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[bookmark: 1]NUCLEAR NEW BUILD WASTE AND DECOMMISSIONING – OPTIONS 
FOR A FUNDING MECHANISM 
 
Which costs passed on / basis for charge (can work it out without knowing 
numbers) 
 
Issue 
 
1. 

This paper sets out some of the options for a waste management and 

decommissioning funding mechanism or mechanisms 
 
2. 

Any developer of a new nuclear power station would be required to 

meet the full costs of decommissioning and dealing with the wastes that arise 
from its operation and decommissioning. 
 
3. 

The Government will want to ensure that adequate provision has been 

made for end-of-life costs to minimise the risk to tax payer as default insurer. 
Developers will want to understand the scope and potential cost of any liability 
that they are legally or contractually obliged to assume 
 
4. 

The key issues in designing the mechanism or mechanisms are: 

-  How to ensure the owner/operator has provided sufficient cash 

resources to meet the liability at the expected end of life; 

-  How to meet the costs of earlier decommissioning and waste 

management in the event that the plant is unable to achieve its 
expected lifetime and insufficient funds are available to the operator; 

-  What sanctions to apply in the case of default; 
-  How to apportion the risk that decommissioning costs may vary 

(upwards) as a result of regulatory changes throughout the plant’s 
lifetime;  

-  Whether Government might explicitly assume some element of the 

liability and the point in time at which such assumption of liability may 
occur; 

-  (For waste) whether there will be any realistic option to pursue an 

alternative to a centrally delivered repository (such as direct disposal 
within the station’s site boundary); and 

-  (For waste) how the significant degree of uncertainty as to the actual 

outturn costs will be handled. 

 

5. 

In general, proposals that would serve to mitigate the risk to 

Government (the separate identification and segregation of cash) would also 
serve to impair, relatively, the economics or risk profile from the developer’s 
perspective, but may also provide some comfort to the NNB project’s other 
stakeholders. 
 
6. 

The following paragraphs outline options for (i) determining the 

payment, (ii) the legal mechanism and (iii) the guardian of the fund. 
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Decommissioning  
7. Options 

include: 

(i) 

Cash endowment at start of life, funded as part of the total 
capital cost of the project and held in a segregated fund (within 
or outside the company) or 

(ii) 

Requirement for the operator to transfer cash to an accreting 
fund (held within or outside the project itself). 

 
Waste Management  
8. 

The extensive and intrinsic interdependency with the UK’s legacy 

nuclear waste and the inter-generational timescales involved make the 
quantification and equitable allocation of the likely future costs more difficult 
than is the case for decommissioning costs. The follow up work to the 
CoRWM recommendations may not provide cost estimates for deep 
geological disposal quickly enough. 
 

 

9. 

Options for new build waste management funding include: 
(i) 

A fixed or variable charge related to the marginal cost of a 
repository (the incremental additional cost of the repository 
required to just accommodate the additional wastes, compared 
to the costs of a repository for legacy wastes alone) 

(ii) 

a fixed or variable charge related to the proportionate share of 
costs (share also in fixed/sunk costs such as planning, design, 
site selection) 

(iii) 

A fee for transfer of ownership 

(iv) 

A charge based on electrical output or capacity 

(v) 

A charge based on waste volumes 

 
Legal mechanism to underpin payments 
10. 

It is likely that primary legislation will be required for all scenarios. 

Options include a regulatory condition: 

(i) 

as part of NII licensing process; 

(ii) 

as part of Section 36 approval process;  

(iii) 

as part of the generating license conditions; or 

(iv) 

through some other, newly created contract or instrument. 

 
Guardian of the Fund  
11. Options 

include: 

(i) 

A separate trust (e.g. something similar to the NLF)  

(ii) 

Appointment of Independent Trustees to protect cash within the 
company (separating responsibility from the company’s 
management to protect the cash in the event of an insolvency).  

(iii) 

If company retains control of the cash, investment rules and 
hedging instruments will be necessary to limit the riskiness of 
investments (with associated monitoring). Alternatively, a self-
regulating mechanism might allow a broader range of investments 
but require that any funding deficits at the end of each year be 
made good in additional cash funding.  
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Examples 
 
The NLF 
 
Background to the NLF 
 
The NLF is the segregated fund that will meet certain costs of 
decommissioning British Energy (BE) nuclear power stations and certain 
uncontracted liabilities.  Under the terms of the BE restructuring, BE will make 
payments into the Fund but, to the extent that these are insufficient to meet 
the cost of liabilities, it will be underwritten by Government.   
 
The NGDF 
 
One conclusion of the Nuclear Review White Paper (Cm 2860) in May 1995 
was that the Government believed "that segregated funds are the best way of 
ensuring public confidence that the parts of Nuclear Electric and Scottish 
Nuclear which are privatised will meet their obligations and that the costs of 
meeting long term nuclear liabilities do not fall to taxpayers by default”.  In its 
Review of Radioactive Waste Management Policy published as a White Paper 
(Cm 2919) in July 1995 the Government reaffirmed that a segregated fund for 
decommissioning should be established for those parts of the industry to be 
privatised.  A Trust was the Government’s preferred approach for a BE 
segregated fund as it would be independent from BE and safe from creditors 
in the event of an insolvency. 
 
As such, as part of the privatisation of BE in 1996 the Nuclear Generation 
Decommissioning Fund (NGDF) Ltd was set up as a limited liability company 
to hold monies to meet the costs of the stage 2 and 3 decommissioning of 
BE’s nuclear power stations.  The Nuclear Trust was also set up - the 
Trustees of which were also the Directors of the company.    
 
BE made contributions into the NGDF - the level of which was reviewed 
through a Quinquennial Review (QQR) process.  If during a QQR, the future 
assets were judged to fall short of the potential liability BE were required to 
increase their contributions - the intention was for the NGDF to be in a 
position, as a result of those contributions, to fully fund the decommissioning.  
All other BE liabilities were to be met from operating costs.  
 
As part of the BE restructuring, the NGDF has been expanded and renamed 
as the NLF.  It will now be responsible for meeting the costs of all stages of 
decommissioning BE’s nuclear power stations (providing costs are qualifying) 
and certain costs associated with uncontracted liabilities.  It will not however 
be responsible for ensuring the Fund is fully funded - BE will make certain 
contributions into the NLF but should the assets fall short of the liability, 
Government will underwrite the Fund (rather than BE increase its 
contributions).   
 
The legal structure of the NLF 
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As with the NGDF before it, the NLF has a dual legal structure - the Trust 
(The Nuclear Trust) and the Company (The Nuclear Liabilities Fund 
(NLF) Limited). 
 
The Company is a limited liability company registered in Scotland.  Its 
objectives are to provide arrangements for funding decommissioning of BE 
nuclear stations and certain other uncontracted liabilities, to fund those costs, 
to hold and invest monies paid to the company for the purposes of 
discharging those costs and to make payments in respect of these matters.   
 
The Trust is an irrevocable public trust under Scottish Law.  The primary 
purposes of the Trust are 1) to protect and preserve for the benefit of the 
nation the environment of the UK, by being a member of the NLF and 2) to 
reduce the national debt of the UK. 
 
The NLF's 98 ordinary shares are held by the five Trustees of the Nuclear 
Trust.  These Trustees are also the Directors of the NLF.   In addition to the 
98 ordinary shares there is an A Special Share (which the Secretary of State 
for Trade and Industry holds) and a B Special Share (held by BE). 
 
Of the 5 Directors of the NLF, 3 are classed as A Directors and 2 as B 
Directors.  The three A Directors are appointed by the SoS in his capacity as 
A Special Shareholder. British Energy in its capacity as B Special Shareholder 
appoints the two B Directors.  
 
The appointment of the Chair (with casting vote) of the NLF is made by the 
“A” Directors (and the Chair is required to be an “A” Director) but it is up to the 
SOS to appoint the Chair of the Nuclear Trust.   
 
Consequences of the restructuring 
 
In December 2003 ONS indicated that the NLF might be classified to the 
public sector - this was later confirmed in September 2004.  As a result of this 
the Treasury has determined that the NLF must invest its assets in cash or 
gilts (with the exception of the £275m of BE bonds).  The NLF has been given 
a few years to move its assets to a ‘gilts-only’ policy.  Going forward therefore 
the NLF’s main duty will now be to manage an investment portfolio invested 
solely in gilts. 
 
The NLF has certain other functions following the restructuring, most notably:  
 

a.  Making payments to BE to cover the costs of discharging its 

decommissioning and uncontracted liabilities  

b.    Holding “investments” in BE - £275m of bonds plus receipt of the ‘cash 

sweep’  

 
However, in both of these cases NLF largely acts as a conduit for money and 
is not responsible for most of the key decision-making.   Payments from the 
NLF can only be made following approval by the Nuclear Decommissioning 
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be taken following direction from Government. 
 
Issues associated with the NLF approach: 
 
(1)  

NLF Trust and Company both registered in Scotland and subject 

to Scottish Law: The NLF has a dual legal structure - the Trust (The Nuclear 
Trust) is a limited liability company registered in Scotland. The Company (The 
Nuclear Liabilities Fund (NLF) Limited) is an irrevocable public trust under 
Scottish Law. If it were decided to extend the remit of the NLF for new build 
waste and decommissioning funds, the implications of it being under Scottish 
Law would need to be considered. Comment: would need to ensure 
arrangements were flexible enough as once finalised, Scottish Law tends to 
be very inflexible. 
 
(2)  

Investment policy: One of the objectives of the NLF Trust is to reduce 

the national debt of the UK and the NLF has been classified by the ONS as 
being in the public sector. This restricts the NLF to investing in gilts and 
means that the implications for public finance of investment decisions are 
considered alongside the concern to maximize the decommissioning fund.   
 
(3)  

Role of Trustees / Directors of the NLF Trust and Company: In 

practice, the NLF is a conduit for money and is not responsible for most of the 
key decision making. The NLF takes its instruction from the Secretary of State 
for Trade and Industry. Would we want more proactive trustees? This could 
anyway not be the case if the trust was classified to the private sector. 
 
(4) State Aid: the NLF is named in BE state aid decision, so any attempts to 
change the remit of the NLF would have to be considered in the light of that 
decision. This should not be an issue provided any changes did not 
jeopardize existing arrangements. 
 
(5) Status: There is a discussion going on between FRM, HMT and Cabinet 
Office as direct corporate governance arrangements have been put in place.  
These include reporting requirements, thresholds for taking decision, 
arrangements to ensure the NDA does not take novel and contentious 
decisions without recourse to DTI and PSA targets.  Whilst similar 
arrangements could be put in place with the NLF and the third party these 
might be less robust.  For example there might be a misalignment of interest 
between DTI and the NLF in the rate at which funds are discharged from the 
to whether the NLF is a Trust (similar to Dorneywood) or an NDPB. If an 
NDPB, the NLF may require an Accounting Officer and additional reporting 
which might clash with Trustees Scottish Trust Law obligations, restructuring 
agreements and duties as Company Directors.   
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Oil and Gas 
 
Costs associated with decommissioning offshore oil and gas installations and 
pipelines on the UKCS. 
 
Aim:  
Balance taxpayer protection with increasing UKCS productivity through 
licence trading. 
 
Risks: 
(1) At time of decommissioning a particular field, participating companies do 
not have sufficient assets to pay for the work 
(2) At time of decom the particular field, participating companies are outside 
UK jurisdiction and powers of enforcement available under Petroleum Act 
1998 may not be exercisable. 
 
Mechanism: 
Serving and withdrawal of notices under s 29 and 31(5) of the Act. These 
require recipient to submit a decommissioning programme at SoS’s request. 
The obligation to carry out an approved decommissioning programme is joint 
and several, which means that if any one of those with a duty to carry out a 
programme is unable to do so, the other interested parties will be responsible 
for the defaulting party’s burden. 
 
- PILOT Brownfields Initiative working make use of decom securities less 
burdensome by, e.g. increasing the acceptance of alternative forms of 
security, establishing a standard template for Decom Security Agreements. 
 
- For New Field Developments: DTI, with financial advisors, undertakes an 
assessment of the financial strength of the companies involved, taking into 
account any proposals to establish securities (LoC or Bond accompanied by 
exchange of letters establishing the terms). Securities not necessary if 
participant company has a parent or associated company with UK assets 
which are sufficient to demonstrate that decom coss will be met at the 
appropriate time. 
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Radioactive Materials and Wastes, final Text as adopted by the Senate 
on 31 May 2006 and the National Assembly on 15 June. 

FINANCING OF NUCLEAR LIABILITIES  

Under the Act operators of nuclear plant must establish a fund within their 
own accounts to finance their future decommissioning and waste and spent 
fuel management costs. The Industry Ministry estimate this will add around 
4% to construction costs of a typical plant.  A new National Commission for 
the Evaluation of Financing of Decommissioning and Waste Management, 
made up of Parliamentarians and technical experts, will monitor the value of 
these funds to ensure that future nuclear liabilities are adequately financed.  

In addition new taxes on waste producers will finance economic development 
initiatives around the proposed deep storage site, and continued waste 
research at waste management agency Andra.  The Bure area already 
receives 18 million Euros per year in return for housing Andra's deep storage 
laboratory, but the new taxes will increase this as the prospect of storing high 
level waste in the region approaches.  Although the local population is 
ambivalent about the lab's presence, local politicians are enthusiastic and 
may even end up competing to host the final storage site. 

Other countries 
 
See separate table covering France, US, Finland, Spain, Germany, Hungary, 
Sweden, Belgium, Japan, Czech Republic (prepared by E&Y). May need 
some updating. 
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Levy Approach 

What does levy cover? 

Allocation of waste liability 

Other information 

1.  US 

0.1 US cents / kWh levy 

Final disposal of nuclear waste  Stated policy is that the Federal 

US policy forbids reprocessing of spent 

is imposed 1 (further 

is the responsibility of 

Government has responsibility for all 

fuel - it is all treated as HLW 1 

research would be 

Government 1 

nuclear waste 2 

The US is relatively advanced 

required in order to 

The fund (Nuclear Waste 

Nuclear utilities are currently having 

(compared to other countries) in 

clarify whether this levy is  Fund), into which the levy is 

to store waste on reactor sites as the 

progressing towards an underground 

just imposed on nuclear 

paid, has been used to date to 

Federal Government (Dept of 

repository in that there is an agreed 

operators or all electricity  make some disbursements to 

Energy) have yet to construct the 

policy, a site has been selected and 

operators) 

research the site at Yucca 

planned geological repository at 

preliminary work has begun on the site 2 

Levy is paid for by 

mountain 2 

Yucca Mountain (agreed site for final  The Yucca Mountain repository is 

consumers but is collected  Utilities have paid some 

disposal) 1 

planned to store 70,000 tonnes of high-

by the operators through 

U$24bn (through the levy) 

As the DoE has defaulted on its 1998 

level waste, with current plans to 

customer billing 2 

towards final disposal by the 

deadline to start accepting spent fuel 

commence operation from 2010 1 

Government. The fund is 

at the planned Yucca Mountain 

Of the 70,000 tonnes, 63,000 tonnes 

growing by almost U$800m 

repository, operators are having to 

would be spent reactor fuel, 2,333 tonnes 

per year 1 

cover the costs of additional on-site 

naval and DOE spent fuel and 4,667 

storage capacity required 1 

tonnes of other high-level wastes 1 

Some operators (such as Exelon) 

As of early 2004, there was approx 

have recovered some of this 

50,000 tonnes of civil spent fuel 

unforeseen cost from the Federal 

awaiting disposal, and 8,000 tonnes of 

Government and other operators are 

Government spent fuel and separated 

suing for similar cost recovery 1 

high-level wastes 1 
The Exelon agreement covers all its 17 
nuclear reactors, and the US $300 
million of storage costs recovered from 
the Federal Government will be funded 
by Federal Budget, not the Nuclear 
Waste Fund 1 
In addition to the Yucca Mountain 
facility, Private Fuel Storage LLC (PFS) 
plans used fuel storage on a site in Utah 
for up to 40 years pending disposal 1 

                                                 

1 World Nuclear Association Website 

2 Consultation with internal EY experts 
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Levy Approach 

What does levy cover? 

Allocation of waste liability 

Other information 

PFS is a consortium of eight utilities 
apparently impatient with the DOE 
regarding the lack of delivery of a long-
term storage facility 1 
In October 2005 licensing approval was 
obtained for an additional 40,000 tonne 
centralised surface dry storage facility, 
due to open around 2008 1 

2. France 

EdF ‘sets aside’ 0.14 € 

Waste disposal as well as 

The French Government has not 

ANDRA, the waste management agency, 

cents / kWh on all nuclear 

decommissioning and 

agreed final responsibility for waste 

is running the consultative process.  It 

generated power 1  

reprocessing costs 1 

as yet – they are awaiting the 

expects to report to Government so that 

(further research would 

Storage costs covered by the 

outcome from 2006 consultative 

parliament can decide in 2006 on the 

be required in order to 

EdF provision also include the 

process. 

precise course of action 1 

confirm that this amount 

future estimated costs of long-

EdF has responsibility for funding 

EdF has been reprocessing fuel for some 

is passed onto the 

lived, medium and high-level 

the eventual long-term waste 

time 2 

consumer and whether it 

waste, including geological 

management process, as well as 

An underground repository is being 

is a ‘levy’ or a 

storage 2 

responsibility for waste being 

assumed (by EdF) as the long-term 

‘provision’) 

As the national policy on final 

generated by current EdF plant.  

storage solution 2 

EdF is currently 

waste disposal has not yet 

Funding is sourced from dedicated 

The national policy is to reprocess spent 

responsible for setting the 

been agreed, EdF has assumed 

financial assets 2  3 

fuel (before final disposal) so as to 

levy amount based on its 

that an underground repository  Operators can however outsource 

recover uranium and plutonium for re-

own assessment of its 

will be the long-term solution 

their responsibilities to an authorised 

use and to reduce the volume of high-

decommissioning and 

2 

third party (e.g. interim storage - 

level wastes for disposal (closed fuel 

nuclear waste liabilities 

EdF’s provision for 

CEA, COGEMA and final disposal 

cycle) 1 

and costs  2  3 

downstream nuclear fuel in 

centre operator - ANDRA) 3 

France totals €14.8 billion, 

EdF records its nuclear liabilities as a 

including €10.3 billion for 

provision on its balance sheet 3 

reprocessing operations and 
€4.4 billion for storing waste 
resulting from nuclear fuel.  
The provision represents the 
outstanding liability, being 
adjusted annually for both new 
liabilities and amounts spent 2 
Provision is maintained by 
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Levy Approach 

What does levy cover? 

Allocation of waste liability 

Other information 

EdF, not Govt 2 

3. Finland 

A charge on nuclear 

The Government charge 

Responsibility for nuclear waste rests 

The State Nuclear Waste Management 

generated electricity is 

(feeding into the State Nuclear 

with the nuclear operators until the 

Fund exists under the Ministry of Trade 

imposed by the 

Waste Management Fund) on 

waste is transferred to the planned 

& Industry 1 

Government on the two 

nuclear generated electricity is 

underground repository (although 

Surface storage pools are in operation at 

nuclear operators, TVO 

assessed annually based on the 

this is being constructed by a 

both the Olkiluoto and Loviisa sites 2 

and Fortum.  This is 

liabilities for long-term waste 

TVO/Fortum joint venture company) 

The Olkiluoto surface pool storage 

accumulated into a State 

disposal and decommissioning 

1 

facility for spent fuel has been in 

Nuclear Waste 

costs of each company 1 

TVO and Fortum externalise their 

operation since 1987. The € 31 million 

Management Fund 1 

The cost estimate for 

liabilities through their payments to 

KPA facility has a capacity of 1,270 

The overall costs of 

disposing of 2,600 tonnes of 

the State Nuclear Waste Management  tonnes and is designed to hold spent fuel 

managing radioactive 

spent fuel from the four 

Fund 3 

for about 50 years, pending deep 

waste (this includes 

existing reactors during 40 

Companies report nuclear provisions 

geological disposal 1 

decommissioning), are 

years of operation is about € 

(assuming a discount rate) and the 

A joint venture company, Posiva Oy 

currently estimated at 

818 million (this includes 

corresponding assets (their shares of 

(owned 60% by TVO and 40% by 

0.23 € cents/kWh 

construction costs of € 228 

the waste management fund) 3 

Fortum), was set up in 1995 to be 

(undiscounted) 1 

million, encapsulation and 

Companies are allowed to borrow up 

responsible for the final disposal of spent 

All nuclear waste 

operating costs of € 538 

to 75% of their respective share of 

nuclear fuel in Finland. 

management and storage 

million). With the fifth reactor 

the waste management fund 3 

There are advanced plans by Posiva Oy 

costs are included within 

(currently being constructed), 

to construct an underground geological 

the price of electricity 2 

some 6,500 tonnes of spent 

site – current plan is to commence 

fuel will require disposal. By 

operations in 2020 1 

end of 2004, 1380 tU had been 

Two underground repositories are 

accumulated 1 

already operational for storage of ILW 

As of mid 2005, € 1.4 billion 

and LLW 1 

had been accumulated in the 
State Nuclear Waste 
Management Fund from 
charges on generated 
electricity. The charges are set 
in line with assessed liabilities 
for each company - for 2003 € 
732 million for TVO and € 

                                                 
3 Morgan Stanley report  “Nuclear: Core of the Matter” – September 2005” 
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545 million for Fortum 1 

4. Spain 

1% levy on all electricity 

Funds waste management and 

ENRESA (Empresa Nacional de 

ENRESA was set up in 1984 as a state-

consumed 1 

decommissioning 1 

Residuos Radiactivos SA)  manages 

owned company to take over radioactive 

Alternative source states 

the national nuclear fund and is 

waste management and 

that costs for 

responsible for decommissioning, 

decommissioning of nuclear plants. It is 

decommissioning and 

interim storage and disposal 3 

the only state-owned part of the nuclear 

nuclear waste are borne 

In Spain nuclear companies 

fuel cycle in Spain 1 

by nuclear generators 

externalise their liabilities through 

The plan for spent fuel envisages initial 

only  3 

payments to a national fund 3 

storage at each reactor for ten years.  

This levy is paid into an 

Spent fuel is stored at reactor site 

Some temporary storage for dry casks is 

external national fund 1 

until a final disposal solution is 

also envisaged at Trillo up to 2010 and 

 

determined in 2010 3 

establishment of a longer-term 
centralised facility from then 1 
Meanwhile research will progress on 
deep geological disposal as well as 
transmutation, with a decision on 
disposal to be made after 2010 1 
Policy is focused on an open fuel cycle 1 

5. Germany 

Operators are charged a 

The trust fund is designed to 

Nuclear operators are responsible for 

From 1998 – policy changed to direct 

pre-payment fee for the 

cover the costs of waste 

interim storage of spent fuel and 

geological disposal of spent fuel, and no 

estimated costs of waste 

management, 

decommissioning.  They have 

reprocessing after 2005 1 

storage at Federal 

decommissioning nuclear 

formed joint companies to build and 

A Government agency (Bundesamt für 

facilities 4 

power plants and rehabilitating  operate off-site surface facilities 

Strahlenschutz) is responsible for the 

These fees are included 

lignite mines 1 

(Ahaus and Gorleben). However, 

construction and operation of nuclear 

within the cost of 

During the period 1999-2000, 

current practice is for interim storage 

waste disposal facilities 3 

electricity to consumers 

the fund reached a value of 

at reactor sites 1 

A salt dome at Gorleben is the agreed 

and are  paid into an 

DM 50 billion.  However, the 

Companies manage their own nuclear  location for a national centre for disposal 

external trust fund 1 

Federal Government applied a 

funds, which they control and to 

of radioactive wastes. It is now being 

retrospective tax to the fund, 

which they have access 3 

studied as a possible site for geological 

depleting it by 50% 1 

Companies’ provision for plant 

disposal of high-level wastes 1 

 

decommissioning, interim storage 

These will be about 5% of total wastes 

and final disposal of nuclear waste on  with 99% of the radioactivity.  The site 
their balance sheets 3 

could be available as a final repository 

                                                 
4 Website of BFS – German Federal Office for Radiation Protection 
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The Federal Government (through 

from 2025 1 

the Federal Office for Radiation 

Ahaus facility is used for storing 

Protection) is responsible for 

intermediate-level wastes, and the 

building and operating final 

Konrad site (a former iron ore mine) was 

repositories for high-level waste, but 

licensed in 2002 for their disposal with 

progress has been slow due to  

low-level wastes but is not expected to 

opposition from Länder 

be operational before 2010 due to legal 

Governments 1 

challenges. This will take 95% of the 

 

waste volume, with 1% of the 
radioactivity 1 

6. Hungary 

Since 1998, a levy on 

The Central Nuclear Financial 

The Public Agency for Radioactive 

Policy based on a closed fuel cycle ie. 

nuclear generated 

Fund is designed to cover the 

Waste Management (PURAM) is  

disposal without reprocessing 1 

electricity has been 

costs of storage and disposal 

responsible for all waste 

Spent fuel is stored in ponds at Paks, 

charged 1 

of radioactive wastes, spent 

management, waste disposal and 

then transferred to dry storage, also at 

Levy revenues are paid 

fuel, and decommissioning 1 

decommissioning 1  

Paks 1 

into the Central Nuclear 

Further research would be needed to 

Following investigation by PURAM, an 

Financial Fund 1 

clarify the precise allocation of 

underground repository site (at 

liability between Government and 

Bataapati) for LLW and ILW is planned 

operators  

– now approved by Parliament 1 
A low-level waste repository operates at 
Puspokszilagy for institutional (non-
nuclear) radioactive wastes 1 

7. Sweden 

Nuclear operators pay a 

The state fund (into which fees  The nuclear operators externalise 

Final underground repository for ILW 

set fee (which has 

are paid) is designed to cover 

their liabilities through payments to 

has been operating near Forsmark since 

averaged  € 2.2 c/kWh) 

the costs of waste 

the state fund 3 

1988 1 

into a state administered 

management and 

Nuclear operators are responsible for 

Some LLW is disposed of at reactor 

fund 1 

decommissioning 1 

the costs of managing and disposing 

sites.  Some waste is incinerated at 

Fee is set by Government 

The state fund is administered 

of spent fuel.  They must provide for 

Studsvik 1 

based on advice from the 

by the state run Swedish 

those costs as they go 1 

An interim repository (called CLAB) for 

Swedish Nuclear Fuel and 

Nuclear Power Inspectorate 

SKB was set up by the nuclear 

spent fuel (treated as HLW) operates at 

Waste Management 

(called SKI) 1 

operators - it is owned 36% by 

Oskarshamn (it commenced operation in 

Company (called SKB) 1 3 

 

Vattenfall, 30% Forsmark, 22% 

1985).  Its capacity is being expanded to 

OKG and 12% E.ON Sweden.  Set 

8,000 tonnes (from 5,000) to cater for all 

up in 1977, its purpose is to develop 

the fuel from all the present reactors 1 

a comprehensive concept for disposal  A final deep (geological) repository is 
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of spent fuel and other radioactive 

planned and is the subject of current 

wastes 1 

research to identify technical suitability 1 

SKB manages spent fuel 3 

There are currently two short listed sites 
for this geological repository 1 

8. Belgium 

Costs are borne by the 

The provision covers waste 

In Belgium nuclear companies record  Synatom was initially formed as a 

power utilities 1 

management, storage and 

their nuclear liabilities as provisions 

syndicate for the design of large nuclear 

Electrabel determines and 

decommissioning 1 

on their balance sheet 3 

power plants 1 

makes a provision for 

The provision is paid into a 

The national agency for radioactive 

The main ONDRAF/NIRAS facility is at 

nuclear liabilities.  These 

fund which is managed by 

waste and fissile materials 

the Mol-Dessel site, run by its subsidiary 

include plant 

Synatom (owned by Tractebel 

management (ONDRAF/NIRAS) is 

Belgoprocess 1 

decommissioning, interim 

and Electrabel) 3 

responsible for the safe management 

There are proposals for LLW 

nuclear waste storage and 

of all radioactive materials in the 

repositories at Mol and Dessel 1 

final disposal) 3 

country.  This includes transport, 

Research on deep geological disposal of 

 

treatment, conditioning, storage and 

ILW and HLW is underway and focused 

disposal 1 

on the clays at Mol 1 

 

An underground research laboratory (in 
clay, at Hades) has been constructed to 
investigate ultimate geological storage 1 

9. Japan 

0.2 yen/kWh levy from 

Levy revenues are paid into a 

NUMO was set up by the private 

Legislation (in 2000) mandates deep 

electricity utilities.  Levy 

fund administered by NUMO 

sector 1 

geological disposal of high-level waste 

cost is passed onto 

(the Nuclear Waste 

NUMO is responsible for developing 

(only vitrified waste from reprocessing 

customers 1 

Management Organisation) 1 

plans for waste disposal and storage.  

spent reactor fuel) 1 

The NUMO fund will cover 

This includes site selection, 

NUMO currently runs a site selection 

the costs of the planned 

demonstration of technology, 

process with a view to short-listing by 

underground repository 1 

licensing, construction and operation, 

2007, conducting detailed investigation 

An independent funds 

monitoring and closure 1 

by 2012 with a final site selected by 

management body, RWMC 

Further research would be needed to 

2025, and operation commencing in 

(Radioactive Waste 

clarify the precise allocation of 

2035 1 

Management Funding and 

liability between Government and 

Estimated cost of the planned 

Research Centre), has since 

operators 

underground repository is US$ 28 billion 

been set up 1 

 

(excludes any financial compensation 

All reserves held by utilities 

 

paid by Government to local 

will be transferred to RWMC 

communities) 1 

and companies will be 
refunded as required for 
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reprocessing 1 

10. Czech 

CEZ, the state owned 

Costs of waste disposal, which 

CEZ is fully responsible for storage 

Spent fuel storage is undertaken at 

Republic 

nuclear plant operator, 

are  lodged with the Czech 

and management of its spent fuel 

reactor sites 1 

puts aside US$ 0.2 cent / 

National Bank 1 

until it is handed over to the state 

There is also an interim LLW and ILW 

kWh 1 

The accumulated funds are 

owned, RAWRA1 

storage facility (600 tonnes capacity) at 

 

placed into an “escrow” 

RAWRA arranges for the final 

Dukovany with further construction 

account and can be used only 

disposal of waste and spent fuel 3 

underway to add an additional 1,300 

with the permission of the 

CEZ reports its provisioning and 

tonnes capacity.  This facility is operated 

Radioactive Waste Repository 

accumulated funds for 

by RAWRA 1 

Authority (RAWRA), which 

decommissioning and interim storage 

RAWRA has responsibility for the 

administers the fund 3 

on its balance sheet 3 

planned HLW repository.  The selection 

The funds are however 

Waste management (along with 

of a site will not commence until 2015 

managed by CEZ within an 

licensing, nuclear safety, safeguards, 

and construction is planned for 2050 1 

approved framework 3 

and radiation protection) is regulated 
by the State Office for Nuclear 
Safety (SUJB) 1 

 

 




    

  

  
