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From EIS12-512 we learn: 
Of a possible increase in the planned waste 
volume capacity of 200,000 m3 to a capacity of 
400,000 m3 
This may arise from (a) new reactors (b) new 
refurbishments (c) decommissioning 
Don’t know volumes 
Don’t know characteristics 



Yet according to OPG: 

“...waste types … are fundamentally the same as 
those arising from operations and 
refurbishment activities.” 

 



 
 



 
The EIS gives: Number of packages 
Volumes of different types of waste 
Estimated radionuclide inventory 
Little of this detailed info is available for 
decommissioning waste, but expected to accept 
back-of-the-envelope calculation that adding 
decommissioning waste will: 

 “…double the dose calculated for waste arising 
from operational and refurbishment only…”  
 
 



 A larger proportion of metals means more gas 
generated by anaerobic corrosion of metals, 
 
Uncertainties about radionuclide properties 
means estimated contamination levels and risk 
estimates could be subject to very large errors. 
 
Throws development of safety case into 
disarray. 
 



Uncertainties regarding radionuclides could 
mean estimated contamination levels calculated 
for a deep geological disposal facility are in 
error by a factor of 10,000 to 1,000,000  
Additional wastes from decommissioning or 
even new reactors have not been properly 
characterised  
Additional wastes from decommissioning or 
even new reactors have not been properly 
subjected to a full Environmental Impact 
Statement process 
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