
 

Hinkley C- - Can we afford it?  Do we, here in WandS, want it in our back yard? 

The controversy heightens:  

In March 2014 Glastonbury Town Council wrote to over 400 Town and Parish councils in Somerset 

urging them to  oppose the  new Hinkley C nuclear power development.  The letter reads  as follows:  

Council Letter Text: 

 

Glastonbury Town Council oppose the proposed Hinkley C development in West  

Somerset for the following reasons: 

 

1. Concerns over the huge impact that the 9 year development might have upon our locality 

and the county as a whole, particularly construction traffic; 

2. The potentially catastrophic impact that a nuclear accident at the facility would have on 

our community and our region; 

3. The negligent immorality of leaving highly radioactive waste and spent fuel at the site for 

future generations to deal with - for at least 100 years and most  probably for many 

thousands. 

 

Since then, the government has announced it's "Strike Price" deal with EDF and it has 

become apparent that the Hinkley C project will be the most expensive nuclear power station 

on the planet, with EDF profits being guaranteed by a 35 year price-fix for all UK consumers. 

In recent months there has also been mounting pressure to store additional radioactive 

waste from other UK sites at the Hinkley Point complex, raising the prospect of West 

Somerset becoming a "second Sellafield" in future. 

 

In the light of this Glastonbury Town Council further resolved to contact our sister councils in 

Somerset inviting you to join us in opposing the proposed Hinkley C project. 

 

Since we made that decision, the unprecedented flooding in Somerset, record storm surges, 

and even the recent earth tremor have raised further concerns about the viability and long-

term safety of Hinkley C. As EDF's "Final Investment Decision" is yet to be made, and the 

financial deal is being scrutinised by the EU Competition Commission, and Parliament"s 

Public Accounts Committee will investigate it shortly, we believe that statements of concern 

and opposition by local representative bodies such as yours could play a part in determining 

Somerset's future for the good.    

 

Individual councillors have gone on record voicing their concerns:   



A recent meeting with EDF has done nothing to allay the towns fears, according  

to Councillor Jon Cousins (St Edmunds Ward). 

 

"Basically, EDF pulled out of a public meeting and sent David Eccles to our  

council meeting instead to tell us that Hinkley C would be good for jobs," said  

Mr Cousins. "He could tell us nothing about the nuclear emergency plan for  

Glastonbury - except that we shouldn't eat or drink anything - and assured us  

without a blink that EDF were prepared to store spent fuel at Hinkley Point for  

thousands of years".  

 

"I was shocked to discover that the spent fuel building will not be as heavily  

protected as the reactor building, making it an obvious target for a malicious  

attack - and it will still be vulnerable to attack or natural disaster long  

after EDF have packed up their profits and gone". 

 

"It's not too late for Somerset people and councils to raise a voice and stop  

this project before the construction traffic has started rolling," said  

Councillor Denise Michell (St Benedict's Ward). "Glastonbury is a town which is  

ill-prepared for the impact of that traffic, But despite a very reasonable  

appeal from Councillor Ian Tucker, Mr Eccles said that ultimately it would be up  

to contractors which roads they used, and EDF could not be expected to give us  

any assurances." 

 

"It seems that all the big issues with this project are some one else's  

responsibility, and EDF's only responsibility is making the money. With the  

public subsidy agreed by the government, Hinkley C profits are apparently set to  

be well over £50 billion. That puts the so called "benefits to the community"  

into perspective. Somerset could end up shouldering the liabilities of this  

project for generations, and Glastonbury council are not at all happy about  

that," she said. 

 

We are close enough to Hinkley to be affected by any nuclear accident there, and there is currently a 

consultation which asks for our views on whether radioactive waste from other sites should be 

permitted to be stored at Hinkley, in addition to waste generated there.  There is the argument that 

a certain number of jobs, albeit at an unskilled level,  would be generated by the development, 

helping unemployment in our area, and boosting local businesses servicing the development.   Does 

that outweigh the other considerations?  Should we be supporting  Glastonbury Town Council here? 

 

There is a plethora of views on the project.   I like thesimple and straightforward  resume on 

greenchristian.org.uk from November 2013 ( too long to reproduce here, but try  this link). March 

2014 sees this Guardian article focussing on the costs and safety concerns: 



 With two new UK reactors planned at Hinkley Point C in Somerset and three years after the meltdowns at 

Fukushima in Japan, it is worth considering whether the design, procurement, construction, and management 

of nuclear power plants is sufficiently reliable to allay public concern over radiation and value for money. 

In the case of the reactor design chosen for Hinkley C, the French-designed European Pressurised Reactor 

(EPR), there is not yet a finished power plant to judge by.  

The two plants closest to completion, in Finland and France, have been plagued by astonishing cost overruns 

and construction delays, along with a litany of complaints over design flaws, poor quality control, and 

construction lapses. 

When construction on Finland’s Olkiluoto 3 began in 2005, French nuclear company Areva had promised to be 

finished by summer 2009 – a record time for a prototype nuclear reactor. Rare is the nuclear commission that 

doesn’t fall at least somewhat behind schedule, but fundamental problems with poorly trained subcontractors 

pouring substandard concrete for essential structures and improperly welded reactor containment suggested 

systemic problems with the quality standards and much-invoked "safety culture" at Areva. 

The EPR’s automatic control system and safety system, by Siemens, also proved insufficiently robust. In 2009, 

nuclear safety regulators in Britain, Finland, and France jointly released a report judging the safety system to be 

insufficiently independent from the automatic control system, sending Areva back to the drawing board. This 

means that the EPR design selected for Hinkley C is not actually a finished product – one key component 

remains in development. 

It is also troubling to consider that the conventional nuclear risk assessment carried out for Hinkley C is 

generally understood to be structurally limited when it comes to "beyond design-based" factors, ie the cascading 

series of problems that characterise failures of highly integrated complex systems in nuclear plants as seen in all 

the major accidents at Three-Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima. 

Originally commissioned at €3bn, the cost of the Olkiluoto 3 in Finland has ballooned to an estimated €8.5bn. 

Amid the finger-pointing between Areva and Finnish electricity provider Teollisuuden Voima Oy (TVO), with 

each suing the other for losses as a result of the delays and other problems (€2.7 and €1.8bn, respectively), 

Areva has apparently not submitted a revised schedule and did not renew contracts for 50 work foremen at the 

site in February, when work all but stopped for most of the month.  

With all the mounting setbacks, no one involved in the project dares to predict when the plant will actually come 

online, but Finnish media sources estimate its completion date will have slipped from 2009 to 2018, or perhaps 

even as late as 2020. 

Areva dismisses these hitches as a "Finnish problem" stemming from the travails of a difficult client, so it is fair 

to look at the only other European-based EPR project, in Flamanville in northern France.  

France is perhaps one of the most pro-nuclear places in the world to build a reactor, with about 75% of the 

country's electricity already generated from the atom. But Flamanville is also years behind schedule and far over 

budget.  

Work started in 2007, yet similar problems with questionable quality control and design issues have dragged the 

completion date into 2016 (this for a project originally intended to last 4.5 years). The final bill for Flamanville 

is estimated to reach €8.5bn – exactly the same as the upwardly revised cost of Olkiluoto. 

Against this desultory backdrop, it is instructive to note that in policy circles, EPR also stands for Extended 

Producer Responsibility, the concept that the manufacturer of a smartphone, for example, should be responsible 

for recycling the handset when discarded. This policy, which is law in the EU and in Japan, not only limits 

environmental fallout but creates efficiencies as firms design products to be easier and safer to recycle.  

By contrast, the nuclear sector seems to represent the opposite pole of the continuum, with little or no "extended 

responsibility" to be found. Politicians and utilities rarely take proper responsibility for mishaps during 



construction and operation, nor for radiation leaks, nor the decommissioning of irradiated components at "end of 

life", nor for the nuclear waste that accumulates.  

With the UK ready to embark on new EPR reactors – should the EU even approve the deal struck between EDF 

and the government – developments at Olkiluoto and Flamanville will continue to cast a long shadow over 

Hinkley C. 

  


