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A few words about MKG 
•  The Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review (in Swedish: 

Miljöorganisationernas kärnavfallsgranskning, MKG) is an 
environmental NGO specifically formed by the Swedish Society 
for Nature Conservation (in Swedish: Naturskyddsföreningen), 
SSNC, to work with environmental issues in the Swedish nuclear 
waste arena. 
•  SSNC is the largest environmental NGO in Sweden with 180 000 

individual members. SSNC is 100 years old this year. 
•  MKG was created in 2004 and receives funding from the the 

Swedish Nuclear Waste fund (≈ EUR 200 000 per year). 
•  SSNC and MKG take an active part in the consultation process 

for the forthcoming application for a repository for spent nuclear 
fuel. The goal of the organisations is to constructively work for a 
nuclear waste management (method and repository siting) that 
provides the best long-term environmental safety. 
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Environmental NGO Involvement in 
Swedish Nuclear Waste Development 

•  General opposition to nuclear power which is  understood not to be 
a sustainable energy system. Nuclear waste issue an important 
negative factor. 

•  Local opposition to siting from 1970s to 1990s. 
•  Constructive engagement in the development of the Swedish 

nuclear waste programme 
–  Review of the nuclear industry’s tri-annual  research and 

development programme (FUD). 
–  Participation in the Dialogue Project in the early 1990s. 
–  Participation in the consultation process for the forthcoming 

application for a repository for spent nuclear fuel. 
•  The Dialogue Project’s conclusions in its final report from 1993 were 

largely ignored. 
•  Continued environmental NGO lobbying for funding to break the 

industry’s information monopoly. 
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Identified Problems 

•  The nuclear waste company, SKB, has refused to acknowledge 
and take into account environmental factors that can give 
improved long-term environmental security for a repository for 
spent nuclear fuel (e g choice of method and siting). 

•  There has historically been a non-inquisitive and primarily 
reactive regulatory oversight of the industry. 

•  There has historically been a lack of national political interest in 
the nuclear waste issue. 

•  The nuclear waste company, SKB,  has been able to establish a 
monopoly over information to the public and research. The 
available resources from the Nuclear Waste Fund have been 
limitless. 

•  The KBS-method, with its reliance on artificial barriers of copper 
and clay for long-term safety, looks more and more problematic 
the closer the industry comes to an application. 
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The KBS Method 

•  The KBS method relies 
on engineered barriers 
of copper and clay for 
long-term safety 

•  Copper corrosion 
mechanism appear to 
be insufficiently 
explored 

•  Results from the Äspö 
hard rock laboratory 
indicate problems with 
copper corrosion and 
clay integrity  
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Positive Developments from an NGO 
Perspective During the Last Decade 

•  The Aarhus convention and the new Swedish Environmental Act 
1998. 

•  A decision was taken in 2004 to allow environmental NGOs to 
receive funding from the Nuclear Waste Fund for participation in 
the consultation process for a repository for spent nuclear fuel. 
The use of funding for information was restricted. 

•  The Swedish National Council for Nuclear Waste became more 
active in 2004. 

•  In 2008 the regulatory oversight was “reformed” and the Swedish 
Nuclear Safety Authority was created. 

•  Ongoing reform of the nuclear safety legislation with a possible 
integration into the Environmental Act. 
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The Swedish Model: A Success? 
•  Funding for nuclear waste management --- Yes 
•  Intermediate storage of spent nuclear fuel – Yes 

•  Public acceptance for siting in nuclear power communities – Yes, 
but only with intense and unopposed industry information 

•  Funding for NGO participation in decision making process – Yes, 
but many years too late ... 

•  Openness to choice of method – No 
•  A siting process with environmental safety in focus – No 
•  Availability of research funding outside of the control of the nuclear 

industry – No 
•  Critical, independent and inquisitive regulatory oversight  – No, at 

least historically 
•  National interest and discussion nuclear waste issues – No, at least 

historically 

•  A successful model? The verdict will come in the next 5-10 years. 
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More information 

www.mkg.se 
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