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January 13, 1989

Dr. Izrwin Stelzer

Energy and Environeental Policy Center
Harvard University _

79 John F, Kennedy Stteet

Canmbridge, Massachusattz 02138

Dear Irwin:

: You have asked me-to wset forth my thoughts as to
whether concerns about the greenhouse effect are likely to lead to
a significant upsurge for nuclear power. DBecauss I cannct attend
the Fedruary 2 session, I have written down a quick response.

. I think the best that nuclear power can hope for in the
next fewv ysars.is a somevhat higher level of research on advanced
reactor types than might otherwvise have been the case. I ses
virtually no likelilwod of an actual increase in power reactor

proposals in the United States for seversl resasons:

’ 1. MNuclear proposals won’t be able to compete in the '

bidding systems and leust cost planning analyses that most states
will be using to soxrt out their power supply picture.

2. Even before Charnobyl, ¢ths fundawantal leason that

Wall Street learned from Three Mile Island wvas that a group of NRC
licensad operators - not appreciably better or vorss than any
other crew - could convert a $2 billion asset into a $1 billion

cleanup job in about 90 =minutes. Industry efforts to streamline
the licens proceass - that they are successful at all -

cannot alleviate this fundamental lesson. Even if the possibility
of future Shorehams and Seabrooks is eliminated, the financial

lesson of Thres Nile Island will linger on.

3. Nuclear power caused more state commissioners to
lose their jobs, their spouses, their health, their hair and
their sleap than the next nigut leading causes combined. No
utility that valuas Iits relat onship with its regulators can
ignore that fact.
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4. What utility executive will dare to go to his (or -
dars I suggest — her) Board of Directors to propose that thay bet
the company on a nuclear unit?

S. Even from an snergy policy standpoint, the green-
house effect does not point strongly toward nuclear powver, The
dollars spent to build a nuclear £ could produce much larger
reductions in carbon dioxide emissions if they went into energy
conservation instsad. One doésn’t need to accspt all of the Rocky
Mountain Institute figures to see that $4 or $5 billion dollars
vorth of energy conssrvation can alsost certainly displace more
carbon dioxide than can 1,000 m»egavatts of nuclear capacity that
probably operatas 60-70 percsnt of the time most years.

6. Without a clear answer to questions of wvaste dls-
posal, efforts to license 2 nuclear facility are tgolitiully
doomed no matter how elegent the technical explanations of the
inconsequence of powver plant wastas (some of which explanations I

agree with).

7. Thare is no particular encouragement to be had from
the hullish statesents froa President Bush, Admiral Watkins or
Jahn Surunu. Shen Ronald Reagan was slected, the president of the
Atomic Industrial PForum said that the industry reaction vas “halt
way between ecstasy and suphoria®. The next eight years ware,
despite the best efforts of the Presidant and his variocus energy
secretarises, -the worst in nuclear powver’s history. The breedar
reactor went under; so did reprocessing; the wasts rspository
slipped more than a year for each of tha eight Reagan years; wnore
planta were cancslled than vers licensed; no new applications were
received; the Atomic Industrial forum folded; its prasident
learned that the name of the midpoint betwesn ecstacy and euphoria

is unamployaent.

In short, Q&uﬁimdsotnuclmmarmhnqipa
nothing mors antinuclear than another babblingly pronuclear presi-

dency.

If nuclear powver is to snjoy a resurgence in the United
Statas, I suspect that it will cose about through a slow process
consisting of construction of some advanced reactor types abroad,
perhaps the building of one or two similar reactors on fedaral
ressrvations under DOE sponsorship (and vhat a joke that is at
the mment!), and several years of accident free operation coupled
with disappointsents involving the apparent altermatives. For
this scenaric to play itself out, at least a decade will have to
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pass before one can any ssrious interest in substantial new

axpect
nuclear orders in the United States. Soma renewval of nuclaar
interest close to the turn of the century seams to me to bes just
about a $50~50 proposition, snough to justify a research effort and
to provide some support for priority efforts to end €O the
misnanagement of the nucglear wasts dilesma, but not enough to

provoke significant change in regulatory policy in the next few

years.
umlyg
Petar Bradford

ka/189-67 ’

P.S. PFocus on ‘"reforming” the nuclear power plant licensing
process is a waste of time. In its heyday, that process licensed
mora;:ov plants than the combined totals in the next five
countries. Nuclear poswer has not thrived recemtly in totalitarian
countries either, antd the Reagan commissioners have cut back
intervenor protsctions (never large) to the vanishing point only
to find reactor applications' vanishing even faster. '




