
HINKLEY "A" TO OPERATE 
FOR FORTY YEARS? 

-

The Nuclear Installations 
Inspectorate has announced that 
there are no safety factors which 
would stop Hinkley Point A from 
continuing to produce electricity 
until it is 40 years old. The 
Magnox power station was 30 at the 
end of March. 

The Nil's report prompted Nuclear 
Electric to talk about a "cash 
bonanza" , implying that 
electricity from Hinkley A was now 
very cheap because all its 
investment costs had been paid 
for. 

SHE responded by saying that the 
station is already showing signs 
of ageing and should be shut down 
now . Even if it continues to 
operate safely it will still 
produce increased quantities of 
waste. 

On the economics, SHE pointed out 
that Nuclear Electric itself 
accepts that the massive cost of 
decommissioning, reprocessing and 
waste management of the Magnox 
stations will never be covered by 
income from their continued 
operation. 

The Nil report, despite its 
overall optimism, still says that 
NE will have to carry out a 
programme of improvements at 
Hinkley A if it is to continue 
operation, as well as regular 
inspections. 
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NUCLEAR WASTE LOBBY CRASHES ON H5 

A lorry carrying nuc lear waste 
caused a major alert near Bristol 
on March 10 when it careered off 
the M5 motorway and overturned. A 
burst tyre was blamed for the 
accident, which caused lengthy 
traffic queues and a warning to 
drivers to keep their windows 
wound up as they passed. 
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The 38-tonne truck was 
transporting waste from Winfrith 
in Dorset, where it had been 
compacted, to Sellafield. It 
originally came from the Harwell 
laboratories in Oxfordshire . 
Health physicists from nearby 
Oldbury nuclear power station who 
arrived at the scene said there 
was no leakage of radioactivity . 

Anti-nuclear groups were quoted in 
the press saying that this vividly 
exemplified the dangers of 
transporting nuclear waste around 
the country. 

NUCLEAR REVIEW RESULT IN HAY? 



Stop Hinkley Expansion Newsletter/April 1995 page 2 

year of the original announcement 
of the terms of reference (May 17, 
1994). 

Most recent speculation about the 
review's content is that it will 
concentrate on the issue of 
privatising the industry in some 
shape or form, leaving any 
decision on building new power 
stations like Hinkley c until 
after that. 

Further thoughts on the review and 
its potential outcome can be found 
in the summary of Fred Barker's 
talk to the SHE AGM (pages 3-4). 

PUBLIC INQUIRY TO BE HELD INTQ 
NIREX "ROCK LABORATORY" 

A public inquiry will be held in 
September into the nuclear 
industry's plans to build an 
underground "rock characterisation 
facility" near Sellafield. Many 
people see this as a Trojan horse 
for an eventual full-scale 
subterranean nuclear waste dump. 

Shafts and galleries would be 
excavated to a depth of 700 metres 
below the Cumbrian countryside, 
ostensiby in order to investigate 
the geology of the rock. There are 
already serious doubts about the 
suitability of the area round 
Sellafield for a dump, especially 
the potential for groundwater 
carrying radioactive contamination 
back to the surface. 

The Nuclear Free Local 
Authorities' steering committee 
has called a day seminar in 
Manchester on May 22 to discuss 
the approach likely to be made at 
the inquiry by various opposing 
organisations, including 
Greenpeace, Cumbria County Council 
and Friends of the Earth. Further 
details from Stewart Kemp on 0161 
234 3324. 

SHE, Hockpitt Farm, Nether Stowey, 
Bridgwater, Somerset TA5 lEX. 
01278 732921 (Crispin Aubrey) 
Membership 01460 240241 (Val Davey) 

Pass Notes 

No. 1957: 
The British Nuclear Industry 

Age: 50 
Appearance: prematurely 
aged white elephant 
Occupation: providing over
priced electricity to an already 
over-supplied market, from 
potentially explosive reactors. 
Is that why it wasn't 
privatised in '89? Not really. 
The reason that it failed in the Slzewell B Nuclear Power Station 
market place in 1989 was the 
industry's enormous liabilities - literally acres of nuclear waste. A 
hill for almost£ t 0 billion didn't make a lot of friends in the City. 
No problem now though, eh? l..ean mean business machine, 
and all that? In any caore, surely money been put aside to 
clean up the mess? Well some. hut what's the point of keeping 
money in the hank, when they need lots of money just to keep 
going? So, most of the money - over£, I billion per year - set aside 
for <:lapped out power stations and nuclear waste has been spent 
on a new power station, Si7.ewell n. 
So the prospect<~ are good for a lively future? Well it depends 
on who you ask: Nuclear Electric is so keen that it wants to be 
privatised right now. 
Nice work, if you can get it. Unfortunately for the Nuclear 
Industry, not everybody looks at it the same way. The CBI said "on 
balance the CBI does not find the t·asc for nuclear investment to 
ensure se(·urity of supply compelling." 
What does that mean exactly? The liK needs a growing nuclear 
industry like a fish needs a bicycle. 
What will privatising the nuclear industry achieve anyway? 
Errm ... internationally competitive salaries, as well as bonuses, 
share OJltions and other perks for highly sought-after top 
executives. 
What el<~el It may just be the end of the nuclear industry. No 
private sector investor in their right mind would pour the 
necessary billions into new nuclear power stations. 
But isn't the nuclear industry the real "Friend of the Earth"? 
Er no, actually. Not only do they create impossible-to-deal-with 
nuclear waste, weapons-capable plutonium, lethal radioactive 
discharges, and the threat of catastrophic accidents, they aren't 
needed to deal with global warming or acid rain. Cheaper and 
better options include energy efficiency, rcnewables and better use 
of fossil fuels. such as combined heat and power (CliP). 
So what's the real problem? A growing pile of deadly rubbish 
that won't go away for, s:1y, a million years. The problem is so big 
that John Gum mer - Secretary of State for the Environment - wants 
to build a hole in the ground in Cumbria - the Nirex Repository - to 
get the problem out of his hair. Unfortunately the site that Nirex has 
picked - practically underneath the BNFI. plant at Sellafield, 
coincidentally enough, and cleverly selected for its upward flowing 
groundwater and earthquake potential - is guaranteed to leak 
dangerous radioactivity to the environment. (In the meantime, the 
Government wants to put radioactive waste in a tip near you.) 
By the way, who pays for all those nuclear ad.<~? You do, 
sucker. 
Most likely to say: "Sorry, we've irretrievably wasted lots of your 
money, but it's cheaper to carry on than stop now." 
l..ea<~t Ukely To Say: "Well we've been going fifty years, I guess 
it's about time. we stood on our 
own two feeC. 

With thanks to the Gunrdiatl CANONBURY VILLAS, LONDON N1 2PN 



SHE Newsletter/April 1995 page 3 

OOES NUCLEAR POWER HAVE A FUTURE? 
(This is an edited version of the talk given by Fred Barker, Policy 
Adviser to the Consortium of Opposing Local Authorities, at the SHE AGM) 

Whether nuclear power has a future depends on a host of factors, 
including the industry's success in cutting its costs, future measures 
taken to reduce carbon dioxide emissions, the attitude of the government 
Ministers who hold the purse strings, and of course, the result of the 
government's current nuclear review. 

The three main issues in the review are: 1. whether nuclear power 
stations are commercially viable, judged against the background of 
government energy policy, 2. whether new nuclear stations offer net 
environmental and strategic benefits, and 3. whether nuclear 
privatisation is feasible. 

The logical place to start is with government energy policy. Perversely, 
this provides a major threat to the nuclear industry's future. For 
whilst government takes the view that its policy aims are best achieved 
by the mechanisms of the market, and that state intervention is only 
justified on strong environmental, social or economic grounds, Nuclear 
Electric has already conceded that to privately fund new nuclear plant, 
it will need substantial financial assistance from government, as well 
as guarantees on market share and risk underwriting. 

This is quite a challenge to government energy policy, and one that will 
stretch Ministers' commitment to nuclear power to the limit. After all, 
on the first big issue in the review- the commercial viability of 
nuclear power - NE seems to be conceding defeat straight away. However, 
the company argues that the environmental and strategic benefits are 
such as to justify it being made a special case. 

In the light of this, the review should have carefully considered three 
crucial questions: 1. just how uncompetitive are new nuclear stations, 
2. what scale of government funding would be required by new plant, and 
3. are the reasons for government support suggested by NE sufficiently 
strong? 

It won't surprise you to hear that COLA considers NE to have 
underestimated the lack of competitiveness of new nuclear plant. We 
calculate that, if built with private finance, the cost of electricity 
from the proposed Sizewell C would be about 6p per kilowatt hour. this 
compares with NE's estimate of 3.7p/kWh and new gas-fired plant at 
around 2.9p/kWh. 

Even NE's own castings indicate the need for a support package 
equivalent to a subsidy of £1.6 billion. COLA's more robust assumptions 
set the required subsidy at a staggering £4 billion. 

I think there's little doubt that the government will refuse to cough up 
support on such a callosal scale. NE's only hope seems to be to persuade 
other major companies in the nuclear industry to become partners in a 
financing package which involves accepting far lower rates of return on 
investment than normal. Even then, significant government support will 
still be needed. 

The second big issue in the nuclear review is whether new nuclear 
stations offer strategic and environmental benefits which justify the 
required level of government support. 
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On strategic benefits, NE argues that nuclear power plays a key role in 
preserving the UK's fuel diversity and security of electricity supply in 
the face of threatened over-dependence on imported gas. However, an 
analysis by COLA shows that if the government wishes to intervene in the 
market to improve diversity of fuel supply, then support is far more 
effectively directed at new renewable capacity. I understand that a 
study commissioned by the government has reached a similar conclusion. 

But what about the argument that new nuclear construction is "essential" 
to achieving future carbon dioxide reduction targets? Again, evidence 
submitted to the nuclear review by the Nuclear Free Local Authorities 
shows that a package of measures consistent with current government 
policy could achieve significant C02 reductions without new nuclear 
stations. The package includes energy efficiency, renewables and 
increased taxation of road fuels. 

However, NE argues that of the options open to the government to cut 
emissions, nuclear power is the most effective in that it is 
"controllable, certain in its effect, sustainable, and can be achieved 
without requiring a change in public lifestyles". It is just possible 
that the government will accept this argument and use it to justify some 
form of state support. In other words, concern about climate change 
could offer nuclear power a lifeline. 

So, although the answer to the question "Does nuclear power have a 
future?" could be "Maybe", it is more likely that the government will 
avoid any immediate decisions on the construction of new nuclear 
stations. This is because it would much prefer those decisions to be 
taken by a privatised generating company. 

Privatisation, the third big issue of the nuclear review, is deeply 
contentious. Indeed, according to press reports, it may even be 
splitting the Cabinet. On the one hand, the Chancellor is rubbing his 
hands at the prospect of raising £2 billion through a nuclear sale. On 
the other, Michael Heseltine at the Department of Trade is nervous about 
the prospect of another botched attempt at privatisation. COLA's view is 
that there are major hurdles to be overcome, and that it is 
exceptionally unlikely that as much as £2 billion could be raised. 

My best guess is that the government will not go as far as attempting 
privatisation before the general election. However, it will be keen to 
do something and I suspect that some form of restructuring of the 
industry will take place, such as the transfer of the ageing Magnox 
stations to British Nuclear Fuels. This would enable the government to 
argue that the nuclear review was not in vain and that a crucial step 
towards privatisation has taken place. 

What would happen after the general election? This of course depends on 
the outcome. If the Tories are returned, privatisation will almost 
certainly be attempted; if it succeeds, and state support for new 
nuclear stations is not forthcoming, the newly privatised generators 
will probably build gas-fired plant, and nuclear power will wither away. 
However, if Labour is elected, it will be far more favourably disposed 
towards intervention in the market to secure environmental or strategic 
goals. Although current Labour policy is not to build new nuclear power 
stations, I think a Labour government is more likely to fall prey to 
nuclear industry lobbying for new nuclear plant. 

In short, nuclear power may have more of a future under Labour. And on 
that contentious point I shall stop so that discussion can begin. 



SHE Newsletter/April 1995 page 5 

STOP HINKLEY EXPANSION AMitaUAt: REPORT 1994 

Annual General Meeting 

The AGM was held at the CREATE Environmental Centre, Bristol on 
April 6th 1995. 10 supporters were present. Reports were presented by 
the Supporters Secretary, Treasurer and the Press Officer. Edited 
extracts are printed be 1 ow. E.YJ . .1.. ..... 9J2P .. t.~!L. . .9..f ...... t..b..~ ...... .Q.r...i. .. 9..i. .. n~J ... !?. ....... ~.r.~ ....... ~.Y..~.t.J. .. ~P.1~ 
.f.r.9m ...... §.H.e ....... Q.n ..... r..~.Q.Y.~.§..t. .. ! .. 

Officers elected for 1995 were: Supporters Secretary: Valerie 
Davey; Treasurer: Judith Campbell; Press Officer: Crispin Aubrey. The 
business was followed by a presentation from Fred Barker of COLA. 

Supporters Secretary's Report 

We started 1994 with 340 supporters, including about 35 who 
receive mailings free. 26 subscribers did not renew, which is half the 
number who lapsed in the previous year, and 12 standing orders stopped 
coming through. The average monthly standing order income is only 6.5~ 
down on last year, however, which is very encouraging. A few SO 
supporters have not advised of their change of address and so are not 
being kept up to date. Please remember to let us know if you move. 

Valerie Davey 

Press Officer's Reoort 

Nuclear Review: In September, SHE presented its two part 
submission to the government's review of "the prospects for nuclear 
power". A detailed critique of Nuclear Electric's economic, strategic 
and environmental case was written by Jane Roberts, a former SHE 
membership secretary and now lecturer on environmental issues at 
Cheltenham and Gloucester College of Higher Education. A summary of the 
main health and safety issues raised by further nuclear construction, 
together with an analysis of recent opinion poll findings, was written 
by the Press Officer. 

Altogether, some 180 submissions were made to the Nuclear Review 
team at the Department of Trade and Industry. Many were highly sceptical 
of Nuclear Electric's prospects for building new power stations without 
massive government economic support. These included potential allies, 
notably the Confederation of British Industry. 

At the time of writing it is unclear when an announcement will 
be made of the government's conclusions on the review. Most comment on 
the outcome has focused recently on the likelihood that the state-owned 
nuclear companies wil be privatised, and then left to find finance for 
future sta-tions in the private sector. The question remains whether that 
privatisation will be over-generous to the nuclear lobby, leaving all 
the heaviest liabilities for waste management and decommissioning still 
in the public sector. Meanwhile, Sizewell c in Suffolk still appears to 
carry NE's favour over Hinkley C as its first choice for construction. 

Preparation for Hinkley C: A number of events during the year 
have prompted speculation that preparation for Hinkley C is more 
advanced than might have been supposed. In June 1994 Nuclear Electric 
started construction of a road round the outskirts of the village of 
Combwich for which they were granted planning permission at the time of 
the 1988/9 public inquiry. This has been followed by the announcement of 
plans to refurbish the wharf on the river Parrett. NE says that the 
wharf is most likely to be used for bringing in large replacement parts 
for the B station, but the activity has aroused natural suspicion among 
local residents. SHE issued a press statement describing the road as "a 
criminal waste of public money". 
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NE has also started the process of making more detailed planning 
applications to West Somerset District Council for various ancillary 
works in connection with Hinkley c, such as the workers' hostel. It was 
a condition of its original permission that these should be made in 
advance of proper work commencing, and may be simply a sign that NE 
wants to keep its hand in. SHE has been monitoring the situation. 

Press and Other Enquiries: There continued to be a steady flow 
of enquiries from the media for comments on incidents at power stations 
in the region and other nuclear issues. These included a debate with a 
Hinkley Point health physicist on a Bristol cable TV programme. There 
are also regular requests from students at all grades for information 
about Hinkley Point from an anti-nuclear standpoint. SHE mounted a 
display at the annual Cannington College Open Day. Unfortunately, bad 
weather severely reduced attendance. 

Other events during the year in which SHE got involved were 
the application by Nuclear Electric to dump additional radioactive 
sulphur in the Bristol Channel, the discovery of contaminated ballast at 
Bridgwater railhead, an accident involving nuclear waste on the M5, and 
the House of Commons meeting about the Nuclear Review. 

Crispin Aubrey 

Treasurer's Report 

SHE's core income - from membership fees, standing orders and 
donations - amounted to £7226 in 1994, a reduction of just over 9 . 5~ on 
1993. Expenditure was not substantially different from 1993. The largest 
single item, apart from administration fees, was the preparation of 
SHE's submission to the Nuclear Review. Payments of £5648 were still 
well within the year's income of £8155. 

The result is that we ended the year with a healthy bank balance 
of £17542. This is a large sum of our supporters' money to hold, but 
the committee considers that it is important to have access to a 
substantial sum should it be necessary to take action as a result of the 
Nuclear Review or further movements by Hinkley planners. However, we 
always welcome ideas on any subject from our members, so if anyone has 
any views on how some of the funds should be spent to further the aims 
of SHE, we would like to hear from you. 

Judith Campbell 

SHE Income and Expenditure Account 1994 

Income 

Membership 
Donations 
Standing orders 
Mise. income 
Sale of generator 
Ethical Investors 
Bank interest 

£ 

1201 . 00 
586.65 

5439.00 
36.73 

250.00 
107.52 

__ .§.34. 9.1 
!U~.2 .. J..It! 

Expenditure 

Fees 
Postage & stationery 
Phone and fax 
Travel 
Book-keeping 
Audits 
Photocopier 
Newsletter 
Leaflets 
Subscriptions/Donations 
Miscellaneous 
Computer repair 
Submission to Nuclear Review 
Bank charges 

£ 

2060.75 
237.96 
111 . 26 
366.20 
426.25 
712.63 
302.37 
467 . 97 

27.00 
120.20 
25.00 

185.65 
587.50 

___ .!..1.-=-~4. 

Balance at bank 31.12.94- £17542.29 fE~Htib~~·ll 
l~-~t~ 
1
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