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1. EdF’s document which deals with spent nuclear fuel arrangements at the proposed 

Sizewell C site is heavy on reiteration of guidelines, regulation and codes of practice 

but relatively light on detail. In many ways, it reflects the questionable statement 

made by one of its representatives to an audience in the village of Bramfield in 

response to an inquiry about spent nuclear fuel management, to which the answer 

given was, in so many words, we can forget about the waste issue as it has been 

‘solved.’ 

 

2. This is contradicted by EdF’s own document [6.3 Vol 2 Main Development Site 

Chapter 7 Spent Fuel & Radioactive Waste Management] on the issue which states at 

section 7.5.2 that, ‘The strategy for solid radioactive wastes is that these are to be 

disposed of as soon as reasonably practicable where a viable disposal route is 

available. High Level Radioactive Waste, ILW and spent fuel for which there are as 

yet no available disposal routes (emphasis added) would be accumulated and safely 

stored on-site in compliance with the requirements of the Nuclear Site Licence, and 

Radioactive Substances Regulations environmental permit until a suitable disposal 

route or an alternative management route becomes available.’  

 

3. Arrangements for the storage of the spent fuel is assumed to be ‘interim’ in that no 

long term disposal facilities currently exist for legacy spent fuel or for notional ‘new 

build waste’.  Ministers and the nuclear industry will disingenuously claim when 

justifying the new build programme that ‘arrangements are in place’ for the waste to 

be disposed of through the construction of a geological deep facility (GDF), despite 

the fact that after sixteen years since the establishment of the Nuclear 

Decommissioning Authority (NDA), and after one failed attempt to secure a volunteer 

partner community in the venture, a GDF is as far away as ever. A notional 

availability date is given as ‘by 2040’, on the expectation that after a further 20 years, 

a GDF will, finally, be available.  If the history of the last sixteen years of effort is 

anything to go by, that expectation is unlikely to be realised and the uncertainties of 

the disposability of spent nuclear fuel1 will prove to be, along with the false assertions 

 
1 See The 

https://tasizewellc.org.uk/


 

that ‘arrangements are in place’, the two unfounded assumptions upon which has been 

based an entire new nuclear build programme.   

 

4. The agency charged with ‘delivering’ a GDF is Radioactive Waste Management Ltd 

(RWML), a subsidiary of Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA). This places a 

monumental responsibility on the shoulders of the RWML and its parent body, the 

NDA, for without a repository, the new nuclear build programme would be 

jeopardised in that the indefinite surface storage of thousands of tonnes of spent 

nuclear fuel and intermediate level waste and its colossal inventory of radioactivity 

would be an unacceptably vulnerable policy in the long term.  Should the new nuclear 

build programme be shelved as a result of the absence of a repository, government’s 

ambitions to retain its nuclear weapons programme would also be under threat:  the 

links between the government’s fixation with nuclear power and the nuclear weapons 

programme are no longer deniable2.      

 

5. But the NDA has been the subject of a recent report3 which has shown it to be 

reluctant to accept challenge, an attitude NGOs are familiar with as it pervades all 

agencies involved with the nuclear sector, from government departments to advisory 

bodies and regulators.  It is salutary to reflect that, despite the onerous responsibility 

the NDA shoulders, regulatory and advisory bodies are subject to the regulators’ 

code4 which requires them to ‘carry out their activities in a way that supports those 

they regulate to comply and grow’, an attitude which militates against healthy, open 

and informed dialogue which in other countries, notably in Scandinavia, results in 

much healthier and more robust development of national policies.     

 

6. RWML operates an ‘issues register’5 which lists the many technical and scientific 

uncertainties relating to the disposal of radioactive waste, giving the stage at which 

the resolution of that issue has reached.  Many are still outstanding, demonstrating 

that the challenges to disposal are legion, from the inability to demonstrate that waste 

will be ‘isolated’ from the environment for centuries during which some of the waste 

will remain highly dangerous, to uncertainties around the corrosion characteristics of 

the cladding used for spent nuclear fuel to the inability to predict the performance of 

any repository in the face of rapidly changing climatic conditions over the 

unimaginable timescales involved and the unknown health effects of exposure to even 

small amounts of alpha-emitting substances:  the safety and security of a repository is 

replete with issues that still dog RWML efforts. Nothing, however, appears to dampen 

the government’s appetite for more nuclear power and nothing, it seems, can cause 

the nuclear agencies to recognise that the putative benefits of nuclear power are far 

outweighed by what are potentially intractable technical problems and imponderable 

ethical issues which arise from the creation of nuclear waste from a new build 

programme when we have yet to resolve the problems associated with the 500,000 

cubic metres of legacy waste we have already created.            

 

7. Curiously, at 7.1.6, the EdF document cited above continues: ‘SZC Co.’s strategy will 

be to manage and process radioactive wastes as they arise where this is reasonably 

 
 

2 http://www.sussex.ac.uk/broadcast/read/45858 
3 Magnox Inquiry: final report - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 
4https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/913510/

14-705-regulators-code.pdf 
5 https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20201218112525/https://rwm.nda.gov.uk/issues/ 
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practicable, thereby reducing risks and preventing the creation of a legacy that has to 

be dealt with by future generations.’ Ignoring the ambiguity implied by ‘where 

reasonably practicable’, the statement either reflects EdF’s misunderstanding of the 

arithmetic involved or the nature of the radioactivity in its own spent nuclear fuel.     

 

8. Sizewell C has a projected operational life of 60 years.  It will not be operational until 

at least 2034, probably much later, but for argument’s sake, let us assume it is 

operating by 2040. It will therefore still be operational in 2100 and its final fuel load 

will need to be stored on site until at least 2200 before it can be removed for final 

disposal in an as-yet aspirational deep geological disposal facility, the availability of 

which is highly uncertain even by such a distant date.  It is therefore impossible for 

EdF to claim that its spent fuel legacy will not be a burden to future generations as 

even a child born at the time Sizewell C begins generating electricity in 2040 will be, 

by definition, 160 years old by the time the last of Sizewell C’s spent fuel is capable 

of being removed from the site and will therefore have lived an entire lifetime with 

the burden of Sizewell C’s radioactive waste legacy.   

 

9. One figure in the document, at 7.7.74, stands out: ‘the total inventory (of spent 

nuclear fuel) at end of generation would be approximately 3,900 tonnes.’ This EPR 

spent nuclear fuel is much hotter and far more radioactive than fuel from the existing 

PWR (Sizewell B) and represents an unimaginable amount of radioactivity, some of 

which will inevitably be stored on site for an indeterminate period of time, given the 

uncertainty of the geological facility’s availability, and will require constant 

surveillance and security measures to ensure its safety against accident or malicious 

attack.   

 

10. In order to secure a GDF, the NDA launched a programme it called Managing 

Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS).  It was predicated on the CoRWM 

recommendation that the imposition of a radioactive waste repository on a community 

had been shown not to work on several occasions, and that the preferred course of 

action was to encourage ‘volunteerism’ in which communities could indicate their 

willingness to act as a host in return for the putative benefits bestowed on that 

community through the jobs and government grants from which it would benefit.  

MRWS1 ‘failed’ because the Cumbria County Council withdrew from the process, 

although many saw the ‘failure’ as evidence that the process, by honouring the 

principle of the right to withdraw, proved that the process worked. MRWS2 was 

launched after much analysis and re-working of the initiating process. Observers feel 

that the new programme streamlines the approval process to a point where most of the 

democratic processes are removed:  anyone can nominate land as a potential site for a 

GDF even if it does not belong to them and the working groups established have very 

little community representation.  The collapse of MRWS1 caused by the withdrawal 

of Cumbria County Council from the process has been circumvented in MRWS2:  the 

participation of the council at county level is no longer a requirement.  

       

11. The on-going absence of a GDF presents the government, the industry and nuclear 

communities with the likelihood of indefinite rather than interim storage of nuclear 

waste on the sites of its origin.  The industry’s track record in accommodating such a 

waste stream on site is not impressive:  at Sizewell, the volume of the ‘B’ plant’s 

spent fuel inventory threatened to overwhelm the ‘wet’ storage arranged for it and 

required the construction of a dry fuel store (DFS) as a second stage interim store. 

However, the ‘B’ site has been granted a lifetime extension and may therefore need 

more space in the dry store for its spent fuel than the 143 casks design capacity as its 

extended operating life generates more spent nuclear fuel.  The DFS is built at the 

https://tasizewellc.org.uk/


 

highest point on the Sizewell complex to reduce the risk of flooding.  This elevated 

location which affords such limited protection as the site has to offer is therefore 

already crowded and limits the availability of land for additional large structures.  

Any DFS created for Sizewell C fuel storage will be forced into less protected areas 

of the complex.   

    

12. The delay of the delivery of a GDF means that it is entirely possible that the dry fuel 

storage flasks in which the spent fuel from Sizewell B is stored will need to be 

replaced as their life expectancy was originally quoted as around 25 years. This was 

later revised upwards to around 100 years, but only as an aspirational lifetime, and 

there is evidence to show that casks are prone to corroding and cracking more quickly 

than anticipated. This is particularly relevant in coastal areas where high 

concentrations of salt in the atmosphere increase the rate of erosion of the steel 

canisters6. 

 

13. Even at 100 years level of durability, spent fuel will still need to be repackaged either 

at the nuclear reactor site itself or at the GDF. Facilities to accommodate such a 

massive and potentially dangerous repackaging programme at either location are not 

featured either in the EdF DCO material for the Sizewell C development nor in the 

documents accompanying the GDF development plans produced by RWML.  

 

14. A central concern relating to the disposability of EPR spent fuel is that the hotter and 

more radioactive fuel will present problems of spacing in the notional repository to 

facilitate cooling as fewer spent fuel rods per cask will be permitted.  While this 

‘inventory management/manipulation’ may marginally speed up the time the fuel is 

required to remain on site, the cost may be that the footprint of the GDF will have to 

be enlarged, something which will reduce its saleability to a potential host community 

and which will inevitably push up to even more astronomic heights an already eye-

watering cost of nuclear waste interim management, conditioning and ultimate 

disposal estimated by some as being in excess of £100bn7. RWM puts the overall cost 

of the GDF itself at £12.3 bn with a footprint of 5 square kilometres8.   

 

15. The ONR appears from its documentation to be awaiting important information from 

EdF regarding the long term storage of its EPR spent fuel9.  Interestingly, the ONR 

expects the report to be delivered ‘before fuel loading’.  The assumption one could 

draw, then, is that if the report does not meet expectations, the ONR will not licence 

the plant to operate, but such an outcome at so late a stage in the process seems 

fanciful in the extreme. The disposability of the hotter fuel which contains much 

greater amounts of radionuclides than even the Sizewell PWR fuel is the subject of 

much debate, although EN6, the government’s policy paper relating to the nuclear 

 
6 https://www.epri.com/research/products/000000003002002528 

7 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/jun/23/britain-nuclear-atomic-clean-up-decommissioning 
 
8 Geological-Disposal-Assessment-of-the-implications-for-the-products-of-reprocessing-compared-to-direct-
disposal-of-the-spent-fuel.pdf 
 
9 http://www.onr.org.uk/new-reactors/reports/step-four/technical-assessment/ukepr-rwd-onr-gda-ar-11-030-
r-rev-0.pdf 
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component of the energy sectors, states that, ‘The NDA has concluded that given a 

disposal site with suitable characteristics, the wastes and spent fuel from the EPR and 

AP-1000 are expected to be disposable.’ The reader is left uncertain as to what the 

NDA consider to be ‘suitable characteristics’10. 
 

16. Given the nature of the EPR spent fuel, the lack of storage space made available in the 

past by EdF in respect of the wet-storage capacity that would be needed for spent 

PWR fuel from Sizewell B and the perilous nature of the proposed plant’s location on 

an eroding coast in an era of accelerating climate change impacts, the EdF DCO plans 

might be expected to demonstrate precise and carefully considered attention to this 

issue. TASC would respectfully suggest to the Planning Inspector that it behoves EdF 

to show that it has sufficient cooling pond capacity to allow the accumulated fuel 

taken from the core at the end of an outage period to remain for at least 10 years 

before being moved to the DFS.  In addition, such a ‘wet’ facility should demonstrate 

a safe location, adequate land area, foundations and volume and its characteristics to 

withstand flood risk as well as to remain secure from malicious attack or accident. 

Radioactive waste stored for any period of time on a coastal site such as Sizewell 

must be resilient to the uncertainties of climate change.          

 

Radioactivity, health and waste 

 

17. The nature of the radioactivity present in spent nuclear fuel is summed up here in a 

statement from Karl Connor, a spokesperson for Sellafield, in a BBC Radio 4 

programme on the, 7/1/15, 'How to dismantle a nuclear power station' 

(https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b04wwgzf): 

 

18. ‘If you placed a teacup sized piece of high level waste (derived from the reprocessing 

of spent nuclear fuel) in the middle of football pitch, you and everyone in the stadium 

would be dead before you left the centre circle.' 

 

19. This chilling statement made in 2015 by a senior nuclear employee should be enough 

to demonstrate the deadly nature of the material being generated every day in the 

middle of nuclear communities up and down the country.  Sizewell B has been 

operating since 1995, generating an estimated 625 tonnes of spent nuclear fuel which 

is stored either in water in a cooling pond or, after transfer, in a ‘dry cask store’, both 

of which are on-site and are likely to remain there for the foreseeable future, pending 

on the availability of the much-delayed and controversial deep geological final 

repository.  The amount of radioactivity represented by such an amount of spent 

nuclear fuel is difficult to calculate and is in any case an inaccurate measure of the 

potential harm it could do to the population in the event of a significant release: the 

health consequences for the population over a potentially large area would be 

unknown but possibly significant dependent on the weather conditions at the time, the 

precautionary measures taken and the deposition pattern of the radioactivity: prompt 

and latent cancers as well as fatal and non-fatal effects such as genetic malformations 

in future generations could result. Put simply, nuclear power endangers peoples’ lives 

and no matter how many safety measures are in place, we need to acknowledge that 

all nuclear accidents to date have resulted from human error and unforeseen events.  

 

20. Uncertainties in consequences of exposure to radiation stem from the different nature 

of the radionuclides involved and the period of time over which they remain active 

 
10 EN6 part 2, B.2.4 
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and dangerous. Nuclear power is generated, in its simplest form, by accelerating the 

decay of the metal uranium by encouraging a reaction through neutron bombardment 

to create heat to drive a turbine to generate electricity. Naturally occurring uranium-

238 undergoes a series of decay processes and only ends when atoms of stable lead 

are produced. This decay ‘cascade’ produces an array of products which vary greatly 

in the time during which they release energy in the form of atoms or rays11.  Most 

decay products have short ‘half-lives’ – i.e. the time it takes for the radioactivity to 

halve in intensity.  It is generally accepted that ten half-lives must pass before a 

substance is considered safe.  Uranium 238 has a half-life of circa 24,000 years, 

roughly the same as some isotopes of plutonium, meaning that both remain dangerous 

for more than a quarter of a million years.  

 

21. For convenience, the waste associated with the generation of nuclear power is 

categorised into three major classifications which give a rule of thumb to the 

radioactivity’s danger to living tissue over varying time scales.  It is important to bear 

in mind that, regardless of the categorisation, there is no ‘safe’ level of exposure to 

radioactivity:  every exposure carries a risk because of the penetrative power of the 

radiation, regardless of its origin.   

 

22. The overwhelming bulk of radioactive waste is classified as ‘low level’.  This is 

comprised largely of contaminated tools, equipment, clothing and mildly 

contaminated operational material.  Low level waste is encapsulated in steel drums 

and mostly disposed of at the only national licenced disposal site in the country at 

Drigg, in Cumbria.   

 

23. Intermediate level waste is non-heat generating high level waste, very dangerous 

material, largely comprising of reactor parts which have been directly associated with 

the reactor core and its working parts, such as the large quantities of graphite bricks 

used within the core of some reactors and the cladding used for the fuel itself. Despite 

its lower radiological classification when compared to high level waste or spent 

nuclear fuel, the radioactivity associated with intermediate level waste still has to be 

isolated for 300 years12 to ensure decay processes render it safe. High level waste, 

generated by the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel or represented by spent nuclear 

fuel classified as waste, which only consists of around 3% of waste generated by a 

nuclear plant, nonetheless contains over 95% of the radioactivity13. 

 

24. At this moment in time, the UK has an estimated 500,000 cubic metres of waste (after 

conditioning for disposal) either awaiting management or in the process of being 

generated or, as is commonly used, ‘committed’.  That inventory represents 78 

million units of radioactivity across the spectrum of alpha, beta and gamma radiation. 

The statement above about ‘no safe level of exposure’ notwithstanding, the general 

rule of thumb for the impact on health from exposure to radiation is ‘the higher the 

dose, the greater the impact’ with no threshold beneath which radiation is harmless – 

the co-called ‘linear no threshold’ hypothesis.  However, the debate about low levels 

of exposure has called into question the relationship between ‘dose’ and ‘risk’.  Even 

tiny doses of alpha-emitting material, if inhaled or ingested, can become trapped in 

 
11 https://www.nuclear-power.net/nuclear-power/reactor-physics/atomic-nuclear-physics/radioactive-

decay/radioactive-decay-chain/radioactive-series-radioactive-cascade/uranium-series/ 

 
12 CoRWM Report page 21 paragraph 6. 
13 https://www.world-nuclear.org/information-library/nuclear-fuel-cycle/nuclear-wastes/radioactive-waste-

management.aspx#:~:text=High%2Dlevel%20waste&text=HLW%20contains%20the%20fission%20products,tot

al%20radioactivity%20of%20produced%20waste. 
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body tissue where they damage cells over weeks, months or even years, causing 

mutations and health damage.14  This phenomenon has undermined the linear no 

threshold model and removed the scalable link between dose and risk.               

 

25. Sizewell C will need to store nuclear waste on site for the duration of the plant’s 

lifetime, if not indefinitely, due to the current and possibly on-going absence of a deep 

geological repository. To store such a deadly residue of the nuclear fission process in 

the heart of a population of 5,500 people is not only irresponsible but questionable in 

the light of the Human Rights Act as it threatens the wellbeing of those people in the 

event of a major off-site release of radioactivity from which there would be no escape, 

despite the presence of an emergency plan aimed at evacuating the people of Leiston 

and surrounding areas.  

 

26. The people of Leiston and neighbouring towns and villages are de facto non-

consenting guardians of the nation’s nuclear waste, as are other communities which 

host nuclear facilities.  They are expected to accept this onerous responsibility and the 

risks associated with it because the host towns and communities derive ‘benefit’ from 

the presence of the nuclear plant in the form of increased economic activity, 

employment which is well paid and which offers good conditions of work. This is a 

Faustian bargain which nuclear communities enter into while being understandably 

unaware of the dangers associated with nuclear power and, while it is true that major 

nuclear accidents are rare, their nature is one of ‘low probability, high consequence’ 

as was seen with both Chernobyl and Fukushima, not to mention our own, little-

discussed 1957 accident at Windscale which had health impacts which have never 

been fully and publicly explored or publicised. 

 

27. All nuclear power plants routinely discharge small amounts of nuclear material. The 

impact of these materials, cumulative or individually, are largely unknown, especially 

when the material is in miniscule particulate form which is inhaled or ingested.  Quite 

apart from the risks associated with large scale off-site releases of radioactivity from 

malicious acts or from accidents, those living with nuclear plants in their communities 

have also to live with the knowledge that our understanding of the dangers of 

exposure to radiation is uncertain and in its infancy.  The findings of the KiKK 

report15 in Germany, for instance, has produced findings about the incidence of 

leukaemia in the under 5s in proximity to nuclear plants which is supported by 

heightened rates in Belgium16.  While not conclusive evidence of causality, it is clear 

that uncertainties exist and those uncertainties should be resolved before any country 

embarks on a ‘nuclear renaissance’.    

 

Summary and Human Rights 

 

28. While no GDF exists for even the legacy waste which CoRWM examined, new 

nuclear build wastes such as that which would be generated, if completed or 

approved, by Hinkley Point C, Sizewell C and other new build projects would simply 

be stored on their sites of origin. The UK is committing to build machines which 

produce lethal wastes for which there is no acceptable, long term management 

programme and which therefore relies on the willingness of communities to host 

hundreds of tonnes of highly radioactive waste in their midst.   

 
14 http://www.llrc.org/children.htm 

15 http://www.alfred-koerblein.de/cancer/english/kikk.htm 

 
16 Childhood leukaemia near nuclear sites in Belgium: An ecological study at small geographical level - PubMed 

(nih.gov) 
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29. TASC submits that such a situation is an indication of several important and highly 

worrying issues: 

 

• It demonstrates the government’s irresponsible and reckless attitude to nuclear 

waste generation and management; 

• It demonstrates government’s indifference to the safety of host communities; 

• It demonstrates the blind determination of government to push ahead with its 

civil nuclear programme at all costs; 

• It demonstrates the importance of the civil nuclear programme to maintaining 

the so-called ‘nuclear deterrent’ of the Trident missile system and its planned 

renewal:  it has long been established that the infrastructure, the supply chain 

and, more importantly, the nuclear skills needed by the civil nuclear industry 

are essential to the perpetuation of the nuclear weapons industry.17 

• It demonstrates the government is not serious about its ‘25 year plan for the 

environment’ – see TASC’s separately submitted report and specifically 

paragraphs relating to clean air, reducing the risks of harm from environmental 

hazards, using resources from nature more sustainably and efficiently, 

mitigating and adapting to climate change, minimising waste and managing 

exposure to chemicals.    

 

30. TASC contends that the deliberate pursuit of a policy which knowingly generates high 

level nuclear waste for which there is no acceptable or available means of disposal 

and which therefore depends on communities accepting this waste for storage in their 

midst over long periods of time, if not indefinitely, contravenes the second principle 

of the Human Rights Act, the Right to Life.  This principle means that the 

Government should take appropriate measures to safeguard life by making laws to 

protect you and, in some circumstances, by taking steps to protect you if your life is at 

risk. ‘Public authorities should also consider your right to life when making decisions 

that might put you in danger or that affect your life expectancy (emphasis 

added).’ 

 

31. The inconceivable timescale over which spent nuclear fuel and high active waste 

remains dangerous does not allow us to remotely consider with any rationality what 

may happen to that waste within a century or a millennium of encasement in a 

repository, let alone multiple millennia.  Institutional control may not be in a 

sufficiently organised state to be able to undertake such measures as are necessary to 

ensure the safety of the public or the falling of the material into the hands of those 

who would act maliciously.  The radioactivity may escape into the environment 

should the repository fail:  there are no guarantees over such vast timescales.  Who 

would take responsibility for waste which had been emplaced thousands of years in 

the past?  Who would be responsible for guaranteeing protection?  Disposal of spent 

fuel is undoubtedly an act which represents the height of intergenerational environmental 

burden shifting and irresponsibility.   
 

Historical note: 

 

32. During the latter years of WW2 and the 50s, in the race to develop the atom bomb, the 

careful management and storage of waste was not a high priority.  Waste dumping in 

any convenient receptacle at Windscale was practiced as well as sea dumping in 

 
17 ibid 
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international waters until it was stopped in the 80s by a combination of environmental 

group opposition and international resolve by the London Dumping Convention. 

Attempts to impose waste disposal sites on communities in Billingham, at Stockton 

on Tees and at Elstow in Cambridgeshire were seen off by irate citizens as was the 

attempt to create a rock characterisation facility at Longlands Farm near Gosforth in 

Cumbria. The chances of successfully imposing a nuclear repository on communities 

are not good.   

 

33. Government was finally forced to take the issue seriously and in 2005, the NDA was 

established, the Committee on Radioactive Waste (CoRWM) having been formed two 

years earlier with a remit to examine the range of management options available. 

CoRWM’s work was limited to making recommendations for the management of 

legacy waste only – that waste which we have already generated or will unavoidably 

create from the operation of existing nuclear infrastructure and which therefore 

requires some sort of management.  CoRWM remained agnostic on the issue of new 

nuclear build and new build waste, but noted that creating new waste would present a 

different range of challenges.  Those challenges include the morality of generating 

new hotter and more radioactive waste when the means of disposal or management by 

other means remains fraught with problems whose solutions are as distant today as 

they were when Sir Brian Flowers made his statement in 1976, in the conclusions of 

his report on environmental pollution that, ‘There should be no commitment to a large 

programme of nuclear fission power until it has been demonstrated beyond 

reasonable doubt that a method exists to ensure the safe containment of long-lived, 

highly radioactive waste for the indefinite future.’ There has been no such 

demonstration of a GDF to provide safe containment of radioactive waste for the 

indefinite future but governments of both hues have still seen fit to announce plans 

which, if realised, would add significantly to the stockpile of legacy nuclear waste. 

 

34. CoRWM settled on disposal as the most appropriate means of management ‘in the 

current state of knowledge’ but heavily caveated its recommendation, despite the fact 

that the public and stakeholder engagement programme run by CoRWM could be 

interpreted as demonstrating majority support for retrievability of waste which can 

only be guaranteed by a programme of storage rather than disposal. But deep 

geological disposal, while it removes the waste from the surface and therefore way 

from the hands of potential wrong-doers, also removes it from institutional control.  

Its safety over millennia at a depth of between 200 and 1000 metres is more a matter 

of hope over expectation as accurately predicting future prevailing conditions so far 

into the future, including the issue of continuing institutional control, are mostly 

conjecture.  An ‘out of sight, out of mind’ mentality the disposal option engenders 

towards thousands of tonnes of radioactive waste, some of which will remain lethal 

for tens of thousands of years, could represent a major environmental threat which 

this generation leaves as a legacy for future generations through complacency, neglect 

or oversight. Nonetheless, disposal remains as the policy government pursues, 

although the terminology used is often ‘deep underground storage’ which hints at a 

corruption of the policy objectives for the purposes of, perhaps, the ability to retrieve 

emplaced spent nuclear fuel for future reprocessing and re-use of the recovered 

uranium and plutonium in a plutonium-fuelled ‘fast breeder reactor’ programme, the 

Holy Grail of ardent nuclear adherents, or to ensure a continuous supply of material 

for not only unusable but for what are now illegal weapons of mass destruction18.   

 

 
18 https://una.org.uk/news/landmark-day-disarmament-un-treaty-banning-nuclear-weapons-becomes-

international-

law#:~:text=The%20Treaty%20on%20the%20Prohibition,now%20illegal%20under%20international%20law 
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