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Introduction 

Stakeholder confidence is difficult to define. There are no criteria for when stakeholder confidence has 
been reached and it is difficult to measure a level of confidence e.g. in opinion polls. Implicit in the 
institutional look at stakeholder confidence is a stage where the proposed project � in this forum a 
repository � is accepted. The theory is that initially concerned stakeholders have reached confidence 
and with confidence comes acceptance. There are however examples where this acceptance or 
confidence has not been reached. It seems in some cases that it may not be a viable goal to be reached. 
A waste disposal is in general terms defined very different by e.g. an implementer � who has the task 
to find a solution and a site where this solution can be realised. If this task can not be solved there is a 
level of failure. For a local community � where a majority may well agree to that the problem should 
be solved - the decision-makers and the public may disagree that a repository should be sited in their 
community. They may see a stopped repository as a victory. I argue that this is not just to be discarded 
as a NIMBY syndrome. It may from a local perspective be completely logical and based on sensible 
arguments such as for example incompatible image, lack of trust in the safety case, diverging values or 
some other reasons. 

I see two components that are key to local stakeholder confidence summarised in the term � Informed 
Consent. To reach an informed consent there is first a need for competence building � to get informed. 
To judge the repository the public and the local decision makers must first understand what they are to 
judge. Here lies the first challenge in repository siting � building true competence takes a long time 
and it must be done on the terms of the public and the local decision makers. It is not something that in 
my mind can be done by forced information or education it requires participation and influence. Lack 
of patience and tight schedules by the implementor is the largest threat for this process to mature. The 
second challenge - an informed public and decision makers does not automatically give their consent. 
There are true local issues that may not be resolvable. One example is the incompatible images of 
�Europe�s last wilderness� with a radioactive waste repository - as was found to be two incompatible 
images by many in the municipality of Storuman in Sweden. Storuman has wildlife tourism as a large 
part of the local economy. In the Storuman case the rejection has little to do with what the local public 
and local decision makers believe it is more related to how the outside world will view a repository in 
this wilderness. For Oskarshamn - an industrial municipality already with a nuclear power plants there 
is no such image dilemma. 

To reach the situation of an informed consent depends on many factors and RD&D is certainly one of 
the key factors. I will elaborate on some of the aspects of the RD&D efforts from a local perspective. I 
treat R&D separate from demonstration as I think they play quite different roles in local confidence 
building. 
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RD&D � Safety and Site Selection 

Research & Development R&D was historically not something the general public could easily relate 
to. As higher education and R&D plays a much larger role in almost all aspects of our modern western 
society there is generally a much better understanding spread among the public what R&D constitutes. 
I actually feel that there is a far better understanding then most experts seem to be aware of. People are 
generally aware of the quality aspects of R&D, the system for publication and review and also the 
scientific dialogue about what facts are and what are not. The public is also aware about that facts 
change over time, that scientists have different opinions about the same matter and that this is nothing 
particular just for nuclear waste. Nuclear waste experts and managers however often seem to believe 
that nuclear waste is a special case. 3G and GM food debates are examples where R&D issues are in 
focus in the debate and where experts draw completely different conclusions on the same research 
results. 

In repository siting the paramount issue is safety. R&D is there to demonstrate safety. R&D together 
with parameters from site investigations form the basic safety case but evaluation is also based on 
assumptions and value judgements � something I hope Kjell Andersson will talk about at this FSC 
meeting 

A local view on uncertainty, indeterminacy, ambiguity and ignorance 

In the expert world and in particular in the waste managers world there is a clear vision of a 
technically solved problem. R&D and safety assessments over decades have proven to this community 
that there is a safe and viable solution. This solution however requires access to a site � a site that 
people live on and around. People that has not taken any part in the decades of R&D as it has not been 
any of their concern. This site is located in e.g. a municipality with autonomy of some kind. 
Sometimes this autonomy has a strong legal base with a local veto sometimes not. By looking at the 
experience in Finland and Sweden the access to a local veto seem to be an important aspect of local 
acceptance. There is no risk for local decision makers to engage in a siting effort with a local veto. In 
Oskarshamn this local power has been used to engage in the competence building and make sure that 
there is an informed consent to participation in the site investigations and in becoming a possible host 
municipality for a repository. 

A repository siting effort is an undertaking that takes a decade or more. Local participation in a siting 
effort requires long term public support. In the case of Oskarshamn there is an opinion among the local 
politicians that a qualified majority of the public need to agree with the site investigations. Such a 
stable local support can probably only be reached if there is a large degree of competence about the 
repository project. Initially the contacts between the implementor and the local community is very 
fragile. The implementor has a safe solution that he has worked on for decades but for the local 
community this is a completely new project and the local community has the right to be sceptical and 
to take the time to find out, from various sources, if they can be comfortable with the project. 

Local demands on the technical community  

Modern open siting efforts where local participation and influence are components puts new demands 
both on the citizen � to engage, to build up competence and to offer questions and advice to the 
experts. Dialogue, participation and local influence also puts new demands on the experts to share also 
uncertainties and decision power. Experts are not only required to have communicative skills they are 
also requested to talk about their work before they have final answers and present plans in a draft 
form. In order to allow for local influence the dialogue must start before the solutions are set, drawings 
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are made and results are final. This engagement with people before the expert has a solution to present 
has for many experts been difficult. One category experts - the regulators are seen by decision makers 
and the public as the �peoples experts�. The role of the regulator has been of fundamental importance 
in Oskarshamn.  In the initial stage SKI and SSI where reluctant to participate in the siting programme 
a position that was not accepted by the municipality. Currently the party roles are well defined and 
working practices for the participation of the regulatory experts work well. 

The openness by SKBs experts, their willingness to share plans and preliminary results, and the active 
participation by the regulatory experts has resulted in a solid platform for local participation and 
influence over the work. This working model is probably one of the key explanations to that the public 
in Oskarshamn increasingly supports the site investigations for the spent fuel repository � currently 
this support around 80% as measured by opinion polls this April.  

The role of demonstration 

Demonstration, prototyping and large scale experiments has several purposes but I like to focus on the 
role of demonstration in communicating waste repository solutions to the public and decision makers. 
Complicated analysis, laboratory experiments and complex mathematical models are things difficult to 
make transparent to the public, many small pieces in a large scientific puzzle is only interesting to a 
few. Demonstration has thus turned out to be more effective to explain to the public how a repository 
is intended to work and how this practically is designed. Demonstrating the technology and the barrier 
functions in large scale tests, eg such as disposal prototype tests, has proven to be very effective to 
make the public understand the basic concept of a repository and how it is intended to function to 
isolate the waste from the biosphere. 

The fact that Oskarshamn is hosting CLAB, the Äspö Hard Rock Laboratory and the Encapsulation 
Laboratory plays a significant role in the competence building and in building acceptance. I would 
argue that the value of the two laboratories - locally and nationally - by itself is justifying the 
investment in these facilities. 

Local influence on RD&D  

Who determines R&D needs? Who judges when there is enough R&D? Who determines acceptable 
uncertainties? 

From our work in Oskarshamn a clear definition of party roles has been fundamental to the process. 
SKB � the industry, responsible according to the law to develop, investigate and propose a final 
disposal (a final disposal is determined as the national solution in the Nuclear Act in Sweden). The 
regulators � SKI and SSI are assigned to set standards and criteria for the repository, to review SKBs 
programme and to advice the municipality on the quality, the soundness of the work and the validity of 
the results. Later SKI and SSI will review the license application and determine if it proves the safety 
case and the suitability of the site. The government is setting national policy, gives general direction to 
the programme and takes the final political decision on approval or disapproval of the license 
application. The municipality will have to live with the facility for generations if located there and 
needs to give their informed consent. The municipality and its citizens also know the local conditions 
best and how they would like to form their future. The municipality can veto the repository. 

To say yes or no to a repository is first and foremost based on if it is proven to be safe. After safety 
comes many issues on non nuclear environmental impacts, societal issues and socio-economical 
issues. It is not only the natural science areas that require R&D and investigations. A final repository 
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is a large industrial establishment, it will be a large workplace, it will have effects on the local image, 
it requires various goods and services and it will be around for longer time than any other industry. 

Siting of a repository includes many aspects where R&D is required or requested. Repository R&D 
traditionally referred to as R&D in natural sciences and for the safety case this is also the fundamental 
work required. The local influence on this R&D in Oskarshamn can be described as aggressive 
competence building through questioning (or stretching according to the RISCOM model) of SKBs, 
SKIs and SSIs experts. If we get clear, convincing and understandable answers we are mostly satisfied 
if not we continue to ask. If we find that SKB on one hand and SKI and SSI on the other hand disagree 
on the answers we identify this as an issue to follow up, we try to learn more and we try to understand 
why there are different opinions. It is not the role of the municipality to decide on R&D in natural 
sciences this is mainly the task of SKB and the regulators. Through our identification of questions, 
competence building and continuos follow up on identified issues we certainly influence the R&D but 
in a secondary way. Through our international contacts we have seen examples of more direct local 
activities in R&D and investigations e.g. the boreholes drilled by Nye County in Nevada - we don�t 
find such activities compatible with our party role. 

Other R&D related to other environmental issues for the EIA, on social aspects and socio economical 
aspects the municipality wants to have a more direct influence in identifying the need for R&D and 
investigations, to follow the R&D progress and to understand the results in more detail. This is also 
how the site investigation phase is organised in Oskarshamn. Examples on this working method can be 
seen in the work of the safety group that mainly follows the work by SKB, SKI and SSI in contrast to 
the social science R&D where the assigned local working groups participate in developing the plans, 
follows actively each project through delegations and review draft reports for possible clarifications 
and complementary R&D. In the social science areas the local influence is more direct and more 
fundamental and this is motivated by that in these areas the municipality has direct competence about 
what is required in order to form basis for decision making should the application come to 
Oskarshamn. 


