. At a general level they all seem reasonable and 
agreeable to most people, however, when it comes to practical 
implementation it is less obvious how the authorities are going to review 
compliance. Especially at the hearing on site selection it was highlighted 
that there is a need for concretisation of evaluation targets and to make 
this transparent and available to the general public. 
• Other”democracy projects” than SKB: s have been set in focus. The SKB 
consultations in the Environmental Impact Assessment procedure have 
been open to stakeholders and the general public and everyone had the 
opportunity to give comments and questions. Perhaps equally important 
from a democratic perspective have been initiatives taken by the 
authorities and the municipalities supported by research projects on 
governance and transparency. This was dealt with at the hearing about 
democracy and participation. 
In this way the Transparency Programme has been successful, but there are also 
issues for future consideration. For example Vigsö [15] has observed that the 
hearings have taken place in an antagonistic structure established since many years 
ago. It means that key stakeholders, mainly SKB on one side and environmental 
groups on the other side, don't see the opponent as receiver of their arguments 
since the opponent cannot be convinced. Instead their own supporters have been 
the real receivers, and the aim has been to empower common values and positions 
shared in the group. Runebjörk [16] observes that even if the hearings were held as 
public events, the participants, being mostly stakeholders active in the field for a 
long time, seemed to have a common language and a common culture (in spite of 
having antagonistic views) taken for granted by those involved, but difficult to 
penetrate for ”outsiders” also being represented in the audience. These factors – the 
antagonism and the common doxa- obviously characterized the atmosphere in the 
hearing rooms. It is not clear, however, what kind of impact they had on the 
prerequisites for clarification of the arguments made and the issues dealt with. 
Runebjörk emphasizes a problem with the hearings and the Transparency 
Programme as a whole, that is the difficulty to reach national politicians which 
should be the key target group. Realistically most of them, especially those in 
higher positions, cannot be expected to participate for a whole day and thus they 



miss the “physical” impression that stretching should give to the audience. 
Runebjörk remarks that “politicians take position in a complex issue like nuclear 
waste disposal when the time for investigation and reflection is out, with news 
media as information sources”. This is precisely what the Council intended to 
mitigate with the Transparency Programme. Runebjörk concludes that the only 
way to reach this goal is to convey the results to national politicians by effective 
reporting. It could be added that nor can you expect political secretaries or civil 
servants in government departments to have their own experiences from the 
Transparency Programme the day when decisions are to be taken. 

 
7. Comparison with other transparency projects 
The RISCOM Model has been implemented in a number of projects in different 
areas: the third generation (3G) of cellular phones, contaminated waste landfills 
and sediments, and as part of the EU Framework 6 research programme in the 
ARGONA project reported separately in this volume [17]. 
In the 3G cellular phone project, industry, authorities, municipalities and critical 
groups agreed to form a joint Transparency Forum using the RISCOM Model 
through an initiative taken by the Swedish Radiation Protection Authority [18]. A 
reference group with representatives of these organizations was formed on the 
basis of a formal agreement. In the reference group the stakeholders, referring to 
the agreement, could agree on the structuring of the problem in different levels of 
dialogue and on the format and contents of a series of three seminars that followed 
the agreed level structure. 
In the area of contaminated sites, the RISCOM methodology was tested on a 
remediation project in Ale municipality, West Sweden. The project had the 
character of cooperation between local and regional organizations, including the 
municipality, the county administration and authorities having the responsibility 
for the construction of a new railway and a new road to be situated just passing 
adjacent to the contaminated site. These organizations formed a reference group for 
the project which was hosted by Ale municipality. The consequences of alternative 
remediation methods were highlighted in a hearing held in the municipality 
school[19]. 
Finally, in the ARGONA project, RISCOM is implemented in the Czech Republic 
(se abstract in this volume [20]). A reference group was established with 
representatives of different stakeholders in the Czech nuclear waste management 
process such as the nuclear industry, government agencies, potential siting 
communities, NGOs and sociology scientists. The reference group supervised the 
RISCOM application in the Czech Republic with the purpose of making it as 
equitable as possible. The first public hearing in the Czech Republic was organized 
in May 2009 on the topic "Siting of repository - recommencement of the siting 
investigation of the particular sites for deep geological repository". In July 2009, 
the reference group meets to discuss the results and possible continuation of the 
work. For nuclear waste management it should be added that the RISCOM Model 
was also used in the hearings held in Sweden in 2001 at a critical stage of site 
selection [21, 22]. 
Here it is not possible to make any detailed comparison between these projects but 
we only highlight some characteristics with the Transparency Programme in focus 
with Table 1 giving a brief overview. The major difference between the Council 
programme and the other three projects described here is that a reference group 
was not organized. This came about as the stakeholders prioritized individual 
meetings between themselves and representatives of the Council to give their 
views and feedback, instead of a formal reference group arrangement. This made 
the programme agenda quite flexible and it gave the Council itself the 
responsibility to set up the programme after consultation with the stakeholders. 
Partly because of this there was no activity to structure the programme following 
the RISCOM levels of meaningful dialogue as had been done already in the 
RISCOM pilot study [2]. The stretching element of the hearings can qualitatively 
be judged as rather strong, especially compared to activities which had taken place 
after the hearings on site selection in 2001 [21, 22]. Compared to the other studies 
given in Table1, the quality of the stretching is judged as weaker than in the mobile 



telephone project but stronger than the remediation project (which, however, had 
quite a “low energy level” as the public interest was quite low). The relevance of 
comparing with the RISCOM application in the Czech Republic is limited as this 
was the very first time RISCOM was used project in Czech Republic and time as 
well resources were quite limited. 
 

8. Conclusions 
In this paper the activities of the Transparency Programme of the Swedish National 
Council for Nuclear Waste have been explored. Comparisons have been made 
with other activities using the same transparency approach and observations made 
from different reports that deal with the programme or parts of it have been taken 
into account. 
Obviously, to make firm conclusions to what extent the aims of the Transparency 
Programme have been achieved a formal review should be done. It seems evident 
however that the programme has vitalized the overall dialogue about the Swedish 
nuclear waste management programme and that the hearings held have raised the 
awareness about issues that have been dealt with such as value-laden aspects of 
disposals methods, feasibility of certain alternatives, the need for clarification of 
how regulatory criteria can be applied and the use of research on governance 
processes. Stakeholders seem to have appreciated the overall organization and the 
stretching that took place during the hearings held. 
For possible future activities, the observations made about the antagonism between 
certain parties which has existed since a long time ago and the common language 
and culture need to be taken into account. The core problem, however, is to reach 
out to the political decision makers at the national level, especially since the time 
distance between hearings held so far and critical government decisions is at least 
six years which put a high demand on the reporting system. Taking the experiences 
from other transparency projects into account, the Council might consider the 
possibility to establish a reference group with participation from different 
stakeholders and politicians who could have a role for conveying results to wider 
groups. 
Runebjörk [16] concluded that the reporting from the Transparency Programme 
should be open in the sense that it should not make conclusions on the issues as 
such (e.g. if a certain disposal method is to prefer or not). Instead it should be open 
for alternative solutions and clarify what they would mean also in the value-laden 
sense. This approach, which is identical with the idea of transparency arenas as 
proposed by Andersson and Wene [8], raises management issues with regard to the 
role of the Transparency Programme as part of the Council overall task as an 
advisory body to the Swedish government. 
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