
When the issues are examined In detail It is 
difficult to understand why Tomess is 'to be 
built. It can only be seen as a Government 
decision, the result of Intense pressure from a 
nuclear industry starved of orders, and blind to 
the alternatives open to the heavy engineering 
industries. The decision Is all the more serious I 
because . the enormous financial commitment":\,.,. 
involved will effectively close off the safe energy~ · 
options. It is clearly .Insane to continue with 
Tomess-the project must be halted and the 
funds redirected Into a major energy programme 
based on coal, combined heat and power, and 
conservation. 

YOU CAN HELP STOP TORNESS BY: 

- finding out about the Issues 
. writing to your MP or the newspapers 

- supporting SCRAM 

These comments have been prepared by the 
Scottish Campaign to Resist the Atomic Menace [SCRAM]. 

Thanks are due to the independent researchers whose 
contributions were invaluable . 
We have compiled a full list ofreferences, available from : 
SCRAM , 2A Ainslie Place, Edinburgh. 031-225 7752. 

AND 
NUCLEAR POWER 

SSfB. 
ANSMRS 

QUfSTIONfD 

Despite mounting controversv and public opposition 
initial site work for Scotland 's next nuclear powe; 
station , at Tomess Point, near Dunbar, began in 
November 1978. 
This information sheet has been produced in 
response to the South of Scotland Electricity Board's 
leaflet: 'Torness and Nuclear Power: Your Questions 
Answered ' , which neatly sidesteps many of the real 
issues . We hope the comments here will -give you a 
wider perspective on the implications of nuclear 
power and the Torness project. 

IS A NEW POWER STATION NEEDED? 
The Electricity Board (SSEB) say: 

SSEB: Tomess is not needed now but will be 
needed by the late 1980s because the demand 
for electricity is increasing. 

COMMENT: By no stretch of the imagination is 
Torness needed for that reason. The Electri
city . Board's Annual Reports reveal that 
growth in electricity demand in Scotland is 
slowing down, and is now about 1 ¼ % per 
annum. The completion of Peterhead and 
Inverkip power stations, by late 1979, will 
alone provide additional power equal to one 
third of the present Scottish peak load . 
There is no need for any additional station 
for at least 40 years. 

SSEB: There is now a high surplus powP.r station 
capacity, about 40%, due to economic stag· 
nation. 

COMMENT: This is a very weak argument to 
justify the Board's policy of over-ordering 
new power stations in the 1960s. Electricity 
demand has ·never reached the predicted 
levels, and intensive marketing has failed 
in the face of steep price rises. 

SSEB: We need this large 'plant margin · [40%] 
mainly to provide cover for very cold weather 
and breakdowns. 

COMMENT: This is nonsense-the 40% surplus 
capacity of the SSEB exists in addition to a 
generous 28% already allocated to cover 
contingencies. 

SSEB: We know from experience that as the 
economy recovers, demand for electricity 
will increase. 
''Arguments which deny growth in electricity 
demand amount to assertions that the Scottish 
economy will stagnate for a decade. " 
[Mr Gregor Mackenzie} 

COMMENT: The amount of fuel the country 
uses is not a direct indication of how wealthy 
or productive we are. . Germany uses Jess 
energy per person than Britain, yet has over 
1 ½ times the economic turnover (GNP). 

NUCLEAR VS COAL & CONSERVATION 
SSEB: Coal alone will not be able to supply the 

increasing demand for energy. 

COMMENT: Whatever happens we will be 
largely dependent on coal in the future and 
Scottish coal reserves are expected to last for 
centuries. Therefore there is a high priority 
to invest in safer and cleaner coal extraction 
and combustion techniques. There is a strong 
case for building some small coal stations 
combined with District Heating, where waste 
heat is piped to neighbouring buildings. 

SSEB: Nuclear power is the only sure way of 
meeting our increasing energy requirements 
safely, reliably and economically. The import· 
ant advantage of nuclear power is in the 
running costs. 

COMMENT: On the limited scale possible, 
nuclear power could only meet a fraction of 
our energy needs and, taken alone, would do 
little to prolong the availability of oil and gas. 
More efficient use of fuels scores over Torness 
on reliability, safety and economy. There is 
no overall cost advantage in nuclear power. 



SSEB: Even with a proper energy conservation 
campaign, Tomess would still be needed by 
the late I980s. This is clear from our current 
load growth.figures. 

COMMENT: Despite the half-hearted efforts by 
the Government to back energy conservation, 
many industries and householders are invest
ing in energy-saving measures and finding it 
pays-this is one reason why electricity 
demand is in fa.et levelling off. If the £742 
million cost of Torness were spent in Scotland 
on more efficient energy use, vastly more heat 
and power could be saved than Torness would 
ever produce. Such an investment in conser
vation would last much longer and create 
many more jobs. 

HOW SAFE IS NUCLEAR POWER? 
SSEB: Nuclear power is extremely safe. There 

just cannot be a nuclear explosion at a nuclear 
power station. 

COMMENT: The danger does not lie in the 
possibility of nuclear explosion at Torness 
(unless a 'fast' reactor were to be built there). 
The danger lies in the huge amounts of radio
activity under pressure inside the reactor. In 
the unlikely, but quite credible event of some 
of this being dispersed by a failure, the con
sequences could be very serious indeed. A 
Royal Commission report estimates that up to 
3,500 deaths could result from a major reactor 
accident. 

SSEB: It is not dangerous to live near a nuclear 
power station. Nuclear power stations are 
operated so that the amounts of radioactivity 
emitted are extremely small. 

COMMENT: During operation, the amounts of 
radioactivity emitted ought to be much less 
harmful than that encountered in other ways. 
Nevertheless, there is an increasing body of 
evidence from around the world that it is far 
more , harmful than scientists previously 
supposed, particularly to children, for reasons 
no one fully understands. 

SSEB: An accident releasing radioactivity is not 
only extremely unlikely but almost incon
ceivable. Commercial reactors have been 
operating without a single death or any ill 
effects from nuclear causes. 

COMMENT: Many countries have had one or 
more narrow escapes from very bad accidents. 
The cooling circuit failure in 1977 at Hinkley 
Point in Somerset was said to be 'almost in
conceivable'. Public pressure and the fear that 
one bad accident will put an end to the nuclear 
industry have led to large and costly saf~ty 
measures. Who knows how Jong these lucky 
escapes will continue'. And, to set the record 
straight, there most definitely have been 
deaths and ill effects associated with nuclear 
power (e.g. at Windscale in Cumbria). 

RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
SSEB: Spent fuel from the Tomess reactors will 

be transported in massive steel containers to a 
reprocessing plant at Windscale in Cumbria. 
It is radioactive but perfectly safe if correctly 
handled. 

COMMENT: It is at Windscale where a much 
greater danger exists than at the power 
station. Over 20 years the amount of radio
active materials released into the Irish Sea 
has increased greatly, and many scientists 
are gravely concerned at this trend. 

SSEB: It's just not possible to make a nuclear 
bomb with radioactive fuel from nuclear 
power stations. 

COMMENT: It is certainly difficult and expen
sive to make a bomb out of the nuclear fuel, 
but it is not so difficult to make one with the 
plutonium which has been extracted from 
spent fuel at Windscale. That is why President 
Carter has put a moratorium on reprocessing 
in the USA, while methods are researched to 
prevent terrorist or military proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Britain should be helping 
this initiative instead of thwarting it by 
going ahead regardless with reprocessing. 

SSEB: At Windscale the spent fuel is reprocess
ed into Uranium, Plutonium and Fission 
Products. Perhaps the most important point 
about the.fission products, the nuclear waste, 
is that the amounts involved are so small. 

COMMENT: This is one of the most misleading 
statements that could be made. The amounts 
of the nuclear wastes are irrelevant, what 
matters is their radioactivity. Thousands of 
millions of Curies of radioactivity are pro
duced by one reactor each year, equivalent to 
thousands of tonnes of radium. 

SSEB: At present the waste is stored in liquid 
form in steel clad tanks at Windscale. Because 
the amounts involved are so small, there is no 
great rush to decide what to do with this waste 
in the long term. It seems likely that it will 
be glassified, placed in stainless steel con
tainers, and stored either deep underground 
or in ocean depths. 

COMMENT: Final storage of radioactive waste 
is a problem so serious that the Royal 
Commission Report on Nuclear Power and the 
Environment stated: "We believe that a 
quite inadequate effort has been devoted to 
the problems o\. long-term waste manage
ment, and that there should be no substantial 
expansion of nuclear power until the feasibil
ity of a method of safe disposal of high level 
wastes for the indefinite future has been 
established beyond reasonable doubt.'' 
Finding suitable safe underground dumps is 
proving difficult, quite apart from public 
opposition to drilling, particularly in the 
Scottish hills. 

SSEB: The major part of the waste loses its 
radioactivity within I,000 years. Only a small 
proportion of highly active elements have 
longer lives, perhaps a million years or more. 
Look at other forms of poison such as arsenic 
or mercury or cyanide. They never decay. 
They last for ever. 

COMMENT: A million years, forever, what's 
the difference? All poisons must of course be 
strictly controlled, but ideally not created in 
the first place. 

BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY? 
SSEB: The primary object of building Tomess is 

to provide power for Scotland's future indust
rial expansion. Tomess will provide 
permanent and secure employment in the area 

COMMENT: Recent studies show that Scot
land's future industrial expansion can be 
achieved just as well with energy saved as 
energy created. The investment of £742 
million could certainly be used instead to 
provide more jobs and save more energy than 
Torness would ever produce-such jobs, in 
the construction industry for better buildings 
and insulation, in electronics for fuel controls, 
in a host of manufacturing industries for 
modern energy-saving equipment, in the 
electrical industry for the provision of power 
and heat, all would provide a continuing range 
of employment. It requires only the political 
will and a redirection of funds. This would be 
of greater benefit to the country. 

SSEB: Waste heat from existing power stations 
might be used to heat people's homes. We 
commissioned a firm of consulting engineers 
to investigate this at Pinkston Power Station. 
They showed that the heat and the electricity 
would both cost more than by other methods. 

COMMENT: Studies of such schemes actually in 
operation, particularly in Sweden, come to the 
very opposite conclusion, and the SSEB's 
report has been severely criticised. District 
heating alone, even without electricity genera
tion combined, offers many advantages of 
energy efficiency. 

SSEB: From past experience we know that our 
major power stations have fitted in well with 
local communities. We have been good 
neighbours. 

COMMENT: It remains to be seen how good a 
neighbour will be the radioactive cores left 
standing long after the Torness reactors have 
run their 25 year life span. The costs of dis
mantling reactors by remotely-controlled 
equipment are generally reckoned to be 
prohibitive. 
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