a slim possibility its findings could have occurred by chance, the findings were negative - a classic type II error in statistics.  COMARE’s Report is regrettable as it may mislead members of the public into thinking there are no increases in leukaemias near UK nuclear power stations when in fact the evidence in the Report itself indicates otherwise.


“In three areas, the COMARE Report’s handling of epidemiological data is unfortunately not transparent, as follows 

· It excludes recent data on child leukaemias near NPPs after 2004, despite being established to do precisely that; 

· It includes new categories of lymphomas and leukaemias although none were actually observed and although neither KiKK nor the 2008 Bithell study examined these types; 

· It excludes data from the Calder Hall nuclear power station although they state, ‘...their inclusion would certainly have yielded a higher estimate of risk.’

    
“This irregular handling of data unfortunately lays the COMARE Report open to accusations of selecting or “cherry picking” their data. In order to dispel any doubts in this area and increase transparency, it is recommended COMARE should release its data.

1) on the observed numbers of childhood acute lymphoblastic leukaemias within 5 km of NPPs between 2004 and 2010, and

2) on the observed numbers of childhood acute lymphoblastic leukaemias within 5 km of Sellafield between 1969 and 2010.”

THE “BEST EVIDENCE”?
On 12th May the High Court in Leeds refused leave for Rory Walker, who lives near Sellafield, for a judicial review of the Secretary of State’s approach to justification for going ahead with new nuclear power stations last year.  Rory had argued that the Secretary of State had failed to make proper estimates of health detriment and failed fully to take into account scientific research findings showing increased leukaemia risks near nuclear facilities. 

Presumably emboldened by the recently-published COMARE Report, the Secretary of State's defence lawyer declared that the “best evidence suggests that there is no increase in cancers near nuclear power stations - that is the end of it” and the judge opined that the case for judicial review was “unattractive” and that was that.

NUCLEAR TRAINS
The monthly mailing of the “Nuclear Trains Action Group” of London Region CND
NTAG, Mordechai Vanunu House, 162 Holloway Road, London N7 8DQ; Tel. 020-7607 2302.
e-mail: david.lrcnd@cnduk.org 
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Editor: David Polden        
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NEXT GENERAL PLANNING MEETING
Monday June 6th, 7pm at the CND office; address above.
NEXT NUCLEAR TRAINS AND OLYMPICS GROUP MEETING
Friday June 3rd, 7pm:  - also at CND office.

NEXT NUCLEAR TRAIN STALL
Saturday June 4th, 11am-1pm, outside Stratford station.  Protest against nuclear trains going through Stratford and the Olympic Site.  Leafletting, information, petitioning, banners, etc.  Come and help.
PUBLIC MEETING

STOP NUCLEAR TRAINS THROUGH THE OLYMPIC SITE & STRATFORD
Saturday June 18th, 11am-1pm, at Stratford Advice Arcade.  (For details see accompanying leaflet.
WEIGHTMAN WHITEWASH?
We seem to have been here before: something happens that lead to the questioning of Government policy; the Government sets up an enquiry and the enquiry comes up with conclusions that supports that Government policy.

The latest such enquiry is one into the “Japanese earthquake and Tsunami: Implications for the Nuclear Industry”, which Chris Huhne, the Energy Secretary, charged Mike Weightman (Chief Inspector of Nuclear 

Installations at the Government’s Health and Safety Executive {HSE}) with carrying out.  Mike issued his interim conclusions on May 18th, promising his final report in September.

We can see the Government’s problem.  The HSE had been engaged in an elaborate “Generic design assessment” purportedly to assess whether two designs being considered for use in new nuclear power stations in the UK should be passed as fit for purpose from a safety, security and environmental point of view.  The final report on this assessment was due in June and the assessment team had made it clear that they intended (Surprise! Surprise!) to pass the designs as largely fit for purpose.  Then Fukushima intervened and the Government had to reassure the British public that it couldn’t happen here.  So the final report of the assessment was postponed while an enquiry was set up to examine whether Fukushima had any implications for the Government’s plans to for a new generation of nuclear power stations in this country.

Weightman’s interim conclusions seem to be largely that it doesn’t.  Thus Weightman’s 11 conclusions in his interim report run (I kid you not):

1. In considering the direct causes of the Fukushima accident we see no reason for curtailing the operation of nuclear power plants or other nuclear facilities in the UK… 

2. In response to the Fukushima accident, the UK nuclear power industry has reacted responsibly and appropriately displaying leadership for safety and a strong safety culture in its response to date.

3. The Government’s intention to take forward proposals to create the Office for Nuclear Regulation, with the post and responsibilities of the Chief Inspector in statute, should enhance confidence in the UK’s nuclear regulatory regime to more effectively face the challenges of the future.

4. To date, the consideration of the known circumstances of the Fukushima accident has not revealed any gaps in scope or depth of the Safety Assessment Principles for nuclear facilities in the UK.

5. Our considerations of the events in Japan, and the possible lessons for the UK, has not revealed any significant weaknesses in the UK nuclear licensing regime.  

6. Flooding risks are unlikely to prevent construction of new nuclear power stations at potential development sites in the UK over the 
admitting 100,000; on 18th May Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan was quoted as referring to “150,000 evacuees”.

And the future for nuclear power in Japan?  Before Fukushima, Japan’s nuclear plants were supplying some 30% of Japan’s electricity and the   Government had announced plans to increase this to 53% by 2030.  However, PM Naoto Kan announced in May that Japan had to start from scratch with its energy plans following the disaster.  This however does not mean Japan stopping its nuclear power programme.  Since the disaster Mr. Kan has described nuclear power as a “major pillar” of Japanese society, along with fossil fuels, but has added that Japan must rethink how nuclear power is regulated and explore other energy sources, without being drawn on just how big a role he envisaged for nuclear power in the future.

COMARE WHITEWASH?
In May, in what seems an example of a UK study coming up with conclusions refuting concerns about nuclear power, COMARE (the Committee on Medical Aspects of Radiation in the Environment) reported that a study it had carried out found “no significant evidence of an increased risk of childhood leukaemia for children living close to the UK's nuclear power plants”, diametrically opposing the conclusions from the German 2007 KiKK study.


COMARE’s conclusions are based on an analysis of data on the incidence of leukaemia in children less than five years of age living in the vicinity of 13 nuclear power plants in the UK, over the period 1969-2004.
Dr. Ian Fairlie, an independent consultant on radiation risks and a former scientific secretary to the government's Committee Examining Radiation Risks from Internal Emitters issued the following critique of COMARE’s conclusions:


“The COMARE Report actual found a 22% increase in various types of leukaemias and non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma.  However the COMARE Report concluded, “that the latest British data [have] revealed no significant evidence of an association between risk of childhood leukaemia…and living in proximity to an NPP”.  This statement pivots on the equivocal meaning of the word “significant”.  COMARE rejects its actual finding of a 22% increase by incorrectly implying that, as there was 

next few years. For sites with a flooding risk, detailed 
consideration may require changes to plant layout and the 
provision of particular protection against flooding.

7. There is no need to change the present siting strategies for new nuclear power stations in the UK.

8. There is no reason to depart from a multi-plant site concept given the design measures in new reactors being considered for deployment in the UK and adequate demonstration in design and operational safety cases.

9. The UK’s gas-cooled reactors have lower power densities and larger thermal capacities than water cooled reactors which with natural cooling capabilities give longer timescales for remedial action. Additionally, they have a lesser need for venting on loss of cooling and do not produce concentrations of hydrogen from fuel cladding overheating.

10. There is no evidence to suggest that the presence of MOX fuel in Reactor Unit 3 significantly contributed to the health impact of the accident on or off the site.
11. With more information there is likely to be considerable scope for lessons to be learnt about human behaviour in severe accident conditions that will be useful in enhancing contingency arrangements and training in the UK for such events.
3
I leave others better scientifically equipped than myself to examine whether the above conclusions can validly be drawn from the still incomplete information on the still ongoing Fukushima disaster; all I can say is that the report then almost seems too good to be true from a Government point of view.  Apart from a suggestion of considering changing the layout and providing protection for plants subject to a flooding risk and that we might well learn lessons to learn “about human behaviour in severe accident conditions that will be useful in enhancing contingency arrangements and training” it seems the UK nuclear industry has virtually nothing to learn from Fukushima.  And Chris Huhne, commending the report to the House of Commons, indicated that it showed “no reason why we should not proceed with our current policy: namely that nuclear should be part of the future energy mix in the future as it is today…”  

      



      David Polden

FUKUSHIMA LATEST
Meanwhile as more becomes known about the situation at Fukushima, the worse it is found to be.  

Plant owners, the Tokyo Electric Power Company (TEPCO) announced on 15th May that radioactive materials in the ocean near the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power plant had risen to 3,300 times the legal limit, measuring 200 becquerels of cesium-134 per cubic centimetre near the water intake of the No. 3 reactor. 220 becquerels of cesium-137 per cubic centimetre were also detected. 
On 17th May the US Science News reported that, “over the last week, a combination of robotic and human inspections has led to the conclusion that the fuel assemblies in units 1, 2, and 3 were completely exposed to the air for from over 6 hours to over 14 hours and that melting was extensive if not complete.  Much of the fuel is now likely at the bottom of the reactor pressure vessels.”
Earlier it had been found that in spite of massive amounts of water fed into reactor one, the fuel rods in the reactor remained entirely above water.  [And presumably have been since the disaster, which seems to contradict the above report which indicates the fuel assemblies containing the rods were not completely exposed for more than 14 hours!]  The explanation seemed to be that the containment vessel at the base of the reactor was holed and some 3000 tons of radioactive water had leaked into the ground.

Science News goes on to report that TEPCO pledged to stabilize the situation by January 2012 “so 100,000 residents evacuated from around the plant can return to their homes”.

That seems a little optimistic – won’t much of the area evacuated have been contaminated by the radiation continuing to leak from the power station?  Some of the radioactive elements leaking have a short half-life, thus Iodine 131 has one of 8 days, whereas others have much longer half-lives; Caesium 137 has one of 30 years.  And a 30-kilometre exclusion zone continues to be maintained around Chernobyl a quarter of a century after the disaster there.
Incidentally exactly how many people were evacuated around Fukushima?  Up to now the favoured figure has been 80,000; now we see TEPCO 






