25" July, 2016.

NuGen Consultation

haveyoursay@nugenconsultation.com

Dear Sir,

Re. . N} 2datz2ySa .SIFOK wSaARSyida wSalLkRyasS (2 bdzDS

Please find herewith a copy of a document containing our response to your consultation exercise.

You will find within it questions, and points which counter what is contained in someuwfdocuments. We
require a response to each, please.

We are especially concerned about the impact of your development on Braystones beach and find your
response to usyiaJamieson Reed, M.P., singularly dishonest in implying that there will balyrio impact
on our enjoyment of our property or our amenity.

We believe that, should you seek to continue your project, then there will be ample grounds for legal
challenge and judicial review.

We consider that the earlier government decision tmtllow similar development at Braystones, as proposed

by R.W.E. in 2007, supports our contention that to build in the buffer zone of the most dangerous chemical
plant in the world would be nonsensical and pose serious and unnecessary risk to peop@sdremely

large area. We are of the opinion that the buffer zone was neward should neveg be considered to be a
suitable site for private development or, indeed, any other kind of planning opportunity.

Our concerns extend to your faith in beiagle model various aspects of the proposed development by means

of computer programmes. A number of very important aspects of your proposed development are fudged by
offering this future solution as an answer. Therein lies the assumption that alktdts of the computer
modeling exercises will produce results that are in your favour, or are easily countered by you. Even if the
modeling were to be done and the results worked to your favour, how can anyone form a considered opinion
until they know pist what the results are, or how any problems will need to be overcome?

Yet computer models are notoriously unreliable and prone to unexpected anomalies occurring, whether from
the quality of the computer programme itself, or from unexpected events o@ugithat are beyond the ability
of the programme to compute. Your reliance on their satisfactory performance is concerning.

Interestingly, the fundamental principle on which the nuclear industry promotes itself, climate change, is
entirely founded on conputer models; the GCM, or general circulation modgivhich have been known to be
flawed for decades.

Ref.:  http://science.sciencemag.org/content/340/6136/1053



http://science.sciencemag.org/content/340/6136/1053

When meteorologists carot reliably forecast the weather for a few days ahead, despite years of computer
modeling and the use of vast computing equipment, it is difficult to have any faith in your promises that all will
be satisfactorily and safely overcome.

On page 46 of ouraiOdzY Sy i 6 S |j dz2 (i S AciNéhts ard byzhatue 2abtentaljh& cost of

occluding this commonsense axiom can prove radiologically catastrophi@he proposal to build an
intrinsically dangerous additional power station alongside Sellafieltb compound the extant risks and
potential consequences quite unnecessarily.
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inconceivable that your proposal to build within the bufieone of the plant has ever been considered to be
viable.

Ref.:  http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/ukenglandcumbria20228176

Your effort to distance yourselves from the Sellafield operatisnsomewhat ridiculous, as is the attempt to
overlook the other proposed projects, all of which will have an impact on the overall amenity of the immediate
and larger areas. We include Wylfa, on Anglesey, and Heysham, in this generalisation, as tbppsd! tp

use the Irish Sea as their heat sqwith admittedly unknown consequences.

As we point out in an early part of the document, the Braystones site was rejected for reasons which were
deemed to be valid by a panel of experts. Almost all thetpdn their decision were the same as we had
submitted to the Select Committee which had considered the sites.

Amongst their deep concerns was the proximity to Sellafield. That was despite the site being two miles away

from Sellafield. Indeed, theS I a2y a 3 Ayald . Nreadz2ySa INB S@Sy Y2NI
closer proximity to Sellafield than the rejected R.W.E. one. It is inconceivable to us that, having stated the
reasons for rejection of the earlier R.W.E. site so clearly, amynitperson could now say that an even worse

site just two miles away and much closer to an existing extremely high risk site, can be justified.

We do not consider that your consultation process complied with the required standards. As beach residents
we were omitted from the distribution lists and failed to receive the appropriate literature in a timely fashion.
We make further comments on the failures and misleading statements emanating as a result of the
consultation within the documents. It iscieemely aggravating to read that you have the backing of local
residents, when it is plain that you do not.

For your information, we will be sending copies to a wide variety of journals and publications, protest groups,
such as RAFL, CORE, Greenpeace, BANNG, Stop Hinkley, as well as the DepaBosnessr Energy and
Industrial Strategythe Environment Agecy and M.P.s

Yours sincerely,


http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-cumbria-20228176

RESPONSE TdUGENS CONSULTATION
FROMRESIDENTSFBRAYSTONEBEACH

A view of be beach bungalows at Brayston€umbria.

Visible in the background is St. Bees Head. The proposep®MEE station, which was rejected by the
government in 2012 as unacceptableould have been on the fields tize right

In August, 2012, a landslip derailed a train at the top of piwure;a further one stranded the rescue train.
The limestong@atch on the right of the picture the scene of a further landslip in 2014.

The railway serves Sellafigdchuclear flask trains and is little changed from when it was completed in 1850.
Residenthiave complained for years about whaethsee as an unsafe line.

July, 2016
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details, and would be an outmoded and dangerous addition to the nuclear complex already there.

The basdoad model for the National Grithas been illustrated to be a fallacy. Most experts now agree that
the model for the future, to improve flexibility and efficiency whilst avoiding unnecessary waste, lies in small
scale fastreacting solar arraysyind-farms and tidal installations, with a femodular reactors spread around

the country in places where the need for electrical power is greatest. Such devices are already in existence,
available from a variety of suppliers, and merely need encouragéfnem government and financiers.

For its own reasons, NuGes endeavouring to perpetuate the myths that there is a need for a {aea
generation, available at all times to provide electricity in case of a sudden surge in demand, amdctear is
in some way clean, green, and secure.

It is known that the nuclear industry stems from the need for bemmdiking materials at the end of the last
century, and that the generation of electricity was, effectively, a iite that gave superfial cover for the
building of reactors. What is not usually considered is that since the plant at Sekafipfied generating in

2003, the costs have gone on and are escalating at an horrendous rate. If the costs of disposingasfehe
contaminated equipment and resources, cleaning up spills and after incidents, were to be added in to the total
cost of producing electricity by nuclear means, it would be prohibitively expensive. Even today, that remains
the case.

In the baseload model, for every generator there has to be a second one of equal capacity running in case of
failure of the first one.

Over 10 years ago, we suggested that the sole problem with production byfaims and solar arrays was
that there was no storage ailable. Yet théasictechnology has existed for decades to store electricity:
either via accumulators (batteries) or by the development of capacitors. While these will only store direct

current, the semconductor industry will soobe able to devealp industriald OK 2 LILJA Yy 3¢  OA NDdzA ( &

power conversion tdhe 50 Hzsine wave alternating current required for the National Grid

In this document we explain some of the major omissions from N@3en R 2 OdzY S ythé miSldaging | Yy R

statements that obscure the true impact of the proposals on the Cumbrian landscape and marine
environment.

The local population isot in favour of any further development of the nuclear industry. This is another myth
perpetuated by locapoliticians, most of whom are beholden to Sellafieddd clever PR companies milking the
industry for its own advantage.

CKIG F LINRPLRAF & DK SIPSYya 52 BN Z
and specialist groups looking into Sellaf@ld LJ- NX 2 dz& & 4 |

o ghK
w m)

6882yR dAa®

How can it possibly be safe to build nuclear reactpespecially those with such a worrying lack of secondary
containment and scant resistant¢e corrosion and physical attackimmediately alongside, and in the buffer
zone of, the most dangeus chemical works in the world?It is tantamount to building a matemaking
factory alongside a petroleum refinery. ven if the existing site had an unblemished record this would be a
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the legacy discharges in the air and in and under thewsilabe recirculated. At worst there will be a
domino-effect that will render a great deal of Western Europe uninhabitable till the end of time.



The government has a clearstated policy that no nuclear development will be permitted unless a means has
been devised for safe, secure final disposal of the many higklg wastes produced. This situation has not
8SG 0SSY INNAYGSR 4 FyYyR (Kdza GKS LINRP2SO0 Aa LINPKAOAUS

It cannot be sufficient to say that dump will be built and will be ready to receive high level waste by 2040.
There can be no adequate guarantee of that, especially when no site has yet been identified. Future promises
are inadequate.

Currently, the only means eémporarydisposal igo encapsulate the materials in glass and then put them in

an underground dump. The longevity of the capsules is insufficient to contain the materials until such a time

as they become harmlessAfter the capsules have been dumped in this way, they lvélirretrievable. Once

they start to leach into the surrounding ground the effects will be deadly to all life that it touches.

NuGenendeavous to distance gelf from Sellafieldo @ al @Ay 3 GKFG (KK simiary Qi 08
However, this is not true. NuGen will be using the same chemicals as Sellafield, will need to have the same
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their own site, before handing it over to Sellafield immediately across the road, to add to the stockpile that
already exists on the Sellafield site. ~ We understand that, because more energy \eittrbeted from

bdzDSy Q& FdzStaz GKS ¢ aumg, but will also hie Stersaly¥Yndré radioactivie ®iandhatA y &
from current nuclear generators.

Apart from misleading people about the full impact, whether by omitting vital items from consultation
documents or the true extent of the changes that will b#liated on the area; roads, rail, additional buildings

and infrad G NHzOG dzNB = SEGNI | OO02YY2RI GA2y2 o6dNRSya 2y ((KS
extraction, sewage requirements, etgthere is a misleading account of the cooling water requiratae

The impact of circulating billions of gallons of water from the 18gh and then returning it at $4bove intake
temperature does not appear anywhere. The requirement, according to the literature is for 45 cubic metres
of water per second. We illustrate the true meaning of this in our tables in the document.
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NuGenliterature of the other major sites around the area and around the I8ga all of which will have an

impact on the environment by virtue of their need for cooling water. Combined these plants will utilise a third

of the volume of sawater in the Irish Sea every year. They will all be discharging chemicals and used coolant

at 14° above intake temperature, but rRone has yet analysed what impact this might have on marine life. If a

rise of 0.1° can cause startling irreversible dmsto marine life in the Irish Sea, what changes will these

proposals wreak?

Gaz22NBEAMKRdzZZ R y20 06S 02y aAiRSNEB Ry cangidedingh2 impattiof2hé otalo dzi A y
number of sites utilising the sea.

We are unquéified to opine on financial matters, but it seems to us that the burden of paying for so many of
the required changes, the insurance for incidents, and the final disposal of waste, coupled with the high cost of
produced electricity would be sufficient tender the project norviable.

Even government advisors have previously suggested the reasons why building in this area is wrong, albeit in a
paper relating to a previous application. That previous application, by R.W.E., for sites at Braysttesest

had the sense to remove itself to outside th&z2milebuffer zone around SellafieJdbut even then it was
considered to be too close to Sellafield for safety.
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consultation exercise with its inadequate, incomplete and misleading informagiosent survey results, etc.,
will surely lend igelf subject to legal challenge as a properly informed decision cannot bedorme
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residents ofBraystoneBeach explain why using referenced evidence based research.



EXECUTIVBUMMARY
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Nonsensical proposals Pages 3

The NuGerproposals do not make any senseany wayand a previous proposal to buikd new nuclear
power station by RWE West Cumbriavas turned down by th&overnmentin January 201L0We show
again the key objectionas recorded in Hansardvhich describe why th&overnmentchoseto refuse
permission These reasons are stalid, relevant and as pertinentoday. So why ishe building of
Moorsidebeing deschbed as dait accompliby Nu@n?

It is not a fait accomplibecause Page 4

massive subsidiegquired

significantreactor design flaws

public outcry re impact of the site

lack of sufficient investment

regular changes of government polijcy

unsafeuse of Sellafielthuffer zone to build Moorside

Why stop Moorsid& Pages 59

flawed design with no secondary containment

disastrous environmental impaatn the surrounding area and the IriSiea

lack ofrobustand competentplanning the proposedsite is immediately alongsiddée most dangerous
chemical works in Europend to be built within the Sellafielsifety buffer zong

no published financial data or credible investment plans showing how profogabe funded

use of sites which are already highly contaminated by radioactive material

unnecessary and ruinous development of amenitiés kill off the tourist industry

use of outmoded, intrinsically unsafe largeactor concepts

no recognition of thegrave risk@ndnegative impacbf infra-structure developments

no statementfrom NuGen regarding the understanding of, or strategfpr, ultimate waste disposal of
highly dangerous and concentrated radioactive waste

NuGenQa LJt | tdtesyth® Bufiding dfwo chains of highly intrusive massive pylpns

overuse of natural resources, particularly the drawing of water

nuclear industr@ adistortion of political and community scenwith the nuclear industryhaving an

excessive influence on the arefrom commercial, educational, sociahd political standpoints;

negative impact on the project following the referendumas not been taken into accounthe plans are
now more unrealistic

Devastating impact d cooling,of discharges anaf additional structures Pages 10¢ 17

NuGendo not know what impact dissipating twice the thermal equivalent of the electricity output of the
readors into the tish Sea will have;

NuGenhave not conducted an analysis on the potential effgfctoolingon the environment

the scale of the required amount of pumping for cooling waters and for additional structures is
incomprehensibleand probably unachieble

according to NuGem single reactor will require 2,565,730,08@llonsof cooling water to be provided
from the IrishSeaperday to exchange the heat generated from the reagtor

temperatures in the IristSe will rise significantly due to heat dissipatjaafter use circulated watewill

be returnedto the seaat 14° degrees above ambient temperature every;day

a slight rise in sea temperatures has already caused a decline in cold water spesiexreasa the
spread of nomative speciegnda rise in the numbeand typeof jelly fish



1 if other schemes such as Heyshamiancashire and Wylfa Anglesey also dissipalteat in the IristSea,
it will equate to the overall thermal equivalent of ovex snillion 3 bar electric fires;

1 for Moorsidealone this waste hat equates to the equivalergower for at least ¥ to 2 million homeper
year,

1 the production of direct heaaind its discharge into the environment will also have an adverse impact on
local weather patterns

1 cooling systems and additional structures will requifecidal treatmentto prevent biological fouling of
pumping systems etcwhile dscharged effluents both heated and contaminated with residual traces of
biocidewhich will necessarily kill offiarine life;

1 the huge quantities of water being pumped through the system will generate enormous disturbance to
the sands and silts of the sea bed and produceng currents

1 no mention is made by NuGeas to how they will mitigate the noise levels prasa by the continuous
pumpingwith hum transmitted through the bed rock

9 are cooling towers going to be built as part of the propesaid if so what account has NuGerade in
relation to tritium discharges into the atmosphere in close proximity to such towers?

5. DesignSafety¢ Tried and Tested? Pages17-18

Nugen lave not told anyone about thsignificantconcerns regarding design safety and theraasmention of
the problems obtaining Generic Desigpprovalwithin the proposal

Matters which areof concern to he Regulators:
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91 significant technical and closure programme risks associated with completion wittkaemain;
1 the quality of submissionso the regulatorsis significantly below expectations in terms of scope

and/or quality.

A senior staff scientist at the Union of Concerned Scientists has challenged specisadagt design choices
made for the AP10Q0 Heis concerned about the strenigtof the steel containment vessel and the concrete
shield building around the AP1000, claiming its containment vessel does not have sufficient safety margins.

6 The ©nsultation, the Community and the Bvironment Pages 19 28
I Themanyconsultations are confusing, full of acronyms, jargon and unexplained technical terms
I Theinitial consultation failegdas evidenced by the small number of responden®s5% of Copelarid a

population;

1 Braystones Beach residents and many others across Copelanthiled to receive NuGen
communications in a timely fashion;

1 The data from the currenborehole survey wilhot be available untifter the consultation process
has closd.

NuGem l&ighly misleading and minimaligiustrative impressionsf the proposedsite omit:

the massive safety fencing around the site

the mud walj

the two harbours

plant, pumphousing pipingto handlemassiveamounts of wateiin and out of the se24 hours a day
the method of connection to the National Grahd massive pylons across the landsgape

the coolingtowers,

the existing anchew railway lines and statign

the onsite high levelvastestorage facilities

minimized impactllustration of the on site power station for emergency power supplies

the Sellafieldsite in its entiretyand thus the context for the NuGesite;
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1 this devastating proposal will bringcant benefits to the communityNuGenhave offered a very
limited, discretionary, compensation scheme fesme affectedhome-owners, howeverthe over
riding legislatiorto be used by the communityo pursue compensation from NuGenmill be through
the HumanRightss OG X NI} 6 KSNJ GKI'y bdzDSyQa GSNX¥XarT

1 NuGenare proposing to destroyur naturally beautifulenvironment completely,as a result of
becoming home to even greater nuclear hazards than those ajreathnt No mitigation by NuGen
will suffice;

1 no information fromNuGenon the impact and costs dhat incoming workers and their families will
haveon localcommunity services and facilitissich afousing, healthand social services provision;

1 one of the basics of human rights iket supply of clean pure water, however the consultation
document confirms that NuGehasay 2 i Ay Of dzZRSR 'y FaaSaavySyid 2F (K
environmental effets of the Freshwater WateSupply. Why Not?

1 NuGenare expecting UnitedUtilities to ensure potable water is providedloorsiderequires thatthe
supply has to be guaranteed under all circumsEscso ever greater quantities will need to be
extracted fromlocal lakesrivers streams and springs the detriment of the local community

1 NuGenare suggesting they could tap into Sellafiglsupplyline too, mearing further vast drainage of
Wastwaterat no costto them;

1 NuGen hasfailed to assess the huge problems with the 150 year old single track railkislys with
the line, unrecognised impact of the climate, storms.ain nuclea journeys,poor track stability,
recent history of landslides and derailments

External Risks not Covered in th@&ultation Pages28- 30

f the use of Sellafiefdd 06 dzF F SNJ 1 2y Sng §ité forMdaBsIGEWR Bdutedsafetyrat tRe
Sellafield site and destroy the protectifor the community andhe immediate environment
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on the other,

1 increasingisks to security at nuclear sitssich as the use of new technologse referenced There
is the future possibility of terrorist attackgere. There is no evidence of robust security plannifog
Moorside in the consultation documents

1 insufficient thought has been given by NuGerthe planning document to the long term storage and
eventual disposabf highly toxic nuclear waste;

9 itis easy to corrupt computer systemsither accidentally, kowingly or otherwisgby handing over
the supply of control equipment, or its components, to foreign companies, the U.K. is effectively
handing control of our resources to a foreign country

Political Action and inaction Pages30-34

There has been continuingolitical churn and inaction regarding energy policy, and the recent
referendum has also left questions about the future.

However five years ago the politicians announced several criteria that would have to be met before
any onsideration coulde given to nuclear expansion:

@ no subsidies;

w a method and location for the disposal of nuclear wadtgacy and new to be in place before further
expansion could be undertaken;

w designs would have to be generically approved aafé 1 operation;

w energy security needs would have to be met;

w approval of local residents obtained before any project was permitted to start.

Legalchallenges may be pursued if any of the above five criteria are not met at Moorside
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1. NONSENSICAL PROPOSREVINUGEN?

THEGOVERNMEN3 PREVIOUPECISIORE BRAYSTONHES RELATION TBIEWNUCLEAR
DEVELOPMENT BWV.E, JANUARY010
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development in Braystone&Vest Cumbrigust a few years ago

1. Whilst jobs are welcome in West Cumbria, the overall effects of multiple nuclear developments
would have many negative effects. What is frequently referred to as an area of outstanding
natural beauty, would be greatly defaced hych extensive nuclear industrial sprawl. This would
KFaS + RSUONARYSyGlf STFFSOG 2y (GKS @GAairidz2NnRa LISND
a time when the area is desperately trying to diversify its economy, tourism jobs would simply be
displaced by more 'nuclear’ jobs, thus not actually increasing real jobs with the numbers being
promised. It would greatly increase the economic stranglehold that the nuclear industry has on
the area and would discourage many other discerning businessésntight otherwise have
chosen West Cumbria. E5m cheese factory planned for Workington in West Cumbria did not
go ahead in 2007, because of plans by Studsvik to build a radioactive waste processing plant at
Lillyhall.) There are already a numbemoftlear developments proliferating in West Cumbiria,
with Copelandand Allerdalecouncils trying to coax the public into accepting even more.

2. West Cumbria is not an economically suitable region for multiple redwtdds, as grid
connectivity would prove particularly difficult and costly in such a remote area. West Cumbria is
not where energy production is most needed. Any multiple reactor builds should be sited close to
centres of high energy demand, where marétable infrastructures and grid systems already
exist.  The recent devastation from flooding in West Cumbria has highlighted the wholly
inadequate infrastructure throughout the region, which already struggles to service existing
industrial demand. Rair and replacement of crucial bridges is currently estimated to take
years. The southern sector of the main arterial route through Copenteen derunked and
is literally the width of a single vehicle in places. Road closugetodaccident or maintenance
can require alternative diversion routes 120 miles long. Major road improvements take at least
10 years to provide. If the Braystorsite was developed, it would seriously compromise the
existing EmergecyArrangements for the Sellafietite.

3. During construction of the proposed new nuclear builds, Copelandd be inundated with tens
of thousands of migrant workers. This would completely overwhtie inadequate
infrastructure, housing and public services. During the massive influx of construction workers for
THORP in the 1980's, there was an unacceptable increase in public disorder, crime and road
accidents and Copeland never received the methinfrastructure upgrades. In the aftermath
there was devastating unemployment, to the extent that it was noted in parliament that this must
never be allowed to happen again.

4. The Braystonesite is the only undisturbed gredield ste that is not adjacent to an existing
nuclear site. It would destroy prime, ancient greenbelt farmland, which affords highly valued
views across the IrisBea towards the Isle of Man, Ireland and south west Scatldrie site is of
great archaeological potential and is adjacent to one of the most important Neolithic sites in
Northern England at Gibb TarnPublic enjoyment of the Grade Il listed Victoria Jubilee Tower in
Braystones would be greatly degraded by the ovestming close proximity of 80 plus meter
reactors.

5. The stretch of coast between Sellafieldd Whitehaveris 'Undeveloped Coastal Area’ of 'High

Landscape Value' containing many environmentally sensitive habitafhie River Eheis an
important salmon and trout fishery and is unpolluted by industry: it skirts the proposed

1| Page



10.

Braystonessite and would be vulnerable to pollution from such a major industrial complde

upper reaches dahe river are Freshwater Mussel breeding grounds and are given SSSI protection.
Significant numbers of River Lamprey found in the River Ehen are particularly sensitive to
industrial pollution and & habitats are nationally declining under threat frondustry. The
species is given SACS protection in Britsé8everal times a year the river floods south onto the
flood plain known as the 'Boggles'. This is an environmentally sensitive habitat for Wildfowl,
Natterjack Toads, Bats, Deer, Badgers and Bams. Any pollution arising from the RWe at
Braystones would contaminate this arealhe rare suite of kettloles located at the SSSI Silver
Tarn would be highly vulnerable to the close proximity of such large scale indugtegianal
leeches are harvested from water at the north end of Braystoidse marine cooling systems for
new reactor builds near Sellafield would disturb the unique, accumulated-madi@es on the

sea bed, releasing them into the environmenthe proposd massive 'heat dump' into the Irish
Sea by multiple reactor sites, could adversely affect marine environment temperatures.

The sea flood defences for the proposed RitEat Braystonesely on a sandnd shingle spit

that didn't exist 250 years ago.Reference to pr&750 maps reveals a dramatically different
coast line. It is reasonable to assume that the site would need to be quarantined and kept under
surveillance for several hundred year&iven the predicted climate change and rising sea levels,
reliance on current flood defences would be flaweBRWE suggest thahere are concrete and
masonry re@etments local to Warborough point and the sand and shingle spit along which the
railway runs. This is not the case and can be clearly observed on a site visit.

The RWHevelopment would effectively trap the residents of Brayst@mesBeckermet between

the sea and two major hazardous nuclear complex€ke site wald engulf the road north out of
Braystones, leaving two remaining roads, which are frequently impassable due to heavy flooding.
In the event of an accident at either the SellafietdBraystones sites coinciding with flooding,
residens would be left with no EmergenB&yacuation Route. Braystones and Beckermet residents
would suffer the most extreme industrial blight of all the communities affected by new nuclear
build, being sandwiched between two nuclear sitesRderence to a map of the area is
recommended to understand the exact location of the RWE proposal north of Braystones in
relation to Braystones, Beckermet, Nethertown and Sellafield.

Many Braystonegesidents' properties would be abuttinthe site boundary. Following the
Bunsfield fire, there will be many concerns from residents and the HSE about building a major
hazardous industrial complex in such close proximity to existing residential properfié®
current regime at Sellafieledf armed police challenging pedestrians walking close to the
perimeter fence, would presumably be similar at the Braystones Fitee close proximity of such
major industrial construction and operations would greatly compromise resteghts to the
peaceful enjoyment of their propertiesThe proposed transporting of large plant components via
a marine offloading facility, over the beach, the beach bungalow community and the rail line
raises many serious safety concerri3isruption to public rail services would be unacceptable at a
time when road traffic congestion would need to be alleviatellany Braystones residents on
low income are particularly reliant on the rail service.

The proposed high concentration of nuclezactors in Copelanid unacceptable.Sites that may
otherwise have been situated in Scotlasekmed to have simply been displaced into the single
borough of Copeland. The proximity of so many reactors to the moststive nuclear site in
Europe should be questionedlhe people of West Cumbria have borne the major burden of the
nuclear industry for more than 60 yearsThe responsibility for nuclear power should now be
shared more fairly across Britain.

The Bray®nesdevelopment is not supported by the local public or local councillors (Councillors
Norman Clarkson and David Southward) as was demonstrated at several public meetings (also
CountyCouncillor Tim Knowles in a letter the WhitehaverNews 30 April 09). Even the local

MP, a prominent supporter of Nuclear Power, declared in the Whitehaven News in November 09,
that there is no public support for the Braystones or Kirksanton sites and has shown @ stron

2| Page



preference for developing the existing Sellafielmmplex. DECChave conceded that the
Braystones site fails several of their own criteria but claim that it is of overriding national interest
to include Braystones in its list of reactor sites, due to a shortage of sitbere are sufficient
existing nuclear sitesot potentially generate at least 28GW of power.Given the many
engineering, safety, environmental, economic and infrastructure obstacles posed by the
Braystones site, it is hard to believe that other more suitable (brownfield) sites do not exist.
Greenfeld sites should only be considered near centres of high energy demand, to avoid
transmission losses.

(5 January 201p

Ref.: http://www.pu blications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200910/cmselect/cmnwest/memo/nuclearindustry/ucm1502.htm

In the first paragraph of that document, you will note that the people leading the public are the local
politiciansg a high number of whom are beholden to Sellafiedither directly or indirectly. There is a correct
inference then that the majority of the public are not in favour, but are being led against their will.

In the final paragraph of the above, it is noteworthy that only the opinithe local M.P., a former PR
manager for Sellafieldndicates astrong preferencé T2 NJ G KS . {Wefdb hofFbkl®ve fhat &his is S
sufficient justification.

Another documenissued by the government at the same tinvent on to say:

There are potential negative effects on nationally and internationally protected naturservation
sites including Drig€oast, River EhellVastwater and RiveiDerwent and Bassenthwaite Lake; visual
impacts on the landscape from the povgtation and new power lines that could be seen from several
locations, including thé_ake District National Parleffects on water quality and migratory fish in
nearby coastal waters due to the abstraoh and release of sea water for cooling; apaotential
effects on erosion and visual appearance of the coastline due to theforeeelw flood defences and a
marine landing station. These effects are significariyt mitigation opportunities could bavailable
following further study at the projedevel.

Ref.: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47792/19@b6sbraystones
en6.pdf

You will notice that the vast majority of the points which excluded Braysténoas any further consideration
pertaintothe pra.J2 8 SR & & 2 8 NJ& Bhi® & ha2d® surprising, as the two sites are only 2 miles apart.

The points raised were the same as those we raised in our own document stating our opposition to the plan.

This new document contairal the above points together with many more. If one changes the nantiee
above paragraphs froMraystonesi 2 & a % & Wdald $&Ibe true.

The sole pointwl®dK ¢S KIF @S (2 02 yib&RhS adkaatagé & hoil beingar2l anNdin JoRnSar
any other great user of electricity. Sadly, that means that the transmission line losses alone will be the
equivalent of a small power plantCumbria has no need for these huge amountslettricity.

Those makinglecisionsabout Cumbriaare very happy to accuse those who object to these plans as being

NIMBYs, but, in fact, it is they who are deciding that these developments should occur away from their own
homes.
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2. A FAITACCOMPIA

1. What NuGensay

We have been told by NuGestaff and local councillors, "Nothing can stop this being builVe beg to differ
for the following reasons

w the European courts may be interested in the assistance offered to Nbb@emay of subsidies and
other financial benefits some hidden;

w thereactor design has many flaws that may yet prove to be beyond the capability of Westinghouse to
resolve at a viable cost;

w the public outcry when it is realised just what an imposition this site is and what its impact on the
existing amenity would be;

w the lack of available finance at rates which would enable the project to be even slightly viable,
exacerbated now by the result of the referendum

w achange in government policy, should ministers ever realise that nuclear is not financially viable.

In the unfortunate event of a nuclear incident occurring, anywhere in the world, the public will certerby
more serious thoughts about the risks posed by nuclear power generativie would recommend other
sensitive human receptor®® make sure they rad Chapter 23 (Summary of Effects) of Nu&gargon and

acronynifilled plans of what they intend to do to our beautifarea- if no-one stops them.

One of the most interesting questions has to be how a series of fieldgor centurieshave been pasture for

cattle, that have never before been built on for any purpose, and which was said to have been purchased for
dzaS a | aodzZFFSNI T 2yS¢ (G2 LINRPGSOG GKS Lzt A0 FTNRY
Sellafield cansuddenlyturn into a brownfield site which, despite all the planning restraints and sensible
precautions, is suitable fahree new nuclear reacta.

We havenever thought of ourselves asénsitive human receptdrbefore!

2. What the Gorernment really siys

Official documents from DEQiblished on the 7 July, 2016, illustrate how precarious the Moorsided
similar projects are. This series of major developmengsvisn an amber light, meaning thatritay never go
ahead.

To quote from the spreadsheet announcing the status of most major-giftecture projects:

The primary objective of the programme is to site and construct a permanent geological disposal
facility (GDF as the safe, securand environmentally responsible solution to the ldagnm
management of higheactivity radioactive waste in the UK, excluding Scotlarithe programme also
supports the delivery of the UK's nuclear new build programme betatfises dexelopment consents

for new nuclear power stations are granted, the Government needs to be satisfied that effective
arrangements exist or will exist to manage and dispose of the wastes they will produce.

(Our emphasis)

Ref.:  MajorProjectAssessment

We understand that NuGeare runningtwo years lée already and there is still no completed design which has
been approved by the Inspectorate.
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3. WHYSTOPMOORSIDB

1.  Flawed design which has no secondary containment

1 Potential for corrosion in reactor vessadxacerbated by the dapness and salty atmosphere from its
position on the coast.

1 Would not withstand a terrorist attac@r airplane crasheven with a concrete outer shell.

1 Untried and untested design despite what the NuGerstaff told the public at the Braystones
consultation meeting, there are no AP 1000 reactors "up and running".

1 Reactor widely condemned as unsafdlegations that the design has cut corners to reduce costs.
2. Environmental impdc
The only way to dissipate the output of the thermal equivalentogér 6 GW (6,000,000,000 Watts the
equivalent of 2,000,000 threbar electric fires) ivia direct discharge to the atmosphere/environment. In
essence, a tremendous amouaf heat needs to be got rid of, either by heating the air considerably, or by

warming the IristSea considerably; neither are likely to have a beneficial effect

We assume a thermal efficiency of 30% in our calculations, and this is confignigeing reasonabley the
government figures

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/291077/scho0610bsat. pdf.

Thissuggests a range of 25 to 33%, so it is likely that our calculations are kind to .NuGen

NuGenhave confirmed theydo not know what impact discharging that amount of heat into the li$sa

would have. Attendees at consultations have regularly been given misleading, incomplete, conflicting or
incorrect information. For example, he disparate statemest from two members of staff over the heating
impact of the discharges were confusingVould it be 1- 2° or 10- 12°, or the 14 mentioned in the literature

Or the 20 that reactors in the U.S.A. are dischargingcording to the abovguoted documaet, it could be

as much as 30 so, once again, we are benefiting NuGen.

We note that there have already been questions regarding whether the proposed cooling system complies
with the requirement for Best Available Techniques.

We also have concernsaut the lack of detail of the cooling water terminals off the coast, as the above

R2 OdzY Sy (i yQ@ffahSra intéaké&slhava long tunnels from land, terminating either at a massive intake
structure (Aberthaw, Hinkleoint A & 0 £ 2 KSNBE INB (GKS R Sdmitals?a Hdw2 NJ G K S
can we offer any opinion when we have no idea what is being proposed.

3. Lack of Planning

1 The proposed site is immediately alongside "the most damgerchemical works in Europe”. An R
SOSyiG Fd SAGKSNI O2dzZ R KIF @S RS@GIFadldAy3a FyR SELRYS

1 How would the alarm systems for the two sites made distinctive andecognisable?

1 Any changes to the topography and grouwdter flow may have an adverse effect on the SSSis that
are based on singular hydrological phenomena.

9 Itis not possible to foresee all consequences and to provide mitigation against them.

1 NuGenpropose mitigation for animals, but none is miemed for residents.
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4.  No published financial data

Are NuGergoing to gain from the Electricité de France (Euggotiations, which have been widely recognised
as an extremely expensive and letrggm commitment? Will they gain the samé&92.50 per kW/h? Despite
thisbeing2% times the current price of electricity.

The deal with Electricité de France guaranteed this level of income, index linked§ f@ars. Have NuGen
been promised the sameonditions?

What subsidies and guarantees have the U.K. government made to Nar@eare the EU authorities aware of
them?

We note that most of the advantageous aspects of planning depend on there being ipaytax funded

subsidieg; arethere any in this case?

According to The Tim& ckTkmcX 6SF{1 St SOGNAROAGE LINROSE KI @3S aR!
LI2gSN) aidl lAz2yaé o [ 2dzLJ SR 6A0GK (GKS GAGKRNI gLt 2F (K
financial backing for this project and the vast array of ancillary works all over western Cumbria?

Where is the money coming from for the ndwild and all the additional resourcesNuGenor the British
taxpayer? Are NuGen paying for the nelwousing, roads, and railway changes?

Toshibarecently had to admit to overstating their profits by $1,220,000,00® fact known about by top
management who were subsequently obliged to resign in disgrace. Are they deserving of otw truitl
and supply our power?

5. The proposed sites have beeontaminated by radioactive material

Land contamination at the adjacent Sellafi€dlder Hall/Windscale site amounts 18,000,000 cubic metres

of soil (Equal to 22.100,000 tonnes)rhe contamination is not likely to have been restricted to just those sites,
but would also have affected the Moorsidée, with the potential for affecting construction workers and local
communitees.

At least one aquifer near Sellafiels known to be radioactively contaminated. Digging large holes in its
vicinity may change groundater flow.

The two harbours proposed, together with the cooling water pipelines, are in tea ahere the highest
number of finds of radioactive materials occurs. The disturbance of these sediments, sands and soils would
inevitably pose a risk of more radiatigalated illnesses amongst residents and workers. Furthermore, the
area is a designed marine conservation zone. The immediate area affected is the only remaining section of
undeveloped beach and is admired by visitors and hotidakers from all over the country.

Details of the larger of the two harbours are not made known clearly.

Enquiries produced the statement that only the smaller one would be permankeut the larger one may in
fact, also become permanent, according to yet another of Nuan SELISNII O2yadz Gl yiao

6. Unnecessary development of amenities

¢KS FffS3ISR GAYLINR@SYSyda¢e¢ (G2 GKS | NBlandlitdgstenday y SOSa a
employees.  Existing resources are mainly adequate for the current usage by locals and visitors. The
development would kill off the toust industry, in the same way that visitors are already deterred by Sellafield

The current landscape is natural and cannot be "improved" by anything that NuGen designs.

The development would be a significant encroachment on the s@asaad an ugly intrusion, visible for long
distances, thus producing an even greater loss of visual amenity from land and sea.
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7. Outmoded concept

The largereactor template is now to be superseded by smaller reactors which can be located peareof
need, thus reducing transmission line losses and costs, major and expensive changes to the Natipnal Grid
while also providing more flexibility in the National Grid.

8. Infrastructure

Construction traffic goods and personnelwould be using roads totally unsuitable for the traffic which would
be generated and there are no means offigssing any accident or incident which blocks the road.

The current road situation cannot handde@en a single exodus of staff during shift changes, so, should there be
an "incident" ¢ at either one or both sites, or if shift changes at Sellafeatd Moorsidecoincide, it will be
impossible for emergency vehicles get through and departing staff and the public to escape the area.

Any detour requiresa 90 mile trip.

In the event of, say, heavy lifting equipment being required, or additional emergency services, it would take
too long for them to get to the site.

Braystonegesidents have long complained about the state of the level crossing and railwastnfcaure to

no avail. They have pointed out that the line still relies on an-stitacture designed by Stephenson over 160
years ago.lt is singletracked and remotely controlled. No attempt is made to address the danger. None of
the proposed railway spurs around the main site are included in the rhekeve pictures provided by NuGen

At Braystonesthere have been 93 incidents between 5/1/10 and 3/4/15 (Network Rail data). Is such a line
suitable for nuclear transport?

Other incidents include derailments, bridge collapse under a chemical train which resulted in the destruction
of two bungalovg, and several landslips.

There are still a number of complaints about the state of the railway line outstanding and unresolved. The
proposed changes would not improve that section of line.

Increased rail traffic will cause problems for those livathgngside the line: nuisance from greater and more
frequent noise and vibration, more frequent and longer waits to cross the line. Will trains run during anti
social hours?

Who will police the site? Is it private or state owned? If privatethdlprivate police be armed? If so, what
safeguards will be taken to ensure staff integrity?

9. Ultimate waste &posal

There is no statement about the amount of waste that would be produbed; concentrated it will benor its
ultimate disposal. It is likely that all high level waste would need to be stored on the site for at least 50 years.
This means that there would be an even greater spread of highly toxic materials with all that would attract a
terrorist attack.

The sole means dafisposal of highly radioactive waste is a GBEological disposal facilityor underground
dump.) Where is this dump? None has been built, its location remains undecided, and-iestoradpility to

contain the high levels of radioactiveaterials is almost impossible to predict. Even if one were built, the
necessary treatment of such waste needed to enable its dumping, is proving impossible to achieve and of
insufficient longevity. Security will also prove to be problematical.

Statements about halfives mislead. No humdbuilt structure has ever lasted the many tens of thousands of
years over which some of the materials would remain dangerous and need to be kept safe. For some of the
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productsarising from nuclear power gendian, the passage of one hdlfe is insufficient to render them safe,
and some would need the expiration of several Hales kefore they can be handled.

Ultimately, the underground dump would leak. Is this a satisfactory solutigast leave it toother
generations? When the inevitable leakdoes occurs, deep underground and in a highly radioactive
environment, how would it be resolved and who would clean it up? By the time it was detected it would be
too late anyway.

NuGers docunentation (ConsultatiorDocument, Stage 2, May, 2016, P. 47, Para 5) envisages encapsulation
in buildings which haven't yet been built and whose process is not adequate to make the waste safe for the
entire time that some of it would mmain dangerously active. vé&h encapsulation does not endure
indefinitely. Eventually, the capsules break down and the radioactive materials enter the environment. The
higher the radioactivity contained in a capsule the shorter the lifespan of thap=udation.

How would the waste be removed and transported to the envisaged encapsulation process and, ultimately,
the underground dump?

¢tKS AYLIASR SELIyarAzy 2F GKS &aAdGS AyO2NLRNIGAy3a (K
impressions. Presumably, like the Sellafietite, it must be anticipated that eventually the whole area will
become a toxic industrial zone.

10. Intrusve nature of the National Gridonnection

The plan necessitates theonstruction of two chains of highly intrusive pylons several miles long in an area
only just outside the Lake District National Paakd they, the Moorsidsite and the Sellafieldomplex would

all combineto produce the effect of a highlindustrialised area in a totally inappropriate setting, and clearly
detrimental to the Lake District National Park which is only a short distance away.

The attractions of natural londistance landscapes and seascapdkhe adversely affected. Permanently.
11. Overuse of natural resources

The site would demand copious quantities of water which would be drawn from a variety of sources. Most of
these contribute to the natural beauty of the Lake District landscapatersupply is already fully utilised.

12. Distortionof Political and Social Scene

Suggestions have been published that the nuclear industry has been having an excessive influence on the area
- from commercial, educational, social, and political standpoints.

When the need for construction workers abates, the area would become furthepredsed and
unemployment would further exceed the national normtousing stock proposed to be built would become
redundant as workers move away, thus depressing hqurgees.

More nuclear development means evgreater dependency on it for the econonty, the detriment of other
livelihoods.

13, Nuclear fallout following the ReferendumToshibaQa LJ ' ya o6 NI YRSR ddzy NBFf A&0AC

The plans for Toshitmnuclear development are "unrealistic”, accordingat&enior Analyst at Moody's. The
new (hief ExecutiveOfficer of Toshiba claims that the aims were achievable, despite having only taken over
the job very recentlyfollowing the resignation of his predecessor after a $1.3 billion accounting scandal. W
wonder whether he really knowget what is going on and whether he fully considered the ramifications of the
exit of the U.K. from the European Unieimcluding the fall of the pound on international markets. This must
surely mean that the cost of bding Moorsidewill riseas most of the specialised materials and equipment will
cost moreand the rate of return will diminisffiollowing the lower strength of sterlingnaking the proposed
developmentevenless viable in the longer term.
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According to the article published by ReutelGiven strong anthuclear power sentiment after the Fukushima
nuclear accident in 2011 and delays in plant construction, we believe this target is unréalistic

Ref.: http://uk.reuters.com

The U.K.'s nuclear authorities criticise the progrbstngmade in rectifying the 51 faults in the Westinghouse
AP1000reactor. They are also concerned about the quality and tardirefsthe associated paperworkWe

are dill supposed to bkeve that they are on schedule, even though we understand that progress is two years
behind schedule.

We question low longit will be before the first delays ar®fficially announced and how bi will be the
increases in construction costs.

Let us hope Toshibaave stopped cooking the books and won't need to cut any more corners on the AP1000
design. In any case, given the number of similar reactors that Toatebaoping to build around the globe,
won't there be difficulties meeting the need for specialist steels, construction materials, control circuitry, and
skilled manpower?

We are aware that other groups, similar to NuGdmve bookedmanufacturing times with specialist
engineering firms, and wonder whether NuGen have booked timestoi$ so, how flexible can the
manufacturers be?

Out of interest, Hitachiplanning on building a couple of nuclear povetaitions, including Wylfahassaid that
they will have to take stock and assess the situation

Hitachi's official statement saysA'potential departure from the EU creates uncertainty in terms of economics,
trade, skills and talentparticularly in manufacturing, andiould affect the stability that we need for continued
investment and longerm growth'

Ref.: http://www.hitachi.co.uk/about/press/pdfs/Hitachi%20EU%20statement. pdf

The referendum result caused losses of $2,000,000,000 for investorsse T¥ere theworst singleday losses
in history. It would be anazingif Toshibaaren't affected. Britain's sovereign debt credit rating was lowered
by Standard anddor's agency. The U.K.'s financial statwgas also dowrgraded byFitch and Moody's.

The other interesting thing will béhe reaction to the departure from the EU on the part of our erstwhile
friends.

As a result of the referendum decisitine fiy I y OA I £ LINR y OA LI S & 200 | g/KaA QKS NIBK S | dAe
have changed beyond recognition and we need to be appraised of those changes before we can offer an
opinion. We note the doubling cost of Hinkieyjust ten years.

It seems unlikely that NuGewill be any different to every other reactor nebwild in being ovebudget and
years late, even if they overcome the problems of waste disposal.
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4, COOLINGDISCHARGEADDITIONASTRUCTUREBRDDESIGN SAFETY

1. Cooling water reds

The poposed works include theirculating water system which will provide cooling water from the I18gta.
This isperformedby exchanging the heat generated by the reactors for cooler watdrich means, of course,
that the sea will become a lot warmeespecially in localised areasound the discharge terminals An effect
which will be exacerbatedduring the summer monthsvhen there are relatively few storms to circulate the
waters.

There is no mentionn the literature provided by NuGeaf the impact that dissipating twice the thermal
equivalent of the electricabutput of the reactors into the confines difie IrishSea will have, either locally or
globally. We wrote and asked themwhat the impact would be They did not know.

According to NuGeR& & LJISOA FTA Ol (A 2y Iss @Kclbic gnetieGsidontl yeingdd Fewayh t £ LI
people can envisage the quantity of water in a cubic metre. We know that there ar@72j&llons in one

cubic metre, and 3,600 seconds in an hour. So, in fact, this equatz$66,730,080 gallons per day, or
1,154,578536tonnes per day. (There being .45 tonnes per 100 gallons.) We therefore censlié quoted

figure of 45 cumes is significantly misleading, as the great majority of people with whom NuBen
consultingwith are not from an engineering background. It is further midieg because it relates only to a

single reactor when three are proposed. Thus the total intake will be 1136 metres/second

Thegovernment suggests figure of 30% efficiency for nuclear plant cooling, as noted in the document:

Ref.: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/291077/scho0610bsat. pdf

Viewed in isolation this scheme is bad enoulght there is no mention of other projects in the area which will
also dissipate heat in the IrisBea. Indeed, there seems to be no cohesive policy regarding these heat
discharges. Similar works are happening off the coast of Angleselgere Horizon wish to install 2.4
Megawatts of generating capacity, with the cooling being via tunnels under the sea Hegishanis already
discharging heat into the Irish Se@ a similar system and so needs to be included.this context, this means

that the thermal equivalent of 18.4 gigawatts will be dissipated directly into the sea in-ttitalequivalent of

over six million dar electric fires.

In total then, when reactors for all sites are in commissi@08833236% of the total volume of the entire

Irish Sea will be circulated through the reactagery day. fer use it will be returned at 14° degrees above
ambient. We calculate that this equates to almost exactly one third of the total voldrtreedrish Sea each
year. Put another way, the equivalent of the entire volume of the Irish Sea will pass through the reactors
every three years.

The optimum temperature rise for efficient power station operation is between 10 and 15 °C but rises of up
to 30 °C have been recorded. The normal increase from inlet to outlet (°T) for British fossil fuelled power
stations is 1@12 °C, although discharge temperatures at nuclear power stations can be up to 15°C higher
than inlet temperatures. (Langfordet al 1998)

Most of the research for the impact on cooling systems conducted by the EnvironAgaricy seems to
concern itself with river and estuarine sources, rather than deep sea systems:

G/ 2y GAydz2dza G KS NI-entlosdfidodied KflwiitEr Such a$ 2studri€sYcan result in a net
increase in temperature of the water columnThe heated effluent may reinforce stratification as the
heated buoyant effluent is entrained in surface layers, increasing the temperature differentiednethe
flre8SNER 620S IyR 06St26 (GKS GKSNX¥Y2O0fAySoé

Ref.: http://www.ukmarinesac.org.uk/activities/watequality/wg9 8.htm
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It is difficult to see why each power station ajgakion is being isolated when the same heat sink is being
considered for all of them

2. Table Showing Calculatiorfer Total Nuclear Plant Cooling Waté&equirementsTo be Drawn from the
Irish Sea and Returned Heated by Approximately 14°

wyita
135

cumecs (cubic metres/sec 100 cumecs

29695.95 galls/sec (135*21997) 2197 galls/sec
2565730080 galls/day (135*21997*60*60*24) 1900540800 galls/day
1154578536, tonnes/day| (135*21997¢60*60*24*0.45) 855243360 tonnes/day

1  Although the specification published by NuGsates 45 cumes per reactori.e. 135 cumesin total, the scoping
document Engrironmental Impacfssessment Scoping Reppi/olume 1, specifies 150 cunsen total; requiring &
increase of 11% on all Moorsidgalues.

Toids
50

cumecs 285 cumecs

10998.5 galls/sec 62691.45 galls/sec

950270400 galls/day 5416541280 galls/day

427621680 tonnes/day 2437443576 tonnes/day
Cooling Waterp.a. as % of

2,800 cubic kms Total Volume of IrisiSea
28000000000 cubic metres 0.088332376| % circulatediaily
613200000000(¢ gallons 31.446325766 (*356)

3. Impactof cooling

The huge quantities of water being pumped through the system must generate enormous disturbance to the
sands and silts of the sea bed and, in effect, an extremely strong current of water as the output is sucked back
in again. This will happen regardlessiow far apart the two terminals are.

It is a basic fact of physics that nature abhors a vacuum. Areas of low pressioie as the intake will draw
water from an area of high pressugesuch as the outflow. The further apart the terminals,aree greater
the influence will be of interaction between the various sites.

CQ s not the sole producer of global warming. Direct heat may enable NtdQ@momote the scheme as low
carbon (actually only true if the whole lifgycle of nuclear materials is ignored), but adding such vast
guantities of hea just cuts out the middleman. he€& production of directheat anddischardng it to the
atmosphere iso different to CQproduced heat

There will be an impact on the local weather, too, in the form of mists and extra rainfall as a result of the
dramatically increased moisture content of the atmosphere. The Lake District may well depend on high
annualrainfall for its tourist attraction, but, as recent flood events have shown, the rivers and natural drainage

features cannot cope with even the current levels.

Presumably there will be a need for soméigation of the noise that the pumps will producéie anticipate

that the noise producedvill be a very loud hum which will be transmitted via the bedraokl thus will travel
considerable distances, disturbing huge areas continuously
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This18.4GW of waste heat is the equivalent b, of all globalpower consumption. Or the amount of
power consumed by between 36 million households. For Moorsidealone the waste is nearly 7G\the
equivalent of approximatelpower for at leastL% to 2 million homes.

NuGers proposals affect a Marine Conservation Zpse we wrote to the appropriate government body: the
Joint Nature Conservation Committee, or JNCC. The JdMN@dihates nature conservation advice at a UK
level and advises UK Government on rddie and policy matters relating to nature conservation
internationally’ according to their website. However, & the information they gave us was patently wrong
they told us the site in question was in Walesve tried NaturalEngland another branch of the same
government body.

There we found many interesting statements, assessments, and aims (see-latedf which seem totally
against what NuGeare proposing. Yet these are the people charged with giving government the best advice
for the preservation of our environment. One has to wondéat information and advice they hagven, or
persuaded to give.

For example, they note that the searface temperatures vary considerably, range from 4 °C in winter to 18 °C

in summer and note that a rise in sea temperature (no period given) has caused a change in seabed biological
communities, particularly in the eastern IriSea. Thighey say, has caused a decline in eolater species

and has contributed to the spread of navative species. It will be interesting how a rise of 13° will affect the
area, then. Although in other sections the proposed expansion of the nuclear ipdsistoted, there is no
analysis of thepotential effect on the environment arising from it. One point of interest is that they note the
shortage of water supplies in the area, and forecast that due to global warming winters will become wetter
and stormer, while the summers will become hotter and drier.

4, Additional Structures

NuGenstates that it may be necessary to regulate the use of the marindoatfing facility and waters around
it "in order to provide a safe marine management environment, so the [E&Welopment ConsenDrder]
Application is likely to include agaest for powers to establish a Harbo@uthority”. No mention is made of
the proposed longevity of this proposed harbour, nor axplaration as to why marine managemensafe or
otherwise, depending on viewpointmight be necessary.

It is proposed that, & well as the reactors themselves there will sigport buildings, a substation and a
circulating water system (including a fotgay) using water from the Irisisea" The scale of the required
amount of pumping idrankly, incomprehensible.

Earthworks required to &ccommodate temporary laydown areas and bunds (to berofiled post
construction) for screening, noise reduction and landscapinifyprotect peoplefrom any unpleasantnesgut

only when consideredfom ground level Nothing can preserve the landscape and the views, especially from
the National Parland the beaches

Reassurancds neededthat the soilto be usedwill be usedis free from anycontamination from the 1957
Sellafieldfire and other polluting incidents and practicesWe have concerns that any radioactive materials,
perhaps as dust, could be-pérculatedin the disturbance.

"Elsewhere on the identified development site there will be replacemdritats environmental
offsetting, common land replacement, flood plain compensation (if required) and Public &Rigiay
6at iz RAGSNAAZ2Y A YR"2UKSNI FYSyAdle RAGSNEAZYAD

NuGenappear tohave been quitesensitive andevasive abouttheé Y I NJogdihg RACHiy It appears

that there are going to be two of them. One will be very large and intrusive to facilitate deeper draught
vessels at all states of the tide, while the second one will be snailonly of use at limited times. We were
assured that the larger one would be dismantled and taken away after the building of the project at Moorside
was completed. The second one will become a permanent featretails of the negher harbour areon the

plans presented at the consultation meeting Ater some persisence we were offered a version of the
documentationon a memory stick. No explanation was forthcoming as to why the main harbour was not on
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the published plans. We presume that the loads intended to be handled on the harbours will be quite
considerable, therefore the structure will be very substantial, and its impact equally so.

It is obvious that there will be furthémpact on the tidal flows and hence thmattern for deposition of sands
and silts, butwill there be an impact on the holiday beachesS#ascaleBraystonesand beyond, once the
naturaltidal flow has been stoppebly construction or divered out to sea?

What isthe expected impact the proposed construction will have on holideakers?

How will all this construction work affect the winter storms that cause beach residents so much concern and
expense?

What will happen to all the radioactive toxins that arepa¢sent bufed under those sands and silts?
As well as the marine efbading facility, NuGemvill build a bridge across the River Ehidsodplain anda
Heavy Haul Roa@id, new rail spurs and facilities.Several new roadm the area are also planned. When it

comes to drainage, everything wilé dischargedhnto the IrishSea.

Will it be checked for radioactivity before being discharged®ven if so, how will they know whether it is
Sellafiela 2 ND & dBDE WK

4. Cooling Towers

The literature skirts round the issue of cooling towers. The only mention of them that we can find seems to
be in the scoping document, which states:

2.20 Alternatives are beingonsidered for:
w Cooling systems including the possible provision of auxiliary cooling towers

Ref.: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpontent/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010047/EN010047
000067#150805%20Scoping%200pinion%20FINAL.pdf:

If cooling towers are required, how many will be needed, where will they be sited, and how wikfteet the
impact of the proposed site? Nowhere are the cooling towers further mentioned, and we cannot find them
included on any of the drawings.

LT O022ftAy3a (26SNE | NB NBI|dzZANBRTZ ¢Keé | NEgQandb&K Se RSLIA
they will bevery prominent.

Why are they missing from the "indicative view of the Moorsiite" supplied by NuGeéh All will be plainly
and intrusively visible across the whole of the coastal plain, the surroungifagds and mountains, arthe
Lake District National Park

One might think cooling towers are innocuous things, merely using water to get rid of unwanted heat.
However, if seawater is used (we have yet to sé¢te@ drift of fine droplets emitted from the cooling towers
contain nearly 6% salt, which is deposited on the nearby lan@ne explanation, taken from an dime
encyclopaedia states:

G¢KAA RSLIRaAlGA2y 2F &2RAdzy A&élandskanzonverd et inyo Sadiibabne I 3 NA O
or sodic alkaline soils depending on the nature of the soil and enhance the sodicity of ground and surface
water. The salt deposition problem from such cooling towers aggravates where national pollution control
standards are not imposed or not implemented to minimize the drift emissions from wet cooling towers using
seawater makeup.

"Respirable suspended particulate matter, of less than 10 micrometers (um) in size, can be present in the drift
from cooling towers. Larger particles above 10 pm in size are generally filtered out in the nose and throat via
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cilia and mucus but particulate matter smaller than 10 um, referred to as PM10, can settle in the bronchi and
lungs and cause health problems. Similarly, pagismaller than 2.5 um, (PM2.5), tend to penetrate into the

gas exchange regions of the lung, and very small particles (less than 100 nanometers) may pass through the
lungs to affect other organs. Though the total particulate emissions from wet cooliggs with fresh water
makeup is much less, they contain more PM10 and PM2.5 than the total emissions from wet cooling towers
with sea water makeip. This is due to lesser salt content in fresh water drift (below 2,000 ppm) compared to
the salt contenf sea water drift (60,000 ppm)."

There is no mention of radioactive materials beingcieulated from nearby sources surely an inevitable
consequence of building alongside Sellaffeld

The entry continues:

"Being very large structures, cooling towers are susceptible to wind damage, and several spectacular failures
have occurred in the past.

At Ferrybridge power station ori' Novembey 1965, the station was the site of a major structural failure, when
three of the cooling towers collapsed owing to vibrations in 85 mph (137 km/h) winds. Although the structures
had been built to withstand higher wind speeds, the shape of the cooling towers caused westerly winds to be
funnelled into the towers themselveseating a vortex. Three out of the original eight cooling towers were
destroyed, and the remaining five were severely damaged. The towers were later rebuilt and all eight cooling
towers were strengthened to tolerate adverse weather conditions. iBgiltbdes were changed to include
improved structural support, and wind tunnel tests were introduced to check tower structures and
configuration.”

Let's hope that there are no corners cut to save on costs at MoarsiBilying building deris is not what is
wanted around the adjacent Sellafiedite.

An explanation of the requirements of cooling towers says that:

Coastal power stations entrain large volumes of cooling water, requiring biocidal treatment to prevent
biological fouling. Discharged effluent is both heated and contaminated with residual traces of biocide and so
it is necessary to quantify the impacikthis discharge.

Cooling water from Heyshaghnuclear power station, NW England, UK, is discharged to the intertidal area, via
a culvert (to minimise erosion and maximise dilution and dispersion by directing the effluent into thingece
water at all states of the tide) within which the effluent is contained at low water.

The culvert and surrounding coastal area support a population of blue mussels (Mytilus edulis). Mussel health
was determined along a gradient of exposurengsthree physiological indices: Scope for Growth, Gonad
Mantle Index and Somatic Condition Index (K Factor). The Musseils the culvert exhibited reduced
physiological index values compared to an external site. A trend was idkdtfien the length of the culvert,
representing a gradient of exposure and indicating a potential negative effect on growth and reproductive
output.

Ref.: http://lwww.sciencedrect.com/science/article/pii/S0025326X13006413

Talking about the impact of gas and oil platforms in the I8sfa,The Centre for EnvironmenFisheries and
Aquaculture Scienc(CEFASay:

. . . However, in a recentugty (BiologicaEffects of Contaminants in Pelagic Ecosystems; BECPELAG) a
variety of subethal biological effects have been demonstrated in caged organisms deployed in the
vicinity of offshore platforms. The results of these recent work programmes monitoring thes effect
produced water on pelagic ecosystems need to be fully evaluated before firm conclusions on the
likelihood of wider field effects can be made.

Ref.: CEFAS/197289/SEA6_Contaminant CEFAS.pdf
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A 2005 reportfrom the same sourcajocument C2436/01looks at the discharges from Sellafield

A slow steady decline in the concentration of’Cisas also been observed in t&gs in the vicinity of the
Sellafieldpipeline, although there is evidence that level are being maintained at higher levels by remobilisation
from the seabed sediment (McCubbin et al., 2002a).
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Later on it notes:

Although a new survey is clearly required, the available information, together with data from laboratory
studies (McCutin et al., 2002b), indicates that remobilisation of Pu is taking place and that this process
will continue for a considerable time (in the order of 102 years).

Then:

Selected data are provided . . . for concentrationBf****%in winkles collecte@fom Nethertown on the
Cumbria coast close to SellafieDlespite large decreases in discharge®éf’**? there is only a small
reduction in concentrations, with a small increase in 20@002 in both discharges and concentratioAs.
similar pattern is apparent for AT except for the lack of discharge increases (Smith et al., 2004). The
observations are consistent with remobilisation from contaminated seabed sediments providing the
predominant source term. Concentrations of Ahare also influenced by 4igrowth from past discharges

of P*.

Remobilisation from sediments contaminated by historical discharges is now the predominant source of
cS¥ Pu***%and Anf*'to the water column and appears to be largely governed by sediméxing and
re-suspension processes.

Artificial radionuclide activities in fish and shellfish are also a result of remobilisation from contaminated
sediments and are responsible for dose to the local critical group.

Anthropogenic activities involvingdiment disturbance such as trawling, installation of wind turbines and
oil/gas pipelines likely to increase-dessolution from the reservoir of contaminated sediment residing on
the seabed. Their impact warrants further study.

We are not aware of any mme recent studies. However, it is necessary to point out that the chemicals
mentioned have halfives of:

Plutoniunf - 24,110 years, Plutoniunf* - 653 years,
Technetium - 211,000 years, Americiunf** - 243 years,
Caesiurh®’ - over 30 years. Antimony125 - 2.6years

Effectively, once Plutoniumnd Technetiunhave been releasedhey are present for eternity.
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6. Additional information on cooling towers

Tritium, is a mildly radioactive bgroduct of industry production lines. It is the most heavily discharged waste
across the nuclear industry. BNFL's Sellafigtdocessing plant in Cumbria and Chapelcross nuclear power
station in southweg Scotlanddischarge millions of litres of tritiated water and air every year. Fourteen years
ago, the EnvironmenAgency launched a crackdown after a report by specialists from the National Radiological
Protection Board and St Bart's Hospital in London disclosed that tritium was at least twice as dangerous to
humans as previously thought.

Let us consider the implitians of building cooling towers alongside a factory discharging tritiutkccording

to Dr. Fairlie”. SOl dzaS 2F GKS t2¢ Nry3aS 2F Ada i LI NIAOESaz NI
inside the body, that is, tritium isconsidered an internal emitter. This does not mean that tritium outside the

body is harmless, as tritiated water vapour readily permeates the skin and, when inhaled, easily transfers
across lung and buccal membraties

Tritium has an affiity with water and easily combinegith it. So, if Sellafield discharging thehemicalinto

the atmosphere- whether in gaseous or liquid formand it is blown across the steam being emitted by the

cooling towers, will the water rplets not become tritiated water, fall to the ground and pollute every living
thing? 9 @Sy GKS aSddatSYSyid LIyRa F2NJ GKS O22ftAy3 oI G§SNE ¢
at the Sellafield end of the proposed site, could become coimated.

At Sellafieldthe problem already exists, and there are several areas where contamination source areas
containing tritium the contamination has reached the groundwater table and an extensive area of tritium
contaminated groundwater extends fromthe Separation Area of the site towards the coast Sellafield's
tritiated water is not alone, as technetiuth has a similar distribution to tritium in groundwater, and
strontium®, carbort* and uranium isotopes have also reached the gmbuater table in some contamination
source areas.

Material selected from:

http://www.sellafieldsites.com/land/documents/Signpost Report.pdf
http://www.hse.gov.uk/foi/releases/radioactiveleaks.pdf
http://www.independent.co.uk/newsbusiness/news/nucleapower-flounders180264.html
http://www.ccnr.org/tritium_Fairlie pdf

Tritium discharges:

Sellafielddischarged 187 terabecquerelper annum into the atmosphere, and020 terabecquerels per
annum into the sea. If the cooling towers' circuit is to use sea water, what will happanytanaterials
contaminated bythis pollution? It seems highly likely that the materials will bek@d up in the warm, moist

air, and distributed over the Cumbrian fells and wateurses to end up in the lakes that are currently so
attractive to tourists. The move to make a false distinction between the "Lake District" and the west
Cumbrian coastgllain seems a bit nonsensical under those circumstances. Not only will the entire monstrous
site and its cables, pipelines and industrial sprawl be plainly visible alongside the Sellafield complex, from the
National Parkbut the noxious prducts will be distributed all over it. Only a very short time will see the entire
district polluted to the point of extinction.

There imothing about any of this in NuGisiiterature

In the book entitled "Sellafiel&tories", edited by Hunter DavigiSBN 978-78033299-4), a genuine olgtyle
Cumbrian tells of working at Sellafield. Most of the story is what might be expected, but we found one
paragraph very interesting: One thing herdin Wasda¢] we don't get the mists since the cooling towers have
gone! The narrative then goes on about the weather conditions that would produce the mists. Presumably
the mists would be doing the same thing all the time, but just not visibly. Whateveramaisig out of the
cooling towers was being dumped onto the fells. The fells in the area all go into watercourses that feed into,
for example, Wastwater from whence Sellafield draws its cooling water, and down into rivers that flow
through the Sellafield area into the sea. As the cooling towers (demolished in 2007) were situated alongside
the two piles, one of which had the fire, is it unreasonable to assume that a lot of the radioactive material
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exhausted through the pile also endegd on the fells? The NuGenoling towers assuming there are going
to be some, even though we don't know how manyill be doing the same thing, so the narrator of the mist
story can expect a lot more mist and, presumably, any other nmeltethat are dispersed this way.

5. DESIGN SAFEJYRIED ANDESTED

According to the websit®RadioactiveEnvironment(http://corecumbria.co.uk) sites:

& . . at theonly four twinreactor stations currently under construction (two in the US and two in
China), buildime for the AP100Qeactors is taking over seven yeayswith criticism levelled at

2 Sa0 Ay 3AK2 dza &ersold theKsysti, yodersékthe technology and promised more than
they could really deliveR &

Despite this clunic overseas experience, NuGery R 2 Sa G / dzY-complian® tnedig’ dzOf S N
continue to peddle the myth that, with construction start in 2020loorsideDa G NKX LX S NBIF OG 2 N
0S LINRPRdzOAY3a St SOGNAROAGE 0@ HANHC ®E

Ref.: http://corecumbria.co.uk/briefings/regulatoryed-lightswarn-of-impendingdelayto-nugensmoorsideproject/

The site also points out that, despite Westinghouse's sales pitch saying that the technology is "tried and
tested". In fact these reactors have not been built anywhere else in the wotfdhis is the case, why were

visitors to consultation venues still being assured that the system was up and running in several places and had
0SSy RSY2y &Nl GSR (2 0SS al¥S [ FGUSNI YIye &SI NAQ SELISNA

Why arethere problems obtaining GeneribesignApprovaP It isworrying to read that the matters that are

of concern to the Regulators relate not only to the major GDAY L2 y Sy i a 2F GKS NBI Od2ND&
and its mechanical engineeringut alsothe quality ofsdzdo YA 8 & A 2 Yy & ® statetl dorRerN&StiaagAorl (i 2 NB Q
some of the aspects there remains significant technical and closure programme risks associated with
completion of the work. They go on to say that the quality of submissions is signifibatdw expectations

in terms of scope and/or quality.

Why are NuGemot telling anyone about these aspects of the proposa#tcording to the article on CORE
aA0ST Ay (KS adailndbbr of tRebButres@visiugssandmny inevitable GBippage caused
by them, will affect regulatory confidence in the subsequent site development programifigue, this, too,
should be announced to the public.

Westinghouseclaims to achieve,'The highest levés of safety, when it relies 100% on natural forces for
indefinite passive core coolihg

According to nuclear power expert, Arnie Gundergptip://www.fairewinds.org/), if anything shouldause
the reactor vessel to be breached, natural convection currents will dissipate not only the heat, but also the
entire radioactivecontents over a very wide area, as there is no further method of containment.

Gunderse@ a 02 y QiiNSfHe ddmbl&isted through the design would expel radioactive contaminants
and the plant tould deliver a dose of radiation to the public that is 10 times higher than the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (N.R.C.) limit

Edwin Lyman, a senior staff ectist at the Union of Concerned Scientists, has challenged specifisaxiag
design choices made for the AP100Qyman is concerned about the strength of the steel containment vessel
and the concrete shield building around the AP10€l@iming its containment vessel does not have sufficient
safety margins.

Another American scientistjohn Ma a senior structural engineer at thiduclear Regulatory Commission
(NRG@, was quoted on his stancéaut the AP100®wclear reactor:
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In 2009, the NR@ade a safety change related to the events of Septembejtiid two plane attack

on the World Trade Buildingsliling that all plants be designed to withstand the direct hit from a
plane. To meet the new requirement, Westinghouse encased the AR#0INgs concrete walls in
steel plates. Last year Maa member of the NRC since it was formed in 1974, filed the first "non
concurrence” dissent of his career aftee NRC granted the design approvaln it Ma argues that
some parts of the steel skin are so brittle that the "impact energy" from a plane strike or storm driven
projectile could shatter the wall.

A team of engineering experts hired by Westinghodsagreed. Given that they are selling the product they
would not be expected to confirm weaknesses, surely? The inference is that an extremely experienced senior
structural engineer does not know his subject.

In 2010, following M& intial concerns, the NRGuestioned the durability of the AP100@actor's original

shield building in the face of severe external events such as earthquakes, hurricanes, and airplane collisions.
In response to these concerns ¥mghouse prepared a modified desigrprompting the thought that Ma

was correct all along and it was Westinghouse that were wrong

This modified design satisfied the NR¥{ith the exception of Mahence the "norconcurrence”. In contrast to

the NRC's decision, Ma believed that computer codes used to analyze the modified design were not precise
enough and some of the materials used were too brittleA little later in this document we, too, make
observations on the utter dependence on computeodeling

A US consultant engineer has also criticized the APt00@ainment design arguing that, in the case of a
designbasis accident, itould release radiation; Westinghouse has denied the claim. ThedRdeted the
overall design certification review for the amended AP1000 in Septergbéd.

In May, 2011, US government regulators found additional problems with the desfighe shield building of
the new reactors.

The chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission said that: computations submitted by Westinghouse
about the building's design appeared to be wrong ahdd' led to more questiotds the company had not used

a range of possible temperatures for calculating potential seismic stresses on the shield building in the event
of, for example, an earthquake; and th#ite commission was asking Westinghouse not only to fix its
calculations but also to explain why it suhitted flawed information in the first place

Westinghouse said that the items the commission was asking for were not "safety significafatild they
admit it even if they thought differently?

Later in this document we repeat our concerns about thenber of flights that pass close by the Sellafield

sites and the time it takes for any countereasures to be brought to bear. This was explained at length in

our submission of July, 2015.

One of the troubling aspects of the speGifi G A2y FT2NX GRS 1&Sa2ANAKBS | LILI NBy d NB
modelingfor many assessments of the projected impact of various systems. We are aware of the weaknesses

of many computer programmes, whether from the actual programmiog from incorrect data input, or

merely because of a lack of imagination on the part of the programmer who overlooks a particular scenario,

makes an error in devising a routine, or, having considered a chain of events determines that it cannot possibly
happen and omits a routine which would control it.

Humanerror at all stages is the biggest risk
While computer projects can cater for basic tasks, it is impossible for them to envisage scenarios that have not
occurred to the programmer.Many of the problems involving nuclear incidents stem from operators meeting

situations that were deemed impossible, and thus beyond a computer to solve. In another section we
consider the safety and security of computers and their susceptibilityatiking and malicious interference.
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6 THECONSULTATIQNHECOMMUNITYAND THEENVIRONMENT

1. The consultation process is flawead contains misleading information

BraystonesBeachresidents (and others) failed to receive NuGemmunications in a timely fashion.

The data from the current borehole survey would not be available until the consultation process has closed.

That theinitial consultation hadailed is evidenced by the small number of respondents: 0.5% of Coekand
population.

We object to the copious use of acronyms and jargon, together with obscure technical-tatina$ which lead

to difficulties for the average persdn understand. It is acknowledged that the residents of the coastal plains
of west Cumbria have a lower than national standard for education. How can such a complex andtdifficult
understand piece of work be properly considered by them? How muctheofmaterial is one supposed to
comprehend in order to reach a reasoned conclusion?

Does issuing reams of propaganda and sales literature, lining the walls of the consultation venues with huge
propaganda posters and making statements tpattend the mater of building a nuclear reactor is already

done and dusted and the public can like it or lump it, constitute a meaningful version of consultatienen

pro-nuclear people will have been outraged by the scale of the changes to their environmentrthat a

proposed and believe that NuGéal @S 6SSy RSOSAG FdzZ o 2SS KI@S | £t NBI RE
tALFLNBE O

The engagement of a PR firm to do their dirty work for them does not excuse Nugdeheir obligations to
properly consult. This is about a development which is, after all, goifg @seriousimpositionon Cumbria
for at least 100 yearsprobably an awful lot more.

PR companies are glorified salesmen, interested only in pleasing their client and obtheiirfges. They are

not people in a position to explain the full impact of the proposals on the amenity, environment and lifestyle,
of thousands of residents.They are not expert in the subject, nor do they offer an impartial view. This was
amply cemonstrated at the meetings.

There should be a moratorium on new nuclear building at least until the industry can demonstrate (not just
theorise) that they can deal with the waste they produce and keep it safe from the environment and terrorists.

In ther literature, NuGenhave published "illustrative impressions" of the proposed site. They are noteworthy
for omitting the Sellafielcsite in its entirety and, according to the illustration, the entire site appears to be
unfenced. Still, they say they will build a (radioactive?) mud wdllven therailway line between the site and
the seahas been omitted; despite this being a line of defence against coastal erosion.

The proposed sités an electricity generating plant, yet theigno illustration of the method afonnecting to
the national grid on the pictures.National Gridstaff say that they need 150' high pylossetching across the
landscape NuGem iacomplete literaturetendsto mislead orcould be seen to bdishonest

Also minimised is thempact of thebuilding of a power station, presumably to supply emergency poaed
which will have to be of adequate capacity to sustain not only thetmad ancillary equipment, but also the
pumping of the copious amounts of cooling water that is required/hat fuel will this be usintp provide
emergency backip and will its pollution include G@

If the additional plant does produc8D,, is that counted in the list gbollutants, or does itas withso many
other parts of the cycle, get ignored in order to perpetuate the myth that nuclear is in the slightest bit clean
and greer?

Why are parts of the nuclear generating @yeixcluded from the overall assessments with regard to pollution
and environmatal damag®@
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Buried in the literature, on Page 93, is the following offer:

"For neighbours of the MoorsidBroject Sites, NuGewill make best endeavours to eliminate,
minimiseand mitigate the potentiahdverse impacts of its development. For those closest to the NPS
designated area where development has been allocated, aMberside Site, NuGen is considering
providing a discretionary Property Support Scheme and a Local Mitigatltoeme to which people can
apply if an effect on their property can be demonstrated (e.g. by nuisance or reduction in value)."

¢
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be restricted to the terms NuGeare suggesting. Presumably the oviging legislation will be the Human
Rightss OG> NI GKSNJ 0KIFy bdzDSyQa GSN¥Yao

It is difficult to imagine that the Brayston&eachproperties, which have existed for over 100 years in peace,
can be excluded. Some may be holiday homes, but the investment, in terms of purchase, maintenance and
repairs is at least as great as permanently occupied ones. There seems little douhethaill all be equally
affected by misance and reduction in value.

3. bdzaSy Q& Ay i SeWdoNBedl peblezy 2F &

We have already demonstrated thatghouted statistidimplying overwhelmiig support utterlymisrepresens
the view of the majority ofesidents who will be affected.

Having spent some considerable time reading BheGensales brochuressupplied at the Braystoremeeting,
and knowing how people we have spoken to are so against the project, it was som&whasing to read the
overwhelmingly positive view expressed by so many peopteher questions like:

Do you agree with our transport strategy for the Moorski®ject being raifocused to minimise road usage,
particularly at peak times? 88&freed.

Is this a sensiblenon-leading,unbiasedquestion? Given the alternatives, what would any rational person
expect in the way of responses to such question#?is tantamount to asking whether people would enjoy
sitting for hours in traffic jam. Khould not be taken tanean that there is support for Moorsidand the
destruction of theexistingenvironment. Yet that, it is suggested by Ne is what can be inferred.

The maps depictingnalysis ofthe origin of the responseare equally misleading NuGensay that up to

12,000 peple useSellafield) &anteen each day, but seems that evenhey dzOf S NJ g2 NJ] SNE OF y Qi
to respond. The maps were meaninglegsvould someone who responded whilst at Sellafield have appeared

on the map at Sellafield, his home address, or some hotel? There is no way of telling whether they have any
rean to feel allegiance to the area, or to care about its future.

We wonderedwhy Allerdalecouncil are being given suchsttong Ble, butnote that Copelandand Allerdale
Councilswvere the only councils in the whole tfe U.K. that wanted to host the nuclear dump. Allerdale are
as prenuclear as Copelandand both have a disproportionate nhumber of members who are beholden to
Sellafieldand the nuclear industry They do not represent the opiniond the majority of Cumbrians.

In Keswickat the end of May 2016 90% of the people spoken to by representatvof Radiation Free
Lakelandare opposed to new nuclear build in Cumbria. their websitepoints out, this des not tally with
what NuGenare saying, which is thaéCumbria wants new nuclear bud.Radiation Free Lakelaradsosaid
that:

"A recent poll in the Eveninilail indicated that 85% of those voting do not want new
nuclear build in Cumbria. Tourists said they would think twice about coming to
Cumbria if dangerous new nuclear reactors were built hére.

Ref.: https://mariannewildart.wordpress.com/
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In view of the foregoingwhy are NuGesstill saying that Cumbrians are in favour of nuclear development?
How many people havduGenasked and what percentage of the total population does that represent?

Since the consultation process started over a year ago, we have submitted questions and a comprehensive
document, but received no response to the points raised. This, then, iscwisultation just a propaganda
exercise promoting nuclear development am@rely acynicalprocessattemptingto alleviate the possibility of

legal or procedural challengelt fails to do either.

We would point out that,n allover the last nine garswe have submitted responses to over ten consultations
all related to nuclear developments in Cumbri&ven then we missed some.

4, The proposad impingeon basic human rights

NuGenshould accept that their plans would have a devasiififect on residents during the construction and
commissioning phases of ¢éhproject and, effectively, fever. Just the announcement of the plans has
blighted property prices and caused hardship, as well as feelings of stress, insecurity and instdbititso
seems likely that NuGen's plans would impinge on the human rights of residents, who are entitled to a
peaceful enjoyment of their own homes

For the above reasons, we believe that the flaws in the consultation process, together with the above
concerns, are conducive to an application for a judicial review. Some of the failures and deliberate untruths
must surely merit legal challenge, too.

When the nuclear plants have worn out, all that will be left for local Cumbrians is the toxic wastpaittd
and contaminated land.

The project at Moorsideif allowedto go ahead, is set to survive in one form or anotfe@rhundreds of years.
Its legacy would endure far beyond that, probably for millennia. Is that really the lhastviest Cumbria can
think of - to leave this dangerous, untreatable, toxic mess to perpetuity? Surely we are better than that?

Reading through the NuGesales brochure it is not possible to consider it a consultation documemhay
unintentionally give some a misleading impression.

We note elsewhere the questions posed, and express our incredulity at, the published figure of 73% in
agreeing in response tdJb you agree with the need to develop a new nuclear power station at thesideor

search area? Then weconsideed the question and wonderedrarespondats agreeing with the need for a

new power stationor that it needs to be nuclear, or that it needs to be at Moorside? d®they mean all

three; or any combination of alternatives A R ¢S y2 (i &S8S Sy2dzakK 2F G(G(KAa {AYR
the dump?

We then looled at the true meaning of thepublished figure of 73%in' favout’, and discovered that this
equates t0263 people out of a mere 37 NuGels own documentation says that 12,000 people a day can be
served n Sellafielts canteerwhich, coincidentallyis where NuGe held one of their meetings.

Can the 73% figursuggested to bén favour of one of tk points in the question be extrapolated to represent
a proper indication of the wishes of the general population? No. it ¥eems thathat is how it is intended
to be interpreted

How many thousands will be affected by the proposed developmeAtZording to official statisticsn 2011
(the latest we can find) there were 70,603 Copelaasidents. So far then, NuGéave received responses
from 0.5% of the residents  them 263 people 00.38% of the entire popation of Copeland agreetb
whichever part of the question they thought they were answerindNot quite as prauclear as the NuGen
suggest Some of the responses came from Allerdakidents who are virtually unaffected, but we have not
included those in the calculations, to the benefit of NuGen.
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Furthermore,we have to question why the second mgsib-nuclear council in the land, Allerdalbas been
included. Adding in the 8,471 Allerdale residents to the above calculations roughly halves the above results.

From the maps, there is no way of telliwhat connection the respondehfas with the nuclear industry

However, such a low response to the consutiatprocess does confirm our suggestion that the consultation is
flawed and/or just not working. Properly done a reasonable consultation could be expected to attract at least
30% of theaffected population, engaging them sufficiently to prompt them tospond. We believe that a
proper census would reveal that the vast majority of residearsagainstany furthernuclear devedpment,
especially on such a large scale and of such longevity. However, they have nohhdeaware of thefull

impact of theproposed Moorsidelevelopment.

5. NuGeQa 0 2dzy RI NB YI L3

The maps supplied to us on a USB stick have so many permutations of proposed boundaries that it is difficult
to understand whether the Brayston&ead bungalows are included in the potential area for compensation,

or how they will be affected. Some maps include the bungalows while others make a point of excluding them.
For example, it seems that the first seven bungalows to the noftthe station may be eligible, but not the
others. How can it be that a few feet (in our case) can make a difference as to whether we will be affected or
not?

The proper, fair, way to deal with the situation is to accept that all residents wilffeetad and compensate
them accordingly.

The investment and loss is the same, whether the building is a holiday home or permanent residence,
leasehold or freehold.

According to the HumaRightsAct, Article One of the First Protodoiposes an obligation on the State not to:
interfere with peaceful enjoyment of property;
deprive a person of their possessions;

2NJ 4dz0 2S00 | LISNAR2YQa Ll2aaSaairzy (2 O2yiNRf ®

Ref.: https://www.liberty-humanrights.org.uk/

6. 533a0NHz00A2y 2F (GKS SYy@ANRYYSyYy(d y20 aAYLINR@GSYSyhat¢

NuGem &terature mentions the various improvements that will result to the environment as a result of
becoming home taven greater nuclear hazards than those already extant: completely ignoring the fact that
the area is naturally beautiful and wouldn't need any of the enhancements that NuGen are proposing if it
weren't forthe proposals submitted biuGen.

Should wereally be gratefuF 2 NJ (0 K S A NJ LINE LJ2?4 BhR losses Will i Bayfeatd thandhe gains

in our opinion. As we have always said, improvements in road and rail links, health services, education, sports
facilities, leisure facilities, skiltd training are the job of government and local politicians to provide, not the
carrot at the end of the stick in a blackmail arrangement.

Who will be paying for all these changes? Will they be funded by NusBdry the generapopulation? As
they are purely at the behest of and to the benefit of NuGen, we hope they will be payfripey are to be
paid for by taxpayers local and/or nationat; then surely it must be considered a subsidy.

Even so, we are at a loss as tadarstand how and whiNuGenthink they can improve the visual amenity, or

why there needs to be investment in landscape and townscape to improve the visual appearance of the area.
Are the improvements better than thamenitiessupplied byGad then? At least His are natural and fit into

the natural landscape as a result.
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How does the imposition of thproposed reactor siteentailing as it doethe destruction of a huge swathe of

rural lifestyle,and its uglinessompounded by its proximitjo Selafield, actually fit into lonedistanceviews?

As with the distribution of radioactive materials, views do not recognise boundaries. The National Park
boundary may well be a couple of miles away, but views arhfthe park will include Sellafield and Moorside
which willappear to be part of one huge industrial landscape.

Thepictureson NuGe® iaformation sheetare an object lesson in how to mislead the public without words.

West Cumbriawas once a untouched and thus beautiful area. Theame Sellafield uglyand dangerous
sprawl together with hugdoxic discharges. Now it oposal to add thisset of reactors and ancillary
resourcesn the farmland to thenorth of the Sellafield site

Where is the road access and "Heavy Haulage Road" mentioned elsewhéhe glaringly misleading
literature?

Fresh water needs have yet to be achievétthat natural features, such as the Riveriicliedlocal lakessuch
as Wastwateand Ennerdale, are likely to be affected?

Wherearethe fresh water supplieand site drainage facilities shown in the proposal'Pe Braystonesewage
treatment works it is suggested, could be used to service the site, but will it not require expansion to
accommodate the additional materialsWhere is itmentionedin the proposis?

What will be the impact on bathing water quality?

The cooling water pipes, we isme, are depicted at top righdf the consultation diagrambut seem to be
inadequate for the purposefacooling three reactord Will the depicted smallpipesreally be able to move
over two and a half billion gallord water a day?

We notethat the cooling watersettling pondsare open to the atmosphere, with all the potential for leakage
and environmetal impact that that entad. How will NuGercope with anyinflux of radioactive sea birds from
the Sellafieldanks?

As shownand despite the lowying nature of the proposed sitéhere will be absolutely no protection from
either coastal erosion or the winter storms. Yet for the last three years there have been huge storms over
winter, and this design is sppsedto endure for over 120 years.

It is suggested that NuGeran rely on the presence of the railway line to protect from storm surges. Given

0KS KAAG2NE 2F (GKS O2F&dlf NIAf gl & fehfyhd milwaydinefasy Qi { K 7
G2 LINRGSOGZ GKSYy 42 yNeivorbREDSoredly (Quly2616)onSlebt td theNdinsiof 433

billion. Our experience of their work is that they will only do what is absolutely necemsdpeyhave tobe

forced into doing it It is our belief that they act retrospectively and are unwilling or incapable of preventative
measures. Even so,g it right to depend on other organisations to provide NuGen with protection from coastal

erosion forat leastthe next 150 years?

Network Rail is a publicfunded organisation, shoulthey be forced irto protecting a private company, or

should NuGetbe made to protect and ensure the safety and security of their site themsélvesding coastal

protection?

It is our opinion that 8 much is missinffom thel NI A 4G Qa A YLINBS & aA 2 thatth@whalekk S a A (S
thing is a travestyand can only have been designed to be misleadimy viewing it from on high the artists

have minimised the w#ical intrusion and the fact thatthe reactor vessel alone is 91' higloes not come

across but then, that is probably intentional.

A more honestview would have had all the missing components included and the piclaen from, say,
Cold Fell, so thahe full impact of the works would be visibdad in the correct context
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NuGensay they willbe helpingto "improve" the towns in the area, too. If the buildings designed by the

people working for Sedfield in the Cqelandarea are anything to go by, then we can look forward to modern

blocks which will have no connection whatsoever with the charéstieiGeorgian style of Whitehaveand its

hinterland. We do not consider this tbe advantageous or attractive, but destroy the charm, character, and

heritage of a beautiful area that would remain so without NuGen trying to gild the lily. Ns&@etheywill

give usthe benefit of cycling and walking connectivity, supply chain opputies, training, and everything else

that even retired people would regard as Utopiaut don't we already have sufficient for our needsPhere
arealreadycyckeJr G Ka |yR O2Fadtt ¢glft1as y2yS 2F 6KAOK | NB (K¢

Who will be tle main beneficiariesf these secalled improvementd Presumably, the schemes have been
devised to appeal toNuGenstaff. So,if there isno NuGennuclear site, there will b&o needfor all the
GAYLINR ZGSYSydaé | yR 4@y heybstterShan raturé iKténded. o Watufe artd fits wildlife
will be able to continue undisturbed as it has done for centuries.

The cultivation and nurturing of local politicians is certainly paying off handsomely. How many of these
people are in sme way beholden to the nuclear industry? Anywhere else in the country would be up in arms
about the ideas that are being presented by NuGenafait accompli Here they aresupposedlybeing
welcomed. Why? Ly | Ol dzk £ T byQiyane dtHerStian thdsédSwit) vested interests.  Until a
referendum on the matter has been held, it cannot be said that Cumbrians are in favour of nuclear
development in any form.

7 Public HealthConcerns Ugly Alternatives

The peak number of employeesorking on the proposak statedby NuGento be 6,500 (or 6,400 depending

on which bit you read) As there are only around 4,000 unemployed people in the whole of Cuniteiet

workers or at least the large majiy, will have to come from outside the area, so the "virustought in by

outsiders,that has caused so much trouble with cancers &ukaemiain the area will become even more
prevalent.

What if itisn't really a "virus", but down to the pollutioemanatingfrom nuclear power plantand associated
effluents how many more cancers and radiatioglated illnesses can we expect?

Has anyone checked with vets to see how many cancers, etc., they have noticed amongst animals?
Doesanydata suggest thaithere is an excessive number of cases in comparison with the rest of the world, or
even just in the U.K.? We believe that figures are likely to confirm excesses, and that the cause is radiation
and the many leaks andischarges from nuclear sites.

Howmany caseshould we expedbeforethe numberof people sacrificeds deemedntolerable?

How many years will it take before any impact of this nature is known?

Will NuGerset up a compensation fund akin to that at Sellafiétd workers and local people?

Of the 4,000 unemployed people in the whole of Cumbiiaseemshighlylikely that many of them would not
have the skills required to perform technical tasks to the level required in this prdjecce our statement

that the majority of employees will have to come from outside the area

Radiation is known to cause cancers dedkemia, so that is where our beliefs Jieso we would also say that
disturbing ageold dischargeswhether in the soil, on the ground, the watercourses, on the sea bed, or on
the beachesgcannot be considered sensible or safe under any circumstances.

Even if there are no "incidents'a euphemism if ever there was onethe nuclear industry continually

produces, and in some cases disajes, considerable amounts of the most toxic materials in the world. How
can they be allowed to do this?t is obvious that NuGeépa LINR L2 al fa ¢gAftt 2yfeé | RR (2
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8. Impacton Servicesn the Community

Nothing appears in the brochures to explain how many people will really be coming into the area. We are told

that the peak number of workers will be 6,500. dzYo NA |/ / Qa4 FAIdzZNB& OWdzf 83X HAamc
we know that themajority of employeeswill be from outside Cumbria. Presumably they will be bringing with

them family and, perhaps, friends. Assumingthe national norm of a partner and some children will be

brought in with the breadwinner; this means that there viaé around 13000 adults. According to national

statistics familiesare comprised of two adultghe (13,000)and an average of 1.8 childrgoroducing &urther

11,700 (6,500*1.8)ncomers In total then, 2400 new residents can be expected to arriveRather more

substantial than NuGea figures suggest.

The next glaring omission is any suggestion as to how the requisite increases in health and social services
provision will be achieved. Presumably there will be a need for sexuadigal and mental health serve®

be greatly increased to meet the likely demand. How many extra GPs will be requitdcbamwhence will

they come? It is forecast that there will be a shortfall of 16,000 GPs by 2025.

Ref.: 1TV GP Shortfall

Care quality: riterestingly, only 8 of thdotal of 3,972 staff offered an opinion on whether Whitehaven
Hospital was a place they would recommend for its level of cafef them, only 5 people would actually
recommend its care provision.

Using the same spin as NuGehis is advertised a&63%of staff would recommend €. Actually, at of the
nearly 4,000 only 5.04 people would actually recommend its care provissguating to 0.13% a somewhat
different picture and hardly a recommendation We could go on and pick out other examples of totally
misleading, but superficially good plidity statements.

We are not criticising the staff at the various institutions in any way, but it must surely be obvioustttat
NuGen believe that the current services can simply be expanded to suit, there are just not the properly trained
staff avalable in the country. Two years ago the Independent newspaper illustrated the problems of getting
nursing staff, and, according to the Royal College of Nursing, there is a current shortfall of over 10,000.

Ref.:  http://www.independent.co.uk

This is with current demand levels and servicing the needs of only the current number of residents. lIHow wi
any of the many branches be able to cope with the influx of 23,000 additional peojrat have the local
health authorities said about the ability of these services to cope?

In the eventof an emergency with many injured, burneat, contaminated peple, will those affected have to
travel long distances for treatmentMow will they get there?

It is a @milar casewith all the emergency services. More police, ambulance and fire service personnel and
equipment will be required. Even ow the transport network is inadequate. Will emergency personnel be
expected to travel by train to any incidergs the roads will probably be impasséble

The roads do not permit emergency vehicles to travel at great speedsblae lights and twdone horns are
of little benefit down our kind of road.

Will the potential 5,200 incoming additional children all manage to find places in schools, colleges, etc.?
According to our reckoning even if all the schools in the locality were to be emptied foonews, there still
g2dzZ Ry Qi 0S Sy 2 dsd heréiBlZplcestor fodind fisr $heRd How many school places are
spare at the moment?

¢KS AYRdzZAGNE 22dz2NYV I X a¢KS 9y3aIAYySSNES F2NBOlFada + RS
by 2050. Where will the requisite number of workers come from? Abroad?

Ref.:  http://www.theengineer.co.uk/issues/januar2013-online
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One of the basics of human rights is the supply of clean pure water. Nar@eaxpecting UnitedUtilities to

come up with an answer to their needpresumably following Sellafieklexample of nopaying for anything
either. Yet United Utilities do not magically produce water on demand. It has to come from a stream, river,
well, or springin aform suitable for treatment to provide potable water Becausef the great reliance on
water for places like Moorsidethe supply has to be guaranteed under all circumstances. For this area it will
mean pipelines being laid, tapping into a casadi and covered River Eheever greater quantities being
extracted from he local lakes. (We note that NuGen are suggesting they could tap into Sellafield's supply
line, which would mean further vast drainage of Wastwatecently voted the most beautiful view in Great
Britain. We would emphasize that Whasater is within the bounds of the Lake District National Park

Will this huge drain on a landscape, whose great virtue stems from copious amounts of water on view, not
affect the hydrology in a way that will cause-faaching damage tthe landscapeperhaps in unforeseen
ways? Wherever all thixomes from or goesto once used the impact on the environment is not going to be
good. Such schemes may benefit those who live in towns and cities far away who want electricity to waste,
but, rest assured, Cumbria is not going to be enhanced by any of these proposals.

We note fromNuGendocumentationanother omission: "does not include an assessment of the potential
likely signifcant environmental effects of the Freshwatater Supply. We recognise how convenient that is
to NuGen

Ref.:  MoorsideStage 2 ConsultatioDocument. May, 2016, Item 5.9

To our minds, it seems imperative that we know just what is bpiagned in this respect, as well as so many
others, in order that we can properly respond to the consultation.

We mention elsewhere the unsuitability of the transport network and roads. There is considerable congestion
at peak hours already, even witmly the Sellafieldraffic. Nowadays, 40% of families have second cars, so
extrapolatingfrom the NuGenfigures for peak numbers of employeesound another 9100 cars may be
expected to add themselves to the traffic jam This is without construction traffic and heavy loads.

9. RailwayConcerns

NuGenhave grandios@lans for railway "improvementsvorking with Network Ra&l We have been "working

with Network Rail" for most of the lastlecade trying to persuade them to bring thdevel crossing at
Braystonesand the coastal railway linep-to-date. Virtually nothing of angonsequence has changed, even
after residents averd a passenger train derailment observed by an inspector from the Office of the Rail
Regulator Sadly, the latter individual didn't recall hearing the train driver explain why he hacte'tt onthe

urgent message from the Sellafiekignaller: We got a garbled message over the radio, but couldn't
understand it, so decided to continue on to Sellafield to find out what the problem was. Radio signals are
always rubbish on this stretth Thisactionwould have entadd passng over the very section that was likely

to cause the train to derail in order to get to the signaller at Sellafield signal Naturally, it did little for our
respect for the O.R.R.

We haw a photograph of an accident caused by the failure of a small girder baldget 400 metres to the
south of Braystoneghat had badly corrodd. As a result of the bridgmllapse a railway wagon and load
derailed anddropped off theembankment, completely demolishingvo bungalows. By pure good chance
they were both empty at the time. A slightly different time would have resulted in several fatalities.

BraystonefRResidentSD N2 dzLJQ aconkdrnA ihciutled

w The antiquity of thesignalingand traincontrol system. This is 160 years old and does
not comply with modern safety standards. It puts crossing users at risk and would be
difficult to justify in the event of an accident, especially when seen in the light of modern
technological advaces. These advances include radar detection of the presence of
people, vehicles, and other obstructions. Such a modern system would automatically
inform all partiesg users,signalers and train staffg of the status of thecrossing, and is
available now;
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1 The stability of the banking on the landward side of the track.

1 The integrity of the bridge to the north of Braystondsot just from the stream that washes its
foundations, but the amount of water that seeps through the bleakk.

1 The physical requirements toperate the crossing gatesand the unreliability of the telephone
communications system.

1 The state of the ballast due to poor drainage at Brayst@tason.

1 Failure to achieve any material safety changéshe crossing, despite several years of lobbying by
BraystonesBeachresidents, individually and collectively.

1 A survey needs to be conducted to assess whether the angles of the embankments is suitable for the
level of sability required of them.

1 Assessments need to be conducted to assess the impact of the corrosive salt atmosphere onan infra
structure now over 150 years old and which has received scant attention in that time.

Network Rail should undertake a more posit réle when it comes to protecting its assets and ensuring the
safety of residents and crossing user§heproposedplans do not resolve any of thesiideed they can even
be said to aggravate therasNuGe2a LJt | y & ¢ At fd maryfidguanbiraiisSoh teiageddink. y’

As we have noted earlieryven the onus for protecting the proposed new nuclear §iten storm damage and
tidal surgesis to be placedon Network Rail. The ideapparently being that it will be Network Rail's
responsibility to maintain the sea defendesorder to protect its own interests and propentyhich will benefit
NuGenby offering free protectiong furthermore, Network Railwill be expected to do sdéor the next 150
years probably a lomore. ThedMoorsidet site is at a very low levabove datum leveand the winter storms
are forecast to get worse over the next decades.

Following NuGe & | vy y 2 dzesisntsgiiasieradditidnal questions:
i. How much extra traffic are they supposed to endaa result of the proposed development

ii. What mitigation can there béor BraystonedBBeachbungalow ownersagainst the noise and vibration
of frequent heavy railway trains;

ii.  Will the more frequent passage of trains mean that beach residents will have to spend considerably
longer each day awaiting permission to cross;

iv.  Willthere be trains during angocial hours?

v.  What compensation will be offered to those whose lives will be disrupted by these plans? The
conditions attached to the plans in NuGe@ f A GSNJF G dzNB I NB a2 fAYAGSR | &
of people, even though those people will be directly affected by any development and will suffer as
much as those who find themselves eligible.

The level crossing aBraystoneshas 65,312 vehicle crossings a yeaubstantially more thn the 23,180
suggested by a brief assessment by Network Rdiletwork Raifigures from aFOI rguest forcopies of the

log book maintained by th8ellafieldsignalers) Between 5/1/10 and 3/4/15, there were 93 incidents at the
crossing. Increased traffic will surely mean increased incidents. As we have said from the beginning, a single
accident involving a nuclear train will cost far more than bringing the lint apirrent standards.

We posed the question: if you were building a line here today would you build it like this? There was no
answer. We have recently written to the OND, who are responsible for the safety of transportation of
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hazardous loadsssking whether they think that conditions along the line are the best for transporting nuclear
loads

Our concerngelate to the currenttraffic loads and frequencies. The proposed developmeilit greatly

exacerbatethe problems and accelerate weanaan alreadytired railway line  Powerful lowfrequency

vibrations, already a problem for beaside properties, will inflict even moreostly damage on vulnerable
buildings.

Readinga newsletter fromdéStop Hinklgeé, we were puzzled by emtion of anevent where they joined up ith
stopnucleartrains.org an organisation of which we were previously unawarélowever, a quick look at the
ideals of stopnucleartrains.orghas produced the following (their numbering, we have omitted those less
relevant):

3. The remaining nuclear power stations (PWR pressurised water reactors and AGR) should be shut down
as they are a continuing source of radioactive pollution and waste, damage to health, and risks of
accidents and terrorism. [The WestingheusP1000design for Moorsides a Pressurised Water
Reactor- or PWR]

8. Nuclear accidents require specialist treatment, so emergency services personnel need specific
technical training to deal with sudccidents as quickly and effectively as possible.

Ref.: http://nonucleartrains.org.uk/demands.html

As part of the concerns about the level crossing at Braystenegth nucleartrains in both directions
sometimes several times a daye have pointed out that the cost of just one incident involving a nuclear flask
train would probably exceed the cost of doing the right thing and making the line safe.

Private Eye's Old Sparkid include some of the problems of the line in an article last year entitled "Coastal
Fission". While not 100% accurate, it does give a good idea of the parlous state of the line. The new project
apparently intends to continue using this line, evenming spurs ff it to service theNuGensite.

The stopnucleartrains organisation points out that the nuclear flasks are designed to sustain a drop of 9 metres
(29", which must surely be somewhere near the drop off the Cumbrian coastal They say that mjor risk

areas include level crossing#\s we have mentioned earlidBraystonegesidents have been pushing for years

to get better safety on the line.

7 EXTERNARISKSIOTCOVEREMN CONSULTATION

1 Risk of Terrorism Threats to Security

Sellafiel@ & o0 dzFFSNI T 2y S 4 anniggdpportunifyi Styvaskendédo poodde la mdditum
of safety for the protection of the immediate environment and the local residents. Instead,atleepow
undergreater threat than ever.

We have long raised concerns about security of nud#as, especially Sellafield

Members ofNuGe2 & t vare &eért t& distance themselvé®m anything to do with Sellafieldas if that
concept might occur to any terrorist

&We are not Selladid and we will not be doing the same things as Sellafisid 6 S ¢SNB (2t R |G 2y S

Thisstatement is superficial, to say the leastWhether they believe it or not, Sellafi€da
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However, there is no escaping the fact thatctear reactordhhavebecome easy targets during military conflict
and, over the past three decadesa\e been repeatedly attacked:

1977¢ 1979.Attacks on Lemoniz Nuclear Power Plant in Spain while it was still under construction.

1980. Iran bombed the Al Tuwaitha nuclear complex in Irag, in Operation Scorch Sword.

1981. LANF SEA FANI AGNAR1S O2YLX SiSte RSAGNRESR LNII Q:
1982 Umkhonto we Sizwe attackdtoeberg Nuclear Power Statiddguth Africa.

1984c1987L N} lj 62Y0 SR LNIyQa . dzaKSKNJ ydzOf SFNJ LI Fyd &AAE
1991. The U.S. bombeld NJthre@ auclear reactors and an enrichment pilot facility.

1991 LN fFdzyOKSR {OdzR YAaaAirtsSa Fd LaNI} StQa 5AaY2yl
2003. Israel bombed a Syriareactor under construction.

The end product of NuGéha T dzSf LINE 3 Ndalviiis  ItOvill fiegdRtdl codl fBr détadegpossibly

centuries. During that whole period the materials will be ati§kA G KSNJ FNRY &GAyOARSy(daé¢ 2
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safely and securely deal with the materials. Some of the products will remain rdaisgieactive, effectively,

forever. The best that can be hoped for at thementis that some form of packaging of the materials can be

perfected. That has not yet been achieved, despite all the £billions spent on trying to find a way.

No dump has been found yet, either. Despite this fact, an interchange in the House of Commons Bn the 7
July, 2016, saw the Energy minister telling M.P.¢ tha process of finding a place willing to host the dump
will start next year, with a view to becoming operational by 2040. How this can be honoured is unknown.
There is nowhere in the U.K. that is willing to host the dump, other than those cousdiidCopelanagnd
Allerdale However, as pointed out during the Nirex Enquiry, the rock in those areas is totally unsuitable for
the task. Politicians can change most truths, but not rock formations.

Ref.:  Paras 4228 et seq Hansard, 7/7/16. Andrea Leadsguestioned by Deirdre Brock.

Even so, it seems unlikely that burying the material deep underground and hoping never to see it again can
ever be considered a sound idea. The questions ashiether the waste will be retrievable, whether the
dump will be sealed and forgotten, are still to be decided on. As no final and robust means exists of rendering
safeextremely dangerous radioactive materials it seems nonsensical to be adding to aatabteestockpile.

2. New Technology

The advent of new technology brings own threats. The ubiquitous USB stick can be used to port
programmes, apps and data. There is thus the potential for any computer with an open USB port to be
corrupted, either accidentally, knowingly or otherwise. Already there have been many incidents where
computer software control of sensitive processes has been interfered with. Fortunately none have yet caused
serious problems. Expensive and difficult to clear viruses, like the Stuxnet one, have yet to reach their
potential. It is inevitable that one gaone of the control processes will be corrupted with disastrous results.
Interestingly, almost all the control chips (mostly varieties of RQMad only memory) used in are made
abroad. Almost every network device, router, or controller, containscigfieed integrated circuits
manufactured and programmed abroad, mainly in Chindore on thiswasin our document of last July.

In Las Vegas, in front of a conference, an analyst demonstrated how it was possible to acpesgamme

or shut down tke programmable logic controllers (PLCs) of a similar design to those used in nuclear control
circuitry. By handing over the supply of control equipment, or its components, to foreign companies, the U.K.
is effectively handing control of ouesources ta foreign country.

One of the latest fads is the use dfones Hobby drones range in price from around £3Qliiing camera)

to over £10,000 anthey are capable of spying on "sensitivgétes. In France they have been spotted in ever
increasing nurbers over government and nuclear establishments. Attempts to catch the operators of these
devices have failed. Given their size and portability that is hardly surprising. Even the heaviest @flthem
weighs about 5 kg (10Ibs). hdy can be contrééd from up to around 2kms awagancarry either still or video
cameras, and useny of14 channels to communicate with the controller. The task of finding operators thus
becomes almost impossible.
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Although it is an offencto fly any machine within h&h kilometre of any nuclear sitat a height of less than 1

km, catch me if you can, seems to be the idea. What does it mean that people are willing to play chicken with
the authorities? If justa bit of a lark, or prank, not much. As a means foereorist to obtain upto-the-

minute detailed plans and photographs of a nuclear establishment, very sinistepatedtially extremely
serious. Taking photographs is not going to harm anyone, agreed, but what if the material gathered is given
to those who do not have the nation's interests at heart? How long before a drone is developed that can
carry a more malicious payload?

Ref.: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe29831897
Ref.: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-31599903

Along with laser pens, the price of the equipment has reduced considerably, so that the most recent fully
equippeddrone is now under £350.Lasempens can be boughds an entityor fashioned from the components

of domestic audio equipment. Even at considerable distances these lasers can blind. There is an obvious
scenario which involves security at nuclear sites.

On our website,we have pointed out the vulnerability of nuclear sites to terrorism and attacks by air
including the use of dronesAny possibility of an attack on Moorside Sellafieldposes a considerable risk.

In an article inthe Scottish Herald, 29/5/16, Rob Edwandsote abouta report concernedsecurity The

report suggest that not only would the authorities struggle to deal with the aftermath of an attack, but they

are also failing to consider the potential threaad their aftermath seriously. The first article says thahi

October, 2015, a worker was reportedly marched off the Hunttersnuclear site in North Ayrshire after he

was seen studying boraimaking websites on his laptop. The report by Dr. David Lewiny is a senior

research fellow with the Institute for Resource and Security Studies in Cambridge, USA, and a former director

2F GKS 9dzNRPLISIY tNREAFSNIGAZ2Y LYF2NX¥IFGA2Yy [/ SYiNB Ay
linked to theParis and Brussels terror attacks in November, 2015, and February, 2016, had files on nuclear
facilities, and had been monitoring nuclesorkers.

A second reportfor the Nuclear Free Local Authorities (NFLA), was written by Dr lan Fairliedependent
radiation scientist, and focuses on the stable iodine tablets that can prevent radiation poisoning after some
nuclear accidents.

Ref.:http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/14523232. UK_underestimating_risk_of_terrorist_attack_on_nuclear_sites_/

8. POLITICAACTION AR INACTION
1 The Conditiongo be met Before Nuclear Expansion can Take Place

Five years ago the politicians announced several criteria that would have to be met before any consideration
couldbe given to nuclear expansion:

W no subdilies;

w a method and location for the disposal of nuclear wadtgacy and new to be in place before further
expansion could be undertaken;

w designs would have to be generically approved and safe in operation;

w energy security needs would have to betme

w approval of local residents obtained before any project was permitted to start.

We have already demonstrad the fallacy that the last requirement has been met. The failure of the
consultation process to engage an adequate and representativeber of residents says all that needs to be

Al AR® ¢tKS aOf SPSNE ljdzSaidAizya GKIFIG R2 y244 Ftft2g ¥F2
projected build should never have been put to people who cannot understand the full ramificationsabfsvh

being asked.
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Much is made, too, of how much benefit there will be to the area as a result of nuclear expansion. Yet,
looking around, Egremont or Whitehavein is difficult to see how the area has benefited. Large numbers of
charity shops now occupy ondhriving stores. Just as many buildings are just empty and lyingdereiict.

This is after more than half a century of the nuclear industry. Sergicel kind have been closed down or
reduced. Ewuethe local hospital is struggling to keep its head above water. Following the instigation of the
plans determined by Bolteand his colleagues, the main beneficiaries at the moment appear to be educational
establishments, which are, asq@red, enabling the industry to capture the minds of young children.

The rewards foilCumbria's involvement with nucleare shown inThe Timef 4th November 2015 h a
statement from the prenuclear MP, Jamieson Reel:. . health sevices around Sellafieare suffering major
cuts, local courts and police stations are closing and major civic amenities are closing down

An alternative viewpoint might be that such deprivations are vitalthe nuclear industryand are being

deliberately introduced in order to indicate ttvé local residents just how necessdhg nuclear industry is

whether they like it or not. At the very first meetinge attended, in Whitehavensevenyears agoat the

GAYS 2F wo2 d9dQa | LILIX A OF (A 2y, we dbjeRed @3$he thardy posiersvarbuid a | y i 2y
the room as they indicated that many of the projected improvement to social and health amenities and

services were dependent on residents approving the nuclear developments which would have a devastating

effect on the beautiful countryside of CopelandNuGenseem to think in the same way that RWid. There

is no allowance for dissenting views. No opportunity to install counter informatitie. were concerned, too,

that the majority of those pushing so hard for the development had links to Sellaéighkr in the way of past

employment, or because they were in some way beholden to the industry.

The Citigroupeport, "New Nuclear The Economics Say No", dated 9/11/09, was clear in the fact that nuclear
was too expensive compared to alternative generation methods. It is interesting, therefore to study the way
in which the six major companies hawganoeuvred to bring their pricesr line with the promised subsidy
which will be enjoyed by Electricité de France when/if the HinRejnt reactor is commissioned. Much
grumbling by the politicians indicates either stupidity or, more likely, cunning. It must haveapparent to

all that the prices being demanded by Electricité de France would become the base line for all of them. In the
same way that the 30 m.p.h. speed limit becorbesh the minimumand maximum speed in a builtp area.

The cost of the Hinklegievelopment has now increased to £37 billigmore than double its original cost in
just ten years. We see no reason why Moorsidlenot follow the same pattern.

People are still pushing the global warming mantra antkrating untrue stories about the lights going out.
Whatever one believes about the former, the U.K.@ contribution, when compared to the likes of China and
America, $ minimal and any reduction will be equally so. Thepeitinly no need to stampede into an even
more dangerous energy poliguch a nuclear However, the nuclear industry does like to stampede people
into things, as if they have time to think they will realise that they are being misled.

So, nosecure ad safe waste disposal capability, despeoduction of chemicals far more damaging than
carbon dioxide,grave risk to the planet in the event of an incidenfy energy security, most equipment
manufactured abroad, no secure source of raw materiaés|oal approval, old designs that have never been
completed on time or on budgetyorking tofulfill an oldfashioned premise in respect of maintaining a base
load availabilityand heavy indeinked subsidies to foreign companifes decades to come

Sellafeld exists solely to service the needs of Sellafield and the nuclear industaynly cleaning up pollution
caused by Sellafield.

Although the contrary illusion is maintained, Sellafidties not make a profitrad thus has no spending power
other than that provided by the tapayer. It is now just a £1% billigra. drain on the public purse. As it

does not earn any money, the largesse spread (albeit very thinly) around the communities in Cumbria stems
purely from central government. Stories that Sellafield are to fund such and such a project are thus totally
illusory - they are in fact just spending tapayer's money whilst skimming off substantial payments for the
companies and individuals involved. Aather project for example tourism, could be funded in this way
without the corruption and pollution of the nuclear industrthe local community would be a lot better off.
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In many ways, the NuGerattern is the same. Whilst purporting bee a private enterprise, all the changes to
the infrastructure will be paid for by others. Yet if that kind of money is available to be invested in the region,
why has it not been?

2. Brussels Still Awaiting Notification from NuGen
We have received a letter from the Director for ole@ar energy, safety and ETlRe European Commissioner).
Thistells usthat:

"New construction projects shall be communicated to the Commission under the scope of Article 41 not
later than three months befe the first contracts are concluded with the suppliers or, if the work is to be
carried out by the undertaking with its own resources, three months before the work begins. At the
moment of drafting this response, the Commission has not received stifitation regarding the nuclear
project in Moorside If and when this notification is received, the Commission will review it and issue its
Point of View to conclude whether or not the investment project fulfils the objectives of thtrau
Treaty.

"Furthermore, Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty lays down that prior to granting a planned nuclear
operation an authorisation to discharge airborne and liquid radioactive effluents into the environment, a
Member State shall provide the Comsiig with such information that allows the Commission, after
consultation of a dedicated group of independent experts, to release its opinion on whether the
implementation of said plan is liable to entail a radiological exposure, significant from theopweietv of

health, of the population of another Member State. Guidance on the information to be provided by the
Member State is given in Commission Recommendation 2010/635/Euratom on the application of Article 37
of the Euratom Treaty. The Commissiqinion is formally transmitted to the submitting Member State
and, for public information, published in the Official Journal of the European Union."

3. LegalChallenge

Combined with the various other failures to achieve even basic credibility, it might seem that legal challenges
to the whole enterprise could be successfulhether in the U.K., or in the E.U.

The coresampling thathas besn undertaken by thedrilling platform off Braystonedrilling boreholeswas
obviouslynot completed before thedocumentation given to the public was publishesy how can people
assessdigest and comment on the results? We see this etsanother failure oftheir consultation process
and another opporturty for legal challenge

It seems highly unlikely that boreholes in the area in question could avoid finding radioactive materials. Were
any found?

If so, what action followed and where did the materiahwfrom?
The Radiation Free Lakelanebsite includes 2014 letter from the WhitehaveiNewsdabout the Sellafield
Mafia¢ as they are known, which confirms our views on the corrupting nature of ttigstny, and the role of

the local and national politicians.

Ref.: https://mariannewildart.wordpress.com/2014/01/24/lettefrom-sellafeld-worker-exposesnuclearcorruption/

Although aimed at the dump consultation, the principles seem to apply to nuclear development throughout
the areg such as thavay in which the hundreds of boieoles currently being drilled were approved after
extremelylimited consultation with local parishes and committees, exdeptCopelandCouncil, who were too
busy debating the impact of a single wind turbine, apparentty give their attention to such important
matters as the drilling ofiundreds of boreholes. We understand thaetultimate decision was made by a
single, delegated aoncil officer. Given the serious nature of the undertaking and the severe risks involved,
we believe that this was inappropriate and should be investigate
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For over a year noBraystonesBeachresidents affected by the proposetiioorsidet development have been
seeking information as to what the impact will be on their homedle still have no informtion. Even the
local M.P failedto answer our queries in over Meeks. When he eventually got round to replying, it seems
he has so little interest, all he did was to forward our quassito NuGen for response. NuCGssem to have
difficulty comprehendig that there will be any impact on Braystones Beach folks at all.y ddhenanage to
assert that there will be no compensation claims considered, however. Their maps suggest differently.

We think we have a right to know what is planned for the beaghdalows- now. However, he seems intent
on ignoring even the formal complaint.

With the inevitable assistance of politicians and councillors, this picturesque (provided you don't look towards
Sellafields ugly structures) part of Cuiria is the target of a foreign consortium who wish to build a vastly
expensive and risky nuclear power station. Immediately adjacent to the existing Sellafielditsitdly just
across the roadthe project will blight the Braystonesnd Beckermet areas.

The disposal ofvaste is also still an unresolved problem. Let us not forget that some of these chemicals will
remain too radioactive to &ndle for millions of years. As we have already statedneéhe oftquoted half

life times fail to indicate the length of time before they become "safe", as many will require severiVdslf

to pass before they can be deemed to be rpjurious, even to the strange and misleading ethics of the
nuclear industry.

For reasons which patently have no regard to the practicalitiesuz financial viability of nuclear sites, but
may have a lot to do with shafleoldingand personal ggrandisement, the whole national planning system has
been changed to enable politiciats dictate what will be built where and remove the local residents’ right to
object. With the collusion of various politiciani®cal and national and peers, it seems the entire wiecoast

of Cumbria mapuccumb to nuclear development, regardlessogfic, financial sense, geology, or practicality.

It is obviously debatable quite how sensible is this proposal to gamble on never having an accident which will
affect Sellafieldand its great stocks of radioactive materials.

There ae many points which we would like answers-timcluding those in oufirst consultation documenbf
last July Anadditional question is:

4, How does the proposal schenfé with Town and County PlanningRegulations 2012?

Therequirement (under Part 4, 10(c)(i& ii) is that when preparing their Local Plans, local planning authorities
need to have regard to the prevention of major accidentslamiting their consequences.

Also to be considered are the lotgrm need forappropriate distances between hazardous establishments,
the population, or environmentally sensitive areas, and whether additional measures for existing
establishments are requiredo thatrisks to people in the area dwot increase. Yet, siould a majorincident
occur at either Sellafielflvhich does have a certain histomy) the proposed new sitedhere must inevitably be

a risk of a domindike impact on theother plant, with no buffer zone anymore, the risk to residents must be
vadly increased.

There is an inference amongst nuclear personnel and government officials thattirly impossible for both
plants to suffer incidents simultaneoushLogic says differently.

The National Griggxcuse their plans for huggylons by sayinghat it is far too expensive to bury cables, and
that 150" high pylons are the only answer to get the power to London and elsewh&¥e. can choose a
design, and yeshey do allow a choicfom three possibleoutes, but burial of the ables is not an option.

Thisorganisation have just tabled yearly results: a® profit rose 15% from the same period in 2015 to

£3.03bn. Adjusted earnings per share were up 10% to 63.5p, while adjusted operating profit increased 6% to
£4.1bn. Afull year dividend of 43.34p compared with 42.87p the previous yemrecommended
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Is the pursuit of profiffor a select fewmore important than the preservation of the environment and local
amenity?

How much extra would burial of the cables tegen expressed in pence per kilowatt/hour over the lifetime
of the programme?

We have already pointed out that the only reason for the additional pylons striding across the landscape is the
proposal to bud Moorside Do away withMoorside and the landscape can be preserved without any
expenseso it is a relevant factor for the consultation

One of the main planks of the argumtefor developing nuclear power, alongside the G@yjumenthas been
"preventing the lightsrom going out".

Several years ago, at the time of the Rejdplication to build at Braystonesve reported the statement by the
head of the National Gridhat there was no likelihood of the lights going outhat statement was ignored in
the typical "scare the public into submission” style that goweents and politicians so like.  Amusigg
perhaps by accident, the previoulscumbent of the Energy Minister post, Amad Leadsomrecentlytold a
committee of MPs on 24/5/16 that there was no possibility of the lights going dilte adequacy of supply is
reiteratedin an article in The Timébis week.

Sadly DECfyures point to the fact that actul, despiteassertions by those who should know better (and in
all honesty probably do) that energy demand is risirgnd has to be catered forit fell again last year by 2%.
This means that overall the demand for electricity nationally has been fallingvéaraodecade at more than
1% year on year With modern innovations this trend is set to continue, reducing the necessity for Moorside
even further.

ADDITIONAIMATERIAL
1. THEMASTERLAN

A point, stemming from a meeting recouad in the book'Inside Sellafield by Harold Bolterhas been the
impact of CQon the environment.

According to the published anecdotde management of Sellafiettecided that to overcome a long period of
deservedlybad publicity they wouldadopt a strategy opromoting the idea of a link between global warming
and emissions of GO The strategyhas obviouslyvorked. Yet few seem to ask whether the rise in [@@els
causes a rise in temperature, or whether, in fact, the rise in temperature causes increaseid €@
atmosphere. Whickomes firs?
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namel - and forecast terrible consequences, we would point to the paucity of real data available on which
judgementcould realistically be based. Weather has never been a stable, forecastable science.

Even if measurementf temperature and rainfall, etc.had always beeraccurate to the 0.1%ccuracy tha

might give some meaning toatnd the records went back to the beginnings of our time, the samplebsiigy
usedwould only be 0.00000057%. We know of no other system that would accept such a small sample size as
representative and the sound basis for projections and trends.

The records used only indicate that there has been a short trend towards warmer,rwedtghercthe result
of which has been increased stormsiappily for the promoters, they have made an awful lot of money out of
the subject.

Over time, this country has been subject to ice ages and for a time was even tropical. Given the scant
eviderce over such a short timkne, it may be that the earth is just following the normal course of events.
Such is the level of agreement amongst climatologists that some say we are emerging fromice-agei,

others, encouraged by the nuclear industryeakeen to promote warming, accompanied by much more
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extreme conditions. No doubt pollution in all its forms have a role to play in the overall picture, but as we
keep asking, is the production of nuclear waste, the risks accompanying nuclear gendhregatischarges to

the environment, the disturbance to the marine environment, or the direct heat being discharged as a result of
nuclear generators any better than the ones it is being promoted to replace? We think not. Given the cost,
there can surelye no future for nuclear reactors.

Climate change, however one interprets it, may possibly cause the end of the human race. It will not cause
the end of the planet.

It is noteworthy that most of the COproducing processes utiid in the production of nuclear fuel:
manufactureof the components for the specialised build dend&a by nuclear plant and aneity equipment;
transport of materials, manufacture of specialised stafischarges to the atmosphere and environment,
mining and procssing of ores, and manufacture of control equipmatitect dissipation of heat, etll have

to beignoredifyouwishtod dz33Sad GKI G .y dzOf SIF NJ Aa aOf SIyé

In fact, DECGpecificaly excludesanythingdetrimental to the nuclear industryhich occurs outside the U.K.
Every process in the construction, commissioning and running of a nuclear reactor produces waste and
emissions, such 88Q,

Notwithstanding, ve have always asked whether £¥nissions are worse tmaplutonium, polonium, caesium,
americium, tritium,and all the othertoxic products of a nuclear reactor which always seem to leak into the
environment.

As we have pointed outhe mantra is now well established®o animals are hurt, the leak was rtained
before any damage was done, and there was never any denger

In 2011 this mantra was taken to an extrengeeven for the nuclear industryin a propaganda sheet entitled
Britain's Energy Coasdthe chairman, Brian Wilsortried to tell the world that there was no mellown at
Fukushimawhen all three cores had melted. A complaint to the Press Complaints Counciplnedd and a
retraction published. The gentlemasaidthat he hadn't knownthere had leen a meltdown.

The correction issued read:
4y FNIAOES Lzt A&AKSR Ay GKS . NRGI

A
learned from events in Japan'), stated that the reactors at the FukusfiioeO f S
spite of both earthquake and tsunami'.
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owe would like to make clear that, in fact, all three of the reactors failed following failure of the cooling
system.

GThe events led to a failure of the power supply andewaboling systems, with the result that the cores
melted through the bottom of the reactors, releasing radioactive chemicald/e apologise for the

misleading statemen.

Published by the IPCC 28/09/2011
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ECENT events in Japan

have reminded us of

the responsibilities

the nuclear industry

carries and the debt

owed by society as a
whole to the communities which
accept these obligations.

I am sure there has been a high degree of
fellow-feeling between West Cumbria and
the region surrounding Fukushima
nuclear plant, which was so savagely hit
by both earthquake and tsunami.

Accordingly. 1 wrote to the Japanese
ambassador on behalf of Britain’s Energy
Coast, expressing sympathy and offering
support.

Contrary to some of the more superficial
headlines. the nuclear infrastructure
withstood the ultra-extreme conditions
endured by Fukushima pretiy well

The reactors - among the oldest in Japan
— remained intact in spite of both earth-
quake and tsunami What eventually
failed were the back-up power systems.

This has very properiy led to a great deal
of interest in how this aspect of safety
can be improved in both existing power
stations and new ones.

The lessons of Fukushima will be
learned and implemented. I hope,
however, they will not be hijacked by those
whose agenda is simply anti-nuclear.

In the UK, the Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate will look at all the issues of
safety thrown up by Fukushima before
allowing new nuclear stations to be built.
That is only sensible.

However, I hope the resultant delays can
be contained within realistic timescales
since the fact remains unaltered that
Britain needs nuclear new build.

The other side of the coin is that, with all
the actions that will flow from Fukushi-
ma, there is going to be a massive demand
for people with relevant nuclear skills.

There may be a temporary slow-down in
new build programmes but there will be
correspondingly more work in adapta-
tions, decommissioning and all sorts of
other nuclear-related work.

Nuclear skills are going to be in demand
for a very long time to come. And that
must create opportunities in West
Cumbria.

@ THE board of Britain’s Energy Coast
West Cumbria has put a lot of work over
the past few months into the unglamorous
task of restructuring.

With less money to spend, it makes sense
to bring together organisations which
have basically the same aims.

The demise of the North West Develop-
ment Agency has meant BECWC losing
around half its funding. We are now
almost exclusively reliant on money from
the Nuclear Partners and that means even
harder decisions to be made and, I'm
afraid, some disappointments for the
promoters of very worthy projects.

ENERGY COAST

by BRIAN WILSON, Chairman,
Britain’s Energy Coast
West Cumbria

We need to concentrate our limited

| resources on initiatives which are going

to help transform the area’s prospects

. in the longterm - by improving its

infrastructure, making it a more
attractive  destination for inward

. investment, ensuring that the necessary

skills are available, and so on.
Thope these priorities are apparent from
the way the BECWC board is now allocat-
hard cash. Our investment in the Port
ot‘ Workington, guickly followed by the
Iggesund decision to make a major addi-
nonal commitment to the area. is a good

A well-equipped port with good access is
going to be essential for West Cumbria in
the future, as in the past.

Similarly, our approval of investment in
a new Construction Skills Centre is recog-
nition that if local people are going to get
the jobs created by Nugen and New Mis-
sions work, then they need to be equipped
in advance with the relevant skills. And

. then, they will be able to market them-
. selves all over the world.

Because of the local election campaign,
we have been constrained from saying
anything that might be regarded as influ-
encing political debate - in other words,
no good news!

However, the work has been continuing
and a few more excellent projects are
nearer to fruition.

® THE charge is sometimes made that
we are not so much Britain’s Energy
Coast as Britain’s Nuclear Coast. So it'sa
pleasure to be able to point to the support
that we are giving to renewable energy
developments in the area, both onshore
and offshore.

Simon Rigby, of Farmgen, is featured
elsewhere in this issue and of course
BECWC has supported their move into the
area with a full-scale anaerobic digestion
plant.

We're also supporting a Port of Working-
ton Showcase event on June 24, when all
the main players in the Irish Sea will be
invited to meet with the local supply chain
and consider how they can work together,
not least by using the port’s excellent and
enhanced facilities.

I'm also pleased that, cut-backs not with-
standing, we are again supporting the
Whitehaven Festival. Energy comes in
many forms and I'm sure that most read-
ers would agree that the positive energy
generated by the festival creates a great
outcome for Whitehaven and its
people.

® Turn to centre pages for more

to the F i

crisis

A scan of the page in question.
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something is published, any correction is largely ignored, so some Cumbrians probably believe that there was

no meltdown and, because Fukushirsararely mentioned in the press these days, that everything in Japan is

under control and working out well.
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to substantially reduce theolume of contaminated water by preventing groundwater infiltration into the
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The entire Fukushimaite is now full of containers dfradiated water in drums. They are running out of
room.

In September 2013, Prime Minister Shinzo Abe shamelessly lieginahe 2020 Olympics for Tokyo, claiming
that the contaminated water leaking from Fukushiiaiichi Nuclear PYaii ¢ a8 Oa yzf RBNE | YR
0SSy ay2 KSIfOGK LINROf SYanyéas 1y32chil thyoirfcaRcenisdsfedtEd canéetd
cases have appeared in the last fiwgars. The incidence rate in Fukushima is around fifty times that of the
general population
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At the time of FukushimaDEC@®vorked with Electricité de France secretly in order tmelyronise a coveup
and limit press and television coverage, aided by the I.A:Emil they got caught out by the press.

Most people think the I.A.E.As an independent and honest body. However, its aims are plainly stated on its
website: To work with its member states and multiple partners worldwide to promote thafe, secure and
peaceful use of nuclear technologies

2. HNANCIALVIABILITY ONUCLEARSENERATORS

The Times31/5/16, carri@ an article on how ministers in charge of the £18 billion project at Hinkdieemed
by rational people to be a rather large white elephamtfuse to say whether the deal is good for taxpayers.

David Lowris request on behalf of the Institute for Resource and Security Studideruhe terms of the
Freedomof Information Act was turned down as it wouldativersely affect international relations, defence,
national security or public saféty Sadly, even the Inforntion Commissioner backed DES£@ecision
apparently. It does ratheseem that there may be something to hide by DECC in terms of whether Hiskley
good value for money.Yet everybody knows thattis not. Any more than the "Moorsitiene is.

Are there similar terms and conditiongpvernment subsidies and underwriting available to NuGen? Or
aren't we allowed to know that, either?

The organisation "Stop Hinklegentustheir newsletter In that $ a report whichexplairs thereason for the
FOlrequest:

"The government said that anyone building new reactors in Britain must manage and pay for the cost
of handling waste products, unlike the existing situation where all radioactive materials are effectively
dealt with through the public purse vihe Nuclear Decommissioning Authority. However, although
the operator must agree to take responsibility for the spent fuel and other radioactive waste, the cost
is expected to be passed on to the domestic electricity user through higher bills.

"Under tre new arrangements, the prospective nuclear operators must enter into a waste transfer
contract (WTE Those contracts, like the one covering Hinkteyst be submitted for scrutiny by the

EC under its state aid rules. Ithe pricing methodology of the WTC that Lowsighed to review and
which remains under wraps.

"John Sauven, the executive director of Greenpeacéi  ARX a¢KS 3F2@SNYYSyi
Hinkleyis geat news for the British public and our energy security. But they refuse to back this up with
hard evidence. In fact, DE@Cincredibly cagey and is failing to answer questions on where the
dangerous radioactive waste will go or how muchktég will cost us."™

Ref.: http://stophinkley.org/StopPress.htm(Newsletter for June, 2016.)

It remains a fact that, without subsidies, nuclear would never even be remotely sustainable or financially
viable. What is the situation with NuGén Are they in line for subsidies?

Some of thesubsidies for the nucleandustrywhich arepaid for by the &x-payer.

a)

b)

c)

Limitations on liabilities: The operators of nuclear plants pay much lessttieafull cost of insuring
against a Chernobngtyle accident or worse.

Underwriting of commercial risks: The Government necessarily underwrites the commercial risks of
nuclear power because, for political reasons, the operators ofeauglants cannot be allowed to fail.

Subsidiesdn protection against terrorist attacks: Because protection against terrorist attacks can only
ever be partial, the Government and the public are exposed to risk and corresponding costs.
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d) Subsidiesfor the shortto-mediumterm cost of disposing of nuclear waste: In UK government
proposals, the Government is likely to bear much the risk of the risk of cost overruns in the disposal of
nuclear waste.

e) Subsidiesn the longterm cost of disposing of nuclear waste: With categories of nuclear waste that
will remain dangerous for thousands of years, there will be costs arising from the dangers of the
waste and the need to manage it. These costs will be borneutwe generations, but they will
receive no compensating benefit.

f)  Underwriting the cost of decommissioning nuclear plants: In UK government proposals, the
Government is likely to bear much the risk of cost overruns in decommissioning nuclear plants.

g) Institutional support for nuclear power: the UK government is providing various forms of institutional
support for the nuclear industry.

3. MORERELIABLEHANWIND?

The nuclear industry is keen to persuade the public of its inherent reliability and robustriesm article on

the Herald Scotlandvebsite on 14 December, its environment correspondent Rob Edwards reports an

analysis by nuehr consitant Pete Roche fofifty NFLA (nucleafree local authorities) which reveals that the

'YQAd mp NBIFOG2NE KI @S KIFEIR cH dzyLX I yySR akKdziR2gya Ay
defects, fires, storms, vibrations and the discoveryiy cracks. When coupled with the hundreds of lucky

escapes that nuclear sites, especially Sellafietthe had, we would undoubtedly be better off with tkelar,

tidal orwind power. None of them have the potential to poison wécbuntries

In June this year it was announced that more power had been produced by solar panels than-fiseadoal
stations.

An article in The Timesf 14" July, 2016, announces thatore than 60 companies have expressed interest in a
ocolossal energy storage scheme to provide 200 MW of Joaclelectricity, mainly using industriatale
battery arrays. When these have been perfected and have been installed in sites around the U.K., then all the
GINBSy¢ YSGK2RA 2 Fwill 8dm8é Ot Kdir Oikn(i renderiry Y&l poivek fafions obsolete.
We forecast of the development of this type of system many years ago, as noted in the introduction to this
document.

4. CYNICAWAYSC INSIDESELLAFIELD

Earlier we told ofone-time manager at SellafieldHarold Bolterwho wrote the book, “Inside Sellafield'and

we have made a habit of pointing out the section in this beakich presumably is a true account of events
from the time - that refers to the methods proposed in order to counter the bad publicity the nuclear industry
was (deservedly) getting. In particuléihe promotion of the rble of CQ in what was then labelledjlobal
warming. Thislescription as we have already notedneeded to bechanged to climate changehen it was
proved that the earth was actually cooling

Bolter states that i was also decided necessary twapture the minds, if not the hearts, of younger children
Presumablythe aimwas toinculcae them with the pro-nuclear doctrine.  (Something similar used to be
referred to as brairwashing.)

There can be little doubt that the aims of that meeting are now coming to fruition. One local school, the West
Lakes Academiyn Egremont about four miles from Sellafielguses the selling point for its services thus

"We are sponsored by two of the most important energy organisations in the UK and two of @imbria
largest employers;  The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority and Sellafiéld They provide
invaluable resources and industry support to our specialism in S¢ience.

Ly FNIAOES Ay tNAGIGS 9-060] GRHAYSOPEY/ NEAGNEY 6 SSHE £ 6 6
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One of the more satisfying pastimes is to look at the manipulation of the local community by Sé&lafield
managers. BolterQ publication explains how some of it works In the book éSellafield Storigs which we
mention elsewherethere are wonderful examples ofianagement speak aritlustrations of howpractice and
theory vary andliverge.

Alsointerestingis how critics of Séafieldand the niclear establishmentan become its staunchest supporters
when money ioffered. Several of the more able wordsmiths haightly started off being concerned about
the practices that have occurred at Sellafield, but then have been persuadedrtoamothe pro-nuclearPR
side of things. Once ensnaretigy then become so blinkerezhd swayedy their own propaganda that they
think anyae who dares contradict them i&rom the soft, fluffy, green erid

Some of the results of wanting to protect a muldved environment can be scary. Following our fight with
R.W.E. a photographer from somewhere just happened to want to have aabbat our backgroun@nd take

a photograph. MI5, Kr@} ®.W.E.or Sellafiel® L QY &dz2NB 6S KI @S y2GKAy3 (G2 FSI

However, we got off lightly. A Greenpeaepresentative found that she was travelling in a car on which the
wheel nuts had been loosened. (Living in the Shadow, Jean McS8idy €830-3133%2) In 1985, the
French government (the people with whom DE@#ht to do business with to buy their nuclear reactors for
Hinkley) blew up thedRainbow Warriaf, a vessel ownedybGreenpeace whichad been sligtly annoying the
French who wanted to test nuclear weapons conveniently far from their homes. One person was murdered.

Thepeopleinvolvedhave a distorted view of demoara and integrity. One exenior manager boasts that he
knew everyone and everyenknew him, so if he wanted a job done he just picked up the phone to chief
executives of county councils, senior politicians, argllitke. He is quoted as sayingtHink the reason | was

so effective [here] is because I'd created a huge influenaeonlein West Cumbria.

Ref.. "SellafieldStories", Edited by Hunter DavjeSBN 978-780332994

Is it us, or is this a form of corruption?s Sellafieldhtentionally holdsa number of purse stringse believe it
is.

Also h Hunter DavieQ 0 24&h af th& managers tells how they have considerably improved things,
completely failng to see that it is too late. h€ toxicity of the materials that were bej discharged into the
atmosphere and environment have not gone away, but will continue to cause illnesses and cancers for
decades, perhaps millennia, to come. Eveoné takes them at their word, the IrisBea and beyond has
already receied enough to stay contaminated till the end of time. Every dhilthe U.Khas plutonium in

their teeth as a result of Sellafiewhd atomic bomb testing. At least 50 kg of plutonium has been discharged
into the Irish Sea, alongith caesium, americiunmgt al. Sellafield's contamination has reached Nova Scotia
and beyond, and round the Scottish coast to Scandinavian countiieis marvelous that they have reduced

the amount they are dischargingubthat doesnt make it alright, as it already too late.

No-one admits to the amount of nuclear waste in drums and containers that has been dumped atasea
obviously unsafe practice. Yet NuGenintend to add to the accrued stockpile which has no dssdoor
treatment available to make it safe.There is an inference that the nestyle plant will produce less waste
than other designs, but while that may be true to a point, the waste that will be left will be far more toxic and
difficult to deal with.

The Sellafiel(BeascaléBraystonesareas are no longer suitable for promotion in tourist guiddeastways
without a radiation warning. Fifty or so years ago, Seascale's beach was packed sontghtipliday
makers, brought by six or eight coaches and several very full trains, that there was hardly room for one to put
down a towel. The nuclear industrgertainly put paid to that. Strangelyasit is outside thed_ake District so
Cumbria Tousm with their convenientlyshort-sighted policies need natorry, and no fear of upsetting big
industry. Yet fom Sellafield to Wastwates only about nine miles as the raditize seagull flies; there are
many longdistance views fsm the raised areas of the Cumbrian hills within the National Fraak overlook

the coastal plain.

Radioactivematerialsdo notrecognise boundariehowever.
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It is not the Ble of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authoritypromote nuclear development, thithey seem

to do it anyway. After allf is they who decided to sell off the land that NuGawope to build on- NuGen

having taken a £70 ntibn option to buy the site; thereby enabling nuclear developmt. Could, or wuld,

the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority have sold it to anyone else? It seems highly unlikely. After all, it is
the buffer zone for Sellafield

At a meeting of Cumbria Countyouncil not long am of the 50 members present, 31 had to declare an
interest when a matter involving the nuclear industry or Sellafiets to be discussed. Again, how does this
equate to democracy?

It is this type of thing thasuggests to us that Sellafiddpolicies, as laid down by the likes of Balteave been

fully implemented. Influence and control of so many aspects of Cumbrian life and the -brashing of
youngsters must surely haydeased Sellafield management and the government. Do these things form part
of Dunste & S E LIS NA(Se8 gaie4d.i 2 2 K

5. INFLUENTIAERIENDANDPOLITICS

We have long noted, on our website, the connections that exist between thosewithbenefit from nuclear
expansion and those in a position to force through the necessary arrangements. We would welcome a
thorough investigation into the@le of members of DECG@llerdaleand Copelanaouncils, politicians, and big
industry. One ofthe et NAYS aAyAaidSNNa az2dzyR oAGSa &4dz33SadSR GKI
YySEG oA3 a0FyRIféD {IRf&x KS RAR y2GKAYy3 (2 FolGS A

It is only necessary to spend a few minutes on the interreetdiscover a huge number of associations,
affiliations, and shady organisations that are linked to the rhillion pound propaganda network that
represents the nuclear industry and the associasegply and construction companies. It has been the case
that many of those in authority have been connected to those companies wishing to develop in the U.K.

Politicians have a reputation for séffterest and a light touch when it comes to integrityFor examplein
June, 2007the then Energy Minister, MrC. Huhnehad the following to say:

® & hclear a tried, tested and faile@nd urged ministers to stop th&€ideshow ohew nuclear power
alilrdAzya y260

w Earlier he had said that no private sector investor in the world had builticdlear power station
@ A U K Bshitigs &f government subsidy a Ay OS (GKS (GN»X3ISRASa 4. ¢KNBS
oOur message is clear, no to nuclear, as it is not a short cut, but a dead end.

In 2010, Huhneannounceal that the government was firmly behind the development of nuclear power
stations. Observers thought this a bit strange as he had previously been seen to-hedcedir. It is not
known what influenced him to change his stance.

There are many otheinstances of dubious actions involving politicians, such as these:

Ref.:  http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/ukpolitics10910898

See: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201314/Idselect/Idprivi/94/9405.htmnd
Daily Mail Article

Another who changed his mind was Sir Bernard Inghaawisor to Mrs. Thatcher. He attended the meeting

at Sellafieldmentioned elsewhere when it was determined that the promotion of, @@duction caused

global warmingg later renamed to climate change and the brainwashing of children in the education

system. LY 3KIYQa ©@OASga 06SOFYS Y2NB 200A2dza FFGSNJ KS NBG
secretary. It seems that he waot the most logical thinker, nor did he countenance contrary views. When

the Iish32 GSNY YSyld NBEIAAGSNBR O2yOSNYy |o2dzi {SttFFASERQ
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ignorant, suggesting that there was no evidence that the diggdswere harming anyone or anything. He
wrongly suggested that there was no evidence to the contrary. He currently opposes wind farms.

Ref.:  http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/1/hi/uk_politics/5149676.stm

It is worth spending a little time following links on the internet to gain a better picture of how the nuclear
industry has infiltrated every corridor of power and promoted their biased anihlylavrong propaganda.

[ S Q& ti&hoteSoircideRce that these links have been forged.

The situation at Hinklegemonstrates the lackustre performance of those in command at DECCGmall

wonder that the department has been done away with. Their whole aim was to award billions of pounds to
Electricité de Francand claim that they had done what was necessary in order to prevent the lights going out.

That the whole scheme wasstly overLINA OSR YR ¢2dz R | RR KdaASte& G2 G4KS O
have bothered them. The fly in the ointment was tlA¢ctricité de Franc® 2 dzf Ry QG | FF2NR G2 0 dz
certainly indicative of problems when even the head o&fice says it is too dear to build and would ruin the

whole company. With debts approaching £34 billion, even the French government is reluctant. Such an
investment would draw funding for the necessary servicing of the French nuclear sites, and tlatsdwsd

opposition from the Fench unions. Then there is the matter of subsidies, which caused problems for the EU
commissioners.When will it end?

In The Times20" July, 2016Robin Pagnamentdhe Energy Editgrwrote an article § @ A (W53 Ri OK v dzOf S|
YR TFTANB dzLJ 3| & inivisich hesf#el:R LJ2 6 SNJ Odzii a Q

oBritain should shelve plans for a nuclear revival and-tfask proposals for new gé#ed power
stations, a leading energy industry boss has warned.

GYSAGK | yeRcSrpdiat Yificer OfkScottish Power, of the six big energy providers, said that
government policy was failing to deliver urgently needed investment in new conventional power
aidldA2yas LdzidAay3a GKS O2dzyGNEB G NAR&]l 2F LINAOS N

He coninued:

O0@s a country we have been saying we are committed to new nuclear for ten yédra long is
[Hinkleyt 2 Ay G686 3JI2Ay3 G2 GF1S G42 02YS GKNRBdAKK [SiQa -
¢CKS NAR&]l A& 6S I NB &NRI AwyS3 KNGS yAayli OAIAS (8 I lyYNRIK AlyAS

oHe expressed concern that at a time of considerable political uncertainty linked to Brexiithas)

also facing an energyNetizy” QN d@n econotty we should beitakco/ G N2t 2 F 2dzNJ 26y Sy S
he said, pointing out that last winter the gap between peak demand and supply fell to its lowest level

in ten years.

owith wholesale energy prices at mujtar lows, many energy companies are reluctant to invest in
expensive power plants without government supportOne measure that the government has
deployed to boost investment is the-salled capacity market, a scheme by which generators are paid

to supply extra power at short noticeHowever, Scottish Powexhich supplies gas and electricity to
more than five million British homes and businesses, criticised the scheme, which is rewarding small
scale diesel power plants at the expense of less polluting and more efficienstailgegas plants.

0We need to rake sure that these auctions work and do not reward sswlle diesel generatof3,
Mr Anderson said. What the UK does not need is anothersedeh 3 g 1 Ga 2F RASaSt 23S,

éRenewables, including wind and solar power, generated 25 per cent bf BgitQa St SO0 NR OA (i «
second quarter of this yearHowever, the growth of renewables is fuelling a need for reliable-bpck

generation. The problem has become more acute since the shutdown of three big coal plants this

spring, including Scottish BSNDa [ 2y EFyySG LX I yio
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We agree. The answer is not to build huge nuclear power statmriso use alternatives. If funding similar
to that available to the nuclear industry were to be diverted instead to renewables then the problems of
intermittent supplied would soon be overcome.

Even abroad the financial viability of nuclear power is obvious:

John Rowe, chair of Exelon (the largest nuclear power producer in the US), has said that the nuclear
renaissance is "dead"He says that solar, wind and cheap natural gas have significantly reduced the prospects
of coal and nuclear power plants around the worldAmory Lovins says that the sharp and steady cost
reduction inthe cost ofsolar power has been a "stunning marketsess".

There can be no doubt that discharging copious amounts of direct heat is no different to churning,pah@€O

the impact on environment of using trillions of gallons of sea water for cooling purposes, discharging
radioactivematerials ad having no method of dealingith the ultimate waste all point to the nonsense of
using such highevel technology to boil a kettle.

6. WEEDINC®OUT THHRUTH

With modern methods, Sellafiell wastes carindisputablybe detectal in most of the waters from Nova
Scotiato Sweden. Even worse is that the site continues to dump radioactive materials, despite agreements,
such as the London Agreement of 1972, which prevent dumping at sea.

The pipeline out from Selfield continues to pump radioactive materials into the sea. The agreement didn't
mention pipelinesand sadly, naone seems to have the heart to demonstrate the cynicism of the arrangement

By the late 1980s, Sellafieldad exposed the whole of Europe to more radiation than the combined levels of
exposure from all other nuclear sites, weapons testing, the Cherrniabident, and packaged solidastes.
Given that the greatest concentration likely to be close to the point of origin, does it really make sense to be
disturbing the soils and Irishea sediments to build another of these dangerous scientific dreams?

A while back we asked thEnvironmentAgency wy there areno longer any of the seaweeds that we
remembered as kids on the rocks along the beach from Selldfidikthertown. In particularwe note the
absence ofhe porphya variety

Twoladies who lived on the beach at Begnesused to collecit by hand Several times a week the sacks of
the seaweed werglispatchedby train to Wales to be made into laver bread. Then the bakers discovered that
Cumbrian seaweed was radioactive and contained suffilyignigh levels of Sellafiekd pollutants to make it
unsafe to eat. Unsurprisingly tis@ipmentsceased.

The official version, however, is that the ladies who colledtetbecame too old to continue", and the
EnvironmentAgency pretends that the marine life is fine.

Many years ago we noted that as children we used to go out with shrimping nets and our small hauls always
incorporated fry sand eel&nd other marine life. The rock pools were teeming with life: small fry, shrimps,
worms, periwinkles, star fish, sea anemones, eteecent attempts to demonstrate the art to grandchildren
produced virtually nothing.Again, the Environmenigency disages with our firsthand observationssaying

that the sea is becoming healthier.

The same agency also disagreed with our opinion that the particles being found along the shore by Seflafield
sub-contractors, Nuvia, would be dangeroudt is a fact that none of the beach bungalows have ever been
OKSO1SR F2NJ NRAIFLGAZ2Y ® b2aiAy3 GKS RA&AGNRAOdziAZY LI 0
unlikely that no particles will have been washed ashore, dried out and th@wnbin the wind. Some of them

must, inevitably have blown onto the beach propertiebluvia havenoted that there are more particles being

found following winter stormsas the sea bed is disturbed Their equipment can only detect particiasthe

sadil2 | RSLIIK 2F I NRdzyR cé¢ | yR (K YethdtidRBowsdnmdde mbdNBS G Ge Y
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than that on each tide. Certainareas of the beach have been omitted, too, as the vehicle useduwa
cannot negotiate the rock pools or difficuéirrain along the foreshore.

We entered into copious correspondence with one agency, the publisher of aguastding report on the
subject of particlein the environment. Our viewvas that it was highly possible that particles could be
ingested or inlaled by playing on, or even just walking along the beach, were dismissed. Those residents who
lived on the beach permanently must surely have faced considerable risks. Some considerable time later we
found another paper with a different author who cameced with our views.

As writer BilBrysoncommens, "I am no expert, but it does seem on the face of it that human beings are not
quite grownrup enough yet to be trusted with nuclear fugldt does seem that the ultimate aim stientists is
the eradication of the human race.

7. THEGCONDITIONSO BE MEBEFORIMNUCLEARXPANSION CANAKEPLACE

Five years ago the politicians announced several criteria that would have to be met before any consideration
couldbe given to nuclear expansion:

® no subsidies;

w a method and location for the disposal of nuclear wadtgacy and new to be in place before further
expansion could be undertaken;

w designs would have to be generically approved and safe in operation;

w energy security needs would have to be met;

w approval of local residents obtained before any project was permitted to start.

We have already proved the fallacy that the last requirement has been met. The failure of the consultation
process to engaganadequate and representative number of residents says all that needs to be said. The

GOf SOGSNE [dzSadAz2ya GKIF G Rarcole tobo rmahyfagpgcts Bfzheprojectéddmilr I G A 38
should never have been put to people who cannot untierd the full ramifications of what is being asked.

Much is made, topof how much benefit there will be to the area as a result of nuclear expansiont, Ye
looking around, Egremordr Whitehaven it is difficult to see how the area badbenefited. Large numbers of
charity shops now occupy ondlriving stores. Just as mabuwildingsare just empty and lying serderelict.
This is after more than half a century of the nuclear industry. Sergicel kind have been closed down or
reduced. Even the local hospital is struggling to keep its head above what#lowing the instigation of the
plansdeterminedby Bolterand hiscolleagues, the main beneficiaries at the moment apptesbe educational
establishments, which are, as required, enabling the industry to capture the minds of young children.

An example of just how rewarding Cumbria's involvement with nuclear has been is quoted in ThefT4tnes
November 2015, in a statement from the prouclear MP, Jamieson Reed: . . health services around
Sellafieldare suffering major cuts, local courts and police stations are closing and major civic amenities are
closing dowrt'

An alternative viewpoint might be that such deprivations are vital the nuclear industryand are being
deliberately introduced in order to indicate tté local residents just how necessdhng nuclear industry is
whether they like it or not.

At the very first neetingwe attended, in Whitehavernsevenyears agol & G KS GAYS 2F wd2 09 dQ:
develop at Kirksanton and Braystone&g objected to the many posters around the room as they indicated

that many of the projected improvement to social and health amenities and services were dependent on
residents approving the nuclear developments which would have a devastating effecteobettwutiful

countryside of Copeland NuGenseem to think in the same wahat RWEdid. There is no allowance for

dissenting views. No opportunity tostall counter information. We were concerned, too, thahe majority

of those pushing so hard for the development had links to Sellafégélder in the way of past employment, or

because they were in some way beholden to the industry.
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The Citigroupeport, "New Nuclear The Economics Say No", dated 9/11/09, was clear in the fact that nuclear
was too expensive compared to alternative generation methods. It is interesting, therefore to study the way
in which the six major companies have maneed to bring their prices itine with the promised subsidy
which will be enjoyed by Electricité de France when/if the HinRejnt reactor is commissioned. Much
grumbling by the politicians indicates either stupidity or, more likely, cunning. It must have ppareat to

all that the prices being demanded Byectricitéde France would become the base line for all of them. In the
same way that the 30 m.p.h. speed limit becomes the minimasnwell as the maximupspeed in a buitup

area.

The cost of the Hilky development has nowncreasedto £37 billion¢ more than double its original cost in
just ten years. We see no reason why Moorsidlenot follow the same pattern.

People are still pushing the global warming mantra and reiteratintyue stories about the lights going out.
Whatever one believes about the former, the U.KC@ contribution, when compared to the likes of China and
America, $ minimal andany reductionwill be equallyso. There isertainly no need to stampede into an even
more dangerous energy poliguch a nuclear However, the nuclear industry does like to stampede people
into things, as if they have time to think they will realikat they are being misled.

So, nosecure and safe waste disposal capabilitgspite production of chemicals far more damaging than
carbon dioxide,grave risk to the planet in the event of an incidenfy energy security, most equipment
manufactured abrad, no secure source of raw materiat® local approval, old designs that have never been
completed on time or on budgetyorking tofulfill an oldfashioned premise in respect of maintaining a base
load availabilityand heavy indefinked subsidies toofreign companie$or decades to come

Sellafieldexists solely to service the needs of Sellafield and the nuclear industaynly cleaning up pollution
caused by Sellafield.  Although the contrary illusion is maintained, Sellafield does not make a profit and thus
has no spending power other than tharovided by the taxpayer. It is now just a £1% billipra. drain on the

public purse. As it does not earn any money, the largesse spread (albeit very thinly) around the communities
in Cumbria stems purely from central government. Stories thdafgsdtl are to fund such and such a project

are thus totally illusory they are in fact just spending tagayer's money whilst skimming off substantial
payments for the companies and individuals involved. Any other profectexample tourismcould be

funded in this way without the corruption and pollution of the nuclear industegrtainlythe local community

would be a lot better off.

In many ways, the NuGerattern is the same. Whilst purporting to be a private enterprise, alctienges to
the infra-structure will be paid for by others. Yethft kind of money is available to be invested in the region,
why has it not been?

A recent BBC progranmengave further food for thought. One of the most illustrative sentences being
"Whatever you do, do not put anything on the ground."

Rd.: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/ukengland24206028

The much vaunted "clean up" and the alternative, but not quite so graphic "decommiisgip of Sellafield

does not mean the safe and complete disposal of nuclear materials. It merely meansphekeging (at
best) of the contaminated material to a different location within the site.  There is currently no way of
cleaning up radioactive material in the sense that it is rendered completely free of radiation and thus safe.
Some of the materials contaminated to a somewhat lesser degree are dumped at the sideiggvhere,
apparently due to an oversightlleagally dumped highelevel contaminated materials were found by
Greenpeace Sadly, there is nothing surprising in thisOther material is sent to landfill sites with no
independent check on what it is that is being dumped. Hisatly, of couse, Sellafield managemeimio not

have a reputation for being open and honest

Most recently, equipment designed to check the levels of materials due to be dumped was found not to have
been calibrated and was, naturally, indicating that giling that passed through it was safe to dispose of in a
normal landfill site. It is impossible to believéhat NuGenwill not follow suit, as it is such an easy, cheap
route.
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8. QVILSERVICMANIPULATION

From the contat of e-mails obtainel, there wasan obvious attempt by civil servants to minimise the impact
of Fukushimaon the proposed (but obviouslas we have always said, pdetermined) nuclear expansion in
the U.K. The materiahn be read here:

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/interactive/2011/jun/30/emaihuclearuk-governmentfukushima,

This articledemonstrates quite cledy that, without even waiting for the full scale of the Japanese disaster to
be revealed, the oitial view is that there waa need for the information to be kept praclear andhat the
plans for the U.K. hatb be kept within the established timetable.

Even the explosions at Fukushimhich ultimately released radioactive material from the melthmlvn cores
into the atmosphere, were tthe promoted as safety devicesOur concerns regarding honesty and integrity
lead us to ask:

w Is it the rdle of a civil servant to distort the democratic process?

w Is it the rdle of a civil servant to pass information to the private companies?

w Is it the réle of a civil servant to promote the hiding of relevant information from the pwifiic have
a right to know?

w Is it the rdle of a civil servant to promote nuclear power regardless of detradad dangers?

@ On whose behalf was the civil servant sending theagls?

w Why was the civil servant stating what the industryésponse will be in order to promulgate
misleading information on a eordinated front?

w What is the government and civil servants' reward for this publicity service?

w What benefits will be forthcoming to those involved?

w s this just anotherxxaample of what we see as the corrupting influence of the nuclear industry?

w Why is it necessary for civil servants to be anonymous? Surely, like us, they should have their heads
on the chopping block.

1 How did Special Advisers (Spads in parliamentaguiage) working on behalf of commercial interests

gain so much power, access and influence?
In 2011, a review of the safety of U.K. nuclear sitas undertaken by Dr. Weightmdallowing the events at
Fukushima We have intimated our opinion elsewheadoutthe initial officebased reviewand believe that it
had only one possible conclusion. This premisenidirmed in one of the anails (quote below) between
Whitehdl and one of the developers.
With quotes (agreat deal of black marker pen obscures both the originator's andiesttlp identities) such as:

"We need to quash any stories trying to compare this to Chernrdilyylising the facts to discredit.

"We do not want to be on the badkot with this. People at new build sites are likely to be following
closelye

"We should all work togetherincluding with the NlAo be robust. Everything in life is with righut the
mitigation with nuclear is so high that the risk minimal- as demonstrated in Japandespite the
extraordinary context the plant has gone through."

Nevertheless, inspectodill found 38 areas in which safety could be improved.

We query why these suggestions for a common response to legéipubic concerns originated from a
government department, whose responsibility remains to protect the pubiiat blindly promote nuclear.

Other, more expert opinion concurred with our®r. Paul Dorfmana senior researcher at the Universif
Warwick, and a member of the Nuclear Consultatignoup, said the review was partial and flawed.
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As heexplained:

"It has not looked at the size of emergency planning zones around UK reactors [about 3km] compared with
the 30kmevacuation area in Japan; it leaves open key questions about flooding and security risks.

Accidents are by nature, accidental. The cost of occluding this commonsense axiom can prove
radiologically catastrophic."

He was not alone, anothescientist, hdependent nuclear analystlohn Largesaid the review was a
"whitewash".

"l see the hidden hand of the industry being very influential. There is nothing here to coentemidno
contention that everything is fine. Everyone acknowledges the severdufais in the way that the
Japanese reported Fukushimdf the UK regulators have depended on the Japanese they have not taken
good advice."

Large questioned why aircraft crashes had not been considered and said that security issbegrhad
glossed over."Fukushimavas a gift to terrorists. They now know how vulnerable these reactors ahe.
real gap [in the report] is that UK reactors would not survive more than an hour without povirery have
not released theeports done under stress testing.

| fear the regulators havgust fallen into line with government. This is a ‘let's not roethe-boat

response.

Ref.: http://davidsmythe.org/nuclear/UK%20nuclear%20safety%20review%20guardian%2011oct11.pdf

Yet here we are expected to believe that building another three reactors alongside Sel&fibldll is
problems is sensible; thdbe buildings for NuGewill somehow be protected from any incident at Sellafield,
and has absolutely nothing to do with Sellafieldlt seems that the scenario involving crashing planes is
unresolved even after the twin towers everftieen years agaq at either Selifield or the proposed new site.

Repeatedly we are assured that we are nowhere near fault lines and need have no worries about tsunamis.
Yet in August, 2013, a scale 3.3 earthquake occurred in theSeahwth after-shocks for days afterwards A

scale 3.8 earthquake occurred off Anglesey in May of the same year. The new system of fracking is believed
to cause earthquakes, and the nearest site for exploration is only 50 miles away. One must wonder whethe
the Irish Sea earthquakes could be aggravated by inland frageossibly resulting in a tsunamiWe recall

reading about the need to extend the Sellafieliftsite emergency planning area:

George SallitONR Deputy KA ST Ly &aLISOG2NJ al ARY & lsife haKendrihéease® S NI a
(the overall radiological risk presented by the site has not changed significantly) better understanding of
several elements, particularly potential seismic damage to facilities that leads to the release of radioactive
materials, ndicates that the extent of the offite emergency planning area should be increased. | believe

that the enhanced REPP¢Riergency planning is in the best interests of public safety, demonstrating our
commitment to continuous improvement.

Ref.: http://www.cumbriacrack.com/2015/01/08/sellafielff-site-emergencyplanningareaextended/
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9. ACCIDENTW/ILLHAPPEN

The 2000 incidentswvhich have been admitted by the industry over the last seven years, but which fortunately
did not escalate t@ full-blown catastropheclearly demonstrate that human failings are just as important.

Presened as an abnormal event, on 2Qune, 201, the two reactors at Torness in Scotlanowned by
Electricité de Francéor EdFas they prefer to be known)ad to be shutiown after jellyfish blocked the
coolingwater intakes. Jellyfish like warm water, and that is whaGlin Horizon ancElectricité de France
will be filling the IrisiSea with.

Similar events have taken place in Sweden, Israel and Japan.

Jellyfish may be a natural occurrence resulting from Ehe environmental consequencexcloérding heated
water into the sea, buthere have been mang LINR ad8dddts involving nuclear facilities over the years
1957- Mayak, Russia;

1957- Windscale (now part of the Sellafieddmplexc next to NuGe® groposed development);
1961- SL1, U.S.A;

1966- Frenchtown, Michigan, U.S.A.;

1969- Lucens, Switzerland,;

1975- Sosnhovyi, Russia;

1975- Griefswald, East Germany;

1976- Jaslovske Bohunice, Czechoslovakia;

1977- Jaslovske Bohunice, Czechoslovakia;

1979 - DavisBesse, Ohio (two events in the top five of the scale of serious accidents);
1979- Three Mile Island, Pennsylvania, U.S.A;

1984- Athens, Alabama, U.S.A,;

1985- Athens, Alabama, U.S.A,;

1986- Plymouth, Massachusetts, U.S.A.;

1986- Chernoby| Soviet Union;

1986- HammUentrop, Germany;

1987- Delta, Pennsylvania, U.S.A.;

1987- Lycoming, U.S.A;;

1989- Lusbhy, Maryland, U.S.a.;

1992- Sosnovyi Bor, Russia;

1996- Waterford, Connecticut, U.S.A.;

1996- Crystal River, Floridal.S.A.;

1999- |baraki, Japan;

2002- Oak HarbourOhio, U.S.A.;

2004- Fukui, Japan;

2006- Forsmark, Sweden;

2011- FukushimaJdapan

2011 Marcoule, France.
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10. TABLE ORADIATION.EAKS; TEN YEARS OUT OF BADW

Ref: http://www.hse.gov.uk/foi/releases/radioactiveleaks.pdf

We cannot find any more recent information.
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