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Industrial societies have an insatiable demand for cheap abundant
energy. The United States is presently formulating a national energy
policy and a National Plan for Energy Research, Development and
Demonstration which will result in choosing the best method or
combinations of methods to supply energy where it is needed. One of
the high priority tasks for the Government is to develop a comprehensive
analytical methodology to evaluate technologies. An analysis of the
net energy derived from the various energy sources must become as much
a part of decisions about which source to pursue as are the economic,
social, and environmental implications. These determinations must te
made quickly. The results are likely to veer from the conceptualization
of today's energy source mix, both nationally and regionally. However,
it can be shown that only with all sectors of society working together,
can we all benefit.

In the United States, public and governmental policy are formulated by
representatives of the people'elected to serve at local, state s and
federal levels and by innumerable interest groups that range from the
Atomic Industrial Forum to the Society for Zero Population Growth. It
is the responsibility of elected officials to synthesize public policies
after consideration of a wide variety of opinions expressed by individual
citizens, by organized political and activist groups, by representatives
of business, the arts, and by many other constituent groups. These
opinions are the result of public and private education, research, the
values of different "belief systems, government pronouncements, the various
news media, and many others. In view of the breadth of opinions and
viewpoints to be found in a heterogeneous population of two hundred
fifteen million people, and in view of the relative autonomy of repre-
sentatives at various levels of government, it is not surprising that a
national consensus on an important matter such as energy has not been
achieved.

We are at a critical time in our history. Although some foresaw energy
problems, none of the widely acknowledged complex sophisticated forecast
tools predicted the energy events of the 1970's. Therefore, we must turn



to those analytical techniques which have shown promise of being useful
Energy analysis and, in particular, net energy analysis now must be
given a fair chance aeparated from political pressures. In addition, the
total cost of energy production, including the cost of environmental and
social impacts, must be determined and included before a technology is
deemed viable. There is evidence that public opinion may be turning away
from complex, centralized technologies because we have not given
appropriate consideration of net energy analysis and social and environ-
mental costs.

History of Huclear Power Growth

•Twenty years ago, nuclear power begar, making its contribution to
generation of electricity at the 60 Megawatt Shippingport Plant near
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. By the end of 1976, 65 commerical power
reactors, vith a total installed capacity of k6,hOO megawatts, were
licensed to produce electricity across the United States. This
nuclear capability accounted for approximately nine percent of our
country's entire electricity generation capacity.

But the early optimism and enthusiasm for nuclear energy as a solu-
tion to our energy needs has diminished. Five years ago, the Atomic
Energy Commission predicted that by 1985 the installed nuclear generating
capacity would grow to 280,000 megawatts or 33$ of the total installed
electrical generating capacity in the U.S. By the year 2000, the same
forecast predicted that the installed nuclear capacity would grow to
1,200,000 megawatts or 6oîî of the country's total installed electrical
capacity.!/ However, the latest ERDA forecasts project that nuclear power
could grow to an installed capacity of ll»5»000 megawatts or 20$ of the
total installed electrical generating capacity in the U.S. by 1985.
The sane forecast predicts that by the year 2000, the installed nuclear
capacity would grow to 510,000 megawatts or 35% of the total installed
electrical capacity.—' Even these forecasts may be changed as more
information becomes available.

Each year since 1973, the future projections of installed nuclear
capacity have decreased, as have projections of total electrical
capacity. The major reason for this reduction appears to be that
construction of facilities has been more expensive than originally
anticipated. This reduction is related both to a beginning con-
servation ethic which results in a decreased projected demand for
electric energy as well as to changing and more stringent regulatory
requirements.

The Nuclear Issues

The issues surrounding the nuclear debate in the U.S. have ebbed and
flowed over the past decade and a half. However, the following seem
to le those which have consistently remained of public concern.



Waste Disposal

One of the primary issues of public concern is the safe management
and isolation of radioactive wastes from nuclear power plants.
Delays in the use of further commercial nuclear power are related
to the back end of the fuel cycle — what do we do with the waste?
Do we need to recycle and use the plutonium and uranium? Or do we
store for possible future use or dispose of the whole fuel rod?

These, questions have been with us for a long time and, admittedly, the
government and industry have been slow to really comprehend the depths
of concern and to respond in a positive way, so as to reflect
public concern. Wastes, predominantly from the weapons program
will continue to exist. We must, then, resolve finally the whole
waste management question, for as long as there is a nuclear weapons
program, new wastes will be generated and must be dealt with. This
must be done whether or not the country chooses to reprocess for
commercial use.

ERDA's research budget and programs reflect this urgency. We
undertook a comprehensive technical review last year, with the
participation of most of the United State's nuclear experts, and
documented current technology knowhow into an ERDA report entitled,
"Alternatives for Managing Wastes from Reactors and Post Fission
Operations in the LWR Fuel Cycle."3/ This report concludes that we
do have the knowledge and technical competence to handle, transport,
and dispose of nuclear wastes safely. The document is being used
as background for the preparation of a generic environmental impact
statement on commercial radioactive waste whose scope will include
the treatment, storage, transportation, and final disposition
of "post fission" radioactive wastes from the nuclear
fuel cycle.

Reprocessing; and Safeguards

The resolution of the waste management and disposal issue is
closely coupled to the issue of nuclear fuel reprocessing and
safeguards, another major public concern. Within the last year,
concerns have arisen to force realistic consideration of whether
to turn from spent fuel storage, the once-through cycle, to fuel
reprocessing because of nonproliferation considerations. The
nuclear policy statements of the Executive Branch have sharply
focused the public's attention on the relationship between a
domestic decision to reprocess spent fuel and this country's
broader foreign policy objectives.

The unavailability of a commercial fuel reprocessing capability
is a principal issue; most often it is placed in the context of
management of radioactive wastes and plutonium safeguards. The
public concern in this area is now almost entirely focused on the
weapons proliferation implications of using plutonium as a fuel.
Until these concerns have been adequately addressed, it seems



unlikely that a decision can be made on the commercial
reprocessing of nuclear fuel in the U.S.

Huclear Insurance Indemnity

In the forefront of the public acceptance controversy, is the
Federal Government's Price Anderson legislation limiting the
liability of a nuclear accident to $5oO-Eillion.—' Critics
have used this legislation as proof of the inability of the
utility industry to guarantee the safety of nuclear power plants.
They claim that because the Price-Anderson Act does not require
licensees or their supplier to pay full damages to the public,
the nuclear industry does not have sufficient incentive to take
proper safety measures.

Utilities have countered this criticise by pointing to the no-fault
aspect of the Price-Anderson insurance, the stated intent of the
Congress to compensate for dan:ages exceeding the legislative dollar
amount, and the business necessity of the utilities to protect
their billion dollar investment, as insurance that nuclear plants
are operated safely.

Controversy over Lhis legislation is symptomatic of the public's
concern about "Che real ability of industry and government
to operate nuclear facilities safely. For example, The Rasmussen
Report on the safety of nuclear reactors,!/ concluded that while
probabilities of a reactor accident are very small,, the consequences
•night be very large.

Proponents and opponents of nuclear power have siezed on this data
as support for their particular stance. However, the facts are these:
There is no such thing as an average nuclear power accident. The
question the public must answer is are they willing to take any
risk, however small, that there may be a nuclear accident, to have
nuclear power?

While ERDA cannot provide factual assurance that there will never
be a reactor accident, if the country chooses to exercise the nuclear
power option, we must be able to ensure the development of every
possible safety precaution.

Safety to Commercial Huclear Power

One of the key safety issues is whether there exists the possibility
of a reactor "melt-down" and simultaneous containment vessel ruptures
which would cause the release of radioactive materials into the
environment.' Although studies suggest that the likelihood of such
an event is only approximately one chance in a million per reactor
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year, if it did occur, the resulting dispersal could kill
and injure many thousands of people and cost billions of
dollars to clean up.5/ Yet a large scale test of an Emergency
Core Cooling System (ECCS) for an operating commercial reactor
has never been made. Therefore, there are those who believe
that existing plants should be derated and a moratorium placed
on construction of new plants until the Federal Government conducts
tests on the effectiveness of ECCS systems by subjecting an opera-
ting larg£ scale reactor to various accident conditions.

It has always been economically impractical and difficult to
construct a billion dollar large scale nuclear facility for pur-
poseful subjection to a repeated number of hypothetical accident
conditions. Instead, the government and the nuclear industry have developed
sopnisticated computer simulation codes, based upon small scale tests, in
an attempt to model such accident conditions. Non-nuclear tests
are also being conducted at the LOFT (Loss of Fluid Test Facility)
and the Semiscale test facility to validate the behavior of the
ECCS system.*

Comparison of the computer and the LOFT and Semiscale test data
have shown a significant correlation. Consequently, v?e are beginning
to develop a system which can more realistically predict the
consequences of a loss of coolant accident in a large pressurized
water reactor (PWR). The practical impact of these tests indicates
that present licensing requirements may he conservative. Additional
Semiscale testing will be continued, along with two more LOFT
non-nuclear tests, followed by nuclear testing in early 1979.

Transportation Safety

Whenver it is possible to do so, ERDA must physically and publically
demonstrate our ability to handle nuclear materials safely. For
example, ERDA has continued a full-scale crash test program where
spent fuel casks and plutonium packages are tested under hypothssized
accident situations. Helicopters have been used to drop packages
600 meters onto concrete pads. We have crashed spent fuel casks
into concrete bridge structures at speeds from 100 to 135 kilometers
per hour with no integral damage to the shipping containers. These
tests have had national media coverage, and hopefully, have served
to demonstrate the credibility cf our safety program efforts.

* LOFT is a pressurized water reactor (PWR) about 1/60 the power level
and i/5 the physical size of the largest commercial PWR's now being built.
The Semiscale facility is an electrically heated test facility designed
to simulate ECCS system performance at small scale (about 1/30 the power
level and 1/5 the physical size of LOFT).



Health and Environmental Effects of Plutonium

A number of environmental and safety issues continue to remain
under public scrutiny, nost concerned with the transuranic elements,
particularly plutonium.

Although hundreds of aillions of dollars have been spent to
evaluate the hazards of plutonium, research continues to define more
clearly the relationship between human exposure and effects at
low dose levels under various exposure modes in order to gain more
definitive information.

For example, the "hot particle" issue gained great public attention
in the recent past, despite a great deal of research and almost
universal agreement by scientists that the "hot particle" concept is
not a valid basis for the estimation of radiation protection criteria.
A.- a result, the past three years have seen much tine, money, and
manpower expended in addressing this issue. As time progresses and
more conclusive data becomes available from human epiaemiological
studies and from animal expérimentation in the U.S. and other
countries, it is to be expected that this issue will be resolved to
everyone's satisfaction.

Public Attitudes

To understand the public's consistent concern for the above nuclear
power issues, it is useful to review the major events of the last
decade. Passage of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
seven years ago reflected America's growing sensitivity to the fact
that our most difficult environmental, health and safety problems
resulted from technological developments — developments which, have
caused deleterious side-effects for which there are no ready solutions.

The end result appears to be that the American public is becoming
suspicious of most sophisticated technology, especially that which
seems to consider only the benefits of its end product. An example
of a statement of this view may be found in Harvey Brooks' comments
on the nuclear waste management issues:

"The waste disposal prcbletr. is a paradigm of the recent tendency
of technological development to fall behind social expectations
because the climate in which it is started is completely altered
by the time the development comes to fruition. At the very time
when development requires larger 'front end! commitments and
longer planning horizons, social expectations are also changing
more rapidly, and scientific research has increased its power
to turn up unpleasant surprises regarding the side effects of
existing technologies."6



For this reason, the public has come to demand that a technology
process bs assessed from its earliest development stages to ensure
that concomitant problens are discovered and mitigated before the
technology reaches the commercial stage.

When the U.S. Congress created the U.S. Energy Research and Development
Administration (ERDA) three years ago, the philosophy of early and
continuing assessments was incorporated into the legislative mandate
of a government agency for the first time. ERDA is charged with
making available to the American consumer "the broadest range of
energy policy options through conservation and the use of domestic
resources by socially and environmentally acceptable means."7 Thus,
it is ERDA's responsibility to ensure that every energy technology
being developed is considered, for example, for its environmental,
social, institutional, resource, and economic impacts; so that
we will not be faced at the end of the process with a technology which
causes a disproportionate number of nev problems for the one it
was designed to solve.

ERDA1s responsibility to provide timely information has created a
set of expectations against which the public has begun to compare
technological developments. From this set of expectations has ccme
several apparent conflicts in the public's perception of nuclear power
development. While nuclear power is recognized by ERDA as a needed
component of the U.S. near term energy strategy, it is also perceived
by some of the public as a resource with potentially serious problems
which have not as yet been answered. Further, because many of
ERDA's nuclear programs were inherited directly from the Atomic
Energy Commission, which was perceived by many as a "secret society"
and not a responsible governmental agency, there is a strong residue
of public mistrust that nuclear power is promoted out of self interest,
and at the expense of the ether less advanced technologies.

While there exist strong concerns and suspicions about the feasibility
of the nuclear option, there alsc exists some hope that nuclear energy
may be a partial solution to our total energy problem. Some interesting
conclusions emerge from a nation-wide opinion poll conducted by
Lou Harris to determine statistical attitudes toward nuclear development
in the U.S.8

In evaluating the pro's and con's of nuclear power, the sample
public was asked to choose the best alternative among coal, oil, End
nuclear power to meet the following requirements: (l) solving the
domestic supply source problem; (2) eliminating U.S. foreign energy
dependence, (3) most plentiful, (h) least air and water pollution,
(5) least cost, (6) raising fewer health hazards and dangers. In
answer to the first five problems, the public selected nuclear as
the energy option which would most adequately satisfy those objectives.
Only vith regard to tiie health hazards and dangers category, Jid
the public choose oil as raising fewer health hazards and dangers
{hC%), coal (l40£), and nuclear (3*4£).



When polled on nuclear power development as a national policy, even
though there was major concern over health hazards and waste disposal,
Americans were still inclined to label nuclear power "safe" and
take the risks and make the trade-offs. Yet, the Harris poll
observes, "...It must be emphasized that this is not a kind of 'status
quo1 decision ... the public and leaderchip groups are expecting more
safeguards and better fail-safes (especially in the radioactive waste
disposal area) to be developed if the U.S. is to go the nuclear power
route."

This stance is corrobor-^ed by the poll's in-depth examination of
the negative aspects of nuclear power. In the poll, several
concerns emerged as major problems in the nuclear fuel cycle. Yet
most of these concerns were considered to be only minor "problems"
by public leaders and residents of communities with a nuclear power
generated energy supply, the exception being long-term radioactive
vaste disposal. In all cases, there seemed to exist considerable
apprehension about the apparent non-existence of adequate solutions
in this area.

19T6 State Initiatives on Euciear Power

Seven states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Montana, Ohio, Oregon,
and Washington had nuclear initiatives on their ballots in 1976.
For a summary of the issues, see Table I. In California, the vote
was in June; in all other states, the vote was in November. Because
California had the first election is the most populous, and is
considered to be a trend setter, much attention was focused on the
outcome of the public vote on the nuclear initiative, in view of its
possible influence on the six elections that followed. In
California, the initiative was defeated >>y a two-to-one margin
[6l% to 33?). The voters in other states also defeated their
initiatives by votes ranging from 58? to h2.% in Oregon to 11% to
29% in Colorado. 9* (See Table II).

The California Experience

Few issues in recent years have initiated a greater vote response
that did the California lluclear Power Plant Initiative, Proposition
15- Of all the ballot issues in the June election, more people
voted on Proposition 15 than on any other ballot issue, with a final
tally of 1.9 million for and if.0 million against. It should also
be noted that more money was spent by both supporters and detractors
to educate the public on the various sub-issues encompassed by

* Opponents of nuclear power have identified the state of Missouri
as an example of where their cause had a victory. The Missouri
ballot contained a referendum which was called by some a "disguised
attack" on nuclear p:v--er. The ballot issue prevented utilities from
passing construction costs to the consumer. For this reason, its
passage should probably not be viewed as much a vote against nuclear
power, as a vote against the high cost of all power plant
construction.
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Proposition 15 than any other campaign topic in the June election.
Nuclear advocates outspent opponents by a ratio of more than 5 to 1
in a country where higher spending generally produces positive results.

The primary issues were the reprocessing of spent fuel rods, waste
storage, and full liability coverage in case of a nuclear accident.
Proponents said that the initiative would ensure nuclear power
plant safety, while opponents maintained that it would completely
halt the badly needed nuclear supply option in California. However,
neither proponents nor opponents seemed to address these issues directly.

Durlag the long and heated campaigns, a number of arguments and
charges were advanced by the advocat&s on both sides. Frequent
statementr by the supporters of Proposition 15 included the following:
the safety of nuclear power plants was very much in doubt; the risks
of nuclear accidents are a real and grave threat to the human
environment; the nuclear industry has proven to be a costly failure;
the long-term economic aspects of nuclear energy are doubtful because
of rising uranium prices; conservation efforts and the availability
of Alaskan oil would eliminate the need for nuclear power plants in
Ca.lifornia, the utilities were more concerned with profits than with
public safety, nuclear power plants should be allowed to operate only
under more stringent security and safety regulations; the federal
government and the nuclear industry do not have a demonstrated method for
the long-term disposal of high level radioactive waste; the nuclear
industry does not have adequate physical security to protect nuclear
facilities against terrorist attacks; and the utilities do not have
realistic plans for the evacuation of people in the case of a major
accident. ̂-0

On the other hand, those opposing Proposition 15 advanced the
following arguments in support of their position: commerical nuclear
energy plants have operated in the U.S. since 1957 with no deaths
directly attributed to an accident; the risk of accidents are very
small and greatly exaggerated by proponents of Proposition 15;
the requirements of Proposition 15 are so excessive that it was
tantamount to a nuclear shutdown; the State (and the nation) needs
more energy supplies, including nuclear energy, not less; the passage
of Proposition 15 would raise the cost of energy, including every
householder's utility bill; the general effect on California economy
would be adverse, with increased unemployment as a consequence of
the nuclear shutdown; since the alternative source of power, such
as solar or geothermal energy, would take actually many years to
develop, a nuclear shutdown would create a gap in California's energy
supply; the extensive use of the current substitutes such as coal
and oil for nuclear energy would severely add to air pollution
problems in the state; and a nuclear shutdown would increase American
dependence on foreign sources of energy, particularly upon Arab oil.10



As a result, public reaction and concern seemed to center on the
following kirds of issues: Is nuclear power cheaper or cleaner
than present fossil energy alternatives? Does nuclear power mean
nore Jobs/' Is nuclear power safe? Can Federal agencies regulating
nuclear .energy be trusted? Whom can we trust? Is nuclear power
bad fo- future generations? Is proliferation of nuclear power for
the veil being of the human race? In most cases, the technical
issues were not fully debated on their merit. Rather, issues
focused in such areas as "higher utility bills" and :'jobs" versus
"our grandchildren's quality of life.11

To further complicate the picture, 5 days before the vote on
Proposition 15, the California legislature passed three pieces of
legislation dealing vith nuclear power which were signed into law
by the Governor.H

The bills contained the same issues as the Proposition 15 initiative,
with the exception of the underground siting of plants. A fourth
bill, dealing with full liability coverages did not pass.12
Although, it is difficult to determine what part enactment of the
bills played in the defeat of the initiative, it is clear that these
new laws were passed in direct response to the stronger public concern
that these issues be resolved.

There were many nuclear pover advocates and interested onlookers
who believed that the defeat of the California and other subsequent
initiatives indicated public acceptance and approval oi nuclear power
generation in the U.S. However, public opinion and media analysis
seems to indicate that the public is just as concerned today about
the dangers of nuclear power as they were before the initiatives
were defeated.

As ERDA has held public meetings on the National Plan for the develop-
ment of eiergy research, development and demonstration alternatives,
a recurring nessage has been expressed. The American people are not
currently willing to sacrifice their material standard of living
without clearly understanding the necessity for making such
sacrifices.

neither are they willing to allow the continued growth of a tech-
nology which may threaten their quality of life or that of all future
generations, particularly since there presently seem to be more
attractive energy alternatives.

It is the public perception of the magnitude of risk associated
with nuclear power generation in the context of the alternative -
the risk of not using nuclear power - which most likely will have
the strongest influence on the relative importance of the nuclear
power option in the United States.

10



Clearly, then, the key to public acceptance of nuclear power lies
in our better understanding of the public perception of all the
risks involved. The traditional U.S. approach of trying to educate
the public on portions of the technical issues seems to have been
repeatedly ineffective in achieving public acceptance. Instead,
it is necessary to begin dealing with the public perceptions of
nuclear power as real concerns which must be considered and evaluated
among the ether concerns of 20th century American life.

To a jarge extent, the nuclear referenda have been valuable in
focusing the attention on the primary issue of how to produce
energy at a reasonable social, environmental, end economic cost
v.'hile at the same time, raising concerns for cpen discussion
between all units of government, industry, environmentalists, and
the public. Eince cany of the impediments te nuclear power acceptance
seem to be, not in the actual technology processes, but how and
vhere they are applied, it is essential that people in government
listen and ensure that the public voice becomes a real part of our
energy development and decision-making process.

ERDA's Role

It is ERDA's approach to develop with the public a means for eval-
uating the need for all technologies in the context of energy
availability, cost, lifestyle desires, and environmental concerns.
In this vay, we can begin to diffuse the aura of mistrust that
promotes the "we-they" attitude which has too often pervaded both
technology development and government decision-making.

An important first step in this process is to determine which
technologies are viable as producers of net energy. In the past,
f^f.lytical methodologies a~ked how much energy we would like to consume
_and then established research and development plans to develop all possible
technologies. We have come to realize that this is a luxury for
which we are no longer willing to pay the price. Instead., we
need to evaluate how much energy is available for use, how we can
best use it, and what the environmental, social, and economic
impacts will be.

For example, ERDA'E sensitivity to problems and concerns surrounding
the nuclear fuel cycle has prompted us to concentrate on trying to
find acceptable solutions to nuclear waste management problems.
To promote full public and private involvement, a week-long symposium
was held in Denver, Colorado, last year to address and review the
technical issues associated with nuclear waste disposal. In addition,
this meeting was followed up by a second public meeting sponsored
by the Federal establishment which addressed related environment,
health, safety, social and institutional issues. This meeting,
planned primarily by an outside, non-government advisory committee,
provided the opportunity for the concerned public and private
sector to tell the Government what thuy perceived the risks and problems
of commercial nuclear vaste management to be.

11



Our objectives in both of these meetings was to involve all sectors
of the public, industry, and government in a discussion designed to
identify acceptable alternatives for the disposal of radioactive
wastes. By keeping all participants informed and included early in
the decision-making process, we are working to develop as a Nation,
an effective nuclear waste management program which will be technically
sound and publically acceptable.

As the net costs, risks and effects of all kinds of energy production
are better assessed and understood, our present energy development
scenarios may be considered inappropriate or impossible to achieve.
During the course of ERDA's public meetings on the national Plan for
the research, development and demonstration of energy technologies,
the public has begun to challenge the previously accepted notion that
more energy is better. They want to know how much energy is wasted;
if expanded energy growth is really essential to economic expansion;
and the effects of large scale technology on democratic institutions.

There is also increasing interest in regional aiergy supply systems
which would utilize local and renewable resources instead of the
present large-scaled energy supply networks. There are those that
suggest that we may be worse off by encouraging centralized energy
networks, rather than encouraging decentralization of market and
energy systems. It is further argued that our current plans will
result in an energy system that; lacks f:ie resiliency to be adaptable
to future changes.

ERDA is responding to these concerns with aggressive research programs
in such non-traditional energy resource areas as biomass, solar,
and geothermal, as well as conservation. None of these technologies
are risk-free. For example, even sular, which is considered by most
to be the cleanest energy resource, has known environment, health,
and safety problems. These problems must be identified and evaluated
against the same hard standards as those associated with nuclear
energy.

Because of the depth of nuclear research, the American public is
aware of risks associated with nuclear power productbn, although the
public's view of its own competency on the issues is reportedly poor.
Interestingly, as increased research unearths new dangers to health and
the environnent from fossil fuels technology, public concern has increased
proportionately. Although such concern has not reached the magnitude of
the present nuclear debate, fossil energy-related risks are likely
to be no more publically palatable than those associated with nuclear.
Until we have developed the analytical tools which will identify and
assess all energy technologies, so as to increase understanding of the
consequences of our energy choices, the communication with the public
and resoltuion of their concerns will be difficult.

12



International Implications

The American public is increasingly sensitive to the knowledge that
many of our environment, health, and safety problems are the result,
directly or indirectly, of energy use. Environmental impacts are
no longer contained within local areas, but often have impacts 50
to 15,000 miles away. One country's acceptable effluents may be
a neighboring country's pollution. The safety questions surrounding
the proliferation of nuclear technology and examples of military
diversion of peaceful nuclear reactor technology pose further concerns
to the American public. In addition, the pressures of the world
political situations are such that Americans recognise that we
cannot hope to use a technology while denying others the use of it.

At the same tiir.e, the need for energy at a reasonable cost is a
serious world problem. Few countries of the world have resources
available to choose their energy options. For this reason, it is
even more crucial that all nations work to fully and openly answer all
questions raised about the viability of nuclear energy.

There is also the question of the use of the breeder reactor and
connnercial reprocessing, the development of which in the U.S. has
been equated with the development of a "plutonium economy," conjuring
up a whole new set of health and safety hazards to the American public.

Taking a look at world-wide reports, it would appear that these
concerns are not uniquely American. The people of all the major
nuclear powers have expressed similar doubts about the further
development and use of nuclear power.

Clearly, we have reached a stage of world development where no
one country may protect itself from economic or environmental effects
through isolation, non-use, or non-proliferation. Regardless of
whether the U.S. decides to accept nuclear power generation, we
must still deal with our own existing nuclear wastes from continuing
military applications and the issues and problems of nuclear power
generation in other nuclear countries, should they doose to continue
to develop nuclear power.

It is imperative, then, that we work even more closely together in
the world community to develop and assess internationally accepted
environmental control strategies so that we can provide solutions
which answer world needs with a minimum impact on all nations and
their peoples.

13
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TABLE I

STATE INITIATIVE PROVISIONS

REQUIREMENTS

Legislative
Approval

Full Compensation
(for damages)

Demonstrated
Effectiveness of
Safety Systems

Safe Waste
Disposal

Public
Hearings

Annual
Evacuation Plans

Need for
Power

ARIZONA

Majority
Vote

X

X

X

X

X

CALIFORNIA

2/3 of
Each House

X

X

X

X

X

COLORADO

2/3 of
Each House

X

X

X

X

X

MONTANA

Joint
Resolution

X

X

X

X

OHIO

Majority
Vote

X

X

X

X

X

OREGON

2/3 of
Each House

X

X

X

X

X

WASHINGTON

2/3 of
Each House

X

X

X

X

X

X

Above information obtained from U.S. Nuclaar Regulatory Commission, Information Report on State
Activities, October 22, 1976.



TABLE II

STATE-BY-STATE VOTE BREAKDOWN

State

Arizona

Colorado

Montana

Oregon

Ohio

Washington

California (June 8)

For

207,828

292,876

120,557

418,567

1,143,679

414,397

1,974,791

Against

486,457

713,317

179,920

571,243

2,435,959

838,105

3,988,476

Percentage

30-70%

29-71%

41-59%

42-58%

32-68%

33-67%

33-67%

The above information taken from the Atomic Industrial Forum, Nuclear
Info, Volume 22, December 1976.
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