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October 4, 2010

To

Mr. Jairam Ramesh

Hon. Minister 

Ministry of Environment and Forests

Government of India

New Delhi

Re
: A Brief Update on the Outcome of Meetings between NPCIL and KBS and the

  Demands 

Dear Sir,

We wish to bring to your attention certain important developments which have occurred in respect of the Jaitapur Nuclear Project since our last meeting. We begin with a brief recap of events: 

KBS and Janhit Seva Samiti (JSS) submitted its preliminary objections and observations on the grave short comings of the draft EIA for JNPP on a number of counts.

We brought it out with undisputable evidence that the draft EIA report prepared by NEERI is an unscientific exercise and unacceptable as an EIA for a nuclear power project.

You kindly accepted our request for a meeting and we had a meeting with you on 9/6/2010 in your office at Delhi. We handed over to you a summary and the detailed objections submitted during public hearing by KBS on the draft EIA and requested you to personally intervene in the matter. 

You kindly agreed to allow the public representation in the forthcoming Expert Appraisal Committee meeting which will consider the Jaitapur Nuclear Power Project. You also kindly agreed to initiate a cumulative environmental impact assessment in respect of multiple proposed projects on the Konkan Coast. In regards to our other request that all the relevant data, information shall be shared with people to facilitate verification and a scientific scrutiny; you assured your personal intervention to ensure complete transparency in the data, information sharing and the review process. 

Subsequent to this till date NPCIL has given KBS two written responses and held two meetings in Mumbai. A meeting of all parties was held on 13/7/2010 in your office which you chaired.

In addition, a meeting was called and chaired by Dr. S. Banerjee, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. This was on 1/9/2010 at BARC, Mumbai.

Salient Points:

We wish to put together our serious apprehensions and some important points that emerged out of all these interactions till date for records and your sincere consideration.

a. The written responses submitted by NPCIL to the objections to the draft EIA raised by KBS are in general vague, evasive, and skirting the fundamental points brought out. Not a single issue raised by us has been properly answered. 

b. KBS is therefore utterly dissatisfied with the replies received from NPCIL in the two meetings held till date at your instance. 

c. It has clearly emerged from the interactions with NPCIL that AERB is responsible to give final comprehensive approval on accounts of design of plant from safety, radioactive emissions, storage and disposal of low, intermediate and high level radioactive waste by-products and impacts of radioactivity on environment during normal operation as well as extraordinary events/incidences and after the service life of the plant. 

d. Till date NPCIL has only submitted Preliminary Safety Assessment Report (PSAR) for Flamanville project in France to AERB on sample basis. The JNPP specific PSAR is not yet finalized and submitted to AERB. So AERB approval process is yet to start.

e. NPCIL was not wiling to share specific cost related data or the make or break tariff although agreed in the joint meeting on 13/7/2010.

f. Surprisingly some cost information has been released to media by someone anonymously from NPCIL. Although NPCIL has said that it is not the fact, they have not issued an official denial for the same to media even a month later. KBS has serious objection to NPCIL’s approach.

g. The spent fuel of the Jaitapur Plant will be re-processed but there is no mention of it in the current draft EIA. 

h. There is no definitive site and plan for the re-processing plant for the spent fuel. 

i. Till date there is no defined plan for disposal of high level radioactive waste nor there is any geo-repository in India or for that matter anywhere in the world.

j. The draft EIA states that radioactive solid waste will be stored ‘underground’ and NEERI goes ahead certifying that there will not be any adverse impact on the environment. Contrarily NPCIL now claims that the storage will be “above the ground”.

k. There is evidently no back end to the JNPP at present. The front end of the project is also seriously flawed. Serious objections have been raised to the present EPR design by European regulators from France, Britain and Finland. Independently, the US regulator NRC has also raised similar objections to the EPR design. We annex hereto some information relating to the letters issued to AREVA by the European Regulators, the Finnish STUK, the French ASN and the HSE of UK, and the US NRC.

l. NEERI on their part have miserably failed to play their vital role of a scientific auditor. 

m. NEERI admitted that they are not the competent authority to examine the issues of radiological safety and environmental impacts and in case of a nuclear power plant radiological aspect is 70%.

n. KBS has demanded to Chairman, AEC that the review and approval process for a civilian nuclear power plant which is under AERB must be brought in public domain as in the UK and the USA.

Considering all the facts above, we wish to place our demands as follows:

· The current EIA based on generic, incomplete inputs and prepared unscientifically, and which is still lacking approval on all issues of radioactivity hazard must be summarily rejected as being prima facie unacceptable for the abovementioned reasons. EIA approval cannot be given to a project which is lacking a back end, and whose front end is seriously flawed.

· The current EIA should not be considered by the Expert Appraisal Committee.

· MoEF should not accord clearance to JNPP or any new nuclear power plant till the final geo-repository for disposal of high level radioactive waste is scientifically defined and spent fuel reprocessing plant site and commissioning plan with its due EIA is done and approved.

· MoEF should ask for a fresh EIA for JNPP based on the comprehensive inputs only after final approval from AERB.

· Public hearing should again be called for the fresh EIA for JNPP.

· Expert Appraisal Committee review shall follow with participation of people’s to present their side as well as to respond to explanations provided by the project proponents and their agencies.

· Final Environmental clearance must be the pre-condition to signing any binding pact or agreement between NPCIL and AREVA or any other agency for JNPP.

We are sure you would consider these in all earnest and initiate actions in the interest of people, environment of India.

Dr. Vivek Monteiro







Adwait Pednekar

Madhu Mohite







Arun Velaskar

Encl:
Annexure 1 to 4,


Signed MoM – Meetings of 9/7/10 & 4/8/10


KBS report of meeting with Chairman, AEC on 1/9/10.


Press notes on objections from different regulators to Areva

Annexure 1

NPCIL prepared a written response and called for a meeting with KBS and JSS.  This response by NPCIL is to our summary letter dt. 9/6/10, addressed to the Minister, Ministry of Environment and Forests. 

The meeting was held on 9/7/2010. The minutes of discussions in this meeting were prepared and signed.

Salient Points that emerged out of the written response prepared by NPCIL and the discussions in the meeting, in brief, are as follows:

A. The Response:

1. NPCIL’s written response is a pathetic attempt to somehow cover up short comings in the draft EIA pointed out by KBS.

2. NPCIL’s response is replete with bureaucratic explanations failing to deal with basic points raised by KBS.

3. The response avoids providing relevant data, information that will facilitate an independent verification and a scientific scrutiny.

4. In short, the response by NPCIL is as unscientific in spirit as the draft EIA.

B. The Meeting on 9/7/10:

1. NPCIL, although assured to share all relevant information for scientific discussions in the meeting, did not do so under the pretext of it not being in the public domain and hence cannot be divulged.

2. The answers given NPCIL and the NEERI officials in the meeting were also skirting the main points.

3. In case of data on capital cost of the project and electricity tariff it was stated that this will be submitted to Cabinet Committee of Economic Affairs for approval which comprises public representatives.

4. NPCIL admitted that the main approval for the design, safety aspects, radiological emissions, safe storage of nuclear by-products and spent fuel, final disposal of the same and environmental impact of radioactivity is done solely by Atomic Energy Regulatory Board. 

5. NPCIL disclosed under questioning that spent fuel will be re-processed at a different location which will involve transportation. KBS pointed out that there no mention of this fact in the EIA.

On the whole the outcome was unsatisfactory as at no point NPCIL shared any data or information to facilitate a scientific scrutiny. NPCIL’s assurance to share all relevant data and information was no more than lip service.

------

Annexure 2

The meeting of all the parties held in your office on 13/7/2010. 

The major points discussed were as follows:

1. KBS expressed its deep dissatisfaction on the response from NPCIL.

2. Dr. Wate of NEERI admitted that in case of a nuclear power plant the major; 70~80%, environmental impact is due to radioactivity and his institute did not have the requisite expertise in this area. 

3. KBS pointed out that despite the fact admitted by NEERI it has certified the NPP at Jaitapur as safe which amounts to overstepping their mandate.

4. KBS considering NPCIL’s point that capital cost of JNPP cannot be divulged at that juncture since the negotiation were underway, argued that they shall share the target make or break tariff of electricity rather that just harping on that they will be competitive.

5. You upheld the argument of KBS and directed to NPCIL that they shall share this tariff and added that for competitiveness they shall consider tariff of green field power project in the same region based on gas or imported coal. 

6. You also directed NPCIL to study the detailed submission made by KBS and respond to that also.

------

Annexure 3

NPCIL prepared a response to the detailed submission of KBS and the second meeting was held on 4/8/2010. 

The minutes of discussions in this meeting were prepared and signed.

The new facts that emerged from the response prepared and the discussions in the meeting, in brief, are as follows:

A. The Response:

1. This response from NPCIL to detailed submission by KBS is also equally poor. 

2. The entire effort is to dish out some lame excuses and equally lame justifications for the blunders done in the draft EIA. 

3. No data has been provided to facilitate any verification and scientific scrutiny. 

4. KBS is surprised to see new inputs a galore mentioned in response to observations and objections raised by KBS e.g. “No Fishing Zone” of 500 meters inside the water body from the from the plant will be declared; etc. NPCIL also promises to incorporate all those in the final updated EIA. 

5. This admittance proves beyond doubt the primary objection of KBS that the draft EIA is not only “unscientific” but is also prepared on the basis of insufficient, half baked and convenient inputs from NPCIL. 

6. Since many new inputs are going to be incorporated in the current EIA, those and the impact analysis will never be put in front of the people as there is no more public hearing.

B. The Meeting on 4/8/2010:

1. NPCIL admitted that spent fuel will be taken to another facility for re-processing. KBS pointed out that there is no such mention in the current EIA.

2. Spent fuel re-processing is not the under the purview of NPCIL.

3. Low and intermediate level radioactive waste will safely disposed at the JNPP site “above” the ground level and controlled for total of 300 years. It will be under ‘active’ control for first 100 years and ‘passive’ control for next 200 years.

4. KBS pointed out that the EIA states that this low and intermediate level radioactive waste disposal will be “underground” which is contrary to NPCIL’s new input.

5. NPCIL claimed that this is a new development whereas EIA is based on “generic” practice. 

6. On being questioned as how NEERI certified that, “solid radioactive waste disposal with effective disposal mechanism will not have any adverse impact on the land and water components of the environment”; their representative admitted that they incorporated this statement based on written submission given to them by NPCIL. 

7. NPCIL admitted that information supplied to NEERI for EIA was of “generic” nature.

8. Although accepted by NPCIL in the meeting on 13/7/2010 at Delhi to quantify the make or break tariff, they expressed inability to share this information with KBS. 

9. It was revealed that Atomic Energy Regulatory Board (AERB) is the only body with authority to review the nuclear plant all encompassing from the design features, safety in design, generating points and paths of radioactivity, radioactive emissions during normal operation and any eventuality, impact of radioactivity on environment, safe storage of radioactive waste by-products, spent fuel, final disposal of these and the decommissioning. 

10. This process calls for Preliminary Safety Assessment Report (PSAR) to be submitted by NPCIL. NPCIL, till date not, has not submitted JNPP specific PSAR to AERB for review and approval. As a sample, NPCIL has submitted PSAR for Areva’s EPR NPP being constructed at Flamanville, France.

All in all, many points that came to surface were shocking revelations. 

NPCIL under some excuse or the other did not share any data for verification. 

The discussions vindicate KBS objection that the draft EIA is done unscientifically and the people have been kept in dark about many aspects of a NPP and its hazards.

------

Annexure 4

In addition, a meeting was called by Dr. S. Banerjee, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. This meeting was held on 1/9/2010 at BARC.

KBS has prepared a draft report on what transpired in the meeting and is attached herewith. The formal minutes are not yet signed.

KBS report of the meeting is attached herewith for your perusal.

------

Annexure 5

Press notes on objections to Areva EPR design raised by regulators of Finland, France, England and USA. 

------



