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1. Nuclear Waste Consultation.

The Westminster Government has launched a consultation on proposals for the way in which a
site will be chosen for nuclear waste repository in order to seek views on the technical aspects of
designing and delivering a disposal facility for higher-activity radioactive waste, and on the
process and criteria to be used in deciding where the future facility should be located. (1) But in
an unprecedented move the Scottish government refused to endorse the consultation process and
said it ruled out allowing deep disposal in Scotland. (2)

The Scottish cabinet secretary for rural affairs and the environment, Richard Lochhead,
recognised that dealing with legacy waste is a significant challenge but said: "The Scottish
government does not accept that geological disposal is the right way forward. This is a matter of
principle for us and I have no doubt that public opinion in Scotland supports our view.”

UK Environment Minister, Ian Pearson, said the Government needed to decide how a site for a
geological disposal facility would be chosen and was proposing an entirely new approach based
on the concept of voluntarism - that is, communities expressing an interest in taking part in the
process.

The consultation is not asking communities to express an interest on hosting a nuclear waste
dump, that will come later when the responses to this consultation have been evaluated. Rather it
is about how to go about calling for expressions of interest from communities, and how a
geological disposal facility should be developed. It is about the process.

The Government says it anticipates that, in the event that there were new nuclear power stations,
waste and spent fuel from those stations could be accommodated in the same geological disposal
facility – even though this might increase the total radioactivity by a factor of nearly three. (3)

The Guardian described West Cumbria as the favourite to host the facility, but the Government
has stressed it wants other areas to compete. The site is expected to take up to five years to
identify, with 15-20 years before any construction work starts and possibly 30 years before the
first waste is transported there. Communities on any shortlist of sites could expect generous
"community benefit packages", described by opponents of the waste facility as "bribes". (4)



Richard Lochhead said while he supported long-term research on waste management and interim
storage above ground, he said Scots would not be consulted on deep geological waste because it
was not a possibility for Scotland.  "We do not accept it is right to seek to bury nuclear waste,
which will remain active for thousands of years, in a deep geological facility or to expect any
community to host such a facility”. (5)

(1) DEFRA Press Release 25th June 2007
http://www.gnn.gov.uk/Content/Detail.asp?ReleaseID=294304&NewsAreaID=2
(2) Nuclear Engineering International 25th June 2007
http://www.neimagazine.com/story.asp?sectioncode=132&storyCode=2045263
(3) Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: A Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal, DEFRA,
25th June 2007. http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/radwaste-framework/consultation.pdf
(4) Guardian 25th June 2007 http://www.guardian.co.uk/uk_news/story/0,,2111332,00.html
(5) Scotsman 26th June 2007
http://thescotsman.scotsman.com/politics.cfm?id=994422007

2. Waste disposal – where’s the research?

The Committee on Radioactive Waste Management’s (CoRWM’s) final recommendations in July
2006 included the need for a major R&D programme to reduce uncertainties surrounding its main
recommendations of geological disposal and robust interim storage. A new paper by CoRWM
chair, Gordon MacKerron, now highlights the lack of any visible progress in this area. (1)

The suggested R&D programme includes research to back robust interim storage, which
CoRWM’s planning timeframe suggested would be needed for 100 years or more. An R&D
programme to support deep geological disposal would include research on the robustness of the
repository concept (eg performance of engineered barriers, reliability of the geology, groundwater
modelling) and the potential impact of the release of radioactivity into the biosphere in the future.

Nirex suggested a ‘worst case’ scenario - using  pessimistic values for the three critical
characteristics of a repository - the permeability of the host rock, the rate of water ingress into the
repository, and the rate at which the radioactivity will reach the biosphere. This might result in a
radiation dose to the public in 200,000 years which is ten times the maximum dose limit and
similar to the highest background radiation doses received in parts of Britain. This evidence gave
the majority of CoRWM members sufficient confidence in the geological disposal option.

The maximum dose in Nirex’s worst case scenario would be 10mSv/yr (millisieverts per year).
Although this is only ten times the legally enforceable dose limit of 1mSv/yr, it is 33 times higher
than the ‘dose constraint’ (0.3mSv) - a restriction on annual dose to an individual from a single
source. Furthermore, UK environment agencies have set a risk target for radioactive waste
disposal of less than one-in-a-million per year or 10-6. This is equivalent to a dose of around
0.02mSv per year. So Nirex’s worst case scenario would be giving a dose 500 times higher than
the target dose.

CoRWM’s paper on the uncertainties in radiological impact on human health, points out that,
should alternative dose/risk parameters of some critics prove to be correct the worst case scenario
dose could be as high as 200mSv/yr. CoRWM also noted the recent report by the Government’s
Committee Examining Radiation Risks of Internal Emitters (CERRIE) (2) which highlighted the
uncertainties in estimating dose. Clearly standards of protection deemed to be acceptable today
may not be acceptable to future generations.



A new briefing has been published by the Nuclear Free Local Authorities called “Deep
Geological Disposal: known unknowns”. (3) Dr Rachel Western, author of the briefing, who
previously helped prepare Friends of the Earth’s evidence to the Nirex inquiry, gives several
examples of uncertainty and unknowns particularly with regard to the concentration of
radioactivity in the inevitable leaks, and the rate that the leaks enter the water supply. She asks
the question: how can a local authority or community volunteer for a project with so many
uncertainties? Western argues that CoRWM’s emphasis on research to “reduce uncertainty” is
wrong. A genuine scientific programme would be concerned with evaluating whether a disposal
programme can be implemented safely – not ‘reducing uncertainties’ which sounds very much
like the outcome of the research is being prejudged.

Meanwhile, Chris McDonald, the lead inspector of the 1995-96 public inquiry into the proposed
nuclear waste facility near Sellafield, reminds us, in a letter to The Guardian, that the evidence
from the Inquiry was that the safety case for a nuclear waste repository at the Gosforth site was at
best marginal. (4) He says the site for a repository should be in a region of low groundwater flow,
with readily characterisable and predictable geology, whereas Gosforth has rocks of a complex
volcanic nature and significant faulting. The industry was relying on an overlying layer of
sedimentary strata to dilute and disperse any groundwater leakage, whereas international criteria
require such a layer to act as a barrier. Gosforth is not suitable and investigations should be
moved elsewhere.

(1) Future R&D Needs, by Gordon MacKerron, CoRWM, June 2007.
http://www.corwm.org.uk/pdf/2209%20-%20Future%20RD%20needs.pdf
(2) See www.cerrie.org
(3) Radioactive Waste Policy Briefing No.15, Nuclear Free Local Authorities.
http://www.nuclearpolicy.info/docs/radwaste/RWB15.pdf
(4) Guardian letters 28th June 2007
http://www.guardian.co.uk/letters/story/0,,2113027,00.html

3. THORP on the ropes?

The Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) has launched a public consultation into the NDA’s
proposal to allow advance allocation of THORP reprocessing products to overseas customers in
certain circumstances. (1) Overseas customers send their spent fuel to Sellafield for reprocessing
in THORP. This process sees theoretically re-usable nuclear materials, plutonium and uranium
being separated from waste. Once completed, the materials and waste are sent back to the
customer. Under the NDA’s proposal, the customer would receive an allocation of materials and
waste from existing stocks which is equivalent to their spent fuel consignment although their
materials may not yet have been reprocessed.

This completely unheralded request by the NDA to switch to what it has called ‘Advance
Allocation’ of materials – known to most as ‘virtual reprocessing’ (where no reprocessing
actually takes place),  is a clear indication of the  mounting pressures from THORP’s extended
closure following the accident in April 2005. With the plant now closed for over two years and
with the likelihood that it will not re-open until Autumn this year at the earliest, overseas
customers (principally from German and Swiss utilities) are increasingly concerned about further
delays in getting their material returned. They have already voiced their frustration at the inability
of the THORP operator’s - British Nuclear Group - to operate the plant safely and to schedule.

The DTI says it is ‘presently minded to endorse the NDA proposal’. The consultation document
cites a worst-case scenario of THORP being unable to re-start until around 2010/11. It adds that if



THORP did not re-open at all, the Government would consider keeping all un-reprocessed
overseas fuel in the UK, or sending the spent fuel to another reprocessor in Europe. With around
800 tonnes of overseas spent fuel still waiting to be reprocessed at THORP if or when it re-starts,
some observers are questioning why – if virtual reprocessing is approved, the plant needs to be
re-opened at all. With sufficient plutonium and other materials for customers’ needs already
stockpiled at Sellafield – none of the outstanding spent fuel would have to be reprocessed. (2)

The Independent on Sunday said the DTI was preparing the ground for the permanent closure of
THORP. (3) The re-opening of the plant was last scheduled for the summer, but this has now
been delayed until “around the autumn”, but further delay is possible, because the technical
problems associated with the waste evaporators. (See ERU12)

The advantages of keeping THORP closed are illustrated by the impact on stocks of highly active
liquid waste. In January 2001, the NII used its legal powers under the nuclear site licence to place
limits on the volume of Highly Active Liquid (HAL) waste stored at Sellafield. It requires the
backlog of HAL stocks accumulated since reprocessing began in the 1950s to be reduced to a
minimal working level, known as the buffer volume, by 2015. In it latest biennial review of HAL
stocks the NII says the volume of HAL stored at the site has fallen approximately five times
faster than the rate required over the last two years due mainly to the prolonged shutdown of
THORP. (4)

Meanwhile, UK officials have sought to clarify the reasoning behind the UK government’s recent
apparent change of heart on reprocessing. Buried away on page 204 of the Energy White Paper
the Government says new nuclear power stations should proceed on the basis that spent fuel will
not be reprocessed. This appears to signal ministers' intention to abandon the decades-old policy
of reprocessing uranium burnt in reactors. (5) But in an interview in Seattle, Washington, Sean
Balmer, head of commercial revenue with the NDA said the document did not represent a change
in government policy. Rather, he said, it gives guidance on “how to budget for” a potential new
reactor. Operators of potential UK reactors should make their calculations on the “premise” that
reprocessing is not an option, because the government “can’t guarantee” that reprocessing
facilities will be available for the spent fuel produced by those reactors, he said. Another UK
source added that 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.

Mark Higson of the DTI was asked at a London Conference why the government was ruling out
future reprocessing when the US “is starting to take steps toward recycling.” Higson said he
thought “ruling out” was probably “too strong” an expression. He said the government’s current
assumption of a once-through fuel cycle for new nuclear construction is the basis of the new
waste management regime that is being set up. But “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 it, things may change”. (6)

Despite the DTI consultation on Advanced Allocation of materials from THORP and calls for the
plant to remain closed, Sean Balmer said although the option of keeping Thorp shut down had
been considered, that approach is “not in line” with existing UK government policy. In an angry
response to The Independent’s suggestion that the Government was preparing to abandon
THORP, the NDA said British Nuclear Group (BNG) is focused on getting the plant operational
again. It is undergoing a phased restart and much of the plant is now ready for operation. In fact,
it is currently being prepared to start shearing a limited amount of spent fuel as part of this
process. Jon Phillips, NDA Communications Officer says the Advanced Allocation consultation
clearly states that it is still intended to reprocess overseas customers’ fuel. (7)



(1) NDA website 14th June 2007 http://www.nda.gov.uk/news/advance-allocation.cfm
DTI Consultation Document 14th June 2007 [Responses required by 26th July]
http://www.dti.gov.uk/files/file39759.pdf
(2) CORE Briefing (02.07) 18th June 2007 http://www.corecumbria.co.uk/
(3) Independent on Sunday 17th June 2007 http://news.independent.co.uk/business/news/article2664296.ece
(4) Appendix 1 of the HSE quarterly report to the West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group. (1st Jan 2007 to
31st March 2007) http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/llc/2007/sellafield1.htm
(5) RobEdwards.com 23rd May 2007 http://www.robedwards.com/2007/05/uk_signals_aban.html
(6) Nuclear Fuel, 18th June 2007
(7) NDA letter to the Independent on Sunday
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/Independent-on-Sunday-Letter-Re-THORP-18-June-2007.pdf

4. Decommissioning downturn?

Commercial work at Sellafield is not profitable, according to an analysis of the NDA’s Annual
Plan by Jackson Consulting. The work will generate an annual income of £615.2 million (or
£775.2 million with waste substitution) in 2007/08 but the operating costs will be £866.2 million,
implying a loss of £91.0 million to £251.0 million. Perhaps to help compensate for these losses,
the NDA appears to have accelerated its waste substitution programme to raise an extra £160
million income. (Waste substitution is the exchange of intermediate-level radioactive waste from
reprocessing, owned by overseas customers, for a radiologically equivalent but smaller volume of
high-level waste.) The £160 million fee means the utilities are expected to pay nearly a quarter of
the total fee for waste substitution in a single year.

Despite increased funding in the 2007/8 budget for the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
(NDA), some private sector companies in the nuclear supply chain are experiencing a business
slowdown. The NDA’s 2007/8 budget is £2.47 billion – a 12.6% increase over the previous year’s
budget of £2.19 billion. But much of the rise is taken up in higher running costs for nuclear sites
rather than investment in better facilities, and it is not evenly spread out over the NDA’s 20 sites.
About half of the NDA’s individual site spending programmes have been cut. The overall picture
is one in which short-term capital spending on investments in better nuclear facilities has
probably been delayed or deferred.

Nuclear Engineering International 5th June 2007
http://www.neimagazine.com/story.asp?sectioncode=76&storyCode=2044778
Based on a longer report: Decommissioning Spending: What’s Changing, By How Much and Why? A
Brief Analysis of the Government’s Nuclear Site Spending Plan 2007/8
http://www.jacksonconsult.com/content_pdf/Updated_NDA_Spending_Report.pdf

5. Generic Nuclear Design Assessments

The Future of Nuclear Power consultation document refers to the generic design assessment
system devised by the nuclear regulators (HSE, the Environment Agency and the Scottish
Environment Protection Agency) for new reactors, and invites applications from vendors
interested in having their designs assessed. Vendors needed to send letters to the regulators Joint
Programme Office nominating the design they wish to be put through the generic design
assessment process by 22nd June. (1)

HSE and the other nuclear regulators are making plans to start the first stage of the process (the
initial design assessment) in July 2007. This stage should be completed by early 2008. In January



2007, a suite of guidance material on the generic design assessment of new nuclear power station
designs was published. (2)

The whole generic design assessment process is likely to take around three and a half years to
complete, but could take longer if a number of applications were being considered by HSE
simultaneously. In order that the process is open and transparent, and to encourage public
participation, HSE will be asking applicants to put as much information about their plans into the
public domain as possible. Public comments on the safety case(s) will be invited, and
subsequently used by HSE to inform its regulatory decisions. At the end of this process, HSE
would seek to issue a short statement on the acceptability, in principle, of a licence application
being based on the generic design assessed. This could then be followed by a formal site licence
application, which would be considered by HSE following the completion of the generic design
assessment process. This would centre on site-specific issues.

The nuclear industry has welcomed generic design acceptance (GDA) because it will limit the
need to examine environmental and safety issues during the planning inquiry processes. This
reduces regulatory risk and provides a route to shorter and more predictable site-specific public
inquiries with limited public input. (3)

By the June 22nd deadline, four different groups of companies had requested that the regulators
carry out a generic design assessment for four different designs – the European Pressurised Water
Reactor (EPR); the Advanced Pressurised Water Reactor (AP1000); the Canadian Advanced
CANDU reactor (ACR) and the Economic Simplified Boiling Water Reactor (ESBR). (4)

Westinghouse was the first vendor to submit its reactor design to the nuclear regulators' joint
program office for review. Its application for its standardized AP1000 was based on
Westinghouse's US NRC approval document. The full application was over 13,000 pages long,
and had the support of several utilities, including Eon. (5)

Areva, the French state-controlled nuclear company, got the endorsement of six companies for its
EPR reactor design. One of them, Suez, the French-Belgian utility, would be new to the British
market. The others are electricity suppliers: EDF of France, Eon and RWE of Germany, Iberdrola
of Spain, which has just bought Scottish Power, and also British Energy. (6)

GE-Hitachi Nuclear Energy (GEH), a joint venture between General Electric Co and Hitachi Ltd,
submitted its ESBWR reactor design for assessment. (7) GEH submitted letters of endorsement
from Iberdrola, RWE npower and British Energy. (8)

Canadian state-owned nuclear company AECL submitted its Advanced Candu Reactor (ACR)
design to the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate. It pledged to employ over 10,000 UK workers if
it wins a contract to build a new generation of nuclear reactors. AECL signed a joint agreement
with the Unite union to use mostly UK workers, companies and suppliers. (9)

EDF and Areva say they expect to jointly submit the safety case the EPR design to UK nuclear
regulators in July. The June 22nd deadline was only a deadline for formal declarations of intent to
seek certification. UK chief nuclear inspector Mike Weightman confirmed the schedule, saying
the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate expects the design assessment process to begin formally in
mid-July when agreements are signed with each interested vendor together with submittal of their
safety files. Weightman says it will take up to eight months to review the four designs submitted.
(9)



(1) Generic Design Assessment: Latest Developments. HSE May 2007
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/reactors/index.htm
(2) Guidance on Generic Design Assessment http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/reactors/guidance.htm
(3) Energy Business Review Online 19th June 2007
http://www.energy-business-review.com/article_news.asp?guid=FB403ED6-A873-4AA8-84F5-
8FDA1B7BBAF0
(4) World Nuclear News 20th June 2007
http://www.world-nuclear-
news.org/newNuclear/Areva_British_Energy_move_for_new_UK_nuclear_200607.shtml
(5) Nucleonics Week Volume 48, Number 22, 31st May 2007
(6) FT 20th June 2007
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/91658718-1ea4-11dc-bc22-000b5df10621,_i_rssPage=5b566934-3013-11da-
ba9f-00000e2511c8.html
Energy Business Review 20th June 2007
http://www.energy-business-review.com/article_news.asp?guid=13440D0E-AB4A-4479-91ED-
9BDED47A9908
(7) Interactive Investor 21st June 2007
http://www.iii.co.uk/news/?type=afxnews&articleid=6156996&subject=companies&action=article
(8) GE Press Release 22nd June 2007
http://press-releases.techwhack.com/10711/ge-hitachi/
(9) Independent on Sunday 24th June 2007
http://news.independent.co.uk/business/news/article2699101.ece
(10) Nucleonics Week 14th June 2007

6. When is subsidy not a subsidy?

Trade and Industry Secretary Alistair Darling says the government will not subsidise new nuclear
power plants, so if the private sector does not provide the huge investments needed, the country
will have to do without. He told the House of Commons Trade and Industry Committee the
Government is not going to contribute to the cost of it. Reuters reports that potential investors
complain there is still too much political, planning and economic risk to commit to such long-
term projects. Earlier this month, major European energy consultants Poyry said nuclear power
could disappear in Britain because the government failed to give it enough support in last month's
Energy White Paper policy document. (1)

However, E.ON UK's chief executive, Paul Golby, says new reactors could be built without
government support if carbon emission permits were trading above 20 euros a tonne. New-build
would also need a long-term European Emissions Trading Scheme and power prices similar or a
little firmer than today's. "With carbon at 20 to 40 euros a tonne, the numbers start to stack up,"
he said. European carbon is trading at around 20 euros currently. (2)

(1) Reuters 21st June 2007
http://uk.reuters.com/article/topNews/idUKL2179895320070621?rpc=401&
(2) Reuters 25th June 2007
http://investing.reuters.co.uk/news/articleinvesting.aspx?rpc=401&type=allBreakingNews&storyID=2007-
06-25T151424Z_01_L25878775_RTRIDST_0_BRITAIN-NUCLEAR-E-ON.XML

7. Nuclear not the answer

Nuclear power couldn’t curb climate change without expanding worldwide at the same rate it
grew from 1981 to 1990, its busiest decade, and keeping up that rate for 50 years, according to a



report compiled by environmentalists, academics and nuclear industry proponents. 10 dumps the
size of Yucca Mountain would be needed to store the extra generated waste by the needed nuclear
generation boom.

The report concludes that there are critical shortcomings in the current IAEA safeguards system
and that the international community has not demonstrated that the international enforcement
mechanisms are effective. Safeguards are insufficient to detect the timely diversion of significant
quantities of plutonium or weapons-grade uranium. The study participants agreed that a primary
proliferation concern is the diversion of material from bulk handling facilities such as
reprocessing plants, uranium enrichment facilities, or MOX fuel fabrication facilities. Growing
stocks of separated plutonium represent a significant proliferation risk. The group agrees that the
US Government’s Global Nuclear Energy Programme (GNEP) cannot be seen as a programme to
reduce the proliferation problem, and may indeed increase proliferation risks. (1)

The Austrian government has published a report called Nuclear Power, Climate Policy and
Sustainability. (2) Josef Proll, the Austrian Environment Minister, introduces the report pointing
out that there is a widespread consensus in Austria that nuclear power is too risky and burdens
future generations with dangerous waste. He says even overlooking the main drawbacks of
nuclear power, a new reactor building programme would come too late to contribute significantly
towards the solving climate change. Nuclear power is not even a cheap solution: energy
efficiency measures and alternative energies are superior ecologically and economically. Thus
nuclear power is not the convincing solution some claim; rather it is no solution at all.

In a chapter on the Kyoto Protocol, Anthony Froggatt concludes that if nuclear energy is to play a
non-marginal role in reducing CO2-emissions, its rate of use would have to be increased to a
level which is about an order of magnitude above that experienced in the ”golden” decades of
nuclear energy, i.e. in the 1970s and 1980s. Through appropriate policies, such as minimum
efficiency standards for buildings or appliances, economic growth can be provided without an
increase in energy demand. A global increase in the use of nuclear power to reduce CO2-
emissions would bring its own environmental and security problems. The lack of high grade
uranium ores would require the deployment of plutonium reactors which would significantly
increase the nuclear waste and proliferation problems already associated with the current,
relatively limited, nuclear energy programme.

(1) The full report is online at www.keystone.org/spp/energy07_nuclear.html
MSNBC 15th June 2007
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/19247632/
(2) Nuclear Power, Climate Policy and Sustainability available in English from:
http://umwelt.lebensministerium.at/filemanager/download/20562/

8. Broken Promises

Throughout its fifty year history, Britain's nuclear industry has consistently failed to deliver on its
promises. Now, less than five years after the financial collapse of British Energy, the public,
parliament, and the financial markets are being asked once again to believe that a new generation
of nuclear power stations can produce electricity safely without government subsidy. And once
again, there is good reason to believe that the industry's predictions are as spurious as in previous
decades. A new Corporate Watch report, Broken Promises, gives an overview of the UK's nuclear
industry and its history. This is essential in evaluating proposals for a new generation of nuclear
power stations.



Authors Olaf Bayer and Chris Grimshaw conclude that the British nuclear industry and its allies
show no sign of having learnt anything from the hugely expensive errors of its past. We can be
quite certain that if a new reactors are commissioned, budgets will mushroom and construction
schedules will lengthen, and future generations will inherit yet more of the lethal by-products of
the technology. Furthermore, they are unlikely by themselves to successfully plug Britain's
looming energy gap or to deliver the required reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. Nuclear
power is a red herring, distracting from the debate on these problems, and likely to divert the
required energy and finances from effective solutions. As before, the civil nuclear programme can
be stopped. Strong though it is, the industry is brittle and has many vulnerabilities for its
opponents to exploit. If current plans are defeated, history will show that the promised
renaissance of nuclear power was in fact its last gasp.

Corporate Watch website 27th June 2007
http://www.corporatewatch.org/?lid=412

9. Oldbury Fire

The Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (NII) allowed the Oldbury Magnox station in
Gloucestershire to start up even though it had not been fitted with an important safety system,
according to documents released under the Freedom of Information Act to the Stop Oldbury
campaign. The documents reveal a one-in-1,000 risk of a fire in the highly radioactive nuclear
fuel, a figure which nuclear engineering consultant, Dr John Large says is "unacceptably high".

The documents also show that the NII judged that the reactor was not safe enough to operate for
the next 18 months, but allowed it to go onstream until November anyway. They show that the
NII pressed for the installation of a safety system, called "a failed fuel trip system", which would
automatically shut down the reactor if a fire broke out. But it accepted the response of the power
station's operator, British Nuclear Group, that "it would be disproportionate to further delay the
return to service of the reactor" while it was fitted.

The NII also cast doubt on the company's ability to cope with exceptional circumstances. But the
watchdog still allowed the reactor to start up last month and operate until November. In the event,
within two weeks an unrelated fire broke out in a non-nuclear part of the plant, and the power
station had to be shut down indefinitely.

Independent on Sunday 17th June 2007
http://news.independent.co.uk/uk/politics/article2666418.ece
Shut Oldbury Press Release 17th June 2007
http://www.stophinkley.org/Press%20Releases/pr070617.htm
Bristol Evening Post 19th June 2007
http://www.thisisbristol.co.uk/displayNode.jsp?nodeId=145365&command=displayContent&sourceNode=
145191&contentPK=17600676&folderPk=83726&pNodeId=144922

10. Ban the Bulb

The average British household has three low-energy lightbulbs and 22 incandescent bulbs. The
energy saved by changing all the bulbs would be enough to render two nuclear power stations
redundant, according to MEA. (Marches Energy Agency - Shrewsbury) Unfortunately, the
Government has not done enough to communicate this message. (1)



Greenpeace is asking its supporters to write to their supermarket to follow the Co-op’s example
and take incandescent bulbs off their shelves. (2)

(1) Independent 21st June 2007
http://environment.independent.co.uk/lifestyle/article2688326.ece
(2) http://www.greenpeace.org.uk/climate/what-you-can-do/ask-your-supermarket-to-make-the-switch

11. Dounreay plutonium contamination

Scientists at Dounreay are working overtime following the discovery of plutonium in the manhole
of a groundwater drain at the site. The UK Atomic Energy Authority has been wrong-footed by
the chance find. It is the first discovery of plutonium outwith the controlled area of the plant,
where special measures are taken to protect workers. Three of the survey team and seven other
workers are undergoing biological checks to establish if they accidentally absorbed any of the
potentially lethal substance. Scientists have still to establish how much plutonium was present
down the manhole, which has been cordoned off. The area is close to a series of current and
defunct waste facilities. Of particular concern is that the manhole discharges onto the nearby
foreshore.

In another embarrassing development Dounreay faces a £3million bill after a bungled nuclear
deal, which will see radioactive waste shipped back to Scotland. Dounreay sold almost three
tonnes of heavy-metal thorium to a company in Peru in a secret deal almost 10 years ago. But
they are now making high security arrangements to bring it back. The thorium was a by-product
of a £5million 1991 deal to recover uranium from reactor fuel for German operator NUKEM. A
2.9tonne load was dispatched to the Lima-based firm in July 1998 for use in the production of gas
mantles. However, just two months later, the Peruvian company bosses complained that the
material was unusable because it was contaminated with copper, aluminium and 600 grams of
enriched uranium-235, which is potentially deadly. (2)

(1) See: http://www.ukaea.org.uk/downloads/dounreay/bulletins/Dounreay_Bulletin_20th_June.pdf
John O Groat Journal 27th June 2007
http://www.johnogroat-
journal.co.uk/news/fullstory.php/aid/2502/More_samples_taken_in_plutonium_probe.html
Scotsman 22nd June 2007 http://thescotsman.scotsman.com/scotland.cfm?id=976682007
Herald 22nd June 2007
http://www.theherald.co.uk/search/display.var.1490706.0.plutonium_found_in_contaminated_ground_at_d
ounreay.php
(2) Sunday Express 24th June 2007 http://www.dailyexpress.co.uk/posts/view/11052


