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Dear Sir or Madam,

Future of Nuclear Power Consultation

Background

We note that the Government was forced to hold this second consultation, after a successful legal challenge
in the High Court by Greenpeace. Mr Justice Sullivan, said the first was not the 'fullest public consultation'
promised in the 2003 Energy White Paper; it was "seriously flawed”, “manifestly inadequate and unfair", as
well as "misleading", and "procedurally unfair", because insufficient information had been made available
for consultees to make an "intelligent response". (1)

It is regrettable, therefore, that Prime Minister, Gordon Brown, at his first Prime Minister’s Questions
(PMQs) on 4th July pre-empted the consultation when he said: "We have made the decision to continue with
nuclear power". (2) We trust that the Prime Minister’s statement at PMQs on 11th July - that he would only
decide about new reactors after the current consultation -  is a true reflection of the Government’s position,
and that it is genuinely open to arguments in support of alternative outcomes. (3)

Question 1: To what extent do you believe that tackling climate change and ensuring the security of
energy supplies are critical challenges for the UK that require significant action in the near term and a
sustained strategy between now and 2050?

The importance of tackling climate change and ensuring energy security is not disputed. However, NFLAs
believes that supporting the construction of new reactors will at best make only a very minor contribution to
tackling climate change but will most likely be counterproductive.

It is the risk of diverting attention and resources from the urgent programmes which must be implemented in
order to effectively tackle climate change – renewable energy and energy efficiency, which is most
worrying. If attention, political effort and resources are diverted to a new nuclear programme, past
experience suggests that problems and delays will mean that by 2025 carbon emissions will still be rising but
too much time will have been wasted to start implementing alternative strategies. (4)
Worse still, nuclear would set the UK on the wrong energy path for the future – one where energy is
produced in a few large centralized power stations. By decentralising our energy system and producing
energy locally, the UK can meet its energy needs in a much cheaper, cleaner and safer way, slashing our
climate change contributions. (5)

The Oxford Research Group calculates that for nuclear power to be able to make a reasonable contribution to
combating climate change, and, at the same time taking into account the global increase in population and
electricity demand, then around four reactors would have to begin construction every month between now
and 2075 – a task of Herculean proportions. (6)

Carbon dioxide is emitted from the whole energy system, not just the electricity sector, so we also need to
look at transport and how we supply our heat. Nuclear power can only supply electricity, so can only ever
have a small role in reducing carbon dioxide emissions. (7) In the UK nuclear power provides around 20% of
electricity, but only about 8% of total energy. If you allow 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). (8)
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We also need to make sure that spending on the electricity sector, such as building new reactors, does not
hinder our efforts to reduce carbon emissions from the rest of the energy system which provides the other
96.4% of final energy consumption. The UK Government’s Sustainable Development Commission (SDC)
(9), Warwick Business School (UK) (WBS) (10) and the Environment Agency (11) have all warned that a
decision to proceed with new reactors could seriously undermine the development of a low carbon energy
system. If reactor construction fails to result in the replacement of existing capacity because of construction
delays or public opposition, we could end up in a worse position than we are today. (12)

It will probably take until around 2020 before the first new reactor comes on stream. (13) To tackle climate
change the speed with which carbon abatement measures can be introduced is important, and the later we
leave it to start making major reductions the harder it will be for us to make significant progress. The
Association for the Conservation of Energy, for example, says if one new nuclear reactor is operating by
2020, it could be 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. (14)

Advocates of nuclear power say, because climate change is serious we need to promote renewables, energy
efficiency and nuclear power. This suggests we have infinite sources of finance to spend on energy projects,
which is obviously nonsense. A scarcity of resources means we need to maximize carbon reductions for
every pound spent. Investing in expensive nuclear power is just about the worst thing we can do. Energy
efficiency can be up to seven times more cost effective. So investment in new reactors will, in effect, worsen
climate change because each pound spent is buying less solution than if it were spent it on energy efficiency
measures. (15)

Question 2 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on carbon emissions from new
nuclear power stations? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you
believe are missing? If so, what are they?

The Government says we need to build around 30-35 GW of new generating capacity over the next two
decades - two-thirds by 2020. Around 20GW fossil-fired plant and 10GW nuclear is likely to close over the
next twenty years. If all existing nuclear stations were replaced with fossil fuel stations, emissions would be
between 8 - 16 MtC/yr higher - equivalent to about 30-60% of the total carbon savings expected from all the
measures in the Energy White Paper. Our gas demand would also be higher, at a time when we are becoming
more dependent on imports.

The White Paper actually gives a range of carbon savings estimated from measures announced since the
Energy Review of between 23.3 and 33MtC. If we make sure that sufficient measures are implemented to
achieve a result at the higher end of this range, there would be no need for replacement nuclear power
stations. (16) (See also Question 5).

The Government says nuclear power emits low amounts of carbon dioxide across the whole lifecycle (7-
22g/kWh) – similar to the emissions from wind power. Unfortunately it has failed to look at several other
studies which suggest emissions could increase to around 130g/kWh. (17) The important point is that as
good quality uranium reserves run out, a move towards lower quality uranium ores could significantly
increase carbon emissions. (18) So, while emissions may be low at the moment, this may not remain the
case. The nuclear industry has fiercely attacked this idea perhaps because of a conviction that further high
quality uranium reserves will become available. But this needs to be examined. The House of Commons
Environmental Audit Select Committee recommended in 2006 that the Royal Commission on Environmental
Pollution be asked to report on carbon emissions associated with all generating technologies, but, so far, the
Government has failed to do this. (19) (See also Question 12).

Question 3 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the security of supply impact of
new nuclear power stations? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you
believe are missing? If so, what are they?

The Government says the UK will be increasingly reliant on imports of oil and gas, at a time of rising world
demand, and it will require substantial private sector investment over the next two decades in new gas import
infrastructure and electricity generating capacity. It argues the best way to achieve security of supply is by
encouraging a diversified mix of generating technologies.

The Government promotes the myth that the UK will become increasingly dependent on Russian gas. This is
simply a scare tactic, with three aspects. First, gas is used mainly to provide heat. Only a quarter of the gas
Britain burns is used to produce electricity, and much of that is used at peak times because gas turbines can
be switched on and off easily. Nuclear power stations must be run constantly to be economic so they can



only replace a small proportion of the gas we use for electricity generation. Second, most of Britain's gas
now and in the future comes from Norway. Third, Russia is more dependent on Europe's revenues than the
other way round. (20) An analysis for the Liberal Democrats shows that by 2050 the effect of allowing
nuclear power to operate alongside carbon capture and renewables is to reduce the contribution of wind and
wave power, rather than making any difference to the amount of gas imported, largely because nuclear
cannot compete economically in the role of flexibly balancing the electricity grid. (21)

The argument that large inflexible nuclear power stations which must be run as base-load stations somehow
increases our security of supply is entirely bogus. During the late summer of 2002, at the height of British
Energy’s financial difficulties, five of its eight stations had either one or both reactors closed. If our current
fleet is replaced by several reactors all of the same design they could suffer from generic faults requiring
closure all at the same time for repair. A focus on reducing our gas requirements for heating by
implementing energy efficiency programmes, and by making sure gas is used in efficient combined heat and
power stations which can produce electricity and heat, rather than large electricity-only generating stations,
would be a more effective way of improving security of supply.

A number of companies in the UK are already marketing domestic micro-CHP boilers, which can replace
domestic central heating boilers and generate electricity as well as heat, using less energy than the standard
heating boilers of today. (22) Projections suggest a rapid take-up of micro CHP, with some 5-12 million
units installed by 2020. This scale of market penetration could replace over half of the UK’s nuclear
capacity, and generate electricity more cheaply. (23)

Question 4 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the economics of new nuclear
power stations? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are
missing? If so, what are they?

The Government says it is up to the private sector to propose and fund the construction and operation of any
new reactors, including meeting the full costs of decommissioning and full share of waste management costs.
However, the Government is proposing facilitative action, which it says, will be important in reducing
uncertainty during the preconstruction period.

The 2003 Energy White Paper said that the economics of nuclear power were unattractive. (24) Dr Catherine
Mitchell of Warwick Business School and member of the Government’s Policy and Innovation Unit (PIU)
Energy Review Team, which produced the research which formed the basis of the 2003 White Paper,
speaking in Edinburgh on 21st May 2004 said:

“The PIU examined the cost of nuclear power, both current and future, in great depth. It concluded that the
figures put forward by the nuclear industry are extremely optimistic and PIU’s own figures were much
higher … It is extremely depressing that after 2 years of evidence based analysis by the Government, energy
institutions continue to provide out of date and probably wrong information”.

In 2003 the Massachusetts Institute of Technology said that although the cost improvements suggested by
the industry for new reactor types are “plausible but unproven” even if they were all somehow achieved,
which is highly unlikely, coal would remain cheaper and natural gas would only exceed the price of nuclear
power in the highest fuel price scenario. Since costs are expected to reduce if more reactors of the same type
are ordered, the University of Chicago looked at the cost of the eighth plant – when cost savings due to
learning would be complete – the cost of electricity would still remain higher than fossil fuels. (25)

The Government gives the impression that nuclear generators are waiting for permission to build new
reactors – they are not. The only thing preventing construction is economics. The real barrier to investment is
the uncertainty about future electricity prices. If Government is intent on having new reactors it will either
have to abandon liberalised electricity markets or find a way to cheat on its pledge to provide no subsidies,
for example by offering a very high price for carbon or by making the taxpayer bear an unspecified share of
the cost of waste disposal. (26)

But if the Government guarantees a high price for carbon to allow nuclear power to compete, the resultant
increase in electricity costs will lead to an increased focus on efficiency and reductions in demand growth.
The Policy and Innovation Unit suggested that for a cost of between £130 per tonne and minus £640 per
tonne, energy efficiency measures could reduce carbon emissions by 65 million tonnes by 2050. In contrast,
nuclear power would cost between £70 and £200 per tonne of carbon and could only reduce emissions by 20
million tonnes by 2050. (27) If the Government does cheat on its commitment not to subsidise new reactors,
investments in more expensive reactors will, in effect, worsen climate change because each pound spent is
buying less solution than it would do if it were spent on energy efficiency. (28)

With regard to insurance costs, the consultation document says:



“To the extent that commercial cover cannot be secured for all aspects of the new operator liabilities (under
the revisions to the Brussels and Paris Conventions), the Government will explore the alternative options
available – including providing cover from public funds in return for a charge”. [para 4.14]

According to the Nuclear Energy Agency of the OECD “A few countries have already adopted the necessary
legislation, but most reported delays due to difficulties in obtaining operator financial security for newly
assumed risks”. (29) By Decision 2004/294/EC of 8th March 2004 the Council also authorized those States to
ratify that Protocol in the interest of the European Community or to accede to it. Article 2 of that Decision
stated that the Member States were to take the necessary steps to deposit simultaneously their instruments of
ratification of the Protocol, or accession to it, before 31st December 2006 if possible. This has not happened.

BERR needs to clarify whether:-

(a) operators are currently liable for nuclear damage resulting from terrorist acts;
(b) mandatory insurance for this is applicable;
(c ) the nuclear insurance industry has sought to exclude such insurance coverage from its policies;
(d) such excluded coverage is part of the “commercial cover” referred to above;
(e) whether cover from public funds would require consent from the EU Competition Directorate;
(f) when the UK intends to deposit its instruments of ratification.

Para 4.29 and 4.30 rejects monetising the risks of accident and proliferation costs. NFLA considers that these
are two major risks. Further explanation about why these risks cannot be monetised should be given.

Focusing on a UK accident alone is mistaken. Work should be done to monetise the knock-on effects of an
accident outside the UK for the monetised cost in terms of reduction in public confidence and industry
investment security.

Para 4.17 discusses the need to undertake further work to establish the back end costs of any new build
waste, and the range of likely uncertainty. More information needs to be placed in the public domain about
how these calculations will be undertaken. Has a multiplier been used, for example, in anticipation of stricter
radiation protection regimes?

Question 5 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the value of having nuclear
power as an option? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe
are missing? If so, what are they?

The Government says there are uncertainties about the future price of fossil fuels and the speed at which
renewables can be introduced. There could be significant increases in electricity demand if we start using it
for transport for example. It might prove necessary to reduce carbon emissions by more than 60% by 2050.

There is no need to keep nuclear power as an option with all the risks and dangers that this would entail.
There are particular reasons for treating nuclear power differently to other energy technologies. Unlike other
energy sources nuclear power presents some of the most challenging threats. Even a small expansion in the
use of nuclear power for electricity generation could have serious consequences for the spread of nuclear
weapons and for nuclear terrorism. And there are important ethical reasons why we should no continue to
make dangerous nuclear waste which future generations will have to look after, when we have yet to find an
acceptable long-term way of managing such waste.

In contrast energy efficiency represents an economic bonanza, which could enable a significant share of
energy demand to be provided by renewable sources and allow nuclear power to be phased out. We have
barely begun to tap its economic potential. Converting coal into incandescent light, for example, uses energy
at an efficiency of about 3%. (30) But we no longer need to use incandescent light bulbs. The average British
household has three low-energy lightbulbs and 22 incandescent bulbs. The energy saved by changing all the
bulbs would render two nuclear power stations redundant. (31) On top of this we could design our appliances
to make better use of electricity. Within the 25 (pre-2007) European Union nations primary energy demand
could be reduced by at least 30% by 2050. (32) The biggest single obstacle to improving efficiency is that
utilities are rewarded for selling more energy and penalized for cutting customers’ bills. This could be fixed
by decoupling profits from energy sales, and allowing utilities to profit from reducing consumers’ bills.

Energy scenarios produced for Greenpeace show that it is perfectly feasible for Europe to phase out nuclear
power and dramatically reduce fossil fuel consumption. Energy demand for heating could be reduced in
existing buildings by 30-50% and by 90-95% in new buildings. By 2050, more than 70% of electricity could
be from renewable sources. (33) Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plants, which produce heat as well as
electricity can use fossil fuels much more efficiently than large centralised plant, and can be converted to run



on other fuels such as biomass, geothermal energy, or solar collectors in the future. Renewables could
contribute more than 50% by 2050 to European heat supply.

Wind energy is one of the most effective and cheapest renewable technologies available. It can be installed
far quicker than conventional power stations. 12% of the world's electricity needs could be supplied by wind
power alone by 2020 - and this against the challenging backdrop of a projected two thirds increase in
electricity demand. (34) Offshore wind is ideally placed to replace the 75 to 100 European coal-fired plants,
which will need to be retired over the next twenty years. With the right political action offshore wind could
pave the way for the phasing out of fossil and nuclear fuels. (35) Almost a third of Europe's total electricity
demand could be met from offshore wind by 2020. (36)

In much of the world the solar electricity market is booming. The photovoltaics industry is one of the fastest
growing worldwide. (37) By the end of 2003 enough photovoltaic (PV) systems had been installed around
the world to supply electricity for 700,000 households. At the same time global output has been growing at
around 35% for the past few years. (38) It is a business worth more than €3 billion in annual sales, providing
jobs for over 10,000 people. Germany, Japan and the United States, have largely driven the success of the
industry leaving the UK behind. Photovoltaics could be providing more than 1.1% of global electricity
demand by 2020 replacing the output of 75 coal-fired power stations.

Systems designed to harness energy from waves and tides could provide up to 20% of the UK’s current
electricity demand, with perhaps 3% installed by 2020. (39) The UK could develop wave and tidal stream
energy into a world-scale manufacturing industry. The industry is now at a critical stage of development. It
faces a number of hurdles that must be overcome for its potential to be realized. (40) Government support is
required or the industry will move to other countries such as Portugal where support is more enthusiastic.
(41)
There are a wide-range of other renewable technologies, which can be economically harnessed to provide
heat and electricity. Solar thermal energy can be collected on an individual building-scale to provide
domestic hot water and space heating. Biomass can be used for heating, electricity generation or
transportation, perhaps replacing the use of fossil fuels in combined heat and power plants, and helping to
balance the use of intermittent sources such as wind. Ground source heat pumps can also be used to make
use of heat stored by the earth. (42)

Question 6 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the safety, security, health and
non-proliferation issues? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you
believe are missing? If so, what are they?

The Government’s view is that nuclear power stations pose safety, security, health and non-proliferation
risks, but these risks are very small and there is an effective regulatory framework in place to ensure risks are
minimised and sensibly managed by industry. It does recognize that the consequences of a nuclear accident
are potentially severe with wide-ranging consequences, although it believes the probability of such an
accident is acceptably low.

Twenty-one years since Chernobyl the fact that there has not been another accident with a core meltdown
may be lulling us into a false sense of security, according to a new analysis by a group of experts from the
Institute of Risk Research, Union of Concerned Scientists and the Oko Institute. Every year there are
thousands of incidents, but because there is no catastrophic radioactive leakage, the world reacts as if there is
no problem. The incident at the Swedish Forsmark reactor in summer 2006 should have shattered this
complacent approach. An accident on the scale of Chernobyl was probably only avoided by minutes. (43)

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 have been significantly
increasing over the last few years and the likelihood of accidents occurring is now higher than ever. (44) All
operational nuclear reactors have very serious inherent safety flaws, which cannot be eliminated by safety
upgrading, and a major accident in a reactor today could be far more severe than Chernobyl. New reactor
types that are heralded as fundamentally safe have their own specific safety problems. No reactors – old or
new - can be sufficiently protected against a terrorist threat. There are several scenarios – aside from a crash
of an airliner on the reactor building – that could lead to a major accident. (45)

The UK relies on an international non-proliferation regime that attempts to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons, at the same time as promoting nuclear power. This ‘finger in the dyke’ approach is simply not a
sustainable solution. Promoting ‘peaceful’ nuclear power has accelerated nuclear weapons proliferation.
Nuclear reactors in India, Pakistan, Israel, and North Korea have produced nuclear materials, which have
been used to make nuclear weapons. The UK should work with the United Nations to establish a body which
can lead the way in tackling the twin threats of climate change and nuclear proliferation by phasing out
nuclear power and replacing it with a sustainable energy strategy which promotes world peace. (46)



Question 7 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the transport of nuclear
materials? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are
missing? If so, what are they?

The Government says it is assuming that spent fuel will not be reprocessed and that developers would be
expected to provide appropriate storage arrangements capable of being maintained safely until the spent fuel
is ultimately removed for disposal. In other words the construction of new reactors would not create the need
to transport spent fuel through our towns and cities on the way to the reprocessing facility at Sellafield, as it
is today. Instead, spent fuel would be held in interim storage at reactor sites. However, there do not appear to
be any guarantees that this will be the case. (See Question 14)

A terrorist attack on a train carrying waste nuclear materials across Britain could spread lethal radioactivity
across an area of 100 sq kilometres, and result in the deaths of up to 8,000 people. The technology and
resources needed to mount a successful attack are well within the capabilities of determined terrorists. (47)

Question 8 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on waste and decommissioning?
What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are missing? If so,
what are they?

The Government says it agrees with the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) that the
creation of new waste involves ethical considerations. CoRWM says decisions on new build raise different
political and ethical issues when compared with the consideration of wastes that already exist. The key
question that needs to be considered is whether a deliberate decision to create new waste is ethical given that
(a) we have yet to deal adequately with the dangerous waste already produced and (b) new build wastes will
extend the timescales for implementation of any potential solution, possibly for very long, but essentially
unknowable future periods. (48)

Although CoRWM recommended deep geological disposal, it also stressed the vital role of interim storage -
possibly for more than 100 years - because of the uncertainties involved in the implementation of
deepdisposal. This heavily qualified aspect of CoRWM's recommendations is being ignored. The concept of
deep disposal is certainly not proven for the many thousands of years that containment and isolation of
wastes would be required. (49) CoRWM’s final recommendations in July 2006 included the need for a major
R&D programme to reduce the uncertainties of geological disposal and interim storage. Chair, Gordon
MacKerron, has recently highlighted the lack of any visible progress in this area. (50)

There seems to be a general assumption that West Cumbria will end up hosting a nuclear waste dump. (51)
Yet Chris McDonald, the lead inspector of the 1995-96 public inquiry into the proposed nuclear waste
facility near Sellafield, writing in The Guardian, says that the evidence from the Inquiry was that the safety
case for a nuclear waste repository at the Gosforth was that the site is not suitable and investigations should
be moved elsewhere. (52) Clearly, a report from CoRWM does not represent a solution to the problem of
what to do with nuclear waste. The UK should not be contemplating building new reactors whilst we have
yet to solve this problem.

The Government should say what analysis has been undertaken on each point highlighted as a reason for
rejection by the planning inspector of Nirex’s application for an RCF and what progress has been made in
resolving each point.

Question 9 What are the implications for the management of existing nuclear waste of taking a
decision to allow energy companies to build new nuclear power stations?

It is the responsibility of the generation that has created this highly dangerous radioactive waste to manage it
in a responsible way. Disposing of waste underground passes on a burden to future generations. It removes
choices from future generations about how best to manage that waste and leaves them with a leaking nuclear
waste dump. There is no fail safe solution to the problem of how best to manage radioactive waste – only
least bad options, such as storing it in securely managed terrorist-proof stores. Creating more waste, under
these circumstances is not an ethically sound way of generating our energy.

It is quite possible that communities which might have been interested in hosting a nuclear waste store or
repository will not be willing to host a facility to house an unknown future inventory. NFLAs share
CoRWM’s concern that the prospect of a new nuclear programme might undermine support for the
Managing Radioactive Waste Safely process from some stakeholders and citizens and make it more difficult
to achieve public confidence. (53)



Question 10 What do you think are the ethical considerations related to a decision to allow new
nuclear power stations to be built? And how should these be balanced against the need to address
climate change?

It is not ethical to continue generating radioactive waste while we have no solution to the problem of how to
manage it. Building new reactors would be the worst way we could chose to tackle climate change and
would most likely be counterproductive, so there is no need to balance ethical considerations against the
need to tackle climate change. As one member of CoRWM has warned:

“[Nuclear power] would provide the illusion of a solution to the problems of global warming and energy
security which required no fundamental changes in production or consumption. It is this business-as-usual
aspect of nuclear that is its most insidious characteristic. … The danger is that by focusing on nuclear we
refrain from recognizing the scale of the challenge we face and shirk our responsibility for dealing with it”.
(54)

Question 11 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on environmental issues? What
are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are missing? If so, what
are they?

We all want to live within environmental limits and achieve a just society by means of sustainable economy.
The UK Government has set out its principles of sustainable development that say that for a policy to be
sustainable, it must respect five principles. One of those principles is to promote good governance, which
means actively promoting effective participative systems of governance in all levels of society. (55)

The Government has described its planning white paper as designed to strengthen local democracy. (56) The
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) says this is the ‘opposite of the truth’. The very purpose of the
paper is to reduce local control in order to accelerate the consent procedure for major infrastructure projects
(MIPs) such as nuclear power stations. (57) The right of local people to participate fully in the inquiry
process, including by giving evidence and cross-examining the developer's witnesses, is replaced by the sop
of a right to be consulted by the developer, and an "open floor" soap box to permit them to voice their
grievances. The Civic Trust says the intention of the planning white paper could not be clearer. It will cripple
the ability of local communities to have any effective role in the holistic planning of their areas. (58) The
Government should withdraw the planning white paper, and then implement an open and transparent debate
on environmental issues.

Question 12 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the supply of nuclear fuel?
What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are missing? If so,
what are they?

The Government says it believes there is significant evidence that there are sufficient high-grade uranium
ores available to meet future global demands, and to fuel any new nuclear power stations constructed in the
UK.

Neither the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) (59) nor the OECD-NEA (60) addresses the
uranium ore quality question. As the richer ores become exhausted and poorer and poorer ores are used, the
continuing use of nuclear reactors could finally result in the production of more CO2 than if fossil fuels were
to be burned directly. According to Van Leeuwen after about 2016 the mean grade of uranium ore will fall
significantly from today’s levels. Whether large and rich new uranium ore deposits will be found or not is
unknown. Within the lifetime of new reactors built today, sufficiently high-grade uranium resources could
become severely depleted. The use of lower grade uranium would increase nuclear CO2 emissions to the
level of a gas-fired power station by 2070. (61) Clearly, this needs to be examined. (See Question 2) The
Government says simply, there is no evidence we will have to mine lower grade ores. Surely if private
investors are considering investing in up to ten power stations each costing around £2bn, and the
Government is expecting these stations to make a major contributions to reducing the UK’s carbon
emissions, we will need more assurance that adequate resources exists than simply a ‘lack of evidence’ that
they don’t.

The Government should set out the details of what research has been done to look for evidence about
uranium quality, and it should say why the Environmental Audit Committee’s suggestion that the Royal
Commission on Environmental Pollution be asked to report on carbon emissions associated with generating
technologies has not been taken up.

Question 13 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on the supply chain and skills
capacity? What are your reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are
missing? If so, what are they?



The Government says the Sector Skills Council is supporting skills development Initiatives such as the
Nuclear Skills Academy and new higher-education programmes should also help to maintain the UK’s skills
base in nuclear science and technology. However, it also points out that as nuclear power stations have a
long lead time there is time for the industry to develop the necessary skills.

Far more urgent is the need for the Government to investigate any potential skills deficits that may be
required to implement a sustainable energy strategy. The growth in demand for renewable technology has
already led to concerns in the construction industry that contractors do not have the required skills for the
installation of, for example, photovoltaic cells. (62) The Irish Government, for example, funds a Renewable
Energy Skills project (RES) which is an independent organisation established to teach trades people how to
install micro-renewables in an effort to promote clean energy in the country. (63)

Question 14 Do you agree or disagree with the Government’s views on reprocessing? What are your
reasons? Are there any significant considerations that you believe are missing? If so, what are they?

The Government says it has concluded that any nuclear power stations should proceed on the basis that spent
fuel will not be reprocessed. This is not clear or strong enough. Reprocessing should be ruled out altogether.
Although the consultation document appears to signal ministers' intention to abandon reprocessing, UK
officials have said it simply gives guidance on “how to budget for” a potential new reactor, because the
government “can’t guarantee” that reprocessing facilities will be available. One UK source said the
government does not want to raise the issue of reprocessing because it fears that doing so would “derail”
efforts to build support for construction of new reactors in the UK. When asked why the government was
ruling out future reprocessing when the US “is starting to take steps toward recycling,” a DTI official said
“ruling out” was probably “too strong” an expression - “it doesn’t close off [reprocessing] for all time … If
at some stage in the future, nuclear operators come forward proposing some different way of handling [spent
fuel], things may change”. (64)

The Government should give details of any discussions going on about the future of reprocessing and list all
background documents it has relied upon to come to its current view on reprocessing. It should also indicate
that it has ruled out participation in the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP).

Paragraph 12.15 indicates that the NDA has been carrying out a review of spent fuel management options,
and para 10.18 says options for the use or disposal of stocks of uranium and plutonium is being carried out.
The spent fuel management review was due to be completed in the first half of 2007. These reviews should
have been published before the deadline to this consultation so that consultees can take proper account of
them.

Question 15 Are there any other issues or information that you believe need to be considered before
taking a decision on giving energy companies the option of investing in nuclear power stations? And
why?

The consultation document says stocks of uranium and plutonium which have arisen from historic nuclear
programmes could be used to produce MoX fuel. The NDA has published a summary of the "Uranium and
Plutonium: Macro-Economic Study". (65) The Study provides the NDA with a wide-ranging analysis of the
possible options for the UK's embarrassing stocks of uranium and weapons-useable plutonium. It sets out the
financial, socio-economic and environmental impacts of different options. The NDA says it will take these
findings into account in its discussion with Government on the options for the future. The report says the UK
has enough uranium and plutonium stockpiles to fuel three 1000 MWe reactors for their entire 60-year lives.
(66) However, using this material as MoX fuel is subject to “significant downside risks”.

Transports of MoX fuel containing weapons-useable plutonium present a serious threat of nuclear terrorism.
The consultation document points out that the Sellafield MoX plant is devoted to overseas customers, so the
NDA may even be tempted to transport plutonium oxide to other MoX manufacturers, such as in France. In
2004 140kgs of weapons-grade plutonium was transported across the Atlantic from the USA, and then more
than a thousand kilometres across France to Cadarache where it was fabricated into MoX fuel, before being
transported back to the US in 2005. (67) The convoy’s journey across France was assessed by a U.S. nuclear
security expert who concluded that it was at "high" risk from terrorist attack, with inadequate security
protection. (68) This experimental shipment was a one off, but in France, MoX and plutonium shipments are
routine and predictable. Each shipment contains the equivalent of 40 Hiroshima bombs per convoy that cross
France every week to ten days. (69) A report, by Large and Associates, evaluates several scenarios, including
road collisions, tunnel fires, and terrorist attacks, which might accidentally or intentionally release plutonium
into the atmosphere. A hypothetical attack could result in 11,000 deaths from radiation exposure. (70)



The Government should rule out UK transports of MoX fuel and the use of MoX in new reactors before the
end of the current consultation.

Question 16 In the context of tackling climate change and ensuring energy security, do you agree or
disagree that it would be in the public interest to give energy companies the option of investing in new
nuclear power stations?

Disagree. Investing in this dangerous, expensive technology would be counterproductive, as it would distract
attention from what we really need to be doing – investing in energy efficiency and renewable energy. (71)

Question 17 Are there other conditions that you believe should be put in place before giving energy
companies the option of investing in new nuclear power stations? (for example, restricting build to the
vicinity of existing sites, or restricting build to approximately replacing the existing capacity)

It is unethical to build any new reactors and generate more dangerous nuclear waste when we still have to
work out what to do with existing waste.

Question 18 Do you think these are the right facilitative actions to reduce the regulatory and planning
risks associated with such investments? Are there any other measures that you think the Government
should consider?

As indicated in answer to question 11 the whole tenor of moves to reduce regulatory and planning controls
are moving in the wrong direction, and appear to be the opposite to the Government’s stated intention of
deepening democratic accountability in general by improving openness and transparency. Rather than
reducing opportunities for public participation in the planning process, the Government should be looking at
ways to increase the statutory duties of the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate to consult.

The Justification Process

The Government expects to produce guidance for applicants seeking justification for new nuclear power
station technologies and call for applications in early 2008. The timetable set out in the consultation
document does not appear to allow for any consultation on the guidance document. (72)

The Government is proposing to curtail the role of planning inquiries in England and Wales. (73) Although
the Generic Design Assessment (GDA), to be carried out by the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (NII) and
other regulators, is supposed to encourage public participation, there is only a limited statutory requirement
for consultation on technical issues related to nuclear safety. (74) It is, therefore, essential that public
scrutiny is maximised at as early a stage as possible. Therefore a consultation should be held on the guidance
to applicants. The consultation asks if it is appropriate for the justification process to consider several
different reactor types together. NFLAs believe that, in order to maximise public scrutiny each reactor-type
should be dealt with separately.

Strategic Siting and Environmental Assessments

The Strategic Siting Assessment (SSA) will determine the suitability of potential sites for new reactors. It
will conclude with the publication of a Policy Statement on siting, setting out detailed criteria together with a
list of any proposed sites that have been assessed as meeting the criteria. Such a list would not preclude
others from being put forward in future. The results of the SSA will inform a subsequent National Policy
Statement (NPS) on new nuclear stations.

This consultation is just about the process. The first stage of the process proposed would be to consult in
early 2008 on draft exclusionary and discretionary criteria to be applied, followed by publication of finalized
criteria later in 2008, along with an invitation seeking nominations for sites. A draft list of nominated sites is
then likely to be published for consultation in the early part of 2009. The SSA policy statement will then be
expected to be published around mid-2009. Since this will then feed into the National Policy Statement on
new nuclear power stations, it would be almost impossible for a local authority, or members of the public, to
halt a proposal for a nuclear power station on the nominated list of sites after publication of the SSA policy
statement. The independent “infrastructure planning commission” (“IPC”) would vet applications and take
the decision on whether or not to approve the reactor, but the Commission will be obliged to approve the
project if it has “main aims (sic) consistent with the relevant national policy statement.”

There clearly needs to be widespread local and regional consultation before nominated sites are cast in
concrete in a National Policy Statement with limited opportunities for even the undemocratic IPC to halt the
development of new reactors on approved sites.
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