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i.

Background to Briefing

This briefing has been developed by the NFLA Secretariat to provide a model response for member
authorities to respond to a ‘Stage 1’ consultation by NuGen Ltd, who are seeking to develop new
nuclear reactors at the ‘Moorside’ site close to Sellafield in West Cumbria. It has been developed by
the NFLA Policy Advisor and is consistent with similar responses for the Hinkley Point and Wylfa
consultations.
NuGeneration Ltd (NuGen) has held a ten week consultation between 16th May and 25th July 2015
into its proposal to build a new nuclear power station at Moorside adjacent to Sellafield in Cumbria.
The consultation website is here:
http://www.nugenconsultation.com/consultation-documents/
Exhibitions and public meetings have been staged across Cumbria as part of the consultation which
is the first major step in the planning process. Documents available on the website include:
1. NuGen’s Statement of Community Consultation - sets out the process of how NuGen is going
to consult with people living in the vicinity of the development;
2. Stage 1 Consultation Overview
3. The 72-page Main Consultation Document
4. A Preliminary Environmental Information Pack - which comprises the draft Scoping Report
(Volume 1 which is 549 pages long and Volume 2 is 37 pages of figures); Survey Monitoring
Plans for the Environmental Impact Assessment (Volume 3 which is 411 pages long), and the
Evidence Plan for the Habitats Regulation Assessment (which is 83 pages long).
Responses can be made in writing to FREEPOST – MOORSIDE HAVE YOUR SAY, or by Emailing
haveyoursay@nugeneration.com
1.

Introduction

NuGen - a joint venture nuclear company between Toshiba and ENGIE (formerly GDF Suez) – is
proposing to build three AP1000 reactors at Moorside in Cumbria adjacent to Sellafield with a
capacity of 3.6GW. Electricity generation is planned to start by the end of 2024 and reach maximum
by the end of 2026.
Toshiba was one of the firms responsible for designing, building and servicing the reactors which
directly contributed to the disaster at the Fukushima Daiichi Nuclear Power Plant when a massive
earthquake and tsunami struck on 14 March 2011. Greenpeace has accused Toshiba of dodging its
responsibilities, failing to pay the public compensation and even profiting from the clean-up. Toshiba
has avoided explaining its responsibility in the Fukushima nuclear disaster as a supplier of critical
equipment. (1)
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Engie is the owner of the Belgian nuclear utility Electrabel. Electrabel operates two nuclear power
stations - Doel and Tihange - with a total of seven reactors, which between them produce over half
the country's electricity. Greenpeace accused Engie of keeping the Belgian Government on a
leash when it agreed to allow the company to extend the life of Doel 1 and 2 to an astonishing 50
years. (2) The Doel 3 and Tihange 2 reactors have been plagued by cracks in their reactor vessels
and have been closed (for the second time) since spring 2014. The Belgian Federal Agency for
Nuclear Control (FANC) has ruled out any re-start before November 2015. (3) All seven of
Belgium’s reactors will be closed by 2025. The Company also owns stakes in the Chooz and
Tricastin plants in France (1,208 MW – the equivalent of one nuclear reactor). So apart from its
interests in France the company appears to be planning to move its nuclear operations from
Belgium to the UK.
NuGen’s starting point for this consultation is the so-called “proven national need for additional
electricity generation, and the selection of this site by Government as potentially suitable for
generation before the end of 2025.” So there is virtually no opportunity to question whether
this project should go ahead at all.
NuGen argues that the UK has a legally binding target to cut greenhouse gas emissions by at least
80% by 2050 (compared to 1990 levels). At the same time the Government estimates that the
demand for electricity could double by 2050. In addition many existing power plants are coming to
the end of their lives and are due to be closed down and decommissioned.
The Government has designated a suite of National Policy Statements on energy, which applies to
energy related nationally significant infrastructure projects (of which the Moorside Project is one).
The Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (NPS EN-1) sets a target of around 59 GW
of new electricity capacity required by 2025; 33 GW of this to come from renewable sources and
18GW from non-renewable sources (with approximately 8GW of non-renewable generation
already in construction at the time that the NPS was designated in July 2011). The Statement adds
that the Government “believes that, in principle, new nuclear power should be free to contribute as
much as possible towards meeting the need for around 18 GW of new non-renewable capacity by
2025.” (4)
The National Policy Statement on Energy expects industry to bring forward proposals for around
16GW of new nuclear capacity, and the consultation makes clear that:
“The location (Moorside) has already been accepted in national planning policy as potentially
suitable for this power station development, so consultation will be focused on how it can best be
developed to minimise the impact on the local area, whilst maximising the benefits and legacy to
the local community and wider Cumbria region.”
The proposed new Nuclear Power Station at Moorside is designated a National Strategic
Infrastructure Project (NSIP) for the purposes of the Planning Act 2008. If it is to go-ahead it will
need to be granted a development consent order (DCO) by the Secretary of State. After an
application for a development consent order is made the Planning Inspectorate would examine the
application before making a recommendation to the Secretary of State, who would then determine
the application.
In examining the application the Planning Inspectorate is required to decide in accordance with the
relevant National Policy Statements (NPSs) with limited exceptions such as when adverse impacts
from the development outweigh the benefits. (5)
In other words the idea of building a nuclear power station at Moorside is not up for discussion
unless there are likely to be “adverse impacts” from this particular development which outweigh the
benefits.
Here the NFLA argues that the Moorside project will result in adverse impacts which
outweigh the benefits. It will disrupt the local economy and inhibit its transformation into one
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which provides sustainable employment opportunities. It will damage the quality of life for existing
and future generations and damage local identity and distinctiveness.
On a national level planning, building and financing another new nuclear power station will detract
from what we really should be doing to tackle climate change and fuel poverty, and it will leave us
with a legacy of nuclear waste which we still have no idea how to deal with.
2.

Does the UK need Moorside?

NuGen says:
“The Government estimates that the need to electrify large parts of the industrial and domestic
heat and transport sectors could significantly increase demand for electricity over the next forty
years, at the same time as the UK’s existing nuclear power plants are coming to the end of their
operational lives. It is essential therefore that the UK addresses this increasing demand for
electricity by ensuring that there is a secure and affordable supply for future generations. The up to
3.6GW Moorside Power Station would help to contribute to future demand by supplying up to
3.4GW of electricity into the National Grid network.” (Main Consultation Document para 4.1)
The Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) states that the UK Government
expects electricity consumption to double or even triple by 2050 as a result of the electrification of
demand (such as for heating and transport). (6)
However, the Government’s own evidence shows something quite different. In March 2011 the
Coalition Government published Pathways 2011 (7) presenting 16 different scenarios, detailing
various ways forward regarding energy policy in order to both keep the lights on and achieve 80%
CO2 reductions by 2050. Six of the 16 pathways showed there is no need for new reactors. And
only nine of the pathways showed anything like a doubling of electricity demand.
A major independent study published in 2011 shows the UK can produce 100% of the energy from
renewable sources. (8)
UK total electricity consumption is currently around 328 Terawatt Hours per Year (TWh/yr) (1TWh
= 1 Billion kWh) and energy consumption is around 1635TWh/yr. Moorside might be expected to
produce around 20TWh/year if it manages to operate at an unlikely 90% load factor. But the
Government’s plans are currently missing out on: 155TWh/year of electricity generated by offshore
wind (9): about 40TWh/year by implementing a comprehensive domestic energy efficiency
programme by 2030; 100TWh/year of electricity saved through other efficiency measures (10); 22
– 140TWh/yr of electricity from solar PV on domestic roofs; 30TWh/yr of electricity from solar PV
on industrial and commercial roofs; 140-190TWh/yr from solar farms – just using land currently
used for growing biofuels (11).
The Sustainable Energy Association says energy solutions in buildings are some of the most cost
effective methods of reducing the amount of carbon that is emitted and using resources efficiently;
modelling suggests that prioritising these solutions would save the Government over £12billion per
annum compared with current preferred options. Using the Department of Energy and Climate
Change (DECC) Pathways calculator, the Association show that energy security and 80% CO2
reduction can be achieved by less reliance on large scale generation and greater reliance on
demand side and small-scale measures. There are 22 million homes in the UK, but only 18% of
these have an Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) rating of C or above. By introducing an
“Energy in Buildings Strategy” which combines Microgeneration, Energy Efficiency, and Heat
Strategy we can not only improve energy security, and reduce carbon, cost effectively but also cut
consumer bills. (12)
The development of the Moorside proposals have taken no notice of what is happening elsewhere
in the world with respect to consumer drivers, energy technology development, falling renewable
electricity costs, changing business models and energy system operation and management. (13)
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The development of renewable energy outside of the UK is quickly reducing the dominance of
major utilities. In Germany for example, in terms of generating capacity the “big four” generators,
Eon, RWE, Vattenfall and EnBW, had at the end of 2012 a combined installed capacity of 80 GW,
less than 50% of the market.
In the UK pressure is building up on large utilities and having an impact on the top-down, narrow
energy policy decision-making world. There are increasing levels of dissatisfaction from
households and individuals with the current energy system, the cost of energy, mistrust in main
suppliers and the regulation of the market. This is leading to growing levels of switching from the
Big 6 suppliers to independents, thereby increasing the potential for new entrants and challengers
to be able to offer new services. In fact Citibank predicts that the Big 6 market share will fall from
the current 92% to 70% by 2020. (14) At the same time, there is increasing consumer interest in
taking control over energy use, including steps to reduce demand and/or generate power at the
building or community scale, which will create further momentum for change within the energy
system, from the bottom up.
It seems clear that the dominance of centralised energy systems has been broken. There is a slow
but steady move from centralised to decentralised energy systems. This trend could quickly
accelerate and NuGen could find itself with stranded assets before the Moorside Project is
completed.
Over the last year or so a series of reports from financial and energy analysts have concluded that,
amongst other things, conventional utility models are no longer fit for purpose. The reports
highlight the changes to the old centralised utility model which are on the horizon and the
importance of new technologies. They suggest that decentralised energy supply will be
increasingly important in the future. A selection of these reports is listed below:
UBS 20th August 2014 Will
Solar, batteries and electric
cars re-shape the electricity
system?

UBS declares it is “time to
join the [solar] revolution”.
Large centralised power
stations could be obsolete
with 10 to 20 years, because
they are too big and
inflexible, and are “not
relevant” for future electricity
generation, according to the
bank.
HSBC – Energy Storage, Conventional generators will
Power to the People
be the biggest losers from
an upcoming energy storage
boom, as both consumers
and grid operators look to
battery and other storage
technologies.
Citi Research 28 July 2014. “We predict that solar, wind,
Energy 2020: The revolution and biomass continue to
will not be televised as gain market share from coal
disruptors multiply
and nuclear into the future”.
IPPR, 8th Sept 2014. A new Tackling the policy trilemma
approach
to
electricity of achieving an affordable,
markets: How new disruptive decarbonised and secure
technologies
change electricity
supply
is
everything.
extremely challenging. The
UK’s electricity system, and
the
policy
framework
underpinning it, is holding
back innovation and costreduction because it is

http://tinyurl.com/qxqf2j2

Reported in Renew Economy 1
Oct
2014
http://tinyurl.com/kgj246n

http://tinyurl.com/lsz8nf9

http://tinyurl.com/ok7a5g8
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Citibank

Barclays

Morgan Stanley

Centre for Economics and
Business Research

International Energy Agency,
Press Release 29th Sept
2014
Exeter University, Energy
Policy Dept. Governance
and
Disruptive
Energy
System Change. Sept 2014
Deutsche Bank

propping up a large-scale,
centralised utility business
model that is fast becoming
obsolete.
The big six energy suppliers
are facing the loss of a
quarter of their customers
over the next six years
The disruptive impact solar
power
is
having
on
traditional
utilities
was
highlighted, after Barclays
downgraded the US power
sector over fears it will
struggle to compete with
increasingly
low
cost
renewable energy.
Energy
storage,
when
combined with solar power,
could disrupt utilities in the
US and Europe to the extent
customers move to an offgrid
approach.
Tesla’s
energy storage product will
be economically viable in
parts of the US and Europe,
and at a fraction of the cost
of
current
storage
alternatives. By 2020, we
project solar will be
economic
in
Europe
without subsidies.
With a stable policy, largescale solar projects are on
track to becoming the
cheapest way to generate
electricity in the UK. It
concludes
that
bold
Government action to back
British solar could create
60GW
of
generation
capacity by 2030 – enough
for 18 million homes – and
support 50,000 jobs across
its
supply
chain.

Reported in The Guardian 1st Oct
2014 http://tinyurl.com/pcolxmz
Reported in Business Green 30th
May
2014
http://tinyurl.com/nakrrhm

Morgan Stanley 28th July 2014
http://tinyurl.com/mzl4nuk

Reported in Business Green 25th
September
2014
http://tinyurl.com/n8hp3yd

Solar Power could become
the dominant source of
power by 2050.
Annex 1 gives a table of 11
investment bank reports

http://tinyurl.com/k37u5yo

Solar predicted to reach grid
parity within two years in
80% of global markets

Reported in Renew Economy
12th Jan 2015
http://tinyurl.com/kr9zx7l

http://tinyurl.com/obdpwyg
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A chorus of analyses from
major financial institutions—
including Bank of America,
Barclays, Citigroup, Fitch
Ratings, Goldman Sachs,
Morgan Stanley, and UBS

Solar-plus-battery systems
pose a real and present
threat to traditional utility
business model.

Renew Economy 15th April 2014
http://tinyurl.com/q5j4udw

Since the publication of the National Policy Statement on Energy in 2011, the cost of renewables
has fallen rapidly and the trend of moving away from centralised utilities to smaller decentralised
models has escalated much faster than expected. At the same time the cost of nuclear electricity
has continued to increase. Investment bank, UBS calls the big, slow, lumpy, expensive coal and
nuclear plants “the dinosaur of the future energy system: Too big, too inflexible, not even relevant
for backup power in the long run.” In the medium to long-term these obsolete technologies are at
risk of market defeat by a swarm of agile micro-power competitors. (15)
NFLA note that Greenpeace calculates the total (undiscounted) subsidy to Hinkley Point C over its
lifetime would be £37bn, which means a £14 increase per household per year. Although Moorside
can’t be expected to achieve as high a strike price as Hinkley, renewables developers would ‘give
an arm and a leg, at least’ for the kind of terms being offered to nuclear in UK - yet even so, some
renewables will be cheaper at a headline level than nuclear by the time Hinkley opens in 2023 at
the earliest. But most of the support for Hinkley is not available to low carbon generators like
renewables, or not available at the same rate. (16) Friends of the Earth also state that the vast
majority of homes in the country could be brought up to Energy Performance Standard C,
supported by interest free loans to householders, at a cost to the taxpayer of just over £2billion per
annum. This would make a real different to the health and wealth of millions of low income
households. Subsidising nuclear power stations in contrast, takes money away from these same
households and gives it to the nuclear industry for the next 35 years. (17)
3.

Solar Independence Plan

The Solar Trade Association’s (STA) ‘Solar Independence Plan for Britain’, sets out how the
government could implement a plan to install up to 25GW of solar in the UK by 2020 – up from an
expected 10GW in 2016. (18) From a negligible level when the National Policy Statement on
Energy was published, solar now provides 1.5% of the UK’s electricity, supporting over 30,000 jobs
across the country (including the supply chain). Prices have tumbled rapidly, allowing the
Government to cut subsidies by about two-thirds during the lifetime of the last Parliament. Solar
power continues to be hugely popular, with over 80% of the public supporting it in repeated
surveys.
The Plan presents two fully-costed scenarios that deliver considerably more capacity at much
lower overall per-unit cost. The ‘Minimum Ambition’ scenario could deliver 20 gigawatts (GW) by
2020 for an investment just 17% higher than the 12GW upper range of DECC’s PV Strategy will
cost. The 20GW scenario costs £1.4bn in 2020, just £200m more than DECC’s 12GW, but delivers
an additional 8GW of capacity and many more solar jobs in 2020 (40,200 jobs). The ‘Higher
Ambition’ scenario could deliver 25GW of solar in 2020 for a cost of £1.55bn – a further increase of
only £150m over the ‘Minimum Ambition’ scenario but for an additional 5GW of capacity. This
‘Higher Ambition’ allows the delivery of more than two million solar homes by 2020, 24,000
commercial rooftop and community schemes, and around 2,000 solar farms. It provides 56,900
jobs in 2020. The estimated cost on bills is £13.35/yr in 2020.
There is additional potential for growth if the Government reinstates a meaningful Zero Carbon
Homes agenda to incentivise the uptake of solar on new build. Two hundred thousand new solarequipped homes per year could add up to a further 3GW of capacity by 2020.
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4.

Nuclear Soaks Up Funds – bad for the climate

The Consultation document claims that:
“Nuclear energy provides a safe and secure form of low carbon energy and contributes to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions compared to traditional forms of power generation from coal and gas
fired power stations.”
NFLA note a recent study by Keith Barnham, Emeritus Professor of Physics at Imperial College.
Barnham says claims that nuclear power is a ‘low carbon' energy source fall apart under scrutiny.
Far from coming in at six grams of CO2 per unit of electricity, as the Climate Change Committee
believes, the true figure is probably well above 50 grams - breaching the CCC's recommended limit
for new sources of power generation beyond 2030. (19) Barnham’s survey of the scientific
literature suggests that it is quite possible that the carbon footprint of a new nuclear power station
built over the next decade could be as high as that of electricity generation from natural gas before
it closes in 2090.
In the short-term building large-scale expensive power stations like Moorside will soak up available
funds for subsidising low carbon electricity to the detriment of micro-power options which would be
cheaper more effective options and much quicker to implement. (20) It will, therefore, damage
efforts to reduce carbon emissions by costing more per tonne of carbon dioxide saved and taking
longer to implement. Since low carbon energy is mostly subsidised by levies on consumers’ bills, it
will also detract from efforts to tackle fuel poverty. In short the adverse impacts of Moorside will
outweigh the benefits. The need for the station should, therefore, be re-examined.
5.

Questionable Site Selection

It is doubtful whether a site such as Sellafield with questionable geology and remote from where
electricity is needed would have been selected without the lobbying undertaken by the industry and
trade unions based at Sellafield. Moorside’s geology, has been described by Amec as: ‘difficult to
construct a nuclear power station … the depth to reach bed rock is so great that construction is
unreasonable - it is not the most favourable site and currently has significant commercial
disadvantages’. (21)
The National Grid plan – the North West Coast Connections (NWCC) project – which currently
favours the use of large pylons inside and along the outer border of the Lake District National Park
- faces significant opposition from organisations and individuals who want to see underground and
sub-sea cabling. Subject to further consultation, the route and technology option must be finalised
in sufficient time for National Grid to submit its plans to the Planning Inspectorate well in advance
of NuGen’s investment decision in late 2018. This could cause significant delays to the Moorside
project.
6.

Employment

NuGen claims that the project should generate up to 21,000 jobs throughout its lifetime. During
construction the peak years (approximately 2022-2024) will see up to approximately 6,000 people
employed at the Moorside Search Area. During operation the Moorside Power Station will directly
employ over 1,000 people – and significant numbers will be required during the decommissioning
phase.
However a comparison with AP1000 projects constructed overseas suggests an estimate of 5000
construction jobs (at peak) and 900 operational jobs for three reactors. The final count is likely to
include many workers transferring from Sellafield’s closed-down reprocessing facilities, those
provided directly by Westinghouse itself, and from West Cumbria’s transient contractor workforce.
(22)
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In September 1976 the Gwynedd County Planning Officer published a report entitled “The Impact
of a Power Station on Gwynedd”. This report looked at evidence from the four big construction
projects in the County around that time. Trawsfynydd (1959-63) and Wylfa (1963 -69) – both
nuclear power stations - Anglesey Aluminium Smelter (1969 – 71) and the Dinorwig Pumped
Storage Scheme (1974-80) he observed that while these projects were going on unemployment
only dropped a little.
“…The completion of the large scale construction schemes in the County has often been followed
by a rapid rise in unemployment … The situation is much worse in a period of economic
depression since it is difficult to create new jobs for local workers and migrant workers tend to stay
in the area, adding to the number of unemployed. The pattern of events is well illustrated by the
recent employment history in Gwynedd … Thus, while it is difficult to prove conclusively, the
evidence suggests that the long term effect of the major construction schemes in Gwynedd has
been to help prevent the growth of employment in more stable industries as a result of the impact
of large scale construction projects on low wage levels and labour supply”. (23)
In other words past experience suggests that building a new nuclear power station in a remote
area like Cumbria could have a detrimental effect on employment in the long term. Local
companies cannot compete with the high wages offered on construction projects, so even if these
projects are required to hire as much local labour as possible, rather importing skills from outside,
the projects can still have a detrimental effect. High wages on construction projects can hasten the
decline of local companies. Perhaps more serious, in an area where a construction project is
creaming off skilled and unskilled workers by offering high wages, this will act as a deterrent to
new firms moving into the area. (24)
7.

Environmental Impact Assessment

The size and nature of the Power Station is such that it is classified as an EIA development under
the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (Infrastructure
EIA Regulations). An Environmental Statement for the Moorside Project will, therefore, accompany
the application for a development consent order.
The European Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive includes special provisions for
cases in which a project implemented in one Member State is likely to have significant effects on
the environment of another Member State. Similarly, the 1991 UNECE Convention on
Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context, known as the Espoo Convention,
introduces specific rules for conducting an EIA of activities located on the territory of one
contracting party, defined as the Party of origin, and likely to cause significant adverse
transboundary impact in another contracting party, defined as the affected Party. Given the
proximity of the Irish Republic and Northern Ireland there should be maximum consultation
on the Moorside EIA with national, devolved and local authorities on the Island of Ireland.
(25)
Part II of Schedule 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2011 also requires:
“An outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant or appellant and an indication of the
main reasons for the choice made, taking into account the environmental effects.” (26)
Given the rapid changes in the Energy Industry detailed in the table above this should be
interpreted in the widest possible way. If the large centralised utility model is becoming obsolete
then continuing with the Moorside Project needs to be compared with a decentralised alternative
for Cumbria.
An alternative vision for a Sustainable Energy Future for Cumbria are put forward by Friends of the
Earth North Lakes and West Cumbria here http://www.no2nuclearpower.org.uk/wp/wpcontent/uploads/2013/06/Towards_Sustainable_Cumbria_210613.pdf
NFLA New Nuclear Monitor 38 Sellafield Moorside NuGen consultation

8

This report is regularly updated with news about the onward march of micro-power from around the
UK at http://www.cumbrianenergyrevolution.org.uk.
8.

AP1000s

Apart from the Development Consent Order (DCO), the Moorside Consultation lists five licences
and permits that will be required before the plant can go ahead. These are:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

A Generic Design Assessment approval for the AP1000 design
A Nuclear Site Licence
Euratom Treaty Article 37
Environmental Permits
Funded Decommissioning Programme approval

A formal dialogue began between the nuclear regulators and Westinghouse about a Generic
Design Assessment of the AP1000 reactor design in July 2007. On 14th December 2011 the
Regulators granted interim Design Acceptance Confirmations (iDACs) and interim Statements of
Design Acceptability (iSoDAs) for the design. Westinghouse’s iDAC for its AP1000 contained 51
GDA Issues which would have to be resolved before construction could begin. At this point
Westinghouse decided to request a pause in the GDA process for the AP1000 pending customer
input to finalizing it. The design re-entered the GDA process in June 2014 but technical
assessment work didn’t re-commence until January 2015. A revised resolution plan from
Westinghouse for the 51 outstanding GDA issues was agreed. The process is scheduled to be
completed in January 2017 with issuance of DAC and SODA. (27)
Eight AP1000 units are currently under construction worldwide: two each at the Vogtle in Georgia
(US) and V.C. Summer in South Carolina and the Sanmen and Haiyang sites in China. (28) Apart
from Moorside, Bulgaria wants to build an AP1000 at Kozloduy, but the Bulgarian Government
has, so far, been unable to organise finance for the project. (29)
Four other reactors in the US are waiting for a construction and operating licence (COL), but these
are not expected until next year or the year after. Four other American AP1000s have been
suspended indefinitely and another two have applied for an Early Site Permit.
Of the AP1000 reactors under construction, the two in Georgia are both 3 years late and estimated
costs have gone up from $14.3bn to around $16.5bn. (30) The two in South Carolina are both two
years late, and delays have added $1.2bn to the original $10bn cost estimate. (31)
In China the four AP100s under construction are all around 2 years late. The two reactors under
construction at Sanmen were expected to cost 40.1 billion yuan ($6.4bn). This is now estimated to
have increased by 24%. (32)
An American nuclear expert has warned that AP1000 reactors are susceptible to leaks and a
problem is called “the chimney effect”. He says the reactors need a $100m (£68m) filter added to
the top to safeguard against such a leak, which would be much worse than Fukushima turning the
region into "Chernobyl on steroids". (33)

Vogtle 3, GA
Vogtle 4, GA
V.C. Summer2,
SC

Construction
Started
South
Nuclear March 2013
Operating Co.

Target for Start
of Operation
Q2 2019

Delay

Southern
Nov 2013
Nuclear
Operating Co.
Southern
March 2013
Carolina Electric

Q2 2020

3 years late

End 2018

2 years late
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V.C. Summer3,
SC

& Gas
Southern
Nov 2013
Carolina Electric
& Gas

William States
Lee, SC x2
Turkey Point, FL
x2

Duke Energy

Levy County, FL
x2
Shearon Harris,
NC x2
Green River, UT
x2

Duke Energy

China
Sanmen 1

Sanmen 2

Haiyang 1

Haiyang 2

9.

Florida Power &
Light

COL target date
2016
COL target date
2017

Late 2019

2024
2026
2027
2028
Suspended
indefinitely
Suspended
indefinitely
Early
Site
Permit
application
expected 2016

Duke Energy
Blue
Castle/Transition
Power
Development
State
Nuclear
Power
Technology
Corporation
(SNTPC).
State
Nuclear
Power
Technology
Corporation
(SNTPC).
State
Nuclear
Power
Technology
Corporation
(SNTPC).
State
Nuclear
Power
Technology
Corporation
(SNTPC).

2 years late

April 2009

Originally
August 2013
Now 2016

2-3 years late

Dec 2009

Originally June
2014
Now 2016

2 years late

Sept 2009

May 2014
Now 2016

2 years late

June 2010

March 2015
Now 2016

1 – 2 years late

Radioactive waste

Radioactive wastes categorised as intermediate level waste and spent fuel will need to be stored
at the Power Station Site pending ‘disposal’, in the longer term, in a deep geological disposal
somewhere in England and Wales, if the current Government strategy ever comes to fruition.
NuGen indicates that interim storage facilities will need to be built for intermediate level waste
which may need to be stored on-site for up to 100 years depending on how quickly a site for a
geological disposal facility can be found, if at all.
Spent fuel will not be reprocessed. It will be cooled in spent fuel storage ponds and then placed in
“interim secure storage” potentially for many decades. NuGen says the spent fuel will be
encapsulated on site prior to transfer to a theoretical deep geological disposal facility.
After more than 60 years of a civil nuclear power programme, the UK is still seeking a long-term
solution for dealing with its higher activity radioactive waste. The search for a site to build an
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underground radioactive waste dump began almost forty years ago in 1976 when eight potential
sites were selected. This fuelled massive public opposition to nuclear waste disposal, which forced
the Government to back down and abandon the programme in December 1981. (34) Over the
following 33 years the same story has repeated itself several times.
In 2003 a Government Energy White Paper rejected the idea of allowing new reactors to be built
because there were issues about nuclear waste which needed to be resolved before proposals
could be brought forward.
In 2006 the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management came about as close to solving the
problem as has been possible so far. It made recommendations to the Government on managing
radioactive waste but these dealt only with legacy waste – waste from existing reactors. CoRWM
took no position on the desirability or otherwise of nuclear new build, but said that decisions on
whether or not to proceed with new reactors “…should be subject to their own public assessment
process [because they] raise different political and ethical issues when compared with the
consideration of wastes which already exist”.
Yet the Government ignored this caveat and, despite very limited progress on nuclear waste,
claimed in its Nuclear National Policy Statement: “that effective arrangements will exist to manage
and dispose of the waste that will be produced from new nuclear power stations”. (35)
Even assuming all goes according to plan and a site is found to build a deep geological disposal
facility (GDF), ‘disposal’ of (existing) legacy waste is expected to take until around 2130 (i.e.
around 90 years). Disposal of new build wastes would begin once disposal of legacy wastes is
completed (although some ILW might be disposed of earlier). It is also possible that spent fuel
might need to be cooled for up to 100 years before disposal. And given that new reactors are
expected to have a life of 60 years, it is possible that spent fuel may need to be stored at Moorside
for 160 years from the start of the station’s operation. (36)
To all intents and purposes, as far as current Cumbrian residents are concerned, this is a
permanent nuclear waste dump. To paraphrase the 1976 Royal Commission on Environmental
Pollution it is the view of the Nuclear Free Local Authorities that it is immoral to set out with the
intention to produce a waste product which commits future generations to managing that waste for
the indefinite future, so that it remains safely isolated from the biosphere and safe from any kind of
malicious attack.
10.

Conclusions

In the NFLA’s view, the global electricity market has changed significantly, rapidly and
unexpectedly since the UK Government finalised its National Policy Statements on Energy in 2011.
Several investment banks and financial and energy research organisations are now predicting an
end to centralised utility models and large power stations. If these trends continue as expected at
the current rate NuGen could find itself with stranded assets before the construction of Moorside
has been completed.
NFLA notes that experience suggests that such a large construction project in a relatively remote
area like West Cumbria is likely to severely disrupt the local economy and could, in fact, lead to an
increase in unemployment by the time construction is finished.
NFLA note that the AP1000 reactor does not have a good operating record and there are currently
no AP1000s operating anywhere in the world. Even if the UK’s plan to build a deep geological
disposal facility goes according to plan, nuclear waste may need to be stored for the next 160
years. To all intents and purposes Moorside will become a nuclear dump.
There are alternative and more sustainable ways of developing the local economy and these
alternatives should be thoroughly investigated as part of any environmental impact assessment
process.
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In short NFLA argue that the Moorside project will result in adverse impacts which outweigh
the benefits and should be cancelled.

11.
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