WP2

Uni ted Kingdom
Short Country Report

AUTHOR

Dr Stuart Butl er &
BENEFI Cl ARY

Science Museum -

HENES egratsuces

This project has received funding from the Euratom Research and
Training Programme 2014-2018 under grant agreement No. 662268.




HEENES sevmisos

PARTNERS

PROJECT COORDINATOR

Universitat
upf Pompeu Fabra
Barcelona

PROJECT PARTNERS

urnB

&University OGO Uc’l%

University of Central Lancashire

of Antwerp deBarcelona

DeutschesMuseumE’ DIALOGIK

United Kingdom Short Country Report=

f\\.ﬁ?-’*«'_
A . -3 :

al Centro de i ®
Energéticas, Medioambientales
¥ Tecnologias S
‘
<,
“»
£
-
=

Switt_5 @ 2
ol TUfem 2 e’ GRE

Europos humanitarinis

m
University of Technology  Friedrich-Schiller-Universititjena 227 C¥

SCis
u P m C %ﬁ" I’II‘llliversity HEE g
1t SORBONNE UNNERSITES Sheffield. EUM ..ot s




H@N ESt xtr;y‘v:'fdiistglg United Kingdom Short Country Repoft=

CONTENTS

EX @ C UL I V& (oSl lMA LY ittt ettt e e st e e e st et e e abb e e e e anneeee e 3
1. Historical cont.ex.t. . .(.narnb.at. d.Me) ... 7
1.1. Introduction to the hiSTOrCAl CONTEXE .........iiiiiiiii i 7
1.2. CONEXTUAL NAITALIVE ...ttt e et e e e et re e e e 9
1.3. Presentation Of MaIN GCTOIS.........ocuuiiiiiii e 19
2 . S N 0 W L .S ittt 22
B BV B il S et 26
3.1. Critical view to the selection process 0f the EVENTS ..........coiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 26
3.2. Communication of the first nuclear weapons test 1952 .........coviiiiiiiiiie e 29
3.3. First nuclear power Station OPENS 1956 .........iii it e e eneee e 33
3.4. WINASCAIE FIFE L1957 ...ttt ettt ettt as 35
3.5. SGHWR chosen as AGR replaCement 1974 .......ccuiii it 39
3.6. Royal Commission on Environmental POIULION 1976 ...........cooviiiiiiiiiieiiiic e 44
3.7. Sizewell B public INQUINY 1982-5.......uii ittt 48
3.8. Government repositioning on New build NPPS 2006 ...........ccceoiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiee e 51
4. Fact s an . g . S e 56
4.1. DALA SUMIMAIY ..ottt e e e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eees 56
4.2. Key dates and abbreViations ............ooiiiiiiii e 56
4.3. Map Of NUCIEAr POWET PIANTS ....coiiiiiiiiiii e 59
4.4, List of reactors and technical, chronological details ..............cc.eeiiiiiiiiiiii 60
4.5. Data on public opinion and periodization of nuclear developments..........cccccoviiiieiiieiinniiiinnnn. 66
4.6. Electricity production, consumption, nuclear power share and demand forecast ...................... 67
4.7. Other related information about nuclear Power IN UK ... 68
L = T R = o T o= SRRSO 69




H@N ESt mimmﬁta; United Kingdom Short Country Repqr

Executive summary

This report belondshbotacoahtegtreponfs2on the Hist
and Society (HONESt, project Refl.ex6 2s206c8i)o.t elchhen irceglo rst

around nuclear energy. Nucl ear development s, not abl
with social, economi c, environmental, political anoc
globalized system itmvamlsvierg torfarksnmanlieadmael, materi al s
and products including electrical power, medical el
hazards, materials, capacities and knowledge that mu
i s aplcexm social and technological phenomenon that i

by societies.

The short country reports are designed to assembl e
history of the relations betwedn nucel edarf feemreerngy caruch

in an accessible manner, and to document the findin:;¢
The purpose of the country reports is threefold, ad:

1. to provide basic elements of inatrtoritcal @measlearnah
HoNESt researchers

2. to provide information, context and&baswkgradund
science researchers

3.to provide accessibl-®oc¢indtoalman éloat omn s uich etalme va
the pumposweasreach and communication with stakeh

associations, policy makers, journalists).

This report fhoscuvey o tthe rel ations betwéden nucl e
United Kilhbkijkgmnni ng with theGopenshgsomméhaeivavibe & d
power stat.Exmeinsi Y¥@568evel opment aofuimkddydar tpwowermra jfoa

reactor c oprrsotgrruagntnmaoend t he devel opment of fuel cycl

1 The term Great Britain refers to the nations of England, Wales and Scotland, whereas the term United Kingdom refers

to the combination of Northern Ireland with Great Britain and is the name of the state.
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rerocessing. As @& reeasrulyt eonft rtyhe nBi ttiheh ndicd ewmgsifanr
nucl ear power were condfurcatneed forno na dd isfcfuesrseinotn st iinme mo s
Eur opeci dents abroad have had lafttdwclienpracanemgy hien d
and the deployment of wunique reactor types, a trust
factors have combined to make nuclear. Theemayna r el
fimdi mmhighlight trheemcitnephoaitcaen cien osfhaping the relati on:

and nuclear energy.

The UK experience of nucl ear power &halsarbgeeelny cthaacriat
acceptance of extensive dewdl apsmemwaveall emecli edebaher
over the adoption andndcdaepethdebhikrae .deEUmralriekeentt he r est
Western Europe, there has been littleehatliidadie prot

representyatedpor idfics at a nathwmdalpollévelcalwhephesen:

Parl i ament or through | arge scale membership of gree
nucl ear power has been uncontroversial, instead, de
taken place i nserceliatnisveolfy ssomcailelt y and have been foclt

concern such as the economi csypectifngclbeasegenerachon,

ThearBryiti sh deciiginomntdo-devkétdpri gaetpelmsl ¢ mta me d

ndaure of abebatescl ear powaers.idi Tdiiesrte mtctaper ating an
characteri-cdolcsd omvem@atsoms | uenti al dgbanhéesrpbettedr eact
saf,etbyechespatti cul ar anxiehlesampbasgd pDyoupsesnoahi a
of the Earth focused oRfr @ dheursiaded yVWaisprehc®@ysd oti ott h(e
apply i n thecolkl weiftiiom ztehveel I[EvBEni rwhe®9 5.ubl i c concer

hei ghtened by raebancdt otrhiasc cwadse netfsf ecti vely | imited by
(at the time) posesespeckhiifkcvell Todmeroettal ., 1990a,
Chi ef I nspector of Nudlsaar e&istr @lalcd toiren shav20 lulsjual I

regarded t & uegxhpfeen s i v e -maanmdy e ene  tt rathes béam shéety

overriding concern.

2 The slight differences between the BWR damaged at Fukushima, and the PWR at Sizewell were explicitly highlighted
by UK authorities.
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Public opinion in the UK has wuswually hovered aroun
opposed to nuclear power . Unli ke in other nations
euphori a, disillusionmemntpi andnr épecbbdy Iin pobhiri.e

plants werdcovwnuidar,l wy,unand a referendum has placed a
new ones) UK public opinion as measu(edei Ri.gpof e&s2ha
The Thr esel aMidCle e n n oFbuykl u satmicdna dceind sh anpect s, weurte t hese
relativelyedho6t mont hditdo natt y ¢ ®@®mayt minmlg more than a
bet ween those in favour and t hose |oopcpacksiseyde c tTelde c o
regul ator s, an industry which prdsdendwernaltddnal mg| dr
technalndgw,e r eactgore attyeprewd darlocdeeont r over soaér debat es
military deployment oObboutt!| wenpoeshapbdolli &ar anaiment )
have combined to makel atttcVvehy danoepoigey rionk etole el K
19708 the earbyl 2000sf demand in the electr-icity sup
abundance of generatilng tdaep adedintpyn drsessuurlet etdo ibnui | d st e

kind.

Given the |l ack of | aabgoeuts cradcel epaurblencerpgryotielstt he UK,
di scussion have been | imited. Apart from applying pr
wrtiing to MPs), the only venue f omalpiemgomradce sy owasen
gi ving evidence at a planning inquiry. Al t hough i
controversial since the first inguwmadiles | foermal Madghaxr

the inquiry( Thoerr MaHOR®Pxi de RewhbcksgiamgePédnimpati onal
attention and was the first inquiry toSiigwiofliveamtalty o

this enquiry rel dtadreactlioe dHuti o§ moplant to recycl

from reactorsTheel wgal dsbovernature of planning inqu
public participation and involvement (eveon)i,n the =c
and has | imited the Wwolpike nmnundleeandi pocwesi 8hati ons,

wastehbhwsbeen national IWhidont rpauvbdrisci gplr.essure has ne
nucl ear power plant fromrkeeiemd elduitlhte icrontshe udK iiotn lo:

facilities.

Ri sk communi catamdh, mpreadgaeperntamanpor i ssue ¥ oirnthe in

planning new nHatltlkwaprptlkidt¢tieénegdadleddmsondte |f;oleldouwead iang t
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publid¢hehat perception of ri sk was mathematically i
probabilistic risk assessmentbheicoghdecea@dadambyi etn\dualb o

safety of nuclear facildisttiaé ®, clhadimd dhegmiacpt beokeek:

ofisk perception, management and communication | ed t
by indusathryaaed acceptance that ri sk is a subjecti
phenomenon. Siagesthbemadhas gkeémcrease in the use
and public consultation about nuclear power and, in

activities of tlhiet tpguebldiicr ehrcav el nmhpaad tt hen gubddtiiaon power

have shapgedirected nucl ear waste policy
The major way in which the UK public have influence
through their actions, but through the sakeirs.which

|l magined publitetsgnkeéeditvo tttyhotfodgsabseldo pmert-te alv g d
reactors whiacihmevwls atbeevba i f morthan ptimed tvaeeal oi | gehdt

counteilMparssudy of nuclear ener gy i n ntahge nlekd haisg hweil gt

agepublics in shaping and directing nuclear energy
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1.Hi st ori ca(lnaromdteixue)

1.l ntroduction to the historical <co
On 17 October 1956, the UK became the first nation
generating plant to a national gr i dh a tTehgea sBra t i sh n
weapons programme ifihu ke 4BNaotyisewmp othhemt hat!l ear fi ssi o
generate electricity was noted bef olrne 1tohee4 émidt eed t he
Kingdddmmic Energy ANt laordietdy d(@prlaAlBE Apaibtl a lc taogoekn c y
over respomeiskialr ibtbynhufrto re ar energweapdrirdhootdearn 988)
AccordthegU¥X nucl ear energy programme had its origi
satisfyingg tchoel ghiwtaiotnda um requirements.

A major fuel crisis (ovougdacdcsbybaultadlk eefs peemasli vagn o f
oil) strengthened the cas2950s heatieag powkheidevak

| arsgceal e prdgr avmmd.btbfyed he gover nmentt haen df i UKAE AMa gtnhoax

powe
targ
dash

r stati otnkseowatll doanl Yy BMSO| chBBESYehrgaever met this
et , and si nmirl asru chceepsedsbviaot-éhtl b KSed RAGRWer s (
ed by marmwfmpdtexr i ng powaeredgBuamd Pel®d9xit8mi sm about

the -efosécti veness of nuclear energy seems to have af

t he
mi - 9
powe
and

2015

Ther
ot he
powe
acce
cont
resu

resp

AGRs c¢ ontgirmnmueadontoi nually extended c¢onisnt rtubcet i on 't
80EBuropean CommNeséohsl @989 pr iiwvatiheattied®ar
r stations (and particularly the AGRs) have pro

do so at a cost t he Dpewhalritcmewite w fa sk ncea ngpye taintdi vGCd .i

; Il psos MORI, 2009)

e has beemjloirt tslwd ngf atglae nmt nucl ear power in t
r f8auens!| A199&3ach t he UK, acceptance (or |l ack o
r has been so pronounced that s o c ifaell uscctiaenntt i st

p Btacm ceke n dtees itghneat i on vergindeomre fwawsthroataivoon dti mat
i nued dependenced®inc kK ehres thaifcflAesatre aasldxyp SokrO\0 8 Y)
| tesddk BRbwr el uct awat s caocntneopnt avniceew amoifi ¢ 2 86 tthhee publ i c

onseggest evbul leymccept a pl anned fsnountel tehairn gp otwheery s
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woul d juswe haiwtehltot lanl y wo0u% ds aciodn stshdeeyve kakd ngf act i
to otromvoid the( Wheivted ,o pln®e7ntt)

Governments of radrmaipmed i sewpploeevaee r powér n@ual t hough f r ¢
2005 btelciassmemewhat mutedtasofheecwenmé ssnodeSiisngcoeod ) .
2006o0ver nments made up of the t R2rOeled,maaj ocro ap a rttiioens b(el
Conser v atdi vieisbea al DemmO0tbptand2@l0Conservative major
(20ABbesent) have remained committed to the devel opme
in the UK, with the first of these statiwvaestsHinkle
at Fukushima in 2014nhplheamhadt hettl sreattfheewt ihtaivreg t he
events of the 20(EDEU Reéier edNRmM.2011 GoR@o mtmemdga et

remain committed to nuclear power as a strict neces

CQOQreductisen target
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1.2.Cont ext ual narrative

As the first nation to develop nuclear power on a
i ndushr YKkras beesnt udeileld. Hi stories of British nucle
distinctive fac®ofkiemgd urcohl easi nt htehedKdevel opnmenndt of nuc
apparent | y emicdtoakaomdd isgagisnt i ng i ndustrWat hdevel opgmpn
opposition to nuclear energy, and a much ,mbee contr
pubamsguoht her st aakseholaddeer suni ons anadrefpntiematmé scso migr & ¢ to
historical anal yses of British nuclear energy. The
programmegwiasgonand is critical of expensive and uni

to be less efficienn andal esgaekpo’Wigihleae itnimasi gt US

number of these judgements can be revisited. Britisl
maj or incident (the Windscale Fire of 1957 was in a
t heisri gheed | i feti mes by decades, p-t cda ied eedc trré lcii & byl eov
sixty years. Our research also shows that the views
For instance, unions were regul arltyhec awrsseulotfe dn ubcyl e

reactors has never been the object of sustained pu

di sposal has prompted debate

The British nucl ear power programmes:

The GUKFirst expeutéepae ehergy was hwi tClal dee dlpehi pow
pl ant on 17 Oct ohléeémea drPBepabe.t @Nd ¢t chaota gHiaChlapel cr oss wer e
designed for the production of plutonium (to sati s
generavead theseomstatcoammesgdhibre t echnoicoogoylanflg gas
graphit ei omadle rbeebeons e n tatbarl ity to produce plutonium, t
and their use of-eahéaped)nlaeasaenaNMafmueax reactors (name

magnesi um toaxli daeehinteh cl ad t twerer areivierh ofpleal @¢rmddd )t he fi

3 See for example: L. Arnold, Windscale, 1957 : anatomy of a nuclear accident, (New York, 1992); D. Burn, Nuclear Power
and the Energy Crisis: Politics and the atomic industry, (London, 1978); M. Gowing, with assistance of L. Arnold,
Independence and Deterrence: Britain and atomic energy, 1945-1952, (London, 1974); T. Hall, Nuclear Politics: The
History of Nuclear Power in Britain, (London, 1986); R.F. Pocock, Nuclear Power: its development in the United Kingdom,
(Old Woking, 1977); R. Williams, The Nuclear Power Decisions: British policies 1953-78, (London, 1980).
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nucl ear stations i n BtehekegdKmmilsesg iomreidn gi nwilt9n6 2 . The ¢
(through the Ministry of Fuel and Power )t werrdt ¥ he UK,
stationswhinedls9 g5u,i ckly cug¢ Gbiam&t 6o amwel Metall, 2013;
Al t hough similavelremed oirs RAvreamrcaele and two sales were
in 1958) and Japan (Tokai Mur a, i n 196sli)gnitfhhecalK w.

number of Magnox reactors.

This first programme was followed by the devel opmen:
of the second programméhede rwarcd-oablseadigalsOd 4gr aphit
moderated, but were fuelled by mut§hgthley drermpehead uure:
and were far-dywami ¢allryoef fi ci enQonphaarne dMavgintohx trheea cRW
and ot herooweatderr eact oprhsy,s ificlseel J&YGR iws t h a | ower power

correspondingly |l argerepntesoed vensebteadat bér rt ha
Againconshermpurcagmoamme was scaled back from initial p
constructoivem,nsc,osand performance issues dogged the !

reactors, umigtemeasrse BAD taking eigbBeen ¥$867s Bor oot
Taylor 2016)

Experience with the AGR delayed the selection of a t
the BritisSh ecens iGemed Heavy Water ReantdorAme®GHWR) PWR
opened up a debate concernedawidhbk shppoostodbf Bnutl s
and manufactur e, but sfad e e darnmds arvei & dysa no ni mahgei ned publ
Significaestraebneedr by the Government Chief Scientifi
P WK st eel pr ebkisnirtei avbegs | ed t he gover nment t o c |
SGHWRPocock, 2149 Howpver, by 1976, pr-apl efmmsdest gnshe
from the prototwdei 86HWMR aath Wed the government t o
instead decide upon @& rhichPidsehweill ol pinaegmst] nolf@é B&d i e ws wi t h
Patterson & Geoff Vaughan

The devel opment of the first British PWR, based on &
t hbekasi s of a fourth nuclear power programme consi sti
which would replace the ageing ®aagrneolxi asntceet ioonn sc 0 aaln (
generbhuehg(s&e. FHgwepeeirvati satciiotny osfu ptphley eilnedcutsrtiry ( a
in 1987 and carri dd®d9@)hlcebgt weamdleodmnpl exity of the

10
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Si zewel | B (whichahdsupdxpbaceedlygal eWwhalednamalc K otrh e | «
devel opment of tt lod pPIWRsned fl ee

Unt i | the early 1970s, electricity demand doubl ed e
thereafter, -itnesddiienl| Whda tmmgpiykeaclsange i n demand tr
anticipated, and t he i ndagpycytt hg wfufgdhroard ftrhem 1OWrs

1980&ngl andPr olb9 Befimsf or ecasting were not only caused
and industri al bgthhaen gveass tb uitncarlesaose i n the use of gas
the discovery and exploitByi om@omodNohowe Ben, of he asidt
was moualcédngegdi Mgeing plant | ed to fears of wndersuppl
of North Sea gas reserves took the UK from being a
2005. I n 2006, those factors coupled with an increa:
electricity generators | ed Ldadwoluar ePrtihmet Mi wndlsd &err €
®hack on the agenda®(Wi bhoar vamd e Aldestee r v2i0eOWw6 Wwi t h Adr i
However, as iTays$ pnrutcelecoadersg yp l@art b e a fietnsladevel opment he
been sl ow. Although the developmenty ods n20w0 &t aitti oha
taken a further eight years for the Tfaiyd otrl,t RiOsil6l) ey
i mportant to tradtle,ngaftodp omwdecd eisn t he UROH&ba sween 2008
particularl y r el,ataendd twoa spauabal ddc boyp icnhiaonnges of governm
austerity and a compl ex(l mptrérwaite e dwietnte r Ad/r imearr kul |
Unli ke nations such as Ger many, Sweden, Japan and
Fukushima caused a reassessment of the place of nucl

t hwas tntoe case in the UK.

Public opinion in thee nuclear power deba

Public opinion in the UK has generally been split
opi ni d@n/kdnoonw) on the togWwWhi ok, nda®7F&ar Eenepgpn Commi
1986, 1987, 1989, 1991, 2005, AA0Oh70,ughO o8;polsptdnMO

plants increased throughout the 1970sa,ctaonrds waesc anmaed e
prominently involved at public inquiries), the figu
static. A key feature of the surveys is the signific
of nuclear power. Genlkawaé¢ | lpeeamllei Kk elspotna@esadupport t he

and development ahdnialwe dmavppawearb,l e view of the econ

11
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power, and the nuclear industry; whilst female resp:
or an egudgwacaolpean Commi ssion, 1987, 1989Menl991, 20
have meene ftiokektwte t hat,otrhey ghkanfoewd seaiigee about t he nt
industry adid p@mer ¢ @eisweri sky, whlawva sc ¢ rmsniecd| e aeré shpg agrhd e r
ri sk, andhsattaw dleiyt tkihnee or not hi ng daldfdwetr etnfcee si cdwns threy .«
striking, a recent I psos MORI poll found that 29% o
i nduiwter y oowmeffdai r awmbuhst only 12% of women felt the
hathever howatmelarod ofew bBlmokmamouthi nlye nucl ear energy
whil st only 27% o(fl prseons fMAORI ,t h2e0 1sCaane .

Whil st there has been continued optimism about the
with those of other nati othesn(tRsbher ei hpar)etththelre, h&aaéh 3 n
beeasi gni ficant change | nefofpetcitmivsenm essbso udtfmbtnhtet locecssrt p o
to bWUKI ductlhemsttrat i ons woul d frdsvsail] eWwhaeé Iscaopsptdiyonft e d

experience with the Magnox afld8MGBR dteavt ivd reswe da mdicH ye
coeff fecti WEBEuoppean CommBy sd®Ohg, 1MWBWever, this situat
dr amatiincudlleygar st ations were&predbdbeicdirngi 29 %s acfopstthre &1

the pubeldhis vommMeddpgadartement of Energy and Climate Cha

2009)

Al t howghdeand s brought the issue of nuclear safety t
i mpact on surveyed public opinion. Surveys conduct e
t hat in the UK the accident at Chernobglarr eowetrer ec

l asting drEluy opewamarCommTisiss omay 198ve¢ peedudueobhoof ha
vi deo, and adverts in daihymeagwspapexsétaadvenmeceilayv
campaign condQecntterdalbyEltehcet ri city Genemédtr mg aBsamrae (C
the public thacideatChbeuhdKnba app@acsimreri net) al ., 1990

Meanwhil e, UK residents continually rated nucl ear pc
pl agEsropean CommCesatenns188dust cdhaenngiecra l pl ants are
duendustrial accifdanabk, espkbsiaen tdte in Flixborough
debated regulations on the Control of Industrial Ma j
1984Baxter, 198BRep8Bitssof29¢ &idimdusihrhess such as coal
were common and (wbhaiell y Mierproogrnne ddmd 2Ro Wed domu,yr 197 3;

12
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197R9ggul ar deat-misnimgthedaoastty, and di sasters (for e
of @d96wvhere a coll apsing spoil heap killed 116 chil
vi ewed i ndustwhiodle qafagtherad han nucl eausaenafpotry speci

concer n.

Since 1959, the nuclear industry has been regul ated
Nucl ear I nstallations Inspectorate (Nldpnp, nOMRX,nown
has retained publppit¢tecoffiadgeoeyr al nweakening of publ
institutions as a whol e .fhwEo ns afheet yl 9r7e0cso rtdo otfh eU Kp roepseer
t hat there haprorbtelencihtbikende ntgee i n UK ( Blegwémas or 8010a;
Bickerstaff et al., 200MediTdhorerponrtngd &Grtegmorgi t 011D
6 ouglregtul at ors, and suggestvetnhdatr sCltkiereens @ oarod t Ru ;s iaa
reguly@ealr of Obaepfporroevaalt t empting to grGoesrde@tOiliédr, Roarzei g
201b6pwever this does atodr smearne tilhmitv erresgaulll pcalr ust ed;
residents near $§olvleafnimeind adi ew graoan sations such as G

successful regul &t @arcd( iPmffogtthien gian daunsdt rPyi dgeon, 2003)

The i mportance of the imagined public
Anxious about pUuKdadwer rrnensepnatnss ehave al ways been infl
® magi nedbi pubhiecs ormation of policy. Concerns about

can be a source of major changes tdMaplaamanmecdcktp alli gy 2¢c
Barnett et al ., 2012; Skj RBWeslvoh dgn® 0OWyYnneavVadkkegege tt tah
i nduétmayi ned (and desiuelddi mpahhjec alwde5 0 ¢ Wahsh 18660 s .

Wynne, T2hOel 3)955 WHA tPer oPgarpaemime o f O6cNluecd relayr iPmaveirned a p
requiring secur e, abundant and cheap energy supplie
fuels other than coal or oil), and saw investment
t h( EMSO, TW&KE¢armpaoddtmagi nedoputbhé cUK nucl ear progra
durthg debate over the third genkRetaweem DI7.3duahedalorl
Further investigation of the role of the imagined |

section bel ow.

13
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Public involvement in nuclear energy deci sions:
The public planmommakmgeifrgr ipulbhiec ({ Roeaghemeaotdtlah n
I n the UK any | arge scale construction must be app
aut hori tiaensnirnegj epcetr nplssi on, then this can be chall en
i nguiries the organi satpiroonvi slee keivpi gdresneaedbed iofl le muedt r
ObnspécepPpodr heBcotland) that their appilomatopmonmdertss n
who can be amayenuwmpbanip @ifgn organi sations or members
show that | egislation has not been met. I n the case
have been mandated by govemrumenmnt bryataherrejtelcanre db eipmpd
planning permiseioasesaobablTiHORR( Paahtdt eSiszoenwe |19 88 a; Wy
2011)

The rise of environmental comwesh iigritnfloleu édt7idalepR @ yng

Commi ssion on Environment al Bektubnsnoy¢e®7®) awki dlor
waste treatment and storage, and coi ndok&d with t
Sel | dfBilolwk.r s ,Va20OdbOa) national environment al campaig
Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace) were involved
atntcked all pl anning inquiries for nucl ear facilitie

fundi ng and eXxPetrtte rcscoaMoanccttHBSldeistst | e direct action h
(with the exceptd oinntodr fGareserdpesgudest ahl adper ati ons in
bel ow) . Loeand pgoobpwsetbeen the most active, with th
pl ace at the same time as planning inquiries. Group
the Atomic Menace) and BOND (Britain Opposed to Nu
resiasce to new nWellear, f20d0ill)iti es.

Local, ratheorthanepabtooabbpinion has often been th
Al t hough international groups such ae &Gctewmpeaoetap
UK from the | atedi h9&0sathenagl obowusl mehleaitr tdh@n c enran s
much of their expertise was focused&oniddfeateynti §ewecd
choices however, the & edewvaarcres oWWadg hmiitri gatied,i pdnd e
Earth publ i cfeotciuosnesd owoesrte, rather than safety as a

Bri{(&krnends of the Earth, 1975)
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Davies considers that the differ(eaocestahbhl itk whent lDe
facility meets building regul ati onss,afandy saantdi seffifeesc t
ommenssttgh as | ocal | andscapes etc.) is unsuited to
objectors at niues$ e@whoel amttem ngqlujiect to the use of nu

solehythe specific i nst(dDmawd esHbalr® B&Yamitmatsi alr)e.s not

that inquirined fleavwve viekeaweinute®h d oearpluibddstc iimgpuicry f o
power station was held in Bradwell in 1956heand whi
concerngersailgsged in a partnership betweenernshwer dJKAEA ¢

that the beauty of remot € Haintseasl &wars, tLaskcekn ni,n tld 9a)c)c o

Ri sk perception and risk management in the UK
For thoseliemrt hexdmuws t r yna nra gseka epdetr ccoenpnt u hoangsehtaingre d
drastically since the 1980s. Initiadstaismatssedmenh s rsiug
of nuclear facilities because they did not understar
Heal th and Safety Execudliwetitberghmctloveddsiconssuplubari e
Adapted from work by engineermeatta i dca spilrgonbgadb splmvisetri cs t
rig6kased on the probability of parts failing), earl
probabstic chance of risk to the public. An exampl e
the Health and &JaHetTo |lEexreachuitliiviey of Ri skébwhiom Nucl e
compared the risks of nuclear endrigk wift desau dchh fdioure
hours of solo rock dMHembitmg aemde rSyaf we ¢® teHmaerc urtii svke , i
factors, such as the dangeAGRopdwdr (fHOEXYaQ asr et he He
simiiacbobmpr ette®ngdihkel gaunbd iacs Openshaw observes even i
accident ar e one i n one mi | | itchreotnyee awisl It hhn gt doe st
tomor(rOpvwe.nshawThil®986dncepti ohaofl dcdcd eiopdhblddincy publ ic
resistance to nNNMBYasmMNbaci hi MyeBdokxdggey ated conce

Attempts to communicate and manage risk perceptions
sociologists in the |langi dgmi8f0isc asnutg gceisft fgedr elinficat bet we
perceptisoshkh,obnd the risk factors quoted by experts u
and judgement orfatthheors et heaxnp ealttser i ng thei /A pepoeptio
examining risk anal ysi s, ppuebrlciesphteidoyh ya n®lb eniaébayg eimme nkt 9

reflected the tension betweeprethieace twotahpprepohes:;t
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procl ai med fmtohtata irte paoarst o folfédthdeviSews eeypressed are t
aut hor 9 aaldo nteh at i tfa wanet mMmeb wetliyvon t o d(dkanmsngeondcg de

Thompson,SozxzU0®A)ogi cal studies of ri sk perception ha

people perceive the level of risk that they do (rat
thekris incorrect), and identified that this perce]
includiomgerns about soci al dependency, i-nstitutioc

rec@hkddlams and Thompson, 200Zshi Wy rcrheangti ngl con26peR) ol
perception has influenced arhde oviasyi 0 ms wari & haapod U rcge d s
increased the opportungiotvgemmeEot at herspaebbeeomedi nool ve:q
in the pol(iAdya npsr oacneds sThompsbas 2082) changed the way
industry tackl espsrtirsddaogommuigiagatnigonnt o di scuss future

beforg trcome (almoirprueand GCWhgoeyer 2@h@) changing Vv

engineers and sociologists, risk percepvtiidommal has a
experifemcé he public
For the public at | arge the major concern seems to

Regul ar Eurobarometer surveys condevotedi nbKOB8GHhTuUt
residents viewed arsada ogre¢etaver wanskel ves tihakea Cher
accident. (Eurobarometer, 1987) Surveys specifically
2005 and 2008 show that, for the UK tphue | phehd kwa st e i

from siumpgotrte continued devel opment of nucl ear power

Given that the influential Royal Commi ssion on Envi
new stations should be built unt il t hse pwearshtaep si S s U ¢
unsurprising that the public viewonhismiuglmogeweld ¥yed pr
1976)
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Nucl ear waste in the UK

UK waste policy has been strongly direct@83btyhénter:
UK mdiy dispotsedebf ahdwintermadeateThevéehdwastg had
devel oping ways to stirnetckes derdi shongswaasahodf pflaaictehd ian g
the succeassBree®Rere{ BBR)ogr amme at rDowind e afyurttoher opt
for waste tr eat(nlnute cikna utfd,ee M36tlu)rtehsee-de nsdp ocsfalatand t he
cl osur eFBoRfr d hreamme in 1994 posed significant probl e

nucl ear waste.

The deci satse-di spbahti nwiatsh ymtadlde UK glonv elr9n7n?e ntthe Londo
Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by
thesedi sposal of Hi(HLW)AwmwebhdWastéesing camlpiaclgn by G
fiddnhe UKe-daBsposal programme concerned( Nb&8pHNati onal
| ed gtlooaal unt ary susedinsposmabfohtr adi @a@h8iBcihv et hwea sU ke

initial( Bl odweorust ealnd9 Hpeweovger §US(t roubl ed by the Greert
campaign which involved dangerous proximity to the
handlhe waGdoepnedr Paal mer, 200Bhe Keonper i@é®ndt) had been co
ot her options sintlkeethleowarmd i Rapoon iom 1976, and, W

Euratom and ot herbE&ganopaasmahti pnegramme ohfe dri |l [ i n
geol ogical disposal of waste in the |l ate 1970s. That
tbargel ®scal eopposition at al |l t(hBd oswetress awhdi cLhe rhoayd Hhl

NI REX (the Nuclear I ndustrywaRadri madtiov el WkAItses Bxecu
devel op alternative disposal r outoens .L eSrectlt IWansgt eo n( Ld &
I ntermedi ate Level Waste (I LWNIRBEBEHY &bWoumceadsangeéei
potential sites to the-7na8tliooveals mmmadNd REStyvbeed ® @lved2
that the public could be educatedolimngioc asln dleirssp aasnadli nk
(GDmWas drowk (f ol loowdien g tdheefoirciiets) ; and emplilogees wer
NI MBYSm and |l ack of uedesrmnd teamciarsp nwdroe tolpposition i
where a GDF wW&srpgl M@@ad®dlhe members of the public fel
have been consulted about NI REXst opltahneg Québfd@rce 1OIB&EY w
This tdetcideof annobhmase bedafended as a major reason

| ocal groups opposedneay(tBH ® weirtsi, nd. 909 ; a BGbWwer s and
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Bl owers and Pepper, 1987 ;RiDurdcdan, 29DF; Kemp, ahd9 1O
and Ber khowmto,t h2d 0 X)au sse dfiofrf INIUREOl e ¢ i waad tche mat e. Mo
sites were annoeuupncteod tihne t1hoe8 7r ugnener al el ecti on, and
Conservative constituencies. Political considerati ol
plans for at @bifincfedor ev elloMeosed qglwarlet ¢ he hope of rea
communities about the safety of théeéempédped thay. NHREe
firm statements were open to challen@gBl awdr seawved
Leroy, 1994;BeQuwede,n 11999807) and 200r7e dNairre xt rau & te mpy eado rt
a new siting survey guided by | AEA rUNiesex,an20®5)ga
However, Nirex had khost wasbintegoatiedenaoaep the Nucl €
Aut hori tiyn (2NDA) (becoming Radi oadcttdinve2 QWagteex , MDD dpe me
NDA, 2014)

NI REXai |l ure directkP9gO08hapbedCpomi tyeel on Radioactive
( CORWM) was established to provide the government, N
CORWHE r epomftitrimetd a GDF was t he nrosnucslué ara bwes tseo | autt d

ansgtathdt it could only be constructed with the cons
strategy, outlined in Managing Radioactive Waste Saf
proposal s in conj uncctiilosn, vaictthh vil 9csal amaedunci vi l SO0

§olunEoRWM, T008) was tested in West Cumbria betwee
councils registered an interest in hé&sageg3aoiGDFhe Al
MRWS strategy they did not wpreaeed néedr thiaelt ,nbdheycou
statutory right toi fwitthey aewn ttehred d S tna gdar é4,tl iwhgi,c ha nidn:
did not wish to proceed .(WVetshtouQu nibhrei ar i MRIWS tPoa rwintehr dsri
Since this dsestthati onheidr s&teimon of al t erdhattiionealpllyanni
Signitf ilcndmr astr Wet ur em®vej powwver further from | ocal c

central goMewusemeoff . Commons Library, 2015)
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1.3.Presentation of mai n actor s

The main supporters of nucl ear hewer pwesre n nmehret Uni
buamacracies including various Ministries and Depart:Hr
directed the vast majority of resear6chnd nt D9 h,uuctllear
maj@per atnourcsl eoafr power mlt-ewhesdwetly cuthiblcwthir @es gi ven

Il imited choice over the number and tcyopnemiosfkmnnouncl| ear
England and Wales, electricity was generated and tr
Electricity Generatt wegl Bo® amr ag i €rE&IB wehli ecchtsroihadintt yh ec o mp ¢
electormiicaitlye consumer. I n Scotl|l botgenme anwhli caeadelsed¢ dr
the consumer by two utilities, the North of Scotl an
ofScotl and ElectriCongygt Boatridon SSEBfrhen tsreact f oo twwhe s
electricioyausédies esf shifting industardiealasc®orcs @t ti ioa

to Il obby onndweknmowrhadlfpodesNuygl Aasoci ati on.

Bet ween 1954 and 1983 the UKAEA had a | arge budge
devel opment of UK nuclear power ,Dyatl®é6®pvaemd 3f0y &I0 Of
which was maintailegdstihei UKA&#&Ad snitds research into

nucl ear power ocuvudreshBi(glarsdimtserpri vati sation in sect
183and 1995 t&her dJIKEdAec!|l i ned rapedcyorRedsepogsi bhindi r ¢
was passed tcot itchre ccoompamiues, whil st a small section

fusion reactors was the only (skhande,nS2MO ér)elmdai 7n, pu
however, mu ¢ h greaenr piiutndsnt bavtehebedevel opment of
technol ogies, and the control and management of wast
Aut hor it yno(wNeDsAp)onissi bl e for decommi ssioning nucl ear
budget of ocmmped3ant bimpclwhdes t hse saucbtsiivdiitaireys Roafdiiota
Waste ManagemeMDALI 20t &) .

From 1957, the CEGB,anMSHBER &idcI3SER, ty Council (res
pblic and |l ocall dusderi badk omg@¢search into the operat.i
Thewyad | arge budgets, and were able to borrow money

to cover the |l arge capital topestsibnvapbiedpeerapb@ov@?) s

This era of extensive resear omh whas hl ad gl Yy eand od ab y
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the number of (sTtoanfbfs , eS®pbltody)emr. i kh atu saeri oof tcompani e
invol ved ul ti matTeHey o uwrorpeamtshe sic h pmamd ear power ar e
associ atesNwdl gar I ndubophmAs s dhei abteihoan ,f of i ndustr

government support.

The final |l arge group supportimagve hzhweoBbDopment of
me mbsehi p reached a peak oAl Dhenegnb@r mihli pidéem | i meldVK9 .
precipt heusghbnfjitoers were an i mportant politwarl and s
peri{®editan, 200Bn Thwe WK201lh2zaave r emai ned supportive
as a proviyderaiadf, mwitg@bl( Binteemptl hoey memiton, 2015)

Supporters of nucl ear energy emphasize the facts ¢t
independence; does not produce greenhousoer gaasres t h
pol I ;atniden a pr deeeleocphendwil blyya si xty year history of s
UKThe safety of UK reactors is heavil ye ®etmphlaisds zed ar

regulation of the UK nuclear industry.

The regul ati on of nucl ear eanser dyy t If erddnddnett i esand s

strif®epenshaw, 1986 ; Grimston aBaseNdutian |t he OH&8al tRh
Safety ExecutivBualfeanr I[1®§ttal Itdtei ons I nspectorate (
Windscale Fire) is now known agq ONIRe i 6f riecepoafi bluel
inspecting al|l nucl ear sites, and asseaewiemmgttohhre saf
cabe built in the UK it must pass the Gen2tbd8 Desig

ensure that designs meet criteria for safety in a wi

Despi tpubiteenf i dence i n the UKndretghued ad afrgt yprofced K r
nucl ear power is opposed by a variety of 1l ocal and
to be-l $shedt andecBSussleleski ng to prevent the construct
specific facilities. A 7r0oetseed larboouvpes, hsaivnec eh atdh ee xniiedn s
from national groups |i ke Friends of the Earth and G
campaigns in the media, agdi hbBtong¢rlrg emnadpsd wHr grhet E€at
197Bar khill Ad iad .ot2l0elrO)nati ons, such as the US, the
assessment of the ri stkbsomsoar rnweadl esaurt pooywe rn dtuksammr y and

do not oahythecussk of nuclbeuar adcscoi doenn ttshoee ehrilsetaokrsy, ¢
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runs,

its -tleornng di splowaber, in spite of
the viewpoint of

and | imited i mpacts

Both supporters
internet medi a

debat e,

industrial secrecy,

support their case.

biinth eu WISi b e

United Kingdom Short Country Report=

alnidn ¢ omuwelrenasr avwawtte ,t hen d uti

medmnas £ ame ai galsu e

&p rtoht eesset ogrsouapnsd aNnGIO t heir actions hi

on public opinion and policy 1in

and opponents of nucl earadamer gy hav

Medi a actor s

Japan, have nott hmekdehnasaf tleenadi ng 1

been used amempleyl pEstf act,andshave taken editorial deci

rather than shape

the debate set out by the two opp
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2.Showcase

The i mportmagenedl publics in the rleda7cdt or choi ce
Taken in a |l ong terarmpiviiieowmn, oBr itthes hugpabdi cnucl ear p
generation has bedmreel aMiil wellys| athabl eChernobyl and
l'imitetdermhompactconwiiplhubhigct peotest or political ch
the reagtopef, British public opinion seg¢gndseei rdrgeaudiebl y
2Whi t®77;1 European Commission, 1984, 1986, 1987, 19¢
MORI1 , 2Thi®dad wc as e ofno ctuhsee swaly WK mwédact or choice has s

has been sthhaep eu bblgi scptocn sreuc |l ear energy.

The decision to focus w©oothkd davVv bakatpardado wliegd arseact
had$ranmede ¢ @mpd cpireiedr idtebates about nucl ear power, w
devel opment of hadiegartwdapaobsi c oat tfeorctuisorn.f detheatmra
been the economics of nuclear stations amBurhnow (and
1978; Gowing and Arnol d, 19@b3v;i oHuslIly, rleda8c6t; o rWiclh o iacres ,|
these debates direcgeéygtedtt hattt hdinthkaBbadppbyriosowygd a

choosing one path of reactor devel opment and foll owi
devel opBanh, HA®@&8¢ér, the UKAEA oragaddddddiafnfde rteenstt erde aac

systemn par altlh@dGRignhceliwrdipnrgoposed sequel ,cbbéeHi gh Te

Reactor (HTR), B&GBWRReanottleontdseed t o0 r epThice sshesweadge f u
focuses on the i mportance of varioutsempuibhi t%874n darme
its abandonment in favour of the PWR in 1976.
Politicians and the public

The NationalatArkKkédwvesntains a | argedeecmmakbdos fil es

sensitivity to what the publ i d maogulnde df ipnugullailcdc)e p tAasb It €
woubdlby able to chall enge decaitssi pwmlsl iad oiun q wiurcy edie ¢ if

whet her to site a particular station in a&particul.
reaction was lbaavihley choc¢eeed of reacto¢Opgsslemw, its
1986; Rough, BOdmhat i®C0MdEH ) nwawadsse ¢ thleare pol |l ing of th

which ewmeddkeavaccess their opinion of nuclear power (¢

focuses ofvaegij(eldywpibt €197n7)t he UK nucl ear power has be
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perceived by the public as safe but expensive with
cost and time overruns in construction, and the fa

exports.

The mamcl ear cont ext

Public debat & anbuoculte aBr iptracignr a mmehewmax patt edt eachl by i n
growt h of electricity demand, emd/i amnimpaatllsi ng col
safefyfossil f.ulehlr oaulgthemrartralttyihve#r®d7 Omsi danxi et i es about i
safety across all major indusd@ rdtetsemptre traipasds bmaijtd

and Safety Il egislation, the cr eanhiicrh dfpdtotmepdHed | t h &
by major accidents at industrial sites such as Aber
mainly scho@©$i rcrhsi,| d2@h6¢ ,,1927015t)he explosion of a ch
FIlixborough, killing or serioeslisy tienjemrsiumgdhalhfatofi
safety remained a topic of strong political, publ i c

government chose the n@cltleiardreachtear fproghemu&.

The SGHWR daencdi stihoen i mportanceudf itthe i magined

Perhaps suherFbBirnbgbypugh experience was <cited durin
1974. This deci si oann di novfdfl ovoecda ppso loint iacnida ndse pl oy men't
6 magipruébddAesi ci pations oBrehewgmexedalcigulyl idldeawn upon
selectionaef diseaasseions focused on the sVyhseteem whic
choice bettwesm HSGBWR, Ameri carvRWRpmenthefr dgiRé or
(requiring Eur opada@no ocko |al cachoournattrioaobn )about Briti sh econ
a particularly British concern about brittle fractur
in other (€abhthet edgLonc)lWnsliioknes, e alr9l7ide r r éfhauctl erar choi c
establ ibmentUKAEA, constructors, and SSEB and CEGB)

system should be chosen.

The debatemosatibywoduwughed in Cabinet was not entirely p
utilities and vari oade MPlseiarndv iMdiws sdrershean r epl aceme
Parl i ament amaddtHempséss anthpantesnathenbl sgdt ems in
nati onal newspapers in anuatiobewmpt anhd $mppetapthiypnt

Congr(els@@t regularly with Ministers to discuss the
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This made them active stakeholders and mediators in
role has been subsdhpeedp)iCgooveréesokbfifenpedoert amsentv
priorities. Whil smaitmlenwgeveedment hwpeblic safety, <c
and predvei gv&€e focused on the nuoumbbde @efFopobedcpéeant

UK suppl,y anildaiwor ker saifeet.y during operat

There was dlgirtiafdcadamt at high | evel about the safety
of PWRs, and whet hedue hteo r b sikhaafee afhrea cROMR ea choi ce
would seem heopubstkg.t ®PWR weeesesdiréfvesbel 80 manufac
government was concerned that @ascuchisdeanitfsie@dt]l soenw hpeu bel iw

opinion:

éthe Americans are selling LWRs to developing count
one of thepée¢ hlel gwyernment will have no alternative

this qo®sStr$974)

The Secretary of State for Ener gy, dbrei cGoWadsrlnenye nvia s
choice of nuclear reactor weandddevbenmmaindegpubhat Tthafg
shoul d choose t he safestCabptniedon Conlcé HsSVE@HVER) . 19 7
commi ssioned no research to support thelsey,sttahe ment
CPRS (and the Cabinet, who chose the SGHWR based on

recommending certain choices influenced by their i m;

The reactor choice debatnet ,vshMPcihn doucscturpyi,ie atntgeonmermehsnse, U
interested public between 1973 and 1979 is a compl ex
i magi negdcadndublics can affect mnedlicsari sdewsd wdlolnys .t Ad
to be ooncerning a choice blrrnowleeqy iaafdcr saoperBirart i At
technology, the choice of t hteheSQGHWR eirm sl %074 tweos kbeays
publiitcqhe gener al public Lomaceninombwmembeudl|l ic confi de
of reactors | ed thehgo86HWRenbasedchonose t magined p
saf et ye xpweirs e . The heavgi omypol vemenghofhe TUC (whic
Secretary of State for Energy on regul @mi bhisos) r e]
wor ker s, whi cehd twowall di enatgh en jcabesatiimnUKfi ndustry and
wor ker msoafeethyi gbhbga tthhaen UK Tr e asnedef f ebditest bembi t wo
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i magipauebdl i cs and the priorimaé&e whiechethesyohi ¢glol ipat

SGHWR momrdcker st andable than is commonly portrayed.
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3.Event s

31.Critical view to the selection pr

The seven events chosen for this report have been ca

thirty bBveghitBnther acti on of nucl eVder heanvear gegvneannt s s oci e

whi ch have received publi-stadtedtbgnacademresat andl
range of archival and media sources exist. nAttenti on
events cover the period of investigation for the pr
they involve a variety of actolrar geluyt |d mepo Ibietl ioowg I.
anpgolitical reactions to crisds, maute tbhyey oda ts a itaon sh
or direct public opinion towards the benefits (or a

highlight the way in whiba@admuodrdaacrt energy and soci e

Al though the focus of this research is the peaceful
examine publiofgr mbwmivtaBlheé i UKt nuclidgédire dxepdri ingn od i
frist nucl ear weapwoawe nhal 9%c5h2o0.s eThhet o0 exami m&n ftdheuses ¢
communication of obDhethesexpt ashemnhiighdeihgeh.ti mMhge ohoi
nucl ear power wbhehrpmod e@ids ctamichss rsgfvoelnst w nucl ear power

and nuclgeyarweerneerconcei ved ofl9B0.06Britain in the early

As the first nation to uJttndtiisenantucdveimd yviem&lhgtyotex am
opening of the Calder Haol hinglhleieghtf §tratincesi and 956
béeé ween t he portrayal of nucl ear weaponsst ateohnol og
represented tlhKe gaonvbeirttniomermdaasfnt ai n a pri me place in th

constyrusomet hing which politicians,rhdpmed tthea np Ulelairc

Al t hough the fire at the Windscale Plutonium Produc
reputation of UK nuclear facilities, Adws efvetnhe wac
chosen because of itg Dhrepciesangebbicgyoélhatmireecs hi p.

was portrayed as adatloontiacl Gfdaocttéohrcyn bt y henf ane in the te
i ndustrial accidents. Beyond the disposalweorfe | arge

not -iwefldr med of the dangers posed by the fire at Win
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the government( Armotldé@ghd9B@sk of public information
divisi®em hétewe!| ut oni um producing pile and the nucl e:
Windscale fire had no effect on the constUruickd on of
in countries such as West Germany angl ISiwekd elmet weheerr e
protests about nucl ear weaponsitamal gpowé&remrsptaboset ni
t o, and handling of the Windscale fire is vital in

mai nt ai ned.

The reactor choi76wadebhtoteieqph!| ilPht4 t hemagpaed pbabtk he
on politi-makiWlgicli si omany consider the debate over t|
choice between supporting British industry over Amel
goveenm | eads wus to (diOfpfeemrsenmtw, cld2e®PBosippks . 1977, pp.
25i5%)abinet concluded that public confi ddetnhcee i n t he
choice of the safest possii btberehetpestlevandi sBuphp
construction Coaafbi 9 @GHWRCsoncThssoaseentl9§Adpws how the ba
decision rested on drhagicroendtyp uMiltniicsn eodfs amo valued s

cost .

The publicRobyah €dbmmhesi on on E&@vEirotomeRép@h Rakl etar
power and the &8ymBrowanktnan i nmpor t(aFntowteursfhheaelg 79 i nt
publication of the Report COoi-6@\v a@rerdani@wni gtahn i tsted i gmae wt
(NGOs) such as Friends of iWhee pEaerstsh raenpdo rGraegeen poefa cteh e
and its Report introduced the public for the first
t hl ut oni umdFeocronccanmyp ai gni ng organi sations such as Gr
Eart h, t he Flaowweerlse gRegponratcyg t o many arguments that
make in the future) about the continuing devel opment

reposi iercsh,nodrogi6tar sactcluéeBRenwmastieer, 1999)

Until t hemeannnaitkmce HCnwoul d iinmde®eptgemadirha? OPIVBR a't
Si zewel | Bl Swaswehé only PWR in the UK, and was the |
the country for j.usltheowearbltiwentnyguyeagr $si dnt bogr ahe

readt ocronstruction was a | arge public event. The Si

collected 16 million words ¢(Bakeri dleoimbedi8e)ra fiemc csrpd t at

the | arge amount aofd eavi de geetphgeerges nwanst elrietsttl e publ i c
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with the( Dparvoiceess,sl.h9 &7 view wi)AhtRioulghr @ Daeigesapubl ic
boeki he only members of public in atten(dlamtcer wieegvw t h
wi t h Ri chaSod Deavveine st phuwoiurgihes are the only official speé
nucl ear p®iweeweltlhei nqui rdy fHHieglklnicehtbed @tele@ mitohe i nqui
assess the suitability oafndt hteh epldaenssi rfeorf otrh es ol noec atlo ac
nucl ear power stations (of dmyvkenad) 187 e Reoghsa
Exploring this differemnrcevhiys nwictl®lart @ oevwep| diars h ewaa

uncontroversial in the UK.

At fersgabbobhbr gover2méotavof déd@d97aking any deci sion
nucl ear WAamonss )and Eagl Eisekam|y 2060y er witnessed
conj unocft idobnel et i on of Nor tfhr d®@ @5 g@shargiemyeBritain f
energy exporter 't pa acna peanceirtgyy cirnmpsoirg efrt)ang g daebgdgape

i mportafncel i mat mi tcihgadatrgieonn .2 00 6, vocal government S L
replacemens affjeimg UKcl ear fleet with new reactors j
as Greenpeace and Fhigeonvdesmértde btes Eantt hvelly support |
power in the face of o©pposieemerc hforscam gM@&0O sg bhnatsi nui ng
|l ack of |l arge scale publicheoghtpeoviedsyywxailab avthtey UK i n
t he pBuedd dtci on.
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322.Communi catiomsof nulceé efar weapons t

Addi ti on

i nfor mat i

Actors supporting development of n

Based at
AWRE develc
Al der mast or
weapons anc
At omi c Weapo(Berkshire)
took part i
Research devel opaporPromoter
informatior
Establishmenfor militar
campaigns
1987, -pre&?
concerning
known as AV

Attl ee kept
Pri me Mini-c¢ weapons prc

Clement Att]l Promoter
51)Labour secret fror

Parl i ament

Produced ar
Government
Central Oof f i distributec
Communicati Ot her
I nformati on informatior

Agency
behal f of

Ensured Uk ¢
Foreign Sec commi tted t

Ernest Bevin Promoter
(1985%) attaining r

weapons.

Nucl ear Phy Directed re¢
Promoter

John CockcroDirector of provide t he
Regul at or

(19458) necessary f|
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Leading recs
Provided f
Ministry of nuclear
Promoter the weapons:e
( MOS) weapons/ ence

progr amme.
( 139%5 9

Nucl ear Phy
Head of Atc

Weapons Recs Directed tt

Establishme weap@mogr a
William Penn Promoter

67), Chair and Hthrer i ca

(1982, Rect series of t

Il mperial Cc¢

LondoIn9-83)

Actors opposing development of nuc

Est abl ipsrhoetc

Activist gr
against inc

undertaking
global stoc

Campaign forpeacef ul pr
Receptor nuclear wee

Di sarmament against nuc
and to agit

weapons- (1¢
British wuni

present)

di sar mament

tiated t

I n

LondMdinder ma

Direct Actio mar ch whi ct
Forreunner o Receptor

Commi ttee (LC prompted tF

foundati on

CND.

The Briti shponnusclperaorgrwaename was begwar ihaldeuwrr dovdrmheme
|l edCbgment Attlee. After the waf(sombei M646k UGWAL ami
Mc Mahon Acthex@PlHuodeodt herf rcdomohvorw tetsgidmed ng t he war a:
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partamfAllied Amérfioc &an, Brand s IC,an &die aprnhoadt uocnei ¢
weapdmul , Th®eOGCG)reign Secretary Er necBr iBeaiiimdiwag a Kk
an atomicfhombs| y d&Velvsel sgtoitng ot hhaatve t his thing over h
Wev¥e got to have the bl odRDeGrUmato,n 2J0dldlle gqpm otRolgdmoe i t
was not common knowledge in Parliamenamaongst t1bBd8,
public until the first succes(sHandnewsapownsdmsnt on 3
regul ated the weapons progr ammlee vaetl aunsi eaxge csuntailvie Ja

committees to manage the nascent programmes.

Even before the cohée wyaw stoadiehiite g won map me ati ingeB,r i dnd h
Bri®daphacéea opt ¢ddhbdient er nat hoowmalghpoltist nasd emeapaxpertis
Theombest was presented to the public by the new
newspapers) as a major success of independent Briti
aust ébatlyy Express, 1952; CentimThisOWwasca pErioflobpfma
government and institutions i n igrinteirall ,ewindle mse sfueth
ot her than public accéptawees, of 20h0ls; Hawemes vy, 20
throughout the 1950s a growing concern about nucl ear
such as the DAC andaCNBri habgganumber s-1860memimer s ir
engage -vMinolnenstt pargoatienst t he we alpdC sampd o@NDm namee not ed
Al der mast o, nMatricanlelsy ft hemblbaohdAlad ésmtman ,atand (after 1
from Al dermaston to London which Thar peroeacksmesclal medi
suppforram the | eft wing of the Labour Party (somethi.
1970s and 1980s i molaint yomidlitciiladt eLradbl®aidnk s alr n6a8me nBy)r.n e,
1988, Burkett, 2012, 2010)

Early grou@MNDwkeirlke i nh-eual é ygr awe a pouwncl, e dru(t p gowkor n ,

1990The decision by organisations such as the CND t
weapons policy and notchadlenrtenalgpupbltccgttdenei on
t he r insukcsl e@afr weapons and awalyhifsr cemarmhwycldd ari se menr gye.t
i ssues surrounding nuclear weapons policy and nucl ec:
di stinctifvtehef enastcureearo debamne wmast mai Kained and dee

political response to the Windscale Fire
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- N

Public | nforfi@pteiran i Binl ehlur r

Who was involved AWRE, UKAEAPeWnkEkja@oOl

of potential act

Wh e n and where 1953, cinemas naftéanwi eena

pl ace?

Wh a't type of pr Communi cati on

(communication, Part of a series of gover

or participationmajor description of t he

change over timeprogramme, and the first p

process type, ttthe programmeviar & cmdtei dry

det ai | . distrik®dDtled by
The film carries a nuanced
t he weapons programme w
government statements of t
it hat l et hal cloud rising
achievement of British sc
devel opnoefn at omi c power, b
the question of -floaw ds tpalwleir
for good or evil, for pe

destrakhe oaanswdr ldoeswmi th B
we may have a great eercivsaioa
have the strength to defe
aggression. That was tdCe nne
Ofcfee of I nformation, 1953)

What rationale w
party t hat i mpl
engagement (i f a
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33.First nucl ear power station opens

Name Rol e ACEON Additional i
Category

Actors supporting the oppawag sefathenfirst ni

At omic Ene Based at Harw PromoterDesigned the

Research ( Oxf or dasnhdi rRe)s reactor used
Establishm(Chestieve)ope Hal | .
( AERE) reactors for

devel opment

UK At omi ¢ Leading resea PromoterProvided the
Aut hority weapons/ en e86)g reactor desi ¢
devel opment ,
opening cerertr

Ant hony Ed Pri me Minis#t)e PromoterCel ebrated ¢t
Conservative as an occasiac
i mportance.
Central Of Government Ot her Produced publ
I nformati o Communicati on information f
photographs ¢
rel eases conc
opening.

Christophe Director of UPromoterDirected the
I ndustrial -76r Regul at (Magnox react
Chai rafanCEGB- (

64)
Queen Eliz Head of State Other Spoke at the
Kingdom ceremony, di ¢
nucl ear egnoed d¢
(vs. weapons)
Calder Hapbwewmcpeant became the first in the worl d

nati onal 1griOttmber 1M&d.bddfdhrecp etdheyConservative gov
andas i mpl emekKnAEWh i iye pro@r ambeoss are monetary and |
resources was due to its importancecfuorn ttyhefnuwedleecdan
supply was a perceived priorihysfwasaapeepliedtiofed

government and i ngtBiltowtkeirens 2i0lh0dgner al .
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As with the

overwhel minglygwnpoetsi LDB6é,;

firbemb®sti t psassucbear age

United Kingdom Short Country Report=

of the openin

Wel shFamdmaiwywyn,nenulodad8r powe

t h@dodfdace of nuclear power, soGnes e eagthhreepphldabnitesd i n t |
new power, which has proved itself to be ®&dch a ter
for the first time for t hé&Lacuocnhnio, M h2glole2d)i ef | out | e o mas

di st@ wmph& reisponse

amongst thehBrfbocebhedubbdeadt andeed

face of nuclear energy (weapons) deflected public a

the pudllorocmaamas in terms of toBe oweclsear2O0[l®mgr gy] i ssu
Public I nforfdtoimomr FRiclhmev e
(Central Of fice of I nfor ma

Who was involved UKAEA, COlI

of potential )&ct

Wh e n and dvihcer et 1956 ci nemas nat i-foenani udree arse’

pl ace?

Wh a't type of pr Communi cation

(communication,

Part soefrias of government

or participationmajor description of emdéer

change over timeprogrampmesenting nucl ear e

process type, ttand necessary. The &f iacnhiheiv

det ai | in constructisncglteh en ufcil getadrt
and in other peaceful uses

What rationale w

party t hat i mp |

engagement (i f a
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34 Windscale Fire 1957

BELOT oG i mnal A

Catego

Those supporting nuclear powe

Harol d Prime Mini-683f PromotEnsured t hat

Macmil |l a Conservative reports did niy
on UKAEA <comp
protect t he
programme)

John Coc Nuclear PhysicPromotEnsured the ¢
AERE (6916 & filters on t h

Regul aWindscal e rea

decreased t he

radiation rele

Mi | k Mar Pr od wcuenr boar Ot her Pai d far mer s

Boar d buyer of |l ast waslestroyed, a
2003) rate.

Ministry Requirement f Promotlncreased dema

Def ence and weapons d and plutonium
(19pi7esent) factor in the

William Nuclear Physi PromotConducted an
At omic Weapon review of proc
Establishme®f®) during t he fi
Chair of UKAE that or ganingast
Rector of I mp UKAEA were in

Lond(oIn9-83)

Those concerned by the Fire

Local Those |living Recept Concerned by |

Communit the Sellafieldc i nformation a

(Sell afi reports of
|l eukaemia inci

Nati onal Union represerOther Concerned abou

Far mer s on farming.

( NFU) meetings with
that their men
informed.
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National Uni on represe Other Local me mber
of Minewand al leisesd omrsc concerned fall
( NUM) deposited i n
ventilation S
arranged me et

UKAEA staff
members woul d

The |l egacy of the fire

British Former |l y Imaruts Promot Struggl ed t hr

Fuels (L Group of UK £ 1980s and 1990
privatised 19° t hat t he fire
fuel manuf ac increased i no
reprocessing. |l eukaemia (I at

be |Ilinkeflatbonp

Nucl ear UK Regul ator Regul aCreated after

I nstalla sites-201960 ensur e t hat a

I nspecto account of s al

(NI 1) prepared (and

with accidents

The fire at one of the two Windscal e apl utthoen ituinmep roofd

writingmagmlry accident at a nuclear facility in the L
managerial, and scient i fainto uenrtr corfs ,n uscpl reeaard cao nstiagmiinfaitc
l ocal area. As |little was known about safe dosage F

conduct tests to footdesrt mifmied kwhaentdhpar t i cul ar were saf
popul ace to cognseama,béeadnnt he consumption and sal e

mon{WAWrnold, 1992; Stretch, 2002)

William Penney conducted a review of the accident f
Harold Macmillan. The report claimed that the MinisH
H-bomlr ogmr amme) had been a major cause along with def
UKAEA. However, the report released by the gover nme

that the cause wasthamaedebubrubfyémwehbbdrRru IBia®&) st a

information about the fire was heavily restricted a

intense newspaper coverage of the events; however,

informami goavérnment (and UKAEA in particular). Conce

by public meetings organised by Windscale staff, al
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about the effect

was in place

government (dist

regulation of t

Af ter the fire,

ure that

Al t

ect on the

ot her i ndust

eful t o

Bopwever, t he
or mant itchmec A9
lafield

in

own but

c hi

ed,

|l dren near

trust Il ocally

the developing

handling of it

rai se

suspi citornu

for

he

they

houghmet¢ oideasaehde

energy

ensur e

1981

pri vat(aollitmioend I@dmeprasnyy )o.v er
t he
i n( Keniet hs,afled Y3 ;0 f Whhiek csd gtheai mpa@ODODR2Y

United Kingdom Short Country Repor

s of (WAWenbhdloaB9am|l Sheegbhiav&dD&¢ b 2

a month farmers were protected fro

ri buted through the Mil k Marketing I

i ndastrty (Hp ntont h€®sekwhoft and ot

t he established ot he NI I

had

gover nment

operated safely, and adequate

new Calder Hal/l power plant, the

programme. Reports referred to

rial accidents and releases common &

mad e

deb

clear

did

that a distinct{(Annwhid,

accident l ead to changes in

©®i ded with a number of scandal s at w

as part of a public relations exe

mi smanagemenpr ibwa tteh eoinvsidessis ¢uBe ILs mi (B Bl & la, astte

early report
beca

site were prone to |l eukaemia

nucl edr thewdmO 6P s 0o gt &mnea\sgroal Ba anlmee nft i r €

and htalwbee esre crr ereya tag dbluyn dec iitted as event

satn di nwetalkkeeni nsti tutions involved.

Event 3 Public meetings after Win
Wh o was invol ve UKAEAnember s of t he publ
tabl e of potermembers of the Nat iaommrdaINaR
aboye Union of Mineworkers, Mil
Wh e n and where LatOetober 1957, Windscal e
pl ace? Seascale, Gosforth and Wh
Wh a't type of prCommuni c.ati on
(communication, These meetings were held
or particHopwtdiod (i ncluding NFU and NUM n
change over timewere attended by | ocal U
process type, tlreassurwaoidloermas of their
detail . feared that radioactivity
ventil ation systems. Far
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the i mpact on their (pArond
1992.,699pP)
Wh a t rational e To establish confidence i
the party that itak(eArnold, 1992, p. 70)
engagement (i f ¢
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3.5.SGHWR

chosen

as AGR

repl acement

United Kingdom Short Country Report=

1

ACEON Addi ti onal i nf ormat
Categolt
Those in favour of the SGHWR
At omi ¢ E Based at Promote¢Supported the creat
Establis Winfrith SGHWR after operati
( AEE) operated some 7 years.
reactors
Al an Cot Governme Promot cAdvised government
Chief Sc Recept(cvessels may be unsa-
Advi ser UK should rely on t
74) pressure vessels (i
Centr al Nati onal Promot&A minority of staff
Electric monopoly Regul atfavour of choosing
Generati electric design.
Board (Ccompany-
1989)
Eric Var Secretar Promot«Varl ey was convince:i
State fo primary concern in
had a remit to enco
British industries)
Franci s Chairman Promot¢Supported the devel
South of fore tSIBBEBnext reacto
Scotl and
El ectric
South of National Promote¢Had engaged in exte
Scotl and monopoly SGHWRs to be sited
El ectricelectric Torness, andsHwpmtrdr
Board (S company- expansion of nucl ea
57)
Those in favour of the PWR
Arnol d Director Promote¢Publicly criticised
Wei nstoc Gener al Select Committee he
press to pPrVWRmo(tweh itchh
would build)
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HENEST

Compal@FC

19 6139 96 )
Arthur Chairman Promot¢Bel i eved a British
Hawki ns CEGB A7 exportable.

maj or ity nit EladldteGdGrca rtapopiamghcl udi ng Chair man Art hur
the iimportation of an American PWR specially
supported ingurhes ibry ikred/usftiry such as the Director
(GEC were also the major sharehofBdetrt i soc odhv@ NWNC) ,

40

Centr al Nati onal Promot¢The magforstgff at Cl
El ectric monopoly Regul atfavour of choosing
Generati electric
Board (Ccompany-

1989)
National State/pr Promote«Majority owned by A
Nucl ear nucl ear NNC shared his opin
Corporat construc
( NNC) company
Westingh Reactor Promote¢ln favour of the <ch

Presgaeres type.

Manuf act

Those in €Cawmada Déuterium Uranium Rea

At omi ¢ E Rector Promote¢ln favour of the <ch
of Canad Manuf act type.
As wi twhotlhee nucl ear programme, a complex alliance
requirements | ed o the decision n 1974 t
technology. Faced with a complex decision,s politici
avail abl e. Staff in the UKAEA (particularly those
had deveFopedd@Y5)were supported by Chairman of
preferred an SGHWR f or Itdcye cheixn Saattliaomd.t oS dmee dsetpa f f

readily exported to other countries.
4Thi s was the UK®&s | argest el atthesintlaly narmed tiHGeneyal Elediric Compeanys n o
(GE).
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UK governmenays hlaeen ail wfl ue magd npywbVvarcisousn the forn
policy. Concerns about the response of imagined pub
pl anned policy or(®Magagemenat &ahcti @03; Walker et a
2012; SkjBlsvold, 2012)

Whi Wet nsandkt he CEGB were convinced that i mporting
wad he most economic choice, Ministers, UKAEA, and
Advi ser Sir Al an Cottrel!l were concersaednalPWRkts t he

Theewere difficul tantdo moarnatfodrct hee gover mmantt hmds c ol

accidents el sewhere would have a significant effect

Supposing that, with Swiss watchmaker migtoiwadu |l ousne:s
pressure vessels and incorporated into étwearreeactor
still not out of the woods because the Americans ar ¢
will not have our experégtilse.géoveommenf whlebkehaédVewso.L

to shut down the (WRESinl®H“dy country.

The Secretary of State for Ener gy, dBirei cGoWwadrlnenye nvia s
choice of nuclear reactor wiauwldd dedommann ch epld b bhiad ¢ onfl
recent ditéhastchhremi cal pl é&nhte agto vFRelrinxmeonrtousghhoul d choos
option (thewlBiGHWRdiIi d not ha(veahbi rpeate sGamrceHaseisosgesl, 197
commi ssioned no research to support tahebeystamne meme s

Cabinet, who chose thhe $@HdWRIMzasaddmmar |l y i nfl uencer

i magined publics.
Whil st the Cabinet were making up their minds on th
advertising in news@apeaearanufaomurcdongp ainh e alternati

Westinghouse and Atomic Energy of Canada (amongst o
CANDU systems in national newspaper s, highlighting
hoping to i nfcl udeenbcaet et hseu rpruobul niddti onngi ct hEen ecrhgoyi coef. Canada
1974a, 1974b; WestinghousdhElrectirsi ¢ i €Cdd porat demcel 97
ot hat the public at | arge wer e iendvoilnvteod .d eTbhaet & ntaog idnie

degrees.
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Event 4 Constructor adverti sement s

Who was involvedWestinghouse, Atomic Energ
table of potenti
above)?

When and where dNational newsglpdfedaigosmiea78&ne
pl ace? Canada Limited, 1974a, 197
Corporation, 1974)

What type of proCommunication
(communication, These advertisements were
or participationpress until a decision on
change over timelduly 1974.

process type, th

detail .

What rationale w
the party that i
engagement (i f a
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Name Rol e AELON gl ol omal 1m0 @
Categoa

Those supporting nucl ear powe

Formerly partPromotBNFL provided e

Group of UK. Commi ssi onmneo@ass$
British privatised 1 the constructio
Fuels (Lin fuel ma nu supported CEGB
reprocessing. plans for a fur

nucl ear power.

Nationalised PromotThe CEGB pvioden

Centr al ) . . .
. electricity -c& t he Commi ssi on
Electric .
. 1989) Regul al arge increase
Generati )
nucl ear stati o

Board (C projected elect

Leading res Promot Provided evide
UK At omi nucl ear weap SGHWR danFast [
Energy ( 19-86% Reactor ( FBR)
Aut horit extension of
(UKAEA) programme to m

electricity dem

Those against nucl ear power

Activist OrgecéRecept Rai sed concern
@l utoni umodeercdn
saf ety nucfl ear
Criticiseds tfheei |
provide a sol u]
wast e, and (t
met hodss edfi sgpto s ¢

Friends
Earth

Thosssessing nuclear power

Chair of Regul aChairman of t h
Commi ssi on Al though a for.
. Environment al UKAEA, FIl ower s
Brian FI
neutr al on wh
power shoul d

generate electr

The | egacy of the report

Activist OrgecéRecept Nowi ol ent p r-od-a
Greenpea di sposal, bl ock
di sposing of nu
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. Uni on supplyRecept Al l i ed wi t h Gr
Nati onal .
forceskdi spbsand Ot members refusec
of Seame
wast e UKAEBRoats carry
(NUS)
wast e.
3.6.Royal Co mmins €inyn r onment al Pol | ut i
TheoyRRLbmmi ssiEnviomnmelnlt at i onwa(sSRGEP)part instigated |

concerns about the environment which had been devel
196080se to prominenceromotée kewariliytdOmd78@8si onal envir
antthe formation @rHfoupeFrciaempdhs giihet Ee om gii Bft lamaelnt i al
magazine devoted t@OPreernvdirwiiMimee,s 842 G@ k4). RCEP (chaired
FIl ews, Rector offbmmembalrl 66l téeégaddABDKAIKEAar)dsear cherl
was careful not to take any paorsipgower osnt atthieondse siirte
(sometimes known as the Flowers Report) was <critic
treatmentd bfi wasteange in retrospect that a matter s

of nuclear power bthypatddf DEFéowkensgddo76)

The then conventional method of | LW and HLW di sposal

QD
—
(7]

ea) was concerning Gfhoer ptohlei cRYC EoPf wehcoc U ned Ita ttihmg mo
solid wasteBNRE HAEAesanwdi th a view to event #al ocean
Such disposal may épfFbowensact®Pgtabmas2@Pd) icy had | o
to invest very heavily i@amameFwbhtcBrwedkd Repcboespr
and cl ose tAletliagdlreyobeohlad phoei de a solution to t
the RCEP questioned ¢dhet drisu mbwdhd €¢hodo wy dBesphead adopt
FBRs woul §Fctowate, 1836, oppy Webg the effects of wusi
potentially wunacceptabl e, the programme, ibnased on

Dounreay at the sparseolfy Szgopgasaaedepenioendbiemg $eper e d

A number of <coolant | eaks had occurred, and the ree
taken to full power Pfadnt ea smiob dOB&SHORGER,r st.t he | ack of
to the nuclear waste issue (wasesetheaprablremsrwainl
desirability aandd esmwicregntmeritlialty of nucl ear power .

The Report coihltéuelesihadwlad :be no commitment to a | ar
fission power until it has Ibden dbarmadn gthraat ead nbeet yhoondd
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ensur e t he saf e contai nment of l ong i ved, highl
futd@rieowers, 19nhe&, ppbl2@2axion of the RCEP brought th
to a wider public audience, and waste quickly becam
survey conducted in 1977 found that whil st a maj o
construction of nuclear plants (4 %% tthod@E2Wedpgws hi s dr

when the interviewee was first aske@Whbtepn&ddeéy t h

For campaign groups | ike Friends of the Earth (and
provWad&ey reference for their criticisms of the nucl
l ack of a solution for nucl evairol veatdetsep.s , Grbel eeacpkei ancge astt
di sposal by the UKR&IAN hesw n\Yaltrteieonnp elaca®t est abl i shed |
NUS whose members then refused to work on UKAEA boa

action changed UK psedispofarbmt-esnhenageht dry

I ncreased discussion of nuclear waste opsuesnsi Aopubl
geol ogical storage of waste, culminatingaGhF t he 199!

for nucl eaar w8ekkafield

Event 5 RCEP publication

Who was involved Brian Fl oweiG8, BNXRIEA,CEr i
of potential actccEarth

When and where dil976, London
pl ace?

What type of procCommunicati on:
(communication, (Publication of the report
participation)? ltover HHenrgrersolutions for n
change over time‘legitimacy to groups usingc
process type, the¢edeployment of nucl ear powe
det ai |l

Wh a't rational e w:¢

party that ihml el
engagement (i f a1

Event 5.1 NUS and Greenpeace -aed#dispc

Who was involved Greenpeace, NUS, UKAEA
of potential act«
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When and where dil197883, in the Atlantic Oce
pl ace?
What type of procNo+i ol ent: Protest

(communicati on,
participation)?

(Bet ween
tpeacef ul

197&Raamd ow9 8Magagod
di eenpt i agt ton bl &t

change over time‘vessels from disposing of

process type, the¢egenerating much press €oVe

detail . Greenpeace established cor
research will be undertake
detail). Tha NOSi i pas sedecit
members to refuse to handl

What rationale wiéiTo ensde-daitsposal of nucl ear

party that i mpl el

engagement (i f ai
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Addi ti onal i nfo

Thosepporting nuclear power

Central

El ectric

Gener ati

Nationalised Promot Gave evidence ¢
electricity-ctRegulasupporting thei
1989) a PWR at Si zewe

Board (C were forced to
safety feature
decision, and
electricity dem
station.

British Formeaidty @f IPromot Gave evidence i

Nucl ear Group of UK concerning the

(Lt d) privatised 1 fuel and fuel t

in fuel mant
reprocessing.
Peter Hi Wol fson Ch Promot Undertook scier
Met al |l ur gy ( veri fy t he s af
Chair of UKAAE pressure vessel
detection whils
operation.

Wal t er Nucl ear FPromot Promoted wor k

Mar shall Director D96 ! Regul a scientific met h

81) Chair c(at CE the safety of
(1983%Chair of vessel s. Gave e
(1982) i nguiry on the
safety case f o

Sizewel | .
UK At oLeading res Promot Provided eviden
Enegy nucl ear we ap and design of 1

( 1 9-86%
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Aut horit built, and acc
(UKAEA) safety features

Those against nucl ear power

Friends Act iOrigsatni sat Recept Gave evidence i
Earth criticising the

figures of the |

Thosssessing nuclear power

Frank Lalnspector at Regul a Heard =evidence
Public I nqui.i and concluded t
should go ahead
of St ate for t
consented.

3.7.S1 zewel | B publb5 ¢ inquiry 1982
Thé or malenue for public i nvol vheanse nbtelrernboughidli ar pdbci
planninglnnghbhéer YK any |l arge scale construction mus
authorities. | f |l ocal authorities reject pl anning

planning inquiry. At these inwiulidimsst hperogwadhe stah e
O nspécodmepoditnerScotl and) t hat their application do¢
opponents who can be made up of campaign organisatic
that | eginsoltatbiecdnmhigtaestase of the nucl ear i ndustry man)
often been mandated by government rather than bein

pl anning permission.

The Labour govewvemeéem@mppwht ed the construdtoidn sof PW
|l oss of powe,y had Maryomi9s7&dd t hat bef ore a new reactor
a wide ranging public inquiry would be held. The nev
it recommended the constructi.onHoonMevae rmo dihfei egd oPWR ad
a PWR |l ed to geabwunhgtboencenpromrtati on of a foreign t

char acdt eaess slesafe than existing readtbavsg efsor 1OB& )pr e\
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Whil st tOWEAEBGBBNFL, and key figures such as chair me
(for mer Chair man of UKAEA) wer e uni ted in support

organisations such as Friends of the Earth and Gree

steekspure vessels which had been discussed in the
Mar shall had |l ed a Pressure Vessel I ntegrity Group
Hirsch, which sought to |imit the pantdemdy safeetlheaevdhe c:

should be used, waygsuaolfi teyn snuarniunfgaciittest teh,if gahmm dmeé hleods o f

detection necessary to ensufkntherenewowi whsSesafPBeteorl

Writing hafudrrey tbheeg aine RjCodmasud t BavitEhreggpnéelegpéd t hat

thewould provide the public an opportunity to unde
di sadvantages of nuclear powe-makamd tfoDatovalees.,a 1p%a&4) i
The CEGB had predicted public interest in the inquir
for interested members of the publicr a8idzichwealeld t he
conducting tshegiengtwierayh eBr0 @ othacveevterh,alpubl i c i nquiries
in theithegymate convened to discuss whether plannec
|l egislation, or has hetttakenhentocaktkPphipit aitet eflesgu
was quickly |l os®& dughtoremeti lgauairi gtly adhered to b
Layfield), its complexity, and its |(elhmgttdwiqtitthve 1 nqu

Ri chard Davies)

This is not to say that the inquiryAtr atibseeui rnyo imat t
emerged that from 1965 onwards, the CEGB first ch
investigations into pmenftol $ oiwt algi lai tsyt rfadre gg e wehli cc h
@ecide, annodBriloweve rdsesfumMd d8) strategy meant that it wa
of the public to trust the CEGBs assertions through
best (as iar btetatmeSicizewel |l was t he (oOpeyn sshiatwe, i1n9v8ebs)t i
Al t hough it had been hoped that the inquiry would al
new station, its |1 i mitreangiemj td elretve ntt teatr f h@mavi Mad
highlighted the | imited value of (Dheiglsandi98g )i nqui |
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Event 6

Wh o was
tabl e of
above)?

involveFrank Layfield,
poterEart h,

United Kingdom Short Country Report=

Pl anning inquiry ‘

CEGB, Wal t
Greenpeace, various

process type,
det ai l

Wh e n and where Snape Malt-bngs, 1982

pl ace?

Wh a't type of prPublic Consul:tation Proces
(communicati on, Pl anning inquiries in the

or participatiorproposed
chaegover time? concerns.

ttprevents a discussion abou

installation fromFbei reg atj
Si zewel | i nguiry, organisa
unable to discuss the bene
power stations in general,

why the pl anpecfidiccehnt st a
partaircdlocati on did not mee

construction and
However, the | e

What rational e
party t hat
engagement (if

wMandat ed by
i mp di scussion of the new reac

centr al govel
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38.Government repositidomNiPiPgeg &mMO0ew b

Rol e GELOT aadf el enal fong e

Cat eg:

Those supporting nuclear powe

Depart men Department vPromoiBERR were charg
Business, responsibili.i enerppy i cy, and
Enterpris policy2@@d): to concerns abo
Regul ator change, sought

Reform (B to commit the U

new nucl ear st a

Central O Government Ot her Engaged by BERR
I nformati Communicatic Energy BRewmbalt a
Agency 2003, 2006 and

Tony Bl aiiPrime Mini-stPromoitAnnounced that
200B)abour wathack on téde a
2006 as the&gov
response to con
climate change.

Those against nuclear power

Campaign "Activist grcRecepiFrom an organis

Nucl ear undertaking concerned with
Di sar mame peaceful prc di sar mament, CN
(CND) against nucl oppose all nucl
weapons- (19¢ t hr oucdhteo Ut9 7t0s a
present) 1980s.
Friends o Activist Or¢Recepilnvited to 2008
Earth did notibatti ewdn
decision had al
taken.

Greenpeac Activist Or¢cReceptChallenged the
Review in Court
prompting the 2
White Paper. Di
2008 consultati
decision had al
taken.

Mar gar et Secretary ofReceptOpposed to furt
the Environrand Otof nucl ear powe
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and RAafrfaai r-s
2006L)abour

The new Labour gover nment elected in 1997 had beer
engagement to f or mafbractne 1p994u | canrw aprgdbsi,e rannnde notn cper oimmo t e
ext enpsuibviei ¢ engagement (hheopé caynd oEGmecdhartayno re2p0plrooga c h
ensured that minor conthowewvseirgstwersubjectdedf nucl
pol i tuincaolnlty okhkerséewl LabBour cabinet included members
uni | adtiesraarl ma me nt and loefadtilmegg QieDnbiem st hes ulcoh7 0ds and
Mar gar et Becketthti santdesnnsdiwen tconcerning the nuclear ir

avoided.

I n 2003 the Departmend WHhitTe adepamdcomdiusde¢ t hat t
nucl ear @madienaittt racti ve opteengénper ad wpgepdgdd nti h ayt

®Before any decision to proceed with the building of
to be the fullest public consultation and the pub
Gover ntmemnopipepbst ment of Tr adedoawed elrnd wdttrey, nadcthd )n
in the Labour Cab&arernodmahtt ot Tolnhiym81 aichadge khad put
on t he agenda widtiln a2 006é&ngeahnrecesubsequent Energy

di uf@wintour and; Adamer 2i00OW WiTthre Adrl0iéanEnBulgly Revi
announcenductlheaatr has a role to play in the future UK
car bon gener dtbivotn doipdt i apgd e sadfle t he publ i c consul

under t(Dlegpra.rt ment of Trad&raeredpéades{who h@ado6) aken
consultations) <challenged the Review in the High Co
engaged d wml Itehsetcopshull it @t i 6(Gr eperropei asceed WK ,di 2§ 06w t h

Greenpeace, the judge dhetbensulsteataigar eax e€rhaitse wa:¢
fl admendd t hat the Review did not meet(Jlhetipcom$sleldi ex

2007)

The 2008 BEHneer gPyap¥hr on Nucl ear Power, published det a
in deDeapdrt ment for Business, Enterpri sMul& iRelgeul at c
agncies were contracted ®ophoset samddahakcuywsegcoupser

indicate public acceptance of allowing companies to
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of the goorespmests to climate changier, o pienipamd i en wtl
safety and reliability of nuclear power compared wi:t
the UK should seek to replace (or increase) its nuc!
highlighting mor al coownecre r rbsu ta bad usto niwncdliecaart ipng a r el u

nucl ear power was a necessar-gaphon e(therphaarytementg yf ami

Business, Ent etrorry sRee f& rRne,g u2 a0 8 a)

Al though the 2008 consultation showed public accepta
the UK wiatrtbolnovwel ectricity, it did highlight a I ack
nucl ear power pl amtwar iMewnmsb ec ean soUl ttehd gr oups were coc
companies would be |l ess prepared than the gover nment
which were expeWadulve ®Hhiey stafyeyrto get away with only
conceronust abheidbepaontmést? for Business, Enterprise &
p. 1BRgse concerns did notcmednt hdatiséeé hef ponbtliear ep
the government changed its plan& @habdl epgeal bf hbowe

Energy Review has ensured the extensive use of publ |
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The Future Pdwdru:.cl|l Wmirt e Pap

consultation

Wh o was invol veCOI , BERR, Greenpeace, Froi
tabl e of potermembers of the public (see
above)?

Wh e n and where Across the country in vari-c
pl ace? 21/ 09/ 08
Wh a't type of prPublic consubdtiadomopmi/ paes s esd
(communication, Whil st t drurbhé d c a c dh drel tpartoice
or participatiorfeedback into policy decis
change over timedid have an impact on the
process type, t1 The consultation events w
detail . communi cations gr oumt haenrd gar
ensur e validity. Lat e in
organisations, Greenpeace ¢
out of the events and di c
September, as they believe:

in favour bhat dewesnment
Consultation events focuse
power stations and the wa"
regulated (by government)
sector). Reponses highli gl
comp adpireof it motivati on, an
constructing n(ulzd pearrt nieancti 4 f
Enterprise & Regul atot Qi Re

Overall, public responses I
change on their willingnes:
powelrth.e pri vat iGs eedf fiomrduss ttroy
as a | ow kmobogy teeem t o h
most UK citizens believe th
part t o pl ay i n t he gene
fut@Eue opean Commi AsinambeR0
profile environment al wr i i
changed their minds and no
part @afnstwbe to the <chall el

chan(gMonbi otAsckPDmha)e change
rate as a matter of concertr
per haps seeneasssarffeur e\p
Commi ssi oAl t2@@H)h t hi s5 eissi ¢

accepft®dlay ctehed r & p hedblr satca e p O
would be the more usual tert

Wh a't rational e To ensure that the 2008nsWtr
the party that iffullest publbprromiossdlitmta2 ®!
engagement (i f ¢
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4.Facts and figures
41.Data summary
9 There are 15 operating rela®tlér ofi couhér YyKst eaechp
T Al together the UK hasl &npgréott odéyapceooima god&| aad
TAGR,TFBR,i SGHWR, PWR,T HHTR) .
T ThE¥Khadeveldapd exd¢gorwtrs reactor s$oabtadg and Japan

7T There are
T Public

desptihtee acci dent.

facilities

dpiuni onnucd edarhdKb awe r bbéereonamld /i t i ve

at

to create an independent fu

since 20

Fukushi ma

42.Key danhdsabbreviations

Key dat es:

1948 Nucl ear energy programme commenced.

1952 UK tests first fission atomic weapon.

1954 UK At omi cAuBnheorrgivt y (UKAEA) establishe
government on the development of nucl

1955 White Bapern,gr amme f obs entusc |oceuvatr tphoeweMa g
reactors.

1956 Cal der Hall react or beelceocntersi ctihtey fc oansme
gri d.

1958 Nucl ear I nstallations I nspectoratedscec:
plutonium producing pile

1964 White HRahpeerSecond Nuclear 0&@otwalbl iPsrhoeg
programme of reactors.

19 787 Pl anning inquiry for Ther mal Oxi de Re
input from environmental groups.

19852 Sizewell B planning inquiry, held for
and twealk ani I | i on words of evidence.

1995 Most recent reactor went in operation
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2016 Government annouanacrest rHi smtkil gty hei Ifli riseé g
nucl ear stations.

Abbreviati ons:

AGR Advancedo&Ghed Reactor

BERR Department of Business Eetermrise and Re
BNFL British Nuclear Fuel s

BOND Britain Opposed to Nuclear Dumping

CANDU Canada Deuterium Uranium reactor

CEGB Central Electricity-106804rating Board (186
CND Campaign for Nuclear Disar mament

CoRWM Committee on RadMaoageimeat Wast e

FBR Fast Breeder Reactor

GDF Geol ogi cal Di sposal Facility
GEC General Electric Company

HLW Hi gh Level Waste

I LW I ntermedi ate Level Waste

LLW Low Level Waste

MR WS Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

NDA Nucl ear Decommi ssioning Authority

NI | Nucl ear I nstallations I nspectorate

NI MBY Not yBacMar d

NI REX Nuclear I ndustry Radioactive Waste Execu

NSHEB North of Scotland Hydro Electricity Boar

NUS Nati onal Union of Seamen
ONR Of fice for Nuclear Regul ati on
PFR Protot yReadtast
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P WR Pressurised Water Reactor

RCEP Royal

SCRAM Scottish

Commi ssion on Environment al

Pol | ut

Campaign to Resist the Atomic N\

SGHWR Steam Generating Heavy Water Reactor

SSEB South of

Scotland Electricity Board

THORP Thermal ROpi deessing Pl ant

TUC Trades Uni on

Congress

UKAEA United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority
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43.Map of nucl ear power plants

Figure 1 represents an extended map of nuclear power sites in the UK with export, and location

of major fuel suppliers.

United Kindom Nuclear
facilities

Uranium
suppliers

SOUTH
AUSTRALIA = &=
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44 Li stremafct ors and technical, chrono

The tabl es tbheel olw ssthoow reactors, suppliers, operator

Table 1 - Operational nuclear power reactors in UK. Source: IAEA 2016; WNA 2016.

Mwe ConstruFirst
OperatoSuppl Typ:¢ Grid

net began critic

1 DungeneEDF UK APC GCR 520 1.10.1923.12.3.4.18
B1

2 DungeneEDF UK APC GCR 520 1.10.19 4.12.129.12.
B2

3 Hartl-erEDF UK NPC GCR 595 1.10.1924.6.11.8.19
Al

4 Hartl-efEDF UK NPC GCR 585 1.10.199.9.1931.10.
A2

5 HeyshArEDF UK NPC GCR 580 1.12.196.4.199.7.19

6 Heyshd2Z EDF UK NPC GCR 575 1.12.193.6.1911.10.

7 HeyshBIrEDF UK NPC GCR 610 1.8.198 23.6.112.7.1

8 HeyshBZEDF UK NPC GCR 610 1.8.1981.11.111.11.

9 HinkleyEDF UK TNPG GCR 475 1.9.196 24.9.130.10.
Poi-Bhit

10 Hinkl eyEDF UK TNPG GCR 470 1.9.196 1.2.195.2.18¢9
Poi-Bi2a

11 Hunt ey sEDF UK TNPG GCR 475 1.11.1931.1.16.2.19
B1

12 Hunter sEDF UK TNPG GCR 485 1.11.19 27.3.131.3.1
B2

13 Size®Bel EDF UK PPC PWR 119¢18.7.1931.1.114. 2.1
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14 TornégssEDF UK NNC GCR 590 1.8.198 25.3.125.5.1

15 Torn2ssEDF UK NNC GCR 595 1.8.198 23.12.3.2.18
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Table 27 NPPs shutdown permanently Source: IAEA 2016; WNA 2016.

OperaSuppl TypiMwe ConstruFirst Grid (Shut

net critiec down

1 Ber keML TNPG GCR 138 1.1.1951.8.1912.6.:31. 3.

-1

2 Ber ke ML TNPG GCR 138 1.1.1951.3.1924.6.:26.10.
-2 8

3 BradwML TNPG GCR 123 1.1.1951.8.191.7.1¢31. 3.

4 BradwML TNPG GCR 123 1.1.1951.4.196.7.1¢30. 3.

5 Cal deSL UKAEA GCR 49 1.8.1951.5.1927.8.:31. 3.
Hal |

6 Cal deSL UKAEA GCR 409 1.8.1951.12.11.2.1¢31. 3.
Hal |

7 Cal deSL UKAEA GCR 409 1.8.1951.1.191.3.1¢31. 3.
Hal |

8 Cal deSL UKAEA GCR 49 1.8.1951.12.11.4.1¢31. 3.
Hal |

9 ChapeML UKAEA GCR 48 1.10.199.11.11.2.1¢29. 6. |
rosds

10 ChapeML UKAEA GCR 48 1.10.1930.5.11.7.1¢29.6. |
roLs

11 ChapeML UKAEA GCR 48 1.10.1931.8.11.11.129. 6. |
r os3s
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12 ChapeML UKAEA GCR 48 1.10.1922.12.1.1.1¢29.6.
r osls

13 Dounr UKAEAUKAEA FBR 11 1.3.19514.11.1.10. :1.3. 1!
yDFR

14 Dounr UKAEATNPG FBR 234 1.1.1961.3.1910.1.:31. 3.
yPFR

15 DungeML TNPG GCR 225 1.7.1961.6.1921.9.:31.12.
es-Al 6

16 DungeML TNPG GCR 225 1.7.1961.9.191.11.131.12,
e s-A2 6

17 HinkIl ML EE/ B& GCR 235 1.11.191.5.1916.2.:23.5.
Poi-Aml T

18 Hi nkl ML EE/ B& GCR 235 1.11.191.10.119.3.:23.5.
Poi-A2 T

19 Hunt e ML GEC GCR 150 1.10.191.8.195.2.1¢30. 3.
oORA1L

20 Hunt e ML GEC GCR 150 1.10.191.3.191.6.1¢31.12,
0 RA 2 9

21 Ol db-uML TNPG GCR 217 1.5.1961.8.197.11.129. 2. .
Al

22 Ol db-uML TNPG GCR 217 1.5.1961.12.16.4.1¢30. 6.
A2

23 Si zewML EE/ B& GCR 210 1.4.1961.6.1921.1. :31.12.
Al T 6

24 Si zewML EE/ B& GCR 210 1.4.1961.12.19.4.1¢31.12,
-A 2 T 6
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25 Traws ML APC GCR 195 1.7.1951.9.1914.1.:6.2. 1!
ny dld

41 Tr aws ML APC GCR 195 1.7.1951.12.12.2.1¢4.2. 1!
ny dad

42 WindsUKAEAUKAEA GCR 214 1.11.199.8.191.2.1¢3. 4.1
I AGR

43 WinfrUKAEAI CL/ F SGH 92 1.5.1961.9.191.12.:11.9.

SGHWR WR
44 Wyl-1 aML EE/B&GCR 490 1.9.1961.11.124.1.:30.12.
T 5
45 Wyl-2 aML EE/B& GCR 490 1.9.1961.9.1921.7.:25. 4. .
T

Table 31 proposed and planned nuclear power plants. Source: WNA 2016.

Propon

1 Hi nkl ey-1F EDF Ene EPR 1670 2017 2026

2 Hi nkl ey-2F EPR 1670 20197 2027

3 Sizewegl | EDF Ene EPR 16707 ?

4 Sizewal | EPR 16707 ?

5 Wyl fa Nex Hori zo A BWR 1380 20P9 2025

6 Wyl fa Nex Hori zo A BWR 1380 20P9 2025

7 Ol dbuty Hori zo A B WR 1380 l ate 2(

8 Ol dbu2y Hori zo A B WR 1380 l ate 2(
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r‘b{;;x
S :

9 Moor si di NuGener AP1000O0 1135 20197 |l ate 2
10 Moor si di NuGener AP1000O0 1135 20267
11 Moor si di NuGener AP1000O0 1135 20277
12 Bradwdl | China Gi¢ Hual ong 1150
Nucl ea
13 BradwbkF|l China G:¢ Hual ong 1150
Nucl ea
Total pl&e 13 uni 17,90
propose MWe
Sel |l afi GE Hit ¢ 2 x PRI 2 x 3
Sell afi Candu EI 2 Gandu 2 x 7

65




H@N ESt g:tr;vwa?:stl:::m United Kingdom Short Country ?iczﬁ--:\_

45.Data on public opinion and period

devel opment s

Public opinion has remained remarkably stable over
the issues surrounding nuclear weapons, nuclear ener
As such, there were few attempts ®Ppowencaoawe¢atiepthlei aeni
1970s. The table below shows a completion of opinioi

2010. Al though questi onss,i znee tdhiofdfoelro g yt haen da i sna nopfl eeac h
t heub Bepti ni on ashegy wheplbet ed the devel opment of nu

building of new nuclear power stations.

Figure 2, Graph of public opinion in the UK 1977-2010

60
Do you favour the building of more nuclear power stations/further
/\ develoments in nuclear energy?
50 +—~
=
()
& 40 -
o
= N /\ —— Support
£ 30 \/ —— ——No Strong feeling
% VERAVAZ -
g 20 \V ———Oppose
q') 1.
o ~———Don't know
£ 10 -
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
N A Vo> 0 DN D DN A DO OO
AN R oL N NN L SR\ LR\ NN S RN
AR A I S S S i S
Date of poll

Sources for graph: (European Commission, 2007, 2005, 1991, 1989, 1987, 1986, 1984, 1982; Ipsos
MORI, 2010b; White, 1977)
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Fuel input Million tonnes of oil equivalent
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90.00
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50.00

45.00

40,00

35.00

30.00

25.00

20.00

15.00

10.00

5.00

Energy and Society

46.El ectricity producti on, consumpt

share and demand forecast

Figure 3: Fuel input for electricity generation 1945-2013

Fuel input for electricity generation

1 Other fuels

B Hydro

= Wind

Natural gas

[ Coke and breeze

ol

W Coal
WINuclear

1945
1947
1949
1951
1953
1955
1957
1953
1961
1963
1965
1967
1969
1971
1973
1975
1977
1979
1983
1985
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996
1998

2000
2002
2004
2006
2008
2010
2012
2014

—

n
~
o0
@
—

Data adapted from Department for Energy and Clim

https:// www. gov. uk/ goversitmetnit d tciodd ggtlcdt s toomrsi/ ®edlect
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