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THE MUNICIPALITY AS A STAKEHOLDER 

Roland PALMQVIST  

Mayor of Kävlinge/Barsebäck and President of GMF (a European network between municipalities 
hosting nuclear installations) and of KSO (a corresponding Swedish network in operation since 1977) 

Mr Chairman, dear participants, 
 
Thanks a lot for your invitation. I am very pleased to have the possibility to explain how we as local 
politicians look upon the dialogue regarding nuclear installations in our municipalities. As seen from 
the map of European reactors (see last page) there is a lot of local districts affected by nuclear 
operations. What has a mayor from such a community to say about the shut-down phase of such 
operations and especially about the need for communication between stakeholders when closing and 
decommissioning a nuclear power reactor? To answer this question I am structuring my information 
into 4 parts as follows: 

1. The European municipalities � some characteristics. 
2. The siting of NPPs (nuclear power plants) in Europe. 
3. The shutdown, decommissioning and the dismantling phases. 
4. Lessons learnt. 
 
1. European municipalities � some characteristics 

The European municipalities from North Cape to Gibraltar are different in size and in decision making 
power. To sum up these differences in very short terms: The more north they are situated, the larger 
and the stronger they are. The average population of a Swedish �kommun�/commune/municipality is 
around 18.000 inhabitants and its annual budget is many times bigger than that in a comparable 
municipality in Great Britain, Germany, France, Belgium, Switzerland, Hungary or Spain. A Swedish 
commune has the right by law to decide the local income tax level. In my commune, Kävlinge, we 
have a regional and local tax of 29% proportional tax on the income of each citizen living in the 
municipality. As a Scandinavian mayor I am always astonished when I listen to my European 
colleagues and their often very limited budgets. But for sure it does not mean that their local and 
regional and maybe national influence are limited. Often they perform an impressing will to interfere 
in the national decision making. A Nordic commune is more sovereign and have many more 
employees than its comparable European partner, for instance in its big budget and in its physical 
planning. A Swedish or Finnish municipality has also a local veto to undesired siting of any industry. 
And if we say no to the siting of a facility of any kind it means no! The central Government cannot 
overrun this local veto right except when it comes to siting of national defence installations. Another 
difference between us is that the taxes from NPPs and from all firms in Sweden are delivered directly 
to the state. In most countries on the continent the nuclear operators pay a large amount of money 
yearly to the affected municipality. In Germany the tax is taken out in proportion to the amount of 
radioactive wastes produced. In France EDF is a very important �sponsor� to the municipalities, 
hosting NPPs.  
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The local democracy in Europe has a long history, too long to be described here and now. In my home 
country we have the enormous advantage of living in peace since the time of Napoleon. Our local 
democracy was developed already in a nation of thousands of villages and parishes, dominated by the 
church and the farmers. Our modern local democracy and its laws were formed and developed starting 
in the 1860s and developing gradually parallel to the urbanisation, with radical land reforms creating 
larger and larger, local districts after 1950. Real democracy, id est �one man one vote� are guaranteed 
since the 1920s. With larger municipalities we somewhat lost the close relation between the elected 
people and the citizens, something you in southern Europe with small communities still have. In a 
normal French, German or Spanish municipality in the country side, where the NPPs mostly are found, 
the mayor personally knows almost all the citizens. I do not know more than 10% of the 27.000 
inhabitants living in my commune! But most citizens in my town know me! 
 
2.  The siting of NPPs in Europe 

Who decided where to place the nuclear facilities once upon a time? Mostly the operators, supported 
by the central governments. The local democracies either had less to say about it at that time or had 
nothing against the idea of being chosen as suitable places for a high tech industry with many well 
educated and well paid employees. If any local politician or mayor opposed a siting the principle of 
�father knows best� was applied. This was of course the case in former dictatorships like those in 
Eastern Europe or in Spain but also in existing democracies at that time as well. Sparsely populated 
sites were mostly preferred by the nuclear industry. But quite a few NPPs were also located at the 
seaside rather near densely populated areas like my Barsebäck in the Öresound region. Hereby we 
could avoid expensive, and to many visitors, ugly cooling towers. In Sweden all our 12 commercial 
reactors, like in Finland, were located along the coast in the middle and in the south of the country just 
to compensate for the geographic imbalance of all our hydro power, coming from the north.  
 
As a result we got a perfect total energy balance for the supply of electricity within the nation, with 
nuclear as a base load production (still around 50%) and hydro (another 50%). Hydro as regulator to 
the varying needs of the market and of the seasons. A perfect mix applied in Sweden/Norway/Finland 
and in Switzerland. With the increasing international trade and ownership and with more cables in the 
Baltic Sea the Swedish electricity consumers are gradually loosing this advantage of getting better 
prices! There are of course opponents in Sweden to the rising costs for electricity. Protests are heard 
very often nowadays, especially in many industries and in the homes with electrical heating! As a 
mayor I often meet people that are aware that the closure of Barsebäck is contributing to the higher 
electricity prices. They would like to see a better dialogue between the national politicians and the 
community. 
 
3.  The shut down, the decommissioning and the dismantling phases 

These three phases are looked upon by our affected municipalities with different interests. The first 
decision to shut down is a key issue to any citizen and any municipality affected by it. Why stop a safe 
and profitable operation, approved by the controlling authorities? This �why� must be answered in a 
proper and understandable way. Already here a dialogue between the Government, the operator and us 
in the municipality must take place. I am underlining this need for a much better (read much more 
democratic) initial dialogue being developed between the affected employees, the local citizens, the 
affected municipality and the operator and the government. And we as affected citizens must have a 
feeling and knowing for sure that our opinion is listened to and taken into a serious account in the 
decision making of when and how a nuclear operation will come to an end. Information is not enough! 
If a meaningful and democratic dialogue is avoided by the Government, which happened during the 
shut down of Barsebäck 1 and 2, the affected citizens feel run over. A clear majority of my citizens do 
not understand why Barsebäck had to be closed. Most citizens living near the power plant do not 
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accept it and they like me have a feeling of being cheated. The decommissioning phase and the 
dialogue with the local community could have had a more favorable. start. The well-known Nordic 
democracy at the local level was hurt seriously by my own central Government since they used the 
principle of �father knows best�. Our courts and the Ministry in charge used bureaucratic tricks as an 
answer to our appeal. They explained that the shut down was just a decision by the Government not to 
allow a further production of electricity at the NPP. 
  
When it comes to the phase of decommissioning all stakeholders have to be heard. According to the 
Swedish Environmental Act an Environmental Impact study must be the base when entering the 
decommissioning phase. For the initial decision to stop production of electricity the law does not say 
that it is necessary to listen to the most affected stakeholders. This was used in the case of Barsebäck. I 
am looking upon this in the same way as the baker looks at his bakery, adding the yeast too late, a long 
time after the bake off!  We and most citizens living close to the NPP Barsebäck wanted to know why 
it was closed and in front of all how and where its production would be replaced! So far we know that 
we probably will buy more dirty electricity from the old Danish and German coal fired power plants, 
causing severe airborn emissions to our sensible lakes and forests in southern Sweden. We also know 
that the Government is approving upgrading the capacity at Ringhals NPP, already a fact, and at 
Forsmark and at Oskarshamn. This was too inconvenient to be explained by a Government, officially 
favouring the total phasing out of the nuclear production in Sweden. Within our network of GMF- my 
German colleagues recently told us that in Germany the federal Government also apply the principle 
of �father knows best� by avoiding inconvenient transports of spent nuclear fuel either to the 
reprocessing plant or to a central storage. In stead the spent nuclear fuel is stored for an undefined 
period at the remaining NPPs against the will of the affected municipalities. My colleagues in 
Germany are objecting, in vain so far, the system of decentralised storing.  
 
The authorities will play the dominating role during the decommissioning phase. To us in an affected 
municipality the decommissioning is of a limited interest compared to the mentioned first phase - to 
stop the production. But the municipality has one interest and that is to explain as early as possible 
how the municipality wants the land and the existing buildings and infra-structure to be used in the 
future. Our preferred new land use is �a green field and a new seaside housing area� just exactly at the 
place where the NPP is situated and we want it cleared as soon as possible. Here I have to add that just 
today my municipality colleagues are meeting the Swedish Minister for Environment to explain our 
wishes. I myself kept my promise to participate here today. We had to wait a long time to be granted 
an �audience in Stockholm�! 
 
Other municipalities in Europe meeting shut downs could prefer new installations of new reactors as 
in Finland (Olkiluoto) or of gas fired plants. Gas fired plants with deliveries of gas from Russia and 
Norway seem to be a very attractive alternative to nuclear. Coal fired plants is to my opinion hard or 
impossible to get approved by a population used to a safe and clean production of nuclear electricity. 
Even the newest ones with CO2 burial underground, as Vattenfall intends to try in a pilot plant in 
eastern Germany, will be difficult to accept by an affected local public. Most people living near our 
NPPs are well educated in energy matters and they are frequently asking:  How are we avoiding the 
greenhouse effect with an increasing consumption of fossile fuels? They are not getting a proper 
answer! Anyhow the municipalities hosting NPPs have a long experience of large-scale facilities and 
the citizens living close to NPPs have a much better knowledge and experience worth being regarded 
as an important siting factor to an operator trying to find a place for a new power plant.  
 
When it comes to the dismantling phase the municipality is more affected than ever. How and where 
to recycle materials is of local interest and should be discussed. As a local stakeholder I am 
underlining the fact that the planning of the land use is in our hands. As said earlier a Swedish 
municipality by law also has a local veto to any proposal to establish new installations. Most of my 
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colleagues in Europe, except the Finnish ones, are envious of us having this possibility. This means 
that the stakeholder SKB, the company coordinating and fulfilling the nuclear waste handling 
programme of Sweden, has not only to listen carefully to the decision makers in the municipalities but 
to perform a true dialogue with the people living in the proposed areas for a future final repository for 
spent nuclear fuel. In our case the remaining �finalists� are areas in the communes of Oskarshamn and 
Östhammar (Forsmark). Studies so far show that they have excellent geologic conditions. They also 
have a local competence, knowing and understanding the overall, national need for finding a safe place 
for the spent nuclear fuel. But they also know that they have the right and privilege to say no. And if 
so it means a no! If they finally say yes, the municipalities can also include conditions to be met. 
These could be based on demands for the very best protection (physically and economicly) against 
accidents and damages in the future. The result of this dialogue probably means a lot of compensations 
to the local population and to the municipality! 
 
Back to my case Barsebäck, where we in the affected municipality want to enter the decommissioning 
and dismantling phases as soon as possible. We want to establish a modern, very attractive sea side 
housing area, just on the spot with the existing and closed power plant. That is why we want the 
installations being pulled down as quickly as possible. We are not in favour for having a new coal or 
gas fired station at the site. We do not want wind mills neither there nor in the sea outside. We also 
want a quick dismantling of the big gridlines, now troublesome barriers to our land use planning in a 
rather densely populated area. But both the operator and the affected authorities are objecting our ideas 
of a quick dismantling, arguing that it would be too expensive. Some arguments have also been heard 
saying that the infrastructure would be excellent for a new, non-nuclear power plant, not saying of 
which type. 
 
As an example of applied and ambitious decommissioning and dismantling planning and work we 
have visited our neighbours in northern Germany at the Greifswald, more precise the Lubmin site. The 
will of the region (the Land Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and the district) and the municipality is 
listened to there. In Germany they are lacking a central storage for spent nuclear fuel like ours in 
Sweden and an accepted low radioactive waste repository. An enormous amount of German tax 
payer�s money are invested at the old NPP of Lubmin. Probably a world record of this kind! The 
Germans are �recycling� the site of the reactor and huge turbine halls just to establish a new future 
with a new type of industries like the terminal for gas, harbour facilities, tourism etc. This is a very 
impressing and impressing project to me. Especially the rapid process of decommissioning and 
dismantling there we would like to copy at Barsebäck. A wish and a proposal of a rapid 
decommissioning and dismantling also for Barsebäck. As said, just to day my colleagues from our 
local council are informing our Minister for Environment Mrs. Sommestad about our intentions to 
hurry up the operations at Barsebäck. We want the land for other purposes as soon as possible! 
 
4.  Lessons learnt 

Every decision or proposal to install a new plant or to close an existing one is affecting a defined local 
population and a fixed geographic place in a municipality. This is a self evident geographic and 
democratic fact sometimes forgotten. The municipality, being closest to the grassroots, performing as 
a local stakeholder must be heard on time (early!) and hopefully listened to. My Barsebäck case and 
also some examples abroad are frightening examples of lacking dialogues with the affected 
municipalities. Our appeal was rejected by our courts and our Government without satisfying 
arguments as seen from our point of view as local stakeholders!  
 
A lesson learnt is that a municipality hosting a nuclear facility should discuss and define its future land 
use. In Sweden our communes have the exclusive right to decide on their land use. If defined on time 
such a definition and decision of how to use the site in the future could be very useful in the phases of 
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both decommissioning and dismantling. It is also very important to me that transparency, openness is 
applied by all stakeholders. Secret negotiations between for instance a Government wanting to phase 
out and the owner/the operator must be avoided in the future. The democracy has a need for being 
improved when affected stakeholders, including the employees and the commune are kept aside. 
Therefore we are cooperating in GMF in a new project, supported by EU, on how to develop a better 
local dialogue based on good, concrete examples in different countries. The project will last at least 
two years from now and it is lead by the GMF secretariat in Spain. The Commission in Brussels is 
often informed by us in GMF and they are very aware of the national strategy and the decision making 
in the capitals is not always reflecting the grass-root thinking on the local level! We are underlining 
the importance of the EU-guiding star: Subsidiarity. The member municipalities of GMF are 
simultaneously also arguing for the urgent needs of a more coordinated energy programme for Europe, 
including for instance more fair energy taxes. We deserve it the sooner the better. �Father�, read the 
national government, does not always know best!  
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
 
 
 

 


