
Joint Convention 
Questions Posted To United Kingdom  in 2009 

Q.No  
1  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Planned Activities 

Ref. in National Report  
Section K.9 Page 125 

Question/ 
Comment 

The Report states that the MRWS White Paper was due to be published in June 
2008. Has this now been published? If so, what were the key outcomes of this 
process?  

Answer Yes, the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper (policy statement) was 
published on 12 June 2008. It sets out the technical programme to design and 
deliver a geological disposal facility and the process and criteria to be use to 
decide the siting of a facility. The key issues covered are: 
• the approach to compiling and updating the UK Radioactive Waste Inventory and 
using it as a basis for discussion with potential host communities; 
• the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s technical approach for developing a 
geological disposal facility, including the use of a staged implementation approach 
and ongoing research and development to support delivery; 
• the arrangements to ensure sound regulation, scrutiny and control of the 
geological disposal facility; 
• how relevant planning processes might be addressed; 
• the definition of ‘community’ for the purposes of site selection; 
• the process for issuing invitations and providing information to communities; 
• how a partnership arrangement can be used to support a voluntarism approach; 
• the use of affordable and value for money Engagement and Community Benefits 
Packages as part of the voluntarism and partnership approach; 
• the initial sub-surface screening criteria and the way in which Government will 
apply these criteria; 
• a refined set of criteria for assessing and evaluating candidate sites and details of 
further consultation on the way in which these criteria should be applied. 
 
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper was accompanied by an 
invitation to communities to express an interest in entering into without 
commitment discussions with Government about the possibility of hosting a 
geological disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste at some point in the 
future. In the first 9 months three local authorities have made such an Expression 
of Interest. Further information and a copy of the White Paper is available at 
www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/mrws/index.htm.  

Q.No  
2  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Planned Activities 

Ref. in National Report  
Section K.12 Page 126 

Question/ 
Comment 

The Report states ‘The Environmental Agency plans to consult the draft REPs 
during 2008.’ 
Q. Has this been done? Were there any key outcomes of this process? 

Answer Consultation on the draft REPs has been completed. The EA has carefully 
considered all the responses to the consultation and have revised the REPs 
appropriately. It is not yet in a position to publish the revised REPs because it 
wishes to take into account the Statutory Guidance on Radioactive Discharges that 
the UK Government plans to publish during 2009.  

Q.No  
3  

Country  
Finland 

Article  
Planned Activities 

Ref. in National Report  
A.2.74 

Question/ 
Comment 

p. 14 National Nuclear Laboratory. Please clarify the purpose of the laboratory and 
the main content of its business plan 2008-2011. 

Answer The UK's National Nuclear Laboratory (NNL) is a leading nuclear technology 
services provider, specialising in providing customers with tailored solutions by 
applying the right level of technical innovation and intellectual support. The NNL 
business plan is not publicly available; the business plan referred to in the national 
report is the NDA business plan. NNL’s Group Company, BNFL, published its 
2007 Annual Report and Accounts. This includes financial and other information 
about the NNL (formerly Nexia Solutions). An extensive amount of information is 



available from the NNL website (www.nnl.co.uk) and extracts from this are 
summarised below:  
NNL is a nuclear technology services provider. The business specialises in 
providing customers with tailored solutions in a number of key areas:  
• Nuclear Science  
• Waste and Residue Management  
• Plant Process Support  
• Modelling and Simulation  
• Materials and Corrosion  
• Environmental Management  
• Homeland Security and Non-Proliferation  
• Specialist Analytical Services  
• Knowledge, Data and Laboratory Management  
The purpose of the UK National Nuclear Laboratory is to: 
• identify and preserve key nuclear scientific and technical skills and facilities that 
cannot be reliably supplied by the marketplace.  
• lead and integrate the UK's strategic technology programmes.  
• to deliver value for customers through the provision of first class science-based 
research and technical solutions to the nuclear market.  
• provide independent and trusted technical advice to UK Government and its 
agencies in support of UK Nuclear Policy development and implementation.  
• enable the UK Government to influence the development of a safe, secure, 
environmentally responsible international global nuclear industry.  
• provide a socio-economic focus funded from its operating surplus  
operate world-class facilities that underpin nuclear research undertaken by UK and 
international customers.  
• play a full role in the opening up of the market to competition by providing access 
to key facilities and skills.  
• spin out commercial operations to assist in the development of the market for the 
provision of nuclear research.  

Q.No  
4  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Section E.34 (Page 49) 

Question/ 
Comment 

We would appreciate it if you could tell us about your experience of public 
consultation, its scope, methodology and so on. We would also like to know 
whether it is binding on your final taken decision.  

Answer Environment Agency consultation approach 
 
An example of the Environment Agency’s approach is the consultation on the 
conditions and limits in revised authorisations for nuclear power stations owned by 
British Energy Generation Ltd.  
 
Authorisations under the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 (RSA 93) are 
periodically reviewed by the Environment Agency to ensure they are up to date. 
The Environment Agency undertook a periodic review of the authorisations held for 
nuclear power stations located in England owned by British Energy Generation 
Ltd. These are Dungeness B, Hartlepool, Heysham 1 and 2, Hinkley Point B and 
Sizewell B. In the consultation the EA sought views on the conditions proposed for 
the new authorisations. 
 
The EA publicised the consultation by press advertisements, press releases and 
broadcast media interviews (where there was a media response). It made all the 
consultation material for the six sites available on the web and by CD. Site specific 
printed versions were available in local libraries and the Environment Agency’s 
public registers.. 
 
For all the sites, EA consulted other regulators and Government agencies, local 
and regional government, local and national environmental groups, business and 
trade organisations, local community groups, human health authorities, local, 
national and European elected representatives and leisure organisations. It 



organised local drop-in sessions for each site, each one was staffed by 2-3 
communication specialists and 2 technical specialists. It arranged a central 
address for receipt of letters and a dedicated e-mail address.  
 
There was limited interest in the consultation, for example, attendance at drop in 
sessions varied from about 5 to 25. Even though the number of responses was 
limited, the range of issues raised was considerable. EA estimates that 18 man-
weeks of effort were required for the consultation and responding to the 
consultation required about another 12 man-weeks.  
 
No significant issues were raised during the consultation and there were no major 
changes as a result of the public consultation.  
 
All issues raised in consultations are considered carefully and addressed in the 
final decision document. The Environment Agency is learning from its experience 
in public engagement so as to improve the way in which it handles consultations.  
 
SEPA’s consultation approach 
 
Consultation beyond the statutory consultees is included within SEPA’s 
procedures for determining applications for authorisations relating to nuclear sites. 
This provides an opportunity for the public to provide input to the process. This is 
achieved by providing information about applications on SEPA’s website, and in 
some cases by direct approach to local bodies such as community councils. The 
decision on authorisation lies with SEPA, although SEPA takes into account the 
comments provided in any consultee responses.  

Q.No  
5  

Country  
Belgium 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 12 Sections A.2.62-
72 

Question/ 
Comment 

Organisational Developments – Nuclear Decommissioning Authority : 
Are there specific mechanisms for funding the NDA, e.g. levies on nuclear 
generated electricity? Does the Government fix and approve the financing of the 
NDA activities at regular intervals? More information regarding this issue would be 
greatly appreciated.  

Answer NDA is a Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB), which owns the 19 sites, and 
holds the financial liability for operations and decommissioning. NDA has 
developed an operating model, which was agreed with all the Regulatory bodies, 
which involves the formation of Site Licence Companies (SLCs), who hold the 
necessary statutory and Regulatory Instruments and employs the 20,000 staff 
capable of discharging work in support of the NDA’s mission. The SLC’s were 
previously in Public ownership but progressively these are being migrated to 
Private ownership in accordance with NDA’s published strategy. 
 
NDA’s funding comes from a combination of income from residual commercial 
operations which take place on its sites (electricity generation at Oldbury and 
Wylfa, fuel manufacturing at Springfields, reprocessing and spent fuel & waste 
management services at Sellafield) and grant aid from Government, to make up a 
total annual funding of just under £3Bn in 2008/9. NDA’s grant in aid funding is 
secured via the normal Treasury 3 year Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) 
process.  

Q.No  
6  

Country  
Belgium 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 13 Section A.2.71 

Question/ 
Comment 

Organisational Developments – Nuclear Decommissioning Authority : 
Will NDA also compete for the ownership of the future “shadow site licensee 
company” RWMD? 

Answer The MRWS White Paper states (section 4.45) “[RWMD] will be responsible for the 



delivery of the geological disposal facility and in due course its ownership can be 
opened up to competition in line with other NDA sites. Further dialogue with 
Government, the regulators and the supply chain will be required before this step 
is taken to determine whether this is an appropriate implementation approach.” 
The position has not changed since publication of the White Paper. There are no 
plans to start this process in the immediate future.  

Q.No  
7  

Country  
Belgium 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 27 Sections A.3.50-
53 

Question/ 
Comment 

LLW Capacity challenges 
1. Are there differences in waste acceptance criteria between the three mentioned 
disposal facilities (Calder Landfill Extension Segregated Area, Clifton Marsh 
Disposal, Dounreay LLW disposal facility)?  
2. How does the waste acceptance criteria of the three mentioned disposal 
facilities relate to the LLWR acceptance criteria? 

Answer The authorisation and permit conditions for Clifton Marsh and the Calder Landfill 
Extension Segregated Area (CLESA) are broadly similar. Both are authorised 
under the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 for high volume very low level 
radioactive wastes (high volume VLLW). Clifton Marsh has a separate 
Environmental Permit for the non-radioactive wastes which are also disposed of in 
that facility. CLESA only accepts radioactive wastes but has limits and conditions 
related to the non-radiological properties of that waste. 
 
The operators of Clifton Marsh landfill site do not currently have radiochemical 
waste acceptance criteria, although they are considering applying them to some of 
the radioactive waste consignments. The authorisations for Springfields Fuels Ltd., 
Sellafield Ltd. (Capenhurst) and Urenco UK Ltd. (Capenhurst) limit the total activity 
that can be buried at Clifton Marsh each year.  
 
Only the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) has an authorisation which allows 
disposal of wastes up to the upper limits of low level waste. These limits are 4 
GBq/tonne for waste containing alpha emitting radionuclides and 12 GBq/tonne for 
all other radionuclides. The details of LLWR’s Conditions for Acceptance can be 
found at: 
http://www.llwrsite.com/UserFiles/File/customer-docs/CFA-Issue0208-
October2008.pdf 
 
In Scotland, SEPA is the regulator for radioactive waste disposal from the 
Dounreay site. Historic disposals to the Dounreay waste pits (referred to as the on 
site disposal facility) received dedicated disposals from the Dounreay site and 
adjoined MOD site. The operator imposed acceptance criteria were developed 
separately from those for the LLWR.  
 
SEPA has received an application for the disposal of LLW to a new facility at 
Dounreay. Any authorisation that SEPA is minded to issue will require the facility 
to have waste acceptance criteria that are acceptable to the regulator. 
Notwithstanding this, the criteria will be consistent with the UK’s Policy on Solid 
Low Level waste, and the definition of low level waste contained therein. 
 
Overall, the only linkage between the waste acceptance criteria at the three sites is 
that all waste disposed of must fall within the definitions of LLW and high volume 
VLLW set out in UK Government policy1.  
 
1 Policy for the Long Term Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive Waste in 
the United Kingdom. PB12522. Defra, London, 2007 
[http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/waste/pdf/llw-
policystatement070326.pdf]  

Q.No  Country  Article  Ref. in National Report  



8  Belgium General Page 27 Section A.3.53 
Question/ 
Comment 

Regarding the Dounreay disposal facility : 
In section A.3.53 it is mentioned that the on-site disposal facility of solid radioactive 
waste at Dounreay was closed in 2005.  
1. Which instance enacted this closing decision?  
2. What were the documentation requirements, e.g. Environmental Safety Case?  
3. Has a follow-up program been imposed on the disposal facility operator, e.g. 
environmental monitoring and surveillance program, periodic review of the safety 
case? 

Answer The disposal facility (Dounreay pits) became full and no further waste has been 
disposed since 2005. The operational requirements remain in place. A safety case 
for the permanent closure of the facility has not been made to the regulators.  

Q.No  
9  

Country  
Belgium 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 141 Section L2  

Question/ 
Comment 

Regarding Radioactive waste management facilities : 
Would it be possible for the UK to provide some information as to why the LLW 
disposal facilities (LLWR, Dounreay, Calder Landfill Extension Segregated Area, 
Clifton Marsh Disposal were not included in the description of the radioactive 
waste management facilities?  

Answer This was an oversight in drafting the report.  
Q.No  
10  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Introduction, Page 5 

Question/ 
Comment 

a) Canada would appreciate if the UK could explain why energy companies are 
responsible for only a share of the waste management costs. b) Who is 
responsible for the other part of waste management costs?  

Answer The Government considers that it would be technically possible and desirable to 
dispose of higher activity waste from new nuclear power stations in the same 
geological disposal facilities that will be used for our legacy waste.  
Legacy waste is waste from the UK’s public sector nuclear programme which has 
accumulated over the last sixty years or which is already committed. The 
Government has long recognised that delivering and paying for a long-term waste 
management solution for legacy waste is a responsibility that falls to the public 
sector, in line with the polluter pays principle. 
Operators of new nuclear power stations will be responsible for meeting the full 
costs of decommissioning and their full share of waste management costs. Their 
full share of waste management costs means: 
• The costs that are directly attributable to disposing of new build waste in a 
geological disposal facility; 
• A contribution towards the fixed costs of building a geological disposal facility; 
• A significant risk premium over and above these costs to take account of 
uncertainties around the cost of constructing a geological disposal facility and the 
time when it will be able to accept new build waste; and  
• The cost of managing that waste pending disposal (or pending transfer for 
disposal). 
Separately, operators are responsible for the full costs of disposing of low level 
waste in a disposal facility and managing this waste pending disposal.  

Q.No  
11  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Introduction, Page 7 

Question/ 
Comment 

CoRWM also supported the recommendation to explore a site selection approach 
based on voluntarism. a) What steps is the UK taking to ensure that this strategy 
will be successful? b) What plans are in place if the UK can not find a voluntary 
community?  

Answer a) The UK Government sought views on its proposed approach to site selection 
based on voluntarism and partnership in the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
(MRWS) consultation June-November 2007. Taking account of the comments 



received, the UK Government decided to issue a public invitation to communities 
to express an interest in taking part in the siting process at the same time as the 
publication of the MRWS White Paper. The UK Government worked with the 
devolved administrations for Wales and Northern Ireland and the Nuclear Legacy 
Advisory Forum (NuLeAF) (a Special Interest Group of the Local Government 
Association) to publicise the invitation widely at the outset, particularly within local 
government.  
 
Taking account of responses to the consultation exercise concerning provision of 
information, the UK Government worked with the other sponsors of the White 
Paper and NuLeAF to set up a dedicated website for the MRWS Programme. This 
provides, or links to, detailed information on radioactive waste and its long-term 
management and is intended to be accessible to people with all levels of 
background knowledge. 
 
Construction and operation of a geological disposal facility will be a multi-billion 
pound project that will provide skilled employment for hundreds of people over 
many decades. It will contribute greatly to the local economy and wider socio-
economic framework. There could be spin-off industry benefits, benefits to local 
educational or academic resources and positive impacts on local service industries 
that support the facility and its workforce. It is also likely to involve major 
investments in the local transport facilities and other infrastructure, which would 
remain after the facility has been closed. 
 
Government has also decided that an Engagement Package and a Community 
Benefits Package will form part of its voluntarism and partnership approach, 
subject to them being affordable and offering good value for money. This would 
recognise that a community which expressed an interest in hosting a facility should 
be enabled to participate in the selection process and that a community which 
hosts a geological disposal facility for higher activity radioactive wastes will be 
volunteering an essential service to the nation. A community will want to ensure 
that the impact of a geological disposal facility on their long-term social and 
economic prospects is understood and that the needs of future generations are 
addressed appropriately. 
 
b) We are satisfied that there are feasible mechanisms for identifying a suitable 
site for a geological disposal facility, through the MRWS programme. This is a 
multi-billion pound hi-tech development that will provide jobs and investment for 
generations to come and international experience indicates that this is the 
approach most likely to succeed. 
 
We recognise that it will be many years before a geological disposal facility could 
be completed and are satisfied that interim storage will provide an extendable, 
safe and secure means to hold waste for as long as it takes to identify a site for, 
and to construct a geological disposal facility.  

Q.No  
12  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Introduction, page 27 

Question/ 
Comment 

Does the disposal of waste along the side walls of the Calder Landfill extension 
affect the integrity of the initial engineering design of this facility?  

Answer No, the original design concept of the facility included the disposal of waste on the 
side slope areas.  

Q.No  
13  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Introduction, page 28 

Question/ 
Comment 

Can the UK please provide details on the source of radioactive objects and 
particles along the beaches of Sellafield and Dounreay?  

Answer Sellafield Beach Monitoring Programme 
 
Many finds (249 particles and 360 stones) have now been recovered from 



beaches around Sellafield site but detailed chemical, physical and isotopic 
analysis has been completed on only a small sub-set of about 50 particles at this 
time. Preliminary information from this analysis, and from isotopic screening of all 
particles recovered to date, suggests that the particles are associated with past 
events and activities at site, and not with current operations. 
 
Two broad categories of particles have been identified to date: alpha-rich; and 
beta-rich. The alpha-rich particles appear to be consistent with either low burn 
Magnox fuel of 25 - 40 years age, or low burn oxide fuel of 25 - 35 years age. The 
particles are not identified as direct from the fuel, but appear more representative 
of material post-reprocessing operations, suggesting the origins of the alpha 
material potentially to be historic operations. 
 
Two beta-rich particles display high levels of zirconium, suggesting LWR fuel 
reprocessing as a source. Other beta-rich particles again have characteristics 
suggestive of aged Magnox and AGR fuel residues. 
The presence of iron in many of the particles could suggest links to the iron 
flocculation effluent treatment processes on the Sellafield site - although pipeline 
and environmental sources for this iron cannot be discounted.  
As for mechanisms of release, past filtration standards on aqueous effluent 
discharges were inferior to those currently employed, and active particles may 
have been discharged as a result of normal operations in the 1960s and 1970s. In 
1983 there was a significant release incident which is known to have resulted in 
beach contamination. Improved filtration standards and authorisation conditions 
were put in place after this event. There have also been disturbances to the sea 
discharge pipelines over the past 20 years which did or could have caused 
encrusted materials or other contaminated residues to be released. 
Emerging particle find and analysis data will continue to be kept under review with 
the aim of identifying sources. Additionally, continued significant effort is being 
focused on on-site particle exclusion measures, with a programme of source term 
characterisation, and review of exclusion/abatement measures against Best 
Practicable Means (BPM) requirements now well underway. 
 
Dounreay Particles 
 
At Dounreay SEPA investigated the source of the fragments of irradiated fuel and 
concluded that they were released with liquid effluent disposed to the Pentland 
Firth during the period 1963 to 1984. They resulted from reprocessing operations 
and their release was in contravention of the requirements of the authorisation in 
force at the time for the disposal of radioactive waste. UKAEA was prosecuted and 
entered a guilty plea to this and was fined by the UK court in 2007. The occurrence 
of the particles in the environment has been considered and reported on by the 
Dounreay Particles Advisory Group (see SEPA’s website for detailed information: 
http://www.sepa.org.uk/radioactive_subtances/decommissioning/dounreay/particle
s_advisory_group.aspx 
). In summary the fragments now exist as a plume of particles offshore, some of 
which find their way to beaches through wave and tidal action. A programme of 
offshore seabed particle recovery was started in 2008, targeted at the higher 
activity particles.  

Q.No  
14  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Can you describe your standard approach by the characterization of solid 
radioactive waste (e.g. geometrically complicated)?  

Answer There is no standard approach to the characterisation of solid radioactive waste in 
the UK.  
The characterisation of any waste is determined on a case by case basis based on 
needs determined by the selected management option for that waste. 

Q.No  
15  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  



Question/ 
Comment 

Why is territory of Scotland excluded from geological disposal program?  

Answer The Scottish Government announced on 25 June 2007 that it would not endorse 
the UK Government’s Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Consultation on 
Geological Disposal. At the same time it announced that Scottish Government 
Policy would be “to support long-term “near surface, near site” storage facilities so 
that the waste is monitorable and retrievable and the need for transporting it over 
long distances is minimal.” 
And that it would continue to “work closely with UK Government and Devolved 
Administrations in other areas of radioactive waste policy where we share agreed 
objectives, including remaining active participants of UK-wide policy forums and 
networks.  
The Scottish Government intends to remain engaged with the CoRWM process 
insofar as it deals with recommendations for storage. 

Q.No  
16  

Country  
Greece 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Annex L.6.2.1, page 163 

Question/ 
Comment 

Could you please provide us more information concerning this arrangement?  

Answer We cannot give you more detail without compromising our security plans, but we 
hope that the response above is sufficient to answer this observation.  

Q.No  
17  

Country  
Greece 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Annex L.6.2.1, page 163 

Question/ 
Comment 

Do they include a Physical Protection System? 
What are the components consisting such a system? 

Answer 1. Yes.  
2. The UK takes account of IAEA guidance with regard to security at civil licensed 
nuclear sites and seeks to conform with international best practice. Security 
reflects the recognised principles of the Graded Approach, Defence in Depth and 
Continuous Improvement. Site Security Plans meet the demanding requirements 
of the UK's Nuclear Industries Security Regulations 2003, and the Government's 
independent regulator for security in the civil nuclear industry, the Office for Civil 
Nuclear Security (OCNS), conducts routine and no-notice inspections to ensure 
compliance.  

Q.No  
18  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
General 

Question/ 
Comment 

Ireland commends the UK on its comprehensive, informative report. While the 
overview and summary of significant developments was of particular interest, it 
was helpful to also have a summary of the UK’s approach to the safety of spent 
fuel and radioactive waste management. 

Answer We note your comment and we are pleased you found this useful.  
Q.No  
19  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A2.7 

Question/ 
Comment 

The UK’s report notes that the 2006 Energy Review included a proposal to use the 
CoRWM report as a basis of a decision on the long-term management of 
radioactive waste. Could the UK provide an update on the current status of this 
decision and its implementation?  

Answer Information is on page 7 of the UK Report, sections A2.26-2.31 
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper (policy statement) was 
published on 12 June 2008. It sets out the technical programme to design and 
deliver a geological disposal facility and the process and criteria to be use to 
decide the siting of a facility. The key issues covered are: 
• the approach to compiling and updating the UK Radioactive Waste Inventory and 
using it as a basis for discussion with potential host communities; 
• the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s technical approach for developing a 
geological disposal facility, including the use of a staged implementation approach 
and ongoing research and development to support delivery; 
• the arrangements to ensure sound regulation, scrutiny and control of the 



geological disposal facility; 
• how relevant planning processes might be addressed; 
• the definition of ‘community’ for the purposes of site selection; 
• the process for issuing invitations and providing information to communities; 
• how a partnership arrangement can be used to support a voluntarism approach; 
• the use of affordable and value for money Engagement and Community Benefits 
Packages as part of the voluntarism and partnership approach; 
• the initial sub-surface screening criteria and the way in which Government will 
apply these criteria; 
• a refined set of criteria for assessing and evaluating candidate sites and details of 
further consultation on the way in which these criteria should be applied. 
 
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper was accompanied by an 
invitation to communities to express an interest in entering into without 
commitment discussions with Government about the possibility of hosting a 
geological disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste at some point in the 
future. In the first 9 months three local authorities have made such an Expression 
of Interest. Further information and a copy of the White Paper is available at 
www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/mrws/index.htm. 

Q.No  
20  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A2.15 

Question/ 
Comment 

We note that a Strategic Siting Assessment process was run by the UK to 
determine criteria for determining the suitability of sites for new nuclear power 
stations. What criteria have been decided on, in particular relating to access to 
facilities for radioactive waste storage and disposal?  

Answer The demographic siting criteria are based on constraint limits for collective 
effective dose cast in terms of allowable population densities. The process is a two 
stage process which ultimately requires a demonstration of the ability of the facility 
to meet the risk targets in HSE/NII's Safety Assessment Principles (2006). The 
methodology is described in a paper submitted to the Nuclear safety Advisory 
Committee in July 2008. 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/aboutus/meetings/iacs/nusac/030708/p12-sittingpaper.pdf 
 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/aboutus/meetings/iacs/nusac/030708/p12-addendum.pdf 
 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/aboutus/meetings/iacs/nusac/030708/p12-
sittingpaperpp.pdf  

Q.No  
21  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A 2.16 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report notes that under the Energy Bill, the UK Government are introducing 
legislative arrangements to ensure that operators of new nuclear power plants 
have secure financial arrangements to meet costs of decommissioning and their 
full share of waste management costs. How will financial provision be secured, 
and what provisions will be in place to insure funds are available at 
decommissioning in the case that an operating company has gone out of 
business?  

Answer For decommissioning liabilities, the Fund will be expected, to accumulate at least 
100 per cent of the inflation, risk and uncertainty adjusted value of the operator’s 
predicted decommissioning liabilities.  
 
• The target amount for the Fund to meet the costs of waste disposal will be based 
on the fixed unit price set by the Government and the agreed schedule according 
to which payments to the Government must be made.  
 
• The Funding Arrangement Plan is to include a Statement of Investment 
Principles (SIP) which sets out the Fund’s investment policy, designed to ensure 
the Fund will be appropriately invested to generate the sums necessary to meet 
the operator’s liabilities.  



 
• The SIP must be appropriately diversified to reduce investment risk and a wide 
variety of asset classes may be considered including non-traditional asset classes 
in the strategy. 
 
• The SIP should prohibit certain types of operator-related investments and specify 
that the investment strategy includes a gradual reduction in investment risk as the 
end of the generating life of the station approaches.  
 
• To protect against an insufficient fund an upfront endowment to the Fund no later 
than day one of generation together with a provision to front load contributions to 
the Fund may be an acceptable form of security.  
 
• Alternative forms of security, such as insurance or financial instruments (from an 
appropriate financial institution) may be acceptable. 
 
• Parent company guarantees, may not be an acceptable form of security as 
protection against an insufficient fund. They might be acceptable where it was one 
amongst several elements of a proposal 
 
• The operator will be responsible for making good any shortfall or risk of shortfall 
in the accumulated moneys held by the Fund.  

Q.No  
22  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
General 

Question/ 
Comment 

Question: In a number of places in the report, it is noted that certain provisions 
apply in England and Wales, but not in Scotland or Northern Ireland (e.g., 2008 
Energy Bill). How are the impacts from these differences handled so as to allow 
the desired UK-wide plan for decommissioning and radioactive waste 
management to be met?  

Answer Under devolution settlement (i.e. the Scotland Act 1998), nuclear energy and 
installations is a reserved matter which means only UK Government at 
Westminster rather than the Scottish Executive is responsible for such matters in 
Scotland.  
 
• However, because of the way that the devolution settlement works, some 
environmental issues (like radioactive emissions and waste management) are 
devolved. In addition to this, the power to grant planning consent in relation to 
electricity power stations (above 50MW) has been devolved to Scottish Ministers. 
This includes nuclear power stations. 
 
• This means that whilst the in principle issue on the future of nuclear power is UK 
wide, certain parts of the implementation of any programme of new build would in 
practice require the involvement of the Scottish Executive. 
 
• Low level waste (LLW) produced in Scotland is stored at the LLW repository near 
Drigg, and is also stored on site at Dounreay. Intermediate level waste (ILW) is 
stored at the respective site at Scottish sites. Spent fuel is stored temporarily at the 
respective sites before transfer to Sellafield for reprocessing or long term storage.
 
• With regard to the final disposal of ILW the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) is in the process of discussing these with the Scottish Executive as an input 
to any new policy that may emerge from the Scottish parliament. When that policy 
is clear, the NDA will be in a position to set out its plans in response regarding the 
final disposal of ILW. 
 
• Scottish Government and Northern Ireland have made clear they will block any 
proposals to build a new nuclear power station in Scotland/Northern Ireland. As a 
result the provisions in the Energy Act do not apply. 
 



• Should the position of the Scottish Government or Northern Ireland change UK 
Government will seek to extend the coverage of the Act.  

Q.No  
23  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A2.29 and K.9 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report notes the recent call for expressions of interest on hosting a disposal 
facility. What is the current status of the call for expressions of interest? Besides 
the stated preference for voluntarism/partnership approach, what are the other key 
criteria for ultimately choosing the facility’s site?  

Answer The publication of the MRWS White Paper on 12 June was accompanied by an 
invitation to communities to express an interest into entering into without 
commitment discussions with Government about the possibility of hosting a 
geological disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste at some point in the 
future. In the first nine months Expressions of Interest have been made by three 
local authorities. The invitation will be left open for the foreseeable future. 
 
The Government needs to make sure that any site proposed for a geological 
disposal facility is suitable, both geologically and in terms of the wider 
environmental and social impacts a facility would have. This will be established 
over many years. The White paper sets out proposed criteria for site assessment:
• geological setting 
• potential impact on people 
• potential impact on the natural environment and landscape 
• effect on local social-economic conditions 
• transport and infrastructure provision 
• cost, timing and ease of implementation 
 
Not all these criteria may be relevant at every stage of site assessment and they 
may have different weights in different assessments. The Government has 
decided not to publish a firm methodology or relative weighting at this stage. 
Instead, it has asked the NDA to develop proposals for a site assessment 
methodology. The publication of these proposals allows stakeholders, including 
communities who express an interest in participating, to consider and comment on 
the proposals during the development of the methodology. This will be done as 
part of the strategic environmental assessment framework. 
 
As a first step in site assessment, following an Expression of Interest, the British 
Geological Survey will be asked to apply high-level subsurface screening criteria to 
the relevant area to eliminate from the site selection process any areas that are 
obviously unsuitable. If a community decides to make a more formal commitment 
to participate in the siting process (a Decision to Participate) it will engage in 
further discussions with Government and the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority. 
This will be coupled with rigorous technical and scientific assessment of the 
suitability of any prospective site.  
 
The siting process will be subject to regulatory scrutiny and only if the preferred 
site meets regulatory requirements will the regulators permit construction of a 
geological disposal facility to proceed. Planning permission will also be required for 
underground investigative work and construction of the facility.  

Q.No  
24  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A.2.72 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report states that “NDA will seek to strike the right balance between 
operations and decommissioning”. Please provide an overview of funding 
arrangements for the NDA. For example, what fraction of the funding comes from 
the operation of sites?  

Answer The NDA is funded by a combination of direct Government funding and income 
from commercial operations. In the financial year 2008/9 the outturn is forecast to 
be £1,537 million from direct Government funding with £1,343 million of 
commercial income. Over the next few years commercial income will decline as 



currently operating facilities are closed down and the NDA will become 
increasingly reliant on direct Government funding for its entire programme.  

Q.No  
25  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A.2.92-A.2.96 

Question/ 
Comment 

The granting of permission for a UK Metallic Recycling Facility near Workington is 
noted. What level of reduction in volume of low-level waste going to Drigg is 
achieved by use of this facility? 
What were the criteria used to decide on the justification of the establishment of 
this facility, in terms of cost-benefit analysis? 

Answer The Company claims that it expects to reduce the volume of incoming waste by 
95%. 
Matters relating to the cost benefit of a licensee’s operation are a commercial 
business decision for the Company 

Q.No  
26  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A.2.96 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report notes that the new facility near Workington can also be used to 
accommodate Studsvik’s mobile High Force Compaction equipment which can be 
used for volume reduction of LLW. What are the plans for this equipment? 

Answer In general, this will depend upon the nature of the material being treated, but will 
be used to reduce the volume of any residual LLW that is to be dispatched to the 
LLW Repository at Drigg.  

Q.No  
27  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A.3.14 

Question/ 
Comment 

The UK report notes that fuel drying and dry storage is being evaluated as a 
contingency option for AGR fuel. What has this evaluation found? What would the 
implications be, in terms of waste management and discharges, if this option is 
used?  

Answer The evaluation of the contingency option for the dry storage of AGR fuel is 
ongoing. At this stage, top-level engineering concepts (vault, cask type stores) for 
the dry storage of dismantled AGR fuel have been evaluated including first order of 
magnitude cost estimates.  
 
These studies have not yet addressed whether the dry storage of AGR fuel is a 
viable, underpinned contingency option. However, it is recognised by the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority that studies by Scottish Nuclear on undismantled AGR 
fuel in the 1990s went very far towards these ends. The drying and dry storage of 
Zr-clad Light Water Reactor fuels is a mature and widely practised technology. 
Further studies are likely to be required to understand the long-term behaviour of 
AGR-type stainless steels under the chosen dry storage conditions.  
 
The dry storage of spent AGR fuel does not preclude the reprocessing of this fuel 
at a later date, if required. The studies undertaken thus far have not evaluated the 
implications on waste management or discharges, for example, through 
environmental studies comparing dry versus wet reprocessing.  

Q.No  
28  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A.3.50 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report notes that Sellafield Ltd was expected to submit an application that 
would more than double the capacity of the Calder Landfill Extension Segregated 
Area. As, prior to this, the capacity was sufficient for two years this would suggest 
a capacity of over four years. Beyond this period, what are the longer terms plans 
for disposal of high volume low-level radioactive waste? 
 

Answer The capacity of Phase 1 is 40,000 m3. When Phase 2 is authorised the capacity 
will rise to about 120,000 m3 (larger than the original estimate of about 100,000 
m3). Recent revisions to projected waste arisings, and the slow down in the rate of 



those arisings, now suggest that the total capacity will now last until about 2025. 
Sellafield Ltd has developed a LLW Strategy and as part of this is now considering 
its plans for further on-site landfill capacity once the Calder Landfill Extension 
Segregated Area is full.  

Q.No  
29  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
General 

Question/ 
Comment 

To what extent are NORM wastes considered in the UK’s system of national 
radioactive waste management?  

Answer The scope of the UK report excludes NORM. However, if NORM waste is above 
Schedule 1 levels of the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 (RSA93) or Exemption 
Order (EO) levels then it requires authorisation for disposal under RSA 93. There 
are some specific NORM EOs, e.g. natural gas and phosphatic substances and 
rare earths, and these are currently being reviewed.  

Q.No  
30  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
GH.3 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report notes that any future waste arising from new nuclear build could be 
accommodated in the same geological disposal facility as the UK’s legacy waste. 
Having considered a range of designs in the Generic Design Assessment, what 
impact would the different characteristics of spent fuel arising from new nuclear 
power stations have on its management or disposal, as compared to legacy 
wastes? For example, it has been reported that EPR spent fuel will contain greater 
volumes of volatile radionuclides than spent fuel from currently operating PWRs.  

Answer Within the regulatory Generic Design Assessment process that is now underway 
Requesting Parties are expected to seek advice on disposability of wastes from 
the NDA’s Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (RWMD). This is being 
undertaken under the terms of a protocol agreed with regulators and Requesting 
Parties, to confirm that the specific wastes identified to be produced could be 
placed in a geological disposal facility (GDF) in line with requirements for safety, 
security and environmental protection. Two reactor types are currently being 
considered by RWMD under the process, the European Pressurised Water 
Reactor (EPR) and the Advanced Pressurised Water Reactor (AP-1000).  
 
The disposability assessments are not at this stage (March 2009) complete. It is 
intended they will be issued to the Requesting Parties in the summer of 2009. 
Notwithstanding this there is no indication from current information that the new 
nuclear power station wastes will raise any disposability issues that are unique.  
 
Information from the Finnish disposal programme which has been considering 
disposal safety case issues for high-burn up EPR spent fuel has flagged the 
possibility of an increased inventory of iodine-129 in a readily releasable form 
within the fuel assemblies. This situation has been modelled in a European waste 
management research programme from which it was concluded that a 
conservative seven-fold increase in the releasable fraction of iodine-129 should be 
applied to the highest burn-up PWR fuel now envisaged, relative to the fraction 
applied in safety cases for the disposal of spent fuel from earlier, lower burn-up 
PWR designs. This factor has been included in the safety assessment that 
supports the Finnish Environmental Impact Assessment for the geological disposal 
of spent fuel from the additional EPR reactor now under construction at Olkiluoto. 
This increased releasable fraction of iodine-129 from high burn-up fuel was 
adopted in respect of the modelling of the impact of simultaneous penetration of all 
disposal containers and the safety case was shown to be robust even to this 
extreme scenario. NDA RWMD will consider the implications of the Finnish work 
within the scope of the disposability assessments currently underway for the 
Requesting Parties. 
 
Further information on this process is published by NDA in an information note [1].
 
Reference 



[1] NDA, Management of Wastes from New Nuclear Power Stations – Position 
Statement, Document RWMDPP01, February 2009 

Q.No  
31  

Country  
Italy 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Section A pag.16 

Question/ 
Comment 

About the future operation of a Metallic Recycling Facility. Could some details on 
the radiological criteria to be adopted for this practice be provided?  

Answer The normal radiological operating parameters for the Metals Recycling Facility will 
be as follows: 
 
- waste to be treated must be contaminated low level metallic waste: 
- surface dose rates up to 0.2mSv/h, averaged per item, with no unidentified 
hotspots above 0.5mSv/h; 
- dose rate at 1m up to 0.1mSv/h; 
- average specific activity per container <500 Bq/g.  

Q.No  
32  

Country  
Italy 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Section A pag.19 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is affirmed that Part 2 of the joint guidance on management of higher activity 
waste will be published during 2008 and 2009. Are information on the main 
features already available?  

Answer Three modules of the part 2 Joint Guidance were published for trial use in 
November 2008. These related to: Radioactive Waste Management Cases; Waste 
Minimisation, Characterisation and Segregation; and Managing Information. We 
expect these to be finalised during 2009. Further modules on Waste Conditioning 
and Waste Storage are in preparation. Full details of the program and links to the 
documents are on the HSE website at 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/wastemanage.htm  

Q.No  
33  

Country  
Netherlands 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
A pp. 27 A3.48 

Question/ 
Comment 

NDA has embarked on an UK-wide review of waste storage on behalf of the 
Government. This includes storage regimes for solid ILW and for High Level 
Waste (HLW). NDA has extended the scope beyond the narrowest definition of 
‘durability of stores’ in order to address the concerns expressed on storage of non-
immobilized wastes in various legacy facilities. 
Are you able to provide any information about the outcome of the review? 

Answer The second draft of the UK-wide review of waste storage is available from our 
website (www.nda.gov.uk). The final version should be available in the Spring 
following this latest consultation period.  

Q.No  
34  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
General 

Ref. in National Report  
Para A.2.71, page 13 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the role of RWMD and its relation to CoRWM?  

Answer The Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (RWMD) is a directorate of the 
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA). The NDA has been tasked with 
planning and delivering geological disposal. The NDA is developing the RWMD 
into an organisation that can deliver and implement geological disposal. 
 
The Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) has been 
established to provide independent scrutiny and advice to the UK Government and 
devolved administration Ministers on the long-term radioactive waste management 
programme. The Committee's primary task includes scrutiny of NDA's proposals, 
plans and programmes to deliver geological disposal. CoRWM therefore 
scrutinises the work of the RWMD aimed at delivering geological disposal.  

Q.No  
35  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 3 

Ref. in National Report  
Section C4, Page 41 

Question/ 
Comment 

Please describe with specificity the identities and responsibilities of the entities that 
regulate the safe management by governmental agencies of spent fuel or 



radioactive waste resulting from governmental activities, including spent fuel or 
radioactive waste no longer within military or defence programmes, and detail the 
steps to ensure the effective independence of the regulatory functions from other 
functions where organizations are involved in both spent fuel or radioactive waste 
management and in their regulation.  

Answer Other than material within defence programmes, on which the UK are not reporting 
to the Convention, all spent fuel and radioactive waste management is regulated 
under the framework described in section E of the UK report. Independence of the 
regulators is described in sections E142 to E148.  

Q.No  
36  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 5 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Are there any existing spent fuel management facilities in the UK for which a 
Safety Assessment consistent with current international guidance is not available? 

Answer All facilities on licensed nuclear sites have safety cases, including safety 
assessments, in accordance with license conditions. These are judged against 
HSE's Safety Assessment Principles which have been developed to reflect 
international standards. These standards are intended to be applied to new 
facilities. Facilities built before the development of the standards may not meet 
them in full. The extent to which the principles have been satisfied take into 
account the age of the facility or plant. For facilities that were designed and 
constructed to standards that are different from current standards the issue of 
whether sufficient measures are available to satisfy reasonable practicability 
considerations will be judged case by case.  

Q.No  
37  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 5 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Are there any guidelines for periodic safety review of spent fuel and radioactive 
waste management facilities?  

Answer HSE has produced guidance for its inspectors on judging the adequacy of 
arrangements for periodic safety reviews of nuclear plants in general. This can be 
found on HSE's website at 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/foi/internalops/nsd/tech_asst_guides/tast050.pdf 

Q.No  
38  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 5 

Ref. in National Report  
G.18 - p. 99 and 100 

Question/ 
Comment 

In United Kingdom, for land to be determined as radioactive contaminated land, a 
"significant polluting linkage" must be present. A polluting linkage comprises a 
radioactive contaminant and a human receptor, with a pathway capable of linking 
the two. The pollutant linkage becomes "significant" if it results in harms to human 
health, or if there is significant possibility of such harm occurring. This has been 
defined as a dose that exceeds one of some limits (effective dose, equivalent dose 
to the lens of the eye or equivalent dose to the skin).  
Could United Kingdom indicate if the three factors (radioactive contaminant, 
human receptor and pathway capable of linking the two) are considered invariable 
year after year?  
If not, what are the main scenarios developed to perform assessments of dose 
(population increase, construction of roads and houses near the radioactive 
contaminated land, ...)?  

Answer The concept of ‘significant pollutant linkage’ applies only to the current 
configuration of these three factors. It takes no account of their future evolution.  

Q.No  
39  

Country  
China 

Article  
Article 6 

Ref. in National Report  
Section G/H, p.103 

Question/ 
Comment 

How does the public participate in radioactive waste management?  

Answer The planning application process provides an opportunity to inform and obtain 
views from the public in relation to any proposals for the construction and 
operation of a spent fuel, reprocessing or waste management facility. Stakeholder 
engagement is also required as part of the Strategic Environmental Assessment 
and Environmental Impact Assessment processes. Similarly, the environment 



agencies will consult on a developer’s application for the authorisation of the 
disposal of radioactive waste from the site. The Health and Safety Executive, the 
Environment Agency and Scottish Environment Protection Agency have corporate 
policies to ensure that public information is available in an open and transparent 
manner subject to the requirements of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and 
the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002. 
The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) was set up to provide a UK-wide 
strategic focus on decommissioning and cleaning up nuclear sites. It is also the 
implementing organisation responsible for planning and delivering a geological 
disposal facility. The Energy Act 2004 established the NDA as an open and 
transparent organisation with a duty to engage and consult with stakeholders on all 
aspects of its work. To succeed in its mission the NDA recognises that it needs to 
work in partnership with the Government, the Regulators and other stakeholders. 
At existing nuclear sites that the NDA is responsible for there are Site Stakeholder 
Groups (SSGs). SSGs are the interface between the community, the site operator, 
and the NDA. SSGs have the overarching aim of ensuring that decisions taken by 
the NDA or operators that affect NDA sites are informed by the local community's 
views. 
They provide opportunities for: 
• questioning the operator, the NDA, and regulators;  
• reviewing, commenting on, and influencing strategies, plans, and achievements;
• representing the views of the local community through the provision of timely 
advice to NDA, operators and regulators.  
SSG membership reflects the local community and its interests at the particular 
site, as well as the operational status of the site and needs of the NDA. SSGs 
include members from: 
• Elected representatives and politicians at all levels; 
• Local community groups with an interest in the site, including environmental 
groups 
• Other local interests such as businesses and the voluntary sector 
The NDA has also set up a National Stakeholder Group (NSG) that meets twice 
each year. It enables stakeholders to: 
• question and challenge senior representatives of the NDA  
• input their views on national issues  
The NSG also facilitates interaction between local, national and international 
stakeholders. Participation in the NSG is by invitation only. The NSG is open to 
bona fide national and international organisations who have a interest in the work 
of the NDA. The NSG includes representatives from: site stakeholder groups, 
regulators, Government, CoRWM, trade unions, site operators and Non-
government Organisations. 
The NDA also engages with stakeholders on individual issues. Recent examples 
are the UK Radioactive Waste Management Storage Review and the Plutonium 
Credible Options Report. 
Stakeholders are also being engaged on the Strategy Management System (SMS) 
which sets out how the NDA’s strategy is developed, controlled and 
communicated. It also provides the basis for the NDA to publish a Strategic Plan 
which summarises the NDA’s current strategy at that point in time. Stakeholder 
views will be sought on the various topics within the strategy and the document will 
be subject to full public consultation. 
With respect to the geological disposal, the Government White Paper outlines that 
the NDA will work in partnership with communities who participate in the site 
selection process. During 2008, NDA consulted on a draft framework for Public 
and Stakeholder Engagement and Communications [ ]. The NDA is now 
developing a Strategy based on the inputs it has received. The aim of the Strategy 
is to outline the NDA’s approach to enable a wide range of stakeholders to be 
involved in and influence the implementation of geological disposal in order that 
there is public confidence in the proposed way forward.  
The Government expects communities who decide to participate in the site 
selection process for geological disposal to set up a Community Siting Partnership. 
Government expects a Community Siting Partnership to be a partnership of local 



community interests, with members identified and recruited locally to enable its 
mission to be fulfilled. The NDA’s delivery organisation would be a member of the 
Community Siting Partnership but would not be directly involved in decisions on 
community-related issues. The Community Siting Partnership will aim to ensure 
that questions and concerns about the geological disposal facility siting, 
construction, operation, closure and post-closure are addressed and resolved as 
far as reasonably practicable and that the project contributes to a community’s 
further development and well-being. 
NDA, NDA Consultation on a Framework for Public and Stakeholder Engagement 
for Geological Disposal, 2008.  

Q.No  
40  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 6 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the time frame for the current policy review?  

Answer In 2008, with review by its former advisory committee (NuSAC) the UK's Nuclear 
Installations Inspectorate established methods for demographics assessment, for 
all types of nuclear facilities. The methods were based on the UK Government's 
long standing nuclear siting policies, and aligned to recent updates in operational 
safety assessments which reflect international good practice. The demographic 
assessment techniques are used a) routinely to provide advice to UK Planning 
Authorities about development control advice at and in the vicinity of existing 
licensed nuclear installations and b) to provide strategic siting assessment advice 
underpinning the UK Government's emerging policy programme for building new 
nuclear power stations. Whilst the demographic assessment method is soundly 
based, its application will be kept under review and modified as necessary in line 
with technical progress.  

Q.No  
41  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 6 

Ref. in National Report  
F.83 - p. 85 / GH.28 - p. 
102 

Question/ 
Comment 

All the UK's spent fuel, reprocessing and waste management facilities have 
authorizations in order to dispose of radwaste. These authorizations are reviewed 
at least once every five years by the Environment Agency and by SEPA.  
Could United kingdom indicate which radwastes are concerned by these 
authorizations (solid, liquid or gaseous waste - primary or packaged waste - LLW, 
ILW or HLW)?  
For the solid LLW, is there any link between authorizations for radwaste producers 
and authorizations for near-surface repository operators ? 

Answer The disposal of radioactive waste from nuclear facilities in England & Wales is 
regulated by conditions in certificates of authorisation, issued by the Environment 
Agency to facility operators under section 13 of the Radioactive Substances Act 
1993 (RSA 93). In Scotland, SEPA issues such authorisations. 
 
The process of authorisation covers the disposal of solid, liquid and gaseous 
wastes. In practice, the authorisations for disposals from nuclear facilities comprise 
gaseous and aqueous low level waste streams which, following suitable 
abatement, are discharged directly into the environment, and solid low level and 
very low level wastes which are usually transferred off-site for shallow disposal to 
land at designated facilities. Some authorisations allow for on-site disposal to 
ground of VLLW.  
 
Intermediate and high level wastes (ILW and HLW) are currently processed, 
packaged and stored pending a suitable repository for final disposal being made 
available. The accumulation and processing of such wastes on nuclear licensed 
sites is subject to regulation by the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate in HSE under 
the Nuclear Installations Act 1965. There are no disposal facilities in the UK for 
ILW or HLW and neither the Environment Agency nor SEPA has not issued any 
authorisations for this type of radioactive waste, that would need to be reviewed.  
 



In England and Wales, most solid LLW intended for near-surface disposal is 
disposed of at the Low Level Waste Repository operated by LLW Ltd near Drigg in 
Cumbria. Limitations and conditions are specified in both the waste producer’s 
authorisation and that of the waste disposal organisation (LLW Ltd) in order to 
impose regulatory controls on disposal. Waste consigned to the LLW repository 
near Drigg needs to comply with the Waste Acceptance Criteria for that site. Some 
LLW from Springfields and Capenhurst is sent for disposal at the Clifton Marsh site 
in Lancashire. These disposals are regulated through the waste producers’ 
authorisations. The Clifton Marsh site is a conventional landfill site that is regulated 
under the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2007. 
 
Disposals of bulk volumes of Very Low Level Waste (VLLW) require suitable 
conditions in the waste producer’s authorisation specifying limits on, among other 
things, activity, volume and disposal location. Small volumes of VLLW arising from 
non-nuclear activities, for example hospitals and universities, can be disposed of 
to unspecified landfill disposal sites, but still need to comply with suitable 
conditions in the waste producer’s RSA 93 authorisation. To date, SEPA has not 
authorised any near-surface repository operators in Scotland. 

Q.No  
42  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 6 

Ref. in National Report  
Section GH.43, Page 104 

Question/ 
Comment 

Early siting policy for nuclear power stations and spent fuel management facilities 
was focused on remote locations where few people lived. Since that time UK 
Government policy on siting nuclear installations has developed based on nuclear 
power reactor criteria. The current policy is under review. What is the status of this 
review and what different strategies are being considered?  

Answer In 2008, with review by its former advisory committee (NuSAC) the UK's Nuclear 
Installations Inspectorate established methods for demographics assessment, for 
all types of nuclear facilities. The methods were based on the UK Government's 
long standing nuclear siting policies, and aligned to recent updates in operational 
safety assessments which reflect international good practice. The demographic 
assessment techniques are used a) routinely to provide advice to UK Planning 
Authorities about development control advice at and in the vicinity of existing 
licensed nuclear installations and b) to provide strategic siting assessment advice 
underpinning the UK Government's emerging policy programme for building new 
nuclear power stations. Whilst the demographic assessment method is soundly 
based, its application will be kept under review and modified as necessary in line 
with technical progress.  

Q.No  
43  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 7 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Is there any guideline for using burn-up credit in the design of Spent Fuel facilities? 

Answer There are no specific guidelines set down within the UK. The designs for Spent 
Fuel facilities are agreed with the regulator following the assessment of individual 
safety case submissions presented by Licensees.  

Q.No  
44  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 7 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What criteria are used in the Probabilistic Safety Analysis (PSA) for Spent Fuel 
and Waste Management Facilities? 
 
For the PSA, what criteria and objectives are used for individual and societal risk in 
environmental risk management? 

Answer We use generic criteria for all the types of facilities that we regulate (including 
spent fuel and radioactive waste management facilities) which assist in our 
judgement of the overall adequacy of the safety of the facility. Our approach to 
PSA is set out in [give para numbers] of our Safety Assessment Principles 
(http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/saps/saps2006.pdf). The PSA is assessed against 
the numerical targets (criteria) set out in paras 568ff of the SAPs. Our criteria 
include: 



Criteria for design basis faults (for persons on and off site) 
Criteria for individual risk (worker and public on and off site) 
Criteria for Individual risk to people off site 
Criteria for societal risk  

Q.No  
45  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 7 

Ref. in National Report  
GH.48 - p. 105 & 106 

Question/ 
Comment 

The environment agencies' guidance for LLW and ILW disposal sets out principles 
and requirements. These requirements state control periods.  
Could United kingdom specify the main parameters studied to decide on the 
control withdraw ?  

Answer The UK environment agencies have not identified any specific parameters for 
deciding when to withdraw control. In February 2009, the UK environment 
agencies published revised guidance on radioactive waste disposal in near-
surface and geological facilities(1) which states that: 
 
“If the developer/operator claims for the purposes of the environmental safety case 
that during the period of authorisation there will be a time after closure when the 
facility is under active institutional control, the developer/operator will need to show 
that the controls proposed for this time are sufficient to support the claim and that 
the arrangements for applying the controls can be relied on to be implemented as 
planned. A claim for active institutional control will need to be supported by 
detailed forward planning of organisational arrangements and a suitable 
demonstration of funding arrangements.  
 
Organisational arrangements would need to provide for continued management, 
staffing and site security. A claim of active institutional control for a period of time 
is expected to include provisions for site surveillance with scope for remedial work 
if needed, a programme of environmental monitoring, control of land use and 
arrangements for the preservation of records. It will need to be supported by 
evidence that these provisions can be relied on to remain effective throughout the 
claimed period of time. Because of the major social changes that may take place 
over long periods of time, it is unlikely that the environment agencies would accept 
a claim for active institutional control lasting longer than 300 years after the end of 
waste emplacement.”  
 
The revised guidance on radioactive waste disposal in near-surface facilities also 
states that: 
 
“Before authorising the disposal of any waste in a facility, we shall need to be 
satisfied that the developer/operator has reasonable arrangements in place to fund 
the closure of the facility, the subsequent maintenance of any necessary controls 
and the eventual completion of disposal by removing all controls from the site.” 
 
It was considered unnecessary to include such a statement in the revised 
guidance on radioactive waste disposal in geological facilities because geological 
facilities will be funded in the UK by the public sector, whereas some near-surface 
facilities may not be. 
 
(1) Revised guidance for near-surface and geological facilities for radioactive 
waste disposal available at: http://www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx 

Q.No  
46  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 9 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Is there any guideline to deal with corroded/compromised spent fuel?  

Answer There are no specific guidelines. It is for the licensee to produce an adequate 
safety case for the specific circumstances of any corroded or spent fuel under its 
management.  



Q.No  
47  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
Article 12 

Ref. in National Report  
Section G.H.16 (Page 99) 

Question/ 
Comment 

We are interested in knowing whether the expression “disposal of radiological 
waste” engulfs both discharges and disposal of solid radwastes or whether it only 
applies to discharges.  

Answer Under the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 (RSA 93), disposal of radioactive 
waste includes discharges of radioactive effluent to air and water and disposal of 
solid radioactive wastes. 
 
Section 2 of the RSA 93 states, "radioactive waste" means waste which consists 
wholly or partly of - 
 
(a) a substance or article which, if it were not waste, would be radioactive material, 
or 
 
(b) a substance or article which has been contaminated in the course of the 
production, keeping or use of radioactive material, or by contact with or proximity 
to other waste falling within paragraph (a) or this paragraph. 
 
Under RSA 93, Section 13(a) ‘…no person shall, except in accordance with an 
authorisation granted in that behalf under this subsection, dispose of any 
radioactive waste on or from any premises which are used for the purposes of any 
undertaking carried on by him, or cause or permit any radioactive waste to be so 
disposed of, if (in any such case) he knows or has reasonable grounds for 
believing it to be radioactive waste.’  

Q.No  
48  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 12 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Are there any existing radioactive waste management facilities in the United 
Kingdom for which a Safety Assessment consistent with current international 
guidance is not available?  

Answer All facilities on licensed nuclear sites have safety cases, including safety 
assessments, in accordance with license conditions. These are judged against 
HSE's Safety Assessment Principles which have been developed to reflect 
international standards. These standards are intended to be applied to new 
facilities. Facilities built before the development of the standards may not meet 
them in full. The extent to which the principles have been satisfied take into 
account the age of the facility or plant. For facilities that were designed and 
constructed to standards that are different from current standards the issue of 
whether sufficient measures are available to satisfy reasonable practicability 
considerations will be judged case by case.  

Q.No  
49  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
Article 12 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 99 

Question/ 
Comment 

Considering paragraph GH.17, is there a case in particular that the UK can cite as 
an example (either FSA in England or SEPA in Scotland) where measures have 
been taken to prevent unacceptable levels to continue?  

Answer In Scotland, there have been no known instances of unacceptable concentrations 
of radioactivity in foods as a result of authorised discharges. 
One example where discharges have been modified or reduced dates back to the 
1990's (and hence on MAFF's watch, not FSA). Discharges of Technetium-99 
increased as Medium Active waste stream, stored since 1981, were processed 
through Enhanced Actinide Removal Plant (EARP).  
The higher levels of Technetium-99 passing, uninterrupted, through EARP, 
designed to remove the more radiologically significant actinides, and into the sea. 
This increased the concentration of Technetium-99 in seafoods, especially lobsters 
which rose to 16000 Bq/kg in 1997.  
This was well in excess of Community Food Intervention Levels (CFILs) of 1250 
Bq/kg, which are laid down in European Community Law and trigger an 
investigation in the case of an accident occurring at a nuclear facility. 



This was considered unacceptable, also causing international concerns, and steps 
were taken by the environmental regulator (Environment Agency, EA) to reduce 
the discharges.  
BNFL - the site operator - initially reduced discharges by reducing the rate of 
processing the Medium Active waste stream (the main source of Technetium-99 
discharges to sea) and in January 2000 the EA reduced the discharge 
authorisation from 200 TBq/yr to 90 TBq/yr and started a review of the regulation 
of Technetium-99 in April 2000. A number of options to reduce these discharges 
were considered.  
In 2001 the EA required BNFL to reroute the medium active waste stream from 
Magnox reprocessing to vitrification and this was successfully implemented in July 
2003. EA also required BNFL to continue to research and modify EARP to remove 
Technetium-99 when the backlog of medium active waste was treated.  
Levels in lobster started to fall in 1997, following the discharge trends as they fell 
and are now at 560 Bq/kg in 2007.  

Q.No  
50  

Country  
Japan 

Article  
Article 12 

Ref. in National Report  
B.58 (P38) & L.2.80 (P144)

Question/ 
Comment 

Your report, B58, indicated that about 33,600 m3 of LLW previously disposed of at 
Dounreay is planned to be recovered and packaged for disposal in the proposed 
new facility at Dounreay. Also, your report, L.2.80 on Dounreay Shaft, refers to the 
retrieval of solid waste for encapsulation and the sludge waste for immobilization, 
both into 500 litre drums for long term interim storage and future disposal. 
Could you explain the reason why it is necessary to recover the waste? Is this one 
of all reasonably practicable improvements to upgrade the safety of existing 
facilities, in compliance with Article 12.(i) of the Joint Convention? Is the reduction 
in detriment resulting from the intervention sufficient to justify the harm and costs, 
as indicated by Article 12 (ii)?  

Answer The Dounreay shaft is a 65m deep vertical shaft constructed to facilitate the 
removal of rock from the tunnelling of an adit in which pipes for the disposal of 
liquid waste 600m to sea were laid. The shaft was sealed and intermediate level 
radioactive waste was disposed during the period 1959 to 1977. Disposals ceased 
following an explosion in the shaft in 1977. The disposal of ILW at shallow depth 
does not accord with Government Policy and in 1998 the UK Government 
accepted the operator’s decision to remove the waste. The removal of low level 
waste from the disposal pits (disposal facility) is the reference strategy of the site 
operators. This is because of concerns that a safety case for the permanent 
closure of the facility may not be possible. Areas of difficulty are the closeness of 
the disposal pits to the eroding sea cliff face and uncertainties in the inventory of 
early disposals. The facility was operational between 1958 and 2005.  

Q.No  
51  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 13 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

The siting requirements appear to be comprehensive with respect to siting of spent 
fuel facilities. Do the same requirements apply to general radioactive waste 
management facilities?  

Answer The same siting requirements apply to all licensed nuclear facilities in the United 
Kingdom.  

Q.No  
52  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 13 

Ref. in National Report  
Section GH, Page 27 

Question/ 
Comment 

Page 27 states that there are plans to submit an application for a new radioactive 
waste disposal facility at Dounreay to replace a facility that was closed in 2005. 
Please provide an update during your national presentation in May 2009 of 
progress for the proposed Dounreay facility.  

Answer The proposed new facility has planning approval granted by The Highland Council 
in January 2009. This is now subject to a Scottish Government decision which as 
of February 2009 has not yet been announced. An application for authorisation to 
dispose of radioactive waste in the facility has been submitted to SEPA and is 
being determined. Public consultation on the application is still to take place. 
Following discussion with the Commission, an Article 37 will be submitted, planned 



to be later in 2009.  
Q.No  
53  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 14 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Are there any other restrictions for disposal of VLLW (content of long lived and/or 
alpha nuclide)?  

Answer In addition to the requirement for the specific activity limit to be met, anyone 
wishing to dispose of high volume VLLW to a specified landfill will need to provide 
a radiological assessment demonstrating that dose constraints are met. Aspects 
such as radiotoxicity and longevity would impact on this dose assessment.  

Q.No  
54  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 14 

Ref. in National Report  
Section L.2.91, Page 145 

Question/ 
Comment 

A waste encapsulation for RHILW is being constructed at Harwell to make it 
passively safe. What is the status of this project and what encapsulation methods 
will be used?  

Answer Construction of the waste encapsulation plant (WEP) for RHILW at Harwell was 
completed in November 2008. It is currently undergoing inactive commissioning, 
which is due to run until May/June 2009. The active commissioning phase should 
commence later in 2009. Once fully operational, it is anticipated that the WEP will 
process two drums per day and that operations will conclude in 2015. 
The RHILW is currently being retrieved for sorting and characterisation, and is 
then packed into 500 litre stainless steel disposal containers. It is proposed to add 
a matrix grout and a grout cap to the wastes using a standard 3:1 PFA:OPC blend 
with water/cement ratio of 0.42. The drums will be inspected, check weighed and 
swabbed within the drum inspection facility (DIF) in WEP. Once the drum is given 
the all clear it will transfer to the grout cell where the lids will be removed and 
matrix grout added to just above the anti-flotation plate. The drum will then 
proceed to the holding area for grout curing before capping grout is added and the 
lids are replaced. The matrix grout and capping areas are adjacent to each other 
enabling a single grout mix to be used to cap one drum and encapsulate the next. 
Following a final period of grout curing the drum is returned to the DIF for a final 
inspection prior to export to the vault store.  

Q.No  
55  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
Article 16 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 114, GH.90 

Question/ 
Comment 

Which type of waste acceptance criteria should be derived by the developer of a 
disposal system?  

Answer In February 2009, the UK environment agencies published revised guidance on 
radioactive waste disposal(1). The guidance on disposal in geological facilities 
includes the following requirement and supporting text: 
 
“Requirement R13: Waste acceptance criteria 
 
The developer/operator of a disposal facility for solid radioactive waste should 
establish waste acceptance criteria consistent with the assumptions made in the 
environmental safety case and with the requirements for transport and handling, 
and demonstrate that these can be applied during operations at the facility.  
 
Waste characterisation, treatment and packaging are the responsibility of the 
consignor of the radioactive waste to the disposal facility, but it is the responsibility 
of the developer/operator of the facility to make sure that the waste accepted for 
disposal is consistent with the environmental safety case and the operational 
requirements at the facility including transport and handling. The 
developer/operator of the facility needs to establish waste acceptance criteria that 
can fulfil this second responsibility, and to demonstrate that there are procedures 
in place to make sure that these criteria are met before waste is emplaced in the 
facility.  
 
The factors that affect the performance of the waste before and after disposal, and 
that need to be covered by the acceptance criteria, include the radionuclide 



content, the chemical and physical form and durability, the susceptibility to 
microbial action, the thermal and radiation stability, and the mechanical stability.  
 
The waste acceptance criteria should include requirements that ensure as far as 
reasonably practicable that all waste accepted for disposal is passively safe. The 
chemical and physical form of the waste should limit detrimental chemical or 
microbial interactions, and should restrict the release of radionuclides into the 
disposal environment, in accordance with the assumptions of the environmental 
safety case. The radiation and heat resistance of the waste form should be in 
accordance with the assumptions of the case. The waste package should have 
sufficient mechanical stability to withstand the conditions of transport and handling, 
and to meet any assumptions regarding structural integrity made in the 
environmental safety case. The developer/operator will also need to demonstrate 
that the possibility of a local accumulation of fissile material, such as to produce a 
neutron chain reaction, is not a significant concern. This demonstration might be 
achieved by showing that the chance of such an event occurring would be very 
remote and/or that even if it were to occur the subsequent performance of the 
disposal system would still be acceptable.  
 
The developer/operator of the facility will need to make sure that the radionuclide 
content and composition, including the fissile content, of waste consignments 
received for disposal are sufficiently well characterised to comply with the 
conditions of the authorisation under RSA 93.” 
 
The guidance for near-surface disposal of radioactive wastes contains the same 
requirement and similar supporting text. The principal difference is that a 
developer/operator of such a facility would need to demonstrate that the possibility 
of a local accumulation of fissile material, such as to produce a neutron chain 
reaction, will not arise.  
 
(1) Revised guidance for near-surface and geological disposal facilities for 
radioactive waste available at: http://www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx  

Q.No  
56  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
Article 16 

Ref. in National Report  
Sections A.3.44 to A.3.47 
(p. 26 and 27) 

Question/ 
Comment 

Please check the dates expressed in the above mentioned paragraphs 

Answer The date of 26 September 2008 quoted in paragraph A.3.45 on page 26 should 
read 26 September 2005.  

Q.No  
57  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 17 

Ref. in National Report  
GH.111 to GH.113 - p. 118 

Question/ 
Comment 

A few years ago, the Dounray near-surface repository has been closed.  
For this repository, could United Kingdom detail the strategy defined for the period 
of institutional control (requirements for the works after closure and the 
environment monitoring, information filing, duration, ...)?  

Answer The term “closed” refers to no further waste being accepted at the facility. The 
strategy proposed by the operators of the facility is to remove the waste.  

Q.No  
58  

Country  
Korea, Republic of 

Article  
Article 17 

Ref. in National Report  
p.118 (GH.111) 

Question/ 
Comment 

Section GH.111 states that there is no assumed period of institutional control in 
the UK, as the length of the period would depend on the circumstances, etc. 
 
Please provide information on a representative case of assuming the length of 
institutional control period in a certain repository's safety case based upon site-
specific conditions, etc.  

Answer In its environmental safety case for the Low-level Waste Repository at Drigg in 
Cumbria, British Nuclear Fuels Ltd(1) assumed that “… operations at the Drigg 



disposal facility will continue until ~2050 and that, thereafter, the facility will remain 
under active control for a further 100 years until ~2150.” BNFL also stated that 
“The 2002 PCSC does not rely on any controls being in place after 2150; that is no 
security arrangements, other restrictions, inspections, local or institutional memory, 
monitoring or markers. Radiological impacts are calculated assuming no further 
controls exist.” 
 
In February 2009, the UK environment agencies published revised guidance on 
radioactive waste disposal(2). This states that “Because of the major social 
changes that may take place over long periods of time, it is unlikely that the 
environment agencies would accept a claim for active institutional control lasting 
longer than 300 years after the end of waste emplacement.” 
 
 
(1) British Nuclear Fuels Ltd, Drigg Post-Closure Safety Case: Overview, 2002.  
Also the Environment Agency’s Assessment of BNFL’s 2002 Environmental Safety 
Cases for the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Repository at Drigg. June 2005, 
NWAT/Drigg/05/001 (Version: 1.0)  
 
(2) Revised guidance for near-surface and geological disposal facilities for 
radioactive waste available at: http://www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/business/sectors/99322.aspx  

Q.No  
59  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 18 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What is national policy in United Kingdom for “disposal” of radioactive waste? 

Answer The Government’s Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLW) policy statement 
published on 26 March 2007, made the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) 
responsible for developing a UK-wide strategy for the management of nuclear 
industry LLW, including the identification of the need for additional LLW disposal 
capacity and facilities.  
 
The policy for LLW requires high levels of safety to be maintained through the use 
of a risk assessed approach and the preparation of safety cases that are 
acceptable to the independent regulators, including the Health and Safety 
Executive and the environment agencies, The policy allows greater flexibility in 
managing the wide range of LLW that already exists and will arise in the future 
from the NDA’s activities and other nuclear and non-nuclear industry arisings. It 
also seeks to minimise the amount of LLW for disposal by application of the 
principles of the waste management hierarchy and emphasises the need for 
effective consultation and public involvement in the development and delivery of 
LLW management plans. 
In parallel, Government is developing a strategy for UK non-nuclear industry low 
level waste from hospitals, the pharmaceutical industry, research and educational 
establishments etc. Government will ensure both strategies are aligned.  
Higher activity radioactive waste 
The UK Government and the devolved administrations for Wales and Northern 
Ireland are sponsors of the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper 
(policy statement) published on 12 June 2008 (copy available at 
www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/mrws/index.htm). This sets out a 
framework for managing higher activity radioactive waste in the long-term through 
geological disposal, coupled with safe and secure interim storage and ongoing 
research and development to support its optimal implementation. The Government 
is of the view that an approach based on voluntarism and partnership as a means 
of siting a geological disposal facility is the best way forward. 
The Scottish Executive is not a sponsor of the MRWS programme. It continues to 
support long-term interim storage for higher activity radioactive waste and an on-
going programme of research and development. 
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper sets out the technical 



programme to design and deliver a geological disposal facility and the process and 
criteria to be use to decide the siting of a facility. The key issues covered are: 
• the approach to compiling and updating the UK Radioactive Waste Inventory and 
using it as a basis for discussion with potential host communities; 
• the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s technical approach for developing a 
geological disposal facility, including the use of a staged implementation approach 
and ongoing research and development to support delivery; 
• the arrangements to ensure sound regulation, scrutiny and control of the 
geological disposal facility; 
• how relevant planning processes might be addressed; 
• the definition of ‘community’ for the purposes of site selection; 
• the process for issuing invitations and providing information to communities; 
• how a partnership arrangement can be used to support a voluntarism approach; 
• the use of affordable and value for money Engagement and Community Benefits 
Packages as part of the voluntarism and partnership approach; 
• the initial sub-surface screening criteria and the way in which Government will 
apply these criteria; 
• a refined set of criteria for assessing and evaluating candidate sites and details of 
further consultation on the way in which these criteria should be applied.  

Q.No  
60  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  
Section E 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the frequency of revising the Safety Assessment Principles? 
 
Do the devolved administrations have the power to set their own legislative and 
regulatory framework, or are they responsible only for implementing legislation of 
the UK Parliament? 

Answer There is no set frequency for revising the Safety Assessment Principles. 
Legislation on Health and Safety and on Nuclear Safety in England Scotland and 
Wales is a matter reserved for the UK Parliament. The devolved administrations in 
Scotland and Wales have powers with respect to environmental matters. As stated 
in paragraph E38 of our report, Northern Ireland has its own regulatory framework. 
Paragraphs E88 and E89 of our report set out the responsibilities of UK 
Government and the devolved administrations.  

Q.No  
61  

Country  
China 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  
Section K, p.125 

Question/ 
Comment 

What relationship exists between Radioactive Substances Regulation 
Environmental Principles (REPs) and the regulations currently in enforcement?  

Answer The Radioactive Substances Regulation Environmental Principles (REPs) take 
account of relevant legislation including the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 
(RSA 93) that provides the legal framework for the regulation of the use of 
radioactive substances and disposal of radioactive waste and the Basic Safety 
Standards (BSS) Direction that implements the relevant sections of the EU BSS 
Directive. The REPs also take account of relevant Government policies including 
draft Statutory Guidance on radioactive discharges that is expected to be finalised 
during in 2009. The REPs are intended to form a consistent and standardised 
framework for the technical assessments and judgements that Environment 
Agency staff must make when regulating radioactive substances under RSA 93.  

Q.No  
62  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What will be the consequences of the extended harmonization in England and 
Wales with respect to no action in Scotland and Northern Ireland?  

Answer Currently the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 is a UK-wide regulatory regime. 
Care is being taken to ensure that incorporating radioactive substances regulation 
for England and Wales into the Environmental Permitting Regulations will not lead 
to challenges for regulated industry or for regulators in other parts of the UK(1). 
The proposed harmonisation is aimed principally at reducing administrative 
burdens on regulated industry; the scope and nature of radioactive substances 
regulation will remain largely unchanged. Harmonisation of radioactive substances 



regulation with other environmental regulatory regimes in England and Wales 
should have minimal consequences for Scotland and Northern Ireland.  
 
The Scottish Government is currently considering how it might take forward 
separate proposals in Scotland. The Government in Northern Ireland is also 
considering whether to adopt a similar approach in Northern Ireland in due course. 
 
In England and Wales, the Environmental Permitting Regulations will provide new 
powers for staged regulation of geological disposal facilities for radioactive waste. 
Provision of these new powers is consistent with the UK Government policy on 
geological disposal for long-term management of higher activity radioactive 
wastes(2). This regulatory change for geological disposal does not affect Scotland 
because, as noted in UK report para. A.2.31, the Scottish Government’s stated 
policy “is to support safe, secure near surface, near site facilities where waste can 
be monitored and retrieved”. 
 
(1)Defra: Consultation on the second phase of Environmental Permitting 
Programme (EPP2), February 2009 available at: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/env-permitting/index.htm 
 
(2)Defra, BERR, Welsh Assembly Government, Department of the Environment 
Northern Ireland.  

Q.No  
63  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  
E. 68 - p. 55 

Question/ 
Comment 

Could United Kingdom indicate what sanction is provided for operation of a facility 
without a license? 

Answer It is a criminal offence to install or operate a facility without a licence where that 
type of facility is prescribed under the Nuclear Installations Act  

Q.No  
64  

Country  
Germany 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  
p. 53; Para. E.56 

Question/ 
Comment 

In Paragraph E.56, it is stated that the Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
(SEPA) is the regulatory body for sites in Scotland. In Paragraph E.67 it is stated 
that powers under RSA93 are held by Scottish Ministers. Paragraph A.2.31 
explains that the Scottish Government does not support geological disposal. Does 
it mean that waste from different areas of the United Kingdom will be treated 
differently? What is the position of the Scottish Government on the effect of 
perpetual storage of radioactive waste on the target of avoiding the imposition of 
undue burdens on future generations?  

Answer The Scottish Government announced on 25 June 2007 that it would not endorse 
the UK Government’s Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Consultation on 
Geological Disposal. At the same time it announced that Scottish Government 
Policy would be “to support long-term “near surface, near site” storage facilities so 
that the waste is monitorable and retrievable and the need for transporting it over 
long distances is minimal.” 
And that it would continue to “work closely with UK Government and Devolved 
Administrations in other areas of radioactive waste policy where we share agreed 
objectives, including remaining active participants of UK-wide policy forums and 
networks. The Scottish Government intends to remain engaged with the CoRWM 
process insofar as it deals with recommendations for storage. The Scottish 
Government is developing a more detailed statement of its policy which is for long-
term, not perpetual, interim storage. This will be published as a consultation 
document in late Summer 2009 and is being developed with input from regulators, 
waste producers, the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority and other stakeholders. 

Q.No  
65  

Country  
Italy 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  
Section E.50 pag.52 

Question/ 
Comment 

Are clearance levels established? If so, are there verification criteria established?  

Answer HSE published a policy statement dated May 2005 - 



http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/delicensing.pdf - that provides the criterion for 
delicensing the whole or part of a nuclear licensed site, licensed by HSE under the 
Nuclear Installations Act 1965 (as amended) (NIA65). This policy is supported by 
guidance to inspectors on the interpretation and implementation of the HSE policy 
criterion of no danger for the delicensing of nuclear sites, dated August 2008 - 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/delicenceguide.pdf  
 
This guidance gives interpretation to the risk figure in terms of measureable 
quantities, for example Bq/g. HSE recommends that the values in the IAEA Safety 
Guide RS-G-1.7 “Application of the Concepts of Exclusion, Exemption and 
Clearance” be used as the basis of comparison with licensee’s residual activity 
concentrations. These values were determined from modelling scenarios, to show 
the level of activity that would give rise to a dose of 10 microSv/y. HSE considers 
that the if land is cleared to the values given in RS-G-1.7 this demonstrates 
achievement of the policy criterion of the residual risk death of one in a million per 
year. However, HSE recognises that the models used in RS-G-1.7 may not be 
applicable to every site. Where it is not suitable to use the values in RS-G-1.7, the 
licensee may develop or present other values, for example those in RP122, and 
supporting arguments to demonstrate that these are suitable to demonstrate that 
the risks are reduced so as to meet the HSE Policy. In any case HSE would 
expect a safety submission from the licensee to demonstrate compliance with the 
criterion. During the course of the work by the licensee HSE would inspect the 
licensees activities and assess their safety submissions. If necessary this would 
include independent representative surveying and sampling of the site to be 
delicensed.  

Q.No  
66  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
Article 19 

Ref. in National Report  
Para E.113, page 63 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the status of Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee (NuSaC), its budget and 
how is it formed?  

Answer NuSAC, a successor to the former Advisory Committee on the Safety of Nuclear 
Installations (ACSNI), was established by the Health and Safety Commission 
(HSC), now the HSE, to provide independent expert technical advice on nuclear 
safety policy matters. It was formed of up to 20 independent experts with industrial 
academic and other backgrounds, each personally appointed by HSC for a fixed 
term, usually of 3 years, and with an independent Chair. NuSAC papers and 
meeting reports are all publicly available on HSE’s website at 
www.hse.gov.uk/aboutus/meetings/iacs/nusac/index.htm 
NuSAC did not have a separate budget as all members were unpaid (apart from 
expenses) and support costs were met from HSE’s budget. In 2008/09 £40,000 
were allocated for expenses.  
NuSAC’s latest term of appointment came to an end in October 2008. HSE 
deferred a decision on reconstituting the committee pending a review of its needs 
for advisory bodies, following the merger of HSC and HSE, as well as Dr Stone’s 
review of nuclear regulatory arrangements. It is expected that the autonomous 
regulatory body proposed to succeed the HSE’s Nuclear Directorate will have 
powers to seek independent technical advice from whatever sources it chooses. It 
will be for this body, when established, to review the need for a successor to 
NuSAC and to put the necessary arrangements in place.  

Q.No  
67  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 20 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

The United Kingdom's National Report gives very comprehensive information of 
the regulatory organizations in Annex L7. Please provide more details how (or 
whether) you face problems related to age profile of HSE´s staff and knowledge 
transfer given staff retirement.  

Answer The Nuclear Directorate is broadly experiencing the same demographic issues 
relating to the age profile of its staff as the Nuclear Industry at large within the 
United Kingdom. The average age of Nuclear Installations Inspectors (NII) in HSE 
is currently 52 years of age, with about 62% of all NII staff aged between 50 - 60 



years of age and a further 8% who are 61 years of age or older. The majority of NII 
staff approaching traditional retirement age are not new recruits, but are 
experienced regulatory inspectors within the nuclear industry. The Nuclear 
Directorate and HSE recognises the challenges and opportunities that such an age 
profile presents, some of which include. 
 
Knowledge Retention and Transfer  
Leadership and Management Gaps  
Culture Change  
Workforce Planning  
 
A number of strategic decisions and actions have, and continue to be, taken to 
address the above challenges and to make the most of any associated 
opportunities the Nuclear Directorates age profile presents e.g. targeted 
recruitment activities and measures to enhance retention and knowledge transfer 
being adopted to address the challenge.  

Q.No  
68  

Country  
Japan 

Article  
Article 20 

Ref. in National Report  
E133 (P67) 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is described that most of the safety requirements are provided as LCs. For what 
reason are the requirements not set out in the form of regulations?  

Answer The licence conditions have legal status in that non-compliance with the conditions 
is an offence. The effect is therefore similar to the requirements being in 
regulations. The benefits of the requirements being in Licence Conditions is that it 
is easier to react to circumstances by changing Licence conditions than by 
changing regulations.  

Q.No  
69  

Country  
Japan 

Article  
Article 20 

Ref. in National Report  
E134 (P67) 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the equality impact assessment? Please identify its description.  

Answer An equality impact assessment is a careful examination of proposed policies, 
projects, strategies, processes or services to see if they could have an impact on 
equality for stakeholders and/or staff. It is mandatory in UK law in relation to race, 
disability and gender; and good practice in relation to age, sexual orientation and 
religion or beliefs. For legislative proposals, the equality impact forms one element 
of the Impact Assessment (IA, formerly known as a regulatory impact assessment) 
that the UK Government requires to be prepared for all such proposals. An IA 
considers not only the expected costs and benefits of a proposal (for industry or 
wider society), but also its likely impacts on sustainability, the environment, health 
and human rights, as well as on equality.  

Q.No  
70  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
Article 20 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 69 

Question/ 
Comment 

Could you provide more details about the interface between HSE and BERR on 
nuclear safety issues?  

Answer Since the UK report was assembled in May 2008 the energy responsibilities 
formerly resting with BERR have been transferred to the new Department of 
Energy and Climate Change (DECC). DECC was formed in October 2008 to bring 
together energy policy and policy on climate change mitigation (previously with the 
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs).  
On nuclear safety, therefore, HSE now has the same interface with DECC as it 
had formerly with BERR. The Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change is 
accountable to Parliament for nuclear safety at civil nuclear sites in Great Britain, 
other than those that are defence related. This is because ensuring nuclear safety 
is an essential part of DECC’s policy responsibility for nuclear matters. As 
indicated in the UK report, HSE may provide factual information to assist DECC 
Ministers to carry out their policy responsibilities, for example in relation to the 
UK’s international obligations, but HSE’s regulatory decisions are made entirely 
independently of DECC. 
HSE’s regulatory independence is underlined by being sponsored by and receiving 



its budget through the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). The Secretary 
of State for Work and Pensions is accountable to Parliament for the activities of 
HSE, but HSE is statutorily responsible for the enforcement of nuclear safety law, 
not Ministers. Because HSE responsibilities interface closely with DECC 
responsibilities for nuclear matters it is important to maintain good liaison, not least 
to ensure that respective responsibilities remain distinct. 
In January 2009, the Government published the summary recommendations of Dr 
Tim Stone’s review of the nuclear regulatory regime. These recommendations are 
intended to enhance further the transparency and efficiency of the nuclear 
regulator in meeting current and future challenges. Work is in hand to implement 
these recommendations, including restructuring the HSE’s Nuclear Directorate 
through legislation. The intention is to create a new autonomous body within the 
auspices of the HSE. The new body will have greater financial and organisational 
flexibility, thus enhancing its regulatory independence.  

Q.No  
71  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
Article 21 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 75 

Question/ 
Comment 

Please provide more information on the guidance to financial controls relating to 
the management and disposal of any high-activity sources?  

Answer The Government has directed the Environment Agency to implement the 
requirement in the Euratom HASS Directive that, “adequate provision, by way of 
financial security or other equivalent means appropriate to the source in question, 
have been made for the safe management of sources when they become disused 
sources, including the case where the holder becomes insolvent or goes out of 
business.” Where the mechanism(s) requires a measure of funding, the source 
holder must state the quantum of financial provision which has been made, and 
demonstrate that this quantum is sufficient and that the funds will be available at 
the appropriate time. 
 
The Government guidance issued to the Environment Agency 
[http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/government/legislation/pdf/hass
-guidance.pdf] includes the following range of possible financial provisioning 
mechanisms that are currently available:  
• public sector underwriting, where public sector source holders have funding 
assured by the Secretary of State;  
• charged funds, where cash is ring-fenced in a separate account, over which a 
third party holds a charge; 
• third party guarantee, e.g. a bond or a letter of credit from a bank, which can be 
called-in if the source holder cannot meet his obligations; 
• parent company guarantee, where a parent company has substantial assets and 
is demonstrably not dependent for survival on the activities of a subsidiary 
company that holds a HASS. The guarantee takes the form of a bond from the 
parent company which can be called-in if the source holder cannot meet his 
obligations.  

Q.No  
72  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
Article 22 

Ref. in National Report  
Para F.36, page 75 

Question/ 
Comment 

Who is supervising high-activity sealed sources (HASS) and Orphan Sources 
management and what is annual budget for these purposes?  

Answer Each organisation (hospital, university, industrial radiographer, etc) that holds a 
HASS is responsible for managing the source and for providing the necessary 
resources to do so, including provision for the end-of-life management of the 
source. There is no specifically-defined annual budget. The regulators recover the 
costs of their regulatory work every year from the regulated organisations. The 
Environment Agency recovers £1400 per year from each site holding a HASS.  

Q.No  
73  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
Article 22 

Ref. in National Report  
Para F.23, page 73 

Question/ 
Comment 

Could you elaborate the role of National Nuclear Skills Academy in the field of 
personnel requirements development and its accountability to HSE?  

Answer The National Skills Academy for Nuclear (NSAN) was set up by the Sector Skills 



Councils Cogent that is responsible to government for skills development in the 
nuclear sector. Cogent and NSAN work closely together to identify the needs for 
learning, skills and competence across the nuclear sector and develop solutions 
with employers. Cogent is tasked with identifying and securing training provision 
up to foundation degree level setting up 4 training establishments around the UK 
and has relaunched apprenticeship schemes across the country. It is also putting 
in place a Passport system that will record the competence and training 
undertaken by nuclear workers and this when operational will assist the 
transferability of nuclear workers across the sector especially where they are used 
within contractors to the industry. 
HSE has recently signed up membership to NSAN as an employer but has no 
legal responsibility over the work of NSAN or Cogent. However HSE has been 
working closely at a strategic level with both organisations since their inceptions 
and is represented on employers groups that help steer the work of the 
organisations. HSE will utilise the man-power studies of Cogent to gauge whether 
the nuclear skills gap is being filled and to help inform it on any need for 
intervention  

Q.No  
74  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
Article 24 

Ref. in National Report  
Pages 19, 26 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is expected that members of the public will receive a radioactive dose of less 
than 0.02 mSv per year from liquid radioactive discharges to the marine 
environment by 2020. What is the present dose that members of the public 
receive?  

Answer Currently members of the public receive a dose higher than 0.02 mSv/y near the 
following sites:- 
 
Sellafield 0.24 mSv/y 
Disused phosphate plant near Sellafield 0.28 mSv/y  
Springfields 0.073 mSv/y 
Heysham 0.037 mSv/y 
Hinkley Point 0.029 mSv/y 
Chapelcross 0.024 mSv/y 
 
Doses near all other sites are below 0.02 mSv/y. These figures include radiation 
doses from past discharges . It should be noted that the 0.02 mSv figure 
applicable from 2020 applies to prospective doses from future discharges after that 
date.  

Q.No  
75  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
Article 24 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 81 

Question/ 
Comment 

With the significant increases in doses due to increased pace of decommissioning 
of legacy plants in the UK (Table F.1), the explanation in paragraph F.70 does not 
clarify whether there is adequate regulatory control in place to ensure that the 
industry is indeed developing techniques to keep doses ALARA. Could the UK 
please clarify this.  

Answer Regulatory control can be thought of comprising two elements: (a) requirements 
and guidance, (b) regulatory activities, notably inspection & assessment.  
 
UK Legislation is described in F57 to F62, and further information is provided in 
L2.25 to L2.41 and Annex L9 (particularly paragraphs. L9.19 to L9.24) 
 
Regulatory activities are discussed in F72 to F75. Any regulatory activities HSE’s 
Nuclear Directorate wishes to make to seek improvements through interventions at 
particular sites in relation to worker doses are required to be carried out in a 
targeted and proportionate way, and would need to be endorsed at the relevant 
Nuclear Directorate Intervention Management Group. Consideration of regulatory 
intervention is supported and informed not only by data from the Central Index of 
Dose Information (see para F.68) but also by a programme of inspections of the 
management of occupational exposures at licensed sites. Inspectors examine 17 



elements of the licensee’s management of occupational exposures, and rate each 
element on a scale of 1 to 6 where 1 is exemplar and 6 unacceptable.  
 
Work relating to nuclear decommissioning on a licensed site requires a safety 
case. The Nuclear Directorate would normally assess the more safety significant 
decommissioning safety cases before giving permission for the licensee to 
proceed with decommissioning activities. Part of that assessment would include 
consideration of the techniques proposed and the associated arguments to 
demonstrate that worker doses would be ALARA.  

Q.No  
76  

Country  
Korea, Republic of 

Article  
Article 24 

Ref. in National Report  
p.84 (F.80) 

Question/ 
Comment 

Section F.80 states that any unplanned and uncontrolled accidental releases of 
radioactivity into environment are very low. 
 
If any, please provide information on the types and corrective actions for the 
events of unplanned and uncontrolled releases since 2000.  

Answer January 2007. Leakage of pond water into effluent treatment plant at de-
commissioning reactor and subsequently into storm drain, an approved discharge 
route. Activity discharged about 0.1% of authorised limit. INES 1. 
 
June 2007. Pu contamination discovered inside manhole during routine survey at 
fuel cycle facility. Not INES rated. 
 
Sept 2007. Tritium detected above threshold reporting level at borehole during 
routine sampling at power reactor. Chemical feedwater sampling plant isolated as 
potential source of leak. INES 1.  

Q.No  
77  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 25 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the frequency of emergency exercise at Spent Fuel and Waste 
Management facilities?  

Answer Demonstration exercises at Spent Fuel and Waste Management facilities are held 
annually on site and 3-yearly off-site  

Q.No  
78  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 25 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Which body in the UK is responsible to instruct population in an Emergency 
planning zone to implement iodine prophylaxis?  

Answer As described in para F.104 page 89 of the UK report, implementation of iodine 
prophylaxis would be advised by the Strategic Co-ordination Centre based upon 
advice from the Director of Public Health.  

Q.No  
79  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 25 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the periodicity for the emergency exercise of nuclear materials transport 
and of practices involving ionising radiation sources?  

Answer The major UK consigners of nuclear fuel cycle material together with the major UK 
radio-pharmaceutical manufacturer have a combined emergency plan for 
responding to incidents involving the transport of radioactive material known as 
RADSAFE (www.radsafe.org.uk). The RADSAFE scheme is exercised by 
individual members on a regular basis, however, there is no fixed periodicity 
specified for these exercises. The exercises are divided into major and minor 
exercises. Major exercises can bring together all the emergency services, 
responders and consignors. Minor exercises are focussed on the responder. It is 
found that different learning outcomes can be identified from undertaking the two 
types of exercise. The UK Competent Authority for the transport of radioactive 
material ensures that the scale and frequency of exercises is sufficient adequately 
to demonstrate both the effectiveness of the RADSAFE scheme and the ability of 
individual organisations to operate within it.  
 



The following apply to all licensed nuclear facilities in the United Kingdom: 
Emergency Exercise Level 1 (on-site) Demonstration - required every year. 
Emergency Exercise Level 2 (off-site) Demonstration - required every 3 years. 
Emergency Exercise Level 2 (national) Demonstration - frequency > 3 years.  

Q.No  
80  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 25 

Ref. in National Report  
F - p. 90  

Question/ 
Comment 

Could United Kingdom describe how plant safety reviews and radiological 
assessments are supervised ?  

Answer Information on how HSE would expect safety assessments and periodic safety 
reviews to be produced and managed is given in guidance to HSE inspectors 
published on HSE's website at 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/foi/internalops/nsd/tech_asst_guides/tast051.pdf and 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/foi/internalops/nsd/tech_asst_guides/tast050.pdf .  

Q.No  
81  

Country  
Slovenia 

Article  
Article 25 

Ref. in National Report  
page 89 

Question/ 
Comment 

»REPPIR requires off-site plans to be produced by the local authority in 
consultation with emergency responders, for those sites where a radiation 
emergency is considered to be reasonably foreseeable«.  
Can you explain the criteria used to determine if a particular site needs an off-site 
plan or not – i.e. what is a »reasonably foreseeable radiation emergency«? 

Answer 1. The REPPIR guidance states that a reasonably foreseeable radiation 
emergency is one that is less than likely but realistically possible. Thus there is not 
a quantified definition of reasonably foreseeable in this context.  
 
2. “Reasonably foreseeable” should be seen as requiring the application of 
informed judgement to the risk assessment process that underpins emergency 
planning. This means decisions need to be made about which fault sequences 
should be included to ensure that the hazard identification and risk evaluation is 
carried out in a proportionate way, limiting situations that the detailed emergency 
plan must cover (i.e. using a graded approach). The assessment should not only 
consider the likelihood of the risk being realised, but also the consequences of the 
risk being realised. A reference accident is normally identified to envelope the 
detailed emergency planning requirements. 
 
3. In practice for nuclear sites, application of the licence conditions in addition to 
REPPIR ensures that proportionate emergency arrangements are prepared 
covering radiation accidents regardless of severity and frequency. Detailed 
emergency plans are prepared for events with a frequency of greater than about 
10-5 per year. The exact frequency of events included in the detailed emergency 
plans is dependant on the sensitivity of the consequences around the 10-5 per 
year point; this includes any cliff-edge effects, and also any uncertainties or 
assumptions within the analysis. In addition it is a requirement that emergency 
plans are capable of extension to accommodate lower frequency but higher 
consequence events through the concept of extendibility.  

Q.No  
82  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 21 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is observed that in Calder Hall Power Station the decommissioning has begun 
but the defueling is not foreseen until 2013. Was any special authorization granted 
taking into account that the general strategy for Magnox NPPs is that 
decommissioning starts after all spent fuel is removed?  

Answer The regulatory process in UK does not include specific approvals for the 
operations, defueling and decommissioning phases. The regulatory control is 
exercised through Permissioning of activities supported by safety justification. This 
allows for phased operations to be undertaken that in the case of Calder allowed 
for some decommissioning activities within an overall programme of works to 
achieve milestones and consistent with the lifetime plan prepared by the licensee 
for the NDA.  



Q.No  
83  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Taking into account that Oldbury and Wylfa NPPs are very close to start the 
decommissioning activities, could UK inform us about whether there is a 
preliminary plan for this stage?  

Answer There is a detailed plan including transition and skills requirements for both 
Oldbury and Wylfa incorporated into the Lifetime Plan (LTP) for the stages 
following cessation of generation. This covers the work required for defueling and 
the start of decommissioning, known as preparations for care and maintenance. 
Early versions of the LTP Summaries are on the NDA website; these give high 
level details. The details of the defueling programme, following cessation of 
generation, are also covered by the Magnox Operating Plan 2008 (MOP08) which 
is published on the NDA website; this plan links the defueling of the power stations 
to reprocessing of spent fuel at Sellafield. 
 
The current assumed date for the start of decommissioning care and maintenance 
preparations is at the end of the defueling period; which is February 2014 for 
Oldbury and March 2015 for Wylfa. 

Q.No  
84  

Country  
Germany 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  
p. 94; Para. F.119 

Question/ 
Comment 

The responsible British supervisory authority HSE (Health and Safety Executive) 
has the power to direct the licensee to commence decommissioning in the interest 
of safety. Are there guidelines how the criterion ‘interest of safety’ is to be 
interpreted in practice and has HSE ever made use of it? Is there a centralised 
management system for the administration and control of materials resulting from 
decommissioning of nuclear facilities?  

Answer There are no specific guidelines on interpreting "in the interests of safety". This 
power of direction is a form of enforcement and decisions on its use will be taken 
in line with HSE's Enforcement Management Model (EMM) referenced in our 
report at paragraph E79. This takes account of not only the compliance gap (how 
far away they are from expected standards) but also the compliance record of the 
licensee and other factors. To date we have not used this power.  
Administration and control of materials from decommissioning is the responsibility 
of the licensee. However there is a national database operated by NDA RWMD 
and contributed to by licensees that records actual and projected waste arisings. 
This database is used for compiling the national inventory as reported in the UK 
report and for strategic planning for radioactive waste management in the UK.  

Q.No  
85  

Country  
Korea, Republic of 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  
p.16 (A.2) 

Question/ 
Comment 

1. Is the processed metal from Studsvik UK Ltd. recycled unconditionally in 
conventional non-nuclear industries? If so, what is the radionuclide-specific activity 
concentration criterion for unconditional recycling? 
 
2. Is the concept of clearance of radioactive materials adopted in the UK's 
regulatory system? If so, what are the dose criteria and/or radionuclide-specific 
clearance level? 
 
3. Are the waste streams categorized into VLLW regarded as the candidate 
materials for clearance? 
 
4. Please provide information on the regulatory criteria and/or standards for 
clearance of decommissioned nuclear facility and its land.  

Answer The UK's Radioactive Substances Act 1993 and related secondary legislation do 
not explicitly identify clearance as a concept, however clearance is practised in the 
UK. In summary, clearance is achieved by meeting certain removable surface 
contamination criteria and a concentration criterion. For all anthropogenic 
radionuclides of the concentration criterion is 0.4 Bq/g (Substances of Low Activity 
Exemption Order, 1986). For naturally occurring radioactive materials the 



Phosphatic Substances and Rare Earths etc Exemption Order 1962 and Schedule 
1 to the Radioactive Substances Act 1993 specify the relevant concentration 
criteria for clearance. 
 
The UK nuclear industry has prepared a Nuclear Industry Code of Practice, which 
can be found at: http://www.cewg.safety-directors-forum.org/code/Uncontrolled-
Issue-1.01-Nuclear-Industry-Code-of-Practice-Aug-2006.pdf. This document runs 
to 223 pages, which reflects the complexity of clearance arrangements in the UK. 
 
The UK is currently reviewing its primary and secondary legislation in this area, 
and it is likely that IAEA or EU clearance values will be adopted in the new 
exemption regime. The UK has assessed its existing, rather complex, exemption 
regime against the requirements of the EU's Basic Safety Standards Directive 
(Council Directive 96/29/Euratom) and confirmed that the regime complies with the 
BSSD dose criterion "of the order of 10 microsieverts/year". 
VLLW is a category of radioactive waste, and if the waste is in this category it has 
usually been assessed as not being suitable for clearance, or has failed clearance. 
If the substance, or article, is waste and has not been assessed for clearance, it 
will often fall into the Low Level Waste category (VLLW is a sub-category within 
the LLW category).  

Q.No  
86  

Country  
Korea, Republic of 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  
p.135 (L.2.14) 

Question/ 
Comment 

Section L.2.15 states that each operator is expected to produce and maintain a 
decommissioning strategy and plans for its sites. On the other hand, Section F.3 
implies that the NDA has responsibility of commercial operation, waste 
management and the eventual decommissioning.  
 
How does the NDA involve in producing the decommissioning strategies and the 
plans?  

Answer The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) produces a Business Plan and a 
Strategy document. The NDA do not directly manage the sites for which they are 
responsible. Instead they contract out the delivery of site programmes to Site 
Licence Companies (SLCs), which remain responsible for day to day operations 
until all decommissioning and clean up work has been completed. The Lifetime 
plan is the basis of the contract between the NDA and the SLC’s for the 
management and operation of the sites, including development of strategies and 
plans for decommissioning. SLCs develop their Lifetime Plans in the context of the 
two over-arching NDA documents. This model is described as the NDA having the 
‘Strategic Mind’ and the SLC having the ‘Controlling Mind’. 
 
Although the NDA does not produce the Lifetime Plans itself, it ensures, by a 
series of assurance reviews with the Site Directors and Lead Teams of the SLCs, 
that the Lifetime Plans are produced in a timely manner for formal issue. The NDA 
have a strategy management system and develop topic strategies to influence 
future work programmes. The NDA assurance reviews also ensure that the 
Lifetime Plans are aligned with the NDA specifications and dedicated work 
instructions, which align with the requirements and objectives of the NDA Strategy 
and Business Plan.  

Q.No  
87  

Country  
Korea, Republic of 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  
p.135 (L.2.15) 

Question/ 
Comment 

Section L.2.15 states that the decommissioning strategies and plans will take into 
account of the view of the stakeholders. 
 
Please provide information on the actual cases of reflection of stakeholders' view 
points, other than technical view points, in the decommissioning strategies and 
plans.  

Answer The current NDA strategy (2006) contains a separate section explaining how 
stakeholder comments arising during the consultation process were taken into 



account 
(www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/NDA_Final_Strategy_published_7_April_200
6.pdf). Some examples from this report are provided below. The NDA business 
plan is also subject to formal consultation. Comments received during consultation 
are, unless requested otherwise, published on the NDA website and reports 
summarising the response to stakeholder comments are either included in 
finalised documents or are published as separate reports 
(www.ndabusiness.dialoguebydesign.net).  
 
General comments on the draft strategy: 
Several respondents felt that the NDA should review its Strategy much sooner 
than the five years required by the Energy Act. They cited the general uncertainty 
caused by the ongoing reviews of Government policy in a number of key areas, 
most notably of the long-term policy for radioactive waste management, and the 
fact that some proposals – such as faster reactor decommissioning - remain under 
development. As described in the Executive Summary of our Strategy, we plan to 
review our Strategy following the outcome of the CoRWM and low level waste 
policy reviews.  
 
One respondent felt that transport should be recognised as a strategic issue in its 
own right. We have amended our Strategy to highlight the importance of safe, 
secure and environmentally responsible transport that also recognises the social 
effects of transport movements. We have included a specific discussion on 
transport in Section 4 of our Strategy. 
 
Comments on Radioactive Waste Management (Intermediate Level Waste) 
There were relatively few responses on the interim storage of ILW, although some 
respondents felt there was a need to keep stakeholders informed of any ILW 
storage proposals. There was a general reluctance by local stakeholders to accept 
the storage of wastes generated by sites in other areas, although there seemed to 
be more willingness to accept the storage of wastes that were generated locally. 
We will ensure that stakeholders are fully engaged in the development of any ILW 
interim storage plans. 
Several Cumbrian respondents felt that we should recognise the socio-economic 
effects of radioactive waste management and disposal. We have informed the 
Government of these concerns. 
 
Stakeholder engagement is undertaken through: 
• National stakeholder group 
• Site Stakeholder groups 
• Nuclear Decommissioning Authority and Site Licence Company led Optioneering 
(Best Practicable Environmental Option Studies / Environmental Impact 
Assessments, etc)  
Site specific stakeholder concerns are often reflected in conditions arising from 
planning permissions or, for reactor sites, consents under the Nuclear Reactors 
(Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999, 
following public consultation exercises; e.g. landscaping of areas surrounding the 
sites, use of particular transport routes for delivery of materials etc.  

Q.No  
88  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 26 

Ref. in National Report  
Section F, Page 94 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is unclear in the report when the NDA is financially responsible for 
decommissioning and when licensees are responsible. Please clarify.  

Answer NDA was set up under the 2005 Energy Act with responsibility for managing the 
decommissioning, and any residual operations, on a number of Government 
owned UK civil nuclear sites where the decommissioning work is an acknowledged 
public sector liability. Government (“Designated” under the 2005 Act) 19 sites 
(including those formally owned and operated by BNFL and UKAEA) to the NDA 
on the 1st April 2005.  
 



NDA is a Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB), which owns the 19 sites, and 
holds the financial liability for operations and decommissioning. NDA has 
developed an operating model, which was agreed with all the Regulatory bodies, 
which involves the formation of Site Licence Companies (SLCs), who hold the 
necessary statutory and Regulatory Instruments and employs the 20,000 staff 
capable of discharging work in support of the NDA’s mission. The SLC’s were 
previously in Public ownership but progressively these are being migrated to 
Private ownership in accordance with NDA’s published strategy.  

Q.No  
89  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 28 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

What is national policy for management of disused sealed sources to ensure their 
safety and security and in a manner that does not impose an undue on future 
generations? 
 
What options exist or are planned for disposal of orphan and other disused sealed 
radioactive sources where an option for return to the manufacturer does not exist – 
including legacy radium sources? 

Answer Information is on p122 of the UK report. 
 
The long-term storage facilities at Sellafield and Harwell are used for this purpose 
in the UK. Specialist contractors e.g. in Germany offer recycling services for some 
radionuclides (but not radium).  

Q.No  
90  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 28 

Ref. in National Report  
Section J Page 122 - 123 

Question/ 
Comment 

The Report states ‘Under the HASS Regulations, before issuing such an 
authorisation, the relevant competent authority must ensure that adequate 
arrangements exist for the safe management of sources, including when they 
become disused sources. These latter arrangements may provide for the transfer 
of disused sources to the supplier or to a recognised storage facility. 
 
Q. If this provision is not made what happens to the sources? 
 
The Report states ‘The Environment Agency has managed the Government 
funded Surplus Source Disposal Programme. The programme has been a major 
success in arranging safe management, recycling and disposal of a legacy of 
about 9000 disused radioactive sources throughout the UK.’ 
 
Q. Is this programme completed or are there additional disused sources still to be 
managed? If so, how many are outstanding or what % of the programme has been 
completed? 

Answer Current holders of high-activity sources have these arrangements in place. If a 
new applicant for a HASS authorisation was unable to make this provision, then 
the relevant environment agency would refuse the application and the applicant 
would be unable to hold a HASS lawfully. 
The programme was completed in December 2008.  

Q.No  
91  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 28 

Ref. in National Report  
J.6 - p. 123 

Question/ 
Comment 

The environment Agency has managed the Government funded surplus Source 
Disposal Programme. The programme has been a major success in arranging safe 
management, recycling and disposal of about 9000 disused radioactive sources 
throughout United Kingdom.  
Could United Kingdom give details on this program (main kinds of radioactive 
sources, main recycling and disposal steps, ...)?  

Answer Please see Supporting Document attached  
Support 
Documents 

» Answer to Question posted 
by France to United Kingdom    

Q.No  Country  Article  Ref. in National Report  



92  Slovenia Article 28 pages 123 and 28 
Question/ 
Comment 

The Environment Agency has managed the Government funded Surplus Source 
Disposal Programme. The programme has been a major success in arranging safe 
management, recycling and disposal of a legacy of about 9000 disused radioactive 
sources throughout the UK. 
Which sources and/or radiation practices did represent major challenges during 
the Surplus Source Disposal Programme? Which were the most valuable inputs 
before this programme started to be implemented? 

Answer Major challenges during the programme included: 
• The age of the UK’s source handling infrastructure associated with long-term 
storage facilities at Sellafield. Alternative facilities at Harwell were used as a 
contingency, while the facilities at Sellafield were undergoing a lengthy major 
refurbishment. 
• Availability of transport containers. It had been recognised that there were 
unlikely to be sufficient containers available for the transport of large sources, and 
this risk was managed during the programme. Some large Type B containers that 
were available on hire in Europe were modified so that they could be received at 
the UK’s source handling facilities. One contractor commissioned the design, 
construction and certification of one new container specifically for large AmBe 
sources.  
 
Before the programme was implemented, the following steps proved particularly 
valuable: 
• At the start of the programme no information was available on the numbers or 
types of surplus sources. An extensive survey was undertaken throughout the UK, 
taking particular care to ensure security of the associated information.  
• A risk-based approach to categorising and prioritising sources was chosen, 
based on the IAEA’s methodology in TECDOC-1344. 
• The need to develop an approach to deal with radium sources was recognised. 
The programme therefore included specific provisions to develop long-term 
storage containers and handling procedures for these sources.  
• The options and risks of alternative procurement approaches were carefully 
considered. A principal approach of providing a subsidy to the source holder was 
selected, with a grant system which allowed source holders to contract in the 
normal way with collection companies. This work also highlighted the limited 
number of companies active in the collection and disposal fields, and hence the 
need to ensure that the programme did not harm the collection and disposal 
infrastructure. 
 
Meetings were held between Environment Agency staff and the individual 
collection and disposal companies. The main issues were to assess their 
willingness to be involved with the programme, their capacity to carry out work, 
their disposal options available and suggestions they might have as to ways in 
which the programme could be arranged.  

Q.No  
93  

Country  
Argentina 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 33, B16 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is mentioned that where it is practical and cost effective to do so, the waste is 
characterized and segregated on the basis of physical and chemical properties by 
the producer and owner of radioactive waste. Could UK provide us more 
information about who carries out that task when those conditions are not fulfilled? 

Answer The purpose of segregation and characterisation of waste is to enable effective 
management of the waste. In the ultimate it is the responsibility of the waste owner 
to produce a package suitable for disposal. If the owner decides that segregation 
etc. is not reasonably practicable then they are under an obligation to use other 
means to provide a waste package and accompanying information suitable for 
disposal. It is not envisaged that any other body would carry out this process.  

Q.No  
94  

Country  
Australia 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Para B.3 page 31 



Question/ 
Comment 

Is the assumption that spent fuel from new build will not be reprocessed for 
repository planning purposes? Does this reflect national policy?  

Answer In the January 2008 White Paper (policy statement) on Nuclear Power, the 
Government concluded that any new nuclear power stations that might be built in 
the UK should proceed on the basis that spent fuel will not be reprocessed and 
that plans for, and financing of, waste management should proceed on this basis. 
The Government also said that they were not currently expecting any proposals to 
reprocess spent fuel from new nuclear power stations and that should such 
proposals come forward in the future, they would need to be considered on their 
merits at the time and they would expect to consult on them.  

Q.No  
95  

Country  
Belgium 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 36 Sections B.43-
B.59 

Question/ 
Comment 

Regarding LLW radioactive waste management practices : 
Why is the Calder Landfill Extension Segregated Area and the Clifton Marsh 
Disposal facilities not handled with in these sections? 
 

Answer This was an oversight in drafting the report  
Q.No  
96  

Country  
Belgium 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 38 Section B.60  

Question/ 
Comment 

Regarding ILW radioactive waste management practices : 
It would be greatly appreciated if the UK could provide the reasoning behind opting 
for ILW rather than for LLW for graphite waste.  

Answer In the UK ILW is defined as material having alpha radioactivity of greater than 4 
GBq per tonne or beta/gamma activity of greater than 12 GBq per tonne. The 
majority of the graphite destined for geological disposal is ILW by this definition. 
However, a proportion of bulk reactor graphite that is LLW is also currently 
planned to be transferred to the geological disposal facility, as this material is not 
suitable for disposal in the existing LLW Repository (LLWR) near the village of 
Drigg in West Cumbria, because such LLW contains relatively high concentrations 
of long lived radioisotopes, e.g. C-14, Cl-36. This is the current baseline position 
for the UK. 
 
ILW reactor decommissioning wastes (including graphite) were specifically 
highlighted by CoRWM, recommendation 8, which stated; ‘In determining what 
reactor decommissioning wastes should be consigned for geological disposal due 
regard should be paid to considering other available and publicly acceptable 
management options, including those that may arise from the low level waste 
review’. Government accepted this recommendation. 
 
NDA is therefore exploring suitable alternative options for the management of bulk 
reactor graphite, which may ultimately lead to a change to the current baseline 
position. 

Q.No  
97  

Country  
Bulgaria 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

In section 2 (p. 9) it is said that it is expected that the new strategy for discharges 
will be published by the end of 2008. Would you care to provide more details on 
the approved new strategy for discharges? Are all the requirements in the EC 
recommendation 2004/2/EURATOM taken into consideration with regard to the 
standardized information on radioactive substances released into the environment 
together with the liquid and gaseous discharges from NPPs?  

Answer The Strategy has not yet been finalised. The consultation closed in September 
2008 and the UK Government is currently updating the strategy to take into 
account the consultation responses. A summary of responses is available from: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/rad-discharges-ukstrategy/summary-



responses.pdf 
 
Information on standardised reporting of radioactive discharges is on page 10, 
section A.2.50 of the UK report.  

Q.No  
98  

Country  
Canada 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Page 12 

Question/ 
Comment 

In 2007, UK identified that its existing facilities will not provide enough capacity for 
the expected waste from the decommissioning of the existing UK nuclear power 
stations. What plans are in place to address the shortage of capacity?  

Answer As part of the development of the National LLW Strategy, NDA are considering 
options for implementation in the short, medium and long term to address future 
operational and decommissioning waste arisings. 
 
These options include: metal and combustible treatment routes, diversion of VLLW 
to fit-for-purpose disposal routes, including co-disposal in existing landfill, 
dedicated near surface facilities, in-situ management of contaminated land and an 
assessment of whether a replacement for the LLWR will in fact be necessary. This 
contingency planning work includes cost, regulatory, planning, programme 
implications and appropriate planning should options be required.  

Q.No  
99  

Country  
China 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section B.56, p.38 

Question/ 
Comment 

Between 1959 and 1995 about 800,000 m3 of waste was disposed of in clay-lined 
trenches and covered with soil. Do these disposal facilities meet current safety 
requirements? If not, which actions will be taken?  

Answer Risks from past disposals to the trenches meet current safety standards . However 
the Environment Agency requires the disposals to the Low Level Waste Repository 
to be optimised. As part of the updated environmental safety case to be submitted 
in 2011, the Environment Agency requires the operator to present evidence of 
optimisation studies to demonstrate whether any work is needed to further 
optimise disposals to the trenches. This might include, for example, retrieval of 
certain wastes, in-situ treatment or improvements to capping.  

Q.No  
100  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Could you provide information on estimated volume (mass) of VLLW to be 
disposed of?  

Answer Estimated volumes/mass of VLLW to be disposed of are (Based on data reported 
in the 2007 UK Radioactive Waste Inventory): 
: 1,410,000 cubic metres, (1,500,000t) of VLLW and a further 385,000 cubic 
metres (630,000t) of mixed VLLW/LLW (ref page 35 of the main report footnote 
(4)) 
 
The total reported volume of waste associated with potentially contaminated land 
is about 13,000,000 cubic metres. (About 98% is soil and 2% is building 
foundations so assume a density of about 2t per cubic metre.) Note this material is 
not well characterised at the moment and the volume estimate maybe significantly 
reduced in the future. The waste inventory does not include all radioactively 
contaminated land because much contaminated land has yet to be well 
characterised, and so the quantity of radioactive waste resulting from its 
remediation is uncertain. 
 
In addition based on past investigations there is about 1,000 cubic metres of 
operational VLLW disposed of to existing facilities per year and excluded from the 
UK Radioactive Waste Inventory.  

Q.No  
101  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Please specify the characteristics of waste emplaced (disposed or stored) at the 
Dounreay LLW facility.  



Answer Historic waste disposed to the Dounreay pits (referred to as the on site disposal 
facility) comprised of general operational waste from research activities carried out 
at the site. Disposals took place between 1958 and 2005. The characterisation of 
the waste is described in the Environmental Safety Case.  
 
http://www.dounreay.com/UserFiles/File/New%20Low%20Level%20Waste%20Dis
posal%20Facilities/App%201a%20ESC.pdf 

Q.No  
102  

Country  
Czech Republic 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  

Question/ 
Comment 

Is it possible to provide detailed data for each disposal/storage facility? (It is 
difficult to find and address data in [18])  

Answer There is only one national disposal facility, the Low Level Waste Repository near 
the village of Drigg in Cumbria; however, there are storage facilities of some sort 
on most licensed sites. The NDA report, UK Radioactive Waste Storage Review, 
Draft Version 2, January 2009, available on the NDA website,  
 
(www.nda.gov.uk/documents/loader.cfm?url=/commonspot/security/getfile.cfm&pa
geid=27276)  
gives details of the storage facilities at all NDA sites. 

Q.No  
103  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.56 & B.57 - p. 38 

Question/ 
Comment 

Since 1959, most of the UK's solid LLW has been disposed of in the Drigg near-
surface repository.  
Today, to dispose solid LLW in this facility, could United Kingdom indicate how 
acceptance criteria of radwaste packages are checked ?  

Answer The Environment Agency adopts two approaches to the confirming acceptance 
criteria for radioactive waste packages: 
 
(1) Through review of the environmental safety case  
 
We require, through the authorisation, that the operator designs, closes and 
operates the site in accordance with the most recent environmental safety case. 
We will (and have) reviewed this case and through this review have determined 
whether we consider the current assumptions on radiological capacity and hence 
acceptance criteria to meet this capacity to be acceptable. We reviewed the 
environmental safety case produced in 2002 and through this review determined 
that the acceptance criteria were appropriate but only for continuing disposal to 
existing disposal area (Vault 8).  
 
We did not consider the environmental safety case to be adequate for us to allow 
disposals beyond Vault 8. When Vault 8 is full, further transfers of waste to LLWR 
will be for storage only. The operator of the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) 
is required to deliver an updated environmental safety case in 2011 which will 
include new/updated proposals on acceptance criteria, which we will review and if 
acceptable authorise further disposals on the basis of the assumptions made in 
the ESC, including the acceptance criteria. 
 
(2) Through practical measures 
 
• We require robust quality and checking systems at both the producer and receipt 
end to give confidence in the materials sent. 
• The authorisation requires application of Best Practicable Means (BPM) – which 
includes measurements and recording of information relating to waste disposed of. 
We expect consigning sites to have robust systems for this and will inspect against 
these requirements to ensure they do. We will also expect their own management 
systems to be robust and to check that they remain compliant. 
• At the LLWR, all compactable waste gets a basic paperwork / quality assurance 
check, an agreed percentage goes through non-destructive monitoring and a 



smaller percentage is sent for destructive analysis. 
• For non-compactable waste, LLWR carry out thorough quality assurance checks 
and also do basic monitoring to confirm waste is not out of specification. 
• We seize a small proportion of compactable waste for checking in the 
Environment Agency’s Waste Quality Checking Laboratory. We undertake both 
destructive and non-destructive testing. 
• We also inspect LLWR and require the site operator to have robust management 
systems in place – this includes audit arrangements.  

Q.No  
104  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.60 - p. 38 and 39 

Question/ 
Comment 

One part of the UK's solid ILW comes from MAGNOX and AGR NPP's graphite 
fuel assembly sleeves and cores (after reprocessing or decommissioning).  
Could United Kingdom clarify if all this graphite waste (sleeves and cores) is 
considered like ILW or a number of it might be LLW and disposed of in a near-
surface facility?  

Answer If the graphite waste stream meets the conditions for acceptance for the LLW 
Repository near the village of Drigg in West Cumbria then the waste should be 
disposed of to this facility. However, the current baseline position for ILW graphite 
is transfer of the material to the geological disposal facility including any LLW that 
does not meet the disposal criteria for LLW Repository near the village of Drigg. 
 
In the UK ILW is defined as material having alpha radioactivity of greater than 4 
GBq per tonne or beta/gamma activity of greater than 12 GBq per tonne. The 
majority of the graphite destined for geological disposal is ILW by this definition. 
However, a proportion of bulk reactor graphite LLW will also be transferred to the 
geological disposal facility, as this material will not be suitable for disposal in the 
LLW Repository (LLWR) near the village of Drigg in West Cumbria. Such LLW 
consists of relatively high concentrations of long lived radioisotopes, e.g. C-14, Cl-
36.  

Q.No  
105  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
L.2.48 - p. 141 

Question/ 
Comment 

In the waste treatment complex (WTC), the drums of primary plutonium 
contaminated waste are super-compacted and the resulting compacted "pucks" 
are placed in stainless steel containers and grouted.  
Could United Kingdom indicate if the primary plutonium contaminated waste is 
decontaminated or sorted by nature (metallic, organic, ...) before the super-
compaction ?  

Answer Contaminated waste materials from a number of donor plants and legacy stores 
are sent to WTC in 200 litre feed drums for compaction to form pucks. The feed 
drums are subject to non-intrusive interrogation (real-time radiography, HRGS and 
PNCC) to confirm their suitability for compaction. Typically these wastes are not 
decontaminated or sorted before assay and packaging although WTC may choose 
to manage the feed drums to control waste package loadings.  

Q.No  
106  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
L.2.49 - p. 141 

Question/ 
Comment 

In the MAGNOX encapsulation plant (MEP), the cladding material de-canned from 
metal MAGNOX fuel is tipped into stainless steel containers and grouted.  
Could United Kingdom indicate if a physical or chemical pre-treatment is 
performed on the metallic waste before the packaging of the cladding waste ?  

Answer Once the Magnox fuel cladding has been mechanically stripped from fuel at the 
Fuel Handling Plant, it is transferred directly to the Magnox Encapsulation Plant 
(MEP), with no further chemical or physical treatment of the waste prior to 
encapsulation. Prior to operation of MEP, Magnox fuel cladding was tipped into the 
Magnox Silo and stored underwater. Some of the Magnox cladding, tipped to 
Compartments 19-22 of the Magnox Silo, was retrieved in the late 1990’s and 
packaged at MEP. This cladding will have undergone some limited degree of 
corrosion during storage and steps were taken to remove loose sludge prior to 
encapsulation.  



Q.No  
107  

Country  
France 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
L.2.52 - p. 141 

Question/ 
Comment 

The construction of three new treatment facilities has started on Sellafield site: 
'Sludge Packaging Plant' for the ILW sludges from a MAGNOX pond, 'Silo Direct 
Encapsulation Plant' for the MAGNOX swarf from a silo and 'Box Encapsulation 
Plant' for miscellaneous ILW solids.  
Could United Kingdom specify processes to be used for new facilities ?  

Answer Sludge Packaging Plant 1 – Magnox Pond Sludge 
Sludge from the first generation Magnox pond will be retrieved to an interim 
storage tank. A process for removing the sludge from interim storage and 
conditioning within waste packages for future disposal is being developed with 
contractors, using the OJEU Competitive Dialogue process. It is expected that 
some cement based conditioning material will be used to immobilise the sludge 
within a 3m3 waste container for on-site storage and future disposal. 
Silos Direct encapsulation Plant – Magnox Silo Waste 
Magnox Swarf, sludge and Miscellaneous Beta-Gamma Waste (MBGW) will be 
mechanically retrieved from the silo and transferred to the Silos Direct 
encapsulation Plant (SDP). It is planned to mix and condition most of the waste 
with cement using a tumble mixing process and to package the conditioned waste 
within 3m3 boxes. Large items of MBGW will be placed in 3m3 boxes and 
encapsulated directly, again using cement grout. Completed waste packages will 
be stored on-site awaiting future disposal. 
Box Encapsulation Plant – ILW Solids 
The ILW solids are currently held in fuel storage ponds, and consist of a mixture of 
solid wastes, from MBGW through to fuel residues. The project is currently 
identifying options for treatment of this waste, potentially through the Box 
Encapsulation Plant or alternative plants.  

Q.No  
108  

Country  
Germany 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
p. 35; Para. B.34 

Question/ 
Comment 

B34: It is pointed out that all operators take the steps to ensure that 
decommissioning is adequately funded. Under B39, it is stated that the licence for 
new facilities is linked to secure financing arrangements. How is the policy about 
existing facilities?  

Answer NDA was set up under the 2005 Energy Act with responsibility for managing the 
decommissioning, and any residual operations, on a number of Government 
owned UK civil nuclear sites where the decommissioning work is an acknowledged 
public sector liability. Government (“Designated” under the 2005 Act) 19 sites 
(including those formally owned and operated by BNFL and UKAEA) to the NDA 
on the 1st April 2005.  
 
NDA is a Non Departmental Public Body (NDPB), which owns the 19 sites, and 
holds the financial liability for operations and decommissioning. NDA has 
developed an operating model, which was agreed with all the Regulatory bodies, 
which involves the formation of Site Licence Companies (SLCs), who hold the 
necessary statutory and Regulatory Instruments and employs the 20,000 staff 
capable of discharging work in support of the NDA’s mission. The SLC’s were 
previously in Public ownership but progressively these are being migrated to 
Private ownership in accordance with NDA’s published strategy. 
 
NDA’s funding comes from a combination of income from residual commercial 
operations which take place on its sites (electricity generation at Oldbury and 
Wylfa, fuel manufacturing at Springfields, reprocessing and spent fuel & waste 
management services at Sellafield) and grant aid from Government, to make up a 
total annual funding of just under £3Bn in 2008/9. NDA’s grant in aid funding is 
secured via the normal Treasury 3 year Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) 
process.  
 
NDA does not have any financial responsibility for decommissioning any UK 
nuclear sites or facilities which are owned by private companies. Such sites are 



covered by the arrangements under the Nuclear Liabilities Fund.  
Q.No  
109  

Country  
Germany 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
p. 38; Para. B.60-62 

Question/ 
Comment 

Some questions arose concerning the management of intermediate level waste. 
B60-B62: In Section B, the waste management for intermediate level waste is 
presented. No information is given about the planned disposal of intermediate level 
waste. In Section K, the planned disposal of high level waste is described without 
mentioning intermediate level waste. What is the current policy about the disposal 
of intermediate level waste and are there any steps defined for ensuring the 
disposal of intermediate level waste? 
In E91, it is stated that owners of radioactive waste are responsible for developing 
their own waste management strategies. This includes strategic planning for 
disposal. Taking into account that in B60 to B62 nothing is stated about a strategy 
for intermediate level waste disposal: What are the planned steps of the waste 
owners concerning intermediate level waste? 

Answer In June 2008, shortly after the finalisation of the UK’s Third National Report to the 
Joint Convention, the UK Government set out its policy in a White Paper (the 
MRWS White Paper) [1] for managing higher activity radioactive waste in the long-
term through geological disposal, coupled with safe and secure interim storage 
and ongoing research and development to support its optimised implementation. 
The MRWS White Paper also invites communities to express an interest in 
opening up without commitment discussions with Government on the possibility of 
hosting a geological disposal facility at some point in the future. Steps for ensuring 
the disposal of ILW are set out in the MRWS White Paper, which is available at 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/mrws/pdf/white-paper-final.pdf. 
 
Waste owners are required to manage their wastes in accordance with the 
conditions of their nuclear site licences granted under the Nuclear Installations Act 
1965, and any authorisations granted under the Radioactive Substances Act 1993. 
In addition waste producers are required to package their waste by reference to 
standards specified by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority Radioactive Waste 
Management Directorate. This process is aimed at ensuring packaged wastes will 
be suitable for disposal in a geological disposal facility. Consistent with the 
national policy set out in the MRWS White Paper, regulators (the Health and 
Safety Executive, the Environment Agency and the Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency (SEPA)) have developed a series of joint guidance documents 
for waste owners and others on the management of higher activity radioactive 
waste. These documents include: 
• An introductory document to provide background information for those who may 
not be familiar with the subject of radioactive waste management on nuclear 
licensed sites (Fundamentals of the Management of Radioactive Waste: An 
Introduction to The Management of Higher Level Radioactive Waste on Nuclear 
Licensed Sites); 
• Guidance on the regulatory process (Joint Guidance on Radioactive Waste 
Management - Part 1: The Management of Higher Activity Radioactive Waste on 
Nuclear Licensed Sites); and 
• Three modules of technical guidance have been published for trial use and 
comment (Radioactive waste management cases; Waste minimisation, 
characterisation and segregation; and Managing information relating to radioactive 
waste in the United Kingdom). 
Further guidance is also planned. The guidance documents and information on 
plans for future guidance are available at 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/wastemanage.htm. 
 
Footnote [1] 
Managing Radioactive Waste Safely, A Framework for Implementing Geological 
Disposal, A White Paper by Defra, BERR and the devolved administrations for 
Wales and Northern Ireland, Cm 7386, June 2008 

Q.No  Country  Article  Ref. in National Report  



110  Germany Article 32 p. 143; Para. L.2.70 
Question/ 
Comment 

Waste from decommissioning of the Windscale Advanced Gas-cooled Reactor 
(WAGR) is interim-stored in shielded boxes in the WAGR Box Store on the site of 
WAGR. The low level waste (LLW) is stored pending transfer to the LLW 
Repository in Drigg and the intermediate level waste (ILW) is stored pending 
alternative long-term storage or the availability of an ILW Repository. How is the 
current schedule for planning and establishment of a repository for intermediate 
level waste and/or high active waste?  

Answer For planning proposes only a date for 2040 for start of operations of the geological 
disposal facility (ie first emplacement of ILW) has been assumed and the notional 
plans for operation of the facility are being aligned with plans for interim storage 
and dispatch of waste from the waste producers. Receipt of HLW/spent fuel is 
expected to start some time after this.  

Q.No  
111  

Country  
Hungary 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.11 p.32 L.1 p.129-130 

Question/ 
Comment 

What kind of storage methodology do you have for special fuels (e.g. research and 
demonstration reactors)? Would you explain some details of it, for example the 
role of the cave and the pond used like buffer store (see L.114, L.1.20)?  

Answer Fuels are stored by Site Licence Companies wet and dry as appropriate and 
ponds, stores, and caves are subject to inspection, monitoring and maintenance; 
their operation is regulated by HSE.  
 
The nature of the storage regime is dependent on the physical properties of the 
fuel e.g. chemical reactivity, radiation levels, and the length of storage period 
required. The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority is developing disposition 
options for its “special” fuels, commonly referred to as Exotics or non-standard 
fuels, compatible with current storage regimes.  

Q.No  
112  

Country  
Hungary 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.48 p.37 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the limit between the VLLW and the LLW in terms of activity 
concentration?  

Answer High volume VLLW has an upper activity concentration of 40 MBq/te tritium and 4 
MBq/te all other radionuclides. LLW has an upper activity concentration of 4 
GBq/te alpha activity and 12 GBq/te beta/gamma activity.  

Q.No  
113  

Country  
Hungary 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.56 p.38 

Question/ 
Comment 

Is there any upper limit of the total activity of the disposal site of LLWR at 
Cumbria?  

Answer Currently the total activity limit is in effect defined by the capacity of existing 
disposal area (Vault 8) plus the historic disposals to the trenches. No further 
disposals are currently authorised or have planning permission. The Environment 
Agency specifies annual radiological disposal limits and this combined with the 
volumetric capacity determine the total activity disposed. Up to completion of Vault 
8, the total activity has effectively been defined but this is potentially subject to 
change on the grounds of whether disposals are as low as reasonably achievable 
(ALARA). Through the environmental safety case, we require the operator of the 
Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) to determine this and some options being 
considered include partial recovery of waste from the trenches – hence the total 
activity could potentially reduce. 
 
For proposed disposals beyond Vault 8, the operator will submit an updated 
environmental safety case in 2011. This will include proposals for a ‘total’ 
radiological capacity for the site. The Environment Agency will review the 
environmental safety case and based upon this determine the radiological capacity 
on which it will authorise the site. This is likely to define the total activity, or at least 
the total amounts of different groups of radionuclides, that can be disposed of to 
the site within our regulatory criteria as defined within the Guidance on 



Requirements for Authorisation for near-surface disposal facilities.  
Q.No  
114  

Country  
Hungary 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.56 p.38 

Question/ 
Comment 

For how long is the existing disposal capacity of LLWR sufficient? Do you have a 
plan to increase the capacity after running out of the present one?  

Answer The current projected life of LLWR on a business as usual basis is 2020.  
Contingency planning is underway to understand and monitor effective 
implementation of the national LLW strategy and the appropriate timeframe to 
enact contingency plans (for example a replacement repository or repositories for 
LLW/VLLW) as necessary.  

Q.No  
115  

Country  
Hungary 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Annex L.2 p.154-155 

Question/ 
Comment 

How much is the uncertainty of the isotope content and activity of the waste 
inventories?  

Answer The information is provided by the data providers (waste producers), in 
accordance with their own Quality Assurance procedures, in response to a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire allows the data providers to give an indication of 
the uncertainty in the data. The information provided is reviewed and checked by 
the specialist contractor who compiles the Inventory reports. The scope of these 
checks includes consistency with previous data and with similar wastes. In addition 
a number of top down reviews of the quantities of radionuclides have been 
undertaken which provide upper bound estimates of total radionuclide activity.  

Q.No  
116  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.16 

Question/ 
Comment 

It is noted that “producers and owners of radioactive waste are responsible 
for…ensuring that…where it is practical and cost-effective to do so, they 
characterise and segregate waste on the basis of physical and chemical 
properties….” How is this practice encouraged (i.e., segregation of waste at the 
point it arises)? And, if it is not done by the producer/owner, what methods are 
used at the disposal sites to characterise and segregate waste?  

Answer The purpose of segregation and characterisation of waste is to enable effective 
management of the waste. In the ultimate it is the responsibility of the waste owner 
to produce a package suitable for disposal. If the owner decides that segregation 
etc. is not reasonably practicable then they are under an obligation to use other 
means to provide a waste package and accompanying information suitable for 
disposal. It is not envisaged that any other body would carry out this process.  

Q.No  
117  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.16 

Question/ 
Comment 

We note that the UK is considering replacing BPEO/BPM with BAT in England and 
Wales. If this change is made what is the anticipated impact on the regulation of 
discharges and disposal? As Scotland and Northern Ireland have not signalled any 
plans to change, how will the different approaches be managed to ensure a 
consistent approach across the UK?  

Answer The change has not been made yet. The UK is still in the process of finalising its 
Discharges Strategy and the associated Statutory Guidance to the Environment 
Agency.  
 
The change to BAT is expected to be just a change in terminology. We consider 
that BAT and BPM/BPEO are the same so there will be no difference in the duties 
placed on operators, apart for the terminology used. The Environment Agency will 
not be prescriptive about how to determine BAT so cross-border operators would 
be able to use the same approach across the UK.  

Q.No  
118  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.25 

Question/ 
Comment 

The lack of long-term capacity at the national LLW disposal facility is noted by the 
UK report; as well as the diminishing availability of other routes for dealing with 



LLW. What impacts have these factors had on the disposal of LLW wastes from 
non-nuclear users (e.g., hospitals)? To what degree has the limited capacity 
influenced the NDA’s plans for decommissioning of sites?  

Answer NDA are developing a National nuclear industry LLW Management Strategy that 
will examine ways of extending the operational life of LLWR. The strategy aims to 
make use of diversified routes. It also incorporates waste minimisation and 
application of the waste management hierarchy to minimise disposal to the 
environment. 
 
UK Government is also developing a strategy to cover wastes from non-nuclear 
industries such as hospitals and universities. This aims to ensure that sufficient 
disposal capacity is also available for this sector and NDA has a responsibility to 
ensure implementation of both is compatible and integrated as far as practicable. 
 
NDA’s LLW strategy is centred on 1) application of the waste management 
hierarchy to radioactive wastes, 2) utilising treatment and fit-for-purpose disposal 
routes and finally 3) making optimum use of the existing national facility at LLWR, 
near Drigg in West Cumbria. 
 
All 3 strategic themes are geared to serving the non-nuclear and nuclear industry 
waste producer needs.  

Q.No  
119  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.47 

Question/ 
Comment 

The intention to develop a new disposal facility at Dounreay is noted. What 
capacity will the new facility have? Is the facility intended to service only the waste 
arising from Dounreay (including that currently stored at Dounreay; cf. B.57, B.58) 
or also waste from other sites?  

Answer The total capacity of the new LLW disposal facility at Dounreay is 175,000 m3, 
split between 6 vaults. The facility is intended to only service waste from Dounreay 
and from the adjoining MOD site (Vulcan).  

Q.No  
120  

Country  
Ireland 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.49 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the breakdown (in terms of both volume and radioactive content) of LLW 
waste going to the LLWR from non-nuclear users and nuclear sites?  

Answer The UK Radioactive Waste Inventory (1) reports waste volumes arising from each 
business activity. It can be broadly assumed that ‘medical and industrial’ volumes 
are arising from the non nuclear industry 
 
The total packaged volume of LLW reported in the national inventory is 3 470 000 
m3 
Of this, 17 000 m3 has been reported as unsuitable for disposal at the national 
LLWR (2) 
Therefore, the total volume of LLW to be disposed to the national LLWR and other 
facilities is 3 453 000 m3 
Of this 225 000 m3 arises from medical and industrial business activities 
It can be broadly assumed that approximately 6.5% of the volume of waste taken 
to the national LLWR arises from non nuclear sites and the remainder (business 
activities Fuel Fabrication & Uranium Enrichment, Nuclear Power Reactors, Spent 
Fuel Reprocessing, Nuclear Energy R&D, and Defence) arises at nuclear sites. 
 
In terms of radioactive content less than 2% of the total activity in LLW arises from 
non nuclear sites, the remaining 98% arises from nuclear sites. 
 
NDA are developing a National nuclear industry LLW Management Strategy that 
will examine ways of extending the operational life of LLWR. The strategy aims to 
make use of diversified routes. It also incorporates waste minimisation and 
application of the waste management hierarchy to minimise disposal to the 
environment. 



 
UK Government is also developing a strategy to cover wastes from non-nuclear 
industries such as hospitals and universities. This aims to ensure that sufficient 
disposal capacity is also available for this sector and NDA has a responsibility to 
ensure implementation of both is compatible and integrated as far as practicable. 
 
NDA’s LLW strategy is centred on 1) application of the waste management 
hierarchy to radioactive wastes, 2) utilising treatment and fit-for-purpose disposal 
routes and finally 3) making optimum use of the existing national facility at LLWR, 
near Drigg in West Cumbria. 
 
All 3 strategic themes are geared to serving the non-nuclear and nuclear industry 
waste producer needs. 
 
1) The UK Radioactive Waste Inventory Main Report, 
Defra/RAS/08.002NDA/RWMD/004, March 2008 
2) Managing Radioactive Waste Safely, A Framework for Implementing Geological 
Disposal, June 2008, A white paper by Defra, BERR and the devolved 
administrations for Wales and Northern Ireland. 

Q.No  
121  

Country  
Italy 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section B.53 pag.38 

Question/ 
Comment 

Could UK describe what are the improvement requirements included in the new 
license for the Low Level Waste Repository issues by the EA in 2006? What are 
the current waste acceptance criteria adopted for the repository?  

Answer Improvement and additional information requirements placed on the operator of 
the Low Level Waste Facilities under the revised authorisation that came into 
effect on 1 May 2006 are listed below. The list also includes the expected time for 
completion of the required action. 
1. The operator shall provide the Environment Agency with a full report of a 
comprehensive review of whether the current disposal practices for waste 
generated on the site continue to represent the best practicable environmental 
option, together with a programme for carrying out any necessary changes 
identified by the review. 
• 3 years from the effective date of the authorisation and at such intervals 
thereafter as the Environment Agency specifies in writing. 
2. The operator shall provide the Environment Agency with a full report of a 
comprehensive review of national and international developments in best practice 
for minimising the impacts from all waste disposals on the site. This shall include a 
comprehensive review of options for reducing the peak risks from deposit of solid 
waste on the site, where those risks arise from potential site termination events 
(e.g. coastal erosion and glaciation) and potential future human action. 
• 2 years from the effective date of the authorisation and at such intervals 
thereafter as the Environment Agency specifies in writing. 
3. The operator shall provide the Environment Agency with a full report of a 
comprehensive review of the means used to assess the activity of radionuclides in 
disposals and to determine compliance with the authorisation including 
consideration of national and international developments in best practice. 
• 3 years from the effective date of this authorisation and at such intervals 
thereafter as the Environment Agency specifies in writing. 
4. The operator shall establish and carry out a programme of research and 
development in support of items 1, 2 and 3 above. The programme and reports on 
the work carried out shall be provided to the Environment Agency. 
• Initial programme to be provided within 3 months of the effective date of the 
authorisation. Programme updates and R&D reports to be provided annually, 
thereafter. 
5. The operator shall prepare a document that states how it will address the 
findings of the Environment Agency’s review of the 2002 Environmental Safety 
Cases. 
• 6 months from the effective date of the authorisation. 



6. The operator shall update the Environmental Safety Case(s) for the site 
covering the period up to withdrawal of control and thereafter. 
• 5 years from the effective date of the authorisation, and at such intervals 
thereafter as the Environment Agency specifies in writing. 
7. The operator shall establish a comprehensive programme of monitoring to 
confirm the integrity of both the interim cap covering past disposals, and the 
bentonite cut-off wall constructed to the north and east end of the disposal area. A 
report shall be provided to the Environment Agency of the output from that 
monitoring programme. 
• 1 year from the effective date of the authorisation, and annually thereafter. 
8. The operator shall establish and implement a monitoring programme to 
determine the extent of groundwater contamination around the site arising from 
LLW disposals. A report of the programme and how the results have been used to 
both inform risk management options for the site and build confidence in safety 
assessment models, shall be provided to the Environment Agency. 
• 1 year from the effective date of this authorisation, and annually thereafter. 
9. The operator shall develop Conditions for Acceptance (CFA) that are consistent 
with the assumptions made in the environmental safety cases. 
• 6 months from the effective date of the authorisation. 
10. The operator shall develop and implement a strategy for the long-term 
maintenance and active management of records associated with the deposit of 
low-level waste on the site. 
• 1 year from the effective date of the authorisation. 
11. The operator shall carry out appropriate monitoring related to Natura 2000 
sites and Sites of Special Scientific Interest in west Cumbria. The operator shall 
also carry out a comprehensive assessment of the impact of its radioactive 
discharges and disposals on ecosystems and wildlife species. The assessment 
shall use the most up to date assessment framework together with the results of 
relevant environmental monitoring. The operator shall submit a written report to the 
Environment Agency covering the monitoring and assessment. 
• 1 year from the effective date of the authorisation. 
12. The operator shall ensure that all environmental systems and equipment that 
are required to be maintained/tested in compliance with the authorisation are 
categorised, clearly labelled and are clearly identifiable within a written 
maintenance schedule.  
• Implemented within 1 year from the effective date of the authorisation. 
13. The operator shall undertake a review that considers the nature, quantities and 
sources of foreseeable emissions of non-radioactive substances from the 
installation into each environmental medium, and a description of any foreseeable 
significant effects on the environment, and provide a detailed written report to the 
Environment Agency. 
• 2 years from the effective date of the authorisation. 
 
The current Waste Acceptance Criteria are defined in the Low Level Waste 
Repository’s Conditions for Acceptance – these can be found at: 
http://www.llwrsite.com/UserFiles/File/customer-docs/CFA-Issue0208-
October2008.pdf 
 
The Environment Agency also define limitations and conditions within the 
authorisation: 
 
1. The operator shall not, by deposit on the premises: 
 
(a) dispose of any consignment of solid waste in which the activity of alpha 
emitting radionuclides exceeds 4 gigabecquerels per tonne or the activity of all 
other radionuclides exceeds 12 gigabecquerels per tonne; 
 
(b) in any calendar year dispose of solid waste in which, in total, the activity of any 
radionuclide or group of radionuclides listed in the Table in this Schedule exceeds 
the relevant Annual Limit; 



 
2. The operator shall not dispose of, by deposit on the premises, solid waste: 
 
(a) unless it has been treated or packaged in such a way as to render it, so far as 
is reasonably practicable, insoluble in water and not readily flammable; 
 
(b) which contains any of the following materials, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Environment Agency: 
 
(i) metals and other materials which readily react either with water or air with the 
evolution of heat or flammable gases; 
 
(ii) explosive materials; 
 
(iii) liquids with flashpoint less than 21 &#61616;C absorbed on solid materials; 
 
(iv) strong oxidising agents; 
 
(v) pressurised gas cylinders or pressurised aerosol containers; 
 
(vi) materials which generate or are capable of generating toxic gases, vapours or 
fumes harmful to persons handling the waste;  
 
(vii) chemical complexing or chelating agents. 
 
3. The operator shall use the best practicable means to limit the migration of any 
radionuclides from the deposited waste. 
 
4. The operator shall use the best practicable means to collect leachate arising 
from previously deposited waste, which shall be discharged via the systems 
referred to in Schedule 4, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Environment 
Agency. 
 
5. The operator shall design, operate and close the facility in accordance with the 
assumptions made in the most recent environmental safety cases, unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Environment Agency. 
 
Table 1 
Radionuclide or Group of Radionuclides Annual Limit, TBq 
Uranium 0.3 
Radium-226 plus Thorium-232 0.03 
Other alpha emitters 1 0.3 2, 3 
Carbon-14 0.05 
Iodine-129 0.05 
Tritium 10 
Cobalt-60 2 
Other radionuclides 4 15 
 
1 "Other Alpha Emitters" means alpha-emitting radionuclides with half-lives greater 
than three months excluding uranium, radium-226 and thorium-232 
2 except, in the calendar year during which the contaminated slag pot from 
Outokumpu Stainless Limited, Sheffield (known as Pot 97) is disposed of, when 
the Annual Limit for Other Alpha Emitters is 0.5 TBq. Pot 97 may not be disposed 
of after 31st December 2009 
3 during the period including the calendar years 2007 to 2009, total disposals of 
Other Alpha Emitters in solid waste shall not exceed 0.9 TBq 
4 "other radionuclides" means: 
(a) iron-55 and beta-emitting radionuclides with half-lives greater than three 
months unless individually specified in this Table and 
(b) any other radionuclides specified in writing by the Environment Agency 



Q.No  
122  

Country  
Italy 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section B.61 pag.39 

Question/ 
Comment 

Could UK give details on the safety requirements (waste form, packages, …) for 
the conditioned ILW?  

Answer There are two fundamental safety requirements for conditioned ILW: so far as is 
reasonably practicable, radioactive material and radioactive waste should be 
stored in a passively safe state; and radioactive waste should be managed in a 
manner that is compatible with future potential disposal requirements and, unless 
justified on safety grounds, does not unnecessarily foreclose any foreseeable 
management options. More details on these requirements can be found in HSE's 
guidance to its inspectors at 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/foi/internalops/nsd/tech_asst_guides/tast024.pdf  

Q.No  
123  

Country  
Japan 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.63 (P39) 

Question/ 
Comment 

What items are described in the RWMC? How is the RWMC related to Safety 
Case?  

Answer The Joint Guidance document on RWMCs provides the answer to this question. 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/wastemanage/cases.pdf  

Q.No  
124  

Country  
Japan 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B.64 (P39) 

Question/ 
Comment 

For what purpose is a Letter of Compliance prepared? Who prepares the LoC? 
What contents does the LoC have?  

Answer The overall objective of the Letter of Compliance (LoC) assessment process is to 
give confidence to all stakeholders that the future management of waste packages 
has been taken into account as an integral part of their development and 
manufacture. This is achieved by the waste ‘owner’ (usually a Site Licence 
Company, SLC) seeking input from the organisation implementing geological 
disposal (currently the Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (RWMD) of the 
NDA). The purpose is to explicitly demonstrate that the waste packages produced 
by a proposed packaging process will be compliant with published packaging 
standards and be compatible with the underlying requirements of geological 
disposal, as understood at the time of assessment.  
The LoC assessment process is initiated when a SLC contacts RWMD with a 
request for assessment of plans for conditioning particular wastes or waste 
streams. The assessment is conducted as a contractual deliverable under 
standard terms and conditions. The LoC assessment process is designed to 
establish a good understanding of the properties of the waste and proposed waste 
package, and to compare the performance of the packaged waste against the 
safety, environmental and security assessments for transport and the operational 
and post-closure periods of a Geological Disposal Facility.  
The assessment process requires that the characteristics of the waste package 
(i.e. the waste container and the wasteform) are established in sufficient detail to 
form an effective basis for the assessments. This will require: 
• information on the radionuclide and physical/chemical inventory of the waste;  
• determination of the expected performance of the waste package under normal 
and potential accident conditions; 
• prediction of the behaviour of the package under extended storage and disposal 
conditions. 
The LoC assessment process results in the production of an Assessment Report. 
The Assessment Report summarises and draws together the assessments 
undertaken and presents them in the form of a Disposability Assessment. The 
Disposability Assessment sets out, in a transparent and visible format, how the 
packaging proposal is compliant with RWMD packaging standards and 
specifications and with the underlying safety, environmental and security 
assessments. Where the proposals are compliant with requirements a LoC can 
also be issued. The LoC is a short letter confirming that packages produced as 
proposed are expected to be disposable.  

Q.No  Country  Article  Ref. in National Report  



125  Luxembourg Article 32 Section A.2.35 
Question/ 
Comment 

The CoRWM seems to adopt a stepwise approach with reviewing of options for the 
UK’s long-term management of high and intermediate level radioactive wastes. In 
2006 three key elements were put forward. Presently the work program 2008-2011 
is finalized. On its homepage CoRWM also refers to experiences in other 
countries. In many countries with successful long-term waste management 
programs, milestones for achieving certain goals were projected far into the future. 
Why then, when on the one hand CoRWM affirms the need to learn from 
experiences of other countries, CoRWM did not on the other hand recommend 
such milestones for the UK?  

Answer Please see supporting document below - Answer to Question posted by 
Luxembourg to United Kingdom 

Support 
Documents 

» Answer to Question posted 
by Luxembourg to United 
Kingdom 

  

Q.No  
126  

Country  
Netherlands 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
art 32.1, B.40 

Question/ 
Comment 

Section B.40 states that the Decommissioning and Waste Management Plan 
Guidance produced by BERR sets out the cost modeling methodology to generate 
estimates of the costs of decommissioning.  
Could you please explain in more detail about this methodology? Is this 
methodology based on some international standard? 

Answer To ensure that the Government can have confidence that operators of new nuclear 
power stations make adequate financial provision, it is important to develop robust 
estimates of the likely total costs of waste management, disposal and 
decommissioning.  
To derive robust updated estimates of the costs of waste management and 
decommissioning for new nuclear power stations, the Government is developing a 
cost model that will enable it to produce a range of likely costs, as well as giving 
the Government information on the level of certainty of those costs. The Funded 
Decommissioning Programme Guidance consultation document ( available from: 
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file44486.pdf) described in outline the cost modelling 
methodology that the Government proposes to use to develop estimates of these 
costs. 
This cost modelling methodology includes consideration of decommissioning 
engineering costs. The assumptions made are as follows: 
 
• Decommissioning begins when the reactor is shut down with no intention of 
further use for the purpose of generating electricity and ends when all station 
buildings and facilities have been removed and the site has been returned to an 
end state which has been agreed with the regulators and the planning authority. 
• Costs for decommissioning should be structured to ensure that the costs of 
management and infrastructure for the nuclear power station under 
decommissioning are fully accounted for. 
• Demolition and disposal of waste management facilities are regarded as part of 
the decommissioning activity. 
 
We have reviewed overseas practice as part of the development of the cost 
modelling methodology, to establish how the methodology fits with international 
best practice on funding waste management and decommissioning. 
The estimates of waste management and decommissioning costs are intended to 
provide a benchmark against which Government and the Nuclear Liabilities 
Financing Assurance Board (NLFAB) can assess the estimates produced by the 
operators. Operators’ own estimates will differ from those produced by the 
Government as they will be specific to the reactor design, site and other 
operational decisions of the operator, rather than generic.  
Operators will be required to ensure that there are sufficient monies in the 
independent Fund to meet the costs identified. 



As outlined in the Government response to the Funded Decommissioning 
Programme guidance consultation, we are producing a series of three pre-
consultation discussion papers on specific issues relating to the cost estimates for 
waste management, disposal and decommissioning and establishing an indicative 
fixed unit price for the disposal of intermediate level waste and spent fuel from new 
nuclear power stations. The two papers that we have published so far are 
available at 
http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/sources/nuclear/whitepaper/actions/waste-
decommissioning/page47722.html  
There will be a formal public consultation on the issues covered by the three 
papers in Q2 2009. The finalised approach will then be published alongside the 
finalised Funded Decommissioning Programme Guidance later in 2009.  

Q.No  
127  

Country  
Netherlands 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B63 p 39,L2.46–L2.99 p 
141-147  

Question/ 
Comment 

Regulatory guidance for the management of higher radioactive waste requires that 
the licensee produce a RWMC that also provides a reasoned judgment on whether 
the conditioned waste will meet the anticipated requirements for acceptance from 
a potential disposal site operator. The NDA’s RWMD gives guidance and provides 
a letter of compliance.  
At various waste management facilities unconditioned waste is stored, i.e. as 
mentioned in L2.89 “solvents and oil storage”. 
Who decides and gives guidance on how long unconditioned storage of waste is 
acceptable and/or safe? 

Answer The storage of unconditioned waste is treated as a matter of nuclear safety. It is 
the licensee's responsibility to carry out safety assessments on particular facilities. 
HSE will judge the adequacy of such safety assessments using its safety 
assessment principles which are published on its website at 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/saps/index.htm.  

Q.No  
128  

Country  
Netherlands 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
B48 p 37 and L2.9 p 134 

Question/ 
Comment 

Low amounts of VLLW can be disposed of to unspecified landfill sites and high 
volumes to specified landfill sites. The principal difference between the two being 
the need for control on the total volumes being deposited at any one particular 
landfill site. 
Can you give more information about the control that is specified by the 
environmental regulators? Are they the same in the UK and Scotland? 
Are special areas on a landfill site pointed out for disposal of VLLW to keep VLLW 
separate from other non-radioactive municipal, commercial or industrial waste? 

Answer Since this distinction was introduced through Government policy in 2007, the 
Environment Agency in England and Wales has not received an application to 
dispose of high volume VLLW to specified landfill sites. We anticipate that controls 
will be limited to the total quantity of waste that can be disposed of to any given 
landfill. However we will require any application for disposal of high volume VLLW 
to be supported by a radiological assessment addressing the impact of the 
proposed disposals. Depending on the content of the radiological assessment, in 
particular on what factors are the main contributors to radiological impacts, we 
may choose to introduce additional controls. These could be on, for example, the 
wasteform, depth of disposal, and location of disposal in relation to non-radioactive 
waste. 
 
The Environment Agency does not intend to prescribe which areas of the landfill 
are used for the disposal of VLLW, nor require that VLLW is separated from non-
radioactive waste. We would expect these aspects to be addressed in the 
radiological impact assessment. 
 
To date, in Scotland, SEPA has not authorised disposals of HV VLLW to specified 
landfill sites. SEPA is currently considering what controls would be necessary for 



such disposals.  
Q.No  
129  

Country  
Netherlands 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
p 135 

Question/ 
Comment 

The UK accepts the decision of the owner of any radioactive material whether 
there is any foreseen use for that material, and hence whether it is, or is not, 
radioactive waste. 
Are there time-limits within which material has to be re-used to be not classified as 
waste? 

Answer There are no time limits; it is a matter for the commercial judgment of the owners 
of the spent fuel.  

Q.No  
130  

Country  
Netherlands 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Annex L2.1 p 153 

Question/ 
Comment 

The radioactive waste inventory in the UK “Expected total waste volumes from 
existing facilities to end of life” increased from “in the period as of 2004” to “as of 
2007” from 2,280,000 m3 to 3,830,000 m3. 
Can you describe the nature/reason of this increase in more detail? Is any of this 
increase due to a re-assessment of previously estimated amounts of produced 
wastes? 

Answer The increase in volume is dominated by Low Level Waste (LLW). The increase in 
waste volumes is almost exclusively due to the inclusion for the first time of Very 
Low Level Wastes (VLLW) arising at Sellafield, Springfields, Harwell, Devonport 
and Capenhurst; VLLW is reported as a sub-category of LLW. Other increases are 
due to the inclusion of LLW stored at Vault 8 of the LLWR near the village of Drigg, 
inclusion of empty uranium hexafluoride drums predicted to arise in the future at 
Capenhurst, reassessments of decommissioning waste anticipated to arise at 
Chapelcross and wastes previously considered disposed of at Dounreay which are 
now planned to be recovered and repackaged. Significant decreases were 
reported for contaminated soil and building foundations at Sellafield and 
Aldermaston as well as reassessments of a number of waste streams. 
 
Below is an extract from the UK report giving more details: 
 
The total volume of LLW is forecast to be 3,190,000m3, which is 1,140,000m3 
more than in the 2004 Inventory. Newly-reported wastes are included in the 2007 
Inventory, and there are revised estimates of LLW volumes as a result of re-
evaluation and reclassification of future arisings and changes in the scale of future 
activities. 
The principal reasons for the increase in the total volume of LLW are: 
• The inclusion in the inventory of newly reported VLLW with a volume totalling 
about 1,760,000m3 – made up of waste from Sellafield (1,260,000m3) Springfields 
(385,000m3), Harwell (82,500m3), Devonport (18,000m3) and Capenhurst 
(10,000m3); 
• The inclusion in the inventory for the first time of LLW in Vault 8 at the LLWR 
(156,000m3); 
• The inclusion of future arisings of empty uranium hexafluoride containers at 
Capenhurst, giving a further 57,900m3; 
• A reassessment of the decommissioning wastes anticipated to arise at 
Chapelcross during Care & Maintenance preparations, giving a further 51,300m3;
• About 33,600m3 of LLW previously disposed of at Dounreay has now been 
included as future arisings, as it is planned to recover this material and package it 
for disposal in the proposed new facility. 
Some estimates of LLW volumes are lower than in the 2004 Inventory. The 
principal changes are: 
• Contaminated soil and building foundations at Sellafield, which totalled 
508,000m3 in the 2004 Inventory, are now included in a separate document 
because they are not yet well characterised and therefore there is considerable 
uncertainty in the volume that might arise; 
• A reassessment of contaminated land at Aldermaston. More detailed land 



characterisation work has led to a greater understanding of volumes and activity 
levels at the AWE sites, and a consequent large reduction in the volume of long-
lived alpha contaminated land requiring extraction and disposal on site closure. A 
much smaller land area is long-lived alpha contaminated and to a lesser depth 
than reported in the 2004 Inventory. In addition there are soils contaminated with 
relatively short-lived tritium, but the levels of contamination are close to 
background levels and predicted not to form part of the disposal inventory on site 
closure. The overall result is a volume estimate that is lower by about 365,000m3. 
Information on land at AWE sites that has the potential to be contaminated, but 
has yet to be well characterised is included in a separate document. 
• A reassessment of LLW arisings at Sellafield. Discounting the increase from the 
inclusion of VLLW and the decrease from the removal of contaminated land (see 
above), estimates of LLW from operations and decommissioning are lower by 
about 61,900m3.  

Q.No  
131  

Country  
Slovakia 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
page 143 

Question/ 
Comment 

What is the technical basis for derivation of activity value concerning very low level 
waste?  

Answer The original technical basis for the VLLW activity values dates back to the 1970s 
when the Government reviewed disposal levels on the basis of ICRP 26. The 
levels were reviewed again in 1995 and 2006, when radiological assessments 
carried out by NRPB (now HPA), confirmed that disposal at these levels gave 
public doses that were well below the dose constraint.  

Q.No  
132  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Para B.3, page 31 

Question/ 
Comment 

Are there any approaches to the spend fuel management policy for the spend fuel 
from new reactors?  

Answer The planning assumption for new build is that spent fuel will be stored until a 
disposal route becomes available; for the Generic Design Assessment Process NII 
and the Environment Agency have asked the Requesting parties to base their 
safety case information to this basis. As part of this work the Requesting Parties 
have commissioned work to assess the 'disposability' of the expected waste and 
spent fuel streams. Meanwhile the government is developing proposals to ensure 
that the cost of radioactive waste and spent fuel management do not fall to the 
taxpayer.  

Q.No  
133  

Country  
Ukraine 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Para B.23, page 33 

Question/ 
Comment 

What benefits will communities of Wales and Northern Ireland have if long-term 
disposal of higher activity radioactive waste is situated on their territory?  

Answer The Department of the Environment in Northern Ireland (DoENI) supports the 
Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) programme, in recognition that it is 
in the best interests of Northern Ireland that the UK’s higher activity waste is 
managed in the safest and most appropriate manner. Should a community in 
Northern Ireland want to express an interest in opening up without prejudice 
discussions with Government on hosting a geological disposal facility it would 
contact the DoENI. 
 
Following the MRWS consultation with the people of Wales on proposals for taking 
forward geological disposal of higher level radioactive wastes, the Welsh 
Assembly Government (WAG) has noted proposals and decided to reserve its 
position.  
 
The Assembly Government recognises the work by CoRWM leading to the 
Committee’s recommendations supporting geological disposal and the use of a 
voluntarist approach to seeking potential host communities. The Assembly 
Government also attaches particular importance to ensuring the safe and secure 
interim storage of waste, maintaining the security of such storage against terrorist 
attack, and the need for research and development to support the optimised 



management and disposal of waste, as recommended by CoRWM. For Wales, the 
Assembly Government does not accept that any decision on legacy waste should 
necessarily set a precedent for the disposal of waste from any new nuclear power 
stations, and considers that it would be unproductive at this stage to ask Welsh 
communities to consider accepting waste from new nuclear power stations at this 
time. The Assembly Government supports the proposal by the UK Government 
that the full costs of waste disposal from any new nuclear power stations should be 
met in full by the operators.  
 
The Assembly Government will continue to play a full part in the Managing 
Radioactive Waste Safely programme in order to secure the long term safety of 
radioactive wastes, to ensure the implementation of a framework appropriate to 
the needs of Wales and to ensure that the interests of Wales are taken into 
account in the development of policies in this area. 
 
Should a community within Wales wish to put forward an Expression of Interest it 
would do so to WAG. If this were to happen the WAG would at that point consider 
its position in respect of the geological disposal programme and the specific 
Expression of Interest. 
 
Wherever it is sited, construction and operation of a geological disposal facility will 
be a multi-billion pound project that will provide skilled employment for hundreds of 
people over many decades. It will contribute greatly to the local economy and 
wider socio-economic framework. There could be spin-off industry benefits, 
benefits to local educational or academic resources and positive impacts on local 
service industries that support the facility and its workforce. It is also likely to 
involve major investments in the local transport facilities and other infrastructure, 
which would remain after the facility has been closed. In addition there may be 
other benefits commensurate with developing the social and economic wellbeing 
of a community that has to fulfil such an essential service to the nation. 
 
Further information can be found in the MRWS White Paper, which is available at 
www.defra.gov.uk/environment/radioactivity/mrws.htm. 

Q.No  
134  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section A.2.16, Page 5 

Question/ 
Comment 

An Energy Bill to ensure operators of nuclear power stations have secure financing 
arrangements in place to meet the full cost of decommissioning and their full share 
of waste management costs (as of May, 2008). What are the key provisions of this 
legislation, and what is its status?  

Answer The Energy Bill received Royal Consent in November 2008. Therefore it is now an 
Act.  
• Key requirements of the Act are that before constructing a new plant and in 
parallel with the consenting process, a nuclear operator will be required to submit 
a funded decommissioning programme’ made up of: 
– A ‘Decommissioning and Waste Management plan’ (DWMP) (a costed technical 
plan which will show how the operator will decommission the plant, approved by 
regulators); and  
– A ‘Funding Arrangements Plan’ (FAP) (The FAP sets out how the operator will 
accrue the monies required to carry out the DWMP) 
• The programme must be approved by the Secretary of State 
 
• The operator of a new power plant must adhere to the approved plans 
 
• If no programme is in place or if the operator does not adhere to the programme, 
it is committing a criminal offence 
 
• Secretary of State has powers to review, propose modifications to a programme 
 
• Secretary of State can impose obligations on associated bodies (defined as a 



body owning 20% or more of the operator or having control or influence over the 
operator) to make up a shortfall in the fund, for example. 
 
Key provisions are: 
• To protect taxpayers by requiring operators of new nuclear power stations to 
securely accumulate funds needed to meet the full share of waste management 
costs and the full costs of decommissioning, including ensuring: 
 
• Sufficient funds are accumulated by operators to cover waste and 
decommissioning liabilities  
• Funds are secure in the event of insolvency 
• Funds can not be siphoned off by operators for other purposes 
• Funds accrue in a transparent way 
• There is adequate protection against early decommissioning risk (to top up an 
‘immature’ fund)  

Q.No  
135  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section A.2.29, Page 7 

Question/ 
Comment 

A white paper on geologic disposal siting, voluntarism/partnership approach, and 
community hosting was scheduled for publication on June 2008. Please provide 
the current status during your national presentation in May 2009. If the white paper 
has been published, please summarize its key aspects.  

Answer The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper (policy statement) was 
published on 12 June 2008. It sets out the technical programme to design and 
deliver a geological disposal facility and the process and criteria to be use to 
decide the siting of a facility. The key issues covered are: 
 
• the approach to compiling and updating the UK Radioactive Waste Inventory and 
using it as a basis for discussion with potential host communities; 
• the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s technical approach for developing a 
geological disposal facility, including the use of a staged implementation approach 
and ongoing research and development to support delivery; 
• the arrangements to ensure sound regulation, scrutiny and control of the 
geological disposal facility; 
• how relevant planning processes might be addressed; 
• the definition of ‘community’ for the purposes of site selection; 
• the process for issuing invitations and providing information to communities; 
• how a partnership arrangement can be used to support a voluntarism approach; 
• the use of affordable and value for money Engagement and Community Benefits 
Packages as part of the voluntarism and partnership approach; 
• the initial sub-surface screening criteria and the way in which Government will 
apply these criteria; 
• a refined set of criteria for assessing and evaluating candidate sites and details of 
further consultation on the way in which these criteria should be applied.  

Q.No  
136  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section A.2.49, Page 10 

Question/ 
Comment 

A draft strategy and associated statutory guidance were subject to public 
consultations in the summer of 2008. The strategy was to be completed by the end 
of 2008. What is the current status of this strategy? Please discuss this 
consultation process, key elements, and next steps during your national 
presentation in May 2009.  

Answer The Strategy has not yet been finalised. The consultation closed in September 
2008 and the UK Government is currently updating the strategy to take into 
account the consultation responses. A summary of responses is available from: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/rad-discharges-ukstrategy/summary-
responses.pdf  

Q.No  
137  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section A.3.62, Page 28 

Question/ The Government has subsidized a three-year program for sealed source disposal. 



Comment This program was scheduled for completion during 2008. What provisions are 
there for sealed source disposition in the future? Please describe any 
treatment/conditioning processes used to prepare sources for disposal? Where 
have the surplus sources been disposed?  

Answer The UK’s Surplus Source Disposal Programme was set up on a one-off basis to 
deal with a legacy problem. This arose largely because of increased costs of 
disposal during the 1990s, which source users had not been able to plan for. The 
project was closed in December 2008. In total over 11,000 sources were disposed 
of under this project from hospitals, universities, museums, orphan sources, 
schools, colleges and other users. 
 
Legislation was introduced in 2005 which requires organisations to make adequate 
financial provision for end-of-life management of high-activity sealed sources, 
including if the users become insolvent or go out of business. Also museum 
collections of old radium-luminised instruments and redundant radioactive sources 
in schools are items that will not be replaced. The environment agencies will use 
their powers to regulate, inspect and monitor the situation and ensure that such a 
legacy does not build up again. 
 
All except one of the 30 largest sources from the programme were recycled by 
specialist contractors. Other higher-activity sources were transferred to long-term 
storage facilities at Sellafield or Harwell: on arrival they were loaded into the 
storage containers used at those facilities. Radium sources were encapsulated to 
minimise radon emissions.  
 
Low-level waste, e.g. luminised items from museums, and small sources from 
schools and colleges, were disposed of at the UK’s national Low-Level Waste 
Repository near Drigg in Cumbria.  

Q.No  
138  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section B.11, Page 32 

Question/ 
Comment 

The report mentions storing UKEA’s various research and demonstration reactor 
spent fuel at both Dounrey and Sellafield. Please clarify the storage methods used 
(e.g., wet or dry).  

Answer The nature of the storage regime is dependent on the physical properties of the 
fuel, e.g. chemical reactivity, radiation levels, and the length of storage period 
required. Fuels are stored by Site Licence Companies wet and dry as appropriate 
and ponds, stores, and caves are subject to inspection, monitoring and 
maintenance; their operation is regulated by HSE. The Nuclear Decommissioning 
Authority is developing disposition options for its “special” fuels, commonly referred 
to as Exotics or non-standard fuels, compatible with current storage regimes.  

Q.No  
139  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section B.19, Page 33 

Question/ 
Comment 

A policy for the long term management of higher activity waste was due to be set 
out in a white paper scheduled for publication in June 2008. It may be 
accompanied by an invitation to communities to express an initial interest in 
entering into - without prejudice - discussions with government on the possibility of 
hosting a disposal facility. What is the status of this white paper? If complete 
please briefly describe its key elements. Was there an invitation to communities 
and what were the responses?  

Answer The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper (policy statement) was 
published on 12 June 2008. It sets out the technical programme to design and 
deliver a geological disposal facility and the process and criteria to be use to 
decide the siting of a facility. The key issues covered are: 
 
• the approach to compiling and updating the UK Radioactive Waste Inventory and 
using it as a basis for discussion with potential host communities; 
• the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s technical approach for developing a 
geological disposal facility, including the use of a staged implementation approach 



and ongoing research and development to support delivery; 
• the arrangements to ensure sound regulation, scrutiny and control of the 
geological disposal facility; 
• how relevant planning processes might be addressed; 
• the definition of ‘community’ for the purposes of site selection; 
• the process for issuing invitations and providing information to communities; 
• how a partnership arrangement can be used to support a voluntarism approach; 
• the use of affordable and value for money Engagement and Community Benefits 
Packages as part of the voluntarism and partnership approach; 
• the initial sub-surface screening criteria and the way in which Government will 
apply these criteria; 
• a refined set of criteria for assessing and evaluating candidate sites and details of
further consultation on the way in which these criteria should be applied. 
 
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely White Paper was accompanied by an 
invitation to communities to express an interest into entering into without prejudice 
discussions with Government about the possibility of hosting a geological disposal 
facility for higher activity radioactive waste. In the first 9 months three local 
authorities have made such an Expression of Interest.  

Q.No  
140  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section B.22, Page 33 

Question/ 
Comment 

The policy on radioactive discharges is currently under review. The Governments 
of England and Wales are considering application of Best Available Techniques. 
What is the status of this review? If so please describe it conclusions.  

Answer The review is still on-going. The UK is in the process of finalising its policy on 
discharges. The public consultations closed in September 2008 and the UK 
Government is currently updating the draft UK Discharges Strategy to take into 
account the consultation responses. A summary of responses is available from: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/rad-discharges-ukstrategy/summary-
responses.pdf  

Q.No  
141  

Country  
United States of America 

Article  
Article 32 

Ref. in National Report  
Section K.8, Page 125 

Question/ 
Comment 

A new facility enables GE Healthcare to process waste tritium instead of 
discharging into the environment. This process is described as “first in the world’ 
and regarded as a major success in recycling technology. Please describe this 
process.  

Answer The process is a joint development of General Electric and the University of Bath 
(U.K.). Brief Details of the GE Healthcare Tritium Recovery process can be found 
via this link http://www.rsc.org/chemistryworld/News/2008/April/24040801.asp.  
Further information on the process should be sought from GE Healthcare directly 
as recommended on this website: 
 
http://www.mastopr.com/PDFs_Jan%202008/GE,%20University%20of%20Bath%2
0Cited%20for%20Innovative%20Tritium%20Waste%20Treatment%20Technology.
pdf 

 


