Response form

Response Form for the Consultation on the Secretary of State’s Proposed Decisions as Justifying Authority on the Regulatory Justification of the New Nuclear Power Station Designs currently known as the AP1000 and the EPR.

You may respond to this consultation by e-mail or by post.

These questions refer to evidence in the proposed decision documents for the AP1000 (Volume 2) and the EPR (Volume 3). Please indicate where your response applies to the AP1000, the EPR or both.

	Respondent Details

	
	
	Please return by 22 February 2010 to:

	Name:
	John E Earp

Immediate Past President 
	
	
	Owen Jenkins

The Justification Assessment Centre 

Department of Energy and Climate Change 

3rd floor

3 Whitehall Place 

London 

SW1A 2AW

Telephone: 0300 068 5869

Email: 
justification@decc.gsi.gov.uk


	Organisation:


	 The Nuclear Institute              
	
	
	

	Address:


	Allan House
1 Penerley Road
	
	
	

	Town/ City:


	Catford

	
	
	

	County/ Postcode:


	London

SE6 2LQ
	
	
	

	Telephone:


	0208 695 8220
	
	
	

	E-mail:


	admin@nuclearinst.com
	
	
	

	Fax:


	0208 695 8229
	
	
	


Tick this box if you are requesting non-disclosure of your response.     
	No.
	Question

	1
	Chapter 3 (Radiological Health Detriment) sets out the evidence on the potential radiological health detriment arising from the class or type of practice. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the potential radiological health detriment that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	The Nuclear Institute (NI) fully supports the arguments set down in this section and hence is also supportive of the Secretary of State’s conclusions.  The strength of our conviction is based on the fact that several of our members work in the regulatory regimes involved in regulating and monitoring health effects of radiation releases.  We are particularly supportive of the use of ICRP references and of the HPA interpretation and application of these.  Our only comment refers to the fact that the chapter confines itself to liquid and gaseous releases.  Radioactive aerosol releases, usually in the solid form and which can be very mobile particularly during high heat of release situations, together with bulk solid releases, albeit less likely and to some degree less onerous due to reduced mobility, should be included for completeness.  This does not affect the report conclusions.
At a detailed comment level Paragraph 3.17 - the paragraph majors on “radioactive substances are always secure” whereas it would be better to include “and contained”  since the remainder of the section frequently mentions the containment.  Although these words are taken from the AP1000 document similar words occur in the EPR document hence the comment generically applies.

Para 3.32 (EPR Doc) and 3.36 (AP1000 Doc) refers to sources of radiation and uses examples of Medical X rays and a domestic smoke detector in the same sentence.  Although technically correct the difference in dose between these sources is significant X Rays potentially giving larger doses compared to the trivial level of dose from a smoke detector.  To allay potential fears in those not versed on radiation protection a statement should be included to explain these differences particularly since the benefit of smoke detectors grossly outweighs their potential detriment.



	2
	Chapter 4 (Radioactive Waste) sets out the evidence on the potential detriment arising from the waste and decommissioning aspects of the class or type of practice. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the potential detriment arising from waste and decommissioning that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	The NI supports the differentiation in this section between spent nuclear fuel and radioactive waste.  Frequently these materials are confused one with the other yet they are different and could have potentially different application going forward albeit at this time and in this document both are considered as candidates for the GDF.

The NI agrees with the detailed comments in this section of the justification, in particular the support for deep geological disposal as the optimum way of dealing with HLW.  It also supports the examples quoted from overseas for successful interim storage of spent nuclear fuel, in particular the extensive experience of the use of dry cask storage in the USA which could be a model for the UK.  It is worth noting that there is UK design and supply of such facilities through Alstec supplying to the Paks NNP in Hungary. The NI also notes that British Energy have supplied a planning application for a dry fuel store at Sizewell B.
The justification also supports an important point that there is little difference between the two types of PWR currently being assessed under GDA from the HLW and spent fuel storage standpoint.

One point which could be used in strong support of the ability to successfully transport nuclear material is the recent and first shipment of HLW arisings from previously reprocessed irradiated fuel at Sellafield being returned to Japan; this had not happened at the time of original drafting of the Justification reports 

Apart from the comment in the preceding paragraph we can identify no omissions from this section nor can we identify any other additional material comments.



	3
	Chapter 5 (Environmental Detriment) sets out the evidence on the potential environmental detriment arising from the class or type of practice. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the potential environmental detriment that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	The NI supports the inclusion non–radiological environmental detriment..

The NI commented on the earlier consultation on Strategic siting which included the strategic siting assessment requirement which also covered the habitats directive.  The justification responses refer extensively to those documents and hence we consider that the justification is comprehensive and complete.

Under section 5.56 in both the AP1000 and EPR related documents we are not convinced that the issue of terrorist attack needs to be drawn out in respect of environmental impact.  The cause of an environmental impact should not be the subject of this section hence this topic is better covered only in section 6.  

We believe that under the heading of non-radiological impacts a paragraph would be justified covering the more immediate issues surrounding the construction periods of large nuclear facilities.  The document clearly states that these will be the subject of local investigations once the sites are selected but the NI believe there are some generic points such as local infrastructure issues like roads, housing, and transport which will inevitably create environmental issues during the relatively short (in the overall timescales for the plant of construction, operation and decommissioning) period of actual construction.



	4
	Chapter 6 (Safety and Security) sets out the evidence on the potential impact of the class or type of practice in terms of safety and security. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to safety and security that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	The response to safety and security within the justification documents is robust and comprehensive and fully supported by the NI. 
In addressing the new regulatory arrangements currently being progressed the Secretary of State has clearly demonstrated the seriousness with which he regards the matters of safety and security and how the new arrangements will enhance the demonstrably successful arrangements which have applied for many years. 



	5
	Chapter 7 (Carbon Reduction Benefit) sets out the evidence on the potential benefit through carbon reduction arising from the class or type of practice. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the potential benefit through carbon reduction that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	Section 7.8 in both documents highlights concerns that investment in nuclear could divert investment from other forms of low carbon generation.  The NI believes that the converse is also true hence the market should be allowed to decide on investment potential.  The “city” is well versed in large investment appraisal and should be allowed to undertake this role with the Government merely providing a level playing field neither favouring nor acting against any appropriate low carbon energy source which can demonstrably deliver the UK’s power needs.  The NI strongly favours a broad energy supply portfolio with elements of nuclear, coal, gas and renewable forms of generation to suit the valid requirements of the electricity grid system in ensuring that the needs of consumers are met.

The NI strongly support the numbers used in section 7 (7.11 through 7.19 in particular) of both reports which justify nuclear as a low carbon generation source compared to all other source of potential generation for the UK. 

We can offer no other points for this section.



	6
	Chapter 8 (Security of Supply Benefit) sets out the evidence on the potential benefit through security of supply arising from the class or type of practice. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the potential benefit through security of supply that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	Section 8.15 in both justification reports introduces the issue of uranium supplies and their diversity of origin.  It also mentions the ability to store the uranium easily awaiting fuel manufacture; uranium is high energy density hence only a relatively small space is taken up with storage for example 200 tonnes of uranium is equivalent to 3,500,000 tonnes of coal.  However an important facet of these facts is not sufficiently covered.  Specifically since uranium can be so easily stored stock piles are such that any attempt by a supplier to “turn off” supplies has no immediate effect and sufficient time is available to establish alternatives.  Compare this with a recent east European situation where gas supplies were stopped
The NI can also fully support the statements about the reliability and stability of nuclear generation based on the high performance achieved in nuclear plants around the world not least being the performance of Sizewell B which is quoted in section 8.33 in both reports; there is no reason to conclude that either the AP1000 or EPR proposed for the UK cannot achieve similar performance levels.



	7
	Chapter 9 (Economic Assessment) sets out the evidence on the potential economic impact of the class or type of practice. It also sets out the Secretary of State’s current views based on that information. Do you agree or disagree with the views presently held by the Secretary of State on these matters? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the potential economic impact that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	Section 9.15 of both justification reports quotes the potential for cost over runs at Olkiluoto (Finland) and Flamanville (France).  A suitable response to this could be based on the very successful builds in China, Korea and Japan over recent years all of which have been completed under budget and within programme. It is also worth noting that there is a developing understanding of the causal factors for the cost over-runs at Olkiluoto and there are further builds of the EPR (and AP1000) from which to gain experience before UK build.  Learning from these examples might give confidence that success can be achieved in the UK.  Although the NI recognises that there are cultural differences which come in to play when considering major nuclear construction projects in the Far East it also recognises that the industry is now global so such experience should not be discounted.
The graph below is illustrative of this point.
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The NI fully supports the arguments set out in this section. 



	8
	Chapter 10 (The Secretary of State’s Proposed Decision) sets out the Secretary of State’s proposed decision that the class or type of practice is justified by its benefits in relation to the health detriment it may cause. Do you agree or disagree with the Secretary of State’s proposed decision? Please state the reasons for your answer.

Do you consider that there are any matters relevant to the proposed decision that are not referred to in this Chapter? If so, please state what they are, and explain how and why they are relevant, and state what conclusions you think should be reached in light of these matters.

	Response
	The Nuclear Institute fully supports the Secretary of State’s conclusions as set out in Chapter 10.  Although our comments above are material to the overall justification documents we do not believe they are of sufficient weight to influence the high level conclusions as set down.



	9
	Are there any other points which you wish to make?

	Response
	The Nuclear Institute has no further comments to add and confirms its total support to these two justification documents related to the AP1000 and EPR respectively and the conclusions reached by the Secretary of State that there is a significant margin of benefit over detriment to justify their use as power generators in the UK. 




