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SUMMARY OF THE PRESENTATIONS AND DISCUSSIONS 

 
Session 1:   Ethical values 
 

 
The first two presentations were given by specialists in human science, and focused more on the 
ethical aspects of the funding for decommissioning. 

Some new aspects or approaches were presented, which allowed to highlight the egalitarian and 
utilitarian approaches of intergenerational equity. 

The different ethical principles led to conclude on the need of a democratic debate on the 
subject, and the need of ethical guidance at international level. Some other key points, like the 
preservation of competences, funding and resources, were also considered in the light of the 
intergenerational community (3rd principle of justice). 

The session was concluded by a presentation on the application of the ethical principles for the 
funding (in fact, this application was mainly oriented towards the selection of solutions or 
options for the radioactive waste disposal). 

The results of this Swiss expert group study led to the following conclusions: 

• Democratic debate is needed for all boundary conditions. 

• Same rights must be guaranteed for all generations. 

This led to some technical decisions (e.g. retrievability) mainly for waste management and 
disposal. 

 
The general discussion that followed led to the following conclusions: 

• International guidance is needed on ethical values. 

• Intergenerational solidarity must be guaranteed. 

• Freedom of choice of future generation must be respected. 

• Funding is probably not the primary ethical problem but well the guarantee of safety of 
present and future generation. 
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Session 2:   Actual experience in funding 
 
 

The various mechanisms for funding have been analyses on their principle, current practice and 
merits. 

 
Three main aspects were analysed: 

  discounted or not 
• How funds are raised?  schedule 

  collection system 

• How are the funds managed? 

• How to disburse when needed? 

 
The actual experience in different countries showed different mechanisms and return of 
experience: 

• In Germany, the funds are set aside internally. The system functions very well and Germany 
does not see any reason to change it. 

• In Spain, Enresa is responsible for managing and disbursing the funds. The estimates are 
based on discounted costs, with an average discount rate of ∼2.5%. The fund is raised by a 
levy on electricity production. 

• In Switzerland, the decommissioning fund was established in 1984. It is based on 40 year 
operational lifetime. The net interest rate was estimated to be 2% (∼4% actual average). 
In case of problems (bankruptcy), there is a 2 step system that will be put in place: first step 
solidarity between producers; if this fails the State is the final guarantee (second step). 

• For the US, the system is also put in place with rather defined rules, but the change in the 
electricity market caused some difficulties, with the presence of Energy merchants 
independent of the producer.  
- The US have also experience of large NPP decommissioning, with fixed cost contracts, 

where both estimates were much too low; therefore the licensee had to take over the job. 
- Also the problem of early or premature shut down has been raised, mainly with new 

energy merchant companies. 

The general discussion that followed led to the main conclusions as follows: 

• Mostly the funds management control is important, not the type of management (segregated, 
external or not). 

• The visibility & transparency of the funding were also recognized as important aspects of the 
funding management. 

• A question was also raised (by IAEA) concerning the funding for facilities other than NPP. 
Are there specific aspects which should be taken into account? 
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Session 3: Uncertainties 
 
 

In most large industrial projects (construction, civil works, aerospace...), the return of 
experience shows that overrun (in time and cost) is a rather general tendency. But it depends on 
the type of project, on the degree of innovation, etc. Some means to avoid these overrun were 
presented. 
 
In the case of D&D, the main uncertainties affecting funding can be found in: 

• cost estimate 
• inflow of resources 
• management of resources 
• time factor: when will the costs occur? 

Moreover, these uncertainties sources can also be interlinked. One of the conclusions from this 
analysis is that the existing uncertainties in funding are good reasons not to postpone 
decommissioning operations to a too distant future. 
 
 
National presentations on return of experience can be summarized as follows: 

• In Finland, a system is in place. 
− The system covers future cost of existing waste, but no discounting is allowed. 
− Fund is put in segregated fund; the waste producer has the right to borrow up to 75% of 

funds; the State can borrow 25%. 
− The system is well defined, and proved to work quite well, at least for waste management 

facilities. 

• In France there are important changes upcoming. 
o The evolution of the EDF statute (towards more private system). 
o Areva could go privatized (i.e. shares would be on the stock market). 
o Open competition of electricity in the European market. 

− France intends to modify its funding system in accordance with EU regulations or 
proposals, paying attention to the market opening. Therefore, France was much in favour 
of the “nuclear package” proposed by Commissioner Loyola de Palacio, and favoured the 
inclusion of D&D in the package. Currently, the system is back to the EU institutions and 
the Council would decide on a legal system in 2007. 

• In Germany there is no site/facility specific legislation or regulation. 
− The financing of D&D follows the principle of “polluter pays”. 

− The method of funding is different for public and private facilities: 
o for public facilities: by annual payment (budget) 
o for private facilities: collection of reserve during operation (linear accumulation over 

25 years). The total national reserve today amounts to ∼30-35 B€ including waste 
disposal. 
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− The cost estimates are made by the operators, they are based on detailed planning and a 
large practical experience. They need to be assessed conservatively. The review of 
funding level is made by the tax authority. 

− The experience till now is good and the funds were available when needed. 

− It is intended to review the funding system and find out whether it is still adequate or 
whether it needs modifications because of changes in the nuclear scene, e.g. the nuclear 
phase out (as decided by Parliament), the new approach to waste disposal and the 
electricity market deregulation. Discussions are thus ongoing but decisions have not yet 
been made. 

• In Italy the plants were prematurely shut down, and not enough money was set aside during 
the plants lifetime. 
− A few years ago, there was a new input from the Government: “to finish the D&D of all 

installations by 2020”. 

− ENEL (former nuclear facilities) had provisions (from operation) and credit from the 
State. This funding was considered enough for D&D following the safestore strategy 
(taking the discounted cost into account). 

− These funds (∼800 M€) were assigned to SOGIN, when created. It was not then 
considered as sufficient for the 4 NPPs. 

− Today estimates are approximately 2600 M€ for the NPP's and 630 M€ for the research 
plants (in constant money 2002). 

− The Government then decided to set up a levy on electricity production (about 
0.0006 €/kWh). 

− Every year, SOGIN has to present the schedule and cost of D&D to the Government. 

• In the UK, the complex situation was first presented historically. 
− In 1976, an internal unsegregated fund was set up. 

− In 1990, the electricity sector was privatized, the funding disappeared. 

− Afterwards, there was the creation of Nuclear Electric (public company). 

− In 1996, privatization of the AGRs and PWR. Set up of an external segregated fund. 

− In 1997, the old Magnox stations were transferred to BNFL. 

− The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) was founded in the UK. It will be 
operational by 1 April 2005. This is the fifth reorganization affecting the nuclear 
decommissioning scene. In all the reorganizations funds were lost for the envisaged 
purpose. In this case the BNFL segregated internal funds, for example, were transferred 
into the treasury. Only in the case of British Energy (BE) the segregated funds remained 
with the company. 

• For the US: 
− Currently, there are about 20 NPPs in decommissioning (about 50% with the immediate 

strategy). 

− The licensee is responsible for funding and carrying out the clean up. 
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− 5 approved funding systems are existing, including the pre-payment and the insurance; 
the most popular being the system with external account. 

− The cost estimates are reviewed in depth on 3 occasions: 
o Preliminary: 5 years before shutdown 
o Post shutdown: 2 years after shutdown (how to cover the D&D costs) 
o Final: 2 years after license termination (how to remediate the site). (The question of 

whether this is enough was raised). 

− Some positive and negative experience: 
o Positive: up to now the system showed to be adequate in obtaining and managing the 

money 
o Negative: mainly in non nuclear utility sector. 

 
 
Plenary discussions 
 
 
Summary 

The plenary discussions allowed to tackle the different aspects presented during the day. Some 
key points can be highlighted: 

• The main question seems to be: “What are the elements making the funding system safer?” 
This can be looked at through different aspects: 
− cost estimate; 

− control of the funding and money collection; 

− control of investment of the money; 

− how to cope with uncertainties (including early shutdown and bankruptcy). 

•  The stability of the funding system over the time is a key factor for securing the funding (a 
good counter-example is the UK story). 

• The decommissioning exercise should start before the plant is in operation; i.e. when a plant 
is constructed! 

• An important aspect is also the information exchange with people having participated to 
actual D&D projects. 

Discussions by session 

At the plenary discussions the following items were also recorded:  

Session 1 – Ethical values 
 
A discussion was held on the possibility of having an international body managing 
decommissioning funds. It was argued that the risk for misuse of the funds might be less 
with such international management. However, responsibility questions and the availability 
of the funds at the right time might be difficult to handle if managed by an international 
body. National management bodies were mostly favoured and it was stressed that it is 
important that managing and controlling of the funds are done by different and independent 
national bodies. 
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The autonomy and freedom of each national fund management organisation to make its 
own decisions, including mistakes, was emphasized. The willingness to learn from others 
is sometimes limited. There must be respect for the freedom of choice both between the 
various funding options. Different generations may also decide differently. Knowledge 
management and ways to transfer information between generations will be important from 
an ethical point of view. 
 
Other questions touched upon were how far the present generation would need to go today 
to protect future generations from a virtual risk and how far do these ethical considerations 
need to be covered by the funds? No clear answers can be given because of the speculative 
nature of such questions. Uncertainty (in cost calculation, the success of an investment etc.) 
should be considered when raising the funds.  
 
The importance of having funds available at the right moment was stressed. 
 
The use of ethical values in the discussion with the public and the stakeholders was 
discussed. When using positive expressions like “Common good”, “equity”, “fairness” etc. 
it must be perfectly clear of what is meant and it is necessary to explain the terms in a 
simple and transparent way. Some of the wording is very theoretical, but if used in a 
reasonable way it can be very useful in the discussions. 
 

Session 2 - Actual Experiences of Fund Setting and Management 
 
A discussion was held on the pros and cons of segregated funds. Many arguments were 
raised in favour of segregated funds but it became also very clear that considerable risks 
are involved in segregated funds.  
 
It was concluded that a proper management of funds is very important. Examples of 
financial losses in funds were given by Switzerland (losses in some years) and the UK (loss 
of funds for the purpose due to reorganisation, privatisation etc.). It was stressed that the 
funds, and how they are managed, should always be visible and transparent. 
 
It was clear that there are different possibilities for raising funds. Once a system is put in 
place it is hard to change it. There are no such things as good or bad funding systems. 
Every system has advantages and disadvantages. It is important to analyse the various 
funding system to identify weak points and provide solutions how to minimise risks 
associated with such weaknesses instead of continuing with the theoretical discussion on 
“the best” system. WPDD may take a lead in the respective analyses. 
 

Session 3 – Uncertainties in funding 

It is important to identify the features that make the funding systems safe. Key issues are 
the management and control of funds. The stability of the funding systems is essential and 
the way how to cope with uncertainties.  

Decommissioning should be taken into account already in the design phase of a facility to 
minimise the uncertainties. The planning of the decommissioning of a specific facility can 
be allowed to take a lot of time and thereby you can have the best technical solutions 
available.  
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Although decommissioning is a mature industry a lot of site specific surprises may occur 
which make cost estimates difficult. A discussion on how to avoid cost overruns is 
probably an area where more work could be done. 

Information exchange between decommissioning projects is very valuable and there is a lot 
of information that can be used in planning of future decommissioning projects. 
International co-operation on these issues is encouraged. 

Creating of a Task Group on Funding  

Regarding the importance of the topic and the interest shown to get further analysis on the 
subject, it was decided to set up a Task Group on the subject with the following members 
(provisory list): 

O. Södeberg (Chairman) 
H. Maxeiner 
I. Davidova 
M. Braeckeveld 
J.G. Nokhamzon 
 
The outcome of the Task Group will then be presented to the WPDD in a future meeting. 
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