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Introduction
In September 2001, at the very start of the: ‗Managing Radioactive Waste Safely‘
(MRWS) programme the Environment Minister, Michael Meacher stated: 2
―The legacy of a wrong decision could be catastrophic.‖
In this document it will be shown that the Committee on Radioactive Waste
Management ( CoRWM ) is not acting responsibly – for it is telling the Government
what it wants to hear – and not what it needs to hear.
Thus although [ as CoRWM (ii) ] it has been carrying out extensive interviews with
those in the radioactive waste field, it has chosen not to be the messenger that informs
Government of the alarming state of radioactive wastes in the UK.
Three Problematic area of Waste Management
This problem affects three different aspects of radioactive wastes management in
particular:
i)

the fact that there is no technical case for disposal - and there is no
certainty that further research would supply the necessary results

ii)

the Sellafield plutonium separation site is running at a constant state of
near emergency – and there are insufficient funds to resolve the problem

iii)

Sellafield has been allowed to build up stocks of 100t of plutonium
unchecked. This is enough for 7,500 bombs & neither the industry, nor the
Government have any credible idea of what to do with it.

CoRWM
In response to these three problems,
i)

Disposal Science
CoRWM certainly does state, in a forthright manner, that there are
currently problems with the science of radioactive waste disposal.
However, it appears unable to conceive that further ‗cranks of the research
wheel‘ might not actually eventually be able to provide a scientifically
robust evidence base.

1

Dr Rachel Western BA (Oxon) PhD MRSC - Member of Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates
(NWAA) and Nuclear Researcher for Friends of the Earth (Cumbria Groups)
2
―Government looks for Public Consensus on Managing Radioactive Waste‖ – DEFRA Press Release
– 12th September 2001, 132/01

1

Such a position is both contrary to ‗scientific method‘ and also contrary to
the position of the Environment Agency.
ii)

Sellafield Emergency Status
Waste fuel taken out of a reactor has the property of ‗almost instant
lethality‘. Sellafield liquefies this material & thus makes it much more
liable to be dispersed.
CoRWM are either ignorant of the processes undertaken at Sellafield – or
otherwise aim to deliberately mislead both the Government and Public.
Obviously both are unacceptable.
It is essential that Government has an accurate picture of waste practices
undertaken – in order that decision making may be optimised

iii)

Plutonium
Due to the fact that Sellafield still applies a military technique to waste
fuel management; the UK plutonium stocks have been allowed to increase
more or less unchecked. The NDA Plutonium Options report of January
2009 indicated there is no ‗credibe option‘ in place. However, CoRWM
reported to Government that the NDA plutonium research was: ‗an
example of good practice‘.
Once again CoRWM did not give an indication to the Government or to
the Public of the nature and degree of the problem that must be faced.

CoRWM + Questionable Practices
During 2009 CoRWM has delivered its work in ways that are extremely questionable.
Three examples are.
(1) Reneged on Commitment to Commission Study Disposal Science
In response to my comments on the ( Spring 2009 ) draft disposal document –
in which I drew attention to the generic scientific problems identified at the
1990s Inquiry; CoRWM said that they were going to ‗commission a study into
the lessons to be learned from the Inquiry.‘
Instead they drew attention to a presentation on local political issues that had
already been delivered.
(2) Failed to Consider NII reference wrt Sellafield Issues
The failure to consider a Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (NII) reference on
Sellafield – on the grounds that (a) it was concerned with Sellafield and not
the NDA; and (b) it was concerned with interim storage was quite
extraordinary.
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Clearly Sellafield is an NDA site and CoRWM is concerned with interim
storage.
(3) Re-wrote note of Planning Meeting Such that it was Less Accurate
The meeting concerned was the Cumbria County Council Waste Planning
Framework meeting of November 2009. The particular part of the note altered
was that relevant to the statement made by the Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate (NII) representative.
This alteration is extremely significant for two reasons: (a) the veracity of the
NII participation at the meeting had been the subject of much contention (over
a period of twelve months), and (b) given that Planning Law has changed,
Planning Inspectors and also the Public must be able to rely on officials
The fact that – not only are the Public unable to rely on officials – but on top
of that, when officials are challenged ( through the channel of complaints
procedure) those such as CoRWM deem it appropriate to re-write history –
provides no assurance that forthcoming decisions will be taken with due
diligence.
Failure to Deliver Effective Consultation
The ‗Managing Radioactive Waste Safely‘ programme was meant to deliver a
‘national debate‘ which ‗inspired public support and confidence‘.
Quite clearly it has manifestly failed to do this.
The extent of the failure may be illustrated that whilst the Government are
perfectly willing to pay for on advice on how to implement Policy, CoRWM
are not prepared to pay for advice from academic and professional specialists
on the merits of Policy. 3
The NDA does not have a „Credible Evidence Base‟
Nuclear Energy Companies have begun to make Pre-Application documents available
concerning the ‗Environmental Impact‘ of the reactors that they wish to build.
However, Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates (NWAA) have become aware that the
the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority has no: credible evidence base‘ for its
policies on radioactive waste.
As such DECC‘s contention that the ‗Disposability‘ of the waste fuels that would
arise from the proposed ‗New Build Reactors‘ can be assured is without foundation.
It was the role of CoRWM to inform Government of this fact. But it did not discern
this information & so was not able to provide notification

3

even to the extent of .failure to pay travel expenses in advance - in order to ensure that an invited
consultant would be is able to attend a workshop.
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Technical and Scientific Background

Technical Terms
There are about ninety different chemical elements (for example Hydrogen element
‗No 1‘ to Uranium element ‗No 92‘)
Lumps of these elements may be broken down and broken down and broken down
until an object about 10 –8 centimetres big is reached that cannot be broken down any
further in the same way. Breaking this object down any more would produce
fragments that no longer shared the properties of the initial element.
The name for the smallest object that still retains the properties of the initial chemical
element is an‗atom‟.
The element ‗Number‘ refers to the number of positive lumps (or ‗protons‘ ) at the
centre (or ‗nucleus‘) of the atom.
The centre of the atom also contains neutral particles ( or ‗neutrons‘).
The central ‗nucleus‘ may be unstable – due to the ‗wrong‘ balance of positive and
neutral particles.
Such unstable centres (or ‗nuclei‘) are known as
„Radionuclides‟
..and the process of becoming stable through the release of particles and energy is
known as ‗radioactive decay‘.

Why Radionuclides are Dangerous
In the process of becoming stable (through decay) radionuclides release particles and /
or energy. The particles and energy released
are able to damage DNA
DNA 4is the ‗blue-print‘ for life. If it is damaged, cancer (either fatal or non-fatal);
or alternatively birth defects may result.
4

deoxyribonucleic acid
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What is a “Sievert” ?
The harm caused by exposure to radionuclides is described in terms of:
the energy ( per unit weight ) of the exposure
It can be thought of in terms of the overall ‗punch‘ associated with the radionuclide
bombardment.
one joule 5 of ‗harm‘ to one kilogram is called one „Sievert‟

The Nature of the ‘RadWaste’ Problem
Nuclear Reactors and the Creation of Radionuclides
In a nuclear reactor uranium is pounded by small particles called ‗neutrons‘ and as a
result a vast number of ‗radionuclides‘ are formed.
When uranium (chemical element ‗92‘ ) is exposed to neutrons in a reactor there are
three different processes that result in the creation of radionuclides.
These are:
the uranium 6 , 7 may:
absorb a neutron and turn into a heavier element such as neptunium (element
‗93‘) or plutonium (element ‗94‘). These very heavy elements are known as
‗actinides‘.
split into two separate atoms. The products of this split form two smaller
atoms from the larger uranium. These smaller atoms are known as ‗fission
products‘.8 They are particularly radioactive.
In addition, the reactor materials themselves
may take up neutrons. The radionuclides formed by this process are known
as ‗activation products‘. 9

5

A joule is a unit of energy
See for example ―Radionuclide content for a range of irradiated fuels‖ - Contractors Report to Nirex
Contractor: EEUK, Contract Number: TE2769/74 Doc No: Pcdocs395337v5 Reference Number:
17503/74/1 Rev. 2
3rd Sept 2002
Section 5.5 PWR, high burnup U fuel ( pp 89 – 100 )
7
The plutonium – once created in the reactor – may also absorb neutron (s).or break up into two other
atoms
8
The initial fission products comprise the chemical elements zinc (element number 30) to dysprosium
(element 66)
6

7

It may therefore be seen that nuclear waste production is an intrinsic part of the usage
of nuclear fuel to produce electricity.

Lethality associated with Waste Fuel
Source:
Allan Hedin
―Spent nuclear fuel – how dangerous is it? A report from the project
“Description of risk‟ ‖
SKB Report - Technical Report TR-97-13 (March 1997)
On page 21 of this report at para 3.5.2: the following two figures are provided:
1) the lethal dose is given as 5,000 ‗milli-Sieverts‘ 10
2) a dose rate of one million ‗milli-Sieverts‘ per hour is quoted
(one year after one tonne of waste fuel has been taken out of a reactor – when
standing at one metre distance from the waste fuel rod)
From these two figures it is then calculated 11 that:
To stand one metre from:



one tonne of waste fuel,
one year after its removal from the reactor

- would kill you in twenty seconds.
On page 23 of the NDA ‗Disposability‘ report for Westinghouse ‗AP1000‘ 12 type
fuel 13, a weight of approximately 600 kilograms per ‗AP1000‘ fuel assembly is
quoted. (see Table B4)
9

Two particular activation products of concern are ‗carbon-14‘ and tritium (a radioactive form of
hydrogen.)
10
milli = one thousandth – (for defintion of ‗Sievert‘ see ‗Technical section at the start of this
document )
11
(by reference to Figures 3-8a and b ( See pp 22- 23 )
12
‗AP‘ – Advanced Passive
13

―Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for
Wastesand Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the Westinghouse AP1000 ‖
NDA ( Oct ‘09 )
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/TN-17548-Generic-Design-Assessment-Summary-of-DAfor-Wastes-and-SF-arising-from-Operation-of-APPWR-October-2009.pdf
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The figure quoted for the weight of an ‗EPR‘ 14 fuel assembly is also roughly 600
kilograms. 15 ( See page 29 – Table B9)
Therefore:


One fuel assembly of either ‗AP1000‘ or ‗EPR‘ type fuel weighs roughly half
a tonne.



This means that standing next to one of either of these fuel assemblies could
kill you in about a minute.16

Possible Impact of one radioactive atom on DNA
Extensive measures 17 are in order to ensure that the likelihood of someone actually7
standing near to a waste fuel rod is very low. However the ‗instant lethality‘
information is relevant as it provides an indicator of the composite hazard associated
with the individual radioactive atoms in the waste fuel.
The National Radiological Protection Board (NRPB) (now part of the Health
Protection Agency, the ‗HPA‘) has published a technical paper which states that it is
possible that the damage to DNA caused by just one radioactive atom would be
sufficient cause cancer.
Thus, the NRPB state:
―a single radiation track (the lowest dose and dose rate possible) traversing
the nucleus of an appropriate target cell has a finite probability, albeit very
low, of generating the specific damage to DNA that results in a tumour
initiating mutation.‖ 18

14

‗EPR‘ – European Pressurised Reactor

15

―Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR‖
NDA Technical Note no. 11261814
NDA – October 2009
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/TN-17548-Generic-Design-Assessment-Summary-ofDisposability-Assessment-for-Wastes-and-Spent-Fuel-arising-from-Operation-of-the-EPWR.pdf
16
assuming that the waste fuel had been removed from the reactor one year earlier and that you were
standing one metre away.
17
Such as extremely thick walls / windows at nuclear reactors or at the Sellafield plutonium separation
site on the Irish Sea coast in Cumbria. In addition, when the waste fuel rods are shipped to Sellafield,
they are carried in thick casks.
18
―Risk of Radiation-Induced Cancer at Low Doses and Low Dose Rates for Radiation Protection
Purposes‖
NRPB (1995) (National Radiological Protection Board)
Added/updated: 29 August 2008
Volume 6 , No. 1
ISBN 0-85951-386-6

9

This statement is not the same as saying that every individual exposure to
radioactivity will result in cancer. However, it is saying that there is the potential.

http://www.hpa.org.uk/webw/HPAweb&HPAwebStandard/HPAweb_C/1195733754925?p=12199087
66891
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Radionuclide Composition of RadWastes
The initial fission products within a waste fuel rod comprise the chemical elements
zinc to dysprosium, 19 in addition there are heavy elements of the ‗actinide‘ series
(such as plutonium and neptunium). The ‗activation product‘ wastes which arise due
to the take up of ‗neurons‘ by the fabric of the reactor building also need to be taken
into conmsideration.
The Nirex (2007) Inventory 20 main report Table 6.2 (pp 66 –67) lists:
‗Radionuclide activities in all wastes‘

NB – the composition set out by in the Nirex (2007) Table listed here – will be very
different than the initial raionuclide composition of a waste fuel rod. This is because
a number of the radionuclides found in the waste fuel at the time of removal from the
reactor decay quickly.

Thus:

Atomic
Number

Name of
Element

Radionuclide

1

Hydrogen

H-3

4

Berylium

Be-10

6

Carbon

C-14

17

Chlorine

C-l36

18

Argon

Ar-39
Ar-42

36

Kyrpton

K-40

20

Calcium

Ca-41

25

Manganese

Mn-53
Mn-54

19

Saddington K and Templetone W L ( of UKAEA – United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority
)―Disposal of Radioactive Waste‖ Pub: George Newnes Limited (1958) – See Fig One – page 3
20
The 2007 UK Radioactive Waste Inventory Main Report [Defra/RAS/08.002; NDA/RWMD/004]
( March 2008 )
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26

Iron

Fe-55

27

Cobalt

Co-60

28

Nickel

Ni-59
Ni-63

30

Zinc

Zn-65

34

Selenium

Se-79

36

Krypton

Kr-81
Kr-85

37

Rubidium

Rb-87

38

Strontium

Sr-90

39

Yttrium

Y-90

40

Zirconium

Zr-93

41

Niobium

Nb-91
Nb-92
Nb-93m
Nb-94

42

Molybdenum

Mo-93

43

Technetium

Tc-97
Tc-99

44

Ruthenium

Ru-106

45

Rhodium

Rh -106

46

Palladium

Pd-107

47

Silver

Ag-108m
Ag-110m

48

Cadmium

Cd-109
Cd-113m

50

Tin

Sn-119m
Sn-121m
Sn-123

12

Sn-126
51

Antimony

Sb-125
Sb-126

52

Tellurium

Te-125m
Te-127m

53

Iodine

I-129

55

Caesium

Cs-134
Cs-135
Cs-137

56

Barium

Ba-133
Ba-137m

57

Lanthanum

La-137
La-138

58

Cerium

Ce-144

59

Prasecoymium

Pr-144

61

Promethium

Pm-145
Pm-147

62

Samarium

Sm-147
Sm-151

63

Europium

Eu-152
Eu-154
Eu-155

64

Gadolinium

Gd-153

67

Holmium

Ho-163
Ho-166m

69

Thulium

Tm-170
Tm-171

71

Lutetium

Lu-174
Lu-176

72

Hafnium

Hf-178n
Hf-182

13

78

Platinum

Pt-193

81

Thallium

Tl-204

82

Lead

Pb-205
Pb-210

83

Bismuth

Bi-208
Bi-210m

84

Polonium

Po-210

88

Radium

Ra-223
Ra-225
Ra-226
Ra-228

89

Actinium

Ac-227

90

Thorium

Th-227
Th-228
Th-229
Th-230
Th-232
Th-234

91

Protactinium

Pa-231
Pa-233

92

Uranium

U-232
U-233
U-234
U-235
U-236
U-238

93

Neptunium

Np-237

94

Plutonium

Pu-236
Pu-238
Pu-239
Pu-240
Pu-241
Pu-242

95

Americium

Am-241
Am-242m
Am-243
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96

Curium

Cm-242
Cm-243
Cm-244
Cm-245
Cm-246
Cm-248

98

Californium

Cf-249
Cf-250
Cf-251
Cf-252

Sr90, Ru106, Cs137 and Ce144
are in the equilibrium with the short-lived daughter radionuclides
Y90, Rh106, Ba137m and Pr144
(respectively)
The radionuclide content of radioactive waste changes with time and the computer
programme ―RadDecay‖
http://www.radprocalculator.com/RadDecay.aspx
can be used to give an indication of:



the decay path of one radionuclide to another, and also
the radioactivity that is released in the process

Radionuclides Exist in Combination with other Chemicals
It is the radionuclide that causes the harm. However, generally speaking 21
radionuclides do not ‗travel solo‘ but exist in combination with other chemical
elements to form chemical compounds.
The behaviour of these chemical compounds depends on:






the chemical elements included
how they are joined together
the temperature
the amount of electrically charged (‗ionic‘) particles near-by
whether the surroundings are watery or oily – or solid or gas

21

The exception would be radio nuclides that are part of the inert (or ‗noble‘) gas series. One such
example is ‗radon‘.

15




whether the surroundings are simple or complicated
(ie. is the compound just one amongst a ‗smorgasbord‘ of others – or is
the chemical system quite simple)
the surrounding pressure

These chemical effects can result in extraordinary degrees of variation in predicted
radionuclide behaviour.
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Disposal
EA & Acceptable Harm from Disposal
The February 2009 Environment Agency (EA) ‗Criteria for RadWaste Disposal‘
document 22 sets out 23 the Environment Agency‘s view – in quantitative terms – the
degree of harm due to disposal, that the EA would deem to be acceptable.
Thus, the Environment Agency refer to a baseline 24 of a:
‗one in a million‘ risk
( per year – to the person at greatest risk )
of developing either 25:




non-fatal cancer,
fatal cancer, or
inherited defect.

The EA state 26 that this:
―indicates the standard of environmental safety we are looking for‖
and state that this level of risk would arise from an exposure of:
20 micro Sieverts per year 27 , 28
(micro = one millionth)
Risk levels depend on the chance of something happening.
If the chance of being exposed to the radionuclides was less than one, then
the ‗one in a million‘ baseline would be matched with
an exposure level that was higher than 20 micro Sieverts. 29

22

―Geological Disposal Facilities on Land for Solid Radioactive Wastes. Guidance on Requirements
for Authorisation" (Feb ‘09)
http://publications.environment-agency.gov.uk/pdf/GEHO0209BPJM-e-e.pdf [Ref 111 in DECC doc]
23
page 46 ( para 6.3.10 )
24
page 47 ( paragraph 6.3.1 )
25
page 47 (para 6.3.15 )
26
page 46 (para 6.3.11)
27
Environment Agency Disposal Guidance (Feb ‘09) page 47 – para 6.3.17
28
( NB – ‗micro‘ – means one millionth )
29
also para 6.3.17 – page 47
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The 1990s Nuclear Waste Inquiry
In the 1990s the UK body ‗Nirex‘ 30 planned to undertake excavation work near the
Sellafield site in Cumbria, in preparation for the burial of radioactive waste.
A Planning Inquiry was held into the proposal in which the generic scientific
arguments against the project were examined at some length.
The proposal was rejected by both the Inspectors and also the Secretary of State for
the Environment – and this was partially on the grounds of the scientific inadequacy
of what had been put forward.

Background of 1990s Inquiry

31

Over a period of 66 days from September 1995 and February 1996 there was a Public
Inquiry at Cleator Moor, Cumbria into an appeal by United Kingdom Nirex Limited,
Britains nuclear waste disposal body, against the refusal of Cumbria County Council
to grant planning permission for a 'Rock Characterisation Facility' on land at
Longlands Farm, Gosforth, Cumbria.
The initial excavation of shafts and tunnels (a so-called ‗RCF‘) was intended to
demonstrate the practicability of a deep underground radioactive waste repository,
which UK Nirex hoped could eventually be located alongside. The site is close to the
Sellafield Nuclear Site (which is a Plutonium Separation Facility) and just outside the
Lake District National Park boundary.
The scheme would have involved sinking two 5m diameter shafts to depths of up to
1020m and opening out galleries in the Borrowdale Volcanic Group of rocks from
and in which extensive scientific and engineering investigations and experiments
would be conducted.
The inquiry heard detailed evidence from Nirex, and from many objectors including
Friends of the Earth, Greenpeace and the Irish government.
Early in 1997 John Gummer, Secretary of State for the Environment, formally
rejected the Appeal.

30

the ‗Nuclear Industry Radioactive waste Executive‘
This text is largely based on text from the Web-Site of Colin Knipe
(http://www.jpb.co.uk/knipe.html) BSc(Hons); Ceng; CGeol who was the Technical Assessor at the
Inquiry
31
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Generic Scientific Problems with the 1990s Proposal
John Gummer , the Secretary of State for the Environment, based his rejection of the
1990s proposal on the evidence of the reports presented to him by the Inquiry
Inspector, Mr C S McDonald, and also the Technical Assessor, Mr Colin Knipe.
For example, Mr McDonald reported that the chemical containment system that the
industry were proposing was:
―new and untried with more experimentation and modelling development
indubitably required‖ 32
Overall, the Inspector concluded that the Nuclear Industry should not be given the goahead to begin their planned programme:
―in [their] current state of inadequate knowledge‖ 33, 34
Conclusions of Colin Knipe - Technical Assessor at 1990s Inquiry
Colin Knipe was the Technical Assessor at the (Sept 1995 – Feb 1996) Planning
Inquiry into whether or not the Nuclear Waste Agency ‗Nirex‘ should be given
permission to begin excavation works at their proposed nuclear waste disposal site.
The planned excavation was called an ‗RCF‘ – or ‗Rock Characterisation Facility‘ –
and was proposed as an intermediate stage between a programme of boreholes (to
investigate the water flow system at the site) - and a full commitment to excavating
the caverns that would be required for underground nuclear burial.
In Mr Knipe‘s Report he stated that:
Chapter - “C SCIENCE & TECHNICAL PROGRAMMES”
―C.142 The evidence suggests that considerably more experimentation and
model development is needed on radionuclide solubility, sorption and general
thermodynamic relationships over the range of temperatures and chemical
conditions”
―C.144 There is a general need for the Nirex science programme to be
advanced on all fronts”
….

32

C S McDonald (1997) Inspector‘s Report following ‗Nirex RCF‘ Inquiry, Cumbria County Council,
File (APP/H0900/A/94/247019) pp 241-242 - para 6E.70
33
McDonald (1997) p277 para 8.56
34
A very useful source of Background Information on the ‗Nirex RCF‘ decision can be found in an
article written by Tom Wilkie in Prospect Magazine (May 1997) http://www.prospectmagazine.co.uk/article_details.php?id=5050
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(j) modelling in more detail the effects of the construction and operational
phases of the proposed RCF on groundwater conditions and how the RCF
might affect the post-closure performance and risk of an adjacent repository,
i.e. an up-to-date equivalent of Nirex Report 560 [D.57];

Statements following the 1990s Assessor‟s Report
John Gummer 35 (March 1997)
On the 17th March 1997, the Environment Secretary John Gummer announced that he
agreed with the Nirex Inquiry Inspector‘s recommendation that the proposal to begin
excavation work at the planned nuclear waste disposal site should be rejected. He
stated:
“I remain concerned about the scientific uncertainties and technical
deficiencies in the proposals presented” 36
DEFRA – (September 2001)
This position was confirmed in September 2001 – at the launch of the:
―Managing Radioactive Waste Safely”
Proposals for developing a policy for managing solid radioactive
waste in the UK‖
Consultation Document – thus at page 9, para 1.3, the document states:
―In March 1997 the then Secretary of State for the Environment decided not to
give Nirex 37 planning permission for the RCF38. This decision called into
question whether at that time an underground repository for the disposal of
radioactive wastes could be scientifically justified or publicly acceptable. This
led to a completely new look at radioactive waste management policy in the
UK.‖ 39

35

Secretary of State for the Environment under John Major
Department of the Environment News Release: ‗John Gummer Refuses Nirex Planning Appeal‘ 17
March 1997, page 2
37
Nirex – the ‗Nuclear Industry Radioactive Waste Executive‘ [now subsumed in the ‗NDA‘ – the
‗Nuclear Decommissioning Authority‘
38
RCF – Rock Characteristion Facility
39
―Managing Radioactive Waste Safely - Proposals for developing a policy for managing solid
radioactive waste in the UK‖ – DEFRA – (September 2001)
http://www.ni-environment.gov.uk/ra_waste.pdf
36
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( 2009 ) CoRWM + Disposal
At the end of July 2009, CoRWM published their final version of their report on
Disposal. 40 Prior to this in April 2009 CoRWM had published a draft version of the
Disposal report – and invited comments.
At the end of May (2009) I submitted my comments on the draft, and the primary
point that I made was that it had not taken into consideration the conclusions of the
1990s Inquiry into the proposal to begin excavation works at the site where the
nuclear industry planned to bury radioactive wastes.
The reason that I drew attention to this decision was that it was based on generic
scientific arguments and not simply site specific geological considerations.
If disposal were to be progressed – it needed to be demonstrated that these difficulties
had been resolved.

CoRWM‟s „Phantom Report‟ on the 1990s Inquiry
cf Generic Scientific Problems with Disposal
On the same day ( July 31st ) that CoRWM published the final version of their report
on Disposal, they also published a log of their response to the comments that had been
made on the Draft.. ( See Doc 2592 41 )
In this log CoRWM stated- in response to my comments that CoRWM::
― is pleased to note that a study is to be commissioned on the key lessons that
can be learnt from both the siting process conducted and the Inquiry.
(page 15)
However, the study to be commissioned by CoRWM on 31st July was in fact a study
that had already been presented (on 14th July ). Moreover this presentation did not
address the scientific issues that were the cause of my concern.
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CoRWM Report ( 2550 ) – Final Report on Disposal - Published 31st July 2009
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2550%20CoRWM%20Report%20on%20Ge
ological%20Disposal%20Final%2031%20July%2009.pdf
41
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2592%20Log%20of%20Comments%20on
%20Consultation%20Draft%20GD%20Report%20Final%2031%20July%2009.pdf
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E-mails wrt CoRWM‟s „Phantom Report‟

10th Sept – CoRWM to Rachel Western
- no plans to review John Hetherington presentation

Adam Scott to Rachel Western (by E-mail
10th Sept 2009
Dear Rachel,
Please accept apologies for our not answering your and Phil's (18 June) question at all
adequately. We've checked our records and this is the position:
An early draft (version 5, published on 10 June) of the log of comments (doc.2592) on
the draft Geological Disposal Report said, in relation to your response, that "a study is
to be commissioned on the key lessons that can be learnt from both the siting process
conducted and the Inquiry. As part of their scrutiny function CoRWM will critically
review this report when available."
That reflected thinking at the time by Members involved with this part of the Report.
But the process of reviewing respondents' comments, and revising the Report where
necessary, continued through June and July. A revised draft of the log, published on
17 July, did not contain the final sentence about a CoRWM "review". Nor did the
final (31 July) version. This was circulated on 31 July together with an e-bulletin and
the Report itself. There is no proposal in CoRWM's work programme to carry out
such a review. We have checked our understanding with Members, which is that
CoRWM would look at the study, and other relevant information such as the
Partnership's discussion of John Hetherington's findings, as part of their overall role of
scrutinising the MRWS process generally and developments in Cumbria more
particularly. There was no intention to review the study in the sense of criticising its
findings, only to review what information could be drawn from it. As it turned out, I
believe there was a presentation by John Hetherington rather than a formal report to
the Partnership.
I'm copying this to Phil. Glad you could both make it yesterday; hope the event was
of some value to you.
Best wishes,
Adam
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14th July – Partnership Meeting
John Hetherington Presentation
- presentation looked at Community + Local Govt involvement
- did not look at status of current generic science

„Partnership‟ Meeting - 14th July 2009

John Hetherington Presentation
‗Lessons from the Nirex Process‘

http://www.copeland.gov.uk/pdf/Mtg%20Rpt%2014Jul09-v2.pdf
[ pages 3 – 6 (inc discussion) ]
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
In fact rather than examining the current status of the generic scientific issues raised
in the 1990s Inquiry; John Hetherington addressed the issue of:
―Engaging Local Government and Community Stakeholders in Repository
Development”
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31st July – CoRWM Resp to Comments
- my comment on ‗rigour of the Inquiry process‘
- CoRWM Resp – that Study is to be commissioned on key lessons form
the Inquiry

Log of CoRWM‟s Comments on Responses to Cons on Disposal
Doc 2592 ( 31st July 09 )
My comment
―The 1990s Public Inquiry process enabled a far more rigorous process of scrutiny of
the case for disposal.‖ (page 14 of log doc)
CoRWM Comments
―The first issue is more rigorous than what?‖ (page 15)
―a study is to be commissioned on the key lessons that can be learnt from both the
siting process conducted and the Inquiry.‖ (page 15)

http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2592%20Log%20of%20Co
mments%20on%20Consultation%20Draft%20GD%20Report%20Final%2031%20Jul
y%2009.pdf

The Rigour of the Inquiry Process
‖In addition to the Inspector and Assessor‟s reports, the Inquiry documentation
comprises of the Proofs of Evidence (and their associated references) plus the
transcripts of the cross examinations of the witnesses.‖
[ See page 5 of my May 2009 Response to the CoRWM Consultation on Disposal ]
….the key to the rigour of the 1990s Public Inquiry process was that referenced
literature could be cross-examined in front of a Planning Inspector who was
assisted by a Technical Advisor.

Study to be Commissioned
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In fact CoRWM were referring to a study that had already been commissioned (by the
Partnership – in March 2009 (see below).
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18th June – Phil Davies to Adam Scott
- questions wrt nature of study on 1990s Inquiry

Phil Davies to Adam Scott (CoRWM) - 18th June 2009

Dear Adam,
STUDY COMMISSIONED INTO NIREX INQUIRY.
I note in Document 2592 (Log of Responses to Consultation on CoRWM's
Geological Disposal Report), on p.19, in response to a comment by Dr. Rachel
Western on the 1990's Nirex Inquiry, you state that CoRWM are "pleased to note
that a study is to be commissioned on the key lessons that can be learnt from both
the siting process conducted and the Inquiry. As part of their scrutiny function
CoRWM will critically review this report when available".
Do you have any information about this study, eg:
Who is commissioning it?
Remit, terms of reference and scope?
Is the contract being advertised, and if so where and when?
Value of the contract?
Who is paying for it?
Completion date?
Thanks
Phil

6th July – CoRWM to Phil Davies
- the Study is being undertaken by the West Cumbria Partnership

CoRWM to Phil – 6 July 2009
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From: Simon.Mussett@decc.gsi.gov.uk
To:
phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk
Date: Monday, 6 July, 2009 13:00:01
Subject: CoRWM Response

Dear Phil,
Thank you for your emails and please see a response … below:
1.

Nirex Inquiry Study

The study is being undertaken/commissioned by the West Cumbrian Partnership as
part of their work programme. You will be able to find out more information on their
website (http://www.copeland.gov.uk/westcumbrialive/Default.aspx?page=0) or by
emailing them at co-ordination.unit@westcumbria.gov.uk.
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March 2009 – W Cumbrian Partnership
- to commission paper from John Hetherington on 1990s Inquiry

March 2009 - Partnership
cf - 17th March „Partnership‟ Meeting
[ http://www.copeland.gov.uk/PDF/Mtg_Rpt_170309_v2.pdf ]

Work Plan - Appendix 4, p 22
6 – Learning the Lessons from 90's
Task : Understand lessons learned from 1990's
Output : Understanding of history, lessons learned, and how to apply learning
Process: Request a paper setting out high-level advice to the Partnership on how it
can learn the lessons from the 1990s
Authored by: Hetherington Nuclear Consulting
Circulate lessons paper to Partnership in advance for reading
Also, circulate NIREX review of the Site Selection Process (Jun05)
Discussion on 14 July (tbc)
Identify any outstanding questions to address, and how
Coverage: Focus on: Key advice for this Partnership given the learning from 1990s
Timing : 14 July
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Disposal + Scientific Method – EA cf CoRWM
In November (2009) Francis Livens [ member of the Committee on Radioactive
Waste Management CoRWM (ii) and also Professor of Radiochemistry at the
University of Manchester ] said: 42
"In recent years we have recognised where we do not have relevant
expertise,
[ concerning radioactive waste management ]
and that is a first step towards dealing with these pressing problems.
We are starting at a very low base along what will be a long and
complex journey."
And also in November 2009 Clive Williams of the Environment Agency
stated:
"work may or may not indicate that an acceptable safety case can be made." 43
The question is – if we invest enough effort and money – will we necessarily ‗get
there in the end‘ – or should we be ‗taking a few steps back‘ and pausing for thought.

EA (Nov 2008) – Research may not Solve Problems
The fact that money and effort invested in future research may not indicate that safe
disposal is possible was referred to extensively in November 2008, in the
Environment Agency‘s response 44 to the ( Summer 2008 ) NDA 45 Consultation on
their research programme:
The following is a compilation of the points made. ( The headings and the emphasis
are added – and were not in the original document )
Not all Reasearch Outcomes would be ‗Acceptable‘ wrt Disposal

42

―Nuclear waste research resurfaces‖ 'Chemistry World'
http://www.rsc.org/chemistryworld/News/2009/November/20110901.asp
Fri 20th Nov '09
43
E-mail from Clive Williams to Rachel Western and Adam Scott [ CoRWM (ii) Secretariat ] 16th
November 2009
44
―Environment Agency, Response to Nuclear Decommissioning Authority Consultation on –
Radioactive Waste Management Directorate Proposed Research and Development Strategy‖
(November 2008)

http://www.environmentagency.gov.uk/static/documents/Research/1976__RWMD_Proposed_RD_strategy.pd
45

NDA – Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
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―4.3 Setting pre-defined research objectives and clear criteria for evaluating
the output of R&D are essential to gain public confidence. A successful
strategy to communicate the significance of the research findings will be vital.
It is particularly important to counter any suspicion that research findings will
be deemed “acceptable” regardless of what the research actually identifies. ‖
(page 4 – para 4.3)
Testing is not the same as ‗Confirming‘
―4.8 All references to underground R&D activities are stated to be to
“confirm” aspects of site performance (“confirmatory tests”). No mention is
made (in Figure 3.2 or elsewhere) of the role of URLs to enable trialling,
testing or demonstrations of competing techniques‖
(page 5 para 4.8)
Confirmation Bias
―4.9 The words “confirm” or “confirmatory” appear 15 times throughout the
document. NDA should provide assurance that it can manage issues
associated with “confirmation bias” [1]
(page 5 – para 4.9 )
[Footnote 1]
“Confirmation bias results in a situation where, once a view has been formed,
new evidence is generally made to fit. Strong initial impressions structure the
way that subsequent information is interpreted.”
See for example “Uncertainty Communication, Issues and good practice”
Penny Kloprogge, Jeroen van der Sluijs and Arjan Wardekker (December
2007)
http://www.nusap.net/downloads/reports/uncertainty_communication.pdf
(page 5 Footnote [1])
Research may identify additional questions
―Section 2.1.1 (of NDA Research Consultation document) states: “further
research will be carried out during a geological disposal facility development
process in order to reduce uncertainties”.
[EA]
” Further research has the potential to increase uncertainties, e.g. by
revealing unforeseen complexities or additional processes influencing the
system under study. While a well defined and executed research programme
can answer fundamental questions, uncertainty is a normal characteristic of
science, and as such, additional questions (and uncertainties) are often
raised. It is the management of these uncertainties, e.g. prioritising and
deciding how to address them that is important.‖ (page 6 – Re: Section 2.1.1)
Research / System Development - Relationship not easy to trace
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“Much R&D has been commissioned over the last 20 years but its impact on
the evolution of NDA‟s facility design is not easy to discern. … The claimed
link between R&D and the development of the DSS [Disposal System
Specification] and facility design needs further substantiation. Similarly for
the feedback between the generic safety assessments and R&D.”
(pp 6 – 7 Re: Section 3.1.1)
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CoRWM - Further Research will Resolve Problems ( Oct „09)
Although CoRWM (ii) state that
"Fundamental research may also reveal unknown issues or phenomena that
have not yet been considered but which may be of crucial importance"
(see para 2.4 of the finalised (Oct ‗09) R&D report (Doc 2543) 46
and
"...fundamental research provides the detailed understanding that underpins
safety cases and facility designs. It can also reveal hitherto unknown issues
that need to be considered."
(para 2.37)
CoRWM seem to feel that enough 'cranks of the research wheel' will – in due course necessarily provide the data needed to deliver a Safety Case for Disposal
Thus at page 89 (para 6.1) CoRWM state:
―In particular, CoRWM is convinced that enough is currently known about
geological disposal to engender confidence that it is the right way forward.‖
It is important to note that this view is at odds with the Environment Agency
perspective that it is possible that further research may indicate that it is not possible
to make a safety case for the disposal of nuclear waste.

Problems with Disposal Science ( Jan 2010 ) - NWAA
In January 2010 the Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates 47 (NWAA) gave evidence to
House of Commons Select Committee on 'Energy and Climate Change' as part of their
Inquiry into:
―The Proposal for National Policy Statements on Energy‖
The ‗NWAA‘ evidence focussed on the technical problems associated with the
proposed burial of radioactive wastes
Link to Evidence

46

http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2543%20CoRWM%20Report%20on%20RD
%20Final%2030%20October%202009.pdf
47
http://www.nuclearwasteadvisory.co.uk/page.asp?Id=28&preview=0
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http://www.nuclearwasteadvisory.co.uk/uploads/5964MemorandumforNuclear
WasteAdvisoryAssocisates%5BFinal%5D.doc
The Executive Summary is set out below

Executive Summary
1.1 This memorandum examines the evidence for the Government‘s assertion that
effective arrangements will exist for waste produced by new reactors.
1.2 We note that four former members of the Committee on Radioactive Waste
Management (CoRWM (i)) have written to the the Secretary of State to express
concern that the Committee‘s recommendations have been seriously misrepresented
in the Draft National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation, and state that:
“It is unknowable whether or not effective arrangements will exist …”
1.3 Nirex‘s application to begin excavation work at their proposed disposal site near
Sellafield in the 1990s - the so-called ‗Rock Characterisation Facility‘ (or ‗RCF‘
proposal) was rejected on generic scientific grounds (as well as for site specific
reasons). The implications of this rejection have still not been fully examined or
resolved.
1.4 Technical problems and uncertainties described by the Environment Agency
(EA), and the European Union Joint Research Centre (EU JRC), as well as the
uncertainties regarding radionuclide properties detailed in this memorandum, such
as their solubility and sorption – or even their presence as a gas - could mean
estimted contamination levels calculated for a deep geological disposal facility are in
error by a factor of 10,000 to 1,000,000 which clearly has implications for the risk
estimates.
1.5 Resolution of the problems raised at the Nirex RCF Inquiry, and more recently by
the EA and EU JRC, is not a simple matter of providing sufficient funding for
researchers over the next few decades. It may, in fact, not be possible to resolve all of
the issues. Further research may not produce the required answers or it may identify
further serious problems that simply had not previously been realised. Therefore it
may not be possible to make a safety case for deep geological disposal. So, the
Government‘s confidence that effective arrangements to dispose of waste from new
reactors will exist is premature.
1.6 The task at hand for a waste disposal applicant is to demonstrate that the resultant
dose would be less than 20 micro sieverts1 per year. This memorandum addresses the
current status of the nuclear industry‘s ability to utilise reliable and meaningful data
in order to forecast the likely health impact of placing nuclear waste in a deep
underground disposal facility – in order that such a project would not ‗recklessly
endanger people in the future.
1.7 We conclude that achieving such a dose target is simply not scientifically
demonstrable or achievable in practice. It is in the nature of chemical elements and
geological and biological systems to behave in a variable and hence unpredictable
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manner such that they make reliable risk/time calculations into the far future not only
difficult but virtually impossible.
1.8 The Government‘s evidence (produced as part of the Nuclear National Policy
Statement consultation) refers very specifically to the Finnish disposal project. It
claims that the Finnish Regulator (‗STUK‘) ―did not identify any reason why the
project couldn‟t move forward‖.2 But this does not provide an accurate representation
of the STUK evidence base.
1.9 New reactor fuel would be ‗high burn up‘ fuel which is hotter and more
radioactive than spent fuel from existing reactors and unlike anything generated in
the UK before. Such waste fuel would require longer storage at the reactor site and
would be more fiercely radiotoxic. The Government is relying on disposability
assessments of this new type of fuel carried out by the Nuclear Decommissioning
Authority (NDA) to reach its conclusions. But these assessments have still to be
reviewed by the Environment Agency (EA). However, the EA review is not due until
Spring 2010 and therefore the results of this project will not be available to be fed
into the Government‘s Public Consultation on this matter, thereby denying consultees
access to crucial information.
1.10 The Nuclear industry has failed to present independent information to either the
Nuclear NPS or the Justification process on conditions for workers and the public in
the countries that mine and process uranium for new reactors. Two previous public
inquiries into new reactor construction in the United Kingdom (UK) have
recommended that an evaluation of these impacts should be carried out. Without a
full evaluation of these impacts, including a Sustainability Appraisal, the Nuclear
NPS is not fit for purpose
1.11 In short, the Government‘s conclusion ―…that effective arrangements will exist
to manage and dispose of the waste that will be produced from new nuclear power
stations” is not supported by the evidence. The Nuclear NPS is, therefore, not ―fit for
purpose‖.
Notes:
1 micro = one millionth. A Sievert is a measure of radiation dose. It‘s units are
energy - per unit weight - of exposure ; and it can be thought of in terms of the
overall ‗punch‘ associated with the bombardment.
2 The arrangements for the management and disposal of waste from new
nuclear power stations: a summary of evidence, DECC November 2009 para
121
https://www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk/nuclear/managementdisposal
waste/summaryevidencepaper/
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Sellafield & Hazard Amplification
Decommissioning + „Removing Hazard‟
―Dismantling a closed down nuclear facility and removal of its contents, both
radioactive and non-radioactive, is known as decommissioning. The key
objective in decommissioning a nuclear facility is progressively to remove
the hazard within an overall framework that ensures the safety of workers and
the public, and protects the environment.‖ [para 3.15 (page 26)]
(Emphasis added)
Source:
“Managing Radioactive Waste Safely - Proposals for developing a policy for
managing solid radioactive waste in the UK”
Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)
September 2001
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Context Note - Sellafield

What Sellafield Does
Sellafield is a military site set up immediately Post War to provide plutonium for
nuclear bombs.48 , 49 The plutonium is obtained by chemically separating it from waste
nuclear fuel rods, and the process used for the separation is known as ‗solvent
extraction‘ 50 For this solvent based technique, it is of course necessary that the solid
rods of radioactive waste are converted to liquid.51 As a result the radioactive wastes
left over from the plutonium extraction are liquid. Because they are intensely
radioactive they are known as ‗Liquid High Level Waste‘ (or Liquid HLW) 52, 53
Sellafield continues to separate plutonium from other nuclear wastes even though 54
the military requirement has been met.55

Thus, essentially Sellafield::
- converts Solid Radwaste into the more dangerous Liquid form;
- whilst – at the same time - building up unwanted stocks of the nuclear
weapons material Plutonium.

48

Margaret Gowing and Lorna Arnold –―Independence and Deterrence – Britain and Atomic Energy,
(1945-1952) – Volume I Policy Making‖ pp 166-8, p144
(A volume commissioned by the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority – as part of the Historical
Account of the UK Nuclear Weapon Project)
49
Alwyn McKay – ―The Making of the Atomic Age‖ pp 124-125 – NB – this reference points out that
‗Windscale‘ was the original name for the ‘Sellafield‘ site
50
The technique used is ‗Plutonium Uranium Refining by Extraction‘ – or ‗Purex‘ - see Gmelein
Handbook – Transuranium Chem (x30) AI II p209
51
This is achieved by dissolving the rods in acid.- see Gmelein Handbook – Transuranium Chem
(x30) AI II p209
52
F R Farmer ―The Problem of liquid and gaseous effluent disposal at Windscale‖ J.Brit Nucl.Energy
Conf. Jan 1957 pp 26 – 39 – esp see p28 ‘Direct effluent from the chemical plant‘ - first para
53
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate – March 2009 Newsletter ( pp15 – 16)
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nn45.pdf
54
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate – March 2009 Newsletter - pp14 + p16 ( NB – within the nuclear
industry the plutonium separation technique is known as ‗reprocessing‘ )
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nn45.pdf
55
―The United Kingdom's Defence Nuclear Weapons Programme - A Summary Report by The Ministry
of Defence on the Role of Historical Accounting for Fissile Material in the Nuclear Disarmament
Process, and on Plutonium for the United Kingdom's Defence Nuclear Programme‖
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Sellafield – Use of Military Technique to Treat Waste Fuel
The techniques applied to spent fuel waste management at the Sellafield site have
changed little since the military origins of the site. Sellafield was first set up
immediately following the Second World War to provide plutonium for nuclear
weapons. In order to achieve this a chemical extraction process was developed.
Thus at Sellafield spent nuclear fuel rods are dissolved in hot nitric acid and then
subjected to a ‗solvent extraction‘ process to separate the uranium and the plutonium,
and concentrate the intensely radioactive ‗fission products‘ in the nitric acid.
When the decision to subject nuclear fuel rods from the non-military nuclear power
stations was made it was confidently argued that the fission product stream could
readily be turned into glass (vitrified) – and also that the plutonium and uranium
product streams would prove to be a valuable resource.
However, in fact it has proven to be very difficult to achieve the vitrification of the
nitric acid/HLW stream, and also – rather than bringing in funds, the reprocessed
uranium and separated plutonium stocks are going to require funds in order to develop
a long term approach to their management.

Sellafield – Jan 2009
The following text is largely based on my (Jan 2009 ) response to the NDA
Consultation on their ( 2009 – 2012 ) Business Plan – in order to demonstrate that
there was sufficient evidence available to CoRWM to deliver a strong message to
Government that far-reaching intervention was required at the site in order to protect
both the Public purse and Public and Worker safety.
The primary objective set out in the NDA‘s (2009 – 2012) Draft Business Plan was:
―to deliver value for money through:
a reduction of the risk associated with high hazards and ensuring radioactive
waste continues to be put in a passively safe form‖ 56
This is the direct reverse of the way that the NDA was functioning at the start of 2009
– as is documented in my (Jan 2009)
Response to the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA)
Consultation on their (2009 – 2012) Business Plan
My Consultation response was largely based on CoRWM documentation available at
that time – in addition statements in the press and statements from the regulator.

56

NDA Draft Business Plan (2009-2012) page 8
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CoRWM References wrt Waste Fuel Treatment (as of Jan 2009)
CoRWM [1]

on Storage and Management Research – Draft doc (Jan 2009)

CoRWM ‗Working Group C‘ – ―Report on Research and Development for
Conditioning, Packaging and Interim Storage of Radioactive Wastes and the
Management of Spent Fuels, Plutonium and Uranium‖ DRAFT
Document Number: 2389 (19th January 2009)

CoRWM [2]

(NII + EA) – [Re: SF + Pu + U Management] (Dec 2008)

CoRWM Meeting with HSE and the Environment Agency on Management of
Spent Fuels, Plutonium and Uranium
Document Number 2520 (9th December 2008)
CoRWM [3]

NDA - [Re: SF + Pu + U Management] – (Aug 2008)

CoRWM - Meeting with NDA – Re: Management of Plutonium, Uranium & Spent
Fuels
Document Number: 2418 (8th August 2008)

The situation was of such concern to the regulators at that time, that they pointed out
that the NDA‘s main site (Sellafield) was effectively breaking the Law. 57
Although in the Business Plan, an objective of achieving savings of £240 million over
three years was set out, 58 it was not at all clear how this can be achieved.
For example on 22nd January 2009, the NII stated that:
―The NII has [indeed] written to the NDA [on 26 September 2008] regarding
delays in funding decisions for key strategic projects involving the future
replacement of Sellafield Highly Active Storage Tanks and associated
evaporators, and requesting urgent explanations, justifications and plans for
recovery of the situation.‖ 59
The NII went on to say that :
Sellafield Quarterly Report for 1 July 2008 – 30 September 2008
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/llc/2008/sellafield3.htm
58
NDA Draft Business Plan (2009 – 2012) [Published November 2008] page 26
59
Letter from Mike Weightman (HM Chief Inspector of Nuclear Installations and Director, Nuclear
Directorate – Health and Safety Executive) to Dr Rachel Western (22nd January 2009)
57
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―[t]he NDA has since provided the funding necessary to allow the relevant
projects to progress at the necessary pace‟‖
However, it is hard to see how this can be the case given that the July 2008 NII
Newsletter (pp 15 – 17) indicates that of the order of five additional HLW
storage/treatment units are required. Each individual unit has a cost of the order of
several hundred millions pounds. 60

Sellafield and the Risk of Two Million Fatalities
Liquid wastes are particularly dangerous. Thus in a June 2006 an NDA (Nuclear
Decommissioning Authority) document on ‗Radiological Hazard Potential‘, the NDA
Engineering Directorate61 wrote:
―Materials which are liquids or gases could all escape if all storage protection
was removed‖ (page 6)
In the year 2000, British Nuclear Fuels (BNFL) estimated that the likelihood of a
plane crashing into the liquid high level waste tanks on the Sellafield site was:
one in 100 million a year. 62
In the following following year, the 9/11 plane crash took place. It may therefore be
seen that BNFL‘s one in a 100 million estimate of a plane crash is demonstrably far
too low. However, given that BNFL had argued that the risk of such a plane crash
was so low, the HLW tanks were not designed to be able to withstand such an aircraft
impact.63
Thus – if there were to be a 9/11 at Sellafield the radioactive contents of the tanks
would be released.
Some idea of the possible implications of such an event may obtained from the
evidence which Gordon Thompson, (an American nuclear expert) submitted to the
House of Commons Defence Select Committee in January 2002 – just four months
after 9/11.
Dr Thompson referred to Sellafield as a 64
60

“Multi-million pound bill for Sellafield” By Alan Irving (Whitehaven News) Wednesday, 08
October 2008
http://www.whitehaven-news.co.uk/news/1.251885
61

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority ―The “Radiological Hazard Potential” - Helping to make
sense of cleaning up the UK‟s nuclear sites‖ [Engineering Directorate Document No: EGR003
Revision: Rev 1] 13th June 2006
62
‗Assessing the risk of terrorist attacks on nuclear facilities‘ Parliamentary Office of Science and
Technology Report - Report 222, July 2004 (page 79)
63
POST (2004) page 79.
64
http://www.irss-usa.org/pages/documents/UKDefCttee01_02_000.pdf, p2
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Weapon for an Enemy
and compared the potential for release from the Sellafield tanks with the radioactive
release from Chernobyl.
The Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology have reported that the
radioactive fall-out from such a release could result in the need to evacuate the area
between Glasgow and Liverpool 65
Such an accident / attack at Sellafield could result in two million people contracting
fatal cancer. 66

Uranium and Plutonium Stockpiles now Recognised as a Liability
At the initiation of the both the Magnox and also the AGR reprocessing projects
(B205 and THORP) it was felt that the uranium and plutonium products would prove
to be financial assets; however, as is shown below – this has not proven to be the
case.

The Threat Presented by Separated Plutonium
Spent fuel rods can only be handled remotely, due to the very intense radiation field,
which makes its diversion or theft a rather unrealistic scenario. 67 However separated
plutonium can be handled without radiation shielding – which means that expensive
measures are required to ensure that it is not stolen by anyone who may wish us harm.
Although plutonium is dangerous if taken into the body by inhalation or ingestion it
does not require remote handling.
Despite the fact that there is no economic value for the separated plutonium (rather it
has an associated cost) the UK has built up stocks of 100 tonnes. 68 Although this
plutonium originates from ‗civil‘ nuclear power stations – rather than reactors
specifically designed to create military plutonium – there is no question of the fact

65

‗Assessing the risk of terrorist attacks on nuclear facilities‘ Parliamentary Office of Science and
Technology Report - Report 222, July 2004 page 81
66
See STOA Report [ ―STOA Study Project‖ on the ―Possible Toxic Effects from the Nuclear
Reprocessing Plants at Sellafield (UK) and Cap de la Hague (France‟)‖ (page 45)
Mycle Schneider et al
Commissioned by the European Parliament, Directory General for Research
Scientific and Technological Option Assessment (STOA) Programme
Contract No EP/IV/A/STOA/2000/17/0 - Final Report - August 2001]
http://www.nualaahern.com/publications/wysestoa.pdf
+ E-mail from Shelly Mobbs (Health Protection Agency) to Rachel Western - 26 Nov 2008 (Re: Comversion form ‗man-Sieverts‘ to number of fatalities.
67
―Global Fissile Material Report 2007‖ International Panel on Fissile Material, page 117
68
―Uranium and Plutonium: Macro-Economic Study‖ NDA Final Report (June 2007) page 2
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that it could be used to make a weapon. 69 Frank Barnaby, writing for the Oxford
Research Group, cites a figure of 13 kilograms, as the amount of ‗reactor-grade‘
plutonium required to make a nuclear weapon.70
Given that there are 1000 kilograms in 1 tonne
100 tonnes of plutonium – is sufficient for:
100 000
13

weapons

which is approximately equal to
7,500 (weapons)

Reprocessed Uranium
In addition to the plutonium product, another waste stream that arises from
reprocessing is ‗RepU‘ – or reprocessed uranium. Historically, it was argued that this
product would be reused to manufacture nuclear fuel rods. However, CoRWM stated
in its January 2009 draft document on research into radioactive waste management
options, that the NDA currently has research and development in progress concerning
the ‗immobilisation‘ options for separated uranium. 71
This indicates that the nuclear industry no longer see reprocessed uranium as a
valuable resource – rather they see it as a liability.

Separated Plutonium
The NDA reported to CoRWM in August 2008 that plutonium is a liability because
whichever management option is adopted it will cost money. 72, 73 One option being
mooted for the management of the separated plutonium stocks is that it should be used
to manufacture nuclear fuel rods.
Such plutonium-based fuel rods are known as ‗mixed oxide‘ fuels or ‗MOX‘. This is
because such fuel rods are based on mixing plutonium oxide with uranium oxide.
69

―Managing Plutonium in Britan: Current Options” – Oxford Research Group ‗Current Decisions
Report‘ Number 21 (September 1998) pp 9-11 ―Will Mixed-Oxide (MOX) Fuel Make it Easier to
Acquire Nuclear Weapons?‖ Frank Barnaby
70
[See above (PP 10,11) – Frank Barnaby cites: ‖ Reactor-Grade Plutonium‟s Explosive Properties‖
Mark, J. Carson. - Nuclear Control Institute., Washington D C (August 1990)]
71
CoRWM [1] page 28 (para 5.8)
72
CoRWM [3] page 2 (para 11)
73
Plutonium is also a liability in the sense that pursuing any management option would entail risks –
such as worker dose. CoRWM [3] page (para 11)
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However, the present ‗Sellafield MOX Plant‘ (SMP) works to a capacity of just 2-3 %
of its design capacity. 74
The NDA have reported that the market for MOX is limited. A rationale for MOX
use may be to ‗reduce the plutonium liability‘. It is important to note that the NDA go
on to say (in a meeting with CoRWM) that ‗an incentive to users might be needed‘. 75
Thus it may be seen that – as is the case with reprocessed uranium, the plutonium
product of reprocessing is a liability, rather than a resource with a value.
In December 2008, the NDA sent a document to Government concerning plutonium. 76
However, the regulators were concerned that ‗safety and security were not addressed
enough‘ 77 in the document. Furthermore, the regulators did not see why the NDA
plutonium document had to go to Government so soon – especially if it did not take
sufficient account of stakeholders views. 78
CoRWM stated in January 2009 that two years more research was required before a
decision could be made between the different plutonium options. 79

Failure of Reprocessing as a Waste Management Technique
It is often argued that reprocessing should continue as it is the optimal waste
management approach for waste fuel. However, apart from the fact that reprocessing
actually serves to increase the difficulties associated with radioactive waste; the
reprocessing facilities (B205 for Magnox and ‗THORP‘ for AGR fuel) have exhibited
severe technical limitations. As a result – for both fuel types - it is envisaged that a
‗dry storage‘ route will need to be adopted

Magnox Waste Fuel
The NDA claim 80 that Magnox reprocessing is the only ‗proven‘ technology for the
management of Magnox waste fuel rods. However, this statement does not address
the fact that reprocessing only serves as an interim approach – generating wastes
streams (in particular liquid HLW + plutonium) that have proven to be very
problematic to deal with – and which currently present a number of unresolved issues.
The Environment Agency have pointed out that the cessation of Magnox reprocessing
would be good for the environment because of the reduction of discharges that would
result. 81 In particular, the Environment Agency have pointed out that the continued

74

CoRWM [3] page 3 (para 13)
CoRWM [3] page 3 (para 13)
76
CoRWM [2] page 5 (para 25)
77
CoRWM [2] page 5 (para 26)
78
CoRWM [2] page 5 (pra 27)
79
CoRWM [1] page 27 (para 5.7)
80
CoRWM [3] (See ‗CoRWM Reference List at Back of Document – for full details of the CoRWM
References) – page 3 (para 16)
81
CoRWM [2 ] – page 2 (para 11)
75
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operation of the Magnox reprocessing facilities has implications for the UK Discharge
Strategy. 82
At present, considerable effort and resource is being put into keeping the Magnox
reprocessing facilities in operation. 83 Even with this expenditure the regulators have
pointed out that it will not be possible to reprocess the entire Magnox fuel inventory
(due to the advanced corrosion of fuel in the ‗Legacy Ponds). 84
As an alternative to Magnox reprocessing – the regulators would consider an interim
option of ‗in-reactor‘ storage – prior to the development of purpose built dry storage
facilities. 85

AGR Fuel
The NII reported to CoRWM in December 2008 that the AGR position was ‗less
satisfactory‘ than Magnox. 86 Contingency strategies were needed and one of them
would almost certainly involve dry storage. 87 Similarly,the NDA reported to
CoRWM in August 2008 that ‗it was clear that dry storage facilities would have to be
developed at Sellafield.88
The Environment Agency reported to CoRWM in December 2008 that the regulators
had been pressing for an oxide fuel strategy ‗for years‘. 89 The AGR inventory is
divided into a proportion that is contracted for reprocessing, and the remainder that
the NDA can manage ‗as they see fit‘. 90
Benefits of a Cessation of Reprocessing
If reprocessing were to cease:


it would also prevent further conversion of spent fuel rods into the particularly
hazardous radioactive waste streams ‗Liquid HLW‘ and the raw nuclear
weapons material separated plutonium



the aerial and liquid radioactive waste discharges that arise as a result of
reprocessing would cease.



the additional creation of the bulk ILW and LLW streams (both solid and
liquid) created by reprocessing would also come to an end.

82

CoRWM [2] – page 2 (para 8)
CoRWM [1] – page 22 (para 5.6.1)
84
CoRWM [2] – page 2 (para 12)
85
CoRWM [2] page 2 (para 9)
86
CoRWM [2] page 3 (para 15)
87
CoRWM [2] page 3 (para 15)
88
CoRWM [3] page 3 (para 17)
89
CoRWM [2] page 3 (para 16)
90
CoRWM [1] – page 24 (para 5.6.2)
83
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CoRWM (Oct 2009) on Sellafield Hazard
CoRWM‘s final major document of 2009 was an ( Oct ‘09 ) report to Government –
concerned with Research.91
Purportedly, 92 the report considered issues associated with Interim Storage as well as
Disposal. However, despite the fact that CoRWM were well aware of the problems
at Sellafield – particularly wrt the problems associated with liquid HLW
Rather than making the problems at the Sellafield site quite clear to Government
Firstly - in the initial draft report Sellafield problems were only referred to in a
footnote ( on page 87 )
And in the final draft CoRWM refer to the problems associated with waste fuel
treatment (See [ para A.22 and para A.24 – both page 104 ]. However the knock- on
effects of these for both liquid HLW and plutonium stocks are not referred to and
there is no reference to the severity of the problem.
In September 2009 the CoRWM Secretariat sent me a quite bizarre E-mail stating
that:


short-term operational matters at Sellafield were not a matter for CoRWM even though the document was concerned with interim storage of radioactive
waste – the majority of which takes place at Sellafield,



extraordinarily - CoRWM considered that reference to Sellafield was
somehow separate to reference to the NDA. Sellafield is as an NDA site. 93

and

91

http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2543%20CoRWM%20Report%20on%20R
D%20Final%2030%20October%202009.pdf
92
See report title – ―Report on National Research and Development for Interim Storage and
Geological Disposal of Higher Activity Radioactive Wastes, and Management of Nuclear Materials‖
93
See the NDA Draft Business Plan (2010 –2013)
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/NDA-Draft-Business-Plan-2010-2013.pdf
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CoRWM ( 2009) Text on HLW
i) essentially the same in Research + Storage Doc
ii) failure to draw attention to severe problems in HLW handling
CoRWM – July 2009 – ( on Research ) 94
“The Context for R&D – UK Higher Activity Wastes” - (page 18 para 2.11)
―Unlike countries such as Switzerland, Sweden and Finland, the UK has a vast
array of various types of radioactive waste, a legacy of its early lead in
military and civil power generation nuclear programmes. Higher activity
wastes currently being stored (Defra & NDA, 2008a, b) include vitrified high
level waste (HLW) in over 4300 1.34m high x 0.43m diameter steel canisters
in a specialist store at Sellafield and about 40,000 packages of conditioned
intermediate level waste (ILW)‖
CoRWM – June 2009 – on Storage 95
―Diversity of UK Higher Activity Wastes‖ - (page 21 – para 5.1)
―Unlike countries such as Switzerland, Sweden and Finland, the UK has a vast
array of various types of radioactive waste, a legacy of its early lead in
military and civil power generation nuclear programmes. Higher activity
wastes currently being stored (Defra/NDA 2008a and 2008b) include vitrified
high level waste (HLW) in over 4300 1.34m high x 0.43m diameter steel
canisters in a specialist store at Sellafield and about 40,000 packages of
conditioned intermediate level waste (ILW)‖
** it may be seen that these two pieces of text – from June 2009 – and from July
2009 – are exactly the same **
** furthermore – these texts make no reference to the technical difficulties
experienced with Liquid HLW Treatment - and thus the resultant problems
associated with storing these wastes **

94

Consultation Draft – ―CoRWM Report to Government – Report on National Research and
Development for Interim Storage and Geological Disposal of Higher Activity Radioactive Wastes, and
Management of Nuclear Materials‖ (July 2009)
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2543%20%20CoRWM%20RD%20Report%20Consultation%20Draft%2027%20July%2009.pdf
95
CoRWM – ―Position Paper on Research and Development for Conditioning, Packaging and Interim
Storage of Higher Activity Wastes and the Management of Spent Fuels, Plutonium and Uranium
FINAL (Doc 2389 ) 16th June 2009
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2389%20%20CoRWM%20RD%20Storage%20Position%20Paper%20Final%2016%20June.pdf
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CoRWM ref to HLW Problems – in Footnote on Page 87
Research Consultation Doc (July 2009) – page 87 – footnote 5
It is not until page 87 – and then in a footnote 96– that CoRWM make reference to the
fact that:
―CoRWM understands that NDA work on the oxide fuels reference strategy is
being accelerated because of problems with the Sellafield evaporators for
liquid HLW and the consequent effects on THORP throughput. This section of
the report will be updated prior to publication to reflect developments‖

In fact rather than updating the CoRWM text wrt to problems with liquid HLW
treatment – CoRWM removed the text

E-mail Exchange - Re: Liquid HLW

18th Sept ‟09 – CoRWM to Rachel
Reasons that Sellafield Liquid HLW not relevant to CoRWM
a) interim
b) Sellafield (cf NDA)

From: Tarsam Bains [ CoRWM (ii) Secretariat ] to Rachel Western
Re:
Page 87 - footnote 5 - NII info source

Hi Rachel
It is not appropriate to include the information in the NII Newsletter in the R&D
report. The report is about national R&D for the long-term management of all the
UK's higher activity wastes and materials that may be declared to be wastes.
The Newsletter section is about short-term operational matters on a particular site.
Furthermore, para 6.27 in the report and the associated footnote are about NDA work,
which is not even mentioned in the NII Newsletter as far as we can see.
Thanks
Sam

96

(Footnote Five)
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Immediate Comments on this E-mail
- CoRWM is not just concerned with long –term management of wastes –
it is also concerned with interim storage
- the Sellafield site holds the majority of the nuclear waste inventory with
which CoRWM are concerned
- the NDA are responsible for the Sellafield site

16th Sept 2009 - Rachel Western to CoRWM
- indicating NII Newsletter reference to Sellafield HLW facilities (cf lack of info from
NDA)

E-mail 16th Sept ‗09
From:
Re:

Rachel Western to Tarsam Bains [ CoRWM (ii) Secretariat ]
Page 87 - footnote 5 - NII info source

Hi Sam,
Please could you refer Marion Hill and Bill Lee to the March 2009 NII Newsletter
which has just been published.
(pp 15-16)
Please could you let me know if they do not feel that it is appropriate to include this
information.
Thanks
Rachel

16th Sept 2009 – Rachel Western to CoRWM
- there would be no consultation on update to HLW note
- plus - as NDA have provided no information on the issue of liquid HLW, the
reference may be removed – rather than updated.

16th Sept 2009 – CoRWM to Rachel Western
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E-mail - 16th September 2009
From:
Re:

Tarsam Bains [ CoRWM (ii) Secretariat ] to Rachel Western
Page 87 - footnote 5

Hi Rachel
I have spoken to Marion Hill and Bill Lee, if there is an update, it will simply
be a factual update and revised text will not be sent out for comment.
However, there is nothing in the NDA comments received on the report on
which to base an update so it may be necessary to leave the text as it is and
remove the footnote.
Thanks
Sam
~~~~~~~~

15th Sept 2009 – Rachel Western to CoRWM
Please confirm that ‗update‘ to footnote will not be consulted on

E-mail - 15th Sept ‗09
From:
Re:

Rachel Western to Tarsam Bains [ CoRWM (ii) Secretariat ]
Subject: Page 87 - footnote 5

Hi Sam,
Please can you confirm that the 'update' referred to in this footnote will not be
consulted on.
Thanks

Rachel
~~~~~~~~~
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Sellafield + Funding ( to Nov 2009 )
June „09
Keith Case, Sellafield's commercial director, said 97
"the work that needs to be addressed is of such a high hazard nature that the
money will still need to be spent, even if Sellafield's budget comes under
pressure."
Oct ‟09
NII inspector Mark Foy warned 98 that the risks at Sellafield were:
―far too high.‖
Nov „09
The Times report that the Government was drawing up plans for large
spending cuts at Sellafield.. 99

It may be seen that CoRWM abjectly failed to indicate to Government the key issue
of concern at the Sellafield site.

97

‗Contractors warm up for £1.3bn Sellafield clean-up‘ Contract Journal, Weds 10th June 2009
http://www.contractjournal.com/Articles/2009/06/01/68289/with-13bn-to-spend-per-annum-nucleardecomissioning-work-has-a-long-half-life.html
98

‗Sellafield‟s risks are too high – NII‘ Whitehaven News, Weds 7th Oct 2009
http://www.whitehavennews.co.uk/news/sellafield_s_risks_are_too_high_nii_span_style_color_red_add_you
r_comments_span_1_620879?referrerPath=news
99

„Cuts loom over UK‟s nuclear clean-up budget‟ The Times, Nov 25th „09
http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/industry_sectors/natural_resources/article6930592.ece
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Sellafield Emergencies ( During 2009 )
During 2009 serious failures including two emergencies are reported:
- Emergency due to Tank Cooling Failure 100, 101,102
- ―Evaporator‖ – shut-down in an emergency 103
- Serious Problem with ―Vitrification‖ Plant104

CoRWM (2009) + Sellafield Hazard - Conclusion
It can be seen that CoRWM has failed to appraise Government of the true nature of
the hazard associated with the Sellafield site. This has important implications for both
the public purse and for public safety.
Moreover, the rationale put forward for this omission is either a startling example of
mendacity or a startling example of ignorance.
Whichever explanation is correct, both are wholly unacceptable.

CoRWM + Plutonium
The NDA holds a stock of 100 tonnes of plutonium for which no credible technical or
economic long term management exists.
In October 2009 CoRWM made the following statement concerning plutonium 105

100

―Cooling Water Supplies‖ - Note from Sellafield Press Office – 14th April 2009
‗Sellafield News‘ Wednesday 8th April 2009 – Issue 1101 (page 2)
http://www.sellafieldsites.com/UserFiles/File/Sellafield%20News/Sellafield%20News%2008_4_09.pdf
102
See also ―Nuclear Installations Inspectorate – March 2009 Newsletter‖page 15
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nn45.pdf
103
Whitehaven News - Weds 20th May 2009
http://www.whitehaven-news.co.uk/news/thorp_threats_1_557207?referrerPath=home
104
―Nuclear Installations Inspectorate – March 2009 Newsletter‖page 15
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nn45.pdf
105
CoRWM ―Report on National Research and Development for Interim Storage and Geological
Disposal of Higher Activity Radioactive Wastes, and Management of Nuclear Materials‖ ( October
2009 )
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2543%20CoRWM%20Report%20on%20RD
%20Final%2030%20October%202009.pdf
101
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―R&D into management of the UK‟s civil plutonium stockpile has been an
NDA priority since its inception and has, CoRWM believes, been an example
of good practice which could be used as a model for future R&D
programmes.‖ [ para A.37 – page 107 ]
This statement is quite extraordinary.
In fact the NDA is experiencing severe difficulties working out what should be done
with the plutonium stocks. The extent of the problem may be seen by the fact that the
current NDA Draft Business Plan ( 2010 –2013 ) 106 section on ( 2010 – 2011 ) Key
Activities for the NDA ( pp 40 – 41 ) ; the
‗manage nuclear materials‘ [ ie plutonium and uranium ]
part of the Table
…refers only to Uranium. Plutonium is simply ‗air-brushed‘ out of consideration.

Plutonium as Fuel - Failure of Sellafield Plutonium Fuel (MOX) Plant
In April 1994 the construction of the ‗Sellafield MOX Plant‘ was started. 107 ‗MOX‘
is ‗mixed-oxide‘ fuel that is meant to be used in ordinary reactors, rather than ‗fast
reactors‘.
However, in February 2008, Energy Minister Malcolm Wicks admitted that the plant
had only managed 2.6 tonnes of production in 2007 – and a total of only 5.2 tonnes
since opening in 2001. This can be compared to a design capacity of 120 tonnes of
MOX fuel a year. 108
Although storage represents the optimal approach for plutonium management in the
interim; the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) have not been able to put
forward any robust and plausible long term strategy for plutonium management.
Thus, despite the title of the NDA (Jan 2009) document:
"NDA Plutonium Topic Strategy - Credible Options Technical Analysis" 109
the report does not in fact outline ‗Credible‘ options.
As was shown above the NDA are experiencing severe problems manufacturing
plutonium based fuel. However – there are also problems with storage and disposal.

106

http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/NDA-Draft-Business-Plan-2010-2013.pdf
―MOX Case Between Ireland and the UK‖ (2003) http://www.pca-cpa.org/upload/files/MOXDay%20One.pdf (page 42, line 13)
108
Paul Brown ―Voodoo Economics‖ (Published by Friends of the Earth) May 2008,
http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/voodoo_economics.pdf
109
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/NDA-Plutonium-Topic-Strategy-Credible-OptionsTechnical-Analysis-January-2009.pdf
107
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Lack of Work on Storage Beyond 50 Years
The NDA (Jan ‗09 Options Document ) notes that:
―little work has been done to support storage in the very long term, in the
region of 50 years plus into the future.‖ (page 51)
In comparison Plutonium–239 has a ‗half-life‘ of the order of 20 000 years.
Disposal of Plutonium not Proven
Although the end-point for each of the various plutonium proposals put forward in the
NDA options document is ‗disposal‘ 110 – the main report states that:
―A better understanding needs to be established of the safety case criteria for
the disposal concept, this is key to establishing whether the durability of the
waste forms proposed is acceptable and in establishing the optimum
incorporation rates of plutonium within the waste form. This work must
include a consideration of the criticality safety aspects from the fissile
materials.‖ (page 43)
Plutonium – Storage, Cheaper & „No Regrets‟ - cf Use as Fuel
It has been proposed that the separated Plutonium stocks currently held at Sellafield
should be fabricated into fuel rods and utilised in plutonium-based reactors.
However, even the NDA‘s own documentation recommends against this. Thus
Appendix ‗B‘ 111 of the NDA‘s (Jan 2009 ‗Plutonium Options‘ Document ) which is
an ‗Economic External Review ‗ - carried out by John Brook, (who had previously
carried out work for the NDA on the Sellafield MOX fuel fabrication plant – ‗SMP‘)
112
- concludes that storage is the cheaper option and probably the ‗no regrets option‘
(page 139)

CoRWM + Plutonium - Conclusion
The UK has plutonium stocks sufficient for 7,500 bombs. Sellafield is adding to these
stocks. The NDA have no idea what to do with this plutonium – yet CoRWM have
stated as recently as October 2009 that NDA work on plutonium: 113
110

See for example page 26 – para 5.4.2
Appendix B: Economic External Review - Assurance of the Plutonium Disposition Cost Modelling
- Report to the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority Reference : NDA / Pu-Disp - 1 / JB December
2008 - (Appendix B – pp 135 – 139)
112
page 136
113
CoRWM ―Report on National Research and Development for Interim Storage and Geological
Disposal of Higher Activity Radioactive Wastes, and Management of Nuclear Materials‖ ( October
2009 )
http://www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Current%20Publications/2543%20CoRWM%20Report%20on%20RD
%20Final%2030%20October%202009.pdf
111
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is
―an example of good practice which could be used as a model for future R&D
programmes.‖ [ para A.37 – page 107 ]
Once again CoRWM is telling the Government and the nuclear industry what it wants
to hear.
This is not the same as what it needs to hear.
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NII - Re: Veracity wrt Sellafield Liquid HLW Hazard

The reason that this text is included in this document on the performance of CoRWM
is because, at a critical moment in the ‗discourse‘ over the issues involved;
CoRWM saw fit to re-draft their note of a meeting such that it became less
accurate
This section addresses the issue raised above – wrt to:
the Sellafield hazard; and
the lack of adequate funding to deal with this hazard
Primarily the text addresses:
not only NII‘s failure to ensure that the problems are dealt with; but also
the NII‘s ‗lack of veracity‘ concerning the matter
The ‗lack of veracity‘ is of particular importance in this context as the original issue
arose during a Planning Hearing.
Due to the revision of Planning Law – and the need for the public to rely on
officialdom to - the lack of rigour displayed by the NII is a matter of great concern.
~~~~~~~~~~~~
Unfortunately the following pages are extremely tortuous.
They are concerned with the evidence that I gave to a CCC Waste Planning
Framework meeting in November 2008.
At this meeting I quoted a (July 2008) NII Newsletter to indicate that, not only were
the NII concerned about the state of critical safety equipment at the Sellafield site;
they were also concerned that the NDA might not be allocated sufficient funds by
Government to carry out the necessary refurbishments.
Despite the fact that I was directly quoting NII documentation, the NII representative
at the Hearing indicated that my evidence was false.
When a formal minute of this statement was available – in the form of a note
prepared by a CoRWM observer – I immediately wrote to the Head of the Health
and Safety Executive (HSE), who are responsible for the NII, to make a complaint.
Mike Weightman – the NII Head - responded to my (30th Dec ‘08) letter on (22nd Jan
‘09). The further ‗misrepresentations in Mike Weightman‘s letter only served to
compound the original problem of the misrepresentation at the CCC Planning
Hearing. I therefore almost immediately sent a response (on 27 th Jan ‘09).
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On 5th March 2009 Mike Weightman sent a response to this ( 27 th Jan ‘09) letter. I
was quite astonished to find that this letter had 10 ―fibs‖ in just one side of A4. I
spent a great deal of time compiling a 36 page document outlining the basis of my
assertion that the (5th Mar ‘09) letter had 10 ―fibs‖ in it.
On the 8th July 2009 I had a meeting with Mike Weightman in which I provided him
with a copy of my analysis of his (5th Mar ‗09) letter. He said that he would get back
to me to demonstrate that I was in fact misinformed.
Four months later, and less than a week before the (9th Nov ‗09) nuclear
announcement, Mike Weightman wrote to me to say that the issues that I raised had
been reviewed. He supplied no documentary support.
Dr Weightman invited me to a meeting, however at the same time – for whatever
reason – the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) had seen
fit to alter their original note of the CCC Planning Hearing such that it no longer
provided an accurate report of the meeting.
I requested that the NII resolve this situation – but they did not deem it appropriate.

Things had quite clearly moved from the sublime to the ridiculous. Given that the
very basis of my original complaint was now a bone of contention I felt that a meeting
with the NII would be problematic.
Sue Brett (CCC Planning Officer) had taken hand-written notes at the Planning
Hearing which match the original CoRWM note (ie that the NII had ‗negated‘ my
evidence.
The fact that my evidence was correct, was confirmed by an article in the Times in
(Nov ‘09) – and its subsequent confirmation by the NDA.
This issue is not a matter of pedantry. At the Sellafield site there is an ever-present
risk of a radionuclide that would be generate radioactive fallout that could result in
two million fatal cancers. During 2009 there were two emergencies on the site and
the NII Inspector Mark Foy stated in October that the risks at Sellafield were ‗far to
high‘.
The fact that the NII saw fit to misrepresent their views at a Planning Hearing is a
matter of very serious concern. The fact that this initial problem has been exacerbated
by a serious of highly misleading letters – plus the extraordinary decision by CoRWM
to revise a meeting note – such that it no longer provides an accurate account of what
was actually said – is truly bizarre.
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10 July 2009 – Letter to HSE outlining problems with veracity of NII + implications
that this has for the Planning Process
Letter from Rachel Western
To:

Geoffrey Podger
Chief Executive of HSE
Health and Safety Executive
CC:

Mike Weightman, HM Chief Inspector of Nuclear Installations and
Director (Nuclear Directorate)
Mick Bacon (NII), Dick Howarth (NII)
Sue Brett (CCC) Nuclear Issues Officer
FAO: The Planning Inspectors
Diane Abbott (MP for Hackney North and Stoke Newington)
Pete Wilkinson

10th July 2009

Dear Sir,
Re: NII Evidence at CCC Planning Inquiry
(Tue 18th- Wed 19th November 2008)
Adequacy of Dr Mike Weightman‟s
Further Letter (of 5th March 2009)
Thank you very much for forwarding my letter of the 27th January 2009 to Dr Mike
Weightman, [HM Chief Inspector of Nuclear Installations and Director (Nuclear
Directorate)] for response.
My letter to you of the 27th January 2009 concerned the Cumbria County Council
Planning Hearing of November 2008 – at which an NII representative was present.
Unfortunately, as you know, I felt the need to make a Complaint (see my original
letter of 30th December 2008) concerning the way that the NII representative
participated in the Hearing.
Specifically, the summary of my complaint (copied from my 30 th December 2008
letter) is set out in the box below.

Summary of Complaint
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That the NII representative at the Cumbria County Council Planning Inquiry,
misrepresented the position of the NII, with respect to the NII‟s concerns over the
difficulties associated with the liquid high level (radioactive) wastes) at the Sellafield
site.

I apologise for the delay in my response to Dr Weightman‘s letter of 5 th March;
however, Dr Weightman‘s letter to me posed something of a conundrum.
This is due to the fact that Dr Weightman‘s correspondence in response to my letters
has only served to exacerbate my concerns over the veracity of NII statements.
At the risk that you find my continued correspondence tiresome, I have chosen to
pursue this matter further due to the imperative for a robust:
Regulator / Planning interface
ie - the Planning System must be able to rely on the factual accuracy of input
from regulators.
The box below sets out two quotes from the CCC Inspectors report (February 2009).
These quotes clearly indicate that the Inspectors who presided over the Planning
Hearing in question (Nov 2008 – CCC) made the decision to delegate matters
concerning detailed issues associated with radioactive waste management to the
regulators.

The Critical Role of Regulators in Planning
The CCC Planning Inspectors Report 114 (of 3rd February 2009) states:
―Detailed technical issues and uncertainties relating to the management, storage and
disposal of radioactive wastes are subject to other controls and legislation, and are
outside the scope of this strategic planning document.‖ page 29 (para 8.119)
and more specifically:
―Issues about possible problems associated with the vitrification [ the process of
turning the liquid wastes into a solid glass form] of liquid HLW are covered by other
114

S J Pratt & E Simpson ―Report on the Examination into the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy and Generic Development Control Policies Development Plan Documents‖ (Published 3 rd
February 2009)
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regulatory processes and do not, in our view, justify a more restrictive policy towards
the existing or future storage and disposal of HLW at Sellafield.‖
page 27 (para 8.103)

Thus the Inspectors clearly felt that they could rely on the NII evidence that was put
before them. However, as is demonstrated below this assumption was inappropriate.
Clearly this is a matter of deep concern.
The majority of this document comprises an analysis of Dr Weightman‘s March letter.
My analysis of the letter is combined with my analysis of the evidence base. – thus, as
far as possible, my presentation of a contrasting perspective is sourced to a reference.
On Wednesday 8th July 2009 at a meeting with Dr Weightman, I drew his attention to
my concerns over his March letter and gave him a copy of the analysis that I had
produced.
This document is set out in subsequent pages.
In addition to discussing the March letter, our conversation ranged across a number of
primarily Sellafield related issues. I said that I would very much like to develop a
constructive relationship with the NII and Dr Weightman said that he would be happy
to meet with me again – for which I am grateful.
Dr Weightman also said that he would provide a response to my analysis of the March
letter.
The NII / Planning Issue is not only pertinent to Cumbria County Council and the
wastes at Sellafield – it is also highly relevant to the proposals for reactor new build
and plans for a new nuclear warhead factory (at Burghfield in Berkshire – just West
of London).
Such decisions are of great import. Nuclear projects have the potential for causing
extraordinary harm – it is therefore absolutely essential that those who have been
tasked with protecting public and worker safety apply the highest standards of rigour
and integrity.

Yours sincerely
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Dr Rachel E J Western

BA (Oxon) PhD MRSC

Nuclear Researcher for Friends of the Earth Cumbrian Groups
Member of Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates
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Analysis of Mike Weightman‟s
5th March Letter
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SUMMARY
Context

In November 2008, Dr Rachel Western 115 gave evidence at a Planning Hearing in
Cumbria concerning the safety of nuclear waste at Sellafield. She argued that:
i)

urgent measures were needed to address safety problems; and

ii)

the government regulator – the ‗Nuclear Installations Inspectorate‘ (or
‗NII‘) were concerned that the necessary funds would not be available to
carry out this work.

Her evidence was based on the July 2008 edition of the NII Newsletter – which she
quoted verbatim. Thus,

Urgent Measures Needed
―Replacement HASTs [Highly Active Storage Tanks 116] should be progressed
with the utmost urgency.” (page 16)
Funding

The funding issue was also referred to extensively in the NII Newsletter referred to
above.
For example:
―Funding constraints are restricting the licensee‟s ability to deliver major
projects and safety improvements on the site” (page 11)
―Sellafield Limited has now shared the content of Lifetime Plan 2008
(LTP08) with us and it does indicate a significant shortfall in funding
between the costs of the in-year programme of work identified by the
licensee for the Sellafield site and the level of funding available from
NDA.‖ (page 12)

115

Nuclear Researcher for Friends of the Earth (Cumbria Groups)
At the Sellafield nuclear plant, nuclear waste is liquidised in order to extract its plutonium content.
After the plutonium extraction has been carried out the waste remains in tanks until it is re-solidified.
Whilst the waste remains as a liquid it is incredibly dangerous (see Appendix Four).
116
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Web Link for NII July 2008 Newsletter
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nsn4308.pdf
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Evidence provided by NII Representative
The NII were formally invited to attend the Hearing (see Appendix Two). However,
in his evidence to the Hearing the NII Representative stated that the concerns that Dr
Western had expressed were without foundation. This was despite the fact that Dr
Western had directly quoted an NII document.
The note of the Hearing prepared by the representative from the Committee on
Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM), John Rennilson, who was present as an
Observer, formally shows that the NII dismissed Dr Western‘s concerns. Thus,
―Dr Western … felt that funding problems at Sellafield were undermining its
safety. This was heard, received a negative response from the regulators and I
cannot see being taken forward in a planning document. ― 117 (page 4)

Subsequent Correspondence

Following receipt of the formal CoRWM note of the Hearing, Dr Western wrote to
the Chief Executive of the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 118, 119 to complain that
the NII representative had ‗misrepresented‘ the NII‘s position.
On 22nd January 2009, Dr Western received a response to her letter to the HSE from
the Head of the NII. Unfortunately, this response letter significantly compounded the
original problem – as it contained a number of misrepresentations. Thus, Dr Western
immediately sent a response to this letter (on the 27 th Jan).
On the 5th March 2009, the NII responded to this second letter. This letter has ten
‗misrepresentations‘.
It is this letter which is the subject of this document.
Accident at Sellafield on 1st April
Just a month after the NII‘s 5th March letter, there was a ‗near-miss ‗ accident in
which Sellafield was just hours from disaster.
This accident occurred within the facilities 120 that had been the subject of Dr
Western‘s evidence at the original November 2008 Hearing – and thus vindicated her
concerns.

117

See CoRWM document 2506 - attached to my original complaint of the 30th December 2008.
Who are responsible for the NII
119
on 30th December 2008
120
the Liquid High Level Waste tanks (Liquid HLW tanks)
118
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Dr Mike Weightman
HM Chief Inspector of Nuclear Installations
Letter of 5th March 2009
Ten Misrepresentations

Context

In November 2008 Cumbria County Council (CCC) held a Planning Hearing at which
Dr Rachel Western expressed concerns over:


the fact that due to lack of funds urgent safety requirements laid out by the
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (NII) to the nuclear industry 121 concerning
Sellafield 122 may not be implemented; and that



this has very serious implications for hazard presented by ‗Liquid High Level
Waste‘ (Liquid HLW) – one of the most dangerous forms of nuclear waste in
existence.

Dr Western‘s evidence largely consisted of direct quotations from the NII
Newsletter.123 However, at the Hearing, the NII representative stated that Dr
Western‘s evidence was without foundation.
Subsequently, Dr Western wrote to the Head of the Health and Safety Executive 124
(which is responsible for the NII) to complain about this misrepresentation.
The letter of 5th March 2009, 125 from Dr Mike Weightman (Head of the NII), was
received by Dr Western as a result of this correspondence.
As is shown below, the 5th March, letter compounds the initial dilemma of one
misrepresentation by magnifying the number of misrepresentations to ten. 126

121

Specifically the NDA – or ‗Nuclear Decommissioning Authority‘
The plutonium complex in Cumbria on the coast of the Irish Sea.
123
of July 2008
124
Geoffrey Podger – Letter of 30th December 2008
125
See Appendix One
126
in just one side of A4
122
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The Ten Misrepresentations
Made in Dr Weightman‟s 5 March 2009 Letter 127
SUMMARY

1. Disposal not Management
2. NII Rep Present as Observer not Participant
3. Mr Haworth (NII Rep) Views Not Sought
4. Sellafield is Safely Managed at Present
5. Sellafield Not Focus for Funding Concerns
6. Work at Sellafield is Not Constrained by Funding
7. Sellafield Insurance Arrangements „Commercial‟
8. Even High Hazards can be Managed Safely
9. NII Newsletter now More „Accessible‟
10. Delayed November 2008 Newsletter now available

127

The letter was one side A4 long – and can be found at Appendix One

65

The Ten Misrepresentations
In Dr Weightman‟s Letter

Below the ten misrepresentations are set out in the order that they appear in the letter.
The full text of the letter is set out in Appendix One.

1. Disposal not Management
Dr Weightman states in his letter:
―[t]he hearing was concerned with a proposal for an underground repository
in Cumbria. Although operational and safety issues at Sellafield might have
some bearing on the practicability of implementing any disposal policy they
did not appear to be directly relevant to the Hearing.‖ 128
Thus Dr. Weightman indicates that ‗operational‘ issues were not ‗directly relevant‘ to
the November Hearing. This is incorrect.
However, the Cumbria County Council (CCC) planning documents that were under
consideration at the Hearing did in fact specifically refer to operational issues
associated with the management of Liquid High Level Waste. This was considered
quite separately from the issue of nuclear waste disposal.

Consideration of Management Issues
The November CCC Planning Hearing was concerned with the Council‘s Draft
‗Development Plan Documents‘ 129 (DPDs) on :
‗Minerals & Waste Core Strategy & Generic Development Control Policies‘. 130
- or, put more simply‘ Waste Framework‘ documents. 131
The ‗Core‘ document addresses nuclear waste at Chapter 8. 132
In this chapter:

128

Dr Weightman‘s Letter of 5th March 2009. page 1
Under the terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
130
S J Pratt & E Simpson ―Report on the Examination into the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Core
Strategy and Generic Development Control Policies Development Plan Documents‖ (Published 3rd
February 2009) - page 1
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/538/755/1929/1982/39850162227.pdf
131
Although the document also considered minerals, that was not relevant to the hearing at which Mr
Haworth and I attended
132132
“Draft Core Strategy of the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework - (pp 45 –
51) ―http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/538/755/1929/3951815533.pdf
129
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- Policy 11 (page 48) considers waste Disposal; and
- Policy 10 (page 47) considers waste Storage
The overall context of these two Policies is set out on pages 45 to 47.
An important technical point to be aware of is that High Level Waste (HLW) – which
essentially comprises concentrated ‗fission products‘ (the most fiercely radioactive
form of nuclear wastes) comes in different forms – some liquid, and some solid. This
is set out in more detail in the footnote.133
At Sellafield the HLW is changed from a solid to a liquid and then back to a solid.
There are two things that it is critically important to realise:
i) Firstly, that during the in-between stage, whilst the HLW is in a Liquid form, it is
far more dangerous (see Appendix Four) - this is because it is liable to boil dry and
so escape from the site. 134 Alternatively, were a plane or a bomb to hit Sellafield –
being a liquid, again the HLW would readily escape.

ii) The nuclear industry and the government refer to this:

Solid / Liquid/ Solid Process
using the word ‗Storage‘ – which is obviously highly misleading.
Processing materials is obviously different than storing them.

133

‗High Level Waste ‗ (or HLW) consists of ‗Fission Products‘ in a concentrated form. ‗Fission
Products‘ are the fragments of the original atoms that have released their ‗nuclear energy‘ by break into
two much smaller atoms (which are roughly half the size). These fragments are fiercely radioactive
and extremely dangerous.
Initially the‘ fission products‘ are held in the actual fuel rods used in the nuclear reactor. After a while.
the waste fuel rods are taken out of the reactor. This „Solid HLW‟ is sent to Sellafield in Cumbria,
where the plutonium that they contain is removed. The method used for plutonium removal is a
chemical technique known as ‗solvent extraction‘ which demands that the waste fuel rods are turned
into a liquid form.
The solid fuel rods are changed into a liquid form by dissolving them in nitric acid. Once the
plutonium is removed from the acid solution , the waste stream „Liquid High Level Waste‟ is created.
This comprises of the nitric acid (which was used to dissolve the fuel rod) plus the ‗fission products ‗.
Liquid High Level Waste is extremely dangerous – some indication of the hazard that it presents is set
out in Appendix Four. Sellafield has a set of equipment that is meant to return the ‗fission products‘ to
a solid form (as they were prior to removal of plutonium from the mixture). The method used for this
re-soldification is known as ‗vitrification‘ The „Solid HLW „ that results is the form of a type of
glass.
134

Where it might contaminate the local people
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On page 45 of the draft Core document, reference 135 is very clearly made to the
process of returning the Liquid HLW to Solid HLW. The method used to achieve this
is known as ‗vitrification‘, in which the HLW is turned into a sort of glass. Thus,
―Liquid high level waste, mostly from reprocessing, is stored to cool at Sellafield and
is then subject to a process of vitrification‖
The solid glass form of HLW is still dangerous - in the sense that if you were near to
it, it would kill you very quickly. However it does not possess the same potential for
catastrophe (see Appendix Four) that the Liquid HLW poses. This is because it will
not boil dry, and because if it were to be hit by a bomb or a plane it would not be
released directly into the sky.
Unfortunately Sellafield is currently experiencing problems with the ‗ReSolidification‘ process, and this is what Dr Western‘s evidence to the Hearing was
concerned with.

The crux of Dr Western‘s evidence to the (November 2008) Hearing, was that the
process of ‗Re-Solidiying‘ (or ‗vitrifying‘) HLW was not going smoothly.
In particular she referred to the July 2008 NII Newsletter, to show that the NII
1. required ‗urgent‘ measures to be carried out by the nuclear industry to address
problems with the Liquid HLW treatment facilities,
2. feared that these measures may not be carried out – due to lack of funding

2. NII Rep Present as Observer not Participant
Dr Weightman states:
―Mr Haworth‟s [the NII representative] role was primarily as an observer” 136
This is incorrect.
At Appendix Two (which is a letter from Mr Tony Bishop of the Planning
Inspectorate sent to Dr Western 17 April 2009) it is shown that Mr Haworth was
present as an official participant at the Hearing – in fact he had been invited by the
Inspectors at the suggestion of Cumbria County Council.
Thus, Mr Bishop states that the role of Mr Haworth:

135
136

para 8.2 – ‗Where are we now‘
Dr Weightman‘s Letter of 5th March 2009. page 1
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―was as an official participant at the hearing representing the NII”

3. Mr Haworth (NII Rep) Views Not Sought
Dr Weightman states that Mr Haworth:
“was neither asked nor prepared to comment on the generality of the evidence
presented and in particular the detailed regulatory position on Sellafield
projects.‖
This in incorrect.
The letter from Mr Tony Bishop of the Planning Inspectorate to Dr Western (as
discussed above) clearly states that the role of Mr Haworth at the Hearing was:
”to assist the Inspectors in understanding the role of the NII and its views on
the issues discussed, rather than as an observer.‖
This is of particular importance due to the fact that a key function of the Hearing was
to establish whether Cumbria County Council‘s draft ‗Waste Framework‘ was
‗sound.‘ 137

Dr Western‟s Evidence and the „Soundness‟ Issue
The word ‗sound‘ has a very particular definition within the context of Planning
Regulations. Thus, the response form, which was sent out along with Cumbria
County Council‘s draft ‗Waste Framework‘ in March 2008, sets out nine ‗tests of
soundness‘ which a Policy must pass in order to be deemed: ‗sound‘.138
In Dr Western‘s October Submission to the Consultation (which was immediately
before the November Hearing) 139 she argued that the draft ‗Waste Framework‘
document
did not meet ‗Soundness Test 7‘
ie
―policies that fail to represent the most appropriate in all the circumstances.‖

137

Inspectors‘ Report (February 2009) – page one
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/elibrary/Content/Internet/538/755/1929/1982/39850162227.pdf
138
See the Annex on page 4.

139 ‘Second Submission to Cumbria County Council’s Minerals and Waste Development
Framework’ Dr Rachel Western (21st October 2008) page one
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…. the relevant ‗circumstances‘ being the failing of the funding base necessary to
ensure that the NII‘s requirements would be met.

Although Dr Western‘s evidence was based direct quotes from an NII document, the
NII rep dismissed her points out of hand. Thus, the CoRWM representative
commented
―Dr Western … felt that funding problems at Sellafield were undermining its
safety. This was heard, received a negative response from the regulators and I
cannot see being taken forward in a planning document. ― 140 (page 4)
Therefore, it can clearly be seen, both from the letter of Mr Bishop of the Planning
Inspectorate, and also, from the CoRWM minute of Mr Rennilson – that Mr Hawarth
(the NII rep‘s) function was to act as a the source of official NII views - in order to
inform the Planning Inspectors.
Furthermore, it can be seen that Mr Hawarth played a key role in determining the
opinion that was formed by the Inspectors that there was no need for them to take note
of Dr Western‘s evidence.
Thus – Mr Hawarth of the NII stated that the NII had no significant concerns over the
matters that Dr Western had raised – and therefore that there was no need for the
Inspectors to conclude that the Council should take a more proactive approach to the
safety of Sellafield.

4. Sellafield is Safely Managed at Present
Dr Weightman states:
“we have had a number of issues regarding Sellafield and its facilities over
the years, which we have reported in our newsletters and the Site Stakeholder
group reports . … we continuously press Sellafield to accelerate the rate at
which it places its most hazardous materials into safer forms. It would be
wrong however to conclude from this that we believe the safety of this material
is not being adequately managed at present.” 141
Thus, on 5th March 2009, Dr Weightman clearly indicates that he believed that the
Liquid HLW at Sellafield is being safely managed.
This is not the case.
Just a month after Dr Weightman‘s statement, on 1st April 2009 an incident that took
place at Sellafield that was so serious that the site emergency arrangements had to be
brought into play.
140
141

See CoRWM document 2506 - attached to my original complaint of the 30th December 2008.
Dr Weightman‘s Letter of 5th March 2009. page 1
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This incident involved the Liquid HLW facilities at Sellafield that had been the
subject of Dr Western‘s evidence at the November 2008 Hearing.
Appendix Three sets out the background and details of this accident.
The fact that this incident involved the Liquid HLW facilites that had been the subject
of Dr Western‘s evidence at the November Hearing vindicates Dr Western‘s concerns.
The incident was caused by failure in the system that pipes cold running water
through the HLW tanks. Without this cold running water the HLW would get hotter
and hotter. (This is because it is so radioactive - and therefore self-heating).
BNFL 142 analysis has indicated that such failure of this cooling system would lead to:



boiling of the liquid HLW after 12 hours, and
the HLW tanks drying out after three days. 143

The Sellafield Newsletter (April 8th 2009 – Issue 1101, page 2) reports that during the
accident the Site Emergency Arrangements were brought into play for four hours. 144
Gordon Thompson of the ‗Institute for Resource and Security Studies‘ (IRSS) – who
has provided key analysis of the Liquid HLW issue for over thirty years has reported
that once the HLW starts to boil, radioactivity will begin to be released. The NII have
stated that the consequences of prolonged cooling failure could be ‗very severe‘. 145
Although Appendix Four looks at the possible dangers presented by HLW release in
terms of ‗possible numbers of fatalities‘ – and also comparison with Chernobyl; the
fact is that precise predictions are very difficult.
What it is possible to say reliably, is that an accident that led to a release of HLW
could easily lead to a very significant loss of life.
The operation of the Emergency System for four hours (during the April 1st incident)
is comparable to the12 hour period (that would lead to the start of boiling). Clearly
this margin is unacceptable.

142

BNFL – ‗British Nuclear Fuels‘ the predecessor to the ‗NDA‘ – the Nuclear Decommissioning
Authority
143
―High Level Radioactive Liquid Waste at Sellafield - Risks, Alternative Options and

Lessons for Policy‖ Gordon Thompson (June 1998) - Section 4.1 (as above)
[http://www.irss-usa.org/pages/documents/Completew-oapp.pdf]
144

‗Sellafield News‘ Wednesday 8th April 2009 – Issue 1101 (page 2)
http://www.sellafieldsites.com/UserFiles/File/Sellafield%20News/Sellafield%20News%2008_4_09.pdf
145
―High Level Radioactive Liquid Waste at Sellafield - Risks, Alternative Options and
Lessons for Policy‖ Gordon Thompson (June 1998) - Section 4.1

[http://www.irss-usa.org/pages/documents/Completew-oapp.pdf]
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The difficulty associated with the tightness of the margin may be appreciated when it
is remembered that in 2005 Sellafield staff failed to detect a leak of Liquid HLW 146
for nine months. 147 The leak was so serious that the nuclear industry pleaded guilty to
criminal charges. 148
Similarly on 20th May 2009, the Whitehaven News 149 reported that a more recent leak
at Sellafield had gone undetected for 14 months, and was only discovered on the day
that Gordon Brown was visiting. 150

146

still containing plutonium
―New plant culture‖ Nuclear Engineering International - 27th July 2005
http://www.neimagazine.com/story.asp?storyCode=2029958
148
―BNG pleads guilty over Thorp leak‖ Nuclear Engineering International - 13 June 2006
http://www.neimagazine.com/story.asp?storyCode=2036700
149
The local paper in the Sellafield area
150
Whitehaven News, Weds 20th May 2009 http://www.whitehavennews.co.uk/news/sellafield_braces_for_fall_out_over_undetected_pipe_leak_1_557205?referrerPath=n
ews
147

72

The fact that the April 2009 accident took place just one month after Dr Weightman
stated that Sellafield was safely handling nuclear wastes demonstrates that his
statement was incorrect.

5. Sellafield Not Focus for Funding Concerns
In an earlier letter to the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 151 of 27th January 2009,
Dr Western made reference to a story in the Guardian 152 which reported a ―call for
„innovativ‟ ways of raising money” that had been made by the NII.
Specifically the story referred to widespread concern over a shortage of Public Funds
―with the vast bulk being spent at Sellafield in Cumbria and Dounreay in
Scotland.‖
However, in his letter of 5th March, Dr Weightman makes the statement that his:
―recent comments on funding were not focussed on Sellafield‖
This statement is not correct.
The NDA (2009 – 2012) Business Plan 153 indicates (page 34) that the total
expenditure expected for Sellafield in the year (2009/ 2010) is approximately £1.2
Billion. For the whole of the NDA, the expected expenditure for this period is £2.8
Billion. (see page 28) From these figures it may be calculated that Sellafield
represents 40% of NDA expenditure. As indicated above, the Sellafield site presents
extremely dangerous hazards.
On 10th June 2009, Contract Journal reported (see Appendix Seven) 154 that Sellafield
had ‗cornered‘ almost 70% of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authorities 155 budget.
Given the large degree of required expenditure it must be the case that Sellafield
represents an extreme funding problem.

6. Work at Sellafield is Not Constrained by Funding
Dr Weightman states in his letter of 5th March:
151

Who are responsible for the NII
Tuesday 27th January see Appendix Two of that letter
153
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) Business Plan [2009/2012] Published by the Nuclear
Decommissioning Authority 2009 – [ISBN 978-1-905985 13 5]
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/loader.cfm?url=/commonspot/security/getfile.cfm&pageid=28874
154
Contract Journal ‗Contractors warm up for £1.3bn Sellafield clean-up‘ Weds 10 June 2009
http://www.contractjournal.com/Articles/2009/06/01/68289/with-13bn-to-spend-per-annum-nucleardecomissioning-work-has-a-long-half-life.html
155
NDA
152
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―As I noted in my previous letter, work at Sellafield is not currently
constrained by funding‖
This is incorrect.
Correspondence between the NII and the NDA that has been forwarded to me by Dr
Weightman‘s office 156 clearly indicates that the NII are in fact extremely concerned
by the NDA‘s failure to fund key Liquid HLW projects. 157
Specifically, in a letter to the NDA dated (26th September 2008) the NII state:
“Sellafield Limited: High Level Waste Plants Projects
“We write to say how surprised and concerned we are about recent funding
decisions for the evaporator E and replacement Highly Active Storage Tank
(HAST) project on High Level Waste Plants (HLWP). The more so, since we
thought you were aware of the safety drivers and critical importance of timely
delivery‖
……
as a matter of urgency we wish you to present:
…..
c) how you plan to have your contractors regain the lost time and momentum
for the evaporators and replacement HASTS “ [Highly Active Storage Tanks]"

From this is may be seen that the NII are clearly concerned about the degree of
funding being made available by the NDA to address the HLW problems at Sellafield.
In response the NDA wrote (on 1st October 2008):
―High Level Waste Plants Projects
―To underwrite the financial sanction and case to Government we are
undertaking a strategic review …..
….
―we accept that the decision to halt long lead work on [Evaporator E and]
replacement HASTs (Highly Active Storage Tanks) were premature‖ 158

156

(This was originally meant to be an Enclosure with the 5 th March letter – but was kindly E-mailed to
me on the 9th March)
157
Letter from P Woodhouse and G A Trimble (NII) to Richard Waite (NDA) - 26th September 2008
158
Letter from Richard Waite (NDA Acting Chief Executive ) to Kevin Allars (NII – Head of NII
Division 2) - 1st October 2008
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Thus it can be seen that the NII, in fact, are extremely concerned about the degree to
which the NDA is funding safety critical HLW work on the Sellafield site.
Appendix Three reports more recent reference to these funding shortfalls. 159 The
issue is also discussed in the 10 June 2009 issue of Contract Journal (See Appendix
Seven).
7. Sellafield Insurance Arrangements „Commercial‟
Dr Weightman states 160 that:
―the new management company [ Nuclear Management Partners ] for
Sellafield required alternative insurance arrangements for commercial
accounting reasons‖
Clearly, it would suit every business and individual that required insurance, if this
financial responsibility were to be taken on by the Treasury. Thus, Dr Weightman‘s
statement here that this is a ‗commercial‘ arrangement amounts only to word-play.

8. Even High Hazards can be Managed Safely
Dr Weightman states: 161
―even high hazards can be managed safely ―
Although this statement may be correct in an academic sense – it is not correct in
terms of the attitude of Nuclear Management Partners 162 to their capability to achieve
safe management of Sellafield. This is demonstrated by the fact that they did not
deem it appropriate to be responsible for their own insurance.
9. NII Newsletter now More „Accessible‟
Dr Weightman states (wrt the NII Newsletter) that the delay in publication 163 of the
most recent Newsletter was due to:
―our desire to put information in a more accessible form‖ 164
However, there does not appear to be any actual change in the nature of the
terminology used, nor the degree of explanation that is given.

159

(In a February 2009 on the disbanding of the Nuclear Safety Committee ‗NuSAC‘)
Letter of 5th March 2009 (page 2)
161
(In his letter of 5th March – page 2
162
The managers of the Sellafield site
163
NB – The NII Website stated in January that the November 2008 Newsletter would be published at
the end of January 2009. However, three months later, this has still not taken place.
164
Letter of 5th March 2009 (page 2)
160
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For example the text on page 13, which considers the possible use of nitrates as means
of avoiding corrosion in the cooling coils within the Liquid HLW tanks, gives no
explanation of how this was meant to work, and furthermore gives no technical
explanation of why this approach will not now be pursued.
Of more concern is the fact that the sentence from the July 2008 NII Newsletter,
which indicates that replacement Liquid HLW tanks should be built as a matter of
„utmost urgency‘ (see below) has simply been deleted from the September text. 165
This has been done for no apparent reason.

NII - July 2008 Newsletter
―Replacement HASTs [Highly Active Storage Tanks 166] should be progressed
with the utmost urgency.” (page 16)
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nsn4308.pdf
Appendix Six sets out the relevant September (NII Newslettre text) text in full – and
thus an appraisal of accessibility may be made. In addition, the text may be analysed
in order to demonstrate that the critical sentence ―Replacement HASTs [Highly Active
Storage Tanks ] should be progressed with the utmost urgency.‖ (from the July text)
has been deleted.

10. Delayed November 2008 Newsletter now available
Finally, Dr Weightman states:
[You] “request [ed] .. an explanation for the delay in the publication of the
November 2008 NII newsletter on the web. Please find attached a copy of this
edition of the Newsletter.” 167
In fact the edition that was enclosed was the September 2008 edition. The November
version – which was due to go on-line at the end of January 2009 has still not been
made available.

165

(See Appendix Four)
At the Sellafield nuclear plant, nuclear waste is liquidised in order to extract its plutonium content.
After the plutonium extraction has been carried out the waste remains in tanks until it is re-solidified.
Whilst the waste remains as a liquid it is incredibly dangerous (see Appendix Four).
167
(on page 2 of the 5 March letter)
166
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NII - MISREPRESENTATION
Annex ONE – Text of 5 March 2009 NII Letter

Letter from Dr Weightman to Dr Western
5th March 2009 (Re-typed) 168

From:

Health and Safety Executive
Nuclear Directorate
HM Nuclear Installations Inspectorate

MIKE WEIGHTMAN
HM Chief Inspector
4N 1 Redgrave Court
Merton Road
Bootle
Merseyside
L20 7HS
Great Britain
Direct Dial: 0151 951 4168
Fax:
0151 951 4821
http://www.hse.gov.uk/
To:
Dr R Western
53E Norcott Road
Stoke Newington
Hackney
London
Hackney
N16 7EJ
5th March 2009
Dear Dr Western
I have been asked to reply to your further letter dated 27 January 2009 reiterating your
complaint that ‗the NII representative at the Cumbria County Council Planning
168

The original is available on request . The document is included here – in as a ‗re-typed‘ version due
to problems associated with E-mailing scanned documents.
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Inquiry, misrepresented the position of the NII, with respect to the NII‘s concerns
over difficulties associated with the liquid high level (radioactive) wastes at the
Sellafield site‖. Thank you for providing more information with this letter but having
reviewed it, I remain of the view that Mr Haworth did not misrepresent our position
for the reasons I explain below.
The hearing was concerned with a proposal for an underground repository in
Cumbria. Although operational and safety issues at Sellafield might have a bearing on
the practicability of implementing any disposal policy, they did not appear to be
directly relevant to the hearing. Mr Haworth‘s role was primarily as an observer and
he was neither asked nor prepared to comment on the generality of the evidence
presented and in particular the detailed regulatory position on sellafiend projects.
As you have noted, we have had a number of issues regarding Sellafield and its
facilities over the years, which we have reported in our newsletters and Site
Stakeholder Group reports. UK health & safety law requires all employers to reduce
the risks to their workers and the public ―so far as is reasonably practicable‖,
(SFAIRP), and so we continuously press Sellafield to accelerate the rate at which it
places its most hazardous materials into safer forms. It would be wrong to conclude
from this that we believe that safety of this material is not being adequately managed
at present. What we have been doing, however, is seeking to ensure that strategi and
long term issues are addressed as well present day risks are managed SFAIRP.
My recent comments on funding were not focused on Sellafield, but applied to the
whole of the NDA estate. As I noted in my previous letter, work at Sellafield is not
currently constrained by funding. There are a number of low priority
decommissioning projects across the UK that could be accelerated, and in my
comments I wished to draw attention to possible alternative funding mechanisms that
could enable such acceleration. Let me assure you, however, that we consider any
delays to progress with remediation of high hazard plant as a serious matter regardless
of the reasons for this.
Finally, in relation to your three particular points the new management company for
Sellafield required alternative insurance arrangements for commercial accounting
reasons and there is no contradiction between this and my view that even high hazards
can be managed safely. Indeed, this is true for other high hazard sectors of the British
industry as it is for the nuclear industry.
You also had two specific queries. First a request for a copy of the NII letter to NDA
of 26th September 2008 and their reply of 1st October 2008, please find copies
enclosed.
Second a request for an explanation for the delay in the publication of the November
2008 NII newsletter on the web. Please find attached a copy of this edition of the
Newsletter that is just about to go on HSE‘s website. The preface explains the delay,
it relates to the curtailment of the Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee for whom the
basic report is produced and our desire to put information in a more accessible form.
I hope that this helps you to understand our position better and that this letter provides
the information you seek.
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Yours sincerely

Mike Weightman
HM Chief Inspector of Nuclear Installations
And Director, Nuclear Directorate
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APPENDIX TWO

Letter from the Tony Bishop
of the Planning Inspectorate
To Dr Rachel Western
(17th April 2009)
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The Planning Inspectorate
411/Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Temple Quay
Bristol BS1 6PN

Dr Rachel Western
By email

Direct Line
0117-372 6278
Switchboard
0117-372 8000
Fax No
0117-372 8139
GTN
1371-6278
e-mail: tony.bishop@pins.gsi.gov.uk
http://www.planning-inspectorate.gov.uk

Your Ref:
Our Ref:

PINS/H0900/429/9

Date:

17 April 2009

Dear Dr Western
CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL – CORE STRATEGY
Thank you for your telephone call of 8 April and your email of 9th asking about the
status of Mr Howarth of the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate.
It may be helpful if I explain that the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (NII) was
formally invited to attend the hearing session on radioactive waste by the Inspectors,
at the suggestion of Cumbria County Council. The Inspectors have the discretion to
invite parties who have not made formal representations or indicated an intention to
attend an oral hearing if they feel it would help to assist the discussion.
Consequently, the role of Mr Howarth was as an official participant at the hearing
representing the NII, to assist the Inspectors in understanding the role of the NII and
its view on the issues discussed, rather than as an observer.
With regard to your question about minuting there is no formal requirement for notes
or records of sessions at Development Plan Document hearings to be made.
However, I understand that the Inspectors asked for notes to be taken, outlining the
gist of the discussions at the hearings, principally for their use. Although these notes
are not formal examination documents, they are available for public inspection, if
necessary, at the offices of Cumbria County Council. Although these notes outline
the main topics discussed, they are not intended to record all comments made during
the hearing session. Notes were produced for the pre hearing meeting, principally
because this set out the procedures to be adopted for the hearing sessions of the
examination, and because not all those attending the hearings were present at the
prehearing meeting. However, these were not intended to be formal minutes of the
prehearing meeting, but to outline the main matters discussed.
I hope that these comments are useful.
Yours sincerely
TONY BISHOP
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Quality Assurance Unit
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APPENDIX THREE
Sellafield
Loss of Coolant Incident
In Liquid High Level Waste Tanks
1st April 2009

Introduction – What Sellafield Does
The main process carried out at the Sellafield nuclear site is the separation of
plutonium from used nuclear fuel rods. This procedure is carried out using a liquid
based chemical technique known as ‗solvent extraction‘. Following the plutonium
separation, the majority of the radioactive wastes are to be found in a hot nitric acid
mixture known as ‗Liquid High Level Wastes.169
The Importance of Constant Cooling

This High Level Waste stream at Sellafield is fiercely radioactive – so much so that it
is self-heating and needs to be constantly cooled. This is achieved by a system of
pipework inside the tanks which carry cold water.
It is important that the cooling system in the high level waste tanks is kept running
constantly – otherwise the high level wastes in the tank could get so hot that they
boiled. If the cooling problem remained unresolved, the tank would eventually boil
dry.
It is very important to prevent this happening - because if the wastes were allowed to
start boiling then radioactivity would escape and contaminate the surroundings.
Precise estimates of how much radioactivity would escape – and how many people
would be affected – have not been carried out. However the Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate (NII) have stated that the consequences of prolonged cooling failure
could be ‗very severe‘. 170
In December 2008, the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) defined a
severe accident as one that would kill at least 100 people. 171 (This is based on a
169

Prior to re-solidification (vitrification).
―High Level Radioactive Liquid Waste at Sellafield - Risks, Alternative Options and
Lessons for Policy‖ Gordon Thompson (June 1998) - Section 4.1
170

[http://www.irss-usa.org/pages/documents/Completew-oapp.pdf]
171

‗The Justification of Practices involving ionising Radiation Regulations (2004) ‗―Consultation on
the Nuclear Industry Association‟s Application to Justify New Nuclear Power Stations ― – Volume
Two (Appendix B) – Copy of the Application.- Published by the Department of Energy and Climate
Change (December 2008)
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file49231.pdf (page 47)
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Nuclear Industry Association document (NIA) document of (June 2008) – which is
itself based on a Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (NII) Document (of 2006). 172
The timings involved for the initiation of a severe accident are very short. BNFL 173
analysis has indicated that cooling failure would lead to boiling after 12 hours, and to
the tank drying out after three days. 174
Estimated Probabilities of Cooling Failure

Although the time it would take for radioactivity to start escaping is short, it has been
argued that the probability of a failure in the cooling system is extremely low. For
example the NII have argued that the probability of a failure continuing for 24 hours
is less than one in one million years – and the possibility of 3 day failure (that would
lead to the tanks drying out) is less than one in a 100 million years.
However on Thursday 9th April, Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment
(CORE) revealed that at the beginning of April (2009) a cooling failure had in fact
taken place.175 The incident was on Wednesday 1st April 176 and the Sellafield Site
Newsletter ‗Sellafield News‘ 177 indicates that that the problem was so serious that the
Site Emergency Control Centre arrangements had to be called on.
Comparison with Chernobyl

This happened just a week after the Norwegian Radiation Protection Authority
published a report comparing the effects of an accidental release of radioactivity from
the Sellafield high level waste tanks to the effects of the Chernobyl accident. 178
This clearly indicates that the probabilities of cooling failure that are used by the NII
to regulate the Sellafield site are extremely unrealistic. It is important to realise that
although the Norwegian report refers to the implications of an accident at Sellafield
being up to 50 times worse than Chernobyl (see page 5) – obviously, because
Sellafield is in Cumbria, the effects on Cumbria and the UK would be much worse.
172

See ‗DECC‘ December (2008) ‗Justification‘ document Volume Two (Appendix B) –
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file49231.pdf (pp 46,47)
173
BNFL – ‗British Nuclear Fuels‘ the predecessor to the ‗NDA‘ – the Nuclear Decommissioning
Authority
174
―High Level Radioactive Liquid Waste at Sellafield - Risks, Alternative Options and

Lessons for Policy‖ Gordon Thompson (June 1998) - Section 4.1 (as above)
[http://www.irss-usa.org/pages/documents/Completew-oapp.pdf]
175

‗Near Miss‘ at Sellafield‘s High Level Waste (HLW) Storage Tank Complex.‘ Thur 9 April 2009
http://www.corecumbria.co.uk/newsapp/pressreleases/pressmain.asp?StrNewsID=256
176
―Cooling Water Supplies‖ - Note from Sellafield Press Office – 14th April 2009
177
‗Sellafield News‘ Wednesday 8th April 2009 – Issue 1101 (page 2)
http://www.sellafieldsites.com/UserFiles/File/Sellafield%20News/Sellafield%20News%2008_4_09.pdf
178
‗Norwegian Radiation Protection Authority, P.O. box 55, No-1332 Østerås, Norge.
Telephone + 47 67 16 25 00, fax +47 67 14 74 07.
E-mail: nrpa@nrpa.no
www.nrpa.no
ISSN 0804-4910
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Conclusion

At the beginning of this month, there was an accident at the Sellafield nuclear facility
that was only supposed to happen of the order of once in one million years. Due to
the fact that radioactivity could have escaped from the site, emergency arrangement
needed to be brought into play.
The reality of the Sellafield incident – as compared to the abstract calculation of the
probability of future accidents – clearly indicates that basis of the NII regulation of
the Sellafield site is seriously flawed.
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APPENDIX FOUR
Sellafield and
The Hazard Presented by
Liquid High Level Wastes

The Military Origin of the Sellafield Site
The techniques applied to spent fuel waste management at the Sellafield site have
changed little since the military origins of the site. Sellafield was first set up
immediately following the Second World War to provide plutonium for nuclear
weapons. In order to achieve this a chemical extraction process was developed.
Thus at Sellafield spent nuclear fuel rods are dissolved in hot nitric acid and then
subjected to a ‗solvent extraction‘ process to separate the uranium and the plutonium,
and concentrate the intensely radioactive ‗fission products‘ in the nitric acid.
When the decision to subject nuclear fuel rods from the non-military nuclear power
stations was made it was confidently argued that the fission product stream could
readily be turned into glass (vitrified) – and also that the plutonium and uranium
product streams would prove to be a valuable resource.
However, in fact it has proven to be very difficult to achieve the vitrification of the
nitric acid/HLW stream, and also – rather than bringing in funds, the reprocessed
uranium and separated plutonium stocks are going to require funds in order to develop
a long term approach to their management.

The Hazard Presented by Liquid HLW

A significant contribution to the hazard presented by the Sellafield site arises from the
liquid wastes – thus in a June 2006 an NDA (Nuclear Decommissioning Authority)
document on ‗Radiological Hazard Potential‘, the NDA Engineering Directorate 179
wrote:
―Materials which are liquids or gases could all escape if all storage protection was
removed‖ (page 6)
In the year 2000, British Nuclear Fuels (BNFL) estimated that the likelihood of a
plane crashing into the liquid high level waste tanks on the Sellafield site was:
one in 100 million a year.180
179

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority ―The “Radiological Hazard Potential” - Helping to make
sense of cleaning up the UK‟s nuclear sites‖ [Engineering Directorate Document No: EGR003
Revision: Rev 1] 13th June 2006
180
‗Assessing the risk of terrorist attacks on nuclear facilities‘ Parliamentary Office of Science and
Technology Report - Report 222, July 2004 (page 79)
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In the following following year, the 9/11 plane crash took place – and thus BNFL‘s
one in a 100 million estimate of a plane crash is demonstrably far too low. However,
given that BNFL had argued that the risk of such a plane crash was so low, they had
not designed the tanks that hold the liquid high level wastes to be able to be able to
withstand aircraft impact.181
Thus – if there were to be a 9/11 at Sellafield the radioactive contents of the tanks
would be released.
In the following Boxes, some attempt is made to give an indication of the hazard
presented by the liquid HLW at Sellafield. The first calculation is based on a report
for the European Parliament carried out in 2001; and the second calculation is based
on a report by the US High Level waste expert, Gordon Thompson.

Caveat
- Calculations – „Order of Magnitude Only
The figures in the two boxes below are meant to give an order of magnitude
indication of the degree of hazard only – as there are many variables that would affect
the harm that would be caused by a release from the liquid waste tanks.
In addition to factors such as wind direction; another very important consideration is
the actual quantity of radio-nuclides in the tanks. The quantity of radionuclides is
dependent not only on the balance between:
(a) how much has been generated as a bi-product of the plutonium separation
operation, and
(b) the amount vitrified (turned into glass blocks)
but also on how much has decayed away to non-radioactive isotopes

181

POST (2004) page 79.
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Sellafield + Possible Fatalities
Source: European ―STOA‖ Report – (August 2001)
[STOA = ‗Scientific and Technological Option Assessment‘]
―Possible Toxic Effects from the Nuclear Reprocessing Plants
at Sellafield (UK) and Cap de la Hague (France‟)‖ 182
Some indication of the possible number of fatalities that would result from a Plane
Crash into Sellafield may be given by the STOA Report (August 2001).
On page 38, this report considers a possible ‗atmospheric release‘ from the Sellafield
Liquid High Level Waste tanks of the radioactive atom:
„3.5 million Tera Bequerels of Caesium-137‟.
It calculates that this could result in a ‗collective dose‘
over the affected population of:
„ 47 million Person – Sieverts 183 ‗
According to the Health Protection Agency (HPA),
the International Commission of Radiological Protection (the ICRP)
has recommended an ‗overall total cancer risk coefficient‘: of:
5% per Sievert. 184. 185
Thus, the number of fatalities that may be expected
from such a release would be:
47, 000 000 x 0.05
=
or - approximately

2, 350 000

Two Million Fatalities.

182

Mycle Schneider et al - Commissioned by the European Parliament, (Directory General for
Research) Contract No EP/IV/A/STOA/2000/17/0 (August 2001)
183
Sv – stands for ‗Sievert‘ – which is the unit used for the health effects of radiation,
184
E-mail from Shelly Mobbs (Health Protection Agency) to Rachel Western - 26 Nov 2008
185
see also e-mail from Ian Fairlie (Consultant on Radioactivity in the Environment) to Rachel Western
- 24th January 2009
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Sellafield + Chernobyl
Source:
”Civilian Nuclear Facilities as Weapons for an Enemy‖ 186
Submission by Gordon Thompson
to Defence Select Committee (January 2002)
―A notable example of a potential radiological weapon for an enemy of the UK is the
B215 facility at Sellafield. This facility houses 21 steel tanks and associated
equipment in above-ground concrete cells. The tanks contain high-level radioactive
waste (HLW) in the form of a self-heating, acidic liquid that requires continuous
cooling and agitation. This liquid HLW is a product of nuclear fuel reprocessing at
Sellafield. At present, the tanks contain about 1,550 cubic metres of liquid HLW. The
radioactive isotopes in this liquid include:
about 8 million 187 TBq (2,400 kilograms) of caesium-137
For comparison,
the 1986 Chernobyl reactor accident released to the atmosphere about 90,000 TBq
(27 kilograms) of caesium-137, representing 40 percent of the inventory of caesium137 in the reactor core. Most of the offsite radiation exposure from the Chernobyl
accident can be attributed to caesium-137, which has a half-life of 30 years.”
(page 2)

Using these figures, the hazard associated with Sellafield, can be calculated as
follows:
=

186
187

8,000,000
90,000

― 90 Chernobyls ‖

http://www.irss-usa.org/pages/documents/UKDefCttee01_02_000.pdf, p2
a TBq is a unit of radioactivity
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APPENDIX FIVE

UK nuclear advisory group scrapped after warning of safety
risks, insiders claim
Monday 16 February 2009 16.16 GMT
Summary
An expert advisory committee has been quietly scrapped after it
warned the future safety of Britain's ageing nuclear plants was being
put at risk by poor performance, delays and budget cuts. The Nuclear
Safety Advisory Committee (NuSAC), which has been offering critical
advice to Britain's health and safety watchdog for nearly 50 years,
was disbanded without any public announcement. Former members of NuSAC are
now worried about the lack of independent safety advice at a time when the
government is embarking on a major expansion and clean-up of nuclear power

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/feb/16/nuclear-safety

• Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee disbanded without any announcement
• Experts alarmed there is no immediate successor to provide independent
nuclear advice
Rob Edwards and Terry Macalister
Monday 16 February 2009 16.16 GMT

An expert advisory committee has been quietly scrapped after it warned the
future safety of Britain's ageing nuclear plants was being put at risk by poor
performance, delays and budget cuts.
The Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee (NuSAC), which has been offering
critical advice to Britain's health and safety watchdog for nearly 50 years, was
disbanded without any public announcement.
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Former members of NuSAC are now worried about the lack of independent
safety advice at a time when the government is embarking on a major
expansion and clean-up of nuclear power.

Some former members privately suspect that NuSAC was shut down in
October because it could have hampered government plans for a new
programme of nuclear reactors. "This was just the time to get rid of a potential
pest and spanner in the works of the brave new world of nuclear regulation
and build," said one.
Some of NuSAC's recent criticisms — particularly on potential shortfalls in the
future funding of nuclear decommissioning and radioactive waste
management — were forthright. "Maybe that was enough to rock the boat,"
added the former NuSAC member.
Some committee members are also angry at suddenly being told in
September that their next meeting was cancelled. "The way we were treated
was shabby, to be honest," said another former NuSAC member.

NuSAC consisted of 19 safety experts, including scientists, academics, trade
unionists and business executives, none of whom were paid. It reported to the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and was chaired for the past four years by
Dr Stephen Vranch, a chemical engineer from Jacobs Engineering.
"We are anxious to ensure that a successor body to NuSAC is set up as soon
as possible," he said. "It is essential that nuclear safety regulators continue to
receive good, independent advice, particularly at a time of great change in the
nuclear industry."

NuSAC had been "passionate" about safety and spoke with "tremendous
authority", Vranch argued. "I believe we did good work and raised important
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concerns on the future funding of nuclear decommissioning and waste
management, on skills shortages, on the siting of new nuclear power stations
and on other issues."

NuSAC's demise followed the launch of a major review of nuclear regulatory
arrangements by the government's nuclear adviser, economist Dr Tim Stone.
In a report last month, he recommended more staff and a major shake-up for
the HSE, but made no mention of an advisory committee.

Marion Hill, a radiation scientist and former NuSAC member, thought it was
unclear why the committee had not been allowed to carry on until a
replacement could be set up. "It is a very busy time for the nuclear industry
and I would have thought that HSE needed access to independent safety
advice," she said.
The absence of NuSAC made it more difficult to find out about the regulation
of nuclear plants. She argued: "Without NuSAC there is less information in the
public domain about nuclear safety."
In an unpublicised report last July, NuSAC warned that programmes to deal
with radioactive wastes from decommissioning the Sellafield nuclear complex
in Cumbria and other old nuclear plants had suffered "substantial slippages".
The slippages were caused by the "poor performance" of nuclear plants,
delays in developing waste processing and budget restrictions, the report
concluded. "There remains a lack of confidence that the high hazards are
being tackled to a robust programme."
NuSAC has also expressed concerns about the likely impact on safety of the
shortage of skilled staff. And it has identified shortfalls in the siting criteria for
new nuclear stations.
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But the HSE denied that NuSAC had been shut down because it raised
inconvenient issues. According to an HSE spokeswoman, it was because of
the review by Tim Stone. "The HSE board decided to defer on reconstitution
of this committee until it knows what sort of advisory body will be best suited
to the changing circumstances in the nuclear field," she said. "It will be
reconstituted in some form in due course."
The spokeswoman claimed that HSE nuclear inspectors had access to
independent advice on nuclear safety from other sources. And she promised
that information on nuclear regulation would continue to be published.
Some nuclear industry experts argued that NuSAC was a relatively ineffectual
committee that had failed to live up to what had been expected of it. But they
too expressed grave concern that there was no immediate successor to the
organisation at such a vital time, when nuclear newbuild and waste issues
were high on the public agenda.
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APPENDIX SIX
Comparison of NII Newsletter Text
on „Highly Active Storage Tanks‟
July 2008 – need for replacement ‗with utmost urgency‘

―Replacement HASTs [Highly Active Storage Tanks] should be progressed
with the utmost urgency. We are currently awaiting the submission of Sellafield
Limited‟s document on their strategy for the safe storage of HAL .[High Active
Liquor]” (Emphasis Added)
NII - July 2008 Newsletter
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nsn4308.pdf
(page 16)

Compare the Sept 2008 Newsletter (the most recent that is on the web) – which makes
no reference to the need for the urgent replacement of tanks.

NII – Sept 2008
Highly active storage tanks (HASTs) integrity
The following two paragraphs comprise the full text of this section. It can be seen the
the previous (July 2008) reference to the need for replacement tanks to be built ‗with
the utmost urgency‘ does not appear within this text.
―Our previous reports have indicated that HAST cooling components have
suffered over the years from corrosion. A number of cooling coils have been
declared failed. A failure causes a breakthrough of activity into the cooling water
circuits which can lead to a radioactive release if not properly managed. HAST
cooling coil failure rates, and (specifically) the location of the most recent
failed coils, has led to uncertainties over the ability of the newer HASTs to
continue to service the needs of the HAL stocks strategy. If the HASTs start to
deteriorate more quickly, then the ability of HALES to receive raffinates will be
prejudiced (with important knock-on consequences). The rates of failure of
cooling coils will determine the volumetric capacity of HASTs to store HAL and
has the potential to constrain raffinate receipt.
Sellafield Limited‟s contingency plans had until recently placed considerable
reliance upon a project to dose the cooling water circuits with nitrates as a way of
stopping, or at least reducing the rate of, corrosion failures. Following our review
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of the technical information relating to nitrate dosing, and consideration by the
licensee and internationally-recognised independent corrosion experts, Sellafield
Limited has decided not to pursue this strategy further. In the light of this
significant development, we have written requesting a revised statement of
Sellafield Limited‟s strategy for the future safe storage of HAL.‖ (page 13)
Source
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/nn44-040309.pdf
NII Newsletter
Issue 44 - Reporting period June-September 2008
(Most recent that is publicly available)
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APPENDIX SEVEN
Sellafield and Funding Problems

Contract Journal
Weds 10th June 2009
http://www.contractjournal.com/Articles/2009/06/01/68289/with-13bn-to-spend-perannum-nuclear-decomissioning-work-has-a-long-half-life.html

Contractors warm up for £1.3bn Sellafield clean-up

Nuclear Management Partners has a brief to clean up Sellafield, the largest and most
hazardous UK nuclear site. With £1.3bn to spend annually, the work available should
have a long half life.
nuclear
Late last year Amec, in consortium with Washington International Holdings and
Areva, clinched a lucrative £22bn contract to oversee the decommissioning of
Sellafield, the UK's biggest nuclear facility. The contract runs for an initial five years,
with an option to renew for a total of 17 years.
With an annual spend of £1.3bn, the winning consortium, known as Nuclear
Management Partners (NMP), has a brief to clean up what is the largest and most
hazardous of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority's (NDA) 20 nuclear sites. So
large and urgent is the brief that Sellafield has cornered almost 70% of the NDA's
decommissioning budget.

Keith Case, Sellafield's commercial director, says Sellafield's decommissioning
programme offers a "massive" opportunity for suppliers. "Of our £1.3bn annual
budget, more than 60% is spent with suppliers. That's a spending of £700m this year
alone. At a time when there is a downturn in many sectors, the nuclear market is a
huge opportunity for suppliers."
Case was seconded onto Sellafield's board by NMP in October as its commercial and
contract management executive director. Case is one of 10 seconded executive
directors, tasked with overseeing the management and operation of the Sellafield
sites.
Cultural change
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Five months into NMP's contract, it is clear a cultural change is happening at
Sellafield. NMP is like a new broom, sweeping away old and inefficient systems, and
opening up Sellafield's doors to new ways of working.
The aim, says Case, is to develop more efficient, economic and innovative ways of
delivering Sellafield's decommissioning programme. Suppliers are key to this process
and Sellafield is keen to talk to as many suppliers and potential suppliers as it can,
holding frequent supplier forums. Case explains: "We are trying to have open
dialogue and transparency with suppliers, giving as much information as we can to
them about what Sellafield needs from them in order to deliver good value to the
NDA."
He is also keen to bring in new blood, encouraging newcomers to use the supplier
database along with the supplier forums to break into the loop. And if that fails, Case
says suppliers can contact Zoe Whittle, Sellafield's supply chain ombudsman, who is
there to help new entrants to the market and act as a first point of contact for the
supply chain.
So what does Sellafield need from its suppliers? Innovation is crucial, says Case.
"Focus on bringing value, focus on bringing good ideas about how things can be
improved here and focus on bringing innovation into the programme," he says.
Procurement processes
For its part, Sellafield is intent on improving its procurement processes, which
contractors complain can be time consuming, costly and unreliable. Acknowledging
these concerns, Case says: "There have been quite a lot of projects out in the market
which funding has been pulled from or at least never been there," he explains. "So
there has been an element of prequalification or even tendering of work that does not
come to fruition."
In addition, the procurement plan "is far from being 100% accurate," says Case,
explaining that this is largely because Sellafield's Life Time Plan, which the
procurement plan is based on, is also inaccurate.
But change is on its way with plans for a new, accurate Life Time Plan by the end of
this year, alongside a fully funded site execution plan, which will allow potential
bidders to plan with more confidence.
Sellafield also wants to tackle costly tendering practices. Case cites frameworks as an
example. "Despite the fact we have already competed the frameworks, we still ask the
suppliers to compete with each other for chunks of work. I think the extent to which
we do that is probably too great and we should reduce that and hopefully that will
increase the volume of successful tenders and qualifications that suppliers put in."
Case says Sellafield will also "break the mould" by ending the unpopular yearly
breaks on contracts which it currently exercises - another practice he sees as time
consuming and wasteful. He estimates that more than 80% of Sellafield contracts will
be affected by this change.
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"We do agree budgets every year, but that is no reason to break all the contracts at
each year-end," he says. "If funding does not materialize as we expect from year to
year we can have a sensible discussion about it and modify the contracts."
New procurement methods are also on the cards. Sellafield managers have met with
the BAA Terminal Five procurement team and Highways Agency officials to learn
about how they procure their major contracts.
The Highways Agency's use of Early Contractor Involvement (ECI) design-and-build
contracts is of particular interest and has prompted Sellafield to hold a number of
workshops with its decommissioning and major projects contractors to discuss how
the ECI model can be applied at Sellafield.
Case believes the ECI model could play an important part in procuring some of
Sellafield's projects. He comments: "I can see at least two areas where ECI will pay
big dividends. One is in formulating the options for major projects including
innovative ideas from the supply chain before we put the project strategy to bed."
He adds: "The second area is in the commercial delivery strategy. How do we
formulate that strategy? I would like to see more of an open discussion with suppliers
and potential contractors to make sure we are tailoring it not just to the solution, but to
the marketplace as well."
However, the nature of Sellafield's contracts may still pose a challenge, Case says. "It
is easier in an environment with repeat business. Sellafield is an organization with a
lot off one-off, really difficult and interesting projects, but the strategy and solutions
need some innovative thinking."
Sellafield is also looking to engage with key members of the supply chain to develop
more "fit for purpose" delivery mechanisms. Case points to one example, explaining:
"We have recently worked on the Evaporator D project with lead contractor Costain
to very good effect to deliver an integrated project team on a partnering basis where
we have negotiated changes in the delivery fee model which gives more reward on
successful outcomes."
But with a forecasted squeeze on public spending and the NDA under Treasury
pressure to keep a tight lid on decommissioning costs (which have escalated from
£61bn to £75bn over the past four years) can Sellafield guarantee a good flow of work
in the future?
Case remains sanguine. He says: "Sellafield is not immune from the pressure that will
undoubtedly be brought to bear on public sector finances in the next three or four
years, but the work that needs to be addressed is of such a high hazard nature that the
money will still need to be spent, even if Sellafield's budget comes under pressure."
With a decommissioning programme that appears recession proof, Sellafield makes
an attractive option for contractors looking for a port in the economic storm.
Evaporator D Sellafield

98

The construction of Sellafield's fourth evaporator is an example of the sort of
innovative solutions NMP is looking for from its contractors.
Costain is using off-site and modularized construction solutions, making significant
cost savings.
The design of the Evaporator facility consists of 15 separate modules, the largest of
which is 27m high. The modules are being manufactured off site or near site and then
shipped in by sea and transported onto site across the River Ehen and the Barrow to
Workington rail lines.
Key to the success of this approach is a detailed logistics programme, which marries
in the delivery of the modules with Evaporator D's civil construction programme.
Using off-site construction and delivery by sea not only speeds up the construction
programme, but also ensures better quality construction and a safer environment. Sea
delivery also reduces the impact of such a major project on the local community.
Costain believes this form of major project delivery could play a key role in the
delivery of the UK's new build nuclear programme.
Evaporator D Fact File
* The housed building will consist of 15 in-cell modules, the largest of which will
be 27m high.
* Over 21km of pipework, bound together by over 10,000 welds.
* 300t of specialist steel used to make the key highly active equipment.
 396 major plant items.
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CoRWM + Re-Write of Note on Planning Hearing
Nov 2009 – Request to CoRWM to Correct
2nd Version of (Nov ‟08) CCC Note
Rachel Western – E-mail to CoRWM (3rd Nov 2009)
Sent to Adam Scott (CoRWM Secretariat)
Re: CoRWM Note of ( Nov 2008) CCC Hearing + Regulatory Views on my Evidence

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Hi Adam,

Thank you for your E-mail. I am grateful for the progress in the redrafting of the
CoRWM note of the CCC (Nov 2008) Planning Hearing.concerning the regulator's
view on my comments - as follows:
2nd Draft
"Dr Western expressed particular concerns about escape of
gases which she considered had not been given the same weight
as liquids reaching acquifers or the atmosphere. She also felt
that funding problems at Sellafield were undermining its safety.
The former is a matter which the Environment Agency
acknowledges will require more work whilst the latter is not
appropriate judgement for a Town and Country Planning Act
document."

However, I am afraid that this 2nd draft still does not convey accurately the
Regulatory responses to my comments at the Hearing:
I therefore propose an amended draft - as set out below.
The reasons for these proposed further amendments are also set out.
Given that the CoRWM note is the only Public Record of this Hearing, I am sure
you will agree that it is very important that the record of the meeting is accurate.
I***************************************
Summary of Requested 3rd Draft

100

In order to capture the three central points made in the text below, I propose the
following third draft for the CoRWM note:
"Dr Western expressed particular concerns about the
implications of gases within a disposal system. She also felt
that funding problems at Sellafield were undermining its safety.
Both of these matters are delegated by the Planning system to
the respective regulator. The former issue is a matter for the
Environment Agency - who acknowledge that more work is
required - and that this work may or may not indicate that an
acceptable safety case can be made.
The issue concerning Sellafield safety was 'negated' by the NII
representative at the Hearing."
******************************************************
(i) Environment Agency + Gas
In Clive Williams E-mail to myself and to you (of 16th Oct ) Dr Williams referred to
work that the Environment Agency were undertaking on the Gas issue.
In this E-mail Dr Williams stated that:
" I would add that, as a regulatory body, the Environment Agency is not
presuming any particular outcome from the Managing Radioactive Waste
Safely process."
Thus the CoRWM draft statement that the gas issue is one that:
" the Environment Agency acknowledges will require more work "
does not adequately capture the Environment Agency's true position.
ie. - the Environment Agency do not presume any particular outcome from the
current process - thus the result of further research into the Gas issue
could go one way or could go the other way.
Therefore, there is a possible outcome in which, after further work, the Environment
Agency do not feel that disposal should be given the go-ahead. It is important to
convey that the Environment Agency feel that this is a possible outcome - however
the CoRWM note does not convey this.
(ii) NII + Sellafield
CoRWM commented that I:
"felt that funding problems at Sellafield were undermining its safety"
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... [ - and that this was - ] ...
not appropriate judgement for a Town and Country Planning Act document."
This may be compared to the first draft of the CoRWM note:
―Dr Western … felt that funding problems at Sellafield were undermining its safety.
This was heard, received a negative response from the regulators and I cannot see
being taken forward in a planning document. ― (page 4)

It is interesting that CoRWM have chosen to amend the NII aspect of the
CoRWM note - even though that was not the subject of the exchange that Clive
Williams and I have been pursuing with CoRWM. [ Emphasis added ]

There is a clear change in meaning from the first draft to the second.
Unfortunately, whilst the 2nd draft allows for the fact that my concerns may be well
founded - it still fails to convey the true position.
This is
- firstly because the NII rep did in fact 'negate' my comments; and
- secondly because the statement made in the 2nd draft wrt the relevance of my
concerns to the Planning process does not convey the actual context of the NII at the
Hearing
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
NII Concerns Over the Safety of the Sellafield Site
In October 2008 I submitted a document to the Planning process which quoted the
July NII Newsletter. (see attached)
This NII Newsletter reported that the NII were extremely concerned over the poor
state of key safety equipment at Sellafield. (see pp 3-4 of attachment)
At the November Hearing I read from my October Submission;
- however even though this document comprised direct quotes from NII
documentation, the NII representative dismissed my concerns.
(See page 33 of Sue Brett's (CCC Planning Officer) hand written notes)

Thus, the CoRWM 2nd draft - which does not state that the NII "negated" my
evidence - is wrong. [Emphasis added ]
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It should be noted that in October 2009, the Whitehaven News reported that the NII
stated that they regarded
"the risk of a major event caused by further degradation of legacy plants, or
increased time at risk due to deferrals,[as] far too high."

Source:
Whitehaven News 7th Oct 2009 http://www.whitehavennews.co.uk/news/sellafield_s_risks_are_too_high_nii_span_style_color_red_add_you
r_comments_span_1_620879?referrerPath=news
It may therefore be seen that the NII (Nov 2008) "negation" of the concerns that I
expressed at the CCC Planning Hearing
(which were based on NII documentation)
was inappropriate.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
The Regulators + the Planning Process
The attached letter to me from the Planning Inspectorate (17th April 2009)
demonstrates that the NII were official participants at the Planning Hearing.
The text below comprises two quotes taken from the Inspectors report [1] produced
following the Hearing:
“ Detailed technical issues and uncertainties relating to the
management, storage and disposal of radioactive wastes are subject to
other controls and legislation, and are outside the scope of this
strategic planning document.” page 29 (para 8.119)
and more specifically:
“ Issues about possible problems associated with the vitrification [ the
process of turning the liquid wastes into a solid glass form] of liquid
HLW are covered by other regulatory processes and do not, in our
view, justify a more restrictive policy towards the existing or future
storage and disposal of HLW at Sellafield.”
page 27 (para 8.103)
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[1] S J Pratt & E Simpson “Report on the Examination into the Cumbria Minerals
and Waste Core Strategy and Generic Development Control Policies Development
Plan Documents” (Published 3rd February 2009) "

In the 2nd CoRWM draft, it is stated that the issue of Sellafield site safety was:
"not appropriate judgement for a Town and Country Planning Act document."
ie - that my evidence on the safety of the Sellafield site was not relevant to the
Cumbrian Planning process
This representation of the situation is not correct.

The key Town and Country Planning Act document in this process - ie the Inspector's
Report (as quoted above) - indicates:
i)

that the Inspectors did not decide that the issue was inappropriate for
judgement - rather that they

ii)

decided that the process of judgement could be delegated by the Planning
Regime to Regulator

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
As the CoRWM note appears to be the only official minute of the meeting I
would be grateful if CoRWM could further amend the document in order that
an accurate minute will stand.
My request for a more accurate further drafting is not merely a matter of pedantry.
As discussed above it is possible that the Gas issue could lead to the rejection of the
disposal option – certainly as currently envisaged. It is important that both the public
and decision makers are aware of this.
Furthermore – due to my reliance on the CoRWM note of the meeting I was under a
false impression that the Environment Agency had not stated their actual opinion at
the Hearing. As a result I incorrectly accused them of ‗misrepresentation‘ in a number
of Consultation responses – and I would now like to put the record straight. However
it would be inappropriate to do so until the CoRWM note is no longer misleading.
Unfortunately, this is not currently the case.
The Sellafield site risks - which are the subject of NII regulation - are much more
immediate than the disposal risks under consideration by the Environment Agency.
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An incident at Sellafield could release a cloud of nuclear contamination whose
fall-out could spread as far afield as Glasgow and Liverpool [1] and result in a
fatal dose of radioactivity that would affect over two million people. [2]
In addition to my Oct 2008 Submission to the CCC Planning process ( which I
referred to above ) that cites the NII's July 2008 Newsletter in order to indicate their
documented concern over the safety of Sellafield site;
I have also attached a letter of complaint from me to to the HSE (who are responsible
for the NII) setting out my concerns that the NII had misrepresented their position at
the Planning Hearing by dismissing ( "negating" ) my citation of their published
document

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
The issue of the interface between the Regulatory Regime and the Planning
Regime is not only pertinent to Cumbria County Council and the wastes at
Sellafield – it is also highly relevant to the proposals for reactor new build and
plans for a new nuclear warhead factory (at Burghfield in Berkshire – just West of
London).
Such decisions are of great import. Nuclear projects have the potential for
causing extraordinary harm.
It is therefore absolutely essential that those who have been tasked with
protecting public and worker safety apply the highest standards of rigour and
integrity.
This is of all the more importance in the context of the revised Planning System
in which the opportunities for public input are being seriously eroded in favour
of an approach much more based on officialdom.
[ Emphasis added ]

***************************************
Summary of Requested 3rd Draft
In order to capture the three central points made above, I propose the following third
draft for the CoRWM note:
"Dr Western expressed particular concerns about the implications of gases
within a disposal system. She also felt that funding problems at Sellafield were
undermining its safety. Both of these matters are delegated by the Planning
system to the respective regulator. The former issue is a matter for the
Environment Agency - who acknowledge that more work is required - and that
this work may or may not indicate that an acceptable safety case can be made.
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The issue concerning Sellafield safety was 'negated' by the NII representative
at the Hearing."
******************************************************

I would be very grateful if you could clarify if - for any reason CoRWM does not
accept this suggested draft
- why this is the case

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
best wishes Adam
Rachel
Dr Rachel Western BA (Oxon) PhD MRSC
Nuclear Researcher for Friends of the Earth (Cumbria Groups)

[1] ‗Assessing the risk of terrorist attacks on nuclear facilities‘ Parliamentary Office
of Science and Technology Report - Report 222, (July 2004) page 81
[2] See STOA Report [ ―STOA Study Project‖ on the ―Possible Toxic Effects from the
Nucler Reprocessing Plants at Sellafield (UK) and Cap de la Hague (France‟)‖
Mycle Schneider et al
Commissioned by the European Parliament, Directory General for Research
Scientific and Technological Option Assessment (STOA) Programme
Contract No EP/IV/A/STOA/2000/17/0 - Final Report - August 2001]
http://www.nualaahern.com/publications/wysestoa.pdf
+ E-mail from Shelly Mobbs (Health Protection Agency) to Rachel Western - 26
Nov 2008 (Re: - Conversion form ‗man-Sieverts‘ to number of fatalities.

Attachments
(i) Dr Rachel Western - Second Submission to Cumbria County Council‘s Minerals
and Waste Development Framework ( 21st Oct ‘08 )
[ Available on Request ]
(ii) July 2009 – Complaint Letter from Dr Rachel Western to HSE (see above)
(iii) April 2009 – Letter from Planning Inspectorate to Rachel Western (see above)
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9 Nov 2009 – CoRWM Refusal to Produce Accurate Note of
(Nov ‟08) CCC Hearing
Adam Scott – E-mail to Rachel Western (9th Nov 2009)
[ Adam Scott (CoRWM Secretariat) ]
Re: CoRWM Note of ( Nov 2008) CCC Hearing + Regulatory Views on my Evidence

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Dear Rachel,
Thanks for your comments, which I have shown to John Rennilson.
There are no further plans to amend his summary note to Members. It was never
intended to be the record of the meeting, which is a matter for the organisers.
Best wishes,
Adam
18 Nov 2009 – Request to NII to Resolve Problem with Accuracy of
CoRWM Note of (Nov ‘08) CCC Hearing
E-mail from Rachel Western to Chris Snaith
Chris Snaith – Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
Head of International and FOI Unit
Nuclear Policy and International Relations Division
Re: .Matter That Requires Resolution..
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Dear Christine,

For reasons best known to themselves, CoRWM (ii) have chosen to amend their note
of the (Nov '08) Cumbria County Council ( CCC) Waste Planning Hearing such that it
is no longer accurate wrt to the participation by the Representative from the NII

You will be aware that it was the NII participation at this Meeting that precipitated
my initial letter of Complaint to Geoffrey Podger (Head of HSE) at the end of 2008.
On Tues 3rd November ('09), I e-mailed the CoRWM (ii) Secretariat (see attached)
seeking a further redraft in order to correct the erroneous nature of their revised note
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However, on Mon 9th November ('09) CoRWM (ii) contacted me to say that they
were unwilling to make such a Correction.

The Cumbria County Council ( CCC) Waste Planning Framework is a particularly
important document - and thus it was vital that when the Inspector's wrote up their
February ('09) report they were appropriately informed by reliable evidence from the
NII.
This was not the Case.
This is all the more important in the context of the present changes to the the Planning
System ( which include the removal of the right of the Public and NGOs to participate
in such a way that projects are subject to Thorough Democratic Scrutiny)
[ Emphaisis added ]
Given that the CoRWM (ii) Note is the only official note of the Hearing it is vital that
it is an accurate record of what was said.
On Mon 9th Nov ('09) - the day that CoRWM (ii) refused to amend their erroneous
redrafting of the (CCC) minute; the Government published their Draft Consultation
document concerning the Proposed Nuclear New Build Programme.

It is ABSOLUTELY ESSENTIAL that the forthcoming Discourse that will
comprise the to-ings and fro-ings of the different sides of the Nuclear Debate has as
it's basis a Solid Foundation in both:
Truth,
and also more specifically
in Scientific Accuracy
[Emphasis added]

As indicated in the attachment that details my 3rd Nov e-mail to the CoRWM (ii)
Secretariat; the hand-written notes of the CCC Planning Officer Sue Brett, support my
contention that the CoRWM (ii) note is incorrect.
Furthermore, the attached October ('09) article from the Whitehaven News which
reports the NII Spokesman as saying that the Risks at Sellafield are:
"far too high"
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also supports the evidence that I gave at the ( Nov '08 ) Hearing - evidence which was
based on the ( July '08 ) NII Newsletter.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
The Government's Nuclear Waste Advisory Committee CoRWM (ii) appear to be
quite happy to 'Re-write History' over a matter of such great importance as the
Risks associated with the Sellafield site. [Emphasis added]
An accident at Sellafield could result in over two million people receiving a fatal dose
of radioactivity - and there have already been two Emergencies at the site this
year.
(see attachment for References)
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
The notes of Ms Brett (CCC Planning Officer) indicate that the NII participant at the
Hearing stated that the:
"NII made good progress on HAL [Highly Active Liquid ] at Sellafield so review good
―
This evidence was quite simply untrue.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
CoRWM (ii) had originally written that the NII had 'negated' my evidence at the
Hearing
which the NII representative had indeed done
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

CoRWM's recent 'negation' of that 'negation' is the Harbinger of a contempt for
democracy and due process - which could be catastrophic in the context of the
intrinsic potential harm of Sellafield's nuclear inventory [Emphasis added]
- furthermore in the context of the vital need for Public and Political Decision
Makers be able to source Reliable Official Information on nuclear issues whilst the
topic is a matter of current debate [Emphasis added]

I would be grateful if you could resolve this matter.
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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wrt to the proposed Meeting with Dr Weightman, I feel that it would be unfortunate to
go ahead with such a meeting whilst the facts pertaining to the particular matter that
initiated my Correspondence with Geoffrey Podger - the Head of HSE (ie the NII
Evidence to the CCC Nov '08 Hearing )
are a matter of Contention.
It was this original letter that led subsequently to Dr Weightman's letter of 5th March
'09 ( which was discussed at out Meeting of 8th July '09 ).

Clearly if even the matter of what was said at the original (Nov '08) Hearing which
precipitated my initial Correspondence is a matter of dispute,
then a meeting with Dr Weightman would be Problematic.
yours
Rachel
Dr Rachel Western BA (Oxon) PhD MRSC
(Nuclear Researcher for Friends of the Earth - Cumbria Groups)

Attachments
(i) 3 Nov E-mail from Rachel Western to Adam Scott (CoRWM Secretariat)
Requesting Correction of 2nd Version of (Nov ‘08) CCC Hearing
(ii) Dr Rachel Western - Second Submission to Cumbria County Council‘s Minerals
and Waste Development Framework ( 21st Oct ‘08 ) [ Available on Request ]
(iii) July 2009 – Complaint Letter from Dr Rachel Western to HSE (see above)
(iv) April 2009 – Letter from Planning Inspectorate to Rachel Western (see above)
(v) 9 Nov 2009 – E-mail from Adam Scott (CoRWM Secretariat) to Rachel Western –
indicating CoRWM‘ refusal to Correct the (Nov ‘08) CCC Meeting Note
(vi) 7 Oct 2009 – Whitehaven News article – indicating NII View that ‗Risks at
Sellafield are far too high‘ (Quoting NII Inspector Mark Foy)

26 Nov 2009 – HSE indicating that they do not feel that they should pursue the
accuracy of the CoRWM Note of the (Nov ‘08) Meeting
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E-mail from Chris Snaith (HSE) to Rachel Western – 26 Nov 2009
[ NB – HSE are responsible for NII ]
RE: ..Matter That Requires Resolution..
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Dear Rachel,
Thank you for your email. We appreciate that you were trying to clarify matters via
the CoRWM note of the Planning Hearing, but we do not feel it is appropriate for us
to pursue this.
Despite your reservations, we would still be happy to meet with you to discuss the
matters you raised in July; we feel it is important to discuss any of your underlying
concerns about the regulation of Sellafield and to address the points you raised and
indeed your more recent comments about the Whitehaven News article of 7 October.
We presume the 27 November is not convenient, but please do let us know when you
would like to meet and we can offer dates/times.
Best regards
Chris
Chris Snaith
Health and Safety Executive (HSE)
Head of International and FOI Unit
Nuclear Policy and International Relations Division
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25 Nov 2009 - Times article Confirms my Original (Nov ‘08) Evidence to CCC
―Cuts loom over UK‟s nuclear clean-up budget‖
Robin Pagnamenta, Energy Editor
The Times
Nov 25th ‗09
http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/industry_sectors/natural_resources/artic
le6930592.ece
The Government is sharpening the axe for Britain‘s £4 billion nuclear clean-up budget
and drawing up plans for big spending cuts at contaminated sites including Sellafield
and Dounreay, The Times has learnt.
The Treasury has begun a sweeping review of spending by the Nuclear
Decommissioning Authority (NDA), the quango that over the past four years is
understood to have spent about £1 billion of taxpayers‘ money annually on cleaning
up at Britain‘s 20 contaminated nuclear sites.
An NDA spokesman said that it was in talks with the Treasury and the Department for
Energy and Climate Change about options to cut costs.
These include the acceleration of some pieces of work as well as scrapping or
deferring others.
He said that a final shortlist of options would be agreed in February. A Treasury
spokesman said that it was ―reviewing arm‘s length bodies, which could include the
NDA‖, but no plans had been published and he declined to give further details.
One area of concern is understood to be the fact that almost a third of the NDA‘s
budget — or £800 million per year — is not spent directly on clean-up operations but
on ―support‖, including administration and other costs.
The bulk of the NDA‘s budget is used to pay engineering subcontractor firms
involved in clean-up, which employed 18,467 staff on its sites last year. Most work at
Sellafield, Europe‘s most contaminated industrial site.
The cuts could affect future revenues of companies such as Areva, of France, AMEC
and Washington Group, of the United States, which won the main Sellafield
decommissioning contract last year, worth an estimated £1.3 billion per year. The
NDA‘s budget for the four years to 2011 is £8.5 billion.

NDA - Statement in response to Times article on Budget Cuts
25 Nov ‗09
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[ http://www.nda.gov.uk/news/responsetotimesarticlenov09.cfm ]
The NDA is totally focused on achieving its clean-up mission while providing value
for money for
the UK taxpayer. This is even more crucial given the wider economic situation.
As part of its financial and budgetary planning processes the NDA, along with other
agencies, is taking part in a Government-wide review to identify options for
transformational value for money savings called the Public Value Programme (PVP).
The aim is to drive efficiency and effectiveness, and options identified through the
PVP process will be used to inform the next spending review, currently expected in
the first half of 2010.
The NDA Board will consider a range of options that will be submitted to a review
panel of senior Government officials, including representation from the nuclear
regulators which is essential to ensure safety considerations are taken fully into
account. The range of scenarios to be considered includes:






Bringing forward some work, subject to affordability, where there are strong
value for money business cases
Deferral of some non-essential work to later years
Deletion of scope where alternative plans can be formed
Increasing income generation from our remaining assets
Opportunities for further efficiency savings across the estate

This work has begun and is due to be completed by February. We will ensure that
stakeholders are kept informed at all stages of this process.
Within a constrained funding environment, it is critical that we are able to direct
every available pound towards core activity. Therefore, it is a priority for the whole
NDA estate, including our Site Licence Companies which carry out the work on our
sites and the NDA itself, to reduce the proportion of our budget spent on support costs
so that we can deliver more decommissioning and clean-up work.
[ Emphasis added ]
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NDA – Lack of Credibility of its ‘RadWaste’
Evidence Base
In the autumn of 2008 the Planning Inspector for the Cumbria County Council‘s
Hearing concerning their draft ‗Minerals and Waste Core Strategy and Development
Control Policies‘ – (abbreviated here to the ‗Waste Planning Framework‘ ) identified
the following ‗key issue‘ as central to the ‗Test of Soundness‘ of Cumbria County
Council‘s draft waste framework.
Key Issue:
(i)

―What is the basis and justification for the approach to radioactive
wastes, including the specific policies for storage/disposal of
high/intermediate and low-level wastes, and is the strategy based on a
robust and credible evidence basis?‖
(Emphasis added)

In response the NDA generated the following text:
NDA Comment
―The repository has a new Parent Body organisation with seconded
management team, not a new operator, and the proposals do not
demonstrate that wastes will be managed elsewhere, just that
strategically, every effort will be taken to apply fit-for-purpose
management to wastes that are currently expected to be disposal [sic]
at the Repository to make optimum use of the national asset, as per
Government Policy.‖ 188
(Emphasis in original)
It can be seen that this text makes no sense in terms of the request for information
concerning whether or not the Policy rests on a ‗robust and credible evidence basis‟
referring instead to fit-for-purpose management.
‗Evidence-base‘ and ‗management‘ are not the same thing.
Phil Davies of ‗Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates‘ (NWAA) has pursued the matter
through correspondence with the NDA following a meeting that was held in
September 2009.189

188
189

The meeting was for NGO stakeholders and was held at the NDA Offices in Buckingham Gate. It
was held on Tuesday 22nd September 2009.
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At this meeting Bill Hamilton of the NDA stated the note was submitted in error. Phil
Davies followed this statement up with a letter (also on September 22 nd ) – in which
he requested that Bill Hamilton:


confirm in writing, his statement that the document was submitted by mistake,
and also



inform Phil Davies of any steps that he would take to rectify the situation – ie
to provide the documentation that would indicate that the NDA‘s radioactive
waste policies are founded on ‗a robust and credible evidence base‘

In October the NDA responded to a further E-mail from Phil Davies – to indicate that:
Bill Hamilton could be quoted as saying that an error had indeed been made in the
(Nov ‘08) NDA document – and that Bill Hamilton was following this matter up with
the originators of the document.
On December 30th 2009 Phil Davies contacted the NDA again as he had not heard
further from Bill Hamilton. The NDA responded (4th Jan 2010) that the October
response was the response. However the October E-mail contained no information at
all on the NDA‘s view of what comprised the ‗robust and credible evidence base‟ for
their policies on Radioactive Waste. This was the information that the Planning
Inspector had originally requested.
Phil Davies replied (4th January 2010) to Judith Holland of the NDA:
“I would suggest to you that a response is called for since the NDA' s
"Comment" in no way answers the question, and appears to be virtually
devoid of meaning”
Phil then went on to enquire:


whether a corrected version of the document would be issued; and



whether such a corrected version would be made available to Cumbria County
Council

The NDA response (5th January) was as follows:
―you have had a response to your original question. That is the end of the
matter as far as I am concerned.‖
(E-mail from NDA Information Access Manager)
It is clear from this response that the NDA do not possess a ‗robust and credible
evidence basis‘ for their policies on radioactive waste management – or at least one
that they are prepared to share with the Public in order to enable critical scrutiny.
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E-mails – Re: NDA „Lack of Credible Evidence Base
----- Forwarded Message ---From: phil davies <phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk>
To: Enquiries @nda.gov.uk
Sent: Tuesday, 22 September, 2009 22:14:58
Subject: Error in NDA document at Cumbria MWDF Hearings

Dear Judith,
I attended a meeting for NGO stakeholders today at the NDA Offices in Buckingham
Gate, hosted by Bill Hamilton. Towards the end of the meeting I requested
clarification of an NDA document submitted to the Cumbria Waste and Minerals
Framework Hearings, the document ED 19, reference NDA/WNM/G/009, since the
answer to the first question appeared incoherent. Mr. Hamilton agreed that the NDA
had made a mistake, and that their answer referred solely to LLW, whereas the
question required answers about the policies and evidence basis for HLW/ILW
storage and disposal.
I attach a letter to Bill Hamilton, quoting the relevant paragraphs in full, and asking
him to confirm in writing that this mistake was made, as he agreed he could be
quoted, plus any steps he will be taking to rectify the position. Would you therefore
please forward the letter to him for his reply.
Thanks,
Yours sincerely,
Phil Davies
ATTACHED LETTER:
22 September 2009
Dear Bill Hamilton,
I am writing to confirm in writing your answer to the question I put to you at the
meeting for NGO stakeholders held at NDA Offices in Buckingham Gate today, about
the NDA Document ED19, Reference NDA/WNM/G/009 submitted to the Cumbria
Waste and Minerals Development Framework Hearings, which is a public document.
The first part of the document reads as follows:
Section 5 – Radioactive Wastes of the Examination of Minerals & Waste Core
Strategy & Generic Development Control Policies DPD‟s [sic]
Schedule of Matters & Issues to Examination [sic]
NDA submission of further statements.

116

Key Issue:
3. “What is the basis and justification for the approach to radioactive wastes,
including the specific policies for storage/disposal of high/intermediate
and low-level wastes, and is the strategy based on a robust and credible
evidence basis?”
NDA Comment
―The repository has a new Parent Body organisation with seconded
management team, not a new operator, and the proposals do not demonstrate
that wastes will be managed elsewhere, just that strategically, every effort will
be taken to apply fit-for-purpose management to wastes that are currently
expected to be disposal [sic] at the Repository to make optimum use of the
national asset, as per Government Policy.‖
(Emphasis in original)
I questioned whether the ―NDA Comment‖ represented a coherent and appropriate
response to the question, and you confirmed that the answer applied to Low-level
radioactive waste only, and that the NDA had made an error in the way it had
commented on this question. You thereby agreed that the question, as it applies to
HLW/ILW, remains unaddressed: ―What is the basis and justification for the approach
to radioactive wastes (other than low-level wastes), including the specific policies for
storage/disposal of high/intermediate-level wastes, and is the strategy for these wastes
based on a robust and credible evidence base?‖
I asked whether you could be quoted on this matter and you stated that you could. I
am therefore writing to you to confirm this position in writing.
I will also ask whether you will be taking any other steps now that this error has been
pointed out to you.
Yours sincerely

Phil Davies
From: phil davies [mailto:phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk]
Sent: 26 October 2009 17:01
To: Enquiries
Subject: Fw: Error in NDA document at Cumbria MWDF Hearings

Dear Judith,
It's been over a month since I sent this request, and I've had no reply as yet. Would
you be good enough to chase it for me?
Thanks
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Phil Davies
From: Enquiries <Enquiries@nda.gov.uk>
To: phil davies <phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk>
Sent: Tue, 27 October, 2009 8:44:53
Subject: RE: Error in NDA document at Cumbria MWDF Hearings

Dear Phil
Just heard back from Bill Hamilton. He says that you can quote him as agreeing that a
mistake has been made and that the answer is incomplete. He is following up the matter with
the originators of the document.
Regards

Judith Hollands
Information Access Manager
NDA, Herdus House, Westlakes Science and Technology Park , Moor Row , Cumbria , CA24
3HU
T: 01925 80 2077
W: http://www.nda.gov.uk

From: phil davies [mailto:phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk]
Sent: 30 December 2009 12:00
To: Enquiries
Cc: rachel western
Subject: Re: Error in NDA document at Cumbria MWDF Hearings

Dear Judith,
I haven't heard back from Bill Hamilton about this matter which he agreed to
follow up. Would it be possible for you to request a progress report?
Thanks,
Phil
From: Enquiries <Enquiries@nda.gov.uk>
To: phil davies <phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk>
Sent: Mon, 4 January, 2010 11:34:46
Subject: FW: Error in NDA document at Cumbria MWDF Hearings
Dear Phil
The response I sent (appended below) on the 27th October was the update from Bill Hamilton
– that is his response to you.
Regards
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Judith Hollands
Information Access Manager
NDA, Herdus House, Westlakes Science and Technology Park , Moor Row , Cumbria , CA24
3HU
T: 01925 80 2077
W: http://www.nda.gov.uk

From: phil davies [mailto:phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk]
Sent: 04 January 2010 18:11
To: Enquiries
Subject: Re: Error in NDA document at Cumbria MWDF Hearings: New FoI/EIR Request

Dear Judith,
It appears from your response that I will have to make a new Freedom of Information/
Environmental Information Regulations request.
On October 27th Bill Hamilton sent me a response to a query I sent initially on 22nd
September 2009 about an NDA document EH 19 sent to the Cumbria County Council
Minerals and Waste Development Framework hearings:
Dear Phil
Just heard back from Bill Hamilton. He says that you can quote him as agreeing that a
mistake has been made and that the answer is incomplete. He is following up the matter with
the originators of the document.
Regards
Judith Hollands

The mistake he admitted to was as follows. The extract below is from my letter to Bill
Hamilton and includes the verbatim text of the NDA document from Document EH
19 (Highlighted). I would suggest to you that a response is called for since the NDA' s
"Comment" in no way answers the question, and appears to be virtually devoid of
meaning.
[extract begins]
"Section 5 – Radioactive Wastes of the Examination of Minerals & Waste Core
Strategy & Generic Development Control Policies DPD’s [sic]
Schedule of Matters & Issues to Examination [sic]
NDA submission of further statements.
Key Issue:
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(i)
“What is the basis and justification for the approach to
radioactive wastes, including the specific policies for storage/disposal
of high/intermediate and low-level wastes, and is the strategy based on
a robust and credible evidence basis?”
NDA Comment
―The repository has a new Parent Body organisation with seconded
management team, not a new operator, and the proposals do not demonstrate
that wastes will be managed elsewhere, just that strategically, every effort will
be taken to apply fit-for-purpose management to wastes that are currently
expected to be disposal [sic] at the Repository to make optimum use of the
national asset, as per Government Policy.‖
(Emphasis in original )
I questioned whether the “NDA Comment” represented a coherent and appropriate
response to the question, and you confirmed that the answer applied to Low-level
radioactive waste only, and that the NDA had made an error in the way it had
commented on this question. You thereby agreed that the question, as it applies to
HLW/ILW, remains unaddressed: “What is the basis and justification for the
approach to radioactive wastes (other than low-level wastes), including the specific
policies for storage/disposal of high/intermediate-level wastes, and is the strategy for
these wastes based on a robust and credible evidence base?”
I asked whether you could be quoted on this matter and you stated that you could. I
am therefore writing to you to confirm this position in writing.
I will also ask whether you will be taking any other steps now that this error has been
pointed out to you."
[end of extract from my letter to Bill Hamilton]
My New Request is therefore:
In the light of Bill Hamilton's 27th October response to my letter of 22 September, in
which he has agreed that a mistake has been made in this text, that the answer is
"incomplete" , and that he would follow up this matter with the authors of the original
document, (which was a publically available document for the public MWDF
Hearings),
1) can he now inform me if the original authors of the document have reported to him
what the nature of the mistake was, including in what ways it was "incomplete", and
how the document should have read?
2) will a corrected version therefore be issued?
3) will a copy of the corrected version be sent to Cumbria County Council and to the
Planning Inspectorate, to whom the original document was addressed, drawing
attention to the nature of the mistake?
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Yours sincerely,

Phil Davies

Enquiries <Enquiries@nda.gov.uk>
From: ...
View Contact
To: phil davies <phil_davies_2000@yahoo.co.uk>
Cc: "Hamilton, Bill" <Bill.Hamilton@nda.gov.uk>
5th January 2010
Dear Phil
I have read your email and in my view this is not a FOI or EIR request – you have had a
response to your original question. That is the end of the matter as far as I am concerned.
Regards

Judith Hollands
Information Access Manager
NDA, Herdus House, Westlakes Science and Technology Park , Moor Row , Cumbria
, CA24 3HU
T: 01925 80 2077
W: http://www.nda.gov.uk

CoRWM – Failure of Consultation Body
DEFRA – (Sept 2001) – The Launch of a „National Debate‟
In September 2001 in the ‗Managing Radioactive Waste Safely‘ launch document: 190
DEFRA stated:
“In this paper, the UK Government and the Devolved Administrations for
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are launching a national debate which
will lead up to that decision, and beyond it. The aim is to develop, and
190

“Managing Radioactive Waste Safely - Proposals for developing a policy for managing solid
radioactive waste in the UK” - Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA)
( September 2001)
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implement, a UK nuclear waste management programme which inspires
public support and confidence.‖ [para 4 (page 7)]
(Emphasis Added)

CoRWM + Funding for Participants
This section addresses the failure of CoRWM to pay for participants time – as
compared to the fact that the Govt are prepared to pay for Consultants.
At the extreme, the failure for CoRWM to pay for tickets in advance (even though the
cost of these would be reimbursed) meant that one key figure that CoRWM had
invited to a workshop was unable to attend.

Invite to Workshop
- on CoRWM‟s Draft Interim Storage Report
Thurs 19th February (Reading )
CoRWM would like to invite you to attend the workshop on its report to Government
on its interim storage tasks.
The report will cover the conditioning, packaging, storage and transport of higher
activity wastes, and the management of spent fuels, plutonium and uranium.
The workshop will provide opportunity to input views on the emerging conclusions
and recommendations and shape the final report to Government, which will be
submitted in March 2009.

David Lowry‟s Message to
CoRWM (Feb ‟09)
Workshop on Storage (at Reading)
( Dr Lowry specifically raises the issue of travel costs )
I am deeply disappointed at not being able to attend the meeting with you in Reading,
and sharing my thirty years expertise in nuclear policy making. As a self-employed
consultant, I am unable to afford the upfront cost of attending this meeting, as I have
no institutional base to cover my transport costs. I asked CoRWM's secretariat and
chairperson through the secretariat, if they would exceptionally arrange for my
tickets in advance, but they claimed it was "best value" for invitees to pay up and
claim back. It is zero value for me, as it has meant I cannot attend at all. I am
requesting, in my personal absence, that those who value the kind of independent
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critical assessment I am able to offer are faciltated in future, so they can attend on a
fair footing with those whose organizations ( nuclear industry organizations,
regulators, NGOs, trades unions etc) have the resources to pay for their travel and
time in attending such meetings.
thank you.
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David Lowry + CoRWM / DECC
E-mail exchange – Re: Participant Funding
( edited )

20th Feb – David Lowry to CoRWM
- consultants are in fact hired – but this is wrt how to execute policy;
rather than the merits of policy

E-mail : - 20th Feb 2009
From: - David Lowry to Adam Scott – CoRWM Secretariate
Subject: - CoRWM workshop on Interim Storage: 19 February 2009 in Reading
Adam
I understand you were not in Reading yesterday either for theCoRWM meeting on
management/interim storage of spent nuclear fuel, plutonium and enriched uranium. I
am informed my message to you was read out, and some discussion ensued over
the merits of paying for independent policy input.
When I enquired of DECC about payment for my expertise in radioactive waste
management policy, I was told DECC/CoRWM did not pay for consultants. I
now find from the message below, received yesterday, that this is not an
accurate statement.
It seems consultants are contracted to advise/ develop ways of executing policy,
but not on the merits of policy, which has long been the failing of nuclear decisions
in the UK, certainly in my thirty years watching poorly founded decisions (eg SMP,
Thorp), and my academic research on nuclear decision-making for my Phd (AGR,
SGHWR, FBR, etc).
I would request you review why it is that lavishly funded consultants (such as the
Assessment of BNFL's Business Case for the Sellafield MOX plant, Public domain
version of the report prepared by Arthur D. Little Ltd, 191 (15 June 2001) get decisions
so badly wrong, but underfunded or non-funded experts get the analysis so right.
I would be grateful if you were to consider engaging my own services, especially on
the security dimension of radioactive waste management policy, on which the current
NDA position is so manifestly deficient.
sincerely
Dr David Lowry

191

http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file19285.pdf
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environmental policy and research consultant

19th Feb – DECC to David Lowry
Freedom of Information Response
Govt Engages Paid Consultants

E-mail: Thur 19th Feb 2009
From: Lewis.Mortimer (DECC) to David Lowry
Subject: Action required: Invitation to CoRWM workshop on Interim Storage: 19
February 2009 in Reading

Dear David,
Thank you for your email of 27 January to the CoRWM Secretariat asking about
consultants contracted to BERR in the past, and to DECC currently , who have
advised on nuclear waste policy. As the Secretariat let you know, they were unable to
answer your question but passed it to the DECC Radioactive Waste Policy team for
consideration. Your request has been considered under the Environmental
Information Regulations 2004.
Since BERR‟s creation in June 2007 Slaughter and May, Deloitte, and Ernst and
Young have provided advice on the development of the new waste and
decommissioning financing arrangements for new nuclear power stations.
Consultants currently contracted by DECC are Serco, in respect of the Funded
Decommissioning Programme, and WS Atkins for general technical support on
nuclear waste policy.
All contracts were entered into following a competitive tender process and the
organisations were/are paid for their work.
I hope that this answers your question. If you have any queries about this, please
contact me again. I also attach an annex giving contact details should you be unhappy
with the services you have received.
Lewis Mortimer
Radioactive waste team (DECC)
--------------------------------------------------------------------
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27th Jan – DECC to David Lowry
DECC unable to pay Consultants Fees

Tue 27th Jan 2009
E-mail from Nicola Martin (DECC) to David Lowry
Subject: Action required: Invitation to CoRWM workshop on Interim Storage: 19
February 2009 in Reading
Hi David
We will cover standard train fares and overnight accommodation (inc breakfast) if
essential. We are unable to pay a daily rate or fee.
Hope this helps

Nicola
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