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Slide 1. After Fukushima: Game change

Slide 2. Everything has changed (again)

Slide 3. Rhetoric and reality

Slide 4. Rhetoric of new build security

Slide 5. Catastrophic reality of nuclear risk

· Current EU and UK accident liability ceiling 143 Million euros, with proposals to take it up to 1 billion euros.

· Starting estimates for Fukushima begin at $250 billion.

· German Govt cost estimation for ‘severe’ accident’ – 1 Trillion euros.

· Taxpayers always pay to clear up after accidents.

Slide 6. Health impacts

· Fukushima health consequences will be arising and documented over the next 5, 10, 15 years – precisely the time-scale for proposed nuclear new build.

· These outcomes may give people pause for reflection.

Slide 7. AREVA EdF EPR nuclear safety case

· It’s unfortunate to reflect that UK civil nuclear infrastructures are uniquely implicated in all four ‘tier one’ threats identified in the recent Defence White paper.
Slide 8. Climate Change

· Whilst the nuclear industry argue that nuclear is imperative for UK energy supply and CO2 mitigation, published government figures state that a very ambitious new nuclear build programme will give us only 4% of the energy we will need to power our society - recall that electricity provides only 20% of our energy, and at its height nuclear only provided 20% of total electricity.

Slide 9. Sea-level rise, storm surge, flooding, nuclear islanding

· The Institute of Mechanical Engineers state that ‘Nuclear sites such as (proposed nuclear new build site) Sizewell, which is based on the coastline, may need considerable investment to protect it against rising sea levels, or even abandonment/relocation in the long-term’.

· The proposed nuclear new build site at Oldbury is located on the highest category of flood risk (Flood Zone 3).

Slide 10. What a waste - £100 Billion and rising

· Govt estimated the waste debt to be around £50 billion 5 years ago.

·  UK low level waste facilities are running out of space.

· The current UK high and intermediate rad-waste burden would fill the Albert Hall 5 times over.

· Nowhere in the world has intermediate or high-level radioactive waste been safely disposed.

· Of all places one would expect to see some progress on this, France has no means of disposing of its ILW or HLW.

· Geological disposal Research and development required by Committee on Radioactive Waste Management has not been undertaken.

· The idea that a GDF will be available by 2040 is seen as laughable by nuclear waste practitioners.

· The truth is, it may never be built, and we will have to store this stuff indefinitely.
Slide 11. High burn-up fuel

· Following the liberalisation of the EU energy market, the nuclear industry realised that it could decrease costs by ‘super-charging’ new reactors.

· New High Burn-up Fuel – more uranium burned at much hotter temperatures, left much longer in the reactor.

· Performs very poorly in ‘abnormal conditions’.

· In ‘accident/emergency’, releases a much higher radiation inventory than current nuclear plants.

· Reduced ‘safety envelope’. 

· Significantly more radioactive spent fuel.

· Will increase the current UK existing rad-waste burden by 3-5 times.

Slide 12. Significant Cost Over-runs

· Nuclear construction cost assumptions are gross under-estimates.

· More realistic assumptions on construction cost and cost of borrowing would triple the expected kWh cost.

· Areva announced losses of €367m on the Olkiluoto contract, originally priced at €3bn, but now estimated at €5.7bn. 

· EPR Flamanville: EDF confirmed the project was running two years late and increased its estimate of the cost overrun from 20% to more than 50%.

· Taxpayers are always the last recourse when things go wrong.
Slide 13. ‘ONR NII Weightman Review’

· Fukushima still ongoing – how can Weightman be so clear about even his preliminary findings?

· There are areas of concern that the Review has simply not looked at due to its very narrow remit - such as the size of emergency planning zones around UK reactors (about 3km) compared with the 30km evacuation area in Japan; major logistical issues for the emergency services and local authorities when dealing with the mass evacuation of tens of thousands of people.

·   The Weightman report notes that there is ‘potential for flooding to occur in the near vicinity of nuclear sites’, but goes on to say that ‘the actual flooding risk is unknown ‘because the detailed specific likelihood and consequences of flooding have not been assessed by the regulators’. 
· So it’s difficult to see how Weightman can justify concluding that ‘Flooding risks are unlikely to prevent construction of new nuclear power stations at potential development sites in the UK over the next few years’.
Slide 14. ‘Règle Brittania’

· It looks like RWE Eon and others are pulling out of the UK. I understand that NuGEn and Ibderola are very concerned about building at Sellafield because of the sites geology, the dirty nature of the site, and the Pu contamination in the mud-banks, which will be re-suspended through cooling water.

· After Germany, Austria, Switzerland, Ireland, Greece, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta and Portugal, and now Italy all plan for a nuclear-free energy future, the UK is the last hope of the nuclear industry.
· Could it be something to do with French lobbying about the 12.4 Billion that EdF have already invested in UK nuclear sites pre-Fukushima?

· Has Mike Weightman, Chris Huhne, and EdF's CEO Vincent de Rivas really got it so right, and has Europe's most scientifically and Germany, Europe’s most technically advanced and most successful economy really got it so wrong?

· The challenge of achieving a transition to sustainable energy will involve a series of different options, which present a range of technically and economically viable alternatives, including: Centralised forms of renewable energy; new European-scale networks for energy distribution; large-scale infrastructures for carbon sequestration; small-scale distributed energy; market innovations from energy supply to energy services; and the fundamental restructuring of our built and transport environment to provide for more distributed and integrated energy services. Each of these subsumes a number of more specific possibilities. Each broad pathway can be combined with others and includes a diversity of subordinate variants. 

· Nuclear has been an economically unreliable option, failing to meet cost and construction targets. Proposed expansion of nuclear investment is likely to divert increasingly scarce resources away from other energy options, and as recent history demonstrates, it tends to be the taxpayer who ends up with major liabilities following corporate over-reach.
