
Evacuation Zones

The map above shows the sizes of the various evacuation zones at Fukushima applied to
Sizewell. 

The Current UK Zone is 1Km!
The emergency plan for the UK is currently to have a 1Km zone which would not be visible on this
map.

Coastal Erosion
The coast line around Sizewell is
very dynamic. At present coastal
erosion in the Dunwich area
produces a lot of sediment that is
moved south by longshore drift.
This sediment protects the coast
south of Dunwich from erosion
forming a number of offshore sand
banks as well as maintaining the beach.
It is claimed that the coast around the Sizewell plants can be
managed in the case of increased erosion. Even if this is
possible then it is likely to have serious consequences for the
areas south of the plant such as Thorpeness and Aldeburgh.
It is not clear how much, if anything, the nuclear industry is
going to pay towards maintaining sea defences along the coast.

Flood Risk

The map above reproduced from the UK Environment Agency shows the one in a hundred flood
risk around the Sizewell plants. Flooding at nuclear power stations is a very serious event and the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
state that the flood risk should be one in
10,000 years.
Over the absolute minimum time that can
be expected for nuclear material to be on
the site (110 year) the probability of a 100
year event is 66.90%, 250 year event
35.65%, 1,000 year event 10.42% as shown
in the graph on the right.
Even if flooded, the risk of a major leak
should only be one in a thousand. The fact
that there were major problems at more
than one plant in Fukushima shows brings
into question the way that risk assessments
at nuclear plants are carried out.

Cost
The final cost of construction was £2,733million in 1991
prices which is £4,370million in todays prices.
The plant was build by the Central Electricity Generating
Board (CEGB). During the privatisation of CEGB control
was turned over to Nuclear Electric and was eventually
sold to the private company British Energy in 1996.
In 2002 the company faced a finacial crisis. After
attempted restructuring the UK government invested £3 billion and the company was reclassified
as a public body in what the Office for National Statistics described as a reflection of "the control
that can be exercised by government over British Energy". Basically it was re-nationalised.
The British Government also assumed British Energy nuclear fuel liabilities (cost of disposing of
the waste) worth between £150m and £200m p.a. over ten years. These fuel liabilities extended
until 2086. In return the government could claim 65% of British Energy's available cash flow each
year, on top of a fixed annual contribution.
In 2008 the company was sold to EDF and the amount that could be claimed back was dropped to
30% of the available cash flow.
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Sizewell B
Sizewell B is a 1,195 MW (3500MW
Thermal) Pressurised Water Reator. 
Until recently it was one of the most
reliable nuclear reactors in the UK.
However, in May 2008 an unforced outage
at the plant caused severe problems in the
national grid resulting in widespread power
cuts.
Faulty Pressuriser
In March 2010 ‘excessive moisture’ was detected in the containment area which was due to a
faulty heater in a pressuriser unit in the primary cooling circuit.
Information obtained under the Freedom of Information Act from the subsequent Nuclear
Installation Inspectorate stated that “The leakage was determined to be about 4.5 l/minute”
(Justification for Return to Service from forced outage 43 (FO43), Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate). The report also stated “A total of 10 heaters have failed electrically over the last 10
years and it is strongly suspected (but not proved) that the heaters fail electrically because water
leaks in.”
Fire
During the shutdown a fire broke out in a building housing charcoal absorbers and it took
firefighters over 6 hours to put out.
More Problems With The Primary Cooling Circuit
In February 2011 low oil level in a pump in the cooling system forced the reactor to shut again.
There was no inspection by the NII and we have no further information about this accident.

"The Sizewell B nuclear plant has been built on the Suffolk coast, a site that
has been earmarked for the construction of several more nuclear plants.
However, Sizewell will certainly be affected by rising sea levels. Engineers
say they can build concrete walls that will keep out the water throughout the
working lives of these new plants. But that is not enough. Nuclear plants

may operate for 50 years, but it could take hundreds of years to
decommission them. By that time, who knows what sea-level rises and what

kinds of inundations the country will be experiencing?" 
Dr Colin Brown, director of engineering at the Institution of Mechanical Engineering

http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2009/mar/08/climate-change-flooding

The remains of old sea defences at
Lowestoft

Sizewell A
The plant came on line in 1966 and was shut down at the end of 2006 and is currently being
decommissioned under the control of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority.
Fuel Pond Accident
In January a major incident at the plant was narrowly avoided when a leak occured at the fuel
storage pond:

The HM Nuclear Installation Inspectorate's report of the incident, obtained under the
Freedom of Information Act, said: "The pond could have been drained (it takes about

10 hours) before the required plant tour by an operator had taken place. In this
worst-case scenario, if the exposed irradiated fuel caught fire it would result in an

airborne off-site release."
It concluded: "NII believes that there was significant risk that operators and even
members of the public could have been harmed if there had not been fortunate and
appropriate intervention of a contractor who just happened to be in the right plant

area when things went wrong."
The Guardian, Thursday 11 June 2009

Local residents were informed at a Stakeholder meeting that the operator was not prosecuted for
breaching safety rules partly because NII resources were "stretched" and that they had
reassessed the accident and there were no risk of a fire. However, research by the US Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NUREG 1738) seems to suggests otherwise.

The European Pressurized Reactor (EPR) is a
new design and there are none operating at the
moment. At present there are two being built:
Olkiluoto 3 (Finland)
Contruction of the plant started in 2005 and was
initially scheduled to go online in 2009. The initial
estimate of the cost was € 3.7 billion. The
completion date has now been put back until
2012 and the cost has increased by € 2.7 billion.
Flamanville 3 (France)
Construction started in 2007 and the plant was
expected to be completed in 2012. The initial cost estimate was € 3.7 billion but estimated costs
are now €5 billion and it is not expected to be completed until 2014 at least (French Nuclear
Watchdog Says EDF Has Problems With Flamanville EPR Liner, Bloomberg, Aug 30, 2010)

Climate Change
“It is thought that although the Greenland Ice sheet will continue to melt, the

increase in sea level this would cause may be offset by increase precipitation over
the Earth's other major ice sheet, Antarctica.”

British Energy Generation Ltd, Review of medium to long-term coastal, geohazard risks at British Energy sites,
September 2007

The use of the word 'may' in the above quote seems to us to be based on optimism rather than
analysis of the worse case scenario. We would like to note that the IPCC Fourth Assessment
Report estimates net loss from Antarctica. Although the net mass balance of Antarctica is a matter
of debate there seems little or no scientific consensus that it would compensate for the net loss
from the Greenland Ice sheet.
More recent studies not only show a net loss from the Antarctic Ice Sheet but also suggest that
rapid melting can occur due to changes in ocean currents and other factors (e.g. Steffen K et al.,
Chap. 2 in Abrupt Climate Change, U.S. Climate Change Science Program, SAP-3.4 2008)
The IPCC Third Annual Report figures used in the Review are therefore not even a minimum let
alone a 'worse case' scenario.

Sizewell Nuclear  Dump
Over 1000 Tonnes of  Nuclear Waste To Be
Stored At Sizewell B
Despite over 60 years of producing highly radioactive waste we still have no way of disposing of it.
The waste from nuclear plants such as Sizewell B was originally intended to be sent to Sellafield
for reprocessing or processing for long term disposal. Since this has not happened the ponds used
to store the spent fuel at the plant are now reaching capacity. It is now proposed that the fuel is
transferred to ‘dry storage casks’ on the site. The waste is expected to remain on site until at least
the end of the century even if a long term waste depository is eventually built.
The 146 dry storage casks will be housed in a special builing on the site and construction is
expected to start later this year.
New Build – “If  your in a hole stop digging!”
The new reactors proposed for Sizewell would not only would this add to the amount of spent fuel
but would produce waste that is substantially different to that currently being created.
In an attempt to make new nuclear economic EdF and other nuclear power companies are
proposing to burn a larger percentage of the fuel (from 4% to 6%). Although this sounds better
since less fuel is used to produce the same amount of electricity it creates new technical
challenges to both short term and long term storage of waste.
The waste from the new plants would be more radioactive and therefore would produce much
more heat when removed from the reactor. This would increase the time that it would be
necessary to store the spent fuel under water.
The radiation emitted by the fuel is also very different with many more neutrons being emitted. Not
only does this affect the type of radiation shielding that is required it is not known what the long
term affect of the neutrons would have on storage canisters.


