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The only complete and clear account 

lt's Not 
Over Yet! 
Just as the Hinkley C 
Inquiry was about to 
terminate gently, it has been 
given a further lease of life 
by the project's promoters. 

Last-minute evidence submitted 
by the CEGB on the latest construc
tion costs for Sizewell B led to an 
announcement by the Inspector on 
Day 171 that the Inquiry would be 
adjourned until November. The de
cision has caused confusion in the 
ranks of objectors and inquiry or
ganisers alike. 

The new evidence (CEGB 7 Add 7) 
says that the construction costs of 
Sizewell B are likely to rise by 10% 
above the current estimate of £1,690 
million. This could clearly have im
plications for Hinkley C costs. 

The Inspector, recognising that 
this was of substantial importance, 
decided to hear submissions from 
participants about what he should 
do. Eventually, on the very last day of 
the Inquiry, after hearing from, 
among others, the Council for the 
Protection of Rural England (whose 
evidence had predicted exactly such 
costover-runs)hedecided formally to 
adjourn the hearings until Novem
ber 7. 
New evidence 
In practical terms, three things will 
now happen. Firstly, Brian George 
(the author of CEGB 7 ADD 7) will 
give his evidence (starting on No
vember 7) and be cross-examined. 
Secondly, objectors will be allowed to 

IN THIS ISSUE 

submit their own new evidence in 
response to the costs information. 
This must be done by October 24. 
Thirdly, those allowed to put evi
dence will be able to sum up their 
views at the end in a further sub
mission. 

Whether new evidence will be 
given in person, and exactly who will 
be allowed to speak, is unclear. 
Anybody wishing to participate in 
this additional session should con
tact the Secretariat. 

When Qeorge's evidence has been 
dealt with, the CEGB will make its 
closingstatementon Topic 1 matters, 
which has been held over. All this 
could well take several days. 

A further edition of the Inquirer 
will report these extra sessions. See 

back page for practical information 
about the adjourned session. 

Inquiry 
Eats Trees 
As the Inquiry (supposedly) 
drew to a close on September 
27, it had lasted 17~ days
just over half tne time of the 
marathon Sizewell B event -
and had cost more than £10 
million. 

Other figures to amaze even the 
most cynical observer include: * Over 23,000 objections were re
ceived by the Inquiry Secretariat. .,. 

Closing Submissions. White elephant's farewell. A journalist's view. 
I~quiry game. Adjournment details. . 
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* 608 people gave evidence, pro
ducing 4,800 supporting documents. * About 126 organisations were 
represented. * 118 people were cross~xamined. 

* 100,000 packages and letters 
were posted out to participants. 

* Eight-and-a-half million words 
were spoken in evidence. * 13 million sheets of paper were 
consumed by the photocopiers, rep
resenting between 650 and 1,100 
trees. 

We hope that the organisers of the 
next inquiry will take note of the last 
item and do their best to find a more 
"environment friendly" copying 
machine. 

Result 
Expected 
in 1990 
The "Barnes Repor t", as i t 
may well become known, is 
not expected to be r eady 
until early 1990. 

The Inspector's conclusions will 
then be delivered to the Secretary of 
State for Energy, at present John 
Wakeham, for his decision. Wake
ham has the power to overrule the 
report's recommendations. 

Eventually the report and the 
Secretary of State's "decision letter" 
wil1 be published simultaneously, 
possibly in the spring of next year. 

An exception was made for the 
Sizewell Inquiry report, which was 
published separately - and time 
allowed for a parliamentary debate
before the government's final seal of 
approval was given. This precedent 
is not currently expected to be fol
lowed for Hinkley C. 

All "Section 34" objectors, that is 
objectors who registered their op
position before the end of Decem her 
1987, who have also participated in 
the Inquiry, will automatical ly be 
sent the decision letter and a sum
mary of the Barnes' findings. 

Any other objectors, including 
those who are uncertain about their 
status, should write to the Secretary 
of State (Department of Energy, 
Thames House, Millbank, London 
SWlP 4QJ) asking to be put on the 
list. 

At present there are no plans to 
distribute any free copies of the full 
report, which could run to hundreds 
of pages. The Layfield Report on 
Sizewell had eight volumes and cost 
£30. Start saving now! 
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Opposition Grows 

At Sizewell & Wylfa 
As the Hinkley C Inquiry 
draws to a close, opposition 
is mounting at the two s ites 
chosen by the 
·cEGB/National Power to 
complete its "sma ll family" 
of four PWRs. 

At Sizewell, then urn ber of written 
objections to a C station sent to the 
local Suffolk Coastal District Council 
reached 21,000 in less than two 
months. At Wylfa, over 27,000people 
have written to Ynys Mon Borough 
Council on the island of Anglesey 
where the existing Magnox power 
station is sited. 

However, a further 50-55,000people 
have also sent objections to Sizewell 
C to the Department of Energy in 
London. The total figure for Sizewell 
was expected to have reached almost 
100,000 by the beginnin g of October. 
Local campaigners say it is now the 

most disliked development in the 
country. 

The question now is whether the 
pressure of public opinion will force 
inquiries to be held at both sites. At 
Wylfa, the County Council for the 
region- Gwynedd- recently voted to 
oppose the scheme, ·making an in
quiry of some sort mandatory. 

At Sizewell, the local authorities 
did not object to Sizewell Band have 
not yet indicated any clear opposi
tion to Sizewell C. But the record 
number of objectors, coupled with a 
growing disillusionment among local 
people after what they see as the 
broken promises of Sizewell B, may 
yet force the government's hand. 

STOP PRESS: Tory controlled Ynys 
Mons Council voted on September 26 
by a majority of 22 to 7 to oppose 
Wylfa B. 

White Elephant Buried 
The white elephant w hich 
objectors used at the opening 
of th e Inquiry to symbolise 
Hinkley C w a s ceremonially 
laid to rest o n Day 170. 

A funeral march slowly wound its 
way through Cannington headed by 
a priest, mourners and sombre music. 

Mter a brief oration , "Hinkley" was 
laid to rest in the skip used for waste 
cardboard. 

Champagne corks then popped as 
opponents of the scheme celebrated 
their belief that they had successful
ly buried the unwanted beast, what
ever the Inspector decides. 
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Closing Submissions 
Day 153 

Fairfield Estate 
(Lady Gass) 

Mr. Ousel~, representing the 
Fair{ield Estate reiterated that 
Ladr, Gass - a member of a 
frumly of long-standing local 
landowners -was mainly 
concerned with the hostel and 
the landscaping of the CEGB 
proposals. He also emphasised 
her stance of "firm S\lpport" 
for the case against Hinkley C 
put forward by COLA. 

Ouseley said that there was "no 
compelling case in the public in
terest" for land to be taken for a 
hostel atHinkley Point when it could 
clearly be situated off site. 

He thought there were "significant 
deficiencies with the present CEGB 
landscaping scheme", and that they 
needed to adopt a "bold approach" 
towards the setting for the power 
station. 

The CEGBcould notjustify taking 
a large stretch of coastal land to 
dump surplus soil, nor was there anx 
evidence that the CEGB's sea wall 
proposal was "either the only or the 
optimum line" . 

On the land needed for the C 
station and the compulsory purchase 
orders against the Fairfield Estate, 
Ouseley argued that the "obliga
tions" in relation to these were there 
to protect the citizen whose land was 
bemg taken, providing the "oppor
tunity for the ordinary citizens' 
rights not to be overridden, rather 
than being the means whereby the 
acquiring authority could facilitate 
its various long-term plans." 

Severnside Campaign 
Against Radiation 
Accumulating evidence of a 
higher incidence ofleukamias, 
especially among young people, 
around nuclear sites was so 
serious that "no further 
expansion of the nuclear 
industry should take place", 
according to the Severnside 
Campaign Against Radiation. 

Lynette Warren, on behalf of SCAR, 
said that there was now evidence of 
young leukaemia clusters around 
Sellafield, Dounreay, Ministry of 
Defence sites at Aldermaston and 
Burghfield, and most recently at 
Hinkley Point itself. The Somerset 
Health Authority report on Hinkley 

concluded that it "becomes increas
ingly persuasive that some feature of 
the nuclear plants is indeed leading 
to raised levels ofleukaemia." 

Warren said that the suggested 
explanation that incoming construc
tion workers had brought in a viral 
infection simply didn't fit the history 
of most of the installations where 
excesses had been found. 

On the CEGB argument that the 
known connection between radiation 
dose and health effects meant that 
the comparatively low doses from 
these sites simply couldn't cause the 
leukaemias, Warren listed a number 
of uncertainties about the validity of 
existing models on radiation ex
posure pathways. 

She said thatin the11resentstateof 
uncertainty, it was important for 
more research to take place. But it 
was up to the CEGBtoprovethatthe 
link between nuclear installations 
and _young leukaemia didn't exist. 
Until that had happened, Hinkley C 
should be stopped. 

Day 154 

May Morris 

May Morris, who has given evi
dence under several Inquiry 
topics: said her main theme had 
been tne "need and opportunity 
for a less alienating ener"y 
technology than nuclear.' She 
looked forward to "another life 
after the death of confidence in 
our present lifestyle and in 
nuclear energy." 

Mrs. Morris said she valued the 
support she had received from other 
obJectors, buthadalwaysfeltshehad 
"one foot in the world of the Inquiry, 
and one in the outsideworldofpeople 
who never dreamed of taking part ... " 

She hoped that the evidence would 
lead to rejection of nuclear energy, 
"but that failing that a referendum 
may be used to promote more in
formation, more debate and more 
focusing of people's minds ... " 

RonPreddy 

Ron Preddy summarised his 
criticisms of the deficiencies in 
the emergency plans, in particu
lar in relation to disabled 
people. 

His main point was that the 
information available in advance, as 
well as the detailed I>lanning for an 
accident, took virtually no account of 

the disabled. Deaf people would not 
hear sirens or loud hailers, for 
example, people with reading diffi
culties wouldn't understand the small 
print of current warning notices. 

He was also concerned about how 
some people, especially the mentally 
ill, rrught react in an emergency. 
"People will be confused ... they will 
be very upset, they will not be able to 
contemplate getting out. They will be 
worried a bout their loved ones; they 
wiU be worried especially if they are 
cared for by somebody." He didn't 
think the authorities had adequately 
thought of these repercussions. A 
disaoled adviser should be involved 
in practice exercises. 

Preddy concluded that, although 
he had been given reassurances by 
the Nil and CEGB, many briefing 
documents still didn't mention dis
ability at all. 

Francis Stoner 

Francis Stoner, a regular par
ticipant and cross-examiner, 
gave a typically eccentric 
closing statement that 
stretched from Chernobyl to 
Oliver Cromwell. 

His main points included a mis
trust that, with the present govern
ment, the Inquiry was a foregone 
conclusion; and the importance of 
some technical evidence, like that of 
Don Arnott and Richard Webb had 
been ignored. 

"I have done what I can to intro
duce a topicality to the proceedings," 
he said, ' and ... to present to you the 
dilemma of the anti-nuclear single 
parent who has no choice but to live 
m substandard housing with 
antiquated and inefficient electrical 
aP.phances, dreading the electricity 
hill." 

Hinkley Area 
Interests Group 

The Hinkle;r Area Interests 
Group's mam objective had 
been to represent people living 
in Stogursey (the nearest 
village to Hinkley Point) on 
local and environmental 
matters, said their 
representative, Major General 
Lonsdale. 

On landscaping.,HAIG maintain
ed that it would oe "virtually im
possible to improve in any way the 
sombre view of the existing site, let 
alone if a PWR was permitted further 
west." 
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Lonsdale pointed out that since 
1982, the inception of the Hink1ey C 
proposal, all local opinion had ob
Jected to the siting of a hostel 
anywhere in the parish, including at 
the site itself. He added that the size 
of the workers' hostel had risen from 
the original figure of 400 to some 700 
now. 

Lonsdale concluded that members 
of HAIG were not "anti-nuclear per 
se" and shouldhavehad their minds 
put at rest and "been at least more 
ready to accept the necessity of a 
third nuclear power station, if it was 
required in the national interest." 
The CEGB with all its available 
resources, should have been able to 
present a "strong case with com
p,elling reasons." Instead, he said, 
'the conflict of evidence or opinions 

during the Inquiry has left us as 
confused and as apprehensive as 
ever." 

Cdr. Robert Green 

Commander Robert Green said 
that the CEGB had been 
"obliged by a doctrinaire 
government to argue for an 
uncompetitive product" which 
was "an untried modification of 
an obsolete and discredited 
range". Instead, it could have 
won public support ''by 
applying its considerable talent 
and resources" to a programme 
of energy efficiency and clean 
coal-fired power stations. 

On the "so-called French PWR 
success story," he said that the 
government and the nuclear indus
try should realise that "they were 
benefiting from a fool's paradise" 
when they bu_y cheap French nuclear 
electricity. Electricite de France 
(EdF) how has an international debt 
of £22 billion. 

On safety, Green said that the 
Sizewell B safety debate was in
complete, and the same had been the 
case at this Inquiry- "due to severe 
time constraints". The CEGB in
tended the UK PWR to be more 
dependent on computercontrolforits 
safety than any other in the world. 

NUCL£AR £CONOMICS 
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Worse still, "the system would be a 
prototype and would therefore con
stitute a full-scale experiment with 
the safety of the public and environ
ment of this country and beyond." 

He also said that the myth of the 
incredible accident had been des
troyed: two beyond design basis 
accidents had happened, TMI and 
Chernobyl, withm seven years. 
"Human error is not subject to 
probability calculations: it is neither 
a design basis accident nor beyond it. 
Since we will always be fallible, it is 
liable to play a part in every human 
operation." 

On waste management, Robert 
Green quoted passages from his late 
aunt Hilda Murrell's evidence to the 
Sizewell Inquiry (An Ordinary Citi
zen's View of Radioactive Waste 
Management) and said he saw "little 
sign of significant progress." 

He added that the enormous re
sources available for the PWR pro
gramme should not only be redirected, 
as Hilda Murrell suggested, towards 
energy conservation and clean coal
fired power stations, but that the 
waste crisis should be tackled with 
the determination that it now de
mands, "following decades of neglect, 
procrastination and self-delusion ... " 

Green reiterated his proposal for a 
standing Public Inquiry Commis
sion in to energy policy. 

Women's 
International 
League for Peace 
and Freedom 

Ruth Osborn (for WILPF) 
pressed the Severn Barrage as 
an alternative to Hinkley C, and 
questioned the apparent 
unwillingness of the Severn 
Tidal Power Group to give 
evidence at the Inquiry. 

Furthermore, it seemed to her a 
"death wish to the project" that a 
third of the money provided would 
come from the CEGB, a third from 
the Department of Energy," both 
"wedded to nuclear energy," and a 

Postcards 
The full set of 12 postcards on the 
theme "Nuclear Economics - Atoms 
in Wonderland" (all cleverly based 
on the original Tenniel drawings) is 

· available from Stop Hinkley Expan
sion, Hockpitt Farm, Nether Stowey, 
Bridgwater, Somerset TA5 lEX. 
Please send cheque/PO for £2 pay
able to "Stop Hinkley Expansion". 
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third from a consortium of construc
tion firms. 

Mrs. Osborn believed that "neither 
Sizewell B nor Hinkley C would 
become operational under a priva
tised system", and detected a "tide of 
change of opinion as great as that of 
the Severn ... " 

Taunton 
Constituency 
Labour Party 

Mary Barker summarised the 
many objections which Taunton 
Labour Party had raised under 

' almost every topic. 
She emphasised the link between 

nuclear energy and nuclear weapons, 
saying that the two were "powerful 
and hostile agents in the environ
ment. As well as atmospheric and 
ocean contamination, we have ac
cumulated enough toxic waste from 
therunningofthenuclearindustryto 
kill off thousands of people .. . Hink
ley C would add to this waste." 

She also said it was irresponsible 
that "so much money had been spent 
promoting nuclear power and so little 
on renewable sources of energy. It is 
also irresponsible that household 
and industrial electrical equipment 
is not now being produced using the 
minimum of electricity." 

Even when the stations were de
commissioned, she concluded, the 
coast at Hinkley Point would remain 
a dead area haunted by their ghosts. 

Jill Sutcliffe 

Jill Sutcliffe, who ran the Stop 
Hinkley Centre for the first six 
months of the Inquiry, 
concentrated in her statement 
on the area of radiation and 
health. 

Having summarised some of the 
Inquiry debates, she said that there 
was now no dispute that radiation 
was harmful even at the lowestdoses. 
The argument was about the prac-

·r ven wind power is 
cheaper than nuclear. 
the King cried fn " . 
tone of delight on 
seemg Alice. 
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tical implementation of radiation 
protection. Dose limits had already 
"come down dramatically", and she 
could see this trend continuing. 

On the leukaemia issue, she felt 
that the CEGB stood alone and 
isolated. "There is incontrovertable 
evidence thationisin~ radiation causes 
childhood leukaerma - " she said. 
"There is no evidence of anything 
else being the ea use." With the 
existence of an excess incidence 
round Hinkley Point, it would be 
prudent to stop further development 
until the cause was understood fully. 

On economics and need, she pointed 
to the evidence of George Pritchard, 
who presented a package of renew
able projects to produce as much 
ROwer as Hinkley C from the South 
West peninsula alone. An "energy 
from waste" planthadin fact already 
started in Cornwall. 

"Many times within and without 
this Inquiry, the CEGB has been 
wrong - over economics, over health 
effects, over demand," she said, "and 
although I don't like to think of it, 
over the possibility of an accident. 
Repeatedly, it is the people putting 
the case against the proposal who 
have been giving the true picture ... " 

She concluded by looking to the 
future, when ideas of sustainable 
economic growth alongside environ
mental concern would hopefully be
come central. 

Day 155 

Kitty Little 

Dr. Kitty Little, a veteran of 
nuclear public inquiries who ar
gues that the CEGB should build 
a fast breeder reactor rather 
than a PWR, made a closing 
statement that was typically at 
odds with other objectors. 

Dr. Little argued that the "limited 
amounts of fossil-fuels available 
which in the long term are required 
for other purposes", cou:P,led with the 
severely limited contribution pos
sible from the renewables, mean 
"that by the middle of the next 
century, nuclear energy will have to 
meet a large proportion of the world's 
requirements, and by the end of the 
century almost all of them." 

The fact that nuclear power "ap
peared" expensive was because of the 
"faking of evidence by the National 
Radiological Protection Board", in
cluding the false su~gestion that low 
doses of radiation did harm, she said, 
producing' medical arguments to 
support this. All Board members 
should be sacked. Nuclear waste was 
so harmless that vitrified blocks of 
high-level waste could be used like 
storage heaters to heat public build
ings. 

H_aving argued for a continuing 
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nuclear industry freed from the 
restraints of such bodies as the 
NRPB, she then briefly expounded 
the benefits of a fast breeder. 

She laid the blame for why this 
sensible course of action is not 
already being followed at the door of 
a conspiracy that incorporated 
Friendsofthe Earth, Greenpeace, the 
French nuclear industry, the EEC, 
the Kremlin, the National Union of 
Journalists and an organisation 
called the Trilateral Commission. 
"Inquiries are one tool in the process 
of attempting to destroy our nuclear 
industry," she said. 

Dr. Littlealsoreadout(on Day 157) 
a closing statement from Clifford 
Blumfield, the former director of 
Dounreay, who gave evidence under 
Topic 1. 

Blumfield said that thefastreactor 
was "essential for our electricity 
generation on a timescale much · 
shorter than previously thought." A 
fast breeder should therefore be 
installed at Hinkley instead of a 
PWR. This urgency required a re
versal of the current run-down of 
research facilities at Dounreay. 

Conservation 
Society (Bristol 
Branch) 

Brian Rome (CONSOC) read out 
only a fraction of the 308 
densely-typed pages which 
eventually formed his closing 
submission. 

In his summary of Part I (CON
SOC 9) on Day 155 he dealt with 
various general aspects of the Public 
Inquiry, and then with Topic 1 issues. 

In the former, he pointed out the 
disparity of resources between CEGB 
and objectors, as well as "the relent
less time limits". He himself had 
spent six hours travelling each day. 
Against that background he praised 
the "breadth and diversity of the 
main approaches" taken by objec
tors, the "richness of their insights" 
and their "innategoodne~decency, 
honesty and generosity". Tneirmain 
concern had been to "preserve their 
unirradiated quality of life" - and 
that of their children and grand
children. 

With his consisten-t concern for 
principles, Rome attacked the "in
formatioR suppression and half
truths" with which the CEGB had 
masked the realities of its case. He 
also portrayed the Nil as an ostrich, 
hiding its head when it could publicly 
question the Board. 

On Topic 1, Rome stressed the way 
in which the government's Non
Fossil Fuel Fraction (NFFF) had 
haunted the Inquiry like a spectre. 
"Hinkley PI differs from all previous 
nuclear Pis in that the CEGB's.case 
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for Hinkley C is justified by an 
arbitrary intellectual construct de
si~ed to enable a merit-less case to 
wm ... " he said. 

"Because of NFFF £1-2 billion will 
be spent on constructing Hinkley C, 
and the UK will then have yet 
another uneconomic nuclear power 
station whose dangers will endure 
for decades," he added. 

He also swept through the evidence 
on diversity, economics, the green
house effect and the renewables. 
Among the special issues he felt he 
had raised uniquely himself were 
sabotage, the h1storical context of 
the Inquiry and the "CEGB's un
awareness of hubris". (His whole 
submission ended with an extract 
from a book by A. L. Rowse on The 
Use of History.) 

In Part II (CONSOC 10), delivered 
in writing after the summer break, 
Rome dealt mainly with Topic 2 
safety issues, and a further section on 
public inquiries. 

The safety section takes a com
prehensive trawl through the Toler
ability of Risk, catastrophic acci
dents, human factors, sabotage and 
Chernobyl. 

There are Qlenty of statistics in 
both CONSOC 9 and 10. One section 
shows that nine Professors had 
opposed Hinkley C, with none in 
favour, whilst 50 PhDs bad opposed 
Hinkley C, with only six supporting. 
There were 14medical doctors against 
the PWR, none in favour. On page 
counting CONSOC's own proofs 
alone had stretched to 1,052 pages. 

Rome's conclusions and recom
mendations take up almost 40 pages, 
and are impossible to abbreviate. His 
recommendations in relation to pub
lic inquiries include detailed requests 
for such things as legal counsel to 
help objectors, public funding and 
guaranteed office facilities. 

Day 156 

Friends of the 
Earth 
~~'fH FR!f'~ 
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Pointing out that Friends of the 
Earth were major participants 
in two previous nuclear public 
inquiries - Windscale and 
Sizewell -John Popham 
outlined FOE's reasons for 
participating at Hinkley. 

Popham then turned to the main 
points of FOE's evidence: cancer 
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risks and low level radiation, PWR 
operator doses, risks to the public, 
decommissioning and the greenhouse 
effect. 

On risk estimates, FOE concluded 
that: 
* Risk estimates recommended by 
the NRPB were likely to be an 
underestimate of the true risks. 
*The CEGB "ap.reared reluctant to 
accept the NRPB s guidance on the 
new risk estimates". 
*The CEGB'sindividualdosetarget 
to workers (10 mSv) was higher than 
in other "safe" industries. 
*The following limits should be set 
for radiological protection at Hink
ley C - 5 mSv for workers, 0.07 mSv 
for members of the public. 

On PWR operator doses, FOE's 
main conclusions were: 
* That international experience did 
not prove that the CEGB could meet 
its collective and individual dose 
targets. * That the CEGB had taken insuf
ficient account of the fact that doses 
to operators continue to rise after the 
first year. 
*That FOE had found evidence that 
"between 5. 7% and 12% of workers 
exceed the CEGB's 10 mSv indi
vidual dose target". 

On risk to the public, Professor 
Eiser argued in FOE 6 that the HSE 
has not dealt satisfactorily in the 
"Tolerability of Risk" paper with 
''how the attitude of the public should 
be interpreted". HSE had "failed to 
address the fundamental question of 
why members of the public might 
take the view that risks needed to be 
reduced." 

Professor Eiser had also pointed to 
the more general problem of the 
attempt by the HSE "to find some 
magic number to represent a level of 
risk below which a new nuclear 
power station would be tolerable and 
above which it would not." 

Popham said that a recent report 
produced by HSE had "vindicated 
Professor Eiser's stance at the In
quiry by admitting the limitations of 
the magic number approach". The 
report also stated

1 
contradicting 

HSE's evidence to tne Inquiry, that 
"in arriving at the tolerability of any 
risk it is legitimate to take into 
account the benefits". Popham said 
this represented "an important shift 
in emphasis". 

On decommissioning, FOE's main 
conclusions were that: 
*There was no agreed timetable on 
stage three decommissioning. 
* There was a lack of any binding 
legal agreement on the applicant to 
complete decommissioning within a 
determined timescale after shutdown. 
* There was a lack of funds in the 
event of unforeseen circumstances. 

On nuclear waste management, 
FOE had concluded that Nirex was 
"unable to make a safety case for any 
particular site for low and inter
mediate level waste generated by 
Hinkley C." The CEGB were also 
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unjustified in confidently assuring 
the Insrector that there would be 
disposa facilities available by any 
particular date." 

Popham then turned to FOE's 
evidence on the greenhouse effect. 
Dr. Mortimer (FOE 9) stated that: 
*There was a C02 penalty with all 
energy technologies. 
*Renewable energy and efficiency 
technologies were around three to 
five times as C02 saving respectively 
asaPWR 
*Severe time limits were placed on 
the ability of nuclear power to con
tribute towards a global solution to 
the greenhouse effect due to avail
ability of uranium. 

Dr. Jackson (FOE 10) had con
cluded that the PWR was the least 
cost effective measure for reducing 
C02. To deal with the greenhouse 
effect through building Hinkley C 
would therefore constitute "a gross 
misallocation of resources". 

Concluding FOE's submission, 
Popham urged the InsQector to "con
vey to the Secretary of State our view 
thatifhe considers he would have to 
modify the government's policy in 
order to refuse consent, then, in 
Friends of the Earth's submission, 
there are convincing reasons why he 
should do so." 

Campaign for 
Nuclear 
Disarmament 

CND, which has successfully 
pushed the issue of ''plutonium 
accountanc)'" on to the Inquiry 
agenda made a suitably 
forcefui closing speech. 

Barrister John Bowyer, represent
ing the Campaign, said that Hinkley 
C "would necessarily produce large 
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quantities of plutonium, an extreme
ly dangerous substance, very rare in 
nature, the catastrophic potential of 
which, once created, will endure 
through millenia ... " 

He gave CND's principle argu
ment for refusing consent to Hinkley 
C as a lack of assurance that 
plutonium resulting from its op
eration would be "managed and 
accounted for with adequate candour 
and competence". He said the pre
sent system would cause concern in 
the running of a corner shop. "In the 
management of one of the most 
dangerous substances known, it is 
totally unacceptable." 

Bowyer repeated the CND charge 
that the recommendation of the 
Sizewell Inquiry for "full and ac
curate" plutonium records had not 
been met. He referred back to CND 
evidence on the "rounding" offigures 
and repeated mistakes in statistics. 

If Hinkley C was built, CND 
recommended that no reprocessing 
of fuel should be allowed, and that 
strict safeguards on the handling 
and storage of plutonium- based on 
!AEA (International Atomic Energy 
Agency) rules- shold be introduced. 

The Campaign also suggested a 
list of ways in which more infor
mation could be available publicly on 
the use of plutonium, whether or not 
Hinkley C went ahead. Among these 
was a clear statement from the 
government on the military use of 
plutonium produced in civil nuclear 
mstallations. 

In the background to all these 
arguments, of course, was the fact 
that plutonium is a primary in
gredient of nuclear weapons, and 
with the additional risks of terrorism 
and proliferation. 

CND's submission, which carried 
over from Day 157, was interspersed 
with apt quotations from, among 
others, Coleridge, Dryden, Juvenal, 
George Washington and the Bible, 
including the op,ening "Lead us not 
into temptation'. 
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Dr. Richard Webb 

Nuclear physicist Richard 
Webb who has harried the 
CEGB about the potential for 
serious 
accidents in British reactors, 
said that his closing statement 
could be no more than a "status 
report", since his research was 
ongoing. 

The main points he raised were: 
* The importance of his involve

ment in the Three Mile Island ac
cident, by warning the authorities of 
the danger of a core meltdown. Tape 
recordings of his r.honeconversations 
at the time are still being transcribed 
for the Inquiry. 

*The dangers of an accident in an 
AGR - which Webb says are very 
serious -occurring next to a PWR (as 
would be the case at Hinkley) and 
triggering a disaster. A full inves
tigation of the accident hazards of 
AGRs should be made. 

* He challenges the CEGB state
ment that "no mechanism has been 
identified to cause a promptcriticality 
accident like the one that befell the 
(Chernobyl) RBMK." 

*More serious accidents are pos
sible in a PWR - including steam 
explosions of the type being inves
tigated at Winfrith in Dorset, and 
even an "atomic bomb type explo
sion" - than is currently accepted. 

* He challenges the ICRP and 
NRPB cancer risk estimates and 
says that an accident could con
taminate much larger areas of land. 

He proposed a "scientific com
mission" to take these investigations 
further and toensurethattheresults 
of expe~iments were thoroughly en
dorsed. "The aim is just to make sure 
we are safe," he concluded. 

Day 157 

Dr. Don Arnott 

Dr. Arnott summed U(l his own 
evidence (and that of Robert 
Green) on safety under three 
headings: control rods, Dr. 
Richard Webb's evidence and 
other safety related matters. 

On control rods, Arnott said that 
current French experience showed 
that wear on the cladding appeared 
to be proceeding at about tWlce the 
expected rate. There were problems 
also with rods breaking up. The 
French were taking the problem 
seriously, but had not as yet come up 
with an answer. 

"If design changes were to be 
called for they would apply as much 
to Sizewell B as to Hinkley C or any 
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other PWR," he said. It was for this 
reason that "the safety case should 
be treated as ongoing and man
?ato~~ u:p,on all subsequent PWR 
mg_mnes. 

He also critisised the CEGB for 
failing to examine the basic control 
rod design, and t~e Nil,~ who, havi~g 
produced a reVIew or the genenc 
safety issues of PWRs before the 
Three Mile Island accident1 did not 
think it necessary to upaate the 
review after it had happened. The 
French experience had demonstrated 
that "the NU had no option but to 
examine the control rod question." 

On Dr. Webb, Arnott said tha~ he 
was "in search of a reactor design 
which fails safe, come hell or high 
water." Comparing Sir Chris_topher 
Hinton's (former CEGB Chauman) 
vision of safety with Webb's, he 
quoted a reply which Hinton had 
given him in 1955. When Hinton was 
asked to define an "inherently safe 
reactor", he replied: "Well ... ifall_the 
control systems simultaneously fruled 
and all the operatives simultaneously 
wentmad, thereactorwouldstillshut 
itself down safely." 

On other safety issues, Dr. A~ott 
said that as both the computensed 
and non-computerised control sys
tems for the PWR were at the design 
and development stage, they had 
"thus yet to receive appropriate Nil 
approval." 

Town and Country 
Planning 
Association 

TCPA 
The TCPA 's Executive 
Chairman John Blake 
introduced his statement by 
saying that the ground rules 
had changed substantially in 
the four years since he made a 
similar speech at Sizewell. 

Far from being an open book, ~his 
Inquiry was not only set agamst 
substanfial recent debate (at Size
well) of the safety issues, but was 
severely circum~cribed b~ gove~
ment policy. 'Ib1s made h1m pessi
mistic about the outcome. The In
quiry was, he said

1 
"a 'set-up job' 

from the beginning. ' 
Despite TCPA's continued objec

tion to nuclear power on safety and 
environmental grounds, Blake de
voted his speech to the main issue 
that had changed since Sizewell -
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introduction of the government's 
non-fossil-fuel requirement (NFFO). 

"There is no longer even an at
tempt at pretence that the PWRis the 
chea:p,est generating option avail
able ' he said, and listed a series of 
fact~rs, from the unknown costs of 
decommissioning to coal prices to the 
expected rate of return on capital, 
which could make it even more 
expensive. 

In this context it was extraordin
ary that there was no attempt by the 
CEGB to quantify the benefits of a 
fuel diversity policy towards nuclear 
power. "The CEGB has, in effect, 
passed the buck to the government," 
he said. 

So intent was the government on 
protecting the CEGB'snuclearpower 
programme that "it will alter the 
rules of the game whenever and to 
what extent is necessary ," he said. 
"That is of course, the government's 
right. Hbwever, it must be said that 
such a naked and cynical manipu-
lation ofthe public inquiry sytstem .. . 
can only devalue that system and .. . 
could have far-reaching consequences." 

Blake said that as far as satisfying 
the NFFO was concerned, no serious 
consideration had been given to 
imports from Scotland and France, 
most probably because the CEGB! 
National Power simply didn't want 
the competiton. He added that the 
people who would make the ultimate 
dec1sion on filling the NFFO - the 
distribution companies - were not 
even represented at the Inquiry. 

Blake concluded by urging the 
Inspector that, despite the intense 
Qressure fo. r him to approve Hinkley 
C he should use his report to reflect 
the concerns and misgivings of 
objectors, and to point the way 
towards an energy policy which 
seriously tackled issues like the 
greenhouse effect and acid rain , 
rather than the "side issue" of 
nuclear power .. 

Railway: 
Development 
Society, Severnside 
Branch 

RDDS representative John 
Jackson, a regular Inquiry 
participant, summarised a 
number of his key arguments. 
* Almost lOOO'o of electricity_ in the 
South West comes from Hinkley 
Point. A Severn Barrage, or another 
renewable/hydro/ tidal scheme, would 
be a better development than Hink
leyC. 
* Investigations should be made to 
see whether the Channel Tunnel 
could be used to carry electricity. 
* Further consideration should be 
given to rail access to the Hinkley 
~ite. contCl.on p.IO 
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CoJDDlent 
Hinkley Postscript 

Covering big public inquiries 
is a hit like punching 
blancmange. It's not that the 
issues themselves are 
insubstantial, but getting 
what us journalists consider 
"a firm handle" on the 
proceedings can be 
extremely difficult, 
persuading a news desk to 
take the resulting copy even 
harder. 

If you found some of the Inquiry 
hard going, so did us hacks! The 
topics under scrutiny are wide-rang
ing, complex and not necessarily 
clear cut! This also explains why 
much of the hearing failed to make it 
on to the front pages - or even the 
bottom of the last column of the 
earliest news pages. 

.::.:. 
c 
<'Cl 

'AAVflHI'G EXCITING HAPPEN AT U:: 
~E NUa.EAR. p0\NER PlANf lDDAV?' 'E 

influence policy and quiz the "big 
battalions" directly. 

Afterall,itisnoteverydaythatyou 
can have a chance to cross-examine 
the mandarin largely responsible for 
electricity privatisation, face to face. 
Senior civil servants should be ex
posed to this form of interrogation 
more often. 

As you may have gathered, I am 
something of an enth usiastfor public 
inquiries , not because I enjoy acro
nyms and am shortofthings to read, 
but because I believe they offer an 
importantantidotetogovernmentby 
proxy and presentation. I welcome 
the fact that Greenpeace took part in 
the hearing. Direct action may be 
more sexy, but pressure groups need 
to avail themselves of whatever 
opportunity the system gives to 
challenge the status quo. 

By any standards this is a very 
secretive society. Inquiries offer a 
much-needed counter balance. Hear
ings provide a mechanism for lifting 
the curtain a little on the corridors of 
power. 

The way the Inquiry is organised 
obliged witnesses to produce refer
ences. Cross-examination requires 
source material which otherwise 
seldom sees the light of day. Thanks 
to the ubiquitous photocopier and 

In a parting shot, I van Dixon 
of Exeter CND- a regular 
Inquiry participant -gives 
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your rights as an objector, you can 
have access to this material. 

Good listener 
From my vantage point I was suit
ably impressed with the Inspector. I 
admit I had reservations at the 
outset. I'd seen him in action a long 
time ago at the Third London Airport 
Inquiry in 1983. His performance 
then wasn't very prepossessing! 

Mr. Bames was a bit tetchy at 
times, I felt, but generally fair and 
certainly open to persuasion! Most of 
the time a good listener. I hope Brian 
Rome will forgive me, but I felt many 
of Barnes' cross-examinations were 
models of economy, persistence and 
incisiveness. 

All big inquiries generate ava
lanches of paper. Hinkley was no 
exception. Was the loss of all those 
forests worthwhile? Can you justify 
all that time and emotional com
mitment? 

The Board is, after all , highly 
unlikely to lose. The dice were loaded 
at the outset. But there is no cast iron 
guarantee that Hinkley C will be 
built. The uncertainties, especially 
over privatisation, are piling up 
everyday. 

After the Sizewell Inquiry, Sir 
Frank Layfield left a number of 
awkward recommendations which 
the government had to acce:pt. I don't 
expect Bames will be any different. 

And there's still Wylfa and Size
well C to come. Your struggle isn 't 
over yet ... 

RogerMilne 

his summary of the real 
thinking behind the 
promoters of Hinkley C. 

~--------------------~~ 
One of the features of the hearing 

was the involvement of so many 
individuals and small groups. As an 
example of participatory democracy 
this is all to the good. Public inquiries 
don'tlive up to their name otherwise! 

Notice To Objectors 

There is a downside, unfortunately. 
In terms of media coverage the fact 
that you are not representing one of 
the larger or well-known groups 
means news editors aren 'tinterested! 
Maybe everybody should change 
their name to Jonathon Porritt. 

It's a good thing the Hinkley 
Inquirer existed. I'm sure it helped a 
lot of people make sense of the 
proceedings. 

Civil servants exposed 
Now I accept that the inquiry system 
is weighted against individual ob
jectors and groups with slender 
resources. However, hearings like 
Hinkley remain one of the sole 
opportunities for ordinary people to 

It has come to our attention 
that some misguided people 
object to our nuclear power 
stations. We wish therefore 
to set the record straight: 

1) Radiation is good for you. 
2) All power stations are perfectly 
safe. In the (impossible) event of a 
release of radioactivity, it will stop at 
the boundary fence. 
3) Any a:_ccidents thathavehappened 
were somewhere else/ could never 
happen again/ were the fault of some 
incompetent foreigners / were exag
gerated. 
4) Our plutonium has never been used 
to make weapons, and it's not our 
fault if it was swapped for bomb 
parts. · 
5) Even if it would take 30 years' 
continuous construction, and. only 

affect 11% of carbon dioxide pro
duction , we still must have nuclear 
power at once to avoid the green
house effect. 
6) Any other possible power source 
(like wind or solar) is too small / too 
polluting/ any other objection we can 
think of. 
7) Nuclear waste is friendly, and can 
be disposed of safely anywhere, 
especially in the Irish Sea. The Irish 
should eat less fish anyway. 
8) All disposal of nuclear waste is 
permanent, it will notcreep/ seep/ get 
into food chains/ turn up in un
expected places. 
9) Any leukaemia clusters/ cancers/ 
unexplained mortality rates are 
purely coincidental and absolutely 
nothing to do with us. 
10) We know better than you, so 
please go a way and stop annoying 
us. 
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Cwmbran Anti
Nuclear Group 

CANG said its main concerns 
remained the responsibility of 
an accident, especially caused 
by human error, and its 
potential effects on the South 
Wales coast. Cardiff, with a 
population of 300,000, is only 
18 miles from Hinkley Point. 

"Accidents, so numerous that it is 
almost impossible to catalogue them 
ant have happened in the nuclear 
inaustry from the outset, and will 
continue to happen ... " the state
ment said: But the CEGB still stuck 
absurdly to its tiny emergency zone. 
"We on the Welsh side of the Severn 
Estuary are very concerned at the 
threat posed by Hinkley C." 

South Wales 
Women's Support 
Groups 

Ann Lee, speaking for SWWSG, 
emphasised her group's concern 
that clean burning of coal 
should be treated as a 
preferable generation option to 
nuclear. 

"We are opposed to nuclear power 
because we do not think the _problems 
which itposes have been solved," she 
said. 1'We think that there are prefer
able alternatives ... " These included 
small, flexible fluidised bed burning 
coal stations. 

On the government's non-fossil
fuel policy, the group said this was "a 
purely political measure to ensure the 
continued production of nuclear 
material for the war industry ... " 

As far as the coal industry was 
concerned, "the whole attitude of the 
government has been that nuclear 
power is· a 'component part of its 
programme to defeat the mineworkers 
as an organised force in society. 
Mining communities have subse
quently been destroyed without a 
care for the consequences." The 
group cited the fact that Oakdale 
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colliery, whose members had spoken 
at the Inquiry, was now closed. Coal 
was in fact a very secure fuel , with 
300 years supply available. 

On safety, the group argued that 
the dangers of coal production did 
not threaten the population at large, 
like nuclear power. They pointed to 
the issues of leukaemia cases and the 

- possible genetic effects of radiation. 
On the greenhouse effect, they 

accused the government of being 
determined to blame coal for every
thing. In fact, the latest coal burning 
technologies would not only reduce 
C02 but noxious gases as well. 

S WWSG urged the Inspector to 
reject Hinkley C. Failing that, he 
should call for a referendum on the 
issue. 

Day 158 

Stop Hinkley 
Expansion 

Stop Hinkley Expansion, the 
1ocally-based opposition group 
to Hinkley C, said that it 
supported in general the case 
made by COLA (see below), and 
had not attempted to be 
comprehensive in its own 
evidence. However, SHE 
believed that it had represented 
"the views of those many 
people who have not been 
present but who fervently 
believe that nuclear power 
should play no part in this 
country's future." 

SHE presented its conclusions on 
each topic in turn. 

Topic 1: Need and Economics 
SHE argued that the special pro
tections afforded to nuclear power 
under privatisation of the industry 
(NFFO, levy and grants) were a 
desperate attempt by the govern
ment to "salvage the smkingship'' of 
a programme of PWRs for which 
there was no longer economic justi
fication. 

As well as reflecting these funda
mental criticisms of government 
policies in his report, tlie Inspector 
should positively recommend that if 
the government wanted diversity of 
supply (away from dependence on 
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coal) it should go for a package which 
included energy efficiency and the 
renewables. Giving permission for 
Hinkley C would "present the distri
bution companies with an offer they 
will find it difficult to refuse", and 
effectively exclude other more sensi
ble competitors for the NFFO. 

SHE reiterated the strength of its 
evidence on the disastrous cost es
calations of nuclear power (from 
Professor Jim Jeffery) and on the 
advantages of wind ~ower (from 
Professor Donald Sw1ft-Hook, ex
CEGBhead of wind research). 

To~ic 2: Safety 
SHE argued basically that the risk of 
a serious accident in an uclear power 
stationi however remote, set It dra
matica ly apart from other alter
native generation methods. The 
group also criticised theunreliability 
of the ''probabalistic risk assess
ment" method of judging risks, and 
pointed to strong evidence of the 
rmportance of human factors in 
potential accidents. 

Other safety issues raised by SHE 
were the evidence of higher leukaemia 
incidence around nuclear sites and 
the ongoing ar~umentabout the safe 
level of radiation exposure for both 
nuclear workers and members of the 
public. 

Topic3: 
Waste/Decommissioning 
On decommissioning, SHE said that 
the uncertainties surrounding the 
process made it "a Pandora's box 
which will leave a totally unac
ceptable radioactive legacy for gen
erations to come." 

On waste management, the group 
summarised its evidence (from Lor
raine Mann of Scotland Against 
Nuclear Dumping) of the total failure 
of the nuclear industry successfully 
to plan for off-site disposal. In these 
circumstances it was unacceptable 
that the CEGB had not submitted 
detailed proposals for longer on-site 
storage of waste. 

Topic 4: Emergency Plans 
Sticking to the CEGB's concept of the 
"reference accident" with its small 
evacuation zone round the site repre
sented a "comr,lete denial of the 
realities we face 'in emergency plan
ning, SHE said. The emergency 
services should be prepared for a 
more serious accident. 

SHE also praised the decision by 
the Inspector to visit Chernobyl. 

T()~ic 5: Local Issues 
SHE criticised the CEGB for exag
gerating the benefits which would 
come from the construction of Hink
ley C, including employment and a 
boost to the local economy, and 
playing down the disadvantages -
m cl uding extra traffic, damage to the 
ecology round the site and an un
pleasant visual intrustion. 
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The other major issue dealt with by 
SHE was public opinion. The group 
argued that it was vital for the 
Inspector to listen to the voices of 
"non-experts" who had carefully 
weighed the pros and cons of the 
argument alongside the "often limited 
vision of the technocrats". 

The actual evidence of opinion 
polls clearly showed a majority 
against further nuclear building, 
despite attempts by the Board to 
discredit the findings. 

SHE also praised the involvement 
ofindividualobjectorsin the Inquiry. 
Over 500 people had spoken, en
couraged by the work of the Green
peace-funded Stop Hinkley Centre. 

"We believe that the evidence of 
strong public opposition," SHE con
cluded, "in combination with the 
expert arguments put, should be 
enough to convince both you and the 
Secretary of State that Hinkley C 
should not proceed." 

Combwich 
Residents' 
Environmental 
Concern 

Maureen Randall (for CREC) 
said that the decision by the 
CEGB to withdraw its 
compulsory purchase orders on 
properties in Brookside Road, 
Combwich (through which it 
wanted to transport large parts 
for the PWR), was "a significant 
victory" for the village. 

However, the alternative route 
chosen, skirting the village, was also 
unacceptable to CREC because it 
would still involve use of Combwich 
wharf for construction and most 
likely, decommissioning traffic from 
Hinkley A. Just because the CEGB 
owned the wharf didn't mean they 
had "an absob.1te right to impose 
such disruption for many years to 
come on a peaceful, close-knit rural 
community." 

She said there was speculation 
now that a new wharf could be built 
off Hinkley Point itself if only the 
government would pay for it. 

Beryl Urquhart, another Combwich 
resident, added her opposition to the 
use of Combwich wharf- and to the 
whole Hinkley C scheme. 

West Somerset CND 

Alan Debenham made a moving 
statement for the local CND 
group which set Hinkley C in a 
broader ecological and moral 
context. 
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Humanity, at the top of the evolu
tionary chain, was in a 'unigue 
position to engineer its own des
truction, he said, or to work in 
harmol!Y with the "ecological jig
saw". The untold risks of nuclear 
power did not encourage harmony. 

As far as democracy was concern
ed, he said that "the human feeling I 
get from this hall and all its length:r, 
deliberations is a loud and clear "No ' 
to any more violence against our 
natural environment". Because of 
the green movement, it was also now 
"unthinkable" that the Tory govern
ment could overrule a rejection of 
Hinkley C by the Inspector. 

Debenham also dealt briefly with 
some of the issues raised at the 
Inquiry, including the NFFO, the 
nuclear fuel cycle and energy ef
ficiency. His own electricity con
sumption was still going down, be 
said! 

"Nuclear power is -a technological 
aggression against both our souls 
and that of the world around us ... " 
he concluded. "Dear Michael, please 
hear my prayers and these words of 
my closing speech in the fullness of 
your heart and soul. Reject Hin kley 
C, reject nuclear power." 

Day 159 

Health and Safety 
Executive 

~ 
HSE 

The Health and Safety 
Executive, which includes the 
Nuclear Installations 
Inspectorate , said that because 
Hinkley C is "a virtual replica 
of the Size well B design", and 
the majority of the safety 
arguments carried over, it was 
officially "licensable" as a 
project. Nothin~ it had heard 
durin~ the lnqwry had altered 
that VIeW. 

Barrister Nigel MacLeod, speak
ingfortheNII,dealtwithanumberof 
specific points raised during Topics 
2, 3 and 4. 

Topic2 
On Nil resources, MacLeod rejected 
criticisms, ~articularly from John 
Large for COLA, that the organis
ation was not able effecti:vely to 
evaluate the Hinkley C design, des-, 
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cribing them as "ill informed and 
baseless". 

On the "Tolerability of Risk" re
port, he said that the HSE accepted 
that it might be improved beforefinal 
publication, but because it was es
sentially intended to help the public 
to understand the issue of risk, it was 
not critical to the Hinkley Cdecision. 
Although there had not been much 
public comment on the original 
document, he hoped that this Inquiry 
had helped to redress the balance. 

"However, it should not have been 
expected that there would be any 
very wide response from the man in 
the street, nor can the absence of 
extensive comment on what is after 
all a fairly technical area, be taken as 
indicating public dissatisfaction with 
the arguments . . . " he said. TOR was 
never intended to form the basis of 
"some kind of referendum" on nu
clear power. 

On Chemobyl, MacLeod said that 
the accident was a "prime example" 
of production pressures on manage· 
ment leading to the subversion of 
safety measures. "The Nil will con· 
tinue its historically high level of 
scrutiny for any feature of design or 
intended mode of operation which 
could weaken the commitment to 
safety." 

MacLeod also said that the indus
try was not complacent about the 
contribution which human fallibility 
could make to accidents, and that 
"the leukaemia problem should not 
on the present state of understand
ing, halt the development of the 
nuclear industry." 

Topic3 
On waste management, the Nil 
accepted that "whatever the results 
oftestdrillingcontemplatedatDoun
reay and Sellafield, there will be a 
considerable delay . before . a deep 
depository is available for use."This 
could mean extended on-site stora~a 
at Hinkley Point. As long as this d1d 
not present unacceptable risks, the 
Nil would riot be against licensing 
the activity. 

The Nil was also satisfied with the 
CEGB's planning for eventual de
commissioning of Hinkley C. 

Topic 4 
Substantial improvements had been 
made in emergency arrangements 
since the Sizewell Inguiry, the Nil 
said, and especially smce the Cher
nobyl accident. 

However, the Nil essentially en
dorsed the CEGB's concept of a 
"reference accident", which in the 
case of Hinkley C would notresultin 
any radioactivity above the emer
gency reference level passing beyond 
the site boundary. MacLeod also 
considered that both the County 
Council's emergency planning of
ficer and the police thought that 
current plans would be "workable" 
for more serious accidents. 
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TheNIIstatementalsodealtwitha 
number of other issues, including the 
potential fall in safety standards 
after privatisation, abuse of drugs 
and alcohol at power stations, and 
sabotage and war. 

In a separate presentation on Day 
165"-9hristopher Proutresponded for 
the nSE to the Green peace assertion 
that UK emergency Q_lanning was at 
odds with European Community and 
international law. 

Day 160 

Council for the 
Protection of Rural 

England 

Public attitudes, economic 
factors and environmental 
concerns bad all mobilised 
against the idea of a small 
family of PWRs, barrister 
Bill Hicks said on behalf of 
theCPRE. 

"For the first time, a nuclear 
reactor is being proposed where it is 
not claimed to be the least cost 
option," he said. But Hinkley C 
should also be abandoned because 
there were other less environmental
ly damaging ways of securing the 
benefits claimed for it. 

On the NFFO, he said that without 
it there was no capacity need for large 
new nuclear plant, and that a mix
ture of energy efficiency, smaller 
generation plant and load manage
ment would be a better option. Small 
plant in particular would bring pro
tection against price rises and dis
ruptions. "The premium being paid 
for diversity via Hinkley C is ridicu
lously high." 

Hicks also stressed two other points 
raised by Cl!JlE evidence: 1. pre
dicted capital cost escalations on 
Sizewell B and Hinkley C (which 
have since formed the subject of the 
Inquiry's adjournment). Hinkley C 
could already be costing £200million 
more, he said. 2. the investigation by 
the European Commission of the 
privatisation law under its competi
tion and free trade policies. 
H~ concluded by saying that the 
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NFFO should not be used to force 
Hinkley C to be built, and "if the 
NFFO doesnotrequireitto be built it 
will not be built". 

Days 161-3 

Consortium of 
Opposing Local 

Authorities 

The Consortium of Opposing 
Local Authorities, representing 
over 20 counties and districts in 
England and Wales, presented 
its concluding submissions by 
dealing with Topic 1 after the 
other headings. This reflected 
its position as the crucial area 
of debate at the Inquiry. These 
were the main points made by 
COLA. 

Safety and Health 
On safety, COLA emphasised the 
chequered history of CEGB nuclear 
development, especially the "mis
erable failure" of the AGRseries. The 
faults lay in quality assurance, regu
lation and licensing as much as in the 
design, and there was "no reason 
why similar failings should not 
befall the PWR programme" - a 
technology totally new to both op
erators and regulators. 

On the normal o_peration of the 
power station, the Consortium said 
that not only would the discharges 
from Hinkley C increase the health 
risk, but the CEGBhad failed to do all 
it could to reduce curren tdischarges. 
"The respective magnitudes of the 
Hinkley A and B station authoris
ations suggest that the levels are 
determined by plant operational re
quirements and not, primarily, by 
public health and safety consid
erations," it added. 

Like other objectors, COLA se
verely criticised both the calculations 
and logic of the HSE's "Tolerability 
of Risk" P.aper. It concluded that the 
acceptabllity of the risks of a PWR 
"has not been demonstrated with a 
sufficient degree of confidence". 

On the potential for severe ac
cidents, COLA warned that the 
CEGB's approach to design safety 
"is illogical in its arbitrary dis
tinction of design basis and beyond 
design basis fault sequences." The 
Board also placed much reliance on 
Probabalistic Risk Assessment·, but 
so had the Soviets at Chernobyl. 

Quoting its engineering expert 
John Large, COLA said that a more 
realistic assessment of likelihood 
would suggest that a serious accident 
might occur every decade. 

COLA also summarised its im
portat evidence on aircraft crashes, 
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human factors and the health effects 
of radiation. 

Waste and Decommissioning 
The main areas of concern on this 
to}:>i_c were: 
1) That the likely levels of radioactive 
waste associated with the proposed 
power station are unacceptable. 
2) Plans for long-term mana~ement 
of waste materials fail to cons1derthe 
uncertainties in availability of dis
posal routes. 
3) Long-term storage on the Hinkley 
s1te of radioactive waste and spent 
fuel arising from both the existing 
and the proposed stations is un
acceptable. 
4) There should benofurtherdevelop
men t of nuclear power until a realistic 
national nuclear waste disposal pro
gt·amme is established. 
5) The ,POlicies of the CEGB on 
decomrmssioning are inadequate to 
secure public confidence. 

Emer~tency Plans 
COLA s main arguments were: 
1) There were serious shortcomings 
in the national and CEGB arrange
ments for emer~ency planning and 
the ability to Implement effective 
countermeasures for accidents with
in the design basis. 
2) The concept of the reference 
accident as the limiting accident for 
detailed emergency planning was 
inadequate. 
3) The strategy for coping with 
"beyond the design basis" accidents 
by an extension of existing plans was 
unacceptable. 

On off-site emergency arrange
ments, COLA criticised the absence 
of legislation equivalent to the Con
trol of Industrial Major Accidents 
Hazards (CIMAH), which would give 
the County Council a co-ordinating 
role. 

There were also problems with the 
integration of local and national 
environmental monitoring schemes. 
The Department of Energy should 
ensure that the Radioactive Incidents 
Monitoring Network (RIMNET) was 
fully integrated into the arrange
ments for UK installations, not just 
accidents abroad. 

On the conc~t of the reference 
accident, the UK based its detailed 
plans on accident scenarios within 
the design basis. This did not accord 
with the advice of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. Nor had 
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beyond design basis accident scen
arlOs been considered specifically to 
evaluate the extendibility of current 
plans. 

COLA concluded that the asser
tion that plans are capable of ex
tension must be thoroughly tested. 
There should be no further develof
ment at Hinkle~ Point until theN I 
had published ' a thorough review of 
the range and extent of counter
measures which required detailed 
emergency plans." 

Local Issues 
COLA's main contention was that 
Hinkley C conflicted with planning 
development policies outlined in 
Somerset County Council's Struc
ture Plan. These policies say that 
industrial development will not nor
mally be permitted in the country
side, especially in a Special Land
scapeArea (which includes the Hink
ley site). 

COLA criticised the visual impact 
of the development, making detailed 
suggestions for improvement in the 
landscaping __ proposals. "Some may 
regard the PWR as beautiful,"itsaid. 
"But at Hinkley Point... it is a 
wholly inappropriate building." 

The Consortium also warned of the 
serious socio-economic effect of 
Hinkley C on the area. "Extensive 
local recruitment of skilled manual 
workers would cause local labour 
costs to rise, would destroy jobs with 
greater long-term prospects and 
would result in damage to local 
businesses." 

The sudden increase in expendi
ture on County Council services, 
such as schools, resulting from Hink
ley C construction could also result in 
an extra £1.45 million being paid by 
Somerset community charge payers. 

Finally, COLA said that if the 
project did go ahead, the workers' 
hostel should be located elsewhere 
than on the site itself. It also listed a 
series of conditions and undertakings 
which the CEGB should accept if it 
received consent for Hinkley C. 

Hinkle:y C costs and parameters: 
"The PWR is a new design, a new 
technology and new experience for 
the CEGB. Yet the Board claims that 
at first attempt and from the initial 
commissioning, it will achieve 
trouble-free and efficient perform
ance which will match and excel that 
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' of the most experienced and refined 
operators and undertakings in the 
world ... " COLA suggested that the 
Board was "the victim of its own 
piped ream". 

Need and Economics 
It was essential that the Inspector 
reflected criticism of government 
policy over the Non-Fossil-Fuel Ob
ligation (NFFO), COLA said. 

The NFFO was a device primarily 
intended "to shelter the production of 
new nuclear sources", the Consor
tium argued. If diversity was re
quired by the government, it would be 
better achieved with a "regime hav
ing the fewest constraints". The 
absence of any statement from the 
distribution companies that they 
would buy Hinkley C's output also 
led "to the reasonable inference that 
the electricity s uppliePS consider that 
there is no need for this power 
station." 

Apart from attacking the principle 
of the NFFO, COLA made two 
suggested adaptations: 1. that Size
well B should be shifted from the 
"committed" nuclear category to the 
"replacement" side, thus reducing 
the NFF requirement, and removing 
the pressure for Hinkley C, and 2. 
that more space should be provided 
within the NFFO for the renewables. 
This would allow potential small
scale generators a "fair crack of the 
whip". 

COLA also repeated its claim that 
the NFFO could be satisfied by a 
mixture of imports (from Scotland 
and France) backed up by the re
newables. It criticised the CEGB's 
disinterest in the renewables, and 
repeated its optimistic expectations, 
especially for wind. 

COLA concluded: "In the face of 
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what we submit is clear harm that 
would arise from the construction 
and operation of Hinkley C, and in 
circumstances where. . . imported 
electricity (and renewables) could 
satisfy the NFFO shortfall, there is 
no case for allowing consent for the 
station solely on the basis that it 
could thuscompeteforcontracts. The 
CEGB has put its case on the basis 
that Hinkley C is needed to satisfy 
the NFFO. It is not." 

Other points on economics were: 

Demand forecasts: CEGB calcu
lations were irrelevant in a pri
vatised industry. COLA's figures 
anyway showed that no new base
load plant may be needed until well 
into the nt!xt century. 

Greenhouse effect: the best solu
tion was clearly energy conservation, 
not nuclear. 

The Things 

They Said 
"We are not talking about a plate 
of undifferentiated ravioli. We 
are talking about many species 
of pasta ... " (Professor James 
Reason, Day 76) 

"I couldn't give you a figure for 
how many times buildings are 
struck by lightning, but I know 
my own mother's house was 
struck, and that wasn't a par
ticularly unusual event. I know it 
didn't make national headlines." 
Jeremy Western (CEGB) Day 109 

NUCLEAR ECONOMICS 

The last time she 
saw them, they 
were sti 11 trying 
to make the public 
swallow nuclear power. 

"It's the stupidest tea-party I ever was at 
in all my life!"said Alice. 

N 

I 
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Days 163-171 

Central Electricity 
Generating Board 

CEGB 

HINKLEY 
POINT C 

Even before the Inq_uiry 
adjournment, CEGB barristers 
had been speaking for nine days 
solid. The following is 
inevitably a summary of what 
they said, based on their 
opening outline. 

Topic 1 
At the heart of the CEGB's case 
remains the obligation placed on 
"Public Electricity Suppliers" under 
the 1989 Electricity Act to contract 
for an amount of non-fossil-fuel 
generating capacity. The govern
ment has indicated that it expects 
this NFFOto besetatabout3.5GWof 
capacity to be in service by the year 
2000. 

Given that only the renewables, 
nuclear or imports are eligible for the 
NFFO, the CEGB argues that "no 
other potential contributors to non
fossil capacity have been identified 
which both can replace Hinkley C's 
contribution and (if they could) are 
to be preferred to it." 

Because of the overriding power of 
this obligation as partofgovernment 
policy, the Board said it was not now 
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relevant to consider such issues as 
capacity requirement, demand fore
casts, economic comparisons with 
fossil-fired generation, or to argue 
about the merits of having an NFFO 
in the first place. 

In its detailed submissions, the 
Board went on to repeat its "con
servative" estimates about how much 
contribution could be made by the 
renewables, especially wind, to the 
NFFO. 

Topics2-4 
On safety, the Board argued in 
general that consent for Hinkley C 
should not be refused unless, firstly, 
its risks were found to be intolerable 
or, secondly, they had not been kept 
"as low as reasonably practicable". 
Neither had been shown, it con
cluded. 

More specifically, it repeated its 
argument that Sizewell B had been 
found to be "acceptably safe" by the 
Layfield Report, and that Hinkley C 
was a replica. The Nuclear Instal
lations Inspectorate had also said 
that Hinkley C was licensable~ "which 
actually means that the risK is not 
judged to be intolerable". New fac
tors, such as Chernobyl and site 
specific safety issues for the Hinkley 
s1t~l had been addressed in detailed 
eVIaence. 

On risk estimates, the Board said 
that the evidence of the NRPBon this 
issue should be "preferred to that of 
Dr. Alice Stewart (COLA), Dr. Lam
bert (FOE) and others who suggested 
that higher ... estimates were ap
propriate." 

On leukaemias, it said that "no 
evidence has been presented to this 
Inquiry establishing a link between 
raised incidence of leukaemias and 
radioactive discharges from nuclear 
installations." 

'I\rrning to waste management, 
the CEGB said there had been "no 
fundamental change" to government 
policy on waste disposal since the 
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Sizewell Inquiry, although "there 
have been some changes in the 
means whereby that policy will be 
implemented". One practical change 
was that more intermediate level 
waste would have to be stored at 
Hinkley C for a longer period, but the 
additional waste produced by the 
plant "represents only 1% of the 
waste which will arise by 2030." 

As far as off-site disposal was 
concerned, it relied on the fact that 
this issue was not listed in the 
original "terms of reference" of the 
Inquiry, and therefore not consider
ed important by the Secretary of 
State. 

On decommissioning, the Board 
argued that no new substantial 
issues had been raised to change the 
decision of Sizewell Inquiry. 

On emergency planning, the ar
gument was rehearsed that "the 
reference accident for the PWR re
quires no more extensive detailed 
plans than exist for Hinkley Point A 
and B". However, the evidence show
ed that "countermeasures for which 
preparations already exist are cap
able of responding to releases well in 
excess" of this scenario. 

These emergency plans were con
stantly being improved, frequently 
exercised, and were not in breach of 
European law (the Greenpeace con
tention). 

Chernoby1 was a "totally unac
ceptable" event and

1 
therefore, al

though raised repeatealy by objectors, 
irrelevant to emergency consider
ations. 

Topic5 
Consent should not be refused on the 
basis of en vironrnen tal impacts since 
no better method of satisfying the 
NFFO which was "to be preferred on 
environmental and other grounds" 
had been shown, the Board argued 
Local issues were only relevant to 
conditions or assurances attached to 
a consent. 

More specifically, the Board ac
cepted that inevitably Hinkley C 
would be in conflict with some 
individual planning policies, but 
that in general it was in line with 
the Somerset Structure Plan. 

The CEGB also dealt separately 
with two subjects. On public opinion 
it repeated its argument, developed 
in cross-examination of Robin Sadler 
(SHE) that no opinion poll had ever 
discovered what level of risk the 
public found tolerable. They were 
also unreliable as indicators of peo
ple's views. 

On plutonium the Board said that 
it had satisfied the Inquiry's request 
for further information on plutoni urn 
accountancy to the best of its ability 
given the constraints of national 
policy. 

Further details of specific CEGB 
responses to objectors' arguments 
can be found in the transcripts. 
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The Things 
Tl:ley Said 

"I have called this a peroration 
since the term "closing submis
sion" seems to smack rather of 
all-in wrestling and lying flat on 
one's back on the canvas." 

Francis Stoner (Day 154:66) 

"I have worried about you, sitting 
up so high above us, ever since I 
noticed that you were the first 
thing one sees on entering the 
hall from the back, stage right; 
and there are, as Brian Rome 
points out, seriously mad people 
with guns around who would 
think nothing of taking a pot 
shot at the podium. To me that 
indicates a quintessentially En
glish quality, that of maintain
ing the decent ordinariness of 
day-to-day life, meeting bluster 
with calm, not being susceptible 
to cajoling or the threat of in
timidation or even of not re
ceiving a knighthood." 

Francis Stoner to Michael 
Barnes (Day 154:68) 

"Sir, may I begin with an apology. 
I was out of the country for the 
whole of August, and the greater 
part of this statement was, in 
fact, drafted on the banks of the 
Zambezi." 

John Blake (TCPA) to the 
Inspector (Day 157:37) 

"We could not possibly say that 
the Inquiry has been democratic, 
scientificorunbiased. The whole 
procedure is riddled with hypo
crisy from beginning to end." 

Ann Lee (SWWSG) (Day 157:96) 

The PWR "is an engineering 
undertaking of great complexity, 
massive in scale, slow to bring to 
fruition and likely to continue to 
present its relics to successive 
generations for a very long time. 
Such constructions have been 
aptly likened to dinosaurs ... 
there are other neater, simpler, 
smaller and more short-lived 
mechanisms to be brought into 
operation for the prodU<.'tion of 
electricity. The roleofthe NFFO 
in its present form seems likely 
to prolong the era of the dino
saurs ... " 
COLA Clm~ing Submission (Day 

163:23) 
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"The nuclear scientist will pre
pare the bed on which mankind 
must lie; and if mankind doesn't 
fit- well that will be just too bad 
for mankind." 

Aldous Huxley in Brave New 
World quoted by Jill Sutcliffe 

(Day 154:39) 

Seen on the "last day of the 
Inquiry": one Pickford lorry contain· 
ing the Secretariat's documentation 
and one chair- the Inspector 's high
backed armchair used throughout 
the proceedings. Was Michael Barnes 
intending to travel back to London in 
the back of the lorry? Is the chair 
returning with him in November? If 
not, what is he going to sit on? 

* * * 
Th e most unlikely transformation 

of the Inquiry Hall took place on the 
evening of Day 171 u•hen a fareu·ell 
party was throu•n to celebrate u·hat 
was thought to be the final day. All 
the tables u•ere cleared atcay. light 
shou•s projected on the tmlls. and the 
podium u·here the Inspector sat Leas 
filled 1cith the paraphernalia of a 
discoth eque. 
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Marathon Inquiry participant 
Brian Rome revealed (Day 155) why 
he had had no time (or any other 
activity in the past 12 months. His 
daily journey time door to door from 
his Bristol home to Cannington 
totalled six hours. He arrived home, 
no doubt exhausted, at 8. 30 pm, with 
just time for a nightcap and a quick 
read of the transcript before getting 
his beauty sleep. 

His closing submission also re· 
vealed that he is "semi-fluent" in 
English, French, Italian, German 
and Dutch, became a solicitor in 
1955, and took early retirement from 
a law lecturing post in 1988 to 
participate in the Hinkley C Inquiry. 

* * * 
The CEGB are going into the T

shirt business. A special souvenir 
Inquiry shirt will feature a snappy 
slogan and a picture of a rubber plant 
-a subtle reference to a sad specimen 
that gradually withered in the hall 
during the first few months of hear· 
ings. On the back - "World Tour" 
style - is a list of the venues visited 
ouer the past year. 

* * * 
Lawyer Christopher Prout. who 

presented part of the Health and 
Safety Executive'sclosingstatement 
(dealing u·ith European tau·). ap
parently leads a double life. Apart 
from being a practising barrister 
(incidentally in the same legal 
chambers as Michael BarnesJ. he is 
also leader of the Con se rea ticegroup 
in the European Parliament. 

Nuclea.r Pollution 
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Pro-nuclear objector Kitty Little 
came up with more "evidence" in her 
closing sub.mission (Day 155) of the 
"myths" spread by the anti-nuclear 
movement. This time she produced 
two examples of "beryllium and 
uranium ore" to emphasise her claim 
that plutonium could be produced 
"naturally". I would imagine I have 
made several hundred atoms of 
plutonium while I have been reading 
this submission," she announced. 

* * * 
Another piece of potted history. On 

Day 134 it was explained that the 
Public Inquiry into Hinkley A power 
station opened in Bridgwater Town 
Hall on May 14, 1957, and lasted two 
days. The Inspector was Mr. H. W. 
Grimmett, the Chief Engineering 
Inspector at the Ministry of Power. 

Throwawoy PlonC"I 
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News From 
Stop H inkley Centre 

The last three-and-a-halfweeks since 
the Inquiry re-opened after the sum
mer break have been fairly intense 
and busy, with the remaining closing 
statements being heard.These have 
been from a long list of objectors and 
of course the lengthy, but no less 
gripping, CEBG/National Power 
summing up. 

"Hinkley C", the white elephant, 
was tracked down to his retirement 
home in Bristol, looking slightly 
battered, and transported to Can
nington by horsebox, for his ritual 
burial on Tuesday, September 26. As 
this was due to coincide with the end 
of the Inquiry, was he perhaps being 
buried alive ... ? Sorry, Hinkley! 

The CEGB/National Power were 
not put off by the extension either, 

and went ahead with their end of 
Inquiry party. What a pleasant 
contrast to see Clifford Hall being 
used for less serious proceedings, 
with all participants in good spirits
and good spirits in most participants! 
A large disco unit with flashing 
lights took the place of Michael 
Barnes on the podium. Maybe this 
could set the theme for the resump
tion of proceedings on November 7? 

The Stop Hinkley Centre will not 
be open every day during the five
and-a-half-week break, but any mes
sages can be left on the answerphone 
and will be dealt with ASAP. 

Finally,goodluck toStuartPurves 
who has left us now to go back to 
university. Thanks for all your help. 

JoBalcombe 

Facilities for Objectors 
Library 
The public office will close while the 
Inquiry is adjourned. It will re-open 
on November 7 when the hearings 
resume. 

During the adjournment partici
pants can contact the Inquiry in 
writing or by telephone at the Secre
tariat in Cannington. 

Anyonewishingtoconsultinquiry 
documents during the adjournment 
can do so at Bridgwater Public 
Library at the Cardiff Central Li
brary. Both these hold complete 
collections of Inquiry documents. 

Creche 
Unfortunately the creche will NOT 
be made available when the Inquiry 
resumes in November. 

Transport 
The free bus service to and from 
Cannington will be available as 
usual. 

Inspector's local visits 
On Monday October 9 the Inspector 
is spending a day visiting a number 
of locations which have been men
tioned during the Inquiry. Parti
cipants are welcome to accompany 
him. The visits start at 11 am in the 
railway sidings, off Rosebury Av
enue in Bridgwater. 

STOP HINKLEY CENTRE, 
CANNING TON COURT, CHURCH 

STREET, 
CANNINGTON, BRIDGWATER, 

SOMERSET TA5 2HA 
Tel: Bridgwater 652408Fax: 652459 

The Hinkley P oint C Public 
Inquiry Secretariat, Canning
ton Court, Church Street, 
Cannington, Bridgwater, 
Somerset TA5 2HA. Tele
phone: 0278 444005. 

The Hinkley Inquirer is publiShed fortnightly through the inqUiry by Stop Hin.kley Expansion, Stop Hinkley Centre, 
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