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Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

About you

*Language of my contribution
Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch
English
Estonian
Finnish
French
German
Greek
Hungarian
Irish
ltalian
Latvian
Lithuanian

Maltese



Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Slovak
Slovenian
Spanish
Swedish

*| am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Company/business
Consumer organisation

EU citizen

Environmental organisation
Non-EU citizen
Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
Public authority

Trade union

Other

*First name

Ursula

*Surname

Caturla

*Email (this won't be published)

ursula.caturla.rodriguez@nucleareurope.eu

*QOrganisation name

255 character(s) maximum



nucleareurope

*QOrganisation size
Micro (1 to 9 employees)
¢ Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 or more)

Transparency register number

Check if your organisation is on the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to
influence EU decision-making.

42433582-82

*Country of origin

Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

This list does not represent the official position of the European institutions with regard to the legal status or policy of

the entities mentioned. It is a harmonisation of often divergent lists and practices.
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The Commission will publish all contributions to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would
prefer to have your details published or to remain anonymous when your contribution is published. For the
purpose of transparency, the type of respondent (for example, ‘business association, ‘consumer
association’, ‘EU citizen’) country of origin, organisation name and size, and its transparency
register number, are always published. Your e-mall address will never be published. Opt in to select
the privacy option that best suits you. Privacy options default based on the type of respondent selected

*Contribution publication privacy settings

The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your

details to be made public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous
Only organisation details are published: The type of respondent that you
responded to this consultation as, the name of the organisation on whose behalf
you reply as well as its transparency number, its size, its country of origin and
your contribution will be published as received. Your name will not be published.
Please do not include any personal data in the contribution itself if you want to
remain anonymous.

* Public
Organisation details and respondent details are published: The type of
respondent that you responded to this consultation as, the name of the
organisation on whose behalf you reply as well as its transparency number, its
size, its country of origin and your contribution will be published. Your name will
also be published.



/| | agree with the personal data protection provisions

Preliminary Public Consultation Questions

Introductory questions

Do you have professional or personal experience related to radioactive waste or spent
fuel management and shipments?
® Yes

No

Radioactive Waste Directive

How aware are you of your Member State’s policies for managing radioactive waste
and spent fuel?
® Very aware
Aware
Somewhat aware
Slightly aware
Not at all aware

Not applicable

In your opinion, what are the key strengths or weaknesses of the management of
spent fuel and radioactive waste in your Member State?

We do not represent a single EU MS.

Strengths: In general, however, the Directive is fit for purpose. It establishes a coherent and sufficient
framework that clearly defines responsibilities, ensures high levels of safety, and provides legal certainty for
operators and regulators alike. It successfully sets out the requirement for national programmes covering the full
lifecycle of radioactive waste.

Weaknesses: The Directive already provide a solid basis, but its implementation could be further strengthened
by better recognising the role of reprocessing-recycling and as any other Directive, the effectiveness of these
legal instruments relies on their transposition and implementation by Member States. The evidence from
infringement procedures under both Directives demonstrates that the legal framework itself is not the primary
limiting factor. Rather, differences in the pace and completeness of national implementation have led to varying
levels of compliance across the European Union.


https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/specific-privacy-statement

In your view, has your Member State made progress in ensuring the responsible and
safe management of spent fuel and radioactive waste since the entry into force of the
Directive?

Significant progress

Some progress

No change

Some regression

Significant regression

® Don’t know

Why/why not?

Question may have various answers depending on a specific MS. nucleareurope represents the nuclear
industry across EU MS.

How would you rate altogether radioactive waste and spent fuel management efforts
in the EU ?
® Excellent
Very good
Moderate
Fair
Poor

Don’t know

In your view, what are the main challenges related to spent fuel and radioactive waste
management with which your Member State is still confronted ?

The priority should be to support Member States in fully implementing existing obligations, rather than
performing a revision of the Directives. This could include facilitating the exchange of best practices between
governments, strengthening cooperation between national authorities (regulators), and guaranteeing resources
and governance structures for long-term programme delivery.

Would you consider that the publicly available information on radioactive waste and
spent fuel management is sufficient and clear/easy to understand?
® Yes

No



Don’t know
Other

Do you agree that the Directive contributed to increased safety, transparency and
public accountability in your Member State?

To a great extent

To a considerable extent

To some extent

Very little

Not at all

® Don’t know

Why/why not?

Question is not applicable. nucleareurope represents the nuclear industry across EU MS.

In your view, how could transparency, public awareness, public involvement in
decision making and trust be improved in relation to national radioactive waste and
spent fuel management policies?

Throughout the years, the nuclear industry has fulfilled its responsibilities within this framework whilst
respecting the principles of transparency, public awareness and public involvement and trust in decision
making. Operators and supply chain actors have developed and implemented technical solutions for the safe
management, treatment, conditioning and storage of radioactive waste, in full compliance with national and
European requirements.

As mentioned before, the exchange of best practices between governments could be facilitated, strengthening
cooperation between national authorities (regulators), and guaranteeing resources and governance structures
for long-term programme delivery. Reducing unnecessary administrative burden where possible, while
preserving high safety standards, would also contribute to greater efficiency within the industry and economic
actors participating in nuclear operations and activities.

Are there any aspects of the Directive that you believe need clarification,
simplification or other improvement?

No, it is inherent to Directive transposition to national legislation.

Do you have any further remarks on the Directive?

No.



Shipment Directive

In your opinion, does the Directive ensure safe shipments of radioactive waste and
spent fuel in the EU?

® Yes
No

No opinion/Don’t know

In your view, are the current EU rules on the supervision and control of shipments of
radioactive waste and spent fuel adequate?

® Yes, fully adequate
Partially adequate
Inadequate

Don’t know

Why/why not?

The Directive provides a sound and adequate framework and broadly supports its continued application without
major revision.

In your view are there any issues with the supervision and control of shipments of
radioactive waste and spent fuel?

Yes

® No
No opinion/Don’t know
Other

Are there any aspects of the Directive that you believe need clarification,
simplification or other improvement?
The Shipment Directive has proved effective in managing cross-border movements of radioactive materials are
strictly controlled and authorised. The existing system of prior authorisation provides a high level of safety and
transparency, while enabling necessary movements for treatment, conditioning or disposal. The industry
supports maintaining this system, as it ensures both safety and operational flexibility within the internal market.

Do you have any further remarks on the Directive?

nucleareurope broadly supports the continued application of the Shipments Directive without major revision.
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Contact

David.SILVA-HERMIDA®@ec.europa.eu
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