Closing and Decommissioning
Nuclear Power Reactors
Another look following the Fukushima accident

Since the accident at Japan’s Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant, nuclear power programmes in
several countries have been under review. Germany has decided to end its programme entirely.
Whatever other governments decide, the number of civilian nuclear power reactors being
decommissioned is set to increase internationally as the first generations of these reactors reach the

end of their original design lives.

There are plans to close up to 80 civilian nuclear power reactors
in the next ten years. While many of these reactors are likely to
have their operating licenses extended, they will eventually be
decommissioned. The scale of the task ahead means that
adequate national and international regulations, extensive
funding, innovative technologies, and a large number of trained
workers will be required.

Decommissioning has been carried out for a number of years
without major radiological mishaps. Nevertheless, there is
a need to ask: How safe is decommissioning? What are the
implications of national nuclear shutdowns such as the one
planned in Germany? Do countries have the necessary expertise
and infrastructure to cope with the expected increase in the
number of reactors to be decommissioned? And how will the
very high and unpredictable costs of decommissioning be met?

What is nuclear decommissioning?

The term “decommissioning” refers to safe management — at the end
of life — of many different types of nuclear facilities and sites.
Decommissioning is carried out at power stations, fuel processing
facilities, researchreactors, enrichment plants, nuclearandradiological
laboratories, uranium mines and uranium processing plants. Reactors
that power submarines and ships (including ice breakers and aircraft
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carriers) must also be decommissioned. The biggest growth area for
decommissioning is civilian nuclear power reactors (Box 1).

Decommissioning is only part of the final shutdown of a nuclear
reactor, which begins with the removal of highly radioactive spent
fuel and may end with the clean-up of an entire facility or site,
including in some cases contaminated soil and groundwater (IAEA
2004a). Decommissioning involves the demolition of buildings and
other structures, including the parts near the reactor core that may
have become radioactive, as well as on-site handling of construction
materials (mostly steeland concrete) and the packaging and transport
ofthese materialsfor safe storage and disposal. Each decommissioning
is associated with particular technical challenges and risks to human
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Figure 1: During the decommissioning of a nuclear power reactor large
amounts of waste are generated, both radioactive (orange) and radiologically
unrestricted (blue). The diagram is based on the mass flow for the decommis-
sioned Greifswald nuclear power plant in Germany. Source: Adapted from EWN
— The Greifswald Nuclear Power Plant Site
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health and the environment. These have often been determined by
choices made about reactor design and construction decades earlier
(when decommissioning was little considered) as well as by
operational practices over a period of years.

Most of the waste generated during decommissioning is not
radiologicallyrestricted (Figure 1). Radioactive decommissioning
waste predominantly ranges from very low level to intermediate

The most common type of nuclear power reactor is the
pressurized water reactor (Figure 2). In this type, heat generated
by radioactive uranium fuel inside the reactor vessel is taken
up by water and transported through a heat exchanger where
steam is generated. Steam drives a turbine and generator,
which produces electricity. Using a cooling source (water from
a river, a lake or the sea, or from a cooling tower), the steam is
condensed into water.

The reactor vessel, steam generator and, in some cases, the
storage pool for spent fuel (not shown in the figure) are located
within a containment structure made of thick steel and/or
concrete, which protects against releases of radioactivity to the
environment. The parts that have become radioactive in the
reactor, and require special attention during decommissioning,
are the reactor vessel itself and the materials inside the
vessel, including the control rods. Piping, pumps and other
equipment which has been in direct contact with water that
has passed through the reactor vessel or storage pool are also
contaminated. A comparatively small amount of concrete
may be contaminated and therefore require further treatment
(O'Sullivan et al. 2010).
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Figure 2: A pressurized water reactor produces electricity using heat
generated by radioactive uranium fuel to create large amounts of steam
that drive a turbine and generator. Source: Kazimi (2003)
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level radioactive (Table 1). High level radioactive waste (spent
nuclear fuel) is generated during a reactor’s operation. While the
radioactivity levels of decommissioning waste are much lower
than those of the waste generated during operations, the volume
of radioactive waste generated during decommissioning is far
greater than the volume generated during operations. Once the
reactor has been closed down, radiation levels decrease over
time.

As of January 2012, 138 civilian nuclear power reactors had been shut
down in 19 countries, including 28 in the United States, 27 in the
United Kingdom, 27 in Germany, 12 in France, 9 in Japan and 5 in the
Russian Federation (IAEA 2012a). Decommissioning had only been
completed for 17 of them at the time of writing. Decommissioning is
acomplex process that takes years. The United Kingdom, for instance,
completed its first decommissioning of a power reactor in 2011. This
reactor, located at Sellafield, was shut down in 1981 (WNN 2011a).

The backlog of civilian nuclear power reactors that have been shut
down but not yet decommissioned is expected to grow. There is also
a large legacy of military and research reactors (Box 2). The typical
design life of a civilian nuclear power reactor is 30 to 40 years. There
are currently 435 such reactors in operation worldwide, with a total
installed electrical capacity of 368.279 billion watts (GWe) (Figure 3).
Of these 435 civilian nuclear power reactors, 138 are more than 30
years old and 24 are more than 40 years old (IAEA 2012a). The average
age of the civilian nuclear power reactors currently in operation is 27
years (IAEA 2012a, WNA 2011a).

Many civilian nuclear power reactors will continue to operate
safely beyond their original design life. Some will have their
operating licences renewed for up to 60 or even 80 years
(Energetics Inc. 2008). In addition, there are 63 civilian nuclear
power reactors under construction with a net electrical capacity
of 61 GWe (IAEA 2012a, WNA 2011b) (Figure 4). All nuclear
reactors will have to be decommissioned some day, and the
resulting radioactive waste will then need to be safely managed
and disposed of (Bylkin et al. 2011).

In March 2011, a devastating 8.9 magnitude earthquake followed
by a 15-metre tsunami, affected the people of Japan. Thousands
of lives were lost, many people were injured and the damage to
housing and infrastructure was unprecedented. The tragic
earthquake and subsequent tsunami also caused the accident at
the Fukushima nuclear power plant whereby radioactive material
was released to the air and sea. Contamination of the reactor site



Box 2: The nuclear legacy

The early years of nuclear energy left a considerable legacy of
contaminated facilities, including nuclear reactors. Some are
civilian in nature, but the majority are military, scientific and
demonstration facilities. Until old, contaminated facilities are
successfully decommissioned, they pose continuing risks and will
cast a shadow over today’s nuclear industry in the minds of much
of the public. The challenges those involved in decommissioning
must often address include incomplete facility histories and
inadequate information about the state of sites and equipment.
The United Kingdom’s Nuclear Decommissioning Authority has
reported that some facilities “do not have detailed inventories of
waste, some lack reliable design drawings [and] many were one-
off projects” (UK NDA 2011).

The United States Department of Energy (DOE) has undertaken
to decontaminate more than 100 former research and nuclear
weapons sites, covering thousands of hectares, by 2025. This
will entail the management of millions of cubic metres of debris
and contaminated soil, including large areas where groundwater
is contaminated (Szilagyi 2012). For instance, the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory in Tennessee covers 15 000 hectares with
more than 100 known contaminated sites (US DOE 2011). At the
larger Hanford nuclear facility in the State of Washington there are
significant amounts of radioactive liquid waste (US EPA 2011a).

The DOE has successfully cleaned up complex sites such as Rocky
Flats in Colorado (Tetra Tech 2012). Nevertheless, some sites may
never be cleaned up for unrestricted use. In the United Kingdom,
the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) concluded in
2011 that it would do “more harm than good” to try and remove
all traces of radioactive contamination from the coastline and
sea bed around the Dounreay nuclear reactor site (SEPA 2011). In
many countries it will be possible to reuse decommissioned sites
that are not fully cleaned up for new nuclear applications (IAEA
2011a).

Reactors built to power submarines or ships are one type of
legacy concern. Decommissioning a typical nuclear submarine
produces more than 800 tonnes of hazardous waste (Kvaerner
Moss Technology 1996). At the end of the Cold War there were
over 400 nuclear submarines, either operational or being built,
mainly in the former Soviet Union and in the United States (WNA
2011d). Many nuclear submarines have been withdrawn from
service and most await decommissioning. The United States has
decommissioned a number of them, with their reactors removed,
properly packaged and staged for disposal at Hanford. Before
1988, some 16 reactors from dismantled nuclear submarines in
the former Soviet Union were disposed of by dumping at sea
(Mount et al. 1994, IAEA 1999).

and its surroundings made an area with a radius of about 30 km
uninhabitable or unsuitable for food production - in some cases
for months or years to come. Japan's power-generating capacity
has been seriously affected, and the political impact in other
countries has led some governments to question their reliance
on nuclear energy. So far, only Germany has decided to end
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Figure 3: By early 2012 the number of nuclear power reactors in the world
had increased to 435.Total installed electrical capacity has increased
relatively more rapidly than the number of reactors. Source: IAEA (2012)

nuclear power generation (BMU 2011, WNA 2011c¢). However,
the debate continues in a number of other countries (Okyar
2011). The company which built many of Germany’s nuclear
reactors has announced that it does not plan to build any more
reactors anywhere in the world (Der Spiegel 2011). As some
civilian nuclear power reactors that had previously been
expected to operate for many more years join those nearing the
end of their design life, the total number awaiting
decommissioning is likely to increase significantly.

Three approaches to decommissioning

There are three generally accepted approaches to decommissioning:
immediate dismantling, deferred dismantling and entombment.
Each approach requires early and clear decisions about the timing of
the closure of facilities and intended future use of the site (Figure 5).
Each also requires adequate funding, trained personnel, regulatory
oversight and waste storage and disposal facilities (IAEA 2006).

Immediate dismantling: All equipment, structures and other parts of
a facility that contain radioactive contaminants are removed (or fully
decontaminated) so that the site can be treated as uncontaminated
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Figure 4: Sixty-three nuclear power reactors are under construction. The majority are in China, India and the Russian Federation. Source: Adapted from IAEA (2012)

for either unrestricted or more restricted use (sometimes referred to
as a “greenfield” site). This internationally agreed approach has the
advantage that experienced operational staff from the facility are still
available who know the history of the site, including any incidents in
the past that could complicate the decommissioning process.
Immediate dismantling also avoids the unpredictable effects of
corrosion or other degradation of the reactor parts over an extended
period, eliminates the risk of future exposure to radiation, and
removes a potential blight on the landscape. A disadvantage of this
approach is that levels of radioactivity in the reactor parts are higher
than in the case of deferred dismantling. This means that greater
precautions must be taken during dismantling, and that larger
volumes of decommissioning waste will be classified as radioactive.

Deferred dismantling: After all the spent fuel is removed, the
plumbing is drained, and the facility is made safe while
dismantling is left for later. This approach is often called “safe
enclosure”. The deferral periods considered have ranged from 10
to 80 years (Deloitte 2006). For instance, the Dodewaard reactor
in the Netherlands was shut down in 1997 but will not be

decommissioned until at least 2047 (IAEA 2004b). Deferred
decommissioning has the advantage of allowing radioactive
materials to decay to lower levels of radioactivity than in the case
of immediate dismantling (Box 3). This reduces both disposal
problems and risks of harm to workers. In the meantime, robotic
and other types of techniques that make dismantling safer and
cheaper may undergo further development. A disadvantage is
that some materials, including concrete and steel, may
deteriorate, making the eventual decommissioning more
difficult. Moreover, personal knowledge of a site’s history will be
lost as time passes.

Entombment: Once the spent fuel has been removed, reactors
can be entombed. This involves encasing the structure in highly
durable material such as concrete while its radioactivity decays.
Entombment is a relatively new approach that is mainly
considered in special cases (examples are small research reactors
or reactors in remote locations). It can reduce worker exposure
to radioactivity since there is less handling of contaminated
materials. However, long-term maintenance and monitoring are
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Figure 6: Entombment at the Savannah River site, United States. All the spent fuel and other high level waste was removed from the reactor, as well as that portion
of waste/contamination indicated as unacceptable based on rigorous risk and performance assessments. Entombment entailed subsequent filling with specialized
mortar of all subsurface spaces where contamination existed. Above-ground uncontaminated areas were generally left as they were. To provide additional
protection against water intrusion and infiltration, the building was left standing and will be monitored over the long term. Source: Adapted from US DOE (2012)

required. Five reactors have been entombed in the United States,
with the entombment of two reactors at the Savannah River site
completed in 2011 (Figure 6).

The challenges of decommissioning

Decommissioning has been accomplished so far without creating
significant additional health and safety or environmental risks,
althoughithas occasionally revealed unsuspected pastcontamination
from nuclear operations (WNA 2011a). An adequate legal framework
nevertheless needs to be in place, with clear responsibilities assigned
to different actors including regulatory authorities. Otherwise, risks
could increase as the number of decommissionings increases; as
pressures grow in some countries to speed up the closing and
decommissioning of nuclear power plants, shorten overall schedules
and cut costs; and as decommissioning begins in countries with
little or no previous experience and insufficient waste management
capacity. More experience should eventually contribute to improved
techniques and reduced costs. However, unless the accelerated
phase-out of nuclear reactors is carefully managed, with adequate
regulatory oversight, it could lead to overly hasty decisions to
decommission or to reactors standing idle for many years before
decommissioning finally takes place. The latter situation, if not

properly monitored and managed, could lead to increased risks
of releases of radioactive contaminants to the environment and
exposure of nearby populations (IAEA 2007).

Smarter dismantling

A critical aspect of decommissioning is that dismantling needs
to be carried out in such a way that radioactive and non-
radioactive materials are separated. This minimizes the amount
of waste that will require special treatment because of its
radioactivity. Separation also maximizes the amount of materials
such as steel and aluminium that can be recycled, as well as the
amount of concrete rubble that can be reused on site (Dounreay
2012). Some materials may need to be dismantled and
decontaminated on-site. The complex task of dismantling
requires good information at the beginning of the process about
the radiological characteristics and state of the reactor, including
its operational history, such as incidents and accidents, and the
presence of any spent fuel debris.

The need to dismantle structures whose purpose has been to
protect workers during the reactor’s operation can make
decommissioning more difficult. For instance, steel pipes

/
\201 5 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

0—N

reactor

Figure 5: The dismantling and decommissioning of the Vandellés | civilian nuclear power reactor in Spain is taking place in three main phases: reactor shutdown
and preliminary activities (1991-1997); removal of non-reactor structures (1998-2003); and dismantling of the reactor vessel (around 2028). The third phase is
scheduled to begin after a 25-year dormancy period, during which the reactor is to remain under close surveillance. Source: Adapted from ENRESA (2009)
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The bulk of the radioactive waste from decommissioning
consists of very low level and low level waste, mostly steel and
concrete. Higher level radioactive waste from decommissioning
consists mainly of reactor components. This waste contains
isotopes that emit radiation as they decay. The initial release of
radiation decreases rapidly due to the relatively short half-life
of a number of isotopes. After 50 years, the radiation level in
most decommissioning waste decays to a small percentage of

the initial level.
Half-life (years)

C-14 5730
Ni-59 75000
Ni-63 96
Fe-55 2.7

At very high doses radiation can cause radiation sickness,
cancers and even near-term or immediate death, as in the case
of on-site workers at the time of the Chernobyl accident. At
lower doses it may induce cancers and genetic damage. At doses
normally received during operations or decommissioning,
however, risks to workers should be negligible.

The radiation encountered during decommissioning and the
disposal of the waste generated is almost exclusively beta and
gamma radiation (Figure 7). Decommissioning risks are mostly
associated with exposure to these types of radiation. Since the
waste from decommissioning is most commonly in solid form,
only unintended releases of radioactive dust generated during
demolition has the potential to result in exposure of the general
public (US EPA 2011b).
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Figure 7: Alpha, beta, gamma and neutron radiation differ in their ability to
penetrate materials. Alpha particles do not penetrate far. They can be
stopped by a sheet of paper, while beta particles can be stopped by a thin
piece of aluminium, gamma rays by heavy metals, such as lead, and
neutrons by concrete or water. Source: WNA (201Te)
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carrying highly radioactive liquids are often encased in concrete.
This makes decommissioning more complex, in that the pipes
may be radioactive while the large volumes of concrete in which
they are embedded are not. The contaminated material will
either have to be removed separately or segregated later
(O'Sullivan et al. 2010).

A key to reducing the volume of contaminated waste is to
improve the separation of materials during decommissioning.
But reconciling this practice with the minimization of worker
exposure may be difficult. Evaluations are therefore carried out
prior to decommissioning in order to choose appropriate
approaches that make use of manual or remote control
techniques. In many cases remotely operated vehicles,
manipulator arms and robots can be used to cut waste materials
into smaller pieces. Further development of such technologies
will be invaluable, as they can reduce volumes of radioactive
waste through more selective cutting, thus reducing both costs
and radiological risks.

Experience with decommissioning the firstgenerations of nuclear
reactors suggests that decommissioning would have been easier
and less expensive if they had been designed with this stage in
mind (OECD/NEA 2010a). Few old reactors incorporate design
features that help or simplify decommissioning. Nuclear power
plants currently in operation commonly have adecommissioning
plan, as preliminary plans are often a requirement for the
application for a licence to operate a nuclear facility (OECD/NEA
2010a). Decommissioning plans should be updated regularly,
with a detailed scheme drawn up at least two years before
the scheduled shutdown (IAEA 2008, 2011b). However, some

o

Compactable low level waste may include radioactive clothing, glass and
building materials. Credit: Sellafield Ltd.



Cut through a barrel containing intermediate level liquid waste solidified in
concrete. Intermediate level waste consists of heavily contaminated materials,
such as fuel rod casings or decommissioned parts of the reactor vessel. This
waste requires radiation shielding. Storage time will depend upon which
radioactive isotopes are present in the waste. Radioactive liquids are solidified
before disposal. Credit: Dounreay

reactors are inevitably shut down early because of a change of
policy, an accident or a natural disaster (Box 4).

Resources and capacity

Several countries have developed expertise in decommissioning. In
the United States, for instance, 1 450 government nuclear facilities of
various kinds have been fully decommissioned, including a number
of reactors (US DOE 2012). While such expertise in some countries is
ground for optimism, a number of other countries have yet to
develop expertise and infrastructure on the scale that will be
necessary in the future. Universities and technical centres in a number
of countries are setting up training programmes or undertaking
research and development specifically related to decommissioning.
Much of this activity is focused on automatic equipment and
innovative methods of working in a radioactive environment.

Future decommissioning of civilian nuclear power reactors will
compete for expertise, resources and waste disposal facilities with the
decommissioning of many military and research reactors and other
facilities. More than 300 such reactors, both small and large, have
been taken out of operation (WNA 2011a), but the majority have not
yet been decommissioned.

Public acceptability

Public acceptability is critical to the future of nuclear power (OECD/
NEA 2010b). Whether nuclear power plants are decommissioned
immediately or after some delay, what happens to radioactive waste,
and whether the end result is a greenfield site, entombment or
something in between can depend on acceptance by the public as

Box 4: Managing damaged reactors

Decommissioning requires a safety assessment to be approved
by regulatory authorities, and both an environmental impact
assessment (EIA) and an environmental impact statement (EIS)
to be completed. Decommissioning in the aftermath of a major
accident such asThree Mile Island (the United States), Chernobyl
(Ukraine) or Fukushima (Japan) is quite different from planned
decommissioning at the end of a facility’s lifetime. Different
types of planning, equipment and funding are needed. A
damaged reactor may contain exposed nuclear fuel and its
containment may be compromised. The reactor and associated
facilities must be stabilized and made safe before dismantling
or entombment take place.

In 1979 the Three Mile Island No. 2 reactor experienced a partial
meltdown during which the core overheated. The operators
carried out a clean-up, removing fuel, decontaminating
radioactive water and shipping radioactive waste to a disposal
site. Fuel and debris from the molten core were moved to a
government facility, where they are now in dry storage awaiting
a decision on the final disposal location. The reactor itself is in
“monitored storage” until the No. 1 reactor is shut down. Both
reactors will then be decommissioned (US NRC 2009).

In 1986 the Chernobyl No. 4 reactor exploded and burned,
releasing large amounts of radioactive material to the air. The
fire caused by the explosion was extinguished after several
hours, but the graphite in the reactor burned for several
days. It took half a year to encase the reactor in a concrete
sarcophagus. This will not be the final entombment, however.
The sarcophagus has deteriorated to such an extent that water
is leaking in and it may be collapsing. There are plans to put
a new containment around the sarcophagus by the end of
2015, so that the decaying structure and the fuel and other
contaminated material inside can be removed safely to a new
waste store (Wood 2007, Yanukovych 2011).

In December 2011 the Tokyo Electric Power Company (Tepco),
the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry's Agency for
Natural Resources and Energy, and the Nuclear and Industrial
Safety Agency of Japan announced the first roadmap for
decommissioning of the Fukushima reactors. It calls for the
removal of fuel remaining in the storage pools within ten years.
Starting in ten years, the fuel that constituted the cores of the
reactors will be removed. This will be a very complex task, as the
extent of damage to the cores is unknown. One of the reactor
cores is thought to have melted through the reactor vessel and
into the concrete floor below the reactor. To remove the cores
will take another 10-15 years. Final demolition of the reactor
structures will to be completed in 30-40 years (WNN 2011b).
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Interim packaging and storage of radioactive waste. Source: Nuclear
Decomissioning Authority, United Kingdom

much as on technical considerations. Intense decommissioning
activity may be disliked by neighbours, but it can remove a blight on
the landscape and allow new land use. Entombment, on the other
hand, is not only visually unattractive, but maintaining a reactor in
“safe mode” requires permanent security arrangements (OECD/NEA
2010b).

Some operators fear public debate, while others embrace it. The
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority in the United Kingdom, for
instance, is taking a more open approach than in the past (UK DTI
2002). Increased openness can have demonstrable success. In the
United States, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA), which operates the Plum Brook research reactor in the State
of Ohio, responded to public concern about decommissioning with a
programme of community workshops, websites, videos, reactor
media tours and open days. This potentially controversial
decommissioning eventually gained local support (IAEA 2009a). The
Forum of Stakeholder Confidence, created in 2000 by the
intergovernmental Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA), facilitates sharing
of experience in addressing the societal dimension of radioactive
waste management. This body explores ways to maintain a
constructive dialogue with the public in order to strengthen
confidence in decision-making processes, which may involve players
at the national, regional and local levels (OECD/NEA 2011).

Unpredictability of decommissioning requirements
Decisions resulting from countries’ reappraisal of their nuclear power
programmes following the Fukushima accident will have important
implications for their national decommissioning programmes. They
will also raise questions about whether the necessary skills, expertise,
fundingandinfrastructure are in place to meet new and unanticipated
decommissioning demands.
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Of Japan’s 50 remaining nuclear power reactors, only 5 are operating
at the time of writing (IAEA 2012a, WNN 2012a). Any of these reactors
could eventually be restarted once stress tests are performed,
improved protection against tsunamis is in place, and approval from
both the government and local authorities has been obtained. The
government closed the Hamaoka nuclear power plant temporarily in
2011 because of fears concerning a future large earthquake in its area.
This plant will be reopened when better protection against tsunamis
has been provided (WNN 2011d).

Germany’s decision to phase out all of its nuclear power plants by
2022 means bringing forward the closure of 13 currently operating
plants (WNA 2011d). These plants’early phase-out will be costly. It will
also require safe handling of very large volumes of decommissioning
waste o, if decommissioning is deferred, the safe maintenance of a
number of mothballed facilities. Considerable demands will be made
on Germany’s decommissioning expertise and infrastructure.

Those involved in decommissioning in any country need to be
prepared for the unexpected. For instance, legislators, regulators or
lawyers could intervene to initiate or halt decommissioning. In 2010
the Vermont State Senate in the United States revoked the license of
the Vermont Yankee nuclear power plant because of concerns about
leaks of radioactive tritium gas, as well as allegations that misleading
statements on this issue had been made by the operators. The plant
was scheduled to close in March 2012, but the operators were
successful in their legal challenge to the state's right to shut it down
(WNN 2011d, 2012b).

Costs and financing of decommissioning

The costs of decommissioning nuclear power reactors vary greatly,
depending on the reactor type and size, its location, the proximity
and availability of waste disposal facilities, the intended future use
of the site, and the condition of both the reactor and the site at the
time of decommissioning. Methods for carrying out cost estimates
have been developed (OECD/NEA 2010c). However, published
data on the costs of the small number of decommissionings
completed so far are sparse (OECD/NEA 2010c, US GAO 2010).
Estimates of future costs vary hugely.

Decommissioning costs represent a substantial share of the costs
of a nuclear power reactor’s operation (Figure 8). On the other
hand, they may represent only a small percentage of the income
generated by a civilian nuclear power reactor over a 40-year
period. In the United States, the average costs of decommissioning
a nuclear power reactor have been around US$500 million or
approximately 10-15 per cent of the initial capital cost. In France, it
is estimated that decommissioning the small Brennilis reactor (in
operation from 1967 to 1985) will equal 59 per cent of the reactor’s
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Figure 8: Decommissioning a nuclear power plant takes many years and costs vary widely. The highest costs will be incurred during the initial shutdown and final
decommissioning and demolition. Any intervening period of standing by will be less expensive. These factors may influence decisions on how rapidly decommis-

sioning will take place. Source: United States Department of Energy (2010)

initial cost. This estimate rose by 26 per cent between 2001 and
2008, to almost €500 million — as much as 20 times the original
estimate (Cour des comptes 2005, 2012). In the United Kingdom,
the government’s financial provision for decommissioning rose
from £2 million in 1970 to £9.5 billion in 1990 and £53.7 billion in
2011 (Huhne 2011). It is clear that decommissioning can
sometimes be much more expensive than originally budgeted
(OECD/NEA 2010d). As more experience is gained, this type of
uncertainty should diminish and the costs come down.

In many countries the responsibility for funding decommissioning
activities rests with the owner, in compliance with the polluter
pays principle (Deloitte 2006, Wuppertal 2007). Nevertheless,
governments are responsible for ensuring that adequate funds
are generated during the operation of nuclear power plants on
their territory to pay these high and sometimes unpredictable
costs. The extent to which funds are protected against financial
crises is not always clear. Investment funds will not necessarily
deliver the anticipated returns. In any event, governments are
likely to be the funders of last resort (Swissinfo 2011).

In 2006 the European Commission issued a recommendation and
a guide on the management of financial resources for the
decommissioning of nuclear installations and the handling of

spent fuel and radioactive waste (EU 2006a, b). Furthermore,
under a recent EU Directive establishing a Community framework
for the responsible and safe management of spent fuel and
radioactive waste, all Member States are to ensure that funding
resources are available for decommissioning (EU 2011). Many

Box 5: Regulating decommissioning at the global level

The Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel Management
and on the Safety of Radioactive Waste Management is the first
legal instrument to directly address, among other issues, the
management of radioactive waste from decommissioning on a
global scale (IAEA 2011c). The Joint Convention, which entered
into force on 18 June 2001, has been ratified by 62 countries.
Its Article 26 specifies that “Each Contracting Party shall take
the appropriate steps to ensure the safety of decommissioning
of a nuclear facility. Such steps shall ensure that: (i) qualified
staff and adequate financial resources are available; (ii) the
provisions of Article 24 with respect to operational radiation
protection, discharges and unplanned and uncontrolled
releases are applied; (iii) the provisions of Article 25 with respect
to emergency preparedness are applied; and (iv) records of
information important to decommissioning are kept.”
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Table 1: Radioactive waste classification. Source: Adapted from IAEA (2009b)

radioactivity

very low level waste
(VLLW)

contains very limited
concentrations of long-lived
radioactive isotopes with
activity concentrations
usually above the clearance

contains limited
concentrations of long-lived
radioactive isotopes but has
high radioactivity

intermediate level waste
(ILW)

contains long-lived
radioactive isotopes that
will not decay to a level

of activity concentration
acceptable for near surface

high level waste (HLW)

contains levels of activity
concentration high enough
to generate significant
quantities of heat by
radioactive decay or with

levels

disposal large amounts of long-lived

radioactive isotopes

examples of waste  concrete rubble, soil

clothing, glass, building

fuel rod casings, reactor debris of spent fuel

sources materials vessel part
isolation engineered surface landfill near surface disposal at shallow disposal at depth deep geological formations
depth up to 30 metres from a few tens to a few
hundred metres
need shielding no no yes yes
need cooling no no no yes

European governments — but not all - have ensured that such
funding is available. The funding systems vary. In Spain, for
instance, a public company is in charge of funding, while in
Slovakia this is the responsibility of the Ministry of Economy. At
the global level, the need to have adequate resources available for
decommissioning is being addressed by the Joint Convention on
the Safety of Spent Fuel Management and on the Safety of
Radioactive Waste Management (Box 5).

Risks associated with decommissioning

The risks of large-scale releases of radioactivity during
decommissioning are much lower than during a reactor’s
operations. Once the nuclear fuel has been removed, most of the
radioactivity is gone. When the tanks and plumbing are drained,
the majority of the radioactive materials that remain are in solid
form, which is easier to handle and less likely to enter the
environment. However, the non-routine and hands-on nature of
the work means risks related to worker exposure are higher during
decommissioning than during operations.

Types and quantity of radioactive waste

During operations, a nuclear reactor produces isotopes that give
out potentially harmful radiation as they decay. Their half-life
(the time it takes to halve the radioactivity of the isotope) varies
from seconds to millions of years. Those with a half-life of more
than ten days may contribute to radioactive waste. The waste
needs to be kept safe until the process of decay reduces the
radioactivity levels of the materials. For storage and disposal, it is
usually classified into different types (very low level, low level,
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intermediate level and high level radioactive waste) according to
risks and decay time (Table 1).

Most of the high level radioactive material that finally contributes
to high level radioactive waste is the spent fuel regularly removed
from operating reactors. A typical 1000-MW reactor produces
about 27 tonnes of this waste per year (WNA 2011e). The amount
of spent fuel produced by the world’s reactors is barely enough
to fill two Olympic size swimming pools every year. Although the
volumes are relatively small, high level waste contains 95 per
cent of the radioactivity in waste from the nuclear power
industry. It will need to be kept isolated for thousands of years.

A typical disposal method for low level radioactive waste is burial underground.
Care needs to be taken that water does not transport radioactive isotopes
beyond the burial site. Credit: US NRC
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Figure 9: Decommissioning generates waste that can be categorized as low,
intermediate and high level nuclear waste. The total waste inventory shows
the percentage of nuclear waste by type in storage, compared with that sent
to disposal. Volumes are expressed in cubic metres and based on data
reported by countries using the older 1994 IAEA waste classification, according
to which low level waste and intermediate level waste were combined into
two subgroups: short-lived and long-lived. Very low level waste was not
distinguished as a separate category. Source: Adapted from IAEA (2011d)

According to current waste management practices, high level
waste will ultimately require disposal in deep geological
formations. While some countries, including Finland, France and
Sweden, have selected sites, no country yet has an operational
high level radioactive waste disposal facility. This is partly related
to costs, partly to public opposition to proposed sites (WNA
2011f), and partly to the fact that insufficient time has elapsed
for the spent fuel and other high level radioactive waste to
become cool enough to be placed in a permanent repository. In
the first 20 to 30 years after final shutdown, part of the inner
components to be handled by decommissioning belongs to the
high level waste class.

After the spent fuel is removed, decommissioning produces only
small amounts of high level waste (HLW), most of which is
nuclear fuel debris left behind after the last fuel was removed
from the reactor. However, decommissioning typically generates
two-thirds of all the very low, low and intermediate level waste
(VLLW, LLW and ILW) produced during a reactor’s lifetime.

Dismantling a 1000-MW reactor generates around 10 000 m? of
VLLW, LLW and ILW, but that amount may be greatly reduced
with proper management and use of robots to more selectively
separate the more radioactive parts from the rest (McCombie
2010). This waste can include large amounts of construction
materials, along with steel reactor vessel equipment, chemical
sludges, control rods, and other types of material that have been
in close proximity to reactor fuel. The radioactivity of the waste
generated during decommissioning will usually be negligible
within a few decades. Nevertheless, this waste requires safe
handling, storage and disposal until that time.

Of the low and intermediate level long-lived radioactive waste
produced during decommissioning, only 7 per cent has been
disposed of so far (Figure 9). The remaining 93 per cent remains
in storage and is awaiting safe disposal. Many countries have
established radioactive waste management agencies, but there
is along way to go before these agencies are equipped to handle
the volumes of waste likely to emerge from future
decommissioning (CoORWM 2006). Disposal facilities for very low
level waste already exist in countries producing nuclear power.

Potential pathways for exposure to radioactivity

Decommissioning activities such as the cutting up of equipment
have the potential to disperse radioactive dust or gas (Shimada
et al. 2010) (Figure 10). Such air emissions present risks primarily
to workers. These emissions need to be contained or ventilated

radiation

Figure 10: Radiation exposure pathways. During decommissioning, airborne
radioactive dust particles may be released unintentionally if a mishap occurs.
Source: Adapted from Arizona State University (2011)
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safely, using filters to catch the dust. Highly contaminated
reactor components can sometimes be cut up under water. This
provides shielding for workers and prevents radioactive releases
to the air. Waste stored on-site poses potential risks if the storage
equipment suffers corrosion or dissolution, or in case of fire.
There are also risks related to fires or floods at decommissioning
sites that release radioactive materials to the air, soil or
groundwater (for instance, from areas where waste is processed
or stored). If water penetrates the disposal site, it can dissolve
radioactive isotopes and transport them to the water system.
However, most isotopes encountered during decommissioning
are relatively insoluble or have a short half-life.

The potential for large-scale releases of radioactivity beyond a
nuclear power plant during decommissioning is much less than
that during its operation. However, low level releases can occur
over short distances via the air or surface and groundwater.
Careful planning, and the use of barriers and local and perimeter
monitoring, can help protect against such releases.

Unanticipated conditions may be discovered during the
decommissioning of a facility that has been in operation for
several decades. There may be unexpected spent fuel debris
within the reactor, although this occurs more often in research
reactors and other reactors not used for power generation.
Radioactive contamination beneath the reactor site that has not
yet migrated to the underlying groundwater may not be
detected until the facility has been demolished. Although this
case represents the exception rather than the rule, when the
Yankee nuclear power plant in the State of Connecticut (United
States) was dismantled (Figure 11), decommissioners discovered
33 000 m?® of radioactively contaminated soil that had to be
removed and disposed of, greatly adding to the cost of making
the site safe (EPRI 2008). Decommissioning itself may, through
excavations or other activities, increase the risk of radioactive
contamination migrating from soils to surface or groundwater.

During operations, parts of a nuclear power plant near the
reactor core become radioactive. To keep the doses of radiation
received by workers during decommissioning as low as
reasonably achievable - and below regulatory limits — there is a
need for extensive work planning, administrative and physical
controls, use of protective clothing, and a comprehensive
monitoring programme. Doses can be further reduced through
the use of robots and other remote techniques that enable
removal of workers from locations near radioactive hazards. To
date, the level of exposure during decommissioning has been
below regulatory limits.
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Figure 11: The Connecticut Yankee nuclear power plant was successfully
decommissioned and the site restored to a greenfield. The pictures show
progress over time at the start (June 2003), during operations (January 2006)
and after decommissioning was completed (September 2007).

Credit: Connecticut Yankee Atomic Power Company



Nuclear power plants damaged as a result of accidents, such as
those at Chernobyl and Fukushima, must be handled very
differently from plants at the end of their expected design life.
Contaminated material may have been released over long
distances, in which case emergency responses will be required
to prevent further releases. Once radioactive releases have been
halted and the damaged plant has been stabilized, the nuclear
fuel has to be removed from the reactor, which could be
damaged. Only then can work begin to decommission the facility
and clean up the site and surrounding areas.

Historically, discussions of the environmental impacts of nuclear
activities (including decommissioning) have focused almost
exclusively on human health risks. In 1991, the International
Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) gave its opinion
that “the standard of environmental control needed to protect
man to the degree currently thought desirable will ensure that
other species are not put at risk.” The Commission currently
indicates that this view was too narrow. Instead, it states that
risks to biodiversity and ecosystems from decommissioning and
other activities cannot be assumed from those calculated for
humans (Higley et al. 2004).

Since 2007 the ICRP has been developing radiation dose
reference levels for 12 animals and plants, from duck to deer and
from seaweed to earthworms (ICRP 2007). The reference levels
are not regarded as limits, but as thresholds for further
consideration (Andersson et al. 2009). Rather than eliminating all
risks to individual organisms, the aim has been to “prevent or
reduce the frequency of deleterious radiation effects to a level
where they would have a negligible impact on the maintenance
of biological diversity, the conservation of species, or the health
and status of natural habitats” (ICRP 2007).

Decommissioning is not simply demolition. It is the systematic
deconstruction of a contaminated, complex nuclear facility
made up of a reactor with many large components such as the
reactor vessel, steam generators, pumps and tanks, and
supporting systems including thousands of metres of pipes -
along with even greater volumes of construction materials. This
type of deconstruction requires considerable time and funding,
detailed planning and precise execution, on a level similar to
that required in order to build a nuclear facility. It also requires a
similar degree of expertise and regulatory control.

While decommissioning is still a maturing industry in different
parts of the world, it is fast-growing. There are considerable

geographical differences in degrees of expertise. A few countries
have decades of experience. For others, such experience is all in
the future. Important knowledge has been gained, but the
lessons learned are not yet reflected in standard practice
internationally. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
has established an international decommissioning network to
facilitate exchanges of experience among countries (IAEA
2012b).

Ensuring that these important lessons are applied globally in
time for the anticipated boom in decommissioning is of critical
importance. International agencies and the owners and
operators of nuclear facilities, in particular, need access to all the
information available from contractors. There is a case for
international and national laws that would require the sharing of
such information. This would include expertise obtained when
things have gone wrong, as it is often then that the most
important lessons can be learned. There is a strong need to keep
considerations of commercial confidentiality from getting in the
way.

The nuclear industry will need to continue to innovate and
develop new approaches and technologies that facilitate a
"smarter" decommissioning process, meaning one that is safer,
faster and cheaper. Additionally, meeting the decommissioning
challenge will require policies and measures that support the
continuing evolution of these decommissioning improvements.
Research could further contribute to building the knowledge
foundation and provide a strong scientific underpinning for
decommissioning.

The coming decade will probably witness the rapid expansion of
decommissioning activity, costing tens of billions of dollars. The
decommissioning industry’s performance will be critical to the
future of nuclear power generation. The challenges are technical,
but also political, financial, social and environmental.

Experience shows that decommissioning can be carried out in a
safe, timely and cost-effective manner. One lesson emerging is
that nuclear power plants should be designed, from the
beginning, for safe and efficient decommissioning as well as for
their safe operation, accident prevention, and safety with respect
to the potentially affected public and the environment. The first
generations of nuclear power plants were designed with little
thought for decommissioning, resulting in costs that might
otherwise have been avoided. Today many operators and
regulatory agencies incorporate features that will help or simplify
decommissioning in the design of new nuclear power plants.

CLOSING AND DECOMMISSIONING NUCLEAR POWER REACTORS ‘.‘ 47



References

Andersson, P, Garnier-Laplace, J,, Beresford, N.A.,,
Copplestone, D., Howard, B.J, Howe, P, Oughton, D.
and Whitehouse, P. (2009). Protection of the
environment from ionizing radiation in a regulatory
contex (PROTECT): proposed numerical benchmark
values. Journal of Environmental Radioactivity, 100,
1100-1108

Arizona State University (2011). Radiation Exposure
Pathways. http://holbertfaculty.asu.edu/eee460/

pathways.jpg

BMU (Bundesministerium fir Umwelt, Naturschutz
and Reaktorsicherheit; Federal Ministry for Environ-
ment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety) (2011).
Questions and answers about transforming our energy
system. http//www.bmu.de/english/energy_efficien-
cy/doc/47609.php

Bylkin, B.K, Pereguda, V.I, Shaposjnikov, V.A. and
Tikhonovskii, V.L. (2011). Composition and structure of
simulation models for evaluating decommissioning
costs for nuclear power plant units. Atomic Energy,
110(2), 77-81

CoRWM (Committee on Radioactive Waste Manage-
ment) (2006). Managing our Radioactive Waste Safely.
CoRWM recommendations to Government. DORWM Doc
700. July. http://news.bbc.co.uk/nol/shared/bsp/hi/
pdfs/310706_corwmfullreport.pdf

Cour des comptes (2005). Le démantélement des
installations nucléaires et la gestion des déchets
radioactifs : Rapport au Président de la République suivi
des réponses des administrations et des organismes
intéressés. Paris, France. http://www.ccomptes.fr/fr/CC/
documents/RPT/RapportRadioactifsnucleaire.pdf

Cour des comptes (2012). Les colts de la filiére
délectronucléaire. Rapport public thématique. Janvier
2012. Paris, France. http://www.ccomptes.fr/fr/CC/
documents/RPT/Rapport_thematique_filiere_electro-
nucleaire.pdf

Deloitte (2006). Nuclear Decommissioning and Waste:
A Global Overview of Strategies and the Implications
for the Future. Deloitte Energy and Resources, May.
http://deloitte-ftp.fr/Lot-B-Energie-ressources/doc/
NuclearDecommissioning.Mai06.pdf

Der Spiegel (2011). Response to Fukushima:
Siemens to Exit Nuclear Energy Business, 19
September. http://www.spiegel.de/international/
business/0,1518,787020,00.html

Dounreay (2012). Non-radioactive waste. Waste is a
product of decommissioning. Dounreay Site
Restoration Ltd. http://www.dounreay.com/waste/
nonradioactive-waste

ENRESA (Empresa Nacional de Residuos Radiactivos,
S.A) (2009). The dismantling and decommissioning of
the Vandellds | nuclear power plant step by step.
http://www.enresa.es/activities_and_projects/
dismantling_and_decommissioning/dismantling_
vandellos_i_step_by_step

EPRI (Electric Power Research Institute) (2008). Power
Reactor Decommissioning Experience. Technical Report
ID 1023456. Palo Alto, California, USA. http://my.epri.
com

48 UNEP YEAR BOOK 2012

EU (European Union) (2006a). Commission Recom-
mendation of 24 October 2006 on the management
of financial resources for the decommissioning of
nuclear installations, spent fuel and radioactive waste
(2006/851/Euratom). http://eurlex.europa.eu/
LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2006:330:0031:0035
:EN:PDF

EU (2006b). Guide to the Commission Recommenda-
tion on the management of financial resources for the
decommissioning of nuclear installations (2006/851/
Euratom). http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/
decommissioning/doc/2010_guide_decommisioning.
pdf

EU (2011). Council Directive 2011/70/Euratom of 19
July 2011 establishing a Community framework for the
responsible and safe management of spent fuel and
radioactive waste. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/
LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2011:199:0048:0056:EN:PDF

EWN (Energiewerke Nord GmbH) (1999). EWN — The
Greifswald Nuclear Power Plant Site. http://ec-cnd.net/
eudecom/EWN-WasteManagement.pdf

Higley, KA., Alexakhin, RM. and McDonald, J.C. (2004).
Dose limits for man do not adequately protect the
ecosystem. Radiation Protection Dosimetry, 109(3),
257-264

Huhne, C. (2011). Chris Huhne Speech to the Royal
Society: Why the future of nuclear power will be
different; speech by the Secretary of State for Energy
and Climate Change, 13 October. http://www.decc.
gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/ch_sp_royal/ch_sp_
royal.aspx

IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) (1999).
Radioactivity in the Arctic Seas. A Report of International
Arctic Seas Assessment Project (IASAP). IAEA TECDOC
1075. http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/
PDF/te_1075_prn.pdf

IAEA (2004a). Status of the decommissioning of
nuclear facilities around the world. http://www-pub.
iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/Pub1201_web.pdf

IAEA (2004b). Transition from Operation to Decommis-
sioning of Nuclear Installations. http://www-pub.iaea.
org/MTCD/publications/PDF/TRS420_web.pdf

IAEA (2006). IAEA Safety Standards. Decommissioning of
Facilities Using Radioactive Material. Safety Require-
ments WS-R-5. http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/
publications/PDF/Pub1274_web.pdf

IAEA (2007). Lessons Learned from the Decommissioning
of Nuclear Facilities and the Safe Termination of Nuclear
Activities. Proceedings of an International Conference
held in Athens, 11-15 December 2006. IAEA Proceedings
Series. http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/Publications/
PDF/Pub1299_web.pdf

IAEA (2008). Long Term Preservation of Information for
Decommissioning Projects. Technical Reports Series No.
467. http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/
PDF/trs467_web.pdf

IAEA (2009a). An overview of stakeholder involvement in
decommissioning. IAEA Nuclear Energy Series No.
NW-T-2.5. http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/
Publications/PDF/Pub1341_web.pdf

IAEA (2009Db). IAEA Safety Standards. Classification of
Radioactive Waste. General Safety Guide No.GSC 1.
http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/
Pub1419_web.pdf

IAEA (2010). Nuclear Power Reactors in the World.
Reference Data Series No. 2. http://www-pub.iaea.org/
MTCD/publications/PDF/iaea-rds-2-30_web.pdf

IAEA (2011a). Redevelopment and Reuse of Nuclear
Facilities and Sites: Case Histories and Lessons Learned,
IAEA Nuclear Energy Series No. NW-T-2.2.

IAEA (2011b). Design Lessons Drawn from the
Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities. IAEA TECDOC
1657. http//www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/Publications/
PDF/TE_1657_web.pdf

IAEA (2011c). International Conventions and
Agreements. http://www.iaea.org/Publications/
Documents/Conventions/jointconv.html

IAEA (2011d). The The Net-Enabled Radioactive Waste
Management Database (NEWMDB). http://newmdb.
iaea.org/datacentre-comparee.aspx

IAEA (2012a). Power Reactor Information System web
site. http://www.iaea.org/programmes/a2/ (date
retrieved: 20 January 2012)

IAEA (2012Db). International Decommissioning Network
(IDN). Waste Technology Section. http://www.iaea.org/
OurWork/ST/NE/NEFW/WTS-Networks/IDN/overview.
html

ICRP (International Commission on Radiological
Protection) (2007). The 2007 Recommendations of the
International Commission on Radiological Protection.
ICRP Publication 103. http://www.icrp.org/docs/ICRP_
Publication_103-Annals_of_the_ICRP_37(2-4)-Free_
extract.pdf

Kazimi, M.S. (2003). Thorium Fuel for Nuclear Energy.
American Scientist, 91, 408 http://www.americanscien-
tist.org/issues/feature/2003/5/thorium-fuel-for-nucle-
ar-energy/1

Kvaerner Moss Technology as (1996). Disposal of
Russian nuclear submarines, 19 January. http://spb.
org.ru/bellona/ehome/russia/nfl/nfle.htm

McCombie, C. (2010). Spent fuel challenges facing
small and new nuclear programmes, IAEA Conference
on Management of Spent Fuel, June 2010

Mount, M.E., Sheaffer, MK. and Abbott, D.T. (1994). Kara
Sea radionuclide inventory from naval reactor disposal.
Journal of Environmental Radioactivity, 25, 11-19

Nilsen, T, Kudri, I. and Nikitin, A. (1997). The Russian
Northern Fleet: Decommissioning of Nuclear
Submarines. Bellona Report No. 296

OECD/NEA (Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development/Nuclear Energy Agency) (2010a).
Applying Decommissioning Experience to the Design and
Operation of New Nuclear Power Plants. NEA No. 6924.
http://www.oecd-nea.org/rwm/reports/2010/
nea6924-applying-decommissioning.pdf

OECD/NEA (2010b). Public Attitudes to Nuclear Power.
NEA No. 6859. http://www.oecd-nea.org/ndd/
reports/2010/nea6859-public-attitudes.pdf



OECD/NEA (2010c). Cost Estimation in Decommission-
ing: An International Overview of Cost Elements,
Estimation Practices and Reporting Requirements. NEA
No. 6831. http://www.oecd-nea.org/rwm/re-
ports/2010/nea6831-cost-estimation-decommission-
ing.pdf

OECD/NEA (2010d). Towards Greater Harmonization of
Decommissioning Cost Estimates. NEA No. 6867. http://
www.oecd-nea.org/rwm/reports/2010/nea6867-
harmonisation.pdf

OECD/NEA (2011). Forum on Stakeholder Confidence
web site. http://www.oecd-nea.org/rwm/fsc/

Okyar, H.B. (2011). International survey of government
decisions and recommendations following Fukushima.
NEA News No. 29.2. http://www.oecd-nea.org/rwm/
reports/2010/nea6867-harmonisation.pdf

O'Sullivan, O, Nokhamzon, J.G. and Cantrel, E. (2010).
Decontamination and dismantling of radioactive
concrete structures. NEA News No. 28.2. http://www.
oecd-nea.org/nea-news/2010/28-2/NEA-News-28-2-8-
updates.pdf

SEPA (Scottish Environment Protection Agency) (2011).
Remediation of Radioactively Contaminated Sites.
http://www.sepa.org.uk/about_us/sepa_board/
agendas_and_papers/20_sept_2011.aspx

Shimada, T, Oshima, S. and Sukegawa, T. (2010).
Development of Safety Assessment Code for
Decommissioning of Nuclear Facilities (DecDose).
Journal of Power and Energy Systems, 4(1), 40-53

Swissinfo (2011). Decommissioning nuclear plants
comes at a price, 6 April. http://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/
politics/Decommissioning_nuclear_plants_comes_
at_a_price.html?cid=29936460

Szilagyi, A. (2012). Andrew Szilagyi, Director, Office of
Decommissioning and Facility Engineering, United
States Department of Energy, personal communica-
tion (26 January).

Tetra Tech (2012). Rocky Flats Decontamination and
Demolition Project, CO. Tetra Tech EC, Inc. http://www.
tteci.com/tteci/Department-of-Energy/rocky-flats-
decontamination-and-demolition-project-co.html

UK DTI (Department of Trade and Industry, United
Kingdom) (2002). Managing the Nuclear Legacy — A
strategy for action

UK NDA (Nuclear Decommissioning Authority, United
Kingdom) (2011). The Nuclear Legacy web site http://
www.nda.gov.uk/aboutus/the-nuclear-legacy.cfm

US DOE (United States Department of Energy) (2009).
US DOE EM Strategy and Experience for In Situ
Decommissioning. Prepared By U.S. Department of
Energy, Office of Environmental Management. Office of
Engineering and Technology, EM-20. http://www.
em.doe.gov/EM20Pages/PDFs/ISD_Strategy_
Sept_4_2009.pdf

US DOE (2010). Awards Contract for Decontamination
and Decommissioning Project for the East Tennessee
Technology Park. Media release, 29 April. http://www.
em.doe.gov/pdfs/DOE%20Awards%20Contract%20
for%20ETTP%20DD.pdf

US DOE (2012). Office Of Environmental Management
(EM): Deactivation & Decommissioning (D&D) Program
Map. http://www.em.doe.gov/EM20Pages/DDMaps.
aspx

US EPA (United States Environmental Protection
Agency) (2011a). Hanford — Washington. http://
yosemite.epa.gov/R10/CLEANUPNSF/sites/Hanford

US EPA (2011b). Radiation Protection. http://epa.gov/
rpdweb00/index.html

US GAO (United States Government Accountability
Office) (2010). Department of Energy: Actions Needed to
Develop High-Quality Cost Estimates for Construction
and Environmental Cleanup Projects. Report to the
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development,
Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives.
GAO-10-199. http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d10199.
pdf

US NRC (United States Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion) (2001). NRC Seeks Early Public Comment on a
Proposal to Permit Entombment for Reactor
Decommissioning. NRC News No. 01-121, 11 October.
http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML0201/
ML020150438.pdf

US NRC (2009). Backgrounder on the Three Mile Island
Accident (page last reviewed/updated 15 March 2011).
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/
fact-sheets/3mile-isle.html

US NRC (2011). Low-Level Waste Disposal. http://www.
nrc.gov/waste/llw-disposalhtml

WNA (World Nuclear Association) (2011a). Decommis-
sioning Nuclear Facilities. http://www.world-nuclear.
org/info/inf19.html

WNA (2011b). Nuclear power plants under construc-
tion. http://world-nuclear.org/NuclearDatabase/
rdresults.aspx?id=27569&Exampleld=62

CLOSING AND DECOMMISSIONING NUCLEAR POWER REACTORS

WNA (2011¢). Nuclear Power in Gemany. http://
world-nuclear.org/info/inf43.html

WNA (2011d). Nuclear-Powered Ships. http://www.
world-nuclear.org/info/inf34.ntml

WNA (2011e). Waste Management. http://www.
world-nuclear.org/education/wast.htm

WNA (2011f). Safe Decommissioning of Civil Nuclear
Industry Sites. http://world-nuclear.org/reference/
position_statements/decommissioning.html

WNN (World Nuclear News) (2011a). Decommission-
ing campaign complete at UK reactor, 16 June. http://
www.world-nuclear-news.org/WR-Decommissioning_
campaign_complete_at_UK_reactor-1606117.html

WNN (2011b). Fukushima units enter decommission-
ing phase, 21 December. http://www.world-nuclear-
news.org/WR-Fukushima_units_enter_decommission-
ing_phase-2112114.html

WNN (2011¢). Chubu agrees to Hamaoka shut down, 9
May. http://www.world-nuclear-news.org/RS-Chubu_
agrees_to_Hamaoka_shut_down-0905115.html

WNN (2011d). US nuclear regulator Oks Vermont
Yankee extension, 11 March. http://www.world-nucle-
ar-news.org/newsarticle.aspx?id=29618

WNN (2012a). Japanese reactors await restart
approvals, 16 January. http://www.world-nuclear-
news.org/RS-Japanese_reactors_await_restart_ap-
provals-1601124.html

WNN (2012b). Vermont Yankee wins right to keep
generating, 20 January. http://www.world-nuclear-
news.org/RS_Vermont_Yankee_wins_right_to_keep_
generating_200112a.html

Wood, J. (2007). Nuclear Power. Institution of
Engineering and Technology (IET). Power and Energy
Series No. 52.

Wuppertal (ed.) (2007). Comparison among Different
Decommissioning Funds Methodologies for Nuclear
Installations: Country Report France. On Behalf of the
European Commission Directorate-General Energy and
Transport. Wuppertal Institut fur Klima, Umwelt,
Energie GmbH im Wissenschaftszentrum Nordrhein-
Westfalen (Wuppertal Institute for Climate, Environ-
ment and Energy, Science Centre North Rhine-West-
phalia
http://www.wupperinst.org/uploads/tx_wiprojekt/
EUDecommFunds_FR.pdf

Yanukovych, Viktor, President of Ukraine: official
website (2011). President visits Chornobyl Nuclear
Power Plant. http://www.president.gov.ua/en/
news/19883.html






