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CoRWM's DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALES 
 

This document summarises the reasons for CoRWM's draft 
recommendations based on discussions that took place at its plenary 
meetings leading to the formulation of the recommendations at 
Brighton on 27 April 2006.  More detail, including references to key 
source documents, will be included in CoRWM's final report.   

Since 1997, there has been a vacuum in UK policy on the long-term 
management of long-lived and more highly active radioactive wastes.  

CoRWM has drafted the following integrated package of 
recommendations. This is the start of a process, leading to CoRWM’s 
final recommendations. Once made, they should be acted upon 
urgently. 
 
1. Within the present state of knowledge, CoRWM considers 
geological disposal to be the best available approach for the long-
term management of all the material categorised as waste in the 
CoRWM inventory* when compared with the risks associated with other 
methods of management. 
 
Our judgements are based on what we learned from a combination of 
scientific advice, overseas experience, public and stakeholder (PSE) 
engagement, and consideration of ethical issues. 
 
Safety and security were consistently rated as the most important 
criteria by participants in the PSE process. 
 
 
* CoRWM’s reference position is that reactor decommissioning wastes (RDW) 

within CoRWM’s inventory will be treated the same as intermediate level 
waste destined for geological disposal. However, it is recognised that 
management options taken forward for low level waste on reactor sites may 
also be appropriate, if a safety case could be made, for some reactor 
decommissioning wastes. 
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We were advised by the specialists who appraised our options as part 
of a multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) that geological disposal 
and phased geological disposal (PGD) scored very highly on safety 
and security criteria.  When we applied alternative assumptions 
suggested to us by stakeholders about the performance of the options 
and the importance attached to the criteria, these two options 
continued to be ranked very highly. 
 
One of the ethical issues that CoRWM was informed of during PSE was 
the need to reduce the burdens of managing the UK’s legacy 
radioactive waste that might be passed on to future generations.  
Many participants expressed the view that the burdens should be 
reduced as soon as practicable provided that a safe means of doing 
so could be identified.  This was also identified as a key issue in 
CoRWM’s discussions on ethics although there was no unanimous view 
among members.   
 
A large majority of CoRWM members expressed the view that they had 
sufficient confidence in the long-term safety of geological disposal to 
consider recommending it as a preferred option. This view took into 
account various factors, including specialist judgements during MCDA 
and the strong consensus that exists in the earth sciences community. 
CoRWM also received estimates of the worst that could happen, which 
indicated peak doses to the public equivalent to the upper end of 
natural background radiation at around 200,000 years after repository 
closure.  Most members considered that the risks from geological 
disposal were substantially smaller than those from long-term storage, 
which they considered to be vulnerable to terrorist actions, war, loss of 
institutional control, and severe environmental change.  It was stressed, 
however, that absolute confidence in the long-term safety of 
geological disposal could not be assumed.  One member, Pete 
Wilkinson, challenged whether a judgement of sufficient confidence 
could be reached in the light of the uncertainties associated with 
repository performance and argued that the risks associated with 
storage could be mitigated in part or in whole by the type of storage 
regime adopted (siting away from the coast, underground, etc.).  
 
CoRWM makes a caveat regarding reactor decommissioning waste 
(RDW) much of which is likely to be short lived intermediate level waste 
(ILW).  CoRWM was not required to make recommendations about 
siting of facilities but notes that, if the option of disposing of low level 
waste (LLW) on-site is pursued, consideration should be given to 
whether a safety case could be made for including appropriate 
reactor decommissioning waste in order to avoid transport.  The 
attraction of on-site disposal of RDW would largely depend on whether 
avoiding transport is more or less important than centralising the 
management of waste.     
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2. CoRWM recognises that there are social and ethical concerns 
that might mean there is not sufficient agreement to implement 
geological disposal at the present time.  In any event, the process of 
implementation will take several decades.  This period could last for as 
long as one or two generations if there are technical difficulties in siting 
or if community concerns make it difficult, or even impossible, to make 
progress at a suitable site. 

CoRWM recognises that sufficient confidence in the long-term safety of 
geological disposal is not a view shared by all stakeholders.  For those 
with concerns, a decision to proceed with geological disposal can be 
seen as unethical, involving the imposition of safety and environmental 
risks on generations into the far future.  Others may take the view that it 
is not fair to expect one or two communities to host facilities for wastes 
that were not generated in their area.  The potential for detriment can 
be addressed in both cases, for example, by using best science and 
technology in the first, and by negotiating measures to increase the 
well-being of potential host communities in the second.  However, 
discussing community concerns, with the recognition that it might not 
actually be possible to meet them, will take some time.  Research and 
development will also take some time, although such a programme 
can be carried out in parallel with public engagement. 

CoRWM takes the view that implementation of a geological disposal 
facility should only go ahead if there is sufficient agreement, including 
within the host community, to proceed.  This is likely to depend on, 
among other things, clear demonstration of the suitability of the site.  If 
there is not sufficient agreement, the waste should remain in store. 
 
Based on experience overseas, the processes of site selection, 
demonstrating the suitability of a site, obtaining the necessary planning 
and regulatory consents, and constructing the repository to the stage 
where it can accept waste, could take approximately 40 years and 
may not be straightforward. 
 
Therefore, while clear in its recommendation for geological disposal as 
the end point judged by today’s standards, CoRWM stresses that 
achieving this end point may take many years.  It cannot, therefore, be 
absolutely relied on as a stand alone solution. 
 
3. These uncertainties surrounding the implementation of 
geological disposal lead CoRWM to recommend that a programme of 
interim storage is required as a contingency and therefore must play 
an integral part in the long-term management strategy.  

The existing wastes in the CoRWM inventory are in storage and future 
wastes, as they arise, will also be placed in storage.  Over the timescale 



 4

for implementing geological disposal, some of the UK's present stores 
may need to be refurbished or replaced and new stores for future 
wastes will be required.  This seems unavoidable. 

"Contingency" reflects CoRWM's view that arrangements are needed - 
as part of an overall strategy - to take account of the possibility that a 
repository may be delayed or may never happen and that there will 
be a need to keep the wastes secure and safe.  

4. Therefore, CoRWM recommends a staged process of 
implementation, incorporating the following elements: 

a. A commitment to the safe and secure management of 
wastes through the development of an interim storage 
programme that is robust against the risk of delay or failure in the 
repository programme.  Due regard should be paid to: 

• reviewing and ensuring security, particularly 
against terrorist attacks; 

• ensuring the longevity of the stores themselves; 
• minimising the need for re-packaging of the 

wastes; and 
• addressing other storage issues identified during 

CoRWM’s public and stakeholder engagement 
process, such as avoiding unnecessary transport of 
wastes. 

 

Although CoRWM is recommending the option of geological 
disposal, the wastes will, for the reasons given above, need to be 
stored for a lengthy interim period.  In implementing the 
recommendations, the Government will need to take account of 
the specific issues raised by this requirement for interim storage.  

The design and engineering of new stores, and the refurbishment 
of existing ones, will need to take account of risks to the security 
of their contents, now and into the future.  This includes, but is not 
limited to, the vulnerability of the waste form and the degree of 
protection provided against attack, including the possibility of 
putting stores underground or providing them with heavily 
reinforced walls and roofs. 

The design lifetimes of stores should cover a period of interim 
storage of at least 100 years to cover uncertainties associated 
with the implementation of a geological repository.  The 
replacement of stores should be avoided if at all possible.      

The repackaging of wastes is regarded by the regulators as 
inherently undesirable, mainly because of the risk of exposure of 
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workers to radiation.  They have also expressed concern about 
the ability of packages to contain ILW much beyond 150 years.   

The transport of wastes is an important issue.  In particular, the 
"double movement" of waste should be avoided as far as 
possible, i.e., building interim stores at regional or central sites 
only to have to move the wastes for a second time in the event 
that disposal facilities are implemented elsewhere.   

 
CoRWM has not yet decided whether it will make detailed 
recommendations as to the store design to be used.  But it 
accepts, in terms of both contingency (including the lack of 
certainty that geological disposal can be achieved) and the 
need to provide effective safety and security in the interim, that 
the type of storage regime put in place will need to be 
examined.  

b. A commitment to an intensified programme of research 
and development aimed at reducing uncertainties at a generic 
and site-specific level in the long-term safety of geological 
disposal, as well as better means for storing wastes in the longer 
term.  Appropriate R&D should be undertaken into alternative 
management options. 

 
CoRWM has made its recommendations on the basis of the best 
available scientific and societal information.  It recognises that 
there is a need for further research into the characteristics of 
geological disposal in the UK and that this should address and 
seek to reduce the uncertainties surrounding long-term safety.  It 
also believes that more research is required into improving the 
robustness of storage.  CoRWM has not completely ruled out 
other options for the long-term management of waste; its 
recommendations are based on current knowledge coupled 
with a desire to begin work on an option as soon as possible.  It 
recognises the possibility that, during the time taken to deliver a 
repository ready for emplacement, other options may have 
emerged or have become better understood.  CoRWM is 
therefore recommending that appropriate research and 
development should be undertaken into alternative 
management options.   

c. A commitment to ensuring that flexibility in decision-
making within the implementation process leaves open the 
possibility that other long-term management options (for example, 
borehole disposal) could emerge as practical alternatives. 
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CoRWM recognises that there are rapid developments in 
science and technology, so practicable alternatives may 
become available in the period up to the closure of a repository.  
We therefore recommend a flexible approach - it would be 
wrong to deny future generations the opportunity to avail 
themselves of alternative methods because of too rigid a focus 
on our long-term goal of disposal.  An example is boreholes 
where there could be benefits from the enhanced isolation and 
security offered for some wastes, but there is not sufficient 
knowledge to put the option forward at this stage. 

d. A continuing public and stakeholder engagement process 
aimed at building trust and confidence in the proposed long-term 
management approach, including the siting of facilities. 

 
Experience in the UK and overseas clearly demonstrates the 
failures of earlier ‘top down’ mechanisms (often referred to as 
‘Decide-Announce-Defend’) to implement long-term waste 
management facilities.   

CoRWM's recommendations have been informed by the findings 
from its PSE programme.  In order to avoid repeating past 
mistakes, CoRWM strongly recommends that the Government 
should commit to open and transparent engagement with the 
public and stakeholders as part of the implementation process, 
reflecting the terms of reference it set for CoRWM.     

e. A set of decision points providing for a review of progress 
with an opportunity for re-evaluation before proceeding to the 
next stage, or before foreclosing alternatives. 

The staged process of implementation must be designed to 
allow for the requirements set out in the above clauses.  This 
should include the evaluation of ongoing R&D and review of 
progress, at pre-determined points, with a view to deciding 
whether there is sufficient agreement to move to the next phase 
and decide whether it is possible to reject any proposed 
alternatives. 

5. CoRWM has not yet decided whether to make recommendations 
regarding the precise form of geological disposal.  This will be an 
element in the next round of public and stakeholder engagement. 
 

CoRWM considered three types of geological disposal in its 
options assessment work: deep geological disposal, phased 
geological disposal (PGD) and boreholes.  CoRWM has not 
decided whether it should make a recommendation on the 
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desirability or otherwise of designing a repository such that closure 
can be delayed for a long period after it has been filled.  It has 
also decided that the technology for boreholes is not sufficiently 
far advanced for it to be recommended as a definite option at 
this stage, although recommendation 4 could lead to its further 
consideration for some wastes.   

   
CoRWM has had considerable discussion about the merits or 
otherwise of PGD. Some members were highly sceptical about the 
value of an extended period of underground storage prior to 
repository closure on the grounds that it imposes cost and effort 
burdens on future generations for little or no real gain.  The 
arguments were made that it would not offer any real prospect for 
reducing the uncertainties associated with long-term safety, and 
that the flexibility provided would be unlikely to be exercised in the 
real world.  Some of the members articulating these views 
considered that sufficient flexibility to meet public concerns could 
be achieved through a staged process of decision making during 
siting, construction and operation of non-phased Geological 
Disposal.  It was also argued that if flexibility was a very strong 
concern, then long-term storage should be pursued, not PGD. 

 
Other members expressed the view that PGD represents a genuine 
attempt to strike a balance between reducing burdens on future 
generations and maintaining flexibility for a period of time.  They 
also pointed out that the option had received majority support at 
the Citizens' Panels, from groups using the Discussion Guide, and in 
the Schools Project.  It was argued that this reflected a strong 
public desire to start out on a path that would reduce burdens on 
future generations, at the same time as allowing an extended 
period of learning and confidence building, with the potential to 
pursue a better option if it became available.  For most of these 
members, a decision about whether to recommend Geological 
Disposal or PGD did not need to be taken now, but should involve 
discussions with potential host communities during the siting 
process.  Such an approach, it was argued, would be consistent 
with a siting process that sought to involve and empower 
communities, thereby increasing the prospect of successful 
implementation.  No members oppose the right of potential host 
communities to empower themselves in this way (this is a vital step 
in testing confidence), but some argue that this process should be 
identified as staged disposal as opposed to the specific nature of 
the Nirex Phased Geological Repository Concept.     

 
CoRWM will be discussing these issues in more detail in the next 
few months and will seek wider views through the PSE4 process. 
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6. If a decision is taken to manage uranium, spent nuclear fuel and 
plutonium as wastes, they should be added to the inventory and 
immobilised for secure storage followed by geological disposal.  There 
must be clarity about the inventory that is to be disposed of by the time 
that communities are invited to express a willingness to participate in 
the implementation process.  Any additions to that inventory should be 
the subject of an additional stage in the process. 
 

In arriving at its draft recommendations, CoRWM has taken as its 
basic assumption a future in which all the UK's un-reprocessed 
spent fuel and all the uranium and plutonium from reprocessing 
come to be managed as waste.  The CoRWM inventory was put 
together in order that the approach to long-term radioactive 
waste management that is recommended is robust to any 
decision for inclusion of uranium, spent fuel and plutonium. 

 
If a decision is made to treat these materials as wastes, they will 
have to be packaged and then stored, probably for several 
decades, before disposal.  Potential host communities will need to 
know the nature and the quantities of the waste before they 
consider possible participation in implementation.  If no decision 
has been taken about existing uranium, spent fuel and plutonium 
stocks by that time, or if additional materials or wastes are 
created, for example from nuclear new build, CoRWM is clear that 
these must be considered separately. 

7. Community involvement in any proposals for the siting of long 
term radioactive waste facilities should be based on the principle of 
volunteerism, that is, an expressed willingness to participate. 
Participation should be based on the expectation that the well-being of 
the community will be enhanced. 
 
For an outline of the thinking behind this recommendation, see 
document 1720 (attached as an annex).  

8. Willingness to participate should be based on the provision of 
community packages that are designed both to facilitate participation 
in the short term and to ensure that a radioactive waste facility is 
acceptable to the host community in the long term. 

For an outline of the thinking behind this recommendation, see 
document 1720 (attached as an annex).  

9. Community involvement should be achieved through the 
development of a partnership approach, based on an open and equal 
relationship between the potential host community and those 
responsible for implementation. 
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For an outline of the thinking behind this recommendation, see 
document 1720 (attached as an annex).  

10. At the end of each stage of the decision making process there 
should be provision for a review and the right of communities to 
withdraw from the process before proceeding to the next stage, up to a 
pre-defined point. 

For an outline of the thinking behind this recommendation, see 
document 1720 (attached as an annex).  

11. In order to ensure the legitimacy of the process, the key 
decisions at each stage should be ratified by the appropriate 
democratically elected body(ies). 

For an outline of the thinking behind this recommendation, see 
document 1720 (attached as an annex).  

12. CoRWM considers that an open and transparent process is an 
essential precondition to successful implementation of these 
recommendations. 

For an outline of the thinking behind this recommendation, see 
document 1720 (attached as an annex).  

 

CoRWM takes no position on the desirability or otherwise of nuclear 
new build. We believe that future decisions on new build should be 
subject to their own assessment process, including consideration of 
waste. The public assessment process that should apply to any future 
new build proposals should build on the CoRWM process, and will need 
to consider a range of issues including the social, political and ethical 
issues of a deliberate decision to create new nuclear wastes. 
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Annex 

Summary of recommendations in the CoRWM Implementation Report 
 
These recommendations form part of the Implementation Report 
(Document 1703) that may be revised following PSE4.  

1. CoRWM’s Implementation Report reached a number of 
conclusions about the way in which CoRWM’s recommended long-
term waste management options should be implemented.  This has 
been done in response to CoRWM’s Terms of Reference, which invite it 
to consider such issues as ‘whether local communities should have a 
veto or be encouraged to volunteer, and whether they should be 
offered incentives’.  

2. The Guiding Principles that CoRWM developed for its process of 
selecting a long-term waste management option are considered to be 
equally applicable to the implementation process.  These are: 

1. To be open and transparent. 
2. To uphold the public interest by taking full account of public and 

stakeholder views in decision-making. 
3. To achieve fairness with respect to procedures, communities and 

future generations. 
4. To aim for a safe and sustainable environment both now and in 

the future. 
5. To ensure an efficient, cost-effective and conclusive process. 

 
3. Experience in the UK and abroad clearly demonstrates the 
failures of earlier ‘top down’ mechanisms (often referred to as ‘Decide-
Announce-Defend’) to implement long-term waste management 
facilities.  It is now realised that a voluntary process is essential to ensure 
equity, economic efficiency and the likelihood of successfully 
completing the process.  It has taken a number of years and many 
failed siting attempts for this to become widely accepted.  There is now 
a growing recognition that it is not ethically acceptable for a society to 
impose a radioactive waste facility on an unwilling community.  
 
4. However, for potential host communities to be willing to 
participate in a siting process, overseas experience shows that they 
must be provided with adequate resources in an Involvement Package 
and there must be an opportunity for them to negotiate a Community 
Package that would ensure that the facility is acceptable to the host 
community.  As a result, we consider that the following general 
principles should apply in the development of an approach designed 
to encourage community participation in the process to implement 
CoRWM’s recommendations: 
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• Engagement with local communities must be an integral and 

continuing element in any implementation programme; 
 
• Involvement in any proposals for the siting of long-term 

radioactive waste facilities should be based on the principle of 
volunteerism, that is, an expressed willingness to participate; 

 
• Willingness to participate should be conditional on the 

expectation that potential host communities will be provided with 
Involvement and Community Packages that will benefit them in 
both the short and longer term. 

 
5. Some of the most promising programmes overseas are based on 
the potential host community working in partnership with an 
implementing body to achieve a successful outcome for both.  One of 
the advantages of the partnership approach is that it achieves an 
environment in which host communities can engage with an 
implementing body without feeling victimised by a national process 
over which they ultimately have little control.  Thus, in order to ensure 
equitable treatment, we recommend that: 
 

• Community involvement should be achieved through the 
development of a Partnership Approach; 

 
• Partnerships should be based on an open and equal relationship 

between the potential host community and the implementing 
body. 

 
6. In principle, every community has the right to express a 
willingness to participate in the process but, in practice, some areas 
may be scientifically unsuitable.  If communities were to express a 
willingness to engage and were quickly refused on technical grounds, 
this would create a lack of confidence in the process.   
 
7. In many cases in the past, centralised authorities developed the 
screening criteria and stakeholders, including potential host 
communities, were unable to influence them.  There is now growing 
evidence internationally that it is only when the criteria themselves are 
subject to open discussion and engagement with stakeholders will 
communities come forward or accept invitations to take part in the 
process.   
 
8. We therefore conclude that before any invitation to participate 
is issued:  
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• Broad criteria should be applied to screen out those parts of the 
country where radioactive waste facilities would be 
unacceptable on scientific grounds.  Within the remaining 
territory all communities that wish to express a willingness to 
participate should have the opportunity to do so; 
 

• There should be no presumption that areas that have not been 
screened out are therefore suitable as locations for radioactive 
waste facilities. Suitability will depend on further scientific 
investigations;  

 
• The screening criteria should be developed through an open and 

transparent engagement process with stakeholders. 
 
9. Deciding how a potential host community should be defined in 
the context of the UK is complex.  Whoever represents the community, 
any proposals that are made would need to be legitimated by one or 
more elected representative bodies.  However, in some cases, the 
areas that are covered by some local authorities are so large that it is 
difficult to see how they can effectively represent some potential host 
communities.  Based on considerations of proposals and issues that 
have been raised abroad and interpreting them in a UK context, the 
following conclusions can be drawn: 
 

• There should be scope for communities to be self-defining in 
terms of an initial willingness to participate; 

 
• The decision to participate and subsequent proposals developed 

through partnership arrangements must be ratified by the 
appropriate elected representative body; 

 
• There should be arrangements that enable affected communities 

outside the host community to be involved in the process if they 
so wish.    

 
10. The size of some local authorities is such that it may prove difficult 
to achieve effective representation for some potential host 
communities.  In such cases, special arrangements for representation 
may be necessary.  This issue, and that of involvement of communities 
outside the local host community, need to be considered further and 
discussed with relevant authorities in the period after July 2006. 

11. The principle of Equity (in other words the idea of fairness) 
requires that, although individual communities will have different 
interests and needs, the process of establishing and supporting 
partnerships should not favour or disadvantage any type of 
community.  To avoid this, it is necessary that the basic framework of 
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the partnership arrangements should be developed nationally with all 
the interested parties. 
 
12. It is also apparent from international research that it is important 
that the host community has a sense of ownership of the facility that 
will be built and is therefore involved as early as practicable in the 
generic technical aspects of the design.  It is also apparent that, 
although proposals that are developed should be ratified by an 
elected body, it is important that the partnership includes a wide 
representation within the community.  Thus, in establishing partnerships 
based on an expressed willingness to participate by relevant local 
communities, the following principles should be observed: 
 

• Before communities are invited to participate in a siting process, 
the basis of the involvement should be framed and agreed on a 
national basis, in a consultation involving all relevant 
stakeholders;  

 
• Representatives of the potential host communities should be 

involved in determining both the generic technical aspects of 
the proposed facility and the socio-economic aspects aimed at 
ensuring the well-being of the community; 

 
• The representatives of the potential host communities should 

reflect the full range of interests in the community as far as 
practicable. 

 
13. The socio-economic and technical aspects will depend on local 
circumstances and can only be successfully determined through open 
and equal dialogue between the partners. 
 
14. Representation is a matter that will require discussion with 
relevant members of the public and stakeholders.  In this regard, 
representatives may be drawn from within the host community and 
also from among those whose interests embrace a wider area.  
 
15. It is now generally recognised from overseas experience that 
communities are unlikely to come forward or agree to engage unless a 
comprehensive Involvement Package will be provided, which will, in 
turn, allow the negotiation of a Community Package.  The Involvement 
Package must provide the communities with the necessary start-up 
resources. 
 
16. In developing Involvement Packages it is important to 
demonstrate that all communities are on an equal footing and that 
certain areas or regions are in no way being targeted because of their 
relative economic status.   
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17. For the process to be fair, a local community hosting a facility 
should be better off after siting than before.  This reflects and 
acknowledges the service that is being provided for society at large.  A 
fair outcome requires, therefore, the local community's agreement on 
an acceptable Community Package.  Research suggests that 
communities rarely regard monetary incentives alone as a means of 
offsetting the loss imposed by a newly sited facility where a potential 
hazard is posed.         
 
18. In processes that are successfully moving forward abroad, an 
important element of communities being willing to participate is the 
right of the potential host community to withdraw from the process.  
This right has some limitations.  There will come a point when the 
process of implementation has proceeded so far that withdrawal 
would be difficult and costly.  Thus, the involvement of local 
communities in a siting process requires that: 
  

• An Involvement Package should contain enough support for the 
potential host communities during the site selection process to 
ensure that they have the necessary resources to be involved in 
a meaningful and effective manner. This should include the 
ability of the Partnership to engage effectively with the 
community and to obtain independent advice and review of the 
proposals made by the implementing body; 

 
• In order for local communities to participate, the Involvement 

Package should be agreed to as a condition of proceeding; 
 

• The development of a Community Package must ensure that any 
community hosting a radioactive waste facility should gain clear 
benefit to its well-being. The Package should take into account 
the well-being of future generations as well as that of the present;    

 
• Provision should be made for the negotiation of a Community 

Package to support the well-being of the community in the short 
and long-term.  This Package should include the ability to 
influence generic technical aspects that would affect the local 
community; 

 
• Potential host communities should have the right to withdraw up 

to a pre-defined stage in the implementation process.  The 
precise point at which a community might lose the right to 
withdraw requires further study.   

 
19. There must be adequate funding to support the implementation 
process.  The scale and scope of the funding will need to be 
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determined nationally and agreed beforehand in discussion with 
relevant stakeholders.  It is important that Partnerships which represent 
the needs and aspirations of communities should have the freedom to 
determine the work programme, and the distribution of funds, for the 
range of purposes agreed.  It must be accepted that safeguards will 
need to be incorporated into the process to avoid the misuse of funds.    
 
20. Thus, it is considered important that: 
 

• The budget for the Involvement Package should be agreed with 
the relevant funding organisation before communities are invited 
to become involved; 
 

• Partnerships should have the ability to determine the focus of the 
resources included in the Involvement and Community 
Packages.  

21. Experience also shows that the implementation process should 
be a staged process of sequential decision making.  This has been 
expressed by the Nuclear Energy Agency as a plan in which: 
 

‘.. development is by steps or stages that are reversible, within 
the limits of practicability. In addition to the institutional actors, 
the public, and especially the local public, is involved at each 
step and also in review of the results of decisions taken in a 
previous step. This is designed to provide reassurance that 
decisions are made in a transparent manner and can be 
reversed if experience shows them to have unexpected and 
unacceptable adverse effects.’ 

 
22. Some suggestions on the major stages and the roles of the main 
organisations in each stage are made in the text of the full 
Implementation Report.  We conclude that any future implementation 
process should incorporate a staged decision making process which 
has the following elements: 
 

• Each of the major aspects of the implementation process should 
be part of a staged process with key decision points and 
opportunities for review; 

 
• The main elements and stages in the process should be set out 

as milestones by outcome, before the process starts, with clear 
and transparent roles for the participants.  That does not mean 
that the process cannot be flexible but, if changes are made, 
they should be made with the involvement and agreement of the 
relevant participants; 
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• At the end of each stage, there needs to be an agreement to 
proceed between the relevant parties, which is ratified by the 
elected decision making body(ies) before proceeding to the 
next stage; 

 
• The points at which there is a right to withdraw from the process 

should be clearly defined in advance; 
 

• In order to be efficient and conclusive, the process should 
involve milestones at which major decisions will be made, which 
can be consolidated and only reversed subsequently by an 
agreed process or regulatory decision. 

 
23. Given the long history of delay and deferment in the UK on this 
issue, from borehole drilling for investigation of sites for high level waste 
in the 1980s to the Nirex Rock Characterisation Facility inquiry in the 
1990s, it is clear that any new or revised institutional arrangements for 
progressing the radioactive waste management process in the future 
need to draw on the current goodwill and momentum achieved by 
the CoRWM process.  There is a pressing need to establish an 
appropriate institutional basis to carry the process forward.  Our current 
thinking on these issues would suggest that:  
 

• The staged decision-making process should be supervised by an 
independent body with overall responsibility for overseeing the 
research and development programme and the siting strategy.  
Government should set up such a body without delay; 

 
• An integral part of the remit of the overseeing body should be to 

ensure that there is proper engagement with the public and 
stakeholders at each stage.  Engagement must be conducted 
openly and transparently, so that the siting process inspires the 
confidence of all those involved; 

 
• There should also be an implementing body responsible for the 

construction and operation of any necessary facilities, and 
related research and development;  

 
• The roles of the overseeing body and the implementing body at 

each stage of the decision making process must be clearly 
defined in advance.  

 
24. It is clear from previous UK experience that the regulators should 
have a role in the process.  Experience in Sweden and Finland 
demonstrates the importance of regulatory involvement to successful 
implementation.  In our view: 
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• The environmental regulators should be involved in the 
implementation process at a very early stage and should 
continue to be closely involved throughout the process. 

 
25. Several areas for further work have been identified that include 
the way in which partnerships should be framed, how potential host 
communities should be defined, the impact of State Aid restrictions on 
Community Packages, developing the stages of a phased 
implementation process and the roles and responsibilities of the 
individual bodies at each stage, and how the requirements for 
Strategic Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact 
Assessments should be integrated into the process.  There will also be a 
need to consider how proposals for long-term radioactive waste 
facilities relate to the land-use planning process. 
 


