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23rd March 2009 
 
Emailed to: justification@decc.gsi.gov.uk and posted to the above address. 
 
Dear Mr Jenkins, 
 
GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION ON THE JUSTIFICATION FOR THE BUILDING OF 
NEW NUCLEAR POWER STATIONS 
 
Please find attached the response of the Nuclear Free Local Authorities (NFLA)* to the 
Government’s consultation on the justification for the building of new nuclear power 
stations. 
 
1. Do you agree with the Government’s preliminary view that, following the 

application submitted by the NIA, the decisions by the Secretary of State and 
the Justifying Authority should be by reference to four classes or types of 
practice, and that these qualify as new classes or types of practice. If not, 
why not?  

 
In outlining the NFLA response to this consultation the organisation would 
particularly wish to support the view of the Nuclear Consultation Group that 
‘because the Justification of new nuclear power in the UK represents a key issue for 
trust in governance concerning energy policy and the control of radiation risk, we 
believe the Government should hold an independent inquiry, as allowed for under 
the regulations governing Justification: The Justification of Practices Involving 
Ionising Radiation Regulations 2004 (No. 1769), Regulation 17’. 
 
A full, public independent inquiry would give true openness and transparency to all 
decisions made on taking up the nuclear option for future energy use.  

  
The NFLA also believes that, by requiring each reactor-type to go through a 
separate justification process, DECC can maximise the openness and transparency 
of the process.  The NFLA believes each of the four reactor-types should, therefore, 
be treated as separate, new, classes or types of practice, and not as existing 
practices. 

 
The NFLA note that Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd announced in April 2008 it was 
pulling its ACR-1000 design out of the Generic Design Assessment process to 
focus its energy on capturing business at home in Canada1. The NFLA also note 
that in September 2008, General Electric and Hitachi asked for a temporary halt to 

 

                                                 
1 Toronto Star 5th April http://www.thestar.com/Business/article/410418 
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the assessment of their Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (ESBWR) 
design, in order to focus efforts on getting U.S. approval2. These reactor types 
should, therefore, be dropped from the process to allow more detailed discussion 
with regard to the remaining two reactor designs – the AP1000 and the EPR. 

 
Furthermore, the Government has already decided that “new nuclear power should 
play a role in providing the UK with clean, secure and affordable energy [which] is in 
our country's vital long term interest”. As such, therefore, the NFLA do not believe 
the Secretary of State is the appropriate body to be acting as the Justifying 
Authority. 
 
The NFLA notes that the chair of the Environment Agency, Lord Smith, has said the 
long-term storage and disposal of high-level nuclear waste is the “great unsolved 
issue” of nuclear fission. “It is an absolute necessity if a new nuclear programme 
goes ahead that the issue of high-level waste is properly resolved.”3 

 
In 2006 the Environment Agency cast doubt on the wisdom of investing billions of 
pounds in a new generation of reactors saying it could siphon away resources from 
alternatives, and expressed the fear the last energy review was biased towards the 
nuclear option4. On nuclear waste it said “…it cannot be assumed that the approach 
found for the existing stockpile of radioactive waste would be acceptable for waste 
arising from a new programme.” 

 
The NFLA believe therefore that the Environment Agency would appear to be 
better placed to provide an unbiased justification decision, perhaps in co-
operation with SEPA, whereas DECC has clearly already made its mind up. 

 
2. Does the NIA application contain sufficient information to enable the 

Justifying Authority to make an assessment of a) these classes or types of 
practice and b) the preferred class or type of practice in the NIA application? 
In either case, if not, what further information is needed? 

 
The NFLA believes the NIA application does not contain sufficient information to 
enable the Justifying Authority to make an assessment of the classes or type of 
practice or the preferred class of type or practice. The NFLA is concerned that the 
Justifying Authority is made more aware of the costs of nuclear power and its actual 
benefits to the energy market by expanding it through the class or types of practice 
suggested in the NIA application. 

 
Nuclear power provides around 20% of UK electricity, but only about 8% of total 
energy. Allowing for losses at the power station, nuclear power’s current 
contribution to the UK’s final energy consumption is only 3.6 % (80 TWh/y out of a 
final consumption of about 2,250 TWh/y)5. So the UK Government will need to 
consider the impact of any decision to replace existing nuclear power stations on 
the other 96.4% of energy consumption.  

 
The UK Government’s Sustainable Development Commission (SDC) points out 
that, even with a doubling of nuclear capacity from current levels, cuts of at least 

                                                 
2 Bloomberg 17th Sept 2008 http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601101&sid=a4bBI51_pzjk&refer=japan 
3 Making Local Connections on a Global Threat, Publicservice.co.uk, October 20, 2008 
http://www.publicservice.co.uk/feature_story.asp?id=10661&topic= 
4 Scotsman 14th June 2006 and Evening Standard 20th June 2006, and Environment Agency Response to the DTI Consultation: The 
Energy Review, 2006 
5 Guardian 17th January 2006 http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/story/0,,1688034,00.html 
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50% would still be needed from other measures if the UK is to meet its climate 
targets for 20506. So it is important that our capacity to implement other carbon 
abatement measures is not damaged by any decision to go ahead with the 
construction of new reactors. 

 
Warwick Business School (UK) (WBS) argues that, far from complementing the 
necessary shift to a low carbon economy, the scale of the financial and institutional 
arrangements needed for new nuclear power stations means they would fatally 
undermine the implementation of low carbon technologies and measures such as 
demand management, and therefore will ultimately undermine the shift to a true low 
carbon economy 7. 

 
The SDC says a new nuclear programme would give out the wrong signal to 
consumers and businesses, implying that a major technological fix is all that’s 
required, weakening the urgent action needed on energy efficiency. The 
Commission says a decision to proceed with a new reactor programme will require 
“a substantial slice of political leadership … political attention would shift, and in all 
likelihood undermine efforts to pursue a strategy based on energy efficiency, 
renewables and more CHP.” 8 Sir Jonathon Porritt, chair of the Commission, says 
nuclear power is seriously diverting attention from the hard decisions required to 
solve the UK's energy challenges 9. The NFLA concurs with this view. 

 
Spending on new reactors is likely to have a negative impact on more cost 
effective carbon abatement solutions. 

 
3. Do you have any comments on the arguments or evidence in the NIA’s 

application? Are there any additional arguments or evidence which the 
Justifying Authority should consider? 

 
The NFLA would like to make comments on a number of arguments and evidence 
made by the NIA. These should also assist the Justifying Authority in making its 
decision. 
 
Opportunity Cost and Cost Effectiveness 
 
The opportunity cost of any investment is the cost of forgoing the alternative 
outcomes that could have been purchased with the same money. So, of course all 
investments will forego other opportunities, but here the NFLA are concerned with 
those potential investments, which will be foregone, if the Government invests in 
nuclear power. 

 
The NIA section on cost effectiveness merely compares new reactors with gas-fired 
generation 10. NIA has failed to examine the opportunity cost of building new 
reactors. However, resources are scarce, and climate change is a serious and 

                                                 
6 The role of nuclear power in a low carbon economy, UK Sustainable Development Commission, 
March 2006. 
http://www.sd-commission.org.uk/publications/downloads/SDC-NuclearPosition-2006.pdf 
7 New nuclear power: implications for a sustainable energy system by Catherine Mitchell and 
Bridget Woodman, Warwick Business School, Green Alliance April 2005. 
http://www.greenalliance.org.uk/uploadedFiles/Publications/NewNuclearPower.pdf 
8 Is nuclear the answer? Sustainable Development Commission, March 2006 
http://www.sd-commission.org.uk/publications/downloads/IsNuclearTheAnswer.pdf 
9 Guardian 5th July 2006 http://society.guardian.co.uk/societyguardian/story/0,,1812324,00.html 
10 Nuclear Industry Association, Justification Application, Volume 1 Application (including additional information requested on 
behalf of the Justifying Authority). November 2008. http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file49231.pdf paras 7.30 – 7.34 
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urgent problem so we need to sure that any spending decision we make involve 
spending our limited resources as effectively and quickly as possible. For each 
pound we spend we need to buy the maximum amount of “solution” possible. (The 
“least cost” solution) On both criteria cost and speed, nuclear power is probably the 
least effective climate-stabilizing option on offer. 

 
Amory Lovins, Chairman and Chief Scientist of the Rocky Mountain Institute, says 
although nuclear power can save carbon, it saves 2 to 11 times less per pound 
spent and 20 – 40 times more slowly than if you spent the money on energy 
efficiency or micropower (under which heading Lovins includes renewables apart 
from big hydro and combined heat and power)11. 

 
As a consequence, this failure of nuclear power to meet the cost effectiveness test 
means that investment in nuclear power will, in effect, worsen climate change 
because each pound we spend is buying less solution than it would do if we were to 
spend it on energy efficiency 12. 

 
To tackle climate change the speed with which carbon abatement measures can be 
introduced is also important. New nuclear power stations are not expected to come 
online until 2018 at the very earliest – more likely 2020. The UK Association for the 
Conservation of Energy, for example, estimates that if one new nuclear power plant 
starts operating in the UK by 2020, it might start delivering perhaps just over one 
million tonnes of carbon saving. In contrast energy efficiency “could save around 25 
million tonnes of carbon through cost-effective energy efficiency measures” by that 
date 13. 
 
As well as spending our scarce resources as effectively as possible, the NFLA 
believes that we also need to ensure that our spending decisions do not impact 
negatively on other carbon abatement solutions. 

 
Furthermore, the NFLA note that, using the central cost assumptions, but 
depending on the discount rate the Government estimated the cost of new nuclear 
electricity at between £31/MWh and £42/MWh 14. 

 
It now appears that nuclear capital costs are “out of control,” with costs on track to 
reach 15 – 20 cents per kWh or $150 to $200/MWh, which at current rates of 
conversion is around £100 to £130/MWh 15. Another new US study makes even 
these costs look too low. The Severance report puts the costs of electricity from 
new nuclear plants at 25 to 30 cents/kWh — triple current U.S. electricity rates! 16. 
The study is by a leading expert in power plant costs, Craig A. Severance 17. These 
estimates put new reactors among the costliest private projects ever undertaken. 

                                                 
11 Fora TV, December 12, 2008. http://fora.tv/2008/12/12/Amory_Lovins_Advocates_for_a_Cleaner_Safer_Energy_Future 
12 Wise up to nuclear folly, Amory Lovins, Green Future Magazine, March/April 2006 
http://www.forumforthefuture.org/greenfutures/articles/602479 
13 Guardian 13th July 2006 http://politics.guardian.co.uk/green/story/0,,1819253,00.html 
14 Meeting the Energy Challenge: A White Paper on Nuclear Power, BERR, January 2008 
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file43006.pdf Para 2.49 
15 Grunwald, M. Nuclear’s Comeback Still No Energy Panacea, Time, December 31, 2008. 
http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1869203,00.html 
16 Exclusive Analysis Part 1: The Staggering Cost of New Nuclear Power, Climate Progress 5th January 2009. 
http://climateprogress.org/2009/01/05/study-cost-risks-new-nuclear-power-plants/ 
17 Severance, C. Business Risks and Costs of New Nuclear Power, January 2009 
http://climateprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2009/01/nuclear-costs-2009.pdf 
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Most renewable and efficiency projects will be well below these costs, so on an 
economic basis alone should be implemented first 18. 
 
In response to the UK Government’s cost estimates for nuclear electricity, and its 
conclusion that: “nuclear power stations would yield economic benefits to the UK…” 
19 nuclear economist Gordon MacKerron, and his colleague at Sussex University 
Energy Group, complained this is not robust conclusion: “…it does not properly 
acknowledge the uncertainty that inevitably attaches to the introduction into the UK 
of technology that is both novel and politically contentious”. The simple answer to 
the question ‘what are the economics of nuclear power’, the group concludes, is: we 
don’t know20. 

 
The cost of building new reactors has more than doubled since 2000, according to 
Cambridge Energy Research Associates (Massachusetts) with a majority of the 
increase occurring since 200521. The estimate for two 1,100MW reactors in Florida 
has tripled to $17billion22. Construction costs for new reactors in the US will soar, 
according to Standard & Poor's Ratings Services. Construction risk issues are 
"more acute" for new nuclear units than for other types of power projects23. 

 
The figure of US$1000/kW (so that a 1000MW plant would cost $1bn) was toted by 
the nuclear industry in the late 1990s as an achievable construction cost for the new 
types of reactors then being designed. This was seen as optimistic, so when the 
first order for an EPR-type reactor was placed for Olkiluoto in 2004, the 
US$3000/kW cost was not a surprise. It is now clear that construction at the site is 
going very badly and the project is 50% over budget and 3 years late. Further cost 
increases are expected. However, prices continue to escalate rapidly. In 2008, the 
estimated construction cost from a range of sources seemed to be settling at 
around US$4000-6000/kW, double the Olkiluoto price and often double the 
estimates made by the same utilities a year or two previously24 

 
The NFLA believes that the Government’s cost estimates for new reactors, 
upon which the whole basis of the NIA’s Justification Application rests, could 
well be wildly out. An urgent investigation into ‘out of control’ nuclear costs 
needs to be made before any conclusions are reached about whether new 
reactors are justified. 

 
4. Do you have any comments on the Government’s preliminary view of the 

classes or types of practice, on the approach preferred by the NIA, or any 
other options? 

 
 The NFLA would like to answer this question by making some important points on 

the damage to the development of local solutions to reduce carbon emissions and 

                                                 
18 Lusk, P. Nuclear Plant Electricity: A Simple Costing Model, NIRS website, April 2008. 
http://www.nirs.org/neconomics/nuclearpowerplantelectricitycostslusk.pdf 
19 The Future of Nuclear Power: The Role of Nuclear Power in a Low Carbon Economy, BERR. May 2007. 
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file39197.pdf  See para 4.19, 4.22 & 4.45 
20 Sussex Energy Group response to the Future of Nuclear Power Consultation, October 2007. 
http://www.sussex.ac.uk/sussexenergygroup/documents/seg_spru_nuclear_response.pdf 
21 Construction costs for new nuclear plant continue to escalate, CERA Press Release, May 27, 2008. 
http://www.cera.com/aspx/cda/public1/news/pressReleases/pressReleaseDetails.aspx?CID=9505 
22 Loder, A. Nuke Plant Price Triples, St Petersburg Times (Florida), March 11, 2008 
http://www.sptimes.com/2008/03/11/news_pf/State/Nuke_plant_price_trip.shtml 
23 Construction Costs To Soar For New U.S. Nuclear Power Plants, Standard & Poors, October 15, 2008 
24 Thomas, S. The Credit Crunch and Nuclear Power. Non Proliferation Education Center, November 2008. http://www.npec-
web.org/Frameset.asp?PageType=Single&PDFFile=20081112-Thomas-CreditCrunchNuclearPower&PDFFolder=Essays 
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energy efficiency should the Government’s preliminary view on nuclear new build 
and the NIA application are taken up.  

 
 Energy efficiency and local solutions promoting low carbon energy sources 

In February 2003, when the Government published its first Energy White Paper, 
(22) Patricia Hewitt, the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) Minister at the 
time, said: 

“It would have been foolish to announce …a new generation of nuclear power 
stations, because that would have guaranteed we would not make the necessary 
investments in energy efficiency and renewables.” 

The White Paper promised a "step change" in policies and programmes to deliver 
energy efficiency25. The 2003 plans included encouraging local authorities to take 
the lead, acting as catalysts for change. Some local authorities have indeed been 
carrying out some innovative climate change strategies, but without the central 
government support these schemes will never be ambitious enough or at the scale 
required to meet carbon abatement targets. The NFLA notes that we are still waiting 
for the step change in energy efficiency which was promised six years ago. 

 
The UK Government’s target is to reduce carbon emissions by 80% by 2050. To do 
this we need to implement a set of policies which can cut emissions from the 
domestic sector by 80% by 2050. (These policies can also help the Government 
meet its legal obligations on fuel poverty). Every house will have to have excellent 
insulation and some form of Low and Zero Carbon Technology – microgeneration 
and community heating schemes. This means carrying out installations in all of the 
UK’s 25 million dwellings over the next 40 years or 625,000 dwellings every year 
between now and 205026. 

 
Local authorities will have to play a major role in implementing these policies, but 
beyond a few trailblazing authorities, an insufficient amount of effort is going into 
this area. The Government has virtually no policies to encourage installations on the 
scale required. The best hope in the near future is the Carbon Emission Reduction 
Target (CERT), which, from April 2008, requires utilities to spend £1 billion a year 
over the UK for three years. As well as insulating 3 million cavity walls, CERT will 
allow utilities to partially fund around 121,000 low and zero carbon installations, in 
existing homes - nowhere near the 625,000 required every year until 2050.  

 
Some examples of Best Practice 

 
Europe's largest low carbon zone is planned for Wales' Heads of the Valleys (HoV) 
region. The HoV Low Carbon programme would see 40,000 microgeneration units 
or their equivalent installed in the area over the course of 15 years. At the same 
time 65,000 homes would have their energy efficiency measured with 39,000 
energy reduction measures implemented 27. The Welsh Assembly Government is 

                                                 
25 Warren, A. Energy Efficiency Step Change? More like a soft shoe shuffle. Daily Telegraph 5th February 2008. 
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthcomment/3324265/Energy-efficiency-step-change-More-like-a-soft-shoe-shuffle.html 
26 Home Truths: A Low Carbon Strategy to Reduce UK Housing Emissions by 80% by 2050, by Brenda Boardman, FoE (EWNI) 
and Co-operative Bank, November 2007. http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/home_truths.pdf 
27 Largest Low Carbon Zone Proposed for Wales, Low Carbon Economy, December 22, 2008 
http://www.lowcarboneconomy.com/community_content/_low_carbon_news/3758 
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making £12m available but additional funding is anticipated from a variety of 
sources including the Carbon Energy Reduction Target (CERT) scheme 28. 

 
Another scheme in Kirklees, Yorkshire allows homeowners to have solar panels or 
windmills to generate energy attached to their homes for a share in the capital value 
of the house. The Kirklees scheme has resulted in more homes producing 
renewable energy than anywhere else in the UK and more insulation provided in 
one year than the total number of London homes which benefited from the UK 
government's scheme 29. The Kirklees Warm Zone is one of the biggest and most 
comprehensive programmes to tackle domestic energy efficiency and climate 
change in the UK. Every home in Kirklees which is suitable for loft and cavity wall 
insulation will receive this work for free. It will be introduced on a house by house 
basis 30.  

 
In London, Greater London Assembly Member, Darren Johnson has been calling on 
the Mayor and Government to invest immediately in schemes which will both tackle 
climate change and create jobs. A London wide programme to improve the energy 
efficiency of all homes could create up to 17,000 new jobs for builders, joiners, 
plumbers, electricians, roofers, heating and structural engineers and builders’ 
supply merchants 31.  

 
Nuclear Diversion 

 
The Government will no doubt argue that there is absolutely no reason why, despite 
statements to the contrary previously by Patricia Hewitt, promoting new nuclear 
stations needs to detract from implementing an energy efficiency programme. 
However the fact that we are still waiting for the step change promised in 2003 
argues differently. 

 
The contrast between the amount of Government effort, energy and funding which 
goes into promoting new nuclear reactors compared with renewable energy is 
staggering. In June 2008, for example, the Government created the Office of 
Nuclear Development (OND), to build more effective cross-Government working on 
nuclear energy, and facilitate new nuclear investment in the UK. The OND has staff 
drawn from both the civil service and from industry, bringing together the relevant 
Government teams and resources to achieve its objectives 32. 

 
Meanwhile, the Government is to close the grant scheme – the Low Carbon 
Building Programme – which offers grants to public sector bodies for 
microgeneration equipment, almost a year before it launches the new feed-in tariff 
regime, creating a funding black hole undermining this embryonic industry and 
possibly leading to thousands of green job losses 33. 

                                                 
28 Multi-million pound plans announced to create Europe’s largest low carbon zone, Welsh Assembly Government Press Release, 3rd 
December 2008. 
http://wales.gov.uk/topics/businessandeconomy/property/HofV/news/081203plans/?version=1&lang=en 
29 Kirklees Council Renewable Energy Projects, http://www.kirklees.gov.uk/community/environment/renewable/renewable-
projects.shtml 
30 Kirklees Warm Zone, December 2008 
http://www.kirklees.gov.uk/community/environment/energyconservation/warmzone/warmzone.shtml 
31 Letter from Cllr Darren Johnson, Bexley Times, January 14, 2009 
http://www.bexleytimes.co.uk/content/bexley/times/postbag/story.aspx?brand=BXYOnline&category=postbag&tBrand=northlondon
24&tCategory=postbagbxy&itemid=WeED14%20Jan%202009%2015%3A02%3A27%3A490 
32 BERR Press Release 12th June 2008 
http://nds.coi.gov.uk/environment/fullDetail.asp?ReleaseID=370431&NewsAreaID=2&Navig atedFromDepartment=True 
33 Seager, A. Government destroys jobs by delaying green revolution, Guardian January 12, 2009 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/jan/12/renewable-energy-initiative 
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Centralised vs Decentralised Energy 
 

Warwick Business School asks whether support for nuclear power, which will 
bolster the centralised model of electricity distribution, will also damage efforts to 
shift to a more sustainable, low carbon, model which maximizes use of renewables 
and energy efficiency. It concludes that support for new reactors is more likely to 
strengthen the momentum of the conventional energy system than enable a 
decentralised energy system to develop. Thus it is likely to damage efforts to tackle 
climate change  34 

 
Investing in new nuclear power stations will, therefore, have a huge 
opportunity cost. The NFLA believes we will lose the opportunity to kick-start 
the local energy revolution, in which every building and community 
contributes to generating the power they need. The closure of nuclear, as well 
as fossil fuel plant over the next twenty years provides an exciting opportunity to 
develop a decentralised low-carbon energy system more compatible with the needs 
of the post Kyoto world 35. 

 
 Radiation 
 

The NIA’s application claims that the nuclear stations of the types proposed would 
result in maximum doses to members of the public well within the dose constraint. 
The dose constraint is defined as a restriction on the annual dose to an individual 
from a single source applied at the design and planning stage of any activity. The 
level is currently set at 300 microsieverts per year (0.3mSv/yr). It also claims that 
doses to workers would be less than 10,000 microsieverts per year (10mSv/yr). 

 
The NIA includes “Supplementary Notes on Radiation” at Annex 3 of its application 
36. This Annex states that “there remain areas of debate, continuing research and 
residual uncertainty” with regard to the risks associated with radiation. However, it 
goes on to say that “the scale of this remaining uncertainty is too small to cast any 
significant doubt over the conclusions on radiation health detriment presented in 
this application.”  

 
The NFLA believes this conclusion does not appear to accord with recent research 
results. 

 
A major conclusion of the recent German KiKK study37 for example is that the 
leukaemia risk near German Nuclear Power Stations casts "significant doubt" over 
the official doses received by people living nearby. In other words, the official 
methodology used for estimating radiation doses near Nuclear Power Stations is 
unreliable. The KiKK study found a 2.2-fold increase in leukaemia and a 1.6-fold 
increase in solid cancers among children under 5 years old living within 5 km of all 
German nuclear power stations. The large size of the study and the fact that it was 
commissioned by the German Government add weight to its conclusions. It is now 

                                                 
34 New nuclear power: implications for a sustainable energy system by Catherine Mitchell and 
Bridget Woodman, Warwick Business School, Green Alliance April 2005. 
http://www.greenalliance.org.uk/uploadedFiles/Publications/NewNuclearPower.pdf 
35 Small or Atomic? Comparing the finances of nuclear and micro-generated energy, by Rebecca 
Willis, Green Alliance, June 2005 
http://www.greenalliance.org.uk/uploadedFiles/Publications/SmallOrAtomic.pdf 
36 Consultation on the Nuclear Industry Association’s Application to Justify New Nuclear Power Stations. Volume 3: Appendix B: 
Annexes to the Application.  http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file49349.pdf 
37 Kaatsch P, Spix C, Schulze-Rath R, Schmiedel S, Blettner M. Leukaemias in young children living in the vicinity of German 
NPPs. Int J Cancer. 2008;122:721–726. 
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officially accepted in Germany that children living near nuclear power plants 
develop cancer and leukaemia more frequently than those living further away 38. 

 
A recent spate of other scientific studies spotlighted the issue of the health effects 
of discharges of radioactivity from nuclear facilities. Researchers at the Medical 
University of South Carolina carried out an analysis of 17 research papers covering 
136 nuclear sites around the world. The incidence of leukaemia in children under 9 
living close to the sites showed an increase of 14 to 21%. Another German study 
which found 14 cases of leukaemia compared to an expected four cases between 
1990 and 2005 in children living within 5 kilometres of the Krümmel nuclear plant 
near Hamburg, making it the largest leukaemia cluster near a nuclear power plant 
anywhere in the world 39. 

 
The report published in 2004 by the Committee Examining Radiation Risks of 
Internal Emitters (CERRIE) – a UK Government sponsored committee – concluded 
that uncertainties about risks mean that in some cases we might be exposed to 10 
times the risk previously thought. These uncertainties, said the Committee, require 
policy makers and regulators to adopt a precautionary approach when dealing with 
exposures to internal radiation 40.  

 
CERRIE looked at newly discovered effects of radiation such as genomic instability 
(ongoing, long-term increases in mutations within cells and their offspring), 
bystander effects (cells next to those irradiated are damaged) and mini-satellite 
mutations (repeat DNA sequence mutations). Since CERRIE reported in October 
2004 these recently discovered radiation effects – so called ‘untargeted’ effects - 
have been described in more and more detail. This work has clearly resulted in a 
“paradigm shift” amongst scientists. Although the precise significance for human 
risk is still unclear, these effects are likely to have an important role in future 
assessments of radiation risks for a number of reasons, not least of which is that 
they occur at very low doses. It is not even clear whether these effects have 
deleterious effects on humans, but the latest evidence seems to indicate both 
beneficial and adverse effects depending on genetic make-up.  

 
This new evidence leads to the conclusion that a way of protecting those who are 
more radiosensitive than the average will have to be devised. A recent report from 
the US Institute for Energy and Environmental Research emphasized this point by 
highlighting a growing concern that women face a risk about 50 percent higher than 
an average man from the same amount of radioactive material, while the risk for 
children is several-fold higher 41. 

 
The question of whether we should now reassess currently accepted risks of 
radiation clearly arises. When faced with the uncertainties posed by untargeted 
effects, it would be wise to apply the precautionary principle – in other words err on 
the side of more caution rather than more risk.  

 
  
 
                                                 
38 Epidemiological Study on Childhood Cancer in the Vicinity of Nuclear Power Plants (KiKK Study). 
http://www.bfs.de/de/bfs/druck/Ufoplan/4334_KIKK_Zusamm.pdf (Go to page 13 for the English version). 
39 Fairlie, I. Let’s Take Cancer Clusters Seriously this time. New Scientist, April 26, 2008 
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg19826535.300-comment-lets-take-cancer-clusters-seriously-this-time.html 
40 Report of the Committee Examining Radiation Risks of Internal Emitters (CERRIE), 2004. http://www.cerrie.org/ 
41 Wald, M. Report faults US measure of cancer risk. New York Times, January 7, 2009. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/08/us/08nuke.html?_r=2&emc=tnt&tntemail0=y 
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New reactors; new radioactive discharges 
  

The UK Government has, so far, not responded in a precautionary way. This can 
only result in diminished public confidence in radiation protection authorities. Nor is 
this a good time for the Government to be promoting the construction of new 
nuclear reactors in time of a major economic recession. 

 
The NFLA also note it is particularly unfortunate that the justification process is 
running in parallel with the Generic Design Assessment being carried out by a 
group of nuclear regulators.  

 
The NFLA believes that there needs to be an urgent Government examination 
of recent epidemiological studies – particularly the German KiKK study, as 
well as recent biological work carried out on ‘untargeted effects’ with a view 
to devising a new method of protecting those who are more radiosensitive, 
particularly women and children, before any decisions on justification are 
made. More detailed information on the expected discharges from the new 
designs of reactors should also be made available. 

  
 Nuclear Accidents 
 

The fact that there has not been a major nuclear accident since Chernobyl in 1986 
may be lulling us into a false sense of security. Should there be an accident in 
future, even one that does not result in major radiation exposure; it could have a 
major global effect on the nuclear industry.  

 
Harvard physicist John Holdren, recently appointed by Barack Obama as director of 
the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy42, says in order to 
increase nuclear’s contribution to worldwide electricity to a significant level we 
would probably need 2–3,000 new reactors spread around the globe, not just in 
existing nuclear countries. Then if there is an accident, or successful terrorist attack 
or proliferation disaster anywhere in the world, the pressure to shut down reactors 
would be immense, and we could suddenly find ourselves without the 2–3,000 
reactors we thought we were going to need 43. Relying on nuclear to help solve 
climate change, therefore, is an incredibly risky strategy. 

 
A major study of reactor hazards by two leading scientists and an international 
energy specialist, published by Greenpeace in April 2005, concluded that risks from 
reactors in the West has been significantly increasing over the last few years and 
the likelihood of accidents occurring is now higher than ever. The authors argue that 
all operational nuclear reactors have very serious inherent safety flaws, which 
cannot be eliminated by safety upgrading44. 

 
But, it is not just ageing reactors that are vulnerable to accidents. The Union of 
Concerned Scientists (UCS) describes the profile of risk over the lifetime of a 
reactor as a ‘bathtub’ curve. New reactors start out as a high-risk as they are 
‘broken-in’. In the middle of their life, reactors should be in peak health where the 
risks are at their lowest. Then as reactors get older they enter a ‘wear-out’ phase 

                                                 
42 Helmore, E. Obama’s revolution on climate change, Observer, December 21, 2008. 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/dec/21/obama-climate-change-john-holdren 
43 Will Nuclear Power save us from global warming? Corporate Watchdog Radio, September 6, 2006. 
http://corporatewatchdogmedia.blogspot.com/2006/09/will-nuclear-power-save-us-from-global.html 
44 Hirsch, H et al (April 2005) Nuclear Reactor Hazards Report.  
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/press/reports/nuclearreactorhazards 
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with a high risk that components will wear out and fail. There are several examples 
of disasters, which happened during the ‘break-in’ phase45. 

 
The two designs most likely to be constructed in the UK – the AP1000 and EPR – 
are both so-called ‘evolutionary designs’ – developed from existing Pressurised 
Water Reactor (PWR) designs. But concerns have been expressed that safety 
margins will be lower to reduce costs, and there will be fewer back-up safety 
systems. At present there is no operating experience for either reactors type, so it is 
difficult to come to any conclusions. 

 
The NFLA believe that relying on a risky technology; using new reactor 
designs for which we have no operating experience is too dangerous a 
strategy for tackling climate emissions. An accident anywhere in the world 
could leave the UK with a huge hole in its carbon reduction strategy. 

 
  Nuclear Waste 
 

The NIA Application states that spent fuel could be stored at the reactor site until 
around 2090, but describes this as ‘no significant detriment’. It also states that if the 
spent fuel were transported away this would result in around 100 transports over 
the 60 year life of the reactor, and that the additional waste from a 10GW(e) new 
nuclear programme could lead to an increase in the size of the repository of 
between 50 and 90% depending on assumptions made46. 

 
The NFLA believe that there are far too few details and far too many questions left 
unanswered by the NIA about the detrimental impact waste stores are likely to have 
on communities with new nuclear reactors over their 100 year life; about the impact 
of using new higher burn-up fuel with a higher levels of enrichment than has been 
used in the past; and the impact on the size, footprint, cost etc of the proposed 
geological disposal facility47.  

 
The problem with deciding now that proceeding with new nuclear reactors is 
“Justified in principle” is that once the actual details emerge, however troublesome, 
there will be a tendency for the Government to remain committed, and to ignore 
new problems as they emerge. The claims made by NIA need to be thoroughly 
examined.  

 
The Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) which made its 
recommendations to the Government in July 200648 specifically said it did not want 
its recommendations seized upon as providing a green light for new build – yet that 
is exactly what the Government has been doing. New build waste will extend the 
time-scales for implementation of any solution to the waste problem, possibly for 
very long but essentially unforeseeable future periods. Creating new nuclear waste 
raises completely new political and ethical issues which are quite different from the 
issues raised by the waste we have already created. It, therefore, requires a 

                                                 
45 Lochbaum, D (May 2004) US Nuclear Plants in the 21st Century: The Risk of a Lifetime, UCS 
http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nuclear_power/nuclear04fnl.pdf 
46 Nuclear Industry Association, Justification Application, Volume 1 Application (including additional information requested on 
behalf of the Justifying Authority). November 2008. http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file49231.pdf Paras 5.40 – 5.45 
47 See for example: Richards, H. Too Hot to Handle: The truth about high burn up fuel. April 10, 2008 
http://www.no2nuclearpower.org.uk/reports/TooHottoHandle.pdf and Richard, H. Deep Repositories for Spent Fuel: Burying the 
Truth. March 29, 2008. http://www.no2nuclearpower.org.uk/reports/buryingthetruth08.pdf 
48 Managing Our Radioactive Waste Safely: CoRWM’s recommendations to Government, July 2006. 
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/700%20-
%20CoRWM%20July%202006%20Recommendations%20to%20Government.pdf 
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completely separate consultation exercise49. The open and transparent way to 
examine the NIA’s claims about waste would be to organise such a consultation 
exercise.  

 
The Government needs to organize a separate consultation exercise on waste 
from any new nuclear reactors, before agreeing to the NIA’s Justification 
Application. This must cover every aspect from the hazards of spent fuel 
storage on reactor sites to the impact of waste from a new reactor programme 
on the proposed geological disposal facility, and covering the ethics of 
creating yet more dangerous nuclear waste when we are still not certain what 
to do with waste from existing reactors. 
 

5. Do you have any comments on how best the Government might 
accommodate changes or developments of the named reactors in its classes 
or types of practice? 

 
 The NFLA comments made under questions 1 and 4 cover this topic.  
 
6. Do you have any suggestions about the way in which the Government 

proposes to engage with the public in the later stage of the consultation 
process? 

 
The NFLA remains highly concerned that, given the Government’s enthusiastic and 
public support for developing a new nuclear build programme, it will engage with the 
public in later stages of the consultation only simple technical questions rather than 
the wider issue of whether the nuclear new build option should be considered in the 
first place.   

 
As noted in our response to Question 1, the NFLA supports the view of the Nuclear 
Consulting Group that the Government should hold an independent inquiry, as 
allowed for under the regulations governing Justification: The Justification of 
Practices Involving Ionising Radiation Regulations 2004 (No. 1769), Regulation 17’. 
 
Again, the NFLA reiterates the view that a full, public independent inquiry would 
give true openness and transparency to all decisions made on taking up the nuclear 
option for future energy use.  
 
At the very least, the NFLA suggests the Government consults with the independent 
Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) over how it undertakes a 
public stakeholder engagement process. 

 
The NFLA’s overall conclusions to the justification consultation 
 
In summing up the arguments of the NFLA, we would like the Secretary of State to be 
mindful of the following points when making decisions on ‘justifying’ any of the NIA’s four 
nuclear power station designs, which summarise the organisation’s view:   
 
1. The NFLA urges the Government to hold a wider public inquiry on the prospects for 

new nuclear build, in order to ensure transparency and public trust. 
 

                                                 
49 CoRWM statement on new nuclear build, March 2006. 
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Archived%20Publications/Tier%202%20(6)%20-%20Reporting/Tier%203%20-
%20Other%20reporting/1593%20-%20CoRWM%20statement%20on%20new%20nuclear%20build.pdf 
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2. By requiring each reactor-type to go through a separate justification process, DECC 
can maximise the openness and transparency of the process, so each of the four 
reactor-types should be treated as separate, new, classes or types of practice, and 
not as existing practices. However, the ACR-1000 and ESBWR should be dropped 
from the process at this stage. 

 
3. DECC is not the right body to be acting as the Justification Authority. The 

Government cannot provide an unbiased decision. It has already decided that “new 
nuclear power should play a role in providing the UK with clean, secure and 
affordable energy [which] is in our country's vital long term interest”. The 
Environment Agency would appear to be better placed to provide an unbiased 
justification decision, perhaps in co-operation with SEPA, whereas DECC has 
clearly already made its mind up.  

 
4.  NIA has failed to examine the opportunity cost of building new reactors. Resources 

are scarce, and climate change is a serious and urgent problem so we need to sure 
that any spending decision we make involve spending our limited resources as 
effectively and quickly as possible. For each pound we spend we need to buy the 
maximum amount of “solution” possible. (The “least cost” solution) On both criteria 
cost and speed, nuclear power is probably the least effective climate-stabilizing 
option on offer. 

 
5.  Spending on new reactors is likely to have a negative impact on more cost effective 

carbon abatement solutions. Investing in new nuclear power stations will have a 
huge opportunity cost. We will lose the opportunity to kick-start a local energy 
revolution, in which every building and community contributes to generating the 
power they need. 

 
6.  The Government’s cost estimates for new reactors, upon which the whole basis of 

the NIA’s Justification Application rests, could well be wildly out. An urgent 
investigation into ‘out of control’ nuclear costs needs to be made before any 
conclusions are reached about whether new reactors are justified. 

 
7.  There needs to be an urgent Government examination of recent epidemiological 

studies – particularly the German KiKK study, as well as recent biological work 
carried out on ‘untargeted effects’ with a view to devising a new method of 
protecting those who are more radiosensitive, particularly women and children, 
before any decisions on justification are made. More detailed information on the 
expected discharges from the new designs of reactors should also be made. 

 
8.  Relying on a risky technology; using new reactor designs for which we have no 

operating experience is too dangerous a strategy for tackling climate emissions. An 
accident anywhere in the world could leave the UK with a huge whole in its carbon 
reduction strategy. 

 
9.  The Government needs to organize a separate consultation exercise on waste from 

any new nuclear reactors, before agreeing to the NIA’s Justification Application. 
This must cover every aspect from the hazards of spent fuel storage on reactor 
sites to the impact of waste from a new reactor programme on the proposed 
geological disposal facility, and covering the ethics of creating yet more dangerous 
nuclear waste when we are still not certain what to do with waste from existing 
reactors. 

 

 13



I look forward to the NFLA comments being included within your consideration of this 
important decision. Without doubt any decision to justify the building of new nuclear power 
stations is, in our view, a major policy mistake in the urgent need to tackle climate change. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Sean Morris 
NFLA Secretary (on behalf of the NFLA Steering Committee) 
 
 
* The Nuclear Free Local Authorities are a local government organisation made up of over 70 
Councils that oppose the development of nuclear power and campaign for the elimination of nuclear 
weapons. Member councils are located in England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland and the 
Republic of Ireland and include cities like Manchester, Leeds, Glasgow, Edinburgh, Cardiff, Dublin 
and Newry. For further details on the NFLA terms of reference and its membership consult 
http://www.nuclearpolicy.info.  
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