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Stakeholders 

There is not a formal definition of a stakeholder in the Swedish nuclear waste management 
programme. The general attitude is rather that those who have an interest or feel concerned should be 
taken seriously and listened to. This is for example reflected in the Environmental Code which states 
the implementer (in this case SKB) must consult “government authorities, municipalities and 
organisations together with the public widely. Consultation will relate to the localisation, extent, 
design and environmental impact of the measure together with the content and preparation of the 
environmental impact statement.” Thus, the Environmental Code emphasises public participation and 
does not specify any criteria for qualifying as a stakeholder.  

Without an exact definition the stakeholders include: The implementing organisation (SKB), 
Municipalities involved in the siting process, Regulatory authorities - primarily SKI and SSI, 
Environmental organisations on a national level, Local interest groups, and Affected individuals. In 
addition to these parties the County Administration Boards have important functions, as they are 
requested to assist the implementer in identifying stakeholders and to facilitate consultations and 
exchange of information. 

Siting of nuclear facilities 

Before SKB started the current siting process in 1992 both SKI and SSI had limited experiences 
of siting. The siting of the final repository for low and intermediate level waste, SFR, and of the 
central interim storage, CLAB, in the 1980’s had given some insights in the complexities of siting but 
cannot be compared to the siting of a final repository of spent fuel, which always and everywhere 
appears to be controversial. 

SKI and SSI at first considered siting a task essentially for SKB and the municipalities that 
volunteered. The main concern was that the regulators’ independence and credibility would, or at least 
could, be lost by an active participation in the siting process. However, due to own research projects 
and to increasing demands from the municipalities, SKI and SSI since about 1995 are quite active in 
the siting process. Furthermore, the regulators’ research relating to risk communication, transparency 
in decision processes etc. has continued to increase. 
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Stepwise implementation  

In SKI’s and SSI’s opinion, which is shared by most concerned parties in Sweden, the stepwise 
approach to implementation is essential since it at each step allows for evaluation of steps taken so far 
and for the appropriateness of the next step. Thus, at each step it is possible to “reverse” or redirect the 
waste management programme. A key element in the Swedish step-wise approach is the requirement 
in the Act on Nuclear Activities that SKB must every third year present its research and development 
programme to the Government, which may set conditions for SKB’s future work. The review of the 
programme is carried out by the SKI, which in turn invites comments from a large number of 
organisations, e.g. SSI and other authorities, municipalities involved in SKB’s siting process, 
environmental groups, universities etc. Thus, the review serves the two-fold purpose of giving a broad 
audience insight into SKB’s work and providing the same audience with a possibility to comment, and 
hence influence, SKB’s future work. 

Transparency in decision making 

A prerequisite for a transparent and democratic multi-stakeholder process is that it should be 
possible to understand how facts, expert judgement and value judgement interact to form the basis for 
a decision. This was explored by SKI and SSI in a joint research project called RISCOM. The 
overwhelming conclusion from RISCOM was that that all issues raised in the interaction between 
SKB and its environment (various stakeholders) can, without exception, be brought back to claims of 
truth, legitimacy and authenticity. It is suggested that these three aspects are equally important in the 
decision making process and should be evaluated as separate entities. The RISCOM project introduced 
the concept of “stretching” to emphasise that transparency requires that SKB’s environment is 
sufficiently demanding and that SKB can be challenged from different angles. This stretching should 
be able to apply not only on the implementer, SKB, but also on other organisations/stakeholders.  

In a multi-stakeholder process, an important task for the regulators is to assist the municipalities 
in this stretching. The regulators should thus act as the “people’s experts” in the process.  

The RISCOM project has identified two channels for stretching, which were viewed as 
particularly useful, EIA and hearings. EIA is identified as the lead process for public participation and 
stretching. Well-structured procedures for EIA have been developed over the last years in the 
municipalities of Östhammar and Oskarshamn. Issues and concerns are in special EIA-forums shared 
among the different stakeholders involved in the siting process. The framework that has developed has 
proven very useful since it has been designed to allow for discussions between the stakeholders but at 
the same time allowing them to maintain independence. A key ingredient for the success has been that 
the procedures are flexible enough to accommodate new needs as they appear during the process 

The regulators also take part in many of the consultations SKB is required to conduct according 
to the legislation regulation the Swedish EIA-process.  

In short RISCOM proposed an increased use of hearings in the Swedish decision process. The 
motivation was that hearings are useful for testing the arguments of all parties and that they also test 
the authenticity of stakeholders and experts. It should be noted that the purpose is not to stretch only 
the implementer. It is equally important to stretch e.g. the regulators. However, RISCOM stressed that 
great care must be taken to avoid the creation of adversarial procedures, which may hamper genuine 
and sincere communication. 
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Hearings has been conducted on several occasions the recent years and it is important to stress 
that these hearings has served the twofold purpose of stretching SKB as well as the regulators. 

Funding 

The municipalities participate in the siting process on a voluntary basis. In SSI’s and SKI’s 
opinion the principle of volunteerism is a necessary condition for the site selection. This means that 
the municipalities concerned should give their consent to each stage of SKB’s siting process. In order 
for volunteerism to work satisfactorily the municipalities must have the possibility to closely follow 
and, in particular, to influence the scientific/technical investigations and the decision process. In order 
to facilitate this, the municipalities receive stakeholder funding from the state up to certain amount. 
The funding has been of great importance for the quality and the progress of the siting process.  

Over the years it has been suggested many times that also NGO’s should receive stakeholder 
funding. In the reviews of SKB’s latest research programmes both SKI and SSI recommended the 
Government to carefully consider if it is appropriate and possible to provide funds to the NGOs at the 
national level. The Government has in a recent proposition suggested that they should get the right to 
apply for money from the nuclear waste fund. It should however be pointed out that the municipalities 
could fund activities of the local NGO’s. This is also done in practice. Typically the municipalities 
have paid certain activities arranged by the NGOs.  

Information project on nuclear waste 

The experiences from the early nineties show that the municipalities participating in the siting 
process for a final repository require active and visible authorities and that the authorities have an 
important role in providing information. The concerned municipalities are about to take the most 
important democratic decision ever and there is a large requirement of expertise. 

SSI and SKI therefore launched a coordinated information project, 1997 to 2003 to inform and 
discuss issues of the nuclear waste in the concerned municipalities. The aim was to clarify the 
authorities roles and responsibilities, and increase knowledge about radiation, radiation protection and 
nuclear waste safety issues. The project advertised in the local press, arranged exhibitions and 
seminars, and made information available in brochures and websites. Target groups was not only the 
decision-makers, but also schools, opinion groups and local residents. The project was financed by the 
Swedish Nuclear Waste Fund.  

Since 2004, SSI has continued the information project concerning radiation protection issues. 

Dialogue on radiation protection criteria 

The regulations developed by SSI concerning the final management of spent nuclear fuel or 
nuclear waste have a clear goal, but are very general and leave a large number of approaches open to 
show compliance with the standard. SSI needs to develop more detailed guidelines that give adequate 
guidance to the implementer on how to fulfil SSI´s requirements, but also to meet the concerns of, and 
to be understood and accepted by, the concerned public.  

As regulatory standards and criteria are the point of departure for the questions that the 
performerance assessment, PA, should address they are the point of departure for introducing societal 
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values into the PA. This is a task for the regulatory authorities, which indeed are legitimate 
representatives of society and its citizens. If the authorities involve the citizens at the stage of 
developing the regulations, this would be a way to include their values in the framework of PA. This 
was the purpose of the initiative of SSI to engage the municipalities involved in the siting process for a 
HLW repository in the development of guidelines on long-term safety of spent fuel disposal. SSI 
invited persons from the municipalities that participate in SKB´s site specific investigations to focus 
group discussions, so that questions and comments from the discussions could provide an important 
input to SSI´s work on the guidelines. Focus groups were held in Oskarshamn and Östhammar in 
October 2002. The outcome of the Focus group discussions was a large number of questions related 
to: 

• radiation and radioactivity; 

• concept comprehension, measurement, risk and safety; 

• information aspects and transfer of knowledge. 

The Focus Group report was sent to an expert group within SSI that will provide answers and 
comments to the questions which will be presented to the municipalities, but also used as an important 
input to SSI´s work on the guidelines. 

A conclusion is that there is a strong involvement in Oskarshamn and Östhammar for 
contributing to and for developing the work in the process aimed at building a repository for spent 
nuclear fuel and nuclear waste. The discussions in the focus groups showed that: 

• The participants had substantial comments on the content and the shaping of the guidelines 
which will be of use to SSI in the current work. 

• Involved participants´ needs for knowledge, as well as their comments, reach far beyond the 
outline of the guidelines. One can find questions on basic concepts and technical details of 
measurements as well as on issues of legal, health related, organisational and social aspects 
and consequences, ranging from today and far into a the distant future. This will be of use for 
building an information database that can place radiation protection criteria concerning final 
disposal into a broader context. 

SSI plans to put forward a draft of the guidelines to be discussed further in the municipalities, 
followed by discussions with other actors. The guidelines are planned to be ready at the end of 2004. 

 


