Minnesota Annual Conference
The United Meti:odist Church

Room 400, 122 West frarklin Avenve 812 378713

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55404

June 30, 1580

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
L. V. Gossick, Dexec Directer, Cpr.
Washington, DC 20555

Dear Mr. Gossick,

Nuclear power is everybody's concern ——- including members of the United
Methodist Church. The 1979 Minnesota Arnual Conference of the United
Mettodist Church, comprised of 1000 delegates representing 125,000 United
Met'iodist adult members throughout Minnesota acted positively on a nuclear
moraterium but the Conference also took acticn to continue the dialogue om
this issue by inviting those involved with nuclear power to respond to
tieir concerns. Since you play an active role in nuclear powver, we hope
vou will be willing to facilitate this dialogue.

In 1978 the Minnesota Annual Conference mandated the Conference Board of
Church and Society to appoint a special task force to study nuclear power
and to report its conclusicms to the 1979 Annual Conference. The task
force spe-t considerable time and effort iaterviewing experts and citizens
groups representing a wide variety of views about nuclear power, both pro
and con. They also reviewed a large volume of printed material and .ttended
debates and lectures. The result was a carefully balanced report that
neither condemms nor endorses nuclear power. Rather, it peints out that
there are emergy comsequences of aon-nuclear as well as nuclear decisioms.
The report also discusses why nuclear power issues are especially important
to church members.

"SE IT RESOLVED that the Minnesota Annual Conference of the
Unired Methodist Church support a moratorium on the comstruction
of nuclear power plants in the United States until such times as
the problems concerning heslth, safety and vasta disposal can be
resolved.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Minnesota Annual Conference
through its Board of Church and Society, submit a report to
various nuclear organizations setting forth the specific
concerns in the report of the task force on nuclear energy and
request plans for improving responsibility, comntrol, and
sensitivity to citizen concerns. Responses to this report wvill
be evaluated and reported to the 1980 Annual Conferemce for
consideraticu."”
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The Annual Conference delegates certainly understand that domestic energy
supplies are vital., However, before the United Methodist Church leader-
ship can support the nuclear option, we need your respcnse to vital
questions raised in the report. Specifically, we would like to hear your
response to our concerns about "responsibility, health, safety and waste
disposal."” We feel that industry has the management capability and the

creativity to respond to these comcerms.

A summary of the task force repert is emclesed. A pre-addressed eavelope
is enclosed for your convenience in respeonding.

We plan to prepare a further report summarizing the ideas of the respendeants.
Please let us know if you do not want us to identify your name or company

with your comments.

Sincerely,

%.’)éé/ra&c.
Rev. Loren Grage, Chairman

The Board of Church and Society, M¥ Conference
United Methodist Church

enclosures
ajt
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A RESPONSE TO NUCLEAR PCWER

The Report of the Task Force on Nucliar Energy
04 the Board 0§ Church and Sockety 0f the Mlwesolz Annual Conjerance

At the 1978 session of the Minnesota Annual Conference, a resolution was
{ntroduced by the Administrative 3ocard of the Wincna Izmmanuel-Stockton
charge. It read as follows:

"Be it resolved that the Minnesota Annual Conference of the United
Methodist Church pledges to support a zmoratorium on the construction
of nuclear power plants in the state of Minnesota until such tize as
the problems concerning health, safety, and wascte é¢isposal can bde
resolved."

In the course of its debate, the . gislative (ommittee realized that the
Conference d4id not have encugh informaticn on the issue of auclear power

to make a decisicn om this matter. The Legislative Cocmittee submitted the
following resolution as a substitute for the above:

"Be it resolved that, whereas there appears to be a great deal of coan-
fusion about the relative merits and hazards associated with the use of
auclear power in the U.S., therafore the 3oard of Church and Socie -y is
asked to appoint a committee of five to seven persons who will study and
interpret the information and facts in research teing done ca nuclear
power, and then prepare guidelines to assist the “iannesota Annual Con-
fereace in making a decision on this issue, and report these to the 1979
Annual Conference.”

The Annual Coafereace accepted this resolutiom.

Roger Parks, chairperson of the Conference Board of Church and Society,
asked Mark Johnson to organize a task force for this purpose. Names were sug-
gested from various sources and, after contacts were made, seven persons
agreed to serve on the Task Force:

Dale Bowen, member of Fridley United Methcdist Church

Winfield Forsberg, member of First UMC, New Ula

George Hanks, mezber of Emmanuel (MC, Wincma

Eric Hucke, pastor of Wesley UMC, Minneapolis

Mark Johnson, pastor of Morgan and New Avon MC

Ruth Saari, member of Lake Harriet INMC

Larry Schedin, member of Minnetonka MC

After the first two meetings, Dale Bowen and Ceorge Hanks elected not to
participate “n the work of the Task Force. .

The Task Force had eight meetings and iaterviewed the following persons:

Roth S. Leddick, project manager at the Prairie Island nuclear power
plant with responsibilicy for design and construction of NSP's
nuclear power plants.

Paul Steinback, physicisc, formerly of the 3attel Instizute where he
vorked in nuclear fuel research, -ut has aow become aa opponeant of
nuclear power.



Madge Zitlow, American Friends Service Committee, an opponent of
nuclear powver.

Terry Hokenson, Northerm Sua Alliance, an alliance of anti-nuclear
groups.

Dean Abrahamscn, professor in Hubert H. Humphrey Iastitute of Public
Affairs, an cpponent of nuclear power.

Juha Dunlop, director of the Minnesota Solar Office.

David Buller, with the Minnesota Ecergy Ageacy.

James Burtness, professor, Luther Theological Seminary.

Ia addition, Task Force mezbers reviewed a large voluse of printed material
and attended debates and lectures.

As a Task Force, we express our appreciatican to the Miannesota Annual
Conference for the privilege of serving in this ray and we express our
hope that the Conference will contiaue to be conzerned about auclear energy
and the whole field of energy ia general.

Mak Joknscon
lawvy Schedin
Ruth Saard

Erie Hucke
Winfield Forsbery

The following is the report of the Task Force. It is preceded by a
summary. It is divided into the following secticns:

Part Cne -- What is Nuclear Pover?
Part Two == Why is the Church Concermed about Nuclear Pover?
Part Three- Nuclear Eaergy - Goed or Evil?
Part Four = What are the Major Issues Involving Nuclear fnergy?
Part Five - Is Nuclear Esergy Economical?
Part Six == What are the Alternmatives to Nuclear Energy
and What are the Risks?
Part Seven- Recommendations

A_SUMMARY QOF REPORT OF THE TASK FO ON NUCLEAR ENERCY

The following is a summary of the full Task Force report. The sectiocns of
that report are identified below by number and ticle. "Part One — What is
Nuclear Pover?" is {stended to be background iaformation and is not summarized
here. Also. "Part Seven --—— Recommendations” is not summarized.

Part Two - Why is the Church Concerned About Nuclear Powver?

Znergy resources are a part of God's created order. Christian stewardship
{acludes the responsidble use of these rescurces.



Part Three -—— Nuclesr fnergy, Geod or Evil?

Nothiag iadicates that nuclear energy is contrary to God's purposes in
creation. The Task Force looks on nuclear energy as a technological dis-
covery about Tod's universe. Like other technological discoveries it caan
be used either to help or hinder humanity. However, the choices which a
citizes faces regarding the deployment and comntrol of large-scale auclear
projects are zuch different from choices about 2ther technological advances
such as air travel. From a practical viewpoinr there are few control
channels which an ordinary citizen can effectively use to express concern
about nuclear power. These channels (discussed in the report) are inade-
quate for the average citizenm because of a lack of tize and resources to
attend hearings, a lack of accurate information and skills to interpret
technical jargon, and a lack of confidence ia governzent agencies to regulate
the industry competently.

Pars Four — What are the Maior Issues Involving Wuclear Znerzy’?

There are six zajor objectiocns to auclear power; and for each, arguments o
and con are offered.

First, opponents of auclear powver poiant to the possibilicy of proliferaticon;
that is, countries using auclear power technology to develcp auclear weapons.
They argue that "any country using the nuclear fuel cycle to generate elec
trical power can develop nuclear weapons (quoted from report). Supporters

of nuclear power say that the techmology is not all that siailar and differ~
ent kinds of uranium must be used in the two processes. Opponents argue

that plutonium, which is extracted from spent nuclear fuel by renrocessing,
c-n be used rather easily to make a bomb. For this reason, the Carter
administration has discouraged reprocessing. Supporters also peiat to the
Nuclear Nom-proliferatiom Treaty as a way to ceatrol proliferaticnm.

Second, opponents poiat to the pcteatial problea of diversion; that 1is,

the use of nuclear weapons by terrorist groups. Such groups could acquire
the needed plutonium (about 10 pounds) by theft and use it to zake a crude
veapon or sizply dispersq it ia a populated area. Supporters poiant o
security seasures om the part of the {ndustry which mzake theft unlikely.

They also poiat out that "other substances (i.e. arsenic, dacteria, etc.)
could be dispersed in a populated area with comparable results” (from report).

Third, the catastrophic release of radicactive zatter from nuclear power
planc either by accident or act of malice is cited by oppconents. Supporters
point to safeguards in construction and cperatiom of plants and to "the

fact that no deaths or serious injuries have resulted from commercial auclear
accidents” (from report). .

Pourth, oppenents talk abou: the large volume of radicactive waste while
supporters say that the only problea is presented by high-level waste, the
volume of which is relacively small. There {s disagreement over the length
of time waste must be stored and over whether or not we, °¢ preseat, have
the adeguate technoleogy to store high-level waste.



F{fzh, there i{s controversy over low-level radiatiocn released i{in normal
plant operaticon. Oppcanents 2oint out that radiation exposure is cuaulative
over cune's lifecime and that there L. no safe level of exposure. Sup-
porters point out that there are m;any sources of low-level radiation includ-
ing medical X-rays, high altitude place flights, and coal-pcwered generating
plaats.

Sixth, opponents argue that we do nct want the kind of soclety anuclear pover
requires. Nuclear power dezandsceatralizaticn and the control of electrical
pover production by a "technclogical elite.” Also, extreme securily seasures
are required. Supporters poiat out that other areas of cociety are techno-
logically sophisticated and require security. They also say that some for-
eign countries "have 20 opticn for smeetiag their energy needs, other than
auclear powver" (from repert).

Part Five = Is Nuclear Eserzy Eccmcmizal?

There is 20 soluticn to Aserica's energy problem which will ace be ecomoxi-
cally costly. Nuclear powver is more capital inteasive than ccal, oil, and
natural gas for generating electricicy. However, the high capital costs

are accompanied by comparatively low operating costs. This :2kes nuclear
powver attractive in areas distant from large ccal deposits. The long lead
tize requized to bduild a auclear plant (10-12 years) alcag with changiag
design requirements and inflation is driving the cost of nuclear powver
upvard. Unfortunately, these same forces are also driving upward the cost of
other energy sources such as coal-fired plants. The proper selectica of the
zost ecoucmical type of energy altemmative requires a ccaplete kncwledge of
capital ccsts and cperating costs plus a kncwledze of any hidden subsidies.
Conservaticn {s also a viable altermative bdut it, tco, has its costs (iasula-
ticn is not free). Ncne of the choices i{s without risk.

Nuclear energy can serve as a direct subscitute for othe~ energy scurces
(such as petroleum in the case of electricity gemeration). Nuclear emergy
can also indirectly affect the amount of petroleum available for transperta-
tion and the amount of natural gas available for home heazting. Therefore,

if auclear energy {s eliminated, the scarzity and price of these octher fuels
will iacrease.

- What are the ternatives to Nuclezr Ezergzy
and What are the Risks?

u
-
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We have seen that there are zany risks assoclated with nuclear powver.
Hcwever, other energy sources also have risks.

Coal use i{ncreases the ataospheric lcad of carbon dioxide and could
{ncrease "average world temperature (by) 2 to 7 degrees” (f{rcm report).
Black Lung Disease is common in coal ainers and the burning of ccal zay
cause respiratory diseases ia the young and elderly. Negative eavironzentzal
effects include strip aining and ctransporting hazards, as well as negative
effects on agricultural production and acid raia. 3Soze say that radiactica
doses from coal-"ired plants are greater than f{rom nuclaar plants.



01l is needed for other uses and the burning of oil for electrical
generation increases our dependence on foreign sources.

Geothermal plaats would b¢ lizited to certain parts of the U.S. and
would polute both air and water.

Bydroelectric power {s now being fully utilized in this country and does
pose poteatial hazards in ter:s of a dam collapsing.

Solar power has good poteantial for small residential applications, bdut,
at present, high cost precludes its use for large-scale electrical generation.

Conservation is "the most viable evergy alternative" (from report).
Conservation means eliminating waste, developing new technologies and changing
life-styles. “The Task Force believes that we have a wmoral obligation to
protect the envircament and conserve catural resources. Christians, we
believe, should set an example of gcod stewardship by consciously and ser-
iously limiting their use of all ezergy sources.” (from report).

All energy sourzes have risks. Eliainactiag auclear power would ellminace its
associated risks, but would increase risks associated with other sources.



A RESPONSE TO NUCLEAR PCWER
(THe FuLL RePoRrT)

Part One -- WHAT IS NUCLEAR PCWER?

Nuclear Powver plants come in all shapes and sizes ranging from s=all devices
for poveriag satellites to intermediate sizes for povering submarines to large
{astallaticns for producing electricity for hundreds of thousands of pecple.
It is this latter size (large central powver stations) that the Task Force is
primarily concerned about in this report. Large ceatral power stations use
nuclear fuel to produce steam. The steam can be used for industrial =zanu-
facturing purposes, for heatiag buildings, and for producing electricity.

The following is a short description of how auclear plants work.

Nuclear fuel is placed in a steel vessel called a reactor. Nuclear particles
released from the fuel cause neighboring atoms of the same fuel to split
apart. This splitting ia turn releases more particles and causes more split-
ting. The process aultiplies into a chain reactica. The splitting apart

is called fissioning, and the fissioning releases heat. The heat is used to
boil water and to create steam. The steam usually operates a large machize
called a turbine. The turbine {s much like a windmill or pinwheel except it
is operated by steam rather than wind. The turbine then cperates a large
electric generator.

After operating the turbine, the steam zust be ccoled in order to cr .te a
vacuum (or suction) which pulls other stzam through the turbine. T.« cooling
is usually done with river water which i{n turn i{s circulated through a large
radiator (called a cooling tower) which releases zost of the excess heat o
the atmosphere. The river water does not come into coantact with radiocactive
stean.

The fuel used zust be a heavy element which is highly susceptible to splicting.

There are naturally existing elezeats called uranium and thorium which seet
this requirement. Unfortumately, only a small percentage of these naturally
existing elements are of ,the type which is highly susceptible to splitting.
The special type of uranium which is highly susceptible to splitting is
called the fissionabla isotope U;3g. To zake the fuel usable, the uraniua
must be concentrated to a strength of 4 or 5 tinzes the concentration that
Ujys exists ia nar re. This special concentration step i{s called earichment.
It is a highly specialized process and was the key to making the first
auclear bomb. Fuel enrichment takes a considerable amount of electrical
energy. In the U. S. the enrichment is done by a process called gasseous
diffusion at places such as Qak Ridge, Tennessee.

As heat and electricity are generated during the fissiom process, the uraniua
{3 split into many fragments. Some of the by-p  oducts are dangerous decause
they are highly radiocactive. A large part of the radicactivity decays away
to haraless level within a few weeks after the spent fuel is removed from the
reactor and stored at the plant. Heowever, certain by-products remaia highly
radicactive and contaminate the spent fuel. The spent fuel can be repro-
cessed to rezove the desirable products aad to dispese of caly the unwanted
by-products.

.



Plutocniua is one of the useful by-products that can be removed by reproces-
sing the spent fuel. The Plutonfum caa also be recycled through a nuclear
reactor to produce more energy. However, Plutoniua is a highly toxic sub-
stance if i{ngested by a living orgasisa. Plutonium can also be used relacively
easily to make a nuclear bomb. Therefore plutoniua zust be hani’ed care-
fully. The present policy of the Carter Administration is that spent fuel
should be buried rather than recycled because of the risks involved ia

reusing plutonium.

A variety of nuclear reactors arc in use throughout the world. The major
auclear nations are specializing ia the types of reactors which they think
are best. The U. S. primarily uses light water reactors, Canada uses heavy
water reactors, and the United Kingdom uses gas-cooled reactors. Each has
its advantages. A special type of reactor is acw being hotly debated within
congress. Lt is the breeder reactor now being developed in France and the
USSR.

The breeder reactor is speclal because it uses plutonium to convert commonly
occuriag uranium (3233) into more plutonium as well as to gemerate electriczity.
The new plutonium which this special reactor "Sraeds” can then be removed from

the reactor and used to brezed even more plutonium and to generate zore
electricity. Ia this way the amcunt of energy obtainable from a given

amount of uranium can be aultiplied many hundreds of tizes. This is a great
increase over the amount that would sizmply be obtained by using the fuel

only once tiarough a simple kind of reactor. The controversy about the
breeder reacto- centers around the dangers of haviag zore plutonium in exist-
ence and not over the technological poteatial to get zore energy from the
fuel. The U.S. has built small breeder reactors for demoanstration purpcses
and now has proposed a large breeder reactor called Cliach River for construc-
tisn ia Tennessee. The Clinch River Project is now on "hold" because of
President Carter's non-proliferation policey.

A nuclear reactor which has great promise for the future is called the
fusion reactor. A fusion reactor joins together or "fuses" lignter elements
such as hydrogem. A fusion reactor has zmany more tizes the poteatial of a
breeder reactor without the risks associated with plutonium. Fusicn power
is now in the experimentdl stage, and commercial applicatiocn will take soze
zajor technological breakthroughs. Nevertheless, some scientists feel that
commercial fusiom power may be available ia 25-30 years.

Part Two — WHY 1S THE CHURCH CONCERNED A3CUT NUCLEAR POWER?

Energy supplies or lack of suoplies will affect pecple all over the world.
Depletion of non-renewable resources for production of energy as well as
other products will drastically affect the lives of generations of people who
follow us. Disposition of waste products from energy generating plants
already vitally affect the health and welfare of many pecple.

Christians Selieve humanity and earth were divinely created %o co-exist; so
the earzh and all withia and uoon it is zeant for huzan use. AL the sace
time, the divine intent was for mam to use all these resources wisely. Re-
spousible Christian stewardship requires scrict atteation be paid to the



sharing of these gifts. We believe humanity {s endowed with intellect which
should enable it to develop technologies and life styles that will berefit
all people for all time. Producticn of energy from nuclear sources is part
of that scene.

These statements as set down are, we delieve directly related to the Social
Principles of the United Methedist Church. They should be of concern to every
Christian for they affect or have the potential to 31ffect for good or evil

all of the pecples of the earth now and in the future.

Part Three -- NUCLEAR ENERGY, GOOD OR EVIL?

Is nuclear energy good or evil in an absolute sense? The task force con-
clusion is "No!" Nothing indicates that nuclear energy is comtrary to Cod's
purpose in creation.t The sun is a natural nuclear power plant and is the
source of organic fuels from coal, oil and natural gas to firewood and dJung.
Earico Fermi's reactor in Chicago ia 1942 was not the first nuclear fission
reactor on earth. A natural reactor began operating in the Gabon Republic in
West Africa nearly two billion years ago.

The earth, however, is unique from other observable bedies in the universe
because the atmospheric blanket shields us from such of the haraful auclear
reaction by-products from the sun and other sources. The earth is also
special because it supports combustion of organic fuels and other conditions
that makes life as we know {t possible. A theological view of auclear energy
and bidlical references are well laid ocut in the Pollard reference.

Since the task force could see no basis for labeling nuclear emergy good or
evil in an absolute sense, we asked curselves how we should judge auclear
energy? The task force looks on anuclear energy as a technological discovery
about Cod's universe. Like discoveries from medical research, it can be
used to help or hinder mankind. Ia this context, discoveries frocm genetic
research which reduce birth defects would be considered good while genetic
discoveries which lead to breeding =onsters or a super race would be con-
sidered bad. ’

A reference work which seemed to tie all of this together is Robert Persig's
bock Zen and the Art of Motorcvcle “aintenance. Persig is a philosopher as
well as a writer of technical computer zanuals for a large computer cc=pany.

He feels good about his motorcycle because he can control it, he cam repair

iz, he can understand it, and he can use it for transportation while feeling
close to the environment he is riding through. Persig also discusses how
technology can either be used as a monster to control and manipulate pecple

or used as an instrument %o keep us ia harzony with our uaiverse (through

the concept of quality). This potential loss of control is not only on Persig's
mind but also on the miad of church sembers.

A typical church member's response to questions about nuclear energy is
underlain with fear about how he/she can maintain control over sczething
which he/she cannot hear, see, fzel or taste and which is controlled by large s
organizations which can easily be unresponsive to his/her coaceras about



contral. A church meszber can make cholzes about zode of travel (if he/she
feels certain airplanes or transportaticn vehicles are unsafe) and adousl
using a particular consuzer product (if he/she feels the additives are un~
safe). However, there are no cozparable choices about nuclear energy and
other large scale energy projects cperated by sonopolies.

The recent DC-10 airplane crash is not so threateniag because of the choice
that allows a passanger to coansider in advance whether he/she wants to ride
on a DC-10, and the choice to aveid riding an airplane operated Dy an airliae
with a poor safety record. The DC-10 threat is quite different froa the
Three Mile Island plant incident where choices (in view of the conflicting
{nformation about safecy) were limited to staying or leaving one's permanent
residence.

Control of power currently exists through:

1. public partiripaticn ia the licensing hearing and hearings about
r.ced and necessity

2. enforceszent agencies such as the Federal Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) and state agencies which set guidelines and zala-
tain surveillance

3. social respensibility which is voluatary on the part of the owniag
organization

4. elected officials.

Howve: sr, these channels of control are difficulc for mest concerned church
sembers to use becausc of a lack of tize and resources to attend heariags,
a lack of aceurate inf-ormation, a lack of skills to interpret much of the
technical infor=ation, and a lack of confidence ia government agencies 2o
regulate the industry .ithout being unduly influenced by the industry it is
attecpting to regulate

Nuclear power certaialy has the poteatial of enhancing the juality of life.
A good example is the nuclear energy scurce that accivates an ocean buoy ©o
vara ships away from a navigation hazard in a recote region that requires a
low maintenance energy source. However, the exteal of {:s use is very auch

in question. g

Part Four — WHAT ARE THE MAJOR ISSUES INVOLVING NUCLEAR INERCY?

Opponents of nuclear p.wer cite what they call "unprecedented hazards"é
associated with nuclear power. Ia this sectiom, ve discuss areas of con-
cern zost frequently zentioned by opponents and attempt 2 preseac, briefly,
the pros and cons ia each area. ’

A. Proliferation

Opponents point cut that any country using the puclear fuel cycle to gener-
ate electrical power can develop auclear weapens. Safeguards can cocplicate
the process but they can never guarantee acn-proliferation. Several develop-
ing countries have already declared their intant to develop weapons. Azong
them are scazil, Argentina, South Xorea, Taiwan and South Africa. Referring
to specifi: recent exazples of iatermatiomal hostility, the opponents ask:

[



Wwould the Pakistani ailitary government have allowed India to take half of
its territory in 1971 if ic had possessed nuclear weapons? Would the Greek
Junta have sat by helplessly while Turkey invaded Cyprus if it had had
nuclear capabilicy in 19747 Would Libya or Iraq start nuclear war in the
Middle East if they succeed in current efforts to cbtain such wespons? If
Taiwan is successful in developing nuclear capability, how will China, which
already has hydrogen weapcns, respond?

Supporters of anuclear power say that the technology required for pcwer
generation and for nuclear weapons i{s act all that similar. 8cmbs and
power plants use different kinds of uranium. Natural uranium contains less

than one percent of the fissionable isotope U235. Atomic power planis are
fueled with this natural uranium or with uranium that has been enriched to

coatain adbout 3.5 perceat U235. Nuclear boambs, on the other hand, use uran-

{um that has been enriched to more than 90 perceat U235. Experts believe
uranium would have to be enriched to az least 20 perceat for use in even a

crude nuclear device. Uranium enrichment technology is costly and very cocm-
plex. It toock the Union of South Africa about 15 years to master the secrets
of the technology and to build a pilot earichment plan:.a

Oppenents point out that plutonium, which {s a by-product of nuclear fissiom,
can be used to make a nuclear bomb. Supporters peoint out, however, that
when plutonium is removed from a power plant it {s part of a dangeicus mix

of exceedingly radicactive products and is not usable apart from reprocessing.

It is in the area of reprocessing of spent fuel from reactors where argu-
ments concerning proliferation (and diversion discussed below) are mos:
cogent. Reprocessing extracts plutonium from speat fuel. The technolegy to
do this {s simpler and cheaper than the technology reguired to enrich uran-
ium as discussed above. Plutonium can be used rather easily i{n duilding
atomic weapons, as well as in refueling nuclear power plants. The Carter
adainistration has discouraged the construction of reprocessing facilities,
preferring instead to leave the plutonium {n the dangerous mixture of spent
fuel where it {s too hot to haadle.

Some have argued, however, that nuclear pcwer makes no sense apasc from

the full development and utilization of reprocessing facilicies. Once the
plutonium is available, popponents argue, it can then be used just as easily
for weapons as for power plaats.

Supporters stress that the problem of such proliferatioa can be handled by
intermational agreement. Oune hundred sixteen naticns have signed the Nuclear
Non-proliferation Treaty, under which nations agree not to acquire or seek
aid {n developing nuclear weapons. In recturan for this agreement they re-
ceive assistance, usually from the United States, with their peaceful atomic
power progrz-s.lb Nations that sign the treaty agree to put their nuclear
facilities under the safeguards of the Internatiomsl Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA). Under this arrangement, [AEA keeps track of all nuclear material
provided to a country for use in its auclear resesarch and power glan:s.

This is to iasure that none of its is diverted to zake weapons. 1

Opponents poiat out, however, that half a dozea countries that currently
have auclear research programs have refused to sign *he treaty. These are
India, Israe', South Africa, Pakistan, Brazil and Argencina. Also, two
countries, Iraq and Lidya, have signed the :treaty but still say they waat to

i,



acquire nuclear wea;ons.lz

Azmong the zajor weapcons states, the United States, the Soviet Union, France
and West Germany, there is agreement that reprocessing technolegy should not
be expcrted to developing countries. Hcwever, that means that develcring
countries will continue to be dependent on these major powers for their supply
of uraaiua. Some have questioned how long these nations will be willing %o

be dependent on foreign sources of power rather than gr:ceeding full force

ia the develcpment of their own reprocessing plan:s.l

B. Diversion

The potential diversion problem i{s related to the problem of proliferation,
but differs ia that 1t refers to the use of nuclear weapons by terrarist
groups. Such groups would likely acquire needed materials by theft which
Deans that it {s a particular problem where reprocessiag technology is
present, siace these groups aust have access either to enriched uranium

or plutoniua.

Such groups could use these materials in two ways. First only about ten
pounds of plutonium is needed for a crude weapon. (It saculd b noted that
this {s not a weag~n ia the ailitary sense. A weapcn in the ailitary sense
gust have three characteristics. It zust be reliable, it must have a pre-
dictable yield, and it aust be compact so that it caan be put in a land zine,
an artillery shell, etc. A crude weapon, on the other hand, is one that
will probably go off, the yield will be uncertain, and it can be transported
in a vehicle.) Seccnd, plutonium could sizply be dispersed ian a populated
area with catastrophic results. 4

Supporters of nuclear power answer these arguments by poiating to the secur-
ity measures taken by the nuclear nower industry and to the fact that other
substances (i.e. arsenic, bacteria, etc.) could also be dispersed ia a
populated area with cosparable results.

One final argument -elevant to both proliferation and diversion. Supporters
point to the existence of 50,000 bombs at present. These, they say, zay bde
stolen by foreign countries or terrorist groups thus rendering the fabrica-
tion of a bomb unnecessa?y. However, oppcuneats argue tha., because of mili-
tary securi:y measures and the complex construction of nuclear bombs making
them difficult to detonate, it {s easier to steal materials and zake a bdomb
than to steal a bomb froam the nili:ary.ls

C. Catastrophic Releases of Radioactive Macter

Opponents cite two major sources for the release of radicactive mattar from
nuclear power plants. The first is by way of accident, because of desizn
failure, cocponent failure, operator failure, earthquake, plane crash, war.
The other is by intgfgional acts of malice, such as by terrorist groups or
disgruntled workars.

Supporters again point to the safeguards in the constructicn and operaticn of .
nuclear pover facilities and to the fact that no deaths or serious injuries
have resulted from nuclear accidents.



D. Waste Management

Supporters and opponents disagree over the volume of radicactive material,
over how long it must be stored, aad over how this should be done.

Op; dnents say that utilities have not been honest abcut the total volume of
radicactive waste produced by nuclear power plants. Nuclear plants produce
both high and low level radiocactive waste. High-level waste is produced in
the fuel and the matarial surrounding the fuel as a direct result of auclear
fission. Low-level waste is an indirect result of the same process. It
would include laund:y waste and water from the primary cooling systaam.

Opponents lump both high and low level waste :oge:her and say that it amounts
to thousands of cubic meters per reactor year.- Supporters say that the
amount of high-level waste requiring special handliag is quite small (perhaps
3 or 4 cubic zeters per reactor year), and, further, that zhe weapons in-
dustry creates 100 tines more waste than the nucla2ar power indus:ry.1
Countering this arguceat, opponents say that while that zay be true, more
radicactivity is now hSeing generated by the power iadustry than by defense.20

Coacerning the length of time waste aust be stored, opponents claia that
high~-level wasr2 aust be stored for thiriy tizmes the half-life, or about
100,000 years. Supporters, however, point oQut *"hat auclear waste will decay
to natural levels in 700 to 800 years. 1

Regarding waste storage, opponents poiat out that at the presen: tize we

do not have the technology for dispesal. and thac the repositories will not
be ready uncil 1338 or later. Supporters, on the cther hand, conteand that
there are now ways to concentrate and stabilize hizh-level radicactive
wvaste. Two plans are currently being coasidered for waste storaga. One is
surface man-zade "mauscleums”' the other is burial ia stable geologic
formations, such as deep salt deposits or granite. The problea, they arzue,
is polictical rather than technological. The federal governmen: has accepted
responsibility for waste disposal bu 1s not, as yet, develcped a plan.

E. _Low-Level Radiation

Low-level radiation {s released in normal plant cperation. Opponents

poiat to the {ncreased risk of cancer caused by low-level radiation. They
point to data which shows that the exposure to low-level radiatica i{s cuzula-
tive over cne's life-tize and that there is no safe level of exposure and

no dose of radiation so low that the risk of malignancy is zero. When radia-
tion passes through the human body, it may damage the nucleus of a cell.

That cell can then sulciply and after a pericd of time (5 to 70 years) form

a malignant tumor.%3 One researcher has compiled information to support his
theory that there is a cause and effect relationship between low-level radia-
tion and Legioanaire's disease.

Supporters point out that the greatest danger from low-level radiation {s
not from nuclear power plants buc from medical X-rays. They also point out
that coal pover plants eait low-level radiatican ia their normal operation,
and that the amount of radiation received froa nouclear plants is no zore than
the amount of radiation a traveler receives in a high altitude plane flight
or living in a high alcitude city like Denver.

(N



P. Social Izplications

Opponents argue that nuclear power demands centralization. It is 1 cen~-
tralized form of producing power (as cpposed to, for exa=ple, vesidential
solar heating). It is technologically sophisticated which zeans that it zust
be under the control of a "technological elite." Nuclear power also requirzs
extreze security acasurez such as arsed guard, surveillance, and loyalty-
assessment of exmployees. 3

Supporters say that while the above zay be true "here are other areas of
society that are technologically sophisticated and that require security
measures such as municipal water supplies, oil refineries, air craffic con=-
trol ceaters and chemical plants. They poiant out, as well, that there are
no other realistic options for meeting the energy needs of the next several
decades. Even scae opponents adait that Lif wve are fo maintain prgseat life~
styles and present economic growth, nuclear power is a necessily.”

Supporters also point cut tha: sevaral foreign countries have no opziocn

for meeting their energy neecs, other than nauclear rcwer. The Assistant
Minister for Planniag in South Koresa's Miaistry of Tnergy Resources had
said, "We've alzost exhausted our hydroelectric potential. We don't pro-
duce any t§ermal coal. O0il burninz i% too expensive - cosplaicly out of the
question.”°7 Japan is ia a similar situacion. The U.S. can tum its bdack
on nuclear power, dut the nuclear options, supporIers say, will continue to
be pursued by other countries. Related to this, supporters poiat out that
the opponents of nuclear power are comfortable middla-class Azmericaans while
those who stand in the greatest need of this source of energy are the poor
in our own country and arcund the world.

Part Five -- IS NUCLFAR ENZRGY ECONOMICAL?

»
———

The Economizs of Energy = Nuclear Fuel and Alternatives

There is no solution to America's energy problem which will not be economi-
cally costly. In the 1950's many believed that suclear fuel would one day
provide an unlimited supply of cheap energy. It has not worked ocut that
way. Nuclear power is becoming increasingly costly in terms of capital
investment, rcsearch, licensing, zaintenance, safety, and waste disposal.
Unfortunately, there is 0o easy alternative. Other sources of fuel such as
coal, oil, gas, and solar are also going to be very expeansive for zany of
the same reasons. As energy demands continue to rise, iaflation contiaues
upward and the availabilicy of resources diminishes, the m0st economical
approach to energy use may be conservatiom. The following sections on capi-
tal investment, consumer cost, public policy, types of energy needs, and life-
style address the issues involved in energy econozics.

Capital Invest=ment and Operating Costs

Capital Iavest=ment is requiired i{n all areas of enerzv develonzent. Major
sources of capital iaclude: private {adividuals, corpecraticns, pensicn
funds, and the government. In receat years vast amounis of private and
public funds have underwrittea the development of oil, gas, ccal, and

i,



auclear powver. Just to drill an oil well, to mine and transport coal, or

to start up a nuclear power plant requires considerable plamning, research,
and expenditure before any result is forthcoming. Northern States Power

gow estimates 10-12 years lead tize for coal or nuclear plants to be ia oper-
ation.

Advocates say that nuclear power is viable economically because the low
fuel and operating costs more than compensate for the high investzeat
costs.

Operatiang costs relate mostly to the cost of fuel aad the efficiency of the
plant. Uranium fuel is very inexpensive cozpared to ccal, oil, and natural
gas. Uranium and enriched fuel costs have been increasing, however, because
of the amortization of disposal costs, stricter safety laws, and the lack
of plutonium cradits from the spent fuel (because of a moratorius com repro-
cessing). It is also important to peint out that coal amine worker safery
lavs, leasing ccsts, reclamation costs, and escalating <transportation

costs have made coal prices rise rapidly. The recently passed energy acts
do not allow the burning of oil or natural gas in new large power plants.

The question one is left with is this: With only a specific amount of
private and public money to invest, and with all alternatives being costly,
which {s the most desirable altermative? To chocse one path could eliminate
others once the doney is spent. To continue to develop nuclear energy 3ay
mean less emphasis on solar research and vice versa. Today ve zust nake
difficult choices setween uncertain alternatives with limited financial
resources. Zcononle choices for large enmergy facilities are zade one at a
time. A choice f-r one option now should not preclude a choice for a
different option .n the future. The name of the gacze ia risk taking is

to optimize your ;csition now while leaving options open for the future.

Public Policy

More than ever emergy is public policy today. Preseant energy sources
including oil, gas, coal, and nuclear rely heavily on public support both
politically and ia the fq;: of subsidies. (Subsidies are sometizes

referred to as "iaceatives" or "depletion allowances" and other euphemisas.)
In fact, as citizens, we are already paying for energy evea before we re-
ceive our electric bills or get ia line at the gas station. It is a realicty
today that government decisions can critically under=zine or favorably
advance nuclear power or any other fuel source. Some have evea argued

that if public sujport for alternative energy scurces (i.e. solar, biomass,
and geothermal) had been as extensive as thac givea to oil, coal, and nuclear
power they would be more affordable. Thus far, there is no conclusive

data supporting cr refuting this positionm. Fortunately or unfortunately, when
nuclear power became a reality twenty-five years ago coal, oil, and natural
gas were relatively inexpeasive and decisions were made which precluded
Jevelopzent of alternative sources. At that tive, auclear was thought to
be the most ecomomical path ia regions of the country where coal was aot
nearby. Today, that decision is being re-examined. As citizens we are
involved {a that decision process through public policy. It {s very izpor-
tant to recognize that public policies can de enacted o iafluence ezoncmic
deci{sicns. For example, investzent tax credits enacted to provide jobs
favor capital inteasive Lavestmeats. Iasurance subsidies through govemrmzent



{ndemnification are another exazple. The task forze feels that these
subsidies should be clearly stated ia econoaic cozparisons so that citizens
will kncw the sud total of major hiddea subsidies both for nuclear and fossil.
Energy decisions should bear their full economic costs unless public policy
1s clearly stated as a basis for subsidies. Public policy may well result
ia special credits to solar pcwer to get the industry off the ground =—— but
ouly to the point that it can overcocze the high startup costs of a nevw
industry. Continued subsidies to any energy alternative does not make sense
{f {t cannot be econcmically cospetitive on {ts own (over the long haul).
Any decision iavolves econcalc risks, but it is important to have those
risks clearly stated.

Substitution Azmond Enir!z Forms

Nuclear emergy currantly produces about 127 of the electricity ia the U.S.
(Coal 44%, oil and gas 30%, hydro-power 11%; Newsweek, April 16, 1979.)
As oil and gas become increasingly scarce, prices will coalinue T2 rise.

It is important to recognize that scze energy rasources are aorte suictable
for certain uses than others. For example, petrolaum is the fuel dest
suited for tramsportation. Coal and nuclear energy are cot vwiable substi-
tutes for petroleum ia the tramsportatioa industry. Hewever, it is feasidle
to use natural gas, petroleum, nuclear and coal to fuel large generating
plaats. Therafore, by substituting coal aad auclear cources for petrolaum
azd patural gas at gemerating plants if is possidle to relaase vetroleun for
use in trznsportation. Home heating is another exacple where nactural gas,
petroleum, electricity (genmerated by auclear and cocal and solar) are sub-
stizutes. The changing avilability and prizes of oil and natural gas are
cozplicating zany of the traditional coasuzer choices. However, it is
{aportan: %3 point out that auclzar energy can serve both as a direct and
{odirect sudbstitzute for coal, pecroleum, and matural gas. Decreased avalla-
bility of nuclear energy will therefor2 place increased demand ca these
other energy resources, DCecreased availabilicy will zean higher prices

Qur Lifestvle and Use of Znerzy

In the final analysis, the question of lifestyle i{s an equally crucial eccno-
nic factor. If we conserve Jore today we will need to worry a bit less aad
will have more tize to make decisions tomorrcw. [f we want to contlinue
economic growth at past and present rates we have less time. Continued
growth also presents increasing .isks for we are gambling with scarce
resources. Some favor increased growth and others are opposed. Many refuse
to accept shortages as anything more than busigess and political decepticn.
W» are a long way, it seems, from fully facing the energy question face-con.
This avoidance of the issue i{s at the heart of cthe problem. How we want o
live tomorrow is the economic decision we face today.

Part Six -— WHAT ARE THE ALTERNATIVES TO NUCLEAR ENERCY
and WHAT ARE THE RISKS?

Many social, eavironzmental and health factors need to de addressed when
considering any source of energy. 3ut scme are specific to auclear power,
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economlic costs and disposition of wastes. The lattsr will racassicate
leaving a legacy for future generations 1into the hundreds of thousands of
years. Evean if technology solves the problem of "safe" disposal, there must
be constant surveillance to be absolutely certain that the sites are not
accidentally disturbed. Studies, repcrts, and opinions of experts on the
question of cancer risk froa radiation vary considerably. Contiaued stuc.es
of perscns many years after expcsure to low-level radiatica reveal cancerous
diseases and zutations not found in earlier studies. This would sugzast
that there are still many unknown factors as far as health hazards ares
concerned.

However, other energy sources also have risks. Ia this section, we attempt
to outline sozme of the risks icherent in other scurces of electrical power:
coal, oil, geothermal, hydroelectric, solar, and conservation.

Coal

This {s the mos. abundant fuel resource ia the United States in terms of the
energy recoverable with existing technology and currantly supplies approxi-
mately 447 of our electricity. Unfortunately, coal zay have the grzatast
health and environzenzal {ampact of current electric power sources and exten-
sive and expensive polluticn controls will be required. Some of the adverse
effects are as follous:

A. Climate -- Fortune Magazine in a Novezber 20, 1978, article cites
evidence that "at the rate at which fossil-fuel burming has beea
accelerating--not only in industrial countries but also the auch
aore populated developing countries =-- the atmospheric load of carbon
dioxide could double during the next 60 to 75 years." Experts
then suggest that the end result could be an average world tezpera-
ture increase of 2 to 7 degrees Fahrenheit with even higher increases
in the polar regicns resulting in melting auch of the ice pack and,
theredby, affecting the elevations of the oceans and possibly bring-
{ng about a traumatic relacation of the agricultural productive
lands such as those in the cormbelt.

B. Respirazory Disedses -—— For the miners this include a number of
ailzents loosely referred to as "Black Lung Disease.” Treatzent is
gow financed by Federal taxes om coal costiang up to a billicm dellar
per year. The routine emissicus from burning coal in a siagle
large (1,000 megawatt) coal plant zay, according to some studies,
cause from two to two hundred deaths each year mestly among the
young and elderly. The iumpact varies with ccal quality, pollution
control and other factors.

C. Eavironment -- These vary from the adverse effects cof strip ziaing
and land subsidence (from underground =:ining) to the hazards of
traasporting vast quantities of coal across the nation. Also included
are adverse effects on agricultural production in scme arsas and
adverse effects from acid raia on lakes in the sortheastern part of
the U.S.

D. Radicactivity == Radiation doses from airborne effluents of a coal-
fired plant may be greater thaa these from a auclear plant, accord-
{ag to & study Sy J.P. Mc3ride and others reported in the Dececzber
8, 1978, issue of Science 2ublicatica.
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While 91l curreatly supplies a significant proportion of the energy for
electrical generation, it is evident that it is needed for more critical
uses such as "feed stocks,” transporzation needs, etc. Furthermore, the
iacreasing costs and the dependence upon foreign sources =akes {t impera-
tive that oii be used for other purposes. The use of oil for generating
electricity is now severely limited by passage of several Carter emergy
acts.

Geotheral

This source of energy i{s limited to certain areas of the country and the
World and also has the potential for adverse environmental impacts. The
"Energy Research Croup” estimates that a large (1,000 megowatt) geotherzo
power nlant would discharze about three billion gallons of water per year
containing about 10,000 tons of damaging solids. The same plant would also
release about fifteen dillion gallcas of steam yearly containiang large
quantities of ammonia, methane, and hydrogen sulphide.

Hydroelectric

Most of the readily available dam sites {n the Naticn have been utilized
and are now producing power. Therefore, this source of energy offers
relatively little room for expansion. Furthermore, the sudden collapse of
a major daz has the potential for the loss of thousands of lives depending
upon the circumstances at the tize of rupture. The breaking of the Teton
Dam in Idaho i{s estizated to have caused damage approximating one bdillicn
dollars.

Solar Powver

The public at large seems to have an izplicit faith ia the capability of
science and technology to.produce unlimiced sourcas cf energy froam solar

power if only adequate funding is provided. Unfortunately, there is evidence

according to scientists such as William G. Pollard, formerly Zxecutive
Director of the Oak Ridge Associated Universities, that solar-energy systeas
can, without question, de develcped and made to work from an engineering
standpoint but the central issue is whether once achieved they would de
commercially feasible as a practical compenent of the Natica's energy
system in competition with alternative means for providing the same energy.
Indications are that solar power has a practical applicatica for water heac-
ing and also for solar heating of buildings in many situations. However,
the cost would likely be considerable, at least for the present.

Pollard believes that the cost of using solar power for large scale electri-
cal generation will be so expensive as tc preclude its use in zost populated
areas. Furtherzore, he estimates that a large (1,000 megowazt) plant would
require from seven to tea square les of land depending upon locaticn and
other factors. This aight be a questiorable use whers land is scarce.
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Dr. Herbert Inhaber, a sclentific advisor to the Atoaic Energy Contool

Board of Canada, in a Vew Scientist magazine arzicia (May 18, 1378)

teports on aa interesting Casadian study. It suggests that because of

the vast technology and huge quantities of material required for wind and
solar power, the risk to human health per unit of energy is apparently higher
than that from ccaventional sources such as natural gas and nauclear power.

Conservation

Experss on both sides of the nuclear power i{ssue agree that the most wviable
energy alternative is comservation and that energy comnsuzption can be
greatly reduced. Conservation is a mixture of changing life-styles, elimi-
nation of waste, development of new techmologies, and capital investzent

in energy saving goods (i.e. insulation). The Task Force believes that we
have a moral oblization to protect the envircnment and comserve natural re-
sources. That obligation extends to future generations, to th2 pcor ia our
own country and to the poor around the werld. Christians, we believe, should
set an example of good stewardship by comsciously and seriously limiting
thelir use of all energy sources. There are some experts who believe this
has to be done voluastarily very sooa or it will have to be mandated.

In suzsary, a study of the alternative sources of power suggests that all
energy sources have risks. Elizinating nuclear power would eliainate
nuclear risks but would increzse the risks inhereat in other sources.

From the viewpoint of risk, it appears that the best alternative sourcs of

energvy i3 a non-source, nazmely, comservation. This could do far more than
anything else to alleviate the present emergy cruanch.!

Part Seven -—— RECOMMENDATICNS

1. At this tize, the Task Torce does not recommend arbitrarily closing
currently existing nuclear power plants. Whether or not one favers a
moratorium on future plant construction the closing of present facilities
does not seem appropriate for the following reasons:

A. Existing plancs are making a signifirant contributica to the
naticn's electrical energy output. (12T natiomally, and up to
S0 in some areas; iu Minnescta nuclear power plants contribute
about 30Z of the state's electrical usage). Immediate elimina-
tion of nuclear power without tize to develcp alternatives
would result in higher costs and a greater dependence on inse-
cure foreigr oil sources. Furtherzore, facilicies are not
curreantly available to make this transition without serious
consequences even 1f it were desirable for other reasonms.

B. The safety of existing plants is being seriously examined by
various regulatory agencies includiag the N.R.C. (Nuclear Regu-
latory Agency). A decision before these bodies have made thelr
reports would be prezature.

T —— . —— —— ————— - — ——
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The Task Force does recormend that the Minnesota United Mathodist
Chursh should encnurage coaservation throughout its mezdership. Con-
servation includes not oaly the elimination of obvicus weste Tut also
a change in the living patterns and investzent in energy efficient
equipment. Conservation will reduce the need for all types of energy
resources including nuclear power.

The Task Force recozmends that United Methodists ia Mianesota should
fully utilize the chaznels ncw opea to thez for iafluencing energy
decisions by seeking ianformu:ion, attendicg hearings, and regjuesting
to be on energzy-related 3cards, agencies, organizations, and activist
groups. Church zezbers should insist that subsidies and other hidden
{nfluences be fully brought to light during proceediags to detaermine
the need for energy facilities. Members should becoze faailiar with
energzy alternatives so that they will know that risks and econocsic
trade-cffs ara iavolved in any alternative (including “do nct:ing” and
coaservacion).

At present, the authorization of new auclear power plants i{s at a stand-
still throughout the United States. None are plannel for Minnesota

{n the sear future. However, as an outgrowth of increased public
concern over the pros and cons of guclear energy, the possibility of a
publicly impesed moratorium is curreatly deing debatad. Such a zorator-
{um would effeccively prevent the construction of nev auclear powered
electric generating plants for an indefigite tize. The results of such
a moratorium would have far-reaching effects can the lives of everyone

in the U.S. After carefully reading the suzmary and full recort of
this task forze and considering the following consequences the Minne-
sota Anncal Conference may wish to vote favorably or unfavora-ly ot a
moratorium resolution.

Consequences of a Moratorium:

A. Provides tize for industry to develop further safeguards and oppor-
tunities for citizenm control.

B. Allows for tizme to educate the public sa the issues involved ia the
long-tera development of auclear peower.

C. . Provides tize fog funding and research in%o alternatives to auclear
energy.

D. Creates a delay in power plant construction and the likelihood of
shorzages in the short-run.

E. Creates dependence on other rescurces which zay de zore ¢ostly and
eould cause eccnomic hardship especially for low-inccme persons.

P. Limits the short-run range of choices and risks to coal and other
alternatives which are also accompanied dy risks which may or aay
not be more haraful than auclear pover.

G. 1f nuclear powver eventually proves to be a viable alternative the
recovery time for the nuclear iadustry could seriously prolong
shortages and costs ia the long rum.

It is deyond the scope of the task force to take a stand on this issue.
We believe that the matter is best decided by the Annual Conference as
a whole body. We therefore urge all seczbers to seriously considar all
aspects of the energy issue before voting.
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The Task Force believes that an imrortant aspect of resporsid
meat of large-scale nuclzar eners- for producing steaa and e!
ia the U.S. lies in the adequate control, the full {aformation, and
viable choices that are 2ade available to the average church zezber

and to the general public. The Task Force believes that the United
Methodist Church should consider calling upon private industry, publicly-
owvned corporaticns, and government to use their skills to mak2 nuclear
power organizations more responsive to concerns of ordiaary citizeas.

For exazple, the Task Force suggests consideraticn of a new type of
organization to avoid the fragmented responsibility that now exists in
miaing, transporting, eariching, fabricating, fissicning, storing,
reprocessing, and disposing of nuclear materials. The new organization
could be called a "cradle-to-grave” corporation with a special charster

to handle all aspects of nuclear fuel and a special Bcard with citizen
representation to insure corporate respounsibility and sensizivity. The
industry could also promote small radiatica measuring devices to be

wormn by everyone like wrist watches or necklaces so that citizens

can acanitor their own exposures to radiation. This could help allay the
fears of not being able to see, hear, taste, or touch radiatisa.

Ia light of the above recommendation and the existence of a "de-facto"
woratorium, the Conference may wish to comsider an alternative to

voting fox or against a moratorium at this tize. In this instance, the
Mionesota Annual Cocference aight, throuzh i{ts Board of Church and Soci-
ety, submit a report to variocus nuclear crganizaticns setting forth the
specific conceras of this Task Force. Such a report could request plans
for improving responsibility, control, and sensitivicy to citizea con-
cerns. Responses to this report could be evaluazed and reported 2o the
1980 Acnual Con. .rence at which tize the matter of a moratarium coull

be reconsidered.

In order for the Conference to adequately cconsider and vete on ths issue
of Nuclear Egergy the Task Force submits the following alternative
resolutions. 3Both are for equal consideration. The Task Force takes
20 positica on them pro or coa.
A. This resolution is a restatement cf the 1973 resolution ca a morator-
ium. It has been revised to include the United States as a whole
and aot zerely the state of Mimnesnta. It reads as follows:

WHEREAS THE DEVELOPMENT OF NUCLEAR ENERCY IN THE UNITED STATES
AFFECTS RESIDENTS OF MINNESCTA I?RECARDLESS OF WHETHER SUCHE FACILITIES
ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE STATE'"T “I. /0/RIES.

B3E IT RESOLVED THAT THE THE MINNESOTA ANNUAL CONFE2ENCE CF THE
UNITED METHODIST CHURCH PLIDGES TO SUPPORT A MORATCRIUM ON TRHE
CONSTRUCTION OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS IN THE UNITED STATES UNTIL SUCH
TIME AS THE PRCBLEMS CONCERNING HEALTH, SAFETY, AND WASTE DISPOSAL
CAN BE RESOLVED.

B. This tcsolucidn is an alternative to a moratorium at this time and
proposes that auclear organizaticns be coantacted and asked %o
respond to the report of this Task Force.
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WHEREAS THE AUTHORIZATION OF NEW NUCLFAR PCWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION
IS AT A STANDSTILL THROUCHOUT THEZ UNITED STATES AND NOWEZ ARE UL:ER
ACTIVE CONSIDERATION IN MINNESOTA.

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE MINNESOTA ANNUAL CONFERENCE DCES NOT FAVOR
A MORATCRIUM UNTIL SUCR TIME THAT IT BECOMES A3SOLUTILY NECESSARY.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT THE MINNESOTA ANNUAL CONFERENCE, THROUCH
ITS BOARD OF CHURCH AND SOCIETY, SUBMIT A REPORT TO VARIOUS NUCLZAR
ORGANIZATIONS SETTING FORTH THE SPECIFIC CONCERNS IN THE REPCRT OF
THE TASK FORCE ON NUCLEAR ENERCY AND REQUEIST PLANS FOR DMPROVING
RESPONSIBILITY, CONTROL, AND SENSITIVITY TO CITIZEN CONCERNS.
RESPONSES TO THIS REPORT WILL BE EVALUATED AND REPORIZID 10 TH:

1380 ANNUAL CONFERENCZ FOR CONSIDEZRATION.

Whether or not the auclear power issue is resolved favorably or unfavor=-
ably, the Task Force believes that further study and research ia%o
alternative sources of energy be cousidered by iandividuals, business,
and governmeat. At this point anmy acd all options such as solar power,
solar heating. wind power, geo-thermal, bio-mass, fusion, and other
pessidbilicies should not be ignored. The =zore available altemnatives
that we can develop, the more likely we are to be ia a positiocn to make
vise choices for the future. The Task Force therefore recommends that
the B3card of Church and Society create ac ongoing study group to kaep
abreast of nuclear and other energy developments and nmake regular reports
to the Board.
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