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(iv) Closures. current recession
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allied incustries, the: ire eral key companies that are overly dependen:
on orders from Heysham II and Torness. This is particularly

true of NEI-
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ssoe Heavy Engineering Ltd, part of
group.

= NEI-Clarke Cha

This is one of the two companies manufacturing

large power station boilers in the UK, and the only one previously
to. have manufactured boilers to the Heysham Il/Tomess design. They

have 2,500 employees (800 in their works at Gateshead, 700 staff in
prort, and 1,000 on site).

1t seems likely that the Gateshead works would have to close down

From our discussions with the company,

in the next year or so if they are not awarded the hardware contracts
for the boilers at.both Heysham II and Torness worth £150 million.
That would leave Babcock Power Ltd as the only UK menufacturer of
large power station boilers. Although Babcocks have the necessary
fapacity and there would be some advantage in rationalising the
mdustry to a single supplier, the effect of the closure of Clarke
Chaman would be particularly serious for the North East.
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Heysham g, awarded last year

Wort) —half of
orth about £85 million and represent at least one

nsible for fabricat

The company are respo : i
the nuclear jslands at
are together

d Torness. The contracts,

the company's

CONFIDENTIAL |




very sin
Vi Strong argumen

“0 have endorgeq

JOT boost to
the A@®

pOliC] SO soon
credib

ility with sp

the op

tion of apn

S
ed, in quality engineerin

unemploymert,

.

part icularly

ment

+n P '
ment, “hese stations is so agy

vanced,
it, the PSER argument would have +o be w
shedat ey oo favour of postponement, Byt since the bulk o
2 be measured by o PSER savings would n Fio¢ until the mid-eighties, the CPRs Eie

il
~a

not believe that

annm

< E 1 v 1 ] 1 1114 ma the case for postponement
value to the company's annual b an £100 million, oIy 2

1 v ra3la los the S havi en m o] ) i oonin hi 5
Generators Ltd, who would los ® 1 have been more 8, The Case for Postooni [ one of the ARs. This is examined in Amnex ¢
ed i 5

- 3 e nd wonld latively 1 D ive e ro z
than NEI Parsons xport x 1 relatively less It would be an expensive exercise, carrying many of

the disadvantages of postponing
both, for a much smaller benefit.

. IR et e el g contat: ' -
James Howden and td w IS¢ 80 1 ¥ 1 of contra Again, we do not recommend it.
I Py +hat wou

1d !} W e @ factory that woul
circulators aud would hav

f 1yi S I i Henshaw Ltd, part of
employed 400 staff lying 3 : I aw Ltd, pa.

o 3 ] contract for : commends that the two A@s at Heysham II and Torness should
Dickinson Robinson Group, v d 1 t I

i gy ahead as planned, 1In support

+hi -
¥ 3 i 1 o nts 30 per cent O n of this:=-
handling equipment; act nts 30 r

forward workload. Because they have reserved the capacity in t"l“ (1) The Gover ment should consider making an early announcement of its
they have not been tendering : native work and could 30‘;“4 commitment to AGRs. This would be welcomed by the nuclear and power
all their workers on ] immediate future. Finally, t“e““':l plant industries who have been troubled at all levels from Boardroom

o 1 Nucl + N - Y . .
postponement on the morale of the employees at the National ~‘:E i ‘0 the shop floor by recent speculation about the intentions of the
was raised with us several tir but in our view this has B Goverament and the Gererating Boards;
organisational problems than with Heysham II/Tarness projects The Generating Boards shoull be asked to treat their AGR programme as

Priority calls on funds available for capital investment. This would
Conclusions

eliminate the uncertainty that any cash squeeze on the Electricity
5¢ There are three main arguments for postponement ' Supply Industry might interfere with the AGR programme.
. . . - A ve et larify for
= the saving in the PSER would be £3 billion over Basi 4 The Secretary of State for Energy should be invited to clariy t
" repor
o arse J Solleagues tne attached letters from the Chief Inspector and o
¥ Dro o

the stations were subsequently to form part ©

. 13
However, the early

savings are relatively small in eSS towards advantageous design changes.
nd

nd &
= he power stations are not needed to meet dema

5 a ings
€eonomic case in relation to future fuel savingé

Ci\)' .
» . in, :
if capital rationing is taken into account. ; SO

4 0y,
1 ‘arn o
~ Postponement might result in some advantage *h 1980
incorporateq,

[CONFIDENTIAL |

CONFIDENTIAL |




[CONFIDENTIAL |

UK Atomic Energy Authority

Deputy Chairman (alse
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Lo ng Director, Wh
iy + Whessoe Hegy .
2 E)‘G’lneeh,

R F Bishop

3 rs from British Nucle 0
2. The CPRS also received letters fx clear Bye lened'ani
Strachan and Henshaw Limited.

3 We also acknowledge the help and co-operation from the Depal‘tments £

e 2
(f

Energy and of Industry, the Treasury, and the Scottish Office, Meetiﬂgsna

the Electricity Council and the CEGB were held jointly with the DePartmem,

Energy. The SSEB meeting was jointly with the Scottish Office,

[CONFIDENTIAL |

Healt e o
Saf & Milal?::kH%se Norfr 2.3
ety LOndon SW-]P 4QL

. Tel h
Executive Te'e'fs‘n’ifsﬁ‘i?nlzféam

: Y
{ Inspector of Nuclear Installations our reference
ef IN

1 S
ﬁomp hl

ind

policy Review Staff

Ki

trel
7guwhitehall

w}doﬂ SW1A 248

ar Mr Kind
IESIGN CHANGES FOR FUTURE AGR SYSTEMS

Imow enclose copies of extracts from various documents and mi

nutes of meetings
relating to the gas baffle in the current AGR designs.

luvill see that there was initial discussion of two phases with mention of a
jaber of AGRs but later discussion centred around the Government's decision in
Jamary 1978 to build two more twin reactor stations at Heysham and Torness.

Il future orders beyond these four reactors were to be a matter for decision at
"¢ appropriate time and hence we have regarded these stations as the last of
uat particular design. ('I'he so-called Mark I based on the Hinkley Point 'B'
u@.)' Para. 25 of Annex 3 and para. 38 of Annex 4 set the scene for
#sideration of the design and possible elimination of the gas baffle for

¥ Second phase of AGRs.

g CEGB now wish to include a substantial number of new AGR stat.jions in
f?mud Programme, then we move to what I term the Ma.ﬂc il de;n.gn.f P
ns 5. ODYOVementg over earlier stations have been made in the de_at@ ob t

e € for the AGRs at Heysham Stage II and Torness, I regard i a.: acemgcepted
ity est intepegtg of safety that a further programme of AGB:hzs :Zat o
e, rs feature unyegg 4 satisfactory case is forthcoming to show
] ains the best practicable design solution.
b . slishments 1977-T8
’ “questig“ & Copy of the Health and Safety in Muclear Esta
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JSIGN CHANGES FOR FUTURE AGR SYSTEMS

fhank you for your letter dated 17 March. As you rightly say, it is in everyone's
inferest that our position on the AGR is clarifieq and properly understood by all.
lming then to the three points raised in your letter, I would reply as follows:-
(1) I seeno dgifficulty in licensing one or two more AGRs simiiar
to the Heysham IT design within a substantial FWR programme, 3' }
I would emphasise however that I would not expect this to {
apply if a larger number of AGRs were proposed. (But see -
para 3 below).

(2) Similarly I obviously could not object to say 2 AGRs of the 32
Heysham IT design as an extension to the 1978 programme, ang ‘
Prior to a further substantial programe of AGRs. I shoul E
however point out that if a MK II design was shown to have
8

jafety advantages, I would prefer such AGRs to be in::z:f:;e:f 5
2 the programme as quickly as possible and to any e [

the present programme if that were practicable. H\

4 design stugy on the particular change we have ’:‘f:‘}fg’“ 7
that is the elimination of the gas baffle, has 2: ok has

b 40 aware, so far been carried out. uteé.::ntins Boards
teen completed it is of course open to the ot reasonably

° ague that guch major design changes are nt 2 marked
Irecticabla, 't Ty iy vV my judgement tha

is is of
couzge IRt in overall safety would result but 2 J
%Ur%e subject to the results of the design
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: unsafe.
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expect O be in a position to issue the licenc

thin a month oF }'
°f construction for the first ‘t‘w’:h:: a MK II design 36
10y, ¥ follows that should it be shown ble, then I can see .
noe:ithout the gas baffle) is not pr‘:lt;c:ﬂt "” d as the -
bgue““ why the Heysham II design ¢

% °F & further programme of AGRS-:
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2 - te At
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1

tations

front-end investment in both capital ang

r over half the number of units, A4s a result the unit cost of constructing
manpowe.

just one of these stations would be an estimated 15% or more higher, thereby
5 Also NPC believe that some companies
which have at present indicated their support for the AGR programme might not

wish to commit their resources at all if the prospect of business was halved.

weakening the economic case for proceeding.

2,

|
Obviously as far as suppliers who have already committed their re:"“’:: of T‘gl‘
are concerned, one station would be better than none. However, the :: e;:ck of B
one station would not prevent the rekindling within the i'.’d““'y Ofl :policy 32
confidence that the government could make a fimm declaration of‘ h ::d elsewhere.
and then stick to it. The importance of this factor has been discus E

: ded |
' e station procee 3 |
3 It seems clear from the CPRS' discussions that if :nlyT:: SSEB would not be r < "
then j4 would have to be Heysham II in the CEGB's sya:eo; it being the last of g
Prepareq 4o €0 it alone with Tormess with the prospec '
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the anti-

i interpreted by
¢ line of ACR's., The deferment of Torness would be

«d that sone £400-500 million
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