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"With all che evidence seemingly nointed the other Wiy ey :
b Ls the American encrgzy effort so heavily concantrated on suck
a costly, controversial, hazardous, ind ineificieat technelosny
such as nuclear fission?"
-==l,8. Ticuse of Rep,, Cowm. on Governieat Cperations
Revort, "uclear Power Costs”, April 25, 1978
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REAL NEEDS FOR POWER

"Utilities have Q.os<:1y overestimated their future nzed for enerzy and for new
P 25 1" et
petrer plunts, (. 33) g?‘

"es.there is a clear thrzat of the public being scddled
with,.unneedad, expensive nuclear plants being built onthe strenzgth of no longer
valid planning., It is invalid because of lower1n° demand forecasts combined with
tkz emergency of energy conservation." . (p. 35)

: "(Connecticut) 2Usi Cormaissioner
Harrigan said, 'We can't afford to bankrupt a whole generation ci tau-payers by a
construction pregram,.that 1s not required and may naver bes raquirad," (p. 35)
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The Scd?rOOs p%ant was based on Public Service Co, of M,H,'s predictions of a 10,07
annual demand increase, Since the 1973 enerzy cricsis, demand has not arown signifi-
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cantly., The 1977 increase was only 1.1% (by 23Co figures). .
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~anciiester attorney Robert Backus, in a letter to N e Pablic Urill

tles Commission
Cha;rman nchﬂnde* nllLﬁgkl, said "And the (Ruoch S°*v1c ) Company has further
B/ 2sed a sumption that J» and would srow at 7,837 a
fe?r. ur. xh*rlson, rlnurcLal VLco—Lr651a°nt for the Cowpany, admitted that if
this annuz2l growth rate is not zchis eved, larger rate increases would be necassary,"
In the spring of 1978, PSCo requested *rd receivec a 297 rate increase, and now :

predicts additional vnﬂlﬂT increases of 6-10% until the Seabrook plant is completad
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"More than half the current energy produced in the United States is
the next 25 years the U.S. could meet all its =ew eneigy neals siowmly
skflelengcy.’ (@. B4}

..the U.8, could raduce its energy consurmtion by 40% or
rore, without adverse effects on industrial output or individual Fifectyies,  and
with the positive effects of increasing employment and red ducing inflation and
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"Prosperous and hizhly industrializac countries such as Sweden
o
and Vest Germany consume about 40 to 50% less enercy per capita than we do...
Sk IS
there is a significant potential for enerzy savings." (p. 55)

"The U.S., by turninz to alternative Enersy sources.

could reduce or tcta
eliminate its reliance on nuclear power as a chi=2f energy source, wi i
da i
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gttendant hazards and costs. Alternatives are sale, pandable, ond non-pellutinz,.”
(p. 31)

"Thouzh no siszle solar technology can wmeet the world's total emerzy demand
2 eombination can.” (p. 63)

"A quarter century :30, years before the fivst
cemmarcial nuclear reactor was built, experts were asking that an szzressive ofifort
be made to develop solar energy. Now, 67 nuclc‘“ rsdctors later, new reporis
continue to ererge saying that if an aggressive effort were made, solar could produce
mwost of this country's heating and hot water needs, dnd even its electrical needs,

at cospetitive prices in the near futurs.” (p. 51)
ar pover-including wind,
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waste wood, , ocean thernal-fg one of the wos: attractive gueEn ol ke 1.1LL‘35
to nuclear power, If the Federil Goverament spent enly a snall porticn of what 1t
has already spent on nuclear powev dcvu]tpment f0r the commercialization of solar
power, solar genarated alectricity would be economically coxpetitive within five
years, in the wicw of nmany experts,” (o, 73)




JOBS and ENERGY

"A mew energy policy could be the key, not only to a resolution of the enerzy erisis,
but to unerployvent and inilation problems, ..3eciuse an energy policy preuized on
nonrenewible resources and complex technologics, such as nuclear redetors =g
capital-intensive, it has not produced many JODJ. ..However, an alternative encray
policy with greater emphasis on solur and conservaulon would nave a significant
positive impact on employment, and on the ecomomy." (p. 71)

"During a study done for the Suffolk County, N.Y., Department of Environmental Control
an2lyzing energy usage on Long Island from 1973 to 1995, Fred Dubin found that a
program of solar energy and ener?y conservation would produce four times as wmany

jobs as would bHuilding two nuclear plants.

Dubin found that the proposed twin, 1150 ﬂe’aw'tt nucleJr units at Jaresport,
Lonz Island, estimated tec cost $2 Jllllon (exactly the same size as the proposed
Seabreok pluint, with a lower projected cost than Seabrook), would produce 156,000
man-yezrs of gprOj" nt for construction and operation.

In contrast, if the same $2 billion were spent on solir energy and conservation,
including lighting, heating, ventilation and cooling adjustwents, and the retro-
fitting of insulaticn in existing buildings, plus installation of solar heating and
cooling, heat pumps and total energy systems in new construction, 54,000 man-years
of direct erployment on Long Island alone would r2esult, and three times as nuch
energy could be saved as could be generated through tbe two nuclear plants.," (p, 71)
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"A 1977 report by the staff of the New York Legislative Commission on
Energy Systems reviewed the economic and erployment potentiil of wocd and wind
energy options, comparad to coal or nuclear., 3urning waste wood for energy could
provide four to six times the employment compared to cozl or nuclear alternatives,
at equivalent capital but lower enerzy costs, the report found, and wind could
prov1de one and one half times the efoloyﬁent at lower capital and equivalent
egergy costs.” (p. 72)

"Before forrulating an enargy policy, more considaration
shculd be given to the lzbor-intensiveness of the energy source that will be zive
priority... Cne purpose of energy is to support the economic system ithich provid
jobs, Thus the impact on employient ought to be 2 primary test of the effectivenas
of any energy policy. .,,These studies point to the advantages of solar and
conservation, These altermate resources should n be stressed wmuch wmore than they

ever have been." (p. 73)
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"Contrary to widespread belief, nuc lear power is no longer a cheap energy scurce,'
(. 1) :

"Construction costs for a nuclear plant are increasing more rapidly than the

general rate of inflation; nuclear plants are experiencing serious cost overruns--
~as much as 2677 for one plant and wmore than 100% for others; the cost of uranium

has risen from $7 per pound in 1973 to more than $40 per pound today for new sales;
known uranium reserves are being depleted; various 'hidden costs'! and 'extra ceosts’,
such as Federal subsidies for nuclear power research and development, and limited
liability and imsurance are not incerporated inm electric rates... "Constructien Work
in Progress' (CWIP) allows utilities to chargze customers now for current CORSCILCCIOH
costs of powerplants. Customers pay more, and over a longer period of time,,."

(e 23}

"Another hidden subsidy to the nuclear industry has been government
enrichicent of uranium.., Richard Morgan of the Znvironmental Action Foundation said:
'Business Week' (magazine) has noted that a $30 billion investment in uranium

enrichment might be needed in the next 15 years., The same awmount of woney could

insulate every hoie in the United States.'" (p. 37)
: "In view of €scaleting ~upital
-~ S ey E £ = 3 . - £ =
costs, it would be Loqlb'*dy t0 invest such enormous quantities of capitzl in one
industry that is st 111l so beset with proaleﬂs at the expense of cther industries

and LﬂuhHOlOP‘ €8, 1. 30
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"Then there are the potentially enorwmous costs associated with the 'back Pnd o:

the fuel cycle., The costs of virtually indefinite radioactive waste storage 4nd
. . . ~ 5 . 5 1 2
decommissioning of the nuclear plant remain essentially unknown...” (p. 3)

"The true cost of nuclear power is not reflected in the price the consurer pays for
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electricity, .,,These costs, therefore, remain a potential burden for future
getierations,” fp. 25 & 4) -
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