BANNG UP TO DATE

March, 2011

An occasional newsletter for supporters of the
Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group (BANNG)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------IMPORTANT DATE FOR YOUR DIARY!

BANNG Annual Public Meeting
Wednesday, 23 March, 2011 at 7.30 p.m. in St. Peter and St. Paul (Parish) Church Hall,
High Street, West Mersea. Refreshments from 7 p.m.
Dr. Ian Fairlie, former Secretary to the UK Government’s Committee Examining
Radiation Risks of Internal Emitters (CERRIE),
will talk on the subject of

‘Cancers Near Nuclear Facilities’
With an Introduction by Andy Blowers on ‘Ways Forward for BANNG’
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------In this issue….
1. BANNG’s Petition Goes to Town (p.2) - After eighteen months hard work collecting nearly
10,000 signatures, BANNG’s petition was handed over on 1 February to Charles Hendry, MP,
Minister for Energy at the offices of the Department of Energy and Climate Change in Whitehall.
2. Head of New Nuclear Speaks in Mersea (p.4) – Report on the Public Meeting called by
BANNG on 1 December, 2010 at which Hergen Haye, Head of the Government’s New Nuclear
programme, faced a packed audience overwhelmingly hostile to the proposals.
3. BANNG calls Government policy ‘unacceptable and unethical’ (p.5) – In a
detailed response to the Government’s re-consultation on its National Policy
Statements on Nuclear Energy, BANNG underlines why new nuclear at Bradwell
would be wrong.
4. Future Action for BANNG (p.7) – BANNG has achieved much over the past three
years. As attention turns more towards specific sites for new nuclear stations we face
new challenges and opportunities. Any Blowers considers the future options for
BANNG.
Plus – Latest news on meetings, events and consultations (p.8)
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1. BANNG’s Petition Goes to Town
On Tuesday, 1 February BANNG’s Petition carrying nearly 10,000 signatures from
around the Blackwater and other parts of Essex was taken to London. A group of
eleven BANNG members, carrying their banner ‘No to Bradwell’ took the Petition to
Whitehall, to the offices of the Department of Energy and Cimate Change. There they
were met by Charles Hendry, the Minister for Energy. The Petition was handed over
by Norma Creighton, one of a small group of volunteers who had been collecting
signatures for the past eighteen months.

Just to remind you, the Petition reads:
We, the undersigned, wish to express our strong opposition to the construction
of a new nuclear power station at Bradwell and the storage of highly
radioactive waste on site.
We, therefore, demand that the Government reject this proposal.
Further, we demand that the site of the former Bradwell power station be
returned to greenfield status within 25 years of closure as proposed by the
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority.
The handing over was filmed by TV crews from Anglia and the BBC and Varrie
Blowers (Secretary of BANNG), Barry Turner (Vice-Chair) and Andy Blowers
(Chair) were each interviewed, as well as the Minister, for bulletins that went out that
day. The deputation also included Charles Clark, Shirley Swann, Lesley Mullins,
Lynn Hartley, Paula Whitney, Coral and Ian Newton - the team that had undertaken
the bulk of the petitioning. They were able put their arguments to the Minister who
said he was listening to views put to him.
Private Meeting with Minister
Afterwards Andy, Barry and Norma were invited to a private meeting lasting half an
hour in the Minister’s office. Mr. Hendry was interested in the Petition, how the
signatures had been collected and where from. He was told it had been eighteen
months of hard work by a small group of volunteers going out and meeting people
face-to-face. Most of the signatures had come from the Blackwater area. Mersea
Island had been intensively canvassed – door-to-door, on the beach, inside and
outside shops. Petitioners had also been out in force in Maldon at the Christmas Fairs
and Summer Carnival, in Colchester, with several fruitful sessions at Trinity Corner,
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and in villages and towns around the estuary including Southminster, Tollesbury and
Brightlingsea. In most areas the response was overwhelmingly against the proposals
for new nuclear power stations. Even in Bradwell itself, where the Petition was taken
door-to-door, about half of those asked signed. There were also signatures from other
parts of Essex and beyond from people who had an interest in the area and the
damage that a new nuclear complex could do.
At the meeting with the Minister, Andy Blowers stated: ‘We believe this is the only
attempt made so far anywhere to try to gauge the feelings of local communities on an
extensive scale – and we think the sheer weight of opposition to the proposals is
extraordinary, quite enough in itself to persuade the Government to rethink its
position’.
The Minister argued that public opinion was not the only factor to be taken into
account. ‘Why not?’ Norma Creighton asked. The Minister replied that public
opinion had been a factor in delisting two Cumbrian sites but, in the case of
Dungeness, the impact on a precious environment was a more important consideration
than public support for a nuclear power station. Barry Turner suggested that the
environmental factors at Bradwell might be considered just as significant.
The three BANNG members complained that the public was not being properly
informed about the proposals. The fact that dangerous highly radioactive wastes
would be stored on the Bradwell site until the end of the next century and possibly
indefinitely was scarcely understood, even by those who should know such as local
politicians. There was also the fact that the Government had only consulted on the
basis of one new mega reactor – in fact, it was quite possible that a developer might
want to put two or even three on the site. This would have a major impact, totally
transforming the Blackwater from a tranquil estuary into a hazardous, industrial
complex. There was barely enough water in the shallow estuary for cooling one
reactor, and even then the oyster and fishing industries would be threatened. With
two or more reactors massive cooling towers would be needed, visible for miles
around. The local communities had not been consulted on this prospect at all. ‘People
simply have no idea what is going to hit them and future generations and not much
effort is being made to tell them’, Andy Blowers told the Minister.
Norma Creighton reflected on her experience as a resident in the area for over fifty
years. She was there when the former Magnox station was built and, even in those
heady days of nuclear optimism, she had asked at a meeting what would be done
about the nuclear waste. ‘They didn’t know then and they don’t know now’, said
Norma.
At the conclusion of the meeting, the Minister was handed a bound copy of all nine,
detailed responses to Government consultations that had been produced by BANNG
over the last two years. ‘These contain all the arguments why Bradwell is a totally
inappropriate site for a new nuclear power station and why it should be taken off the
list’, Andy Blowers told him. The Minister listened to all the points made and said
they would be carefully considered. He was urged to make sure that all the arguments
presented would be fully reflected in the final decision whether or not to list Bradwell.
The Minister conceded that Bradwell was not at the present time one of the sites for
earliest consideration.
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We think the BANNG petition represents a fantastic achievement and indicates the
breadth and depth of public opposition to the proposals. We’d like to thank all those
who signed for their support. Above all, thanks to those who took the time in all
seasons to get out and about informing the public and gathering such a massive
number of signatures.
2. BANNG Goes Head to Head with DECC at Public Meeting
It seems a while ago now but the public meeting called by BANNG on 1 December
was a triumph worth recalling. The meeting was organised by BANNG to debate the
Government’s re-consultation on its plans for nuclear energy, as set out in its National
Policy Statements for Energy (NPSs). On a freezing cold, wintry night around 80
people turned out in the MICA Centre, West Mersea to participate. The meeting was
well reported in the local press and a full transcript is available from the DECC
website or can be obtained from Varrie Blowers (varrieblowers@yahoo.com).
In the opening session Hergen Haye, the Government’s Head of New Nuclear
Development, gave the official position and was opposed by Professor Andy Blowers,
Chair BANNG.
Hergen Haye explained that he had come to listen. On the issue of nuclear energy the
Government had made up its mind, nuclear was needed as part of the mix to ensure a
low carbon future and ensure the lights stay on. Bradwell was one of eight possible
sites and the previous consultations had revealed the main problems with the site. Mr.
Haye claimed that the time nuclear waste might remain on site had been revised down
from 160 to 100 years before it would be moved to a repository. Although the site was
in an area of high flood risk the government believed it could potentially be protected.
In his opening statement Andy Blowers argued that whether wastes should be stored
for an indefinite period on such a site when there was no repository yet proven or a
site found was essentially a moral issue. Government had no idea of what might
happen to the site in the next century, whether it would be viable and consequently
claims that mitigation would be possible were a confidence trick. No one could say
how many reactors there could be but even one, let alone two or three, would totally
transform the estuary into an industrial complex. He also pointed out it was grossly
irresponsible to ignore the issue of evacuating the local population in the event of an
emergency.
There were many lively and thoughtful contributions from the floor. People were
concerned that the whole process was a con trick designed to legitimate a foregone
conclusion. It was very difficult to wade through the masses of documentation to
make representations. There was great anxiety about the lack of convincing proposals
for dealing with the dangerous wastes on site for such a long time. Many contributors
focused on the impacts on the estuary and the problem of cooling towers. Oystermen
were concerned about the potential loss of their livelihood. Councillor Henry Spyvee
spelled out the objections of Colchester Borough Council to the proposals and
representatives of Mersea Town Council indicated their concerns.
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It was clear the meeting was overwhelmingly hostile to the proposals but there was
also the feeling that public views would count for little against the combined power of
the Government and the nuclear industry determined to push through nuclear power
on a few sites like Bradwell. BANNG had organised a Petition with thousands of
signatures indicating widespread opposition right around the estuary and beyond.
‘This is the only attempt anywhere to try to find out what people really think. I m
angry that it has been left to BANNG to do this’, said Varrie Blowers at the end of a
lively and well-informed meeting.
Barry Turner, Vice-Chair of BANNG, who chaired the meeting, felt that Hergen Haye
and colleagues had not been able to answer the questions and concerns that had been
expressed. Nevertheless, he urged everyone to respond to the re-consultation.
Throughout the meeting the backdrop to the stage displayed a constantly changing
image showing the estuary as it is today followed by what it could be like with one,
tow or even three reactors and the colossal cooling towers that would be needed. This
image contrasted sharply with the soothing words of DECC’s representatives and
made the silent but telling point of just how damaging new nuclear at Bradwell would
be.
A full transcript of the meeting will be available on our website when it is up and
running. It can currently be accessed on the DECC website at
https://www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk/docs/WestMerseatranscriptFINAL_B
radwell_.pdf
3. National Policy Statement for Nuclear Energy is Unacceptable and Unethical
In its response to the Coalition Government’s National Policy Statements (NPSs) on
Nuclear Energy, BANNG describes policies for new nuclear power stations as ‘totally
unacceptable and irresponsible’. In particular, the possibility of three mega power
stations at the Bradwell site would transform the Blackwater estuary into a massive
and dangerous, industrial complex. ‘Over time the tranquil and beautiful Blackwater
estuary would have less in common with the Stour and Constable Country to the north
and resemble, more and more, the industrialised Thames estuary to the south’, says
Andy Blowers, Chair of BANNG.
BANNG’s 12,000 word document on the revised NPSs has been handed over together
with our 10,000 signature Petition to Charles Hendry MP, the Minister for Energy
(see item 1). This is the latest in a long line of nine responses covering all aspects of
policy being promoted by Government. Just a year ago BANNG responded to the first
round of consultation and this latest response reaffirms and reinforces its previous
criticisms.
Once again BANNG regards the consultation process as far too hasty, burdensome
and biased, designed to secure endorsement of a policy already decided. As before,
there was a vast amount of documentation to wade through, around 600 pages of
heavy-laden, repetitive and sometimes turgid prose. There has been little attempt at
real engagement and the only public meeting on the issue concerning the Bradwell
site had been held at BANNG’s expense (see previous item) – otherwise the
consultation might have passed unnoticed.
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A major criticism of the revised NPSs is the lack of any coherent strategy for new
nuclear. Although eight sites, including Bradwell, have been listed as the only ones
potentially suitable, there is no indication of how many reactors, on which sites and in
what order they could be developed. This has left communities under a deplorable
cloud of uncertainty. In the case of Bradwell it was becoming increasingly clear the
Government was looking at more than one reactor, possibly two or three which would
result in cooling towers as high as London’s Gherkin Building inevitable –
dominating the view in all directions for miles around.
In its response, BANNG sets out a list of reasons why Bradwell is unacceptable. One
problem is the very substantial population put at risk, around a third of a million
within 25km. Mersea Island, with 8,000 and doubling in summer, is only 2.5km away
and impossible to evacuate quickly across the Strood causeway, flooded at some high
tides. Absolutely no direction or detailed guidance is offered by the Government on
emergency planning, relying on the media to alert people who will be expected to
behave in a disciplined, orderly way rather than in blind panic, bewilderment and
misunderstanding. BANNG believes a more credible approach would be to inform
people about the situations in which there is little or no chance of survival. This is not
intended to alarm the population but to recognise the common public perception of
the low probability but high consequence of a major nuclear emergency.
Another issue is the indefinite storage of highly radioactive wastes on a low-lying site
vulnerable to inundation within a relatively short time. Although the Government
recognises the potentially catastrophic impact of sea level rise if current trends in
global warming continue, it prefers to stick to the reassuring notion that it will be all
right on the night. Beyond 2100 all bets are off and there is no knowing what
conditions on the site might be like or even whether there will be organisations able to
cope with them. Despite the Government’s claims, there is no effective policy for
managing these wastes on sites such as Bradwell into the far future. BANNG’s
statement on radioactive waste concludes: ‘It is morally outrageous and irresponsible
to consider leaving spent fuel and other highly dangerous radioactive wastes on a site
such as Bradwell’.
BANNG regards the impacts on habitats and the marine ecology of the estuary to be
so damaging and irreversible that efforts at mitigation would have no more than
marginal and diminishing effect. Taking cooling water from an over-abstracted
estuary would increase temperatures and could have a deleterious effect on the
heritage Colchester oyster industry as well as affecting fish stocks. With more than
one reactor, cooling towers would be necessary raising new issues about visual
intrusion and widespread amenity damage.
BANNG’s statement also points out the potentially negative impacts on the local
economy and property prices that a major nuclear complex might cause. It also
investigates the health impacts pointing out the need to revisit abandoned research on
cancer clusters in the Blackwater estuary and to follow up the German study on the
association of childhood leukaemia with proximity to nuclear power stations. Until
this is done ‘no new nuclear power stations should be approved’.
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Alongside BANNG’s response are many individual responses sent in by BANNG
supporters and others. Together they make up a comprehensive and convincing case
against any further consideration of the Bradwell site. It must be said that the political
response from MPs and Councils has been underwhelming, with the honourable
exceptions of West Mersea Town Council and Colchester Borough, which has
continued its opposition especially concerning the impact on the Blackwater estuary.
On the whole, the detailed, informed and principled opposition has largely been
provided by BANNG and its supporters. We are grateful for the tremendous effort put
in by a few committed people concerned about our future heritage and well-being. In
our view it is high time that others started to pull their weight in a concerted
community effort to see off any further attempts to impose new nuclear on the
Blackwater.
4. Where have we got to? – Where are we going? Some reflections by Andy Blowers
Since its formation three years ago, BANNG has been busy in a variety of ways.
Among these have been: responding to consultations; petitioning; mounting high
profile protests; building up support; gaining publicity and recognition; informing the
public and the media; lobbying Councils and decision makers; engaging with
Government and regulators. I think it fair to say we’ve achieved a great deal and with
relatively small resources of people and money. We can definitely say we have a high
profile and are recognised by Government as a serious and influential communitybased organisation.
But, is it all sound and fury, signifying nothing? I don’t think so. I believe BANNG is
now a factor in the debate about Bradwell and that we can build on the platform we
have already built.
Consider the situation. Three years ago we were confronted by what seemed then an
imminent project with an inevitable conclusion. There was an expectation that
Bradwell would be developed in the first wave of new stations. True, Bradwell could
not be developed until EDF had the go-ahead at Sizewell and then only if another
developer bought the site. But, this seemed quite straightforward at the time. All the
early indications suggested there were no overwhelming obstacles. In short, Bradwell
looked a bit of a shoo-in.
Look where we are now. Well, there are many signs that the nuclear project is not
going forward as was hoped. There are concerns about costs, about the need for
long-term subsidies and the cost and time overruns of projects in France and Finland
in particular. Although the Government has been pressing hard, the necessary
processes of Justification, new planning system, the generic design appraisal, etc. all
take time.
Nevertheless, EDF is on the verge of applying for the first of its suite of stations,
Hinkley Point, and is still gung-ho about the prospects there and at Sizewell. Rather
more slowly other developers are stirring themselves with Wylfa (North Wales),
Oldbury (Gloucestershire) and Sellafield (Cumbria) firmly in their sights.
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Where does all this leave Bradwell? No developer has yet come forward to buy the
land, suggesting the industry does not regard Bradwell as a good investment prospect.
Only very preliminary work has been done on environmental appraisal. And the
Government (Hergen Haye, Head of New Nuclear Development, and Charles Hendry,
the Minister responsible) now concede that Bradwell is no longer a target for early
development.
Why should this be? Obviously much depends on investment appraisals at the various
sites. While BANNG cannot claim all the credit for the apparent slippage of Bradwell
down the list, our activity must clearly have had an impact. In particular, we have
exposed the serious problems which will have to be overcome (if they ever could be).
We have emphasized three things in particular. The site is very low-lying and very
vulnerable to climate change impact; no place to store highly radioactive wastes into
the far future. There are no realistic plans to deal with the large nearby population in
the event of an emergency. And, the shallow estuary simply will not be able to cope
with the massive impact (in terms of cooling water needs and habitat damage) of one
or more megastations.
Another factor must be the overwhelming public opposition to a new Bradwell
revealed by our petition. Nowhere else has such clear and extensive evidence as we
have painstakingly gathered. Indeed, at some sites there is evidence of public and
political support, notably at Sellafield and Wylfa. Bradwell is clearly not a good
political option.
We’ve got the message across but we’re mot holding our breath. We believe
Bradwell will continue on the list. If, as time passes, the programme slows still further
Bradwell may become a distant prospect. On the other hand, the momentum for
nuclear might build again once the first station is under way and Bradwell could come
fully into view. Either way we must be vigilant.
So far, so good and better than we had hoped in 2008. BANNG has undoubtedly
made a difference and we stand ready to pursue our opposition in the months to come.
We thank you for your support over the past three years and we hope you will
continue to support the cause in whatever way you can as we move forward.
LATEST NEWS
Next Action - BANNG is planning a further action for Easter Bank Holiday Monday,
25 April. It coincides almost to the day with the twenty-fifth anniversary of
Chernobyl – the catastrophe that brought nuclear energy to a standstill. BANNG is
campaigning to prevent anything like that happening ever again. Details of the action
will be sent out as soon as they are ready. Please join in if you can.
Latest Consultation Response – BANNG has submitted its tenth response to
Government consultations. This time the subject is the revised Funded
Decommissioning Programme and pricing methodology for disposal of higher activity
waste – and that’s the short version of the title! Sounds terribly dull but it’s important
to tell the Government their plans are unfeasible, unrealistic and unbelievable.
(Copies will shortly be distributed.)
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BANNG Website – After a long time offline, BANNG will soon have a brand new,
custom-built website. It will have a large capacity and will provide details of all our
actions, consultations and other activities as well as links to other organisations,
publications and topical issues. Look out for the website at www.banng.co.uk
Your Support
Thanks to those of you who have already renewed your subscriptions. Can those who
have not already done so, please renew their subscriptions – please see the form
below? Your donations help us to organise action, issue Newsletters, run meetings,
etc.
Many thanks.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Support/Renewed Support Form
I should like to renew my support for the Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group
(BANNG) and attach a donation of £ . (Suggested donation £5.)
Name………………………………………*Email……………………………………
Address………………………………………………………………………………….
…………………………………………………………Tel. No………………………
*Please supply your e-mail address as it makes it easier (and cheaper) to keep in touch
with you.
(Please return this form to: Varrie Blowers, Secretary of BANNG, 8 Shears Court,
West Mersea, CO5 8DB)
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Published by the Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group (BANNG), 8 Shears Court, West Mersea, CO5 8DB
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