WEST CUMBRIA & NORTH LAKES FRIENDS OF THE EARTH

SUBMISSION TO 

NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL INFRASTRUCTURE, IMPLEMENTING GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL CONSULTATION April 2018 

1. Rationale for a GDF
There are two major difficulties with the way this NPS conceptualises 'need': the need for a GDF and the 'urgent need' for increased energy capacity to be delivered by new nuclear power stations.

'Need' for a GDF
The justification for a GDF derives from the recommendation of the Committee of Radioactive Waste Management in favour of geological disposal. However CORWM's position was more nuanced than this, pointing out that this appeared to be the best option given the levels of knowledge at the time [1]. No operational facility yet exists, and more recently the long-standing process in Sweden is now in question due to evidence put before the Swedish Environmental Court that the copper canisters intended for emplacement would leak. 

The ethical arguments for deep disposal are strong, but if there is no technical solution then the need cannot be supported. It remains theoretical. On the other hand there are alternatives, in particular near-surface storage as takes place in Scotland. Any Planning Statement must give due regard to alternatives, and here such regard is only cursory.

'Urgent need' for increased electricity generation
The Consultation document cites an urgent need for new nuclear power stations on the grounds (a) of increasing need for energy and (b) the argument that nuclear power is carbon-neutral and therefore positive with regard to climate change. 
By 2012 it was already apparent that the increase in demand envisaged by National Policy Statement EN-1 needed to be revised downwards. The Director of Energy Strategy at DECC, Ravi Gurumurthy stated in March 2012 that government needed only to plan for an increase in demand by 2050 of ‘between a third and two-thirds, as transport and heating shift onto the electricity grid’ [2]. This is a significant reduction. 
The projection of doubling of need for electricity by DECC was based on pathways defined by the Department’s scenario planning calculator, using a time-frame of 2010 – 2050. The pathways showed nuclear as an appropriate option. Using the same calculator but with more up-to-date information, the Together Against Sizewell C (TASC) campaign has demonstrated that all of the government’s energy policy objectives can be achieved via non-nuclear pathways [3]. 

To realise the goal of delivering our energy needs while reducing carbon emissions, it is possible to rely entirely on renewables. New nuclear is therefore not necessary to deliver energy capacity. 

A further reason concerns the cost of nuclear which now outstrips renewables. The price agreed between government and EDF / CGN for electricity generated from Hinkley Point C is £92.50 per MWh. Moreover, according to the National Audit Office, the expected cost of top-up payments under the contract for difference have risen from £6 billion to £30 billion [4].

On the other hand the cost of renewables has not only fallen, but far more quickly than previously forecast by the Committee on Climate Change in its 2011 Renewable Energy Review [5]. Offshore wind contracts have been signed by Dong Energy and Engie at £57.50 per MWh for delivery in 2022/23. Onshore wind projects are currently attracting an even lower price in Germany of less than half that for Hinkley, and this technology is considered by Bloomberg New Energy Finance as the cheapest means of electricity production in the UK [6].
Solar energy too is falling in price. The Head of Carbon Budgets at the CCC stated that renewables are either already offering the lowest costs for electricity generation, or would do so in the near future, and that this applies to the lifetime of all generating options [5]. 
On the other hand there is no sign of the current range of nuclear projects competing with these prices.

The case for new nuclear cannot therefore be taken as read.

2. Impacts of a GDF
With regard to the impacts of geological disposal, the draft NPS is deficient in respect of: the socio-economic impacts, and the resulting need for nuclear waste to be stored, packaged and transported en route to the facility and the considerable quantities of spoil that would arise. 

Socio-economic impacts
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Partnership commissioned a Brand Protection Report [7] which showed clearly the negative effects of siting a repository in Cumbria to its brand image. The Partnership's Final Report states: 'We acknowledge that there are potential risks to some parts of the economy in the county if the process moves forward, in particular the visitor, land-based and food and drinks sectors' p 161 [8]. The impacts on the local economy, due to negative public perceptions about nuclear waste, will be significant. Businesses, customers, and the views of people intending to visit, live, work and study in an area designated for a GDF will be affected. 

The impact of an influx of construction workers, with concomitant effects on housing, infrastructure & public services needs to be assessed, as does the longer term effect of potential unemployment and associated decline once the construction phase is over.

Storage, packaging and transport of waste 
The treatment of these issue is cursory. But, for example there are likely to be security issues, potential for accident, risk of leaks and discharges from spent fuel waiting for emplacement. These issues relate to the location of origin and transport as well as the destination.

Spoil
The amount of spoil that would arise from a GDF is very considerable, it is surprising to find only a cursory reference to this as it would be as significant as the construction itself. This was an issue also neglected in when the Managing Radioactive Waste Process began. But, as an external contributor to the process, David Smythe pointed out:  
'The problem of what to do with the spoil, either permanently, or for re-use up to a century later, comprises one of the largest such projects ever undertaken in the UK.' [9]. 
Conclusion
This proposal is premature. The need on which it is based has not sufficiently considered the actual alternatives that exist. It is also disappointing that it fails to draw on some important lessons from the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Partnership's work, which was supported by considerable investment from the then DECC. It would be a positive step to see the next iteration making better use of that experience.
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