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I am willing for my response to be disclosed 

Q1 Do you agree that it is not realistic for the government to wait until 
fast breeder reactor technology is commercially available before taking a 
decision on how to manage plutonium stocks? 

I am responding on behalf of our group which is situated in the immediate locality 
of the Sellafield complex where the stockpile of plutonium is of huge concern, and 
therefore has a special interest in these matters. 

This is a tendentious question that it is very hard to find an answer other than ‘yes’ 
to since fast breeder technology has been such a disaster in this country so far and 
has fared little better elsewhere. I disagree with the condition the question sets in 
the first place. 

However, I do propose that the government calls a halt to this consultation 
because the disaster at Fukushima has (1) changed the entire basis of the 
‘plutonium economy’  (2) undermined the basis of a justification for a new MOX 
plant and (3) prompted a review of nuclear safety by the UK Government. This 
consultation should be informed by the findings of the review. 

Q2 Do you agree that the Government has got to the point where a 
strategic sift of options can be taken? 

Q3 Are the conditions that a preferred option must in due course meet, 
the right ones? 

No. For any strategic action to be credible, DECC must convince us that it plans to 
deal more responsibly than its predecessor Defra with the growing amount of 
reprocessed nuclear waste that we host here in Cumbria. The performance of the 
existing MOX plant at Sellafield has been absolutely dismal in comparison with the 
wide-eyed optimism of the 2001 consultation which somehow managed to convince 
the government that there was a ‘robust economic case for proceeding with SMP’  
‘supported by a number of prudent assumptions’ (Defra & DH 2001 p 35). The fact 
is that the plant was supposed to produce 560 tons of fuel in its first decade but so 
far has produced just 15 tons (Daily Telegraph, Feb 12th 2011) and the consultation 



paper further glosses over these failures as being the result of minor design faults 
and difficulties. This plant has been costing the taxpayer £90 million a year – a 
figure that astonishes and angers those of us whose incomes and access to 
services are being steadily eroded by the government’s implementation of cuts to 
public spending.  

In addition, the true ‘costs’ of MOX in terms of waste need to be appraised. It is 
frankly incorrect to speak of MOX as a ‘recycling’ facility when the ensuing spent 
fuel is even more radioactive and problematic to deal with – creating a further 
problem of waste. This is an urgent issue here in West Cumbria where we have the 
only ‘communities’ in the UK who are willing to consider ‘volunteering’  to host a 
Deep Geological Disposal Facility. DECC must put forward a convincing argument 
that it is not going to be hoodwinked yet again. 

Finally, the disaster at Fukushima and the subsequent review of nuclear safety 
must be taken into account. The disaster involved the proximity of spent MOX fuel 
in ponds to reactors in melt-down, so the basis of any safety case involving MOX 
fuel must be called into question. It also means that DECC cannot proceed with the 
same assumptions about the market for MOX fuel. The Japanese Prime Minister 
has today proposed the closure of the Hamaoka nuclear plant, apparently the only 
customer for MOX fuel (Independent 9th May 2011). There may be no market for it 
and it would therefore remain as a part of the plutonium stockpile – along with the 
high level wastes that would arise as a consequence of its fabrication. This, again, 
would have serious consequences for people in West Cumbria. 

These points seriously compromise the assumptions that underpin this question. 

References 

Daily Telegraph Feb 12th 201l A bomb factory in our back yard Geoffrey Lean p 24 

Department for Environment Food & Rural Affairs & Department of Health 2001 
Assessment of BNFL’s Business case fot eh Sellafield MOX plant July 2001 

Independent May 9th 2011 Closure of Japanese plant casts doubt over viability of 
Sellafield’s Mox operation Steve Connor  

Q4 Is the government doing the right thing by taking a preliminary policy 
view and setting out a strategic direction now? 

No. The disaster at Fukushima has prompted a review of nuclear safety in the UK, 
and this must report before any further consultation is undertaken. The fact that a 
MOX plant was involved in the disaster makes this all the more compelling. Safety 
issues both national and international are central to the use of MOX fuel. 

Q5 Is there any other evidence government should consider in coming to 
a preliminary view? 



See responses to previous questions 

Q6 Has the government selected the right preliminary view? 

See responses to previous questions 

Q7 Are there any other high level options that the Government should 
consider for long-term management of plutonium? 

Halting reprocessing at the THORP plant. 

 

 


