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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

MAY 15 1m0

Ms. Kristina M. Keith

3016 Renault Street

San Diego, California 92122
Dear Ms. Keith:

This is in reply to your letter of March 17, 1980, to President
Carter. Enclosed is an excerpt on nuclear power from the “Second National
Energy Plan, " transmitted to the Congress by the President on May 7,
1979. This includes a discussion of breeder reactors under the heading
of “New Technologies". Also enclosed is a statement of December 7, 1979,

by the President on the Kemeny Commissic:. Report on Three Mile Island.

Sincerely,

#P L

Harold R. Denton, Director
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
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As stated
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B. ecar Pow

Although nuclear power has its origine in nuclear weapon research
conducted during World War 1I, nuc lear-generated electriclty was not
fmportant in the civilian economy until the early 1960s. At that time,
after government and industry had jointly tunded and operated several
demonstraiion plants, electric utilities began to place orders for
large numbers of commercial nuclear reactors. The first of these began
operation ia the early 1970s. Orders ior new nuclear plants exceeded
orders for coal-fired plants through the late 1960s and early 1970s.
From 1971 through 1978, utilities placed orders for 105 nuc lear plants.
By 1978, 38 of these orders had been cancelled. 1In all of 1978, only
tvo nev plants were ordered.

In part, this sharp decline reflects the downward revisions of elect~
ricity growth forecasts. Equally lmportant, however, public concerns
have increased over a series of unresolved questions sbout nuclear
'wcr--tntulully. the mansgement of nuclear wastes, the safety of
reactor operations, health and environmental risks, and proliferation
of muclear weapons. Persitting delays arising from the public contro-
versies over these critical issues coincided with & substanial
decline in labor productivity. Sose nuclesr projects experienced large
cost overruns and often required what some utility executives viewed as
excessive management attention.

The recent accident at the Three Mile Island plant in Pennsylvania has
retnforced safety and other public concerns. But as the U.S. regards
its energy options alter Three Mile Island, the role of nuclear power
sust receive a considered and objective assessment. The future of
ouclear power will change--for the better, 1f eafety and other issues
are successfully resolved.

The U.S. now obtains 13 percent of its electricity from nuclear power.
Any precipitate action to close a large number of reactors in operation
now could seriously aggravate U.S. otl import dependence. In the long
term, nuclear energy can help ensure & balanced energy supply system.
In the absence of a nuclear power, alternative domestic energy supply
sources (especially coal) would be harder pressed, and their costs

pushed higher.

* In the past, coal, oil, gas, uranium, and hydropower hava competed with
each other for shares of the electricity market. Reglonal factors
determined the mix, and the price of electricity has been stable. in
the future, however, coal 1is expected to replace large quantities of
oil and gas in electricity and wmany industrial uwees. Coal use 1s
expected to double or triple by the end of the century and continue to
grow a! !} percent a year thereafter. 1f nuclear power vere not avall-
able, coal would have to supply most of the wid and long term elect-
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rical demand until new sources =
uch as solar were
would cause serious environmental, occupational u!‘:t;..l”.:. oo::::

problems as well
e as the possiblity of a significant rise in coal

STRATECY FOR NUCLEAR POWER

First, the Adainistration ceeks to re-estab I
-ish the 1
:.l‘.:::bvlt’: the once~through fuel cycle as a viable ?::':;'::t::c:::
‘Mruy h‘ul: that ouclear power will be & significent source of
o, the rest of this century. Second, it will contioue t:
opment of nuclear power as & potentisl backup technology for th:

next century. To impl
e m““"-y ement this strategy, the Adaintietration is

© To establish the safet
y of nuclear power
technical and fnstitutional fesues now .l.odl;.‘ :l:::::.'t:::'
.

and
© To develop new t

,“wu“.' echnologles that permit expanded use of nuclear
h t Reactors-~ echnic

To reestablish the 11

: :::::'-::: ‘: : :::o :{:"d:;;{:u.l:r(:t"::::t y. .. :nc' l‘:::.v::t': l:-:::::;( : .::

:::.:r..ul‘:nt". tuolvcd..:.ul'::::: :'t.l‘;‘o;u.:t':t? ::‘ c:::: .l‘:‘:.'

ease thc’tu-:-ln:::'!:m:“t‘h?o .p.:rllo“c.:l.u‘ e R e ::

:::ul‘r:.nlt':t:‘ l;:r ‘pln':avl.n' edditional pl.lt:-.c.‘;:;::”::.:::t:::t::

resources can tuorn l.r:::“u:b::"::.::::t.:l:::tr::c‘::::. ::t.::'.l
’

once-through fuel cycle This
. 1
breeder reactors need to be co.-'rclllol::::?‘ VRS i Jeaen et

Reactor Safety-~In r

E P e to the Three Mil

- e Island »

‘:::::::t M.l established & fully independent Putldcatln:‘clo‘::;ﬂ‘“
8 nuclear experts. The Commission will investigate: o

° o
the circumstances *hat led to the accident and the events that

followed;

© the technical questions that the accident raises aboct the

operation of safet
i y and back-up systems for this plant and plant
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o the nature and adequacy of the response to the accident by all
levels of government.

The President has asked the Nuclear Regulatory Co:-el::lon' :llvc.‘)..ll::
lerate f(ts sche e fo

independent regulatory body, to acce NP, [ .

nt resident NRC inspectors at every

:.:::::c- started in 1978, the NRC now has permanent lmpecto:- :l.h:t.)

reactor sites covering 26 individual reactor unt:..l Th; Pt::; ::. o
rk closely w

instructed the Department of Energy to wo :

::.odour-lu what additionsl safety precautions msy be necessary

d in & wide
--Radloactive wastes are generate

Nuclear Waste Management

uru:; of activities-—research, medicine, defense-related nuclesr

lear power reactors.
ana in the operation of commercial nuc

::::.:::“:;ll decade, the putlic has become increasingly c:ncc;m: :::;
whether these westes can be safely managed. This concc.:- uu..o:““.‘
to the question of whether nuclear power generation shou

to expand.

ffective solution to the

121ng the urgent need to find an e

.:::l':.. t:c April 1977 Nationsl Energy Plan pledged to dcv‘c'l.opm:

:ntlml nuclear waste management 'ol:ysnm! 'I’::t::;.‘ 1;0.;?.:". -

les » tate a

views of pertinent Federal agenc ! gy wie o Ay
tablished an Interagency Review Group .

:::‘t‘::.: :.nucgy for dezling with the waste management problem

The primary objective of waste management xpllunl.:.n:o:::::::t::

sssure that “existing and future nuclear w .
::v::h- :cuvnln (1ncluding spent fuel) should be l:o:l:td‘ :::t;.:
blosphere and pose no significant threat to public healt ln s ol
The ’uc developed the concept of an ":rorl: .:':.:::o:.:nul e

re

" to use during the interim, since the requ ~
:::::y studies had not yet been completed and final declslons coul
not be reached.

The IRG found the most urgent need was for a safe, ’emnu: u:po::

ftory for high-level wmilitary and civilian \uu::" (|-::ud‘::°“:;"
ffort will require detailed studles

‘::::. in S:d:u:: v.uuty of geologic environments and diverse :::::;

:ung a systems approach. Pending completion of the d:cllt‘:: P e

under the National Environmental Policy Act, the IRG has omme

the following actions from the interim plaaning:
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© A nusber of potential sites in & variety of geologlc eaviron-
ments should be identified and early action should be taken t.
resolve whether to use them at an sppropriate time. A single
national repository for wastes should be evolded. Near-ters
Strategy should seek to have at least two (and possibly three)
repositories in operation within this century; insofar we
technical and other considerations perait, these repositorics
should be in different regions of the country. Under such a
regional approach, the geologic, hydrologic, and other techantcal
characteristice of the sites and ssfety constderations will
constitute the primary basis for selection.

© Construction and operation of each repository should proceed in
steps. Initial emplaceaent of vaste, at least in the first
repository, should be planned on a technically conservative
basis. The wastes should be retrievable for some (nitial period
cf time. The sanner and circumstances in which waste would be
retrieved ~nd the technical aspects of wvaste packaging, contaln-
ment and handling must be further defined.

A second major waste management cosmcern 1% the disposition of existing
and future uraniua wmill tratlings. In the case of ex’sting sites that
pose excessive health risks, the Departeent of Energy ia developing
programs to scabilize tailings at the site or remove thea to oiher
locations. In addition, new technologies to stabilize tailings are
currently being developed to meet the most stringent cciterta.

Avay-from-ceactor (AFR) Storage of spent commercial reactor fuel is
needed as & temporary bridge between storage of spent fuel at the
Teactor site and pernanent repositories. Possible spproaches include

modification of an existing storage facility (either in bunll. Scuth

Carolina; Morris, Illinote; or West Valley, New York); construction

of a new facility within the U.S.: or comstruction of s new facilicy
& remote off-shore ares.

The Administration takes the position that some AFR storage capacity im
needed by 1983 for domestic spest fuel. Because of this deadline, use
of some existing storage facility s preferred. Furthermore, the U.S.
wishes to assure foreign users that the 1t will be sble to receive
limited amounts of foreign spent fuei to the extent this serves non-
proliferation objectives. Environmental {mpact etatements on AFR

1/ These existing storage factlities were butlt by industry as a pert
of commercial reprocessiu, plants. Since reprocessing s not

permitted, these facilities are not being fully utilized by thelr
industrial owoers.

Vel1
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uch
and fee charges for @
domestic fuel storage, foreign fuel "“::.udtuou. an eavironmental

storage should be completed thie VERTL e ts nov being prepared.

tentia implement
Spee “u..::o:.b::‘::b::uod legislation to Congress to 1ep
The Administra

this AFR progras.
The Energy Department has funded waste manag
amounts shown on Table V-2.

ement programs o the

TABLE V-2

FUNDING FOR NUCLEAR WASTE MANAG EMENT
(Million of Dollars)

1979 FY_1960
199
191 3712
Commercial 257 21
Defense 11
Spent Fuel Disposal 0ot/
Avay from Reactor 0 00
Scarage 892
459
Total

fstration
cen sislation--Lest 7o' (:;QA:::L" power
M_i&l,&!!‘ll";‘“, to reduce the unce!ulﬂ:":.? the 10 to 12 year
roposed legisla rocess and to shos The Adain-
ad licensing p 4 build a plant.
plant siting & lan, design an nnecessary and
period it l:'l ::::n“‘: t: vo’tl with Congress to reduce u
{stcation W

g8 without coupro~
fcative steps in the siting and licensing proce
duplica

sising safety. selection, eaviron=

the b1l fncluded eacly siee before construction

" of a site ndar-
tew, and “banking arly approval of sta
e ’"“‘.:h:"-l.u :clectlon process and

The key provisions of
mental and safety rev
permits are filed for.

endent of an operating
e Pl‘“lh ‘“?Inl.u::::'lor e construction persit ané
combining the ap

to the States
11 transferred much of the ""02.:::;:;:“;1“ PENEESY.
licease. ,:hl. “-ou public involvement in the de
and call or

d
tion request accompany ing propose

1/ spectal .“mor“.;or storage facilities.

tor avay from reac
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It 1s essential that questions about safety and eovironmental protec-
tion and the timeliness with which the process is carried out be
revieved thoroughly and necessary changes made. The Administration
expects to work with the Congress to find the Appropriate next steps to
lmprove the siting and licensing process to assure both greater safety

and efficlency. The Secretary of Energy will subait nuclear siting and
licensing legislation to Congresas.

Uranium Resources and Their Use

Concern over whether the U.S. uraniua

led to pressures to accelerate the breeder pregram and to commi: to
reprocessing. Because of the large uncertainties in present knowledge,
@ systematic appraisal of domestic uranfum resources is being conducted
through the Nattional Uranfum Resource Evaluation Prograa (NURE). It
is designed to 'ay an adequate foundation for future fuel cycle
decisions and domestic and foreign utility planaing.

resource oase is adequate has

To recover the maximum energy from the domestic resource base, the
Department of Energy has developed prograss to:

© Stimulare private industry R&D to improve light water reactor
operating efficiency.

o Construct an energy efficient gas centrifuge enrichment plant
designed to produce 8.8 million "separative work uoite" (SWU).
The first 2.2 million SW are now planned to be in operation
around 1988. Additfonal 1.1 million SWU modules can be added up
to design capacity as demand grows. The added capacity permits
operation of the enrichuent enterprise In a way that conserves

uraniua resources by recovering a greater portion of the fissile
uraniua {sotope.

© Develop advanced f{sotope sevacation technology (AIST). This
technology, 1f successfully developed, would permit economic
production of nuclear fuel from depleted uranium “tatls,”

thereby tncreasing by about 20 percent the enriched urenium
recoverable from known reserves.

© Exawine advanced converter feactor
vith foreign develcpers as an alte
uranium conversion efficlency.

concepts in cooperation
rnative wvay to increats

ng for these activities is summarized in
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TABLE V-3

FUNDING POR IMPROVED URANIUM UTILIZATON
(Millton Dollars)

FY 1979 FY_1980
4
National Urenius Resource £ 4
Evaluation (NURE) o -
Light Water Reactor
gfficiency 5
241
fons
Gas Centrifuge Operat
& Support (1acluding
construction) 3
54
Advanced lsotope Separation p
A2 -
ed Converter Progras
“v:;c“ Cooled Thermal Reactors)
40 385
Total
-262 ~493

Revenues from Enrichment
Operations Excluding
Centrifuge Plant but
Including Sales of
Earichment Services.

Mew Technologies
In the long ters,
essentislly inexhaust
one long-term energy
more flesile ("burnable e
would not only sustain iteell,
water reactors.

singly on renewable orF
The breeder reactor ie
the capability to produce

The breeder reactor
perate fuel for Light

the U.S. will cely incres
{ble sources of energy.

option because it has
“) fuel than it consumes.
but would slso ge

¢ reactor grew out of a desire for u: :::i;n:.::::
ear with the inevitable ulnouou;-:(“:-':m“‘ wesd
vt o :h“‘l::uuut intensified when early .l!l“ B s it
v v breeder than fr
ity from the e
i ?“on:l::::::d,n programe for early commercializs
reactors,

Interest in the breede

v-20

This Administration, however, belfeves that rapid steps toward breeder
comeercialization are not needed now. The tiaing of the breeder
program depends on the economlc need for the technology and on nonpro-
liferation issues. It 1s also linked to resolution of the reactor
safety and vaste management probleas affecting the whole nuclear
option. The leading breeder candidate (liquid metal fast breeder), if
compercialized, would necessarily lead to reprocessing and te wide-
spread use of plutontiun. The President, In the context of his non-
proliferation policy, directed deferral of such activities and cancel~
latton of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor project while slterna-
tive fuel cycles are examined.

While preliminary results of the Internatfonal Nuclear Fuel Cycle
Evaluation (INFCE) do not suggest the likeiihood of risk-proof breeder
alternatives, lmprovements over current and proposed practices are
betng developed. The INFCE is considering various technical approaches
to improving the proliferation resistance of breeder and converter

reactor fuel cycles. It is also studying the appropriate timing for
thelr deveiopment and commercial use.

Over the past decade, economic srgumeats have been used to Justily the
pace of the breeder program. Such justifications hinge on a few key
factors--the overal! demand for electricity, the uranium resource base,
reactor efficlency, and the relative capital costs of light water
teactors and breeders. If the demand for electricity grows rapidly, 1f
domestic uranium resources acre liwited, and 1f breeders cost little
wore than light water reacrors, then rapid commercializa.ion would be
economically attractive. Such perceptions prevailed in the late 1960s
and early 1970s when electricity generatios, particuiarly nuclear
electricity, was groving rapidly.

Since the 1973-74 oil emsbargo, several clircumstances have changed.
Projections of electricity growth rates have drupped from 7 percent a
year to around 3 to 4 percent for the long ters. Light water reactor
growth has sloved because of the problems noted earlier, indicating
that uranium resources will last longer. Finally, early optimistic
estimates of breeder reactor capital costs ranging from 0.9 to 1.3

times those of light wvater reactors have been replaced by estirates of
125 to 1.75.

These changed factors have been reflected in a recent anzlysis of the
pace of brecder development. Typical of this analysis 1s the case
summarized In Figure V-2. Nuclear electricity demand 1s described by
the amount of Instalied nuclear capacity in 2000 and in 2020; utanium
resources are described (n terms of price; and breeder capital costs
are described in relation to LWR capital costs. Fi ure V-2 shows that
“ith reasonably attainable improvements in current LWR fuel efficlency,
breeders would not be needed until after 2020 In most cases. The
exceptions are when uranium costs are high, nuclear demand Is high, and
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breeder capital costs are low. Only under the most extreme cases would
the breeder be economically justified in the 2000-2010 period. Success-
ful development of advanced isotope separation technologies would ease
the pressure for an early breeder even further. lu such o case, the
need for an early breeder occurs only for 400 GWe cn line in 2000, for
breeder capital costs of 1.25 times t| ose light vater reactor, and for
hip.. uranium prices.

(] 2000-2010
f2 2010-2020

In light of this economic analysis, the four possible RD&D progras
strategies will be considered below:

400

)

© La'e Breeder. This strategy assumes that the resource base is
adequate for a long period of once-through light water reactor
operations, that the nuclear growth rate will be low, or
that breeder economics *111 be unfavorable.

%

Consequently,
el and commer-

breeder deve.opment would be pursued at s low lev

clalization of the breeder would be def
sible.

N

erred ss long as poe-

A decision on a demonstration plant would be deferred
until the 19908, as would be reprocessing developmesnt. Light

1

Breeder Reactor

water reactor fmprovements, sdvanced converter resctor develop~
ment, advanced isotope Separation, uranium resource evalustion,

and centrifuge facility Jeployment and deve lopment would be
emphasized.

(Gigawatts Electric

%

installed Nuclear Capacity

© Hedged Breeder. This strategy assumes that the resource base,

nuclear growth, and breeisr econcmics do not require rapid
commercialization of the breeder. However, because of uncer-

7
After 2020
over current practice in a once-through cycle. -

Figure V-2

tatoty, the strategy would maintain sufficient flexibility and

options so that program shiftes could be made easily and etfec-
tively whenever information or events dicrate.

in the Long Term

UJO' Price

The programs
for liglt water reactors, scvanced converter reactorc, advanced

isotope separstiou, uranius r:osou. .e evaluaction, and centrifuge

faciiities would be emphasized, but less strongly than in the
late breeder.

Breeder development would continue at a woderate level with
emphasia on engineering and component development. A decision
on a demonstration plant could be taken in 198!, but also could
be deferred until 1986-1990. Plans for both a 20-year and a
J0-year commercialization program could be deveioped. Repro-

Intermediate

High

Timing of the Need for a Fast

Breeder ﬂQ‘Cztof
Capital Cost

Fast

cessing technology would be developed, but commercialfzation
deferred.

: This progras attempte to minimize risk at a moderate
cost.

© Early Breeder. This strategy sssuces that the uranius ore base

is limfted, that the nuclear growth rate will be high, and/or
that breeder economics will be very favorable. It ieplies

175
Intermediate
™ High
Intermediate
™ High
' Assumes 15 percent improvement in UsOy utilization

tor.
zﬂnunmthowﬁdcwdamwnuwwurrm
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sn early cosaltment to the breeder, with completion of a con~
ceptual design study by 1981, comaitment to a desonstration
facility by 1982, and initial commercial deployment 20 years
thereafter. Reprocessing development would be given high
priorcity through commercielization. Programs for light water
feactor fimprovement, advanced converter reactor deve lopment ,
advanced 1sotope separation, and uranius resource evaluation
would be de-emphasized. This strategy world require a rela-
tively high cost, high risk progras.

L3 lear. Thie otrategy assumes that nuclear power will
play a predominant role in our energy future, with installed
capacities at least equal to the highest values assumed in the
analysis. Aggressive prograss would be indicated for light
water reactors, advanced converters, and breeders--with commi U
sents to cowmercialize them at the earliest possible dates.
For the breeder, this would call for a demonstration plant
decision in 1981 and planning for both s 20-year and a 30-year
deployment schedule. Reprocessing, through the commercial-
tzation stage, would be accelerated. The prograa would be very
costly but would provide the grestest assurance of maintaining
and deploying the puc lear option.

The Administretion favors the hedged strategy. The breeder progras
fteelf includes the 1iquid metal fast breeder (LMFBR) as the primary
option, but would also support two others--the light water breeder
reactor (LWBR) and the gas cooled fast reactor (GCFR). Each has
particular strengths and veaknesses and provides a hedge against

fatlure of one particular approach.

The Administration’s decislon no. to build the Clinch Riwer Breeder
Resctor, & large LMFBR demonstration plant, needs to be viewed in
light of the analysis that has taken place over the past decade.
Furthermore, for a variety of technical and economic reasons, the
Clinch River Plant is no longer considered to be rdequate in size or
design for a comme rcial demonstration. Those elements of the Clinch
River project which can be used intelligently will be cospleted. The
systeams design will be completed together with certain components which
have value for test purposes.

In place of the Clinch River plant, the Administration proposes sub-
stitut.on of & conceptual destgn study as the central focus of the
LMFBR program. The results of this study together with recommendations
regarding the future course of this program will be presented to the
Congress in March 1981.
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¢« Policy for Ccal and Nucl

The Nation's nid-term ener s
&Y
ituation “'.“. on “C...“ll' main-
l.‘a'". and .Ipll’“‘l‘. the use of coal and nuclear pover. These two
Sources are Comll".l" avallable ‘o‘.’ and can be ..l..'.‘ if the

markets grow and
e thelr critical eavironmental and social problems are

The markets for coal

nd nucle
A i - ar pover are clos
‘n‘u““.ll::c::c‘ctrlclly. although coal can :ll.,ot::‘ e NN P
Energy the uuulnt:rl;.;mlfh Fuel Use Act gives the ::::r:: g
energy resources. ® to stimulate the use of coal ead -:th::

The primary constr

aints on thi

from th s movement aw.

acady ont:luluory and technical problems o..‘r from oil and gas arise
velopment of methods to toennding cosl ond wucioer

coal into clean fuels, and improve :ﬂ'.:::l‘-ou efficlently, convert

for the lo t eact
18 Wil by iitecens 86 Mohe Gy o i Tots S
without 1in make this long-term .
Eftorts ut;:::::,“::.:'.“““ coal burning and txtt.:h.:‘::::; :“""'
assure th ~term options must be ba eactors.
the mid (.:r-f‘::xtﬂ::' of coal and nuclear pw::a:;:::. programs to
protection. ent with public safety and maximum o::::oml“l:t.:
.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE DECEMBER 7, 1979 =

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY

THE WHITE HOUSE

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON THE KEMENY COMMISSION
REPORT ON THREE MILE ISLAND

Room 450, 0ld Executive Office Building
(AT 2:45 P.M. EST)

THE PRESIDENT: The purpose of this hrief statment thisg
afternoon is to outline to you and to the public, both in this countrv
ard in other nations of the world, my own assessment of the Kemeny
Report recommendations on the Three Mile Island accident and I would
like to add, of course, in the presentation some thoughts and actions
of my own.

I have reviewed the report of the Commission, which I
established to investigate the accident at the Three Mile Island nuclear
power plant. The Commission, headed by Dr. John Kemeny, found very
Serious sahortcomings in the way that boch the Government and the utility
industry regulate and manage nuclear power.

The steps that I am taking today will help to assure that
Nuclear power plants arc Operated safely. Safety, as it always has
been and will remain, is my top priority. As I have said before, in
this country nuclear Power is an energy source of last resort., By this
I meant that as we reach our goals on conservation, on the direct use
of cocal, on deve lopment of solar power and synthetic fuels, and
enhanced production of American oil and natural gas, as we reach those
goals, then we can minimize our reliance on nuclear pPower.

Many of our foreign allies must place much greater reliance
than we do on nuclear power, because they do not have the vast natural
resources that give us so many alternatives. We must get Oon with the
Job of developing alternative eénergy resources and we must also pass,

in crder to do this., the legislation that I have pProposed to the Congress,

making an effor . at every level of society to conserve energy. To
conserve energy .nd to develop energy resources in Qur country are the
two basic answers for which we are seeking. But we cannot shut the
door on nuclear power for the United States.

The recent events ir Iran have shown us the clear, stark
dangers *hat excessive dependence cn imported oil holds for Cur nation.
We must make every effort to lead this country to energy security.
Every domestic energy source, including nuclear power, is Critical if
we are to be free as a country from our present over-dependence on
unstable and uncertain sources of high priced foreign oil.

We do pot have the luxury of abandoning nuclear power or
iMposing a lengthy moratorium on its further use, A nuclear power
plant can displace 35,200 barrels of oil per day, or rougaly 13 million
barrels of oi; Per vear. We must take every possible step to increase
the safety of nuclear power production. I agree fully with the letter
and the spirit and “he intent of the Xenmeny Commission recommendations,
some of which are within my own power to implement, others of which
rely on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, or the NRC, or the utility

industry itself,
To get the Government's own house in order I will take
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several steps. First, I will send to the Congress a reorganization plan
to strengthen the role of the Chairman of the NRC, to clarify assignment
of authcrity and responsibility and provide this person with the power
to act on a daily basis as a chief executive officer, with authority to
put needed safety recuirements in place and to implement better
procedures. The Chairman must be able to select key personnel and to
act on behalf of the Commission during any emergency.

Second, I intend to appoint a new Chairperson of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, someone from outside that agency, in the
spirit of the Kemeny Commission recommendation. In the meantime, I have
asked Commissioner Ahearne, now on the NRC, to serve as the Chairman.
Mr. Ahearne will stress safety and the prompt implementation of the
needed reforms.

In addition, I will establish an independent advisory
committee to help keep me and the public of the United States informed
of the progress of the NRC and the industry in achieving and in making
clear the recommendations that nuclear power will be safer.

Third, I am transferring responsibility to the Federal
Emergency Managerent Agency, the FEIA, to head up all off-site
emergency activities, and to complete a thorough review of emergency
plans in all the states of our country with operating nuclear reactors
by June, 1980.

Fourth, I have directed the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and
the other agencies of the Government to accelerate our program to place
a resident Federal inspector at every reactor site.

Fifth, I am asking 21l relevant Government agencies to
implement virtually all of the other recommendations of the Kemeny
Commission. I bYelieve there were 44 in all. A detailed factsneet is
being issued to the public and a more extended briefing will be given
to the press this afternoon.

With clear leadership and improved organization, the
Executive Branch of Government and the NRC will be better able to
act quickly on the crucial issues of improved training and standards,
safety procedures, and the other Kemeny Commission recommendations.
But responsibility to make nuclear power safer does not stop with the
Federal Government. In fact, the primary day by day responsibility
for safety rests with utility company management and with suppliers
of nuclear equipment. There is no substitute for technically qualified
and committed people working on the construction, the operation, and
the inspection of nuclear power plants.

Personzl responsibility must be stressed. Some one person
must always be designated as in charge, both at the corporate level ané
also at the power plant site. The industry owes it to the American
pecple to strengthen its commitment to safety.

I call on the utilities to implement the following changes;
first, building on the steps already taken, the industry must organize
itself to develop enhanced standards for safe design, operation, and
construction of plants; second, the nuclear industry must work together
to develop and to maintain in operation a comprehensive training,
examination, and evaluation program for operators and for supervisors.
This training program must pass muster with the NRC thrcugh accreditation
of the training orograms to be established.

Third, control rooms in nuclear power plants must be
modernized, standardized, and simplified as much as possible, to permit
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better informed decision-making among regular operating hours and, of
course, during emergencies.

I challenge our utility companies to bend every effort
to improve the safety of nuclear power.

Finally, I would like to discuss how we manage this
transition period during which the Kemeny recommendations are being
imolemented. There are a number of new nuclear Plants now awaiting
operating licenses or construction permits. Under law, the Nuclear
Regqulatory Commission is an independent agency. Licensing decisions
rest with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and as the Kemeny Commission
noted, it has the authority to proceed with licensing these plants on a
case by case basis, which may be used as circumstances surrounding a
Plant or its application dictate.

The NRC has indicated, however, that it will pause in
issuing any new licenses and construction permits in order to devote
its full attention to putting its own house in order and tightening up
safety requirements. I endorse this approach which the NRC has
adopted, but I urge the NRC to complete its work as quickly as possible
and in no event later than six months from today. Once we have
instituted the necessary reforms to assure safety, we must resume the
licensing prccess promptly so that the new plants we need to reduce our
dependence on foreign oil can be built and Operated.

The steps I am announcing today will help to insure the safety
of nuclear plants. Nuclear power does have a future in the United States.
It 1s an option that we must keep open. I will join with the utilities
and their suppliers, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the executive
departments and agencies of the Federal Government, and also the state
and local governments to assure that the future is a safe one.

Now Dr., Frank Press, Stu Eizenstat, and John Deutsch will
be glad to answer your questions about these decisions and about
nuclear power and the future of it in our country. Frank?

END (AT 3:00 P.M. EST)
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The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave. N. W.
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Dear President Carter:

Attached is a reprint of an editorial as it appeared in the
San Diego Union Sunday, March 9, 1980.

Do you have an intelligent rebuttal?
Sincerely,
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Kristina M. Keith
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SUNDAY MORNING, MARCH 9, 1980

Keep The Options Open

The Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission has ended its moratori-
urr. on new nuclear power plants
with the licensing of Sequoyah
Unit No. | near Chattanooga. A
pending reorganization of the
NRC and a new emphasis on
operator training and the moni-
toring of safety systems by the
utility industry have relieved
much of the anxiety about nucle-
ar power that arose after the
Three Mile Island accident a
year ago this month.

Yet an ambivalence remains
in the Carter administration’s
nuciear policy. On the one hand,
it recognizes that nuclear power
is a must because of the rising
price of oil from abroad and the
vulnerability of our oil supplies
from the Persian Gulf. On the
other hand, the administration
continues to put a damper on
further development of nuciear
power technology out of fear that
it will lead to greater prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons.

President Carter's effort to
have it both ways is putting the
United States increasingly out of
step with its partners i interna-
tional energy agencies. His at-
tempt since 1977 to curtail nucle-
ar fuel reprocessing and the de-
velopment of breeder reactors is
getting nowhere. In fact, it was
dramatically rebuffed only last
month by a 68-nation nuclear fuel
confarence in Vienna.

The conference recommended
that development of breeder
technology actually be speeded
up, and not only because the
breeder vastly increases the en-
ergy to be derived from the
world’s finite supplies of urani-
um. The breeder is also seen as
offering more operating safety,
less environmental impact and a
reduced waste handling problem
compared with today’s genera-
tion of power reactors.

France has made the breeder
the centerpiece of its aggressive
nuclear program. With their ura-
nium supplies, reprocessing
technology and a family of
breeders, the French expect to
g0 into the 1990s with an energy
resource equal to all of Saudi
Arabia’s oil. This prospect is
stimulating breeder develop-
ment in West Germany and Eng-
land, whose people see new com-
petition arising from French in-
dustries enjoying a relatively
cheap and abundant supply of
electricity.

The advance of Europe into the
second-generation of nuclear
power does not impress the
Carter administration, which
continues to downplay fuel repro-
cessing and breeder develop-
ment in the 1981 budget for the
Department of Energy. That
budget carries a disturbing tone

of making do with nuclear tech-
nology at hand rather than
catching the wave of the future.

Six months ago DOE officials
were conceding that safety ques-
tions involving water-cooled
reactors like that at Three Mile
Island strengthened the case for
the high-temperature gas-cooled
reactor (HTGR) developed by
General Atomic Co. in San
Diego. As the designers of the
HTGR point out, it cannot have a
loss of coolant accident or threat-
en a core meitdown. With urani-
um and thorium as its fuel, it
minimizes the problem with plu-
tonium that worries Mr. Carter.
And the HTGR is more adapt-
able to varied industrial uses
than water-cooled reactors.

Comes the 1981 DOE budget,
however, and the federal contri-
bution to the joint government-
industry HTGR program has
been dropped, along with funds
for the more advanced gas-
cooled breeder reactor.

The inexorable rise in oil pric-
es and the uncertainty of over-
seas supplies calls for an energy
policy® supporting the full range
of non-petroleum options for
meeting the nation’s basic elec-
trical needs. Where the nuclear
option is concerned, the adminis-
tration is narrowing the alterna-
tives at a time when they clearly
should be broadened.



