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I will be speaking from the operator’s standpoint in describing the co-operation 
between British Nuclear Fuels plc (hereafter referred to as BNFL) and the Russian 
Federation with respect to radioactive waste management.

In the UK, apart from training of regulators organized by the Department of 
Environment, there has been little Government co-ordinated work on waste manage
ment collaboration. Our own collaboration has been in existence for about four years, 
and 1 will describe that collaboration to you and highlight issues for future collabora
tion. But first a few words about BNFL.

We are fairly small when compared with many Russian organizations, although 
we do have 15 000 employees. We operate nuclear fuel cycle services in the UK, 
Japan, Europe and the rest of the world. We operate waste management plants main
ly at our Sellafield site in northwest England. We are responsible for decommission
ing fuel cycle plants and reactors. We operate the UK low level waste disposal site at 
Drig near Sellafield in northwest England. We operate Magnox reactors, and there are 
indications from the recent UK nuclear review that the BNFL may inherit the rest of 
the Magnox reactors in the UK when Nucelectric is privatized. We have an engineer
ing subsidiary, BNFL Engineering Ltd., and we have a very successful US subsidiary 
now, BNFL Inc., which is targeting the US military site cleanup. We are also the 
largest single shareholder in the intermediate level waste disposal agency in England, 
UK Nirex.

Our collaboration started over four years ago when we had an agreement with 
the Soviet Ministry of Atomic Power and Industry. That agreement was recently 
extended to March 1997 with Minatom, and it covers the whole of the nuclear fuel 
cycle including spent fuel management, waste management, waste disposal and 
decommissioning. It is now extended to include submarines and ice-breakers. 
Regarding spent fuel, we are working together on potential recycling of plutonium in 
thermal reactors, and although plutonium is not a waste — and I stress that — I have 
included here in this presentation about waste the fact that we are talking with 
Minatom now about recycling military plutonium into thermal and fast reactor fuel. 
But that area is far too big for a simple bilateral agreement, and we need European 
Union or even G-7 initiatives to get that ball rolling.

For low level waste our operations are very similar, for solid waste we use com
paction and supercompaction, similar types of packaging. We are looking at engineered 
disposal, not the so-called fly tipping that we used to use. I think we both recognize 
that we are looking at engineered disposal mainly to satisfy public opinion, because of 
the very bad public perception of the old tipping methods for low level waste.

For low level liquid waste we are both operating ion exchange plants, both oper
ating floc treatment plants, and again we recognize that some of the decisions are to 
satisfy politicians rather than to meet the environmental necessities. If I could just 
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elaborate on that point: we said today and yesterday that we need to agree on stan
dards and norms. We should work together on reasonable and practicable application 
of the principles. But we should recognize that these criteria are merely a small part 
of how the final decision will be made.

Quickly on to intermediate level waste, which is not heat generating. Again we 
have similar concepts — encapsulation in concrete. As we heard this morning, the 
Russian use of bitumen is now being rethought because of potential fire risks and 
other reasons. We are both looking at direct disposal of intermediate level waste. For 
liquid waste both industries are looking at concentration and encapsulation, and 
together we are looking at various encapsulation methods and matrices, and we are 
sharing information on intermediate waste disposal site investigations and criteria.

For the high level waste we both use vitrification with borosilicate glass. The 
first Russian plant did use also phosphate, and there are pros and cons. We both look 
at what is essentially surface storage — passive vaults for about 50 years for the glass 
blocks. We are aware that the Russian institutes are looking at alternative matrices, 
and we are looking at them with the Russian institutes not because there are problems 
with glass but because of the fact that there are other highly active materials which 
will need conditioning into some form before disposal.

For high level waste disposal, we are talking about site criteria. We have talked 
about the direct disposal of RBMK fuel. This spent fuel is not economic to process. If 
we can solve the disposal problems for RBMK fuel, then we can solve many other dis
posal problems.

Before leaving the subject of high level waste, I will say a few words on partition
ing and transmutation. We know that the Russian Federation has done some excellent 
work on things like caesium and strontium removal; cobalt dicarbolide was mentioned 
earlier. The Russian Federation has done excellent work on neptunium extraction, and has 
done good work on transmutation, proto-accelerators, fast reactors and breeders.

We both have the same problems of decommissioning nuclear fuel cycle plants. 
We are looking together at decontamination techniques and recycling of materials. We 
have just said that we would talk about submarines and ice-breakers. Minatom has a 
different role in each area, and as is clear there is no co-ordination yet from the 
Russian side as to who will take responsibility on submarines and ice-breakers. We 
agreed there needs to be an objective assessment of priorities. Then, having identified 
the problems, we also need to identify solutions.

Finally, there are the areas for increased collaboration: recycling of military plu
tonium, direct disposal of RBMK fuel, intercomparisons of disposal models, priority 
assessments on submarines and ice-breakers and support for environmental restora
tion at Mayak.

In BNFL we have tackled related problems, and we are happy to be helping in 
all these areas. However, most of these are large scale international ventures requiring 

European Union or G-7 support.
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