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Dear Doctors Caldeira, Emanuel, Hansen and
Wigley

Please allow us to introduce ourselves as Japanese
academic researchers working on the studies and
policy recommendations for the mitigation of
climate change issues from economic and political
perspectives. We are writing this letter in response
to your letter “To those influencing environmental
policy but opposed to nuclear power” (Caldeira et
al., 2013).

YBaxkaemble JJoktopa Kongenpa, dmaHyanb,
XaHceH# n Bunu,

Mo3BO/IbTE HAM NPEACTAaBUTLCA: Mbl, YYEHbIE U3
ANOHMK, 3aHMMaEMCA U3ydeHnem n paspaboTKomn
pekoMeHaaunn no bopbbe ¢ usmeHeHMem
K/IMMaTa B pa3pese SKOHOMMUYECKOW U
NoaUTUYECKOW NepcnekTus. Muwem Bam B oTBET
Ha Bale NUCcbMO «Tem, KTO UMeeT OTHOLLeHMe K
pa3paboTKe 3KO/0rMYecKoin NOAUTUKE, HO He
noaAep*KMBaeT pa3BUTME aTOMHOM SHEPreTUKU»
(Kongewnpa n gp., 2013).

First of all, we would like to express our sincerest
commendation and utmost respect to all the
extremely serious work you have accomplished
thus far on the study of climate change issues. At
the same time, however, because of the severe
nature of the nuclear disaster that occurred in
Fukushima on March 11 2011, we, as members of
Japanese society, inevitably have certain
reservations on your viewpoints placing greater
emphasis on the role of nuclear power generation
in climate change measures.

Mpexae Bcero, xotenn 6bl BbIpasuTb Halle
yBarKeHMe N UCKPEHHEEe BOCXULLIEHME BaLLMMMU
TPyAaMM, KOTOPbIE MUMEIOT OrPOMHYHO BaXKHOCTb B
n3yyeHun npobnem nameHeHuns knnmata. OfHaKo,
B BUAY TOrO, YTO AAepHanA Katactpoda Ha
dykycume 11 mapta 2011 roga, umena
TAXKenenwme nocneacTemsa, Mbl, Kak YaeHbl
AMNOHCKOro obuectsa, xotenn 6bl caenaTb
HeKOoTopble NPUMeYaHUs B OTHOLLEHMM BaLLUX
B3rNS408B MO YCUAEHUIO PO AaTOMHOMN SHEPreTUKM
B Mepax Mo NpeaoTBpaLleHUt0 U3MEHEHUA
KAMmaTa.

The main reason of our reservation is because we
believe in the need for a thorough review of the
argument for “the need of nuclear power
generation due to the seriousness of climate
change issues.” It is certainly not a simple matter

Mbl nonaraem, 4To apryMmeHT o «HeobXoaMMOCTH
aTOMHOW 3HEepreTMKM B BUAY CEPbEe3HOCTU
npobsem UsMeHeHusa KanmaTta» Tpebyet
TWATEeNIbHOro U3y4eHwus, 3TO M eCcTb Halla
OCHOBHasA NpUYKMHa, nobyanBLIas Hac caenaTb
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to compare the risks posed by nuclear power
generation with those of other energy sources and
environmental problems. When discussing the
risks of nuclear power generation, we must bear in
mind the fact that any major accident at a nuclear
power plant may have irrevocable consequences.
In this sense, we believe that you and others may
have underestimated the risks of nuclear power
generation, while also underestimating the
possible role of other climate change measures,
such as fuel switching, renewable energies, and
energy saving. As we will state in the latter part of
this letter, we have found arguments by climate
change skeptics are taking stronger root in the
political forum in Japan, much more than what you
may have imagined. They argue that climate
change mitigation is a plot originated by the
nuclear power industry to promote nuclear power.
That is why we, as Japanese researchers, have
emphasized the need and the potential of a
universal solution to remove both the risk of
nuclear power and the risk of climate change. We
are very much concerned that a letter from such
prominent scientists like yourselves, advocating
nuclear power generation as a climate change
measure may give power to the arguments of such
skeptics and eventually defeat your purpose of
promoting better understanding of the need for
climate change measures.

AaHHble NpumeYaHuaA. ITO HEeMPOCTO CPaBHMBATb
PVCKM aTOMHOM 3HEPIrUM C PUCKAMU APYTUX
WCTOYHMKOB SHEPTUM U C NpobieMamMm SKONOTUN.
O6Cy:Kaan PUCKM aTOMHOW SHEPTETUKM, Mbl
[0/KHbI He 3abbIBaTb TOT daKT, uTo tobasn
cepbesHas aBapusA Ha aTOMHOM CTaHUWW HeceT
HeobpaTMMble NocneaCcTBUA. B aToM cmbice, Mbl
CYMTAEM, YTO Bbl C APYTMMM YHEHBIMU, MOFAN
HeZL00UEHUTb PUCKM aTOMHOM 3HEpPruUu, Npu 3TOM
HeZ00UEHMBAnA PO/b APYTUX Mep B
NpesoTBPaLLEHNN USMEHEHUA KIMMATA],
Hanpumep: 3amMeHy B1Aa TOMNAUBA,
BO306HOBNAEMbIE UCTOYHUKMN IHEPTUN, U
sHeprocbepeskeHune.Janee B NUCbMe Mbl
pacCKa*Kem 0 TOM, YTO apryMeHTbl CKENTUKOB
OTHOCUTENIbHO U3MEHEHWNA KNMMaTa
NOAAEPKMBAKOTCA HA NONUTUYECKONM apeHe
ANOHWMM ropasao cuibHee, Yem Bbl MOT/IM cebe
npeactasuTb. OHU YTBEPXKAAIOT, UTO
npeAoTBPaLLEHME N3MEHEHMSA KAMMATA - 3TO
cXema, NpuaymaHHas CTOPOHHUKaMM aTOMHOM
SHEpPreTUKU C LLe/iblo eenpoasuxKeHns. Mostomy
Mbl, ANOHCKME yYeHble, XoTenn Bbl aKLEeHTUPOBaTh
Ha HeobXO0AMMOCTM 1 BOSMOYKHOCTU MOMUCKa
YHUBEPCA/IbHOTO PELLIeHMs, KOTOPOEe CMOT/I0 bbl
ybpaTb PUCKK, KaK aTOMHOM 3HEPTeTUKU, TaK U
M3MeHeHMA KnmmaTa. Mbl 06ecrnoKoeHbl Tem, 4To
NMUCbMO TaKMX BbIAAIOLWMXCA YUEHDBIX, KaK Bbl,
NnoA4epP*KMBAOLLMX aTOMHYIO SHEPTreTUKY B
KayecTBe Mepbl Mo NPeoTBPaLLEHUIO UBMEHEHWUS
KAMMaTa MOXKET YKPEnUTb apryMeHTbl TaKuxX
CKENTMKOB U, B KOHEYHOM UTOTE, NOAMEHUT LieNb
BaLLEro NMcbma o0 HeoHXoAMMOCTH yyLIero
NOHMMaHUA Mep MO NPeAOTBPALLEHNIO USMEHEHUA
KAnmarTa.

In the following pages, we will like to point out
what we consider the risks of nuclear power
generation, its costs and new types of reactors, as
well as the potential for further climate change
measures without relying on nuclear power, while
also introducing the current situation in Japan. We
sincerely hope that this information will be helpful
to you as you continue to further your research
work for climate change measures.

Hanee B nucbme mMbl XoTenin Bbl pacckasaTtb O
CNeayowem: YTo Mbl MOHUMAEM NoA4 PUCKaMM
aTOMHOW 3HEepreTMKM, ee CTOMMOCTb, O PeaKkTopax
HOBOrO NMOKONEHUA, O BO3MOXXHOCTU NPUMEHEHMA
Mep Mo NpeaoTBPaALLEHNIO USMEHEHUSA KAMMaTa
6€e3 aTOMHOM 3HEePreTUKM, U O HblHELIHEM
nosoxKeHuu gen 8 AnoHun. UICKpeHHe Hageemcs,
4YTO MHPOPMALMA, N3N0KEHHANA B AAHHOM NUCbME,
NMOMOXKET Bam B Ala/ibHelLleM UccieaoBaHnm
BO3MOKHOCTEN MO NPeAoTBPALLEHNIO U3MEHEHMUA
KAnMmara.
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1. Probability of nuclear accidents

What is important when comparing the risks and
safety factors of nuclear power generation with
those of other energy resources is the probability
of major accidents at nuclear power plants. As is
well known, Nordhaus (1997) made a detailed
analysis on the rationale of non-nuclear policies in
Sweden.The presumptions of his works, however,
included that “the probability of risks to have
severe accidents resulting in a melt-down would
be once in a million reactor years (one reactor year
is one year operation of one reactor) to once in a
hundred million reactor years.” However, such a
small numerical result was simply due to the use
of a simulation of Probabilistic Risk Assessment
(PRA), and at the same time what was considered
as a “safety target” by the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). The Japanese nuclear policy
has failed because both the administrative and
judiciary branches of the government believed in
such numbers as “the proof of safety.” The results
of the Probabilistic Risk Assessment such as event-
tree analysis, was merely a relative number aimed
to improve nuclear power plants by overcoming
their weaknesses. It was not a number to be used
or to be taken as the absolute “proof of safety.”

1. BepoAATHOCTbL BO3HUKHOBEHUSA
aBapui Ha aTOMHbIX CTaHLMUAX

Hanbonee BaxKHbIM GaKTOPOMMPU CPABHEHUU
PUCKOB M YPOBHS 6€30MacHOCTU NPOM3BOACTBA
aTOMHOWM 3HEPrnn N APYrMX UCTOYHUKOB SHEPTUU
ABNAETCA BEPOATHOCTb BO3HMKHOBEHMA KPYMHbIX
aBapui Ha aTOMHbIX CTaHUMAX. Kak n3BeCcTHO, B
1997 roay Yunnoamom Hopaxaycom 6bin nposeaeH
LeTanbHbIN aHaNM3 PauMOHabHOCTU BEAEHUSA
6e3bagepHoi nonntukn B LLBeunn. OgHaKko B
KauyecTse gonyLleHnin B ero paboTtax NpUHMManochb
cneaytollee: KBePOATHOCTb BOSHUKHOBEHMSA
TAXe/bIX aBapuii, NOCNeACTBUA KOTOPbIX NpuBeayT
K pacnnaBy akTUBHOW 30Hbl peakTopa, cocTaBaAeT
OAWH MUNNMOH PEaKTOPHbIX 1ET K CTa MUZIMOHaAM
(04MH peaKTOpHbIN rog, — 3TO o4 SKCNAyaTauum
OflHOro peaktopa)». OAHaKo, TaKas HU3Kan
BEPOATHOCTb NOYyYNNaCb BCNEACTBUE
mozenmposaHuAa ¢ nomouwbto OueHKn BepoaTHbIX
Puckos (OBP), 1 B TO ke Bpemsi, NPUHMMaNACh B
KayecTse «LUenn 6e30nacHoCTU»
MeXayHapoAHbIM areHTCTBOM MO aTOMHOM
sHeprum (MATAT3).MoantrKa AnoHun B obnactu
aTOMHOW 3HEepreTUKM NPoBaanaacb No NpUYMHe
TOro, YTo 06e BeTBM BAACTU: UCNOSHUTENIbHASA U
cyaebHas, Bepunu gaHHbIM umdpam Kak
«A0KasaTtenbcTBam 6esonacHocTu».Pesynbtatom
mogaennposaHnsa OueHKn BepoaTtHbix PUckos,
TAaKMM KaK aHanu3 gepea cobbiThit, 6bI10 BCEro
NNWb OTHOCUTENIbHOE YMCO, C MOMOLLBHO
KOTOPOro Npeanonaraaoch yay4ywmTb NPOrHoO3




akcnayaTtaumm A3C. 370 He 6b110 YMCIoM, KOTopoe
MOXHO 6b1210 6bl MCNONB30BaTL B KayecTse
abCcoNtoTHOro «0KasaTeibcTBa 6e30nacHOCTUY.

What if we were to propose to an insurance
company, which is a professional entity with
regard to risk assessment, to set nuclear power
damage insurance at an extremely low insurance
rate based on this kind of accident probability
number? You can be sure that no insurance
company would ever be likely to sign such an
insurance policy.

Y10 ecnu 6bl Mbl NPEANOKNUAN KaKON-HNOYAb
CTPaxoBOW KOMMaHUK, KoTopas NpodeccnoHabHO
OL,eHMBaEeT PUCKMU, OLEHUTb CTPaxoBble BbiNAaTbl B
cnyyae aBapum Ha ASC No camomy HU3KOMY
CTpaxoBomy Tapudy, KOTOpbI Obl, B CBOO
ouepesb, 6a3MpoBaCA HA TAaKON BEPOATHOCTU?
ByabTe yBepeHbl, HU 04HA CTPaxoBas He
noanucana 6bl CTPAaXoBOM MNOANC HA TaKMX
YCNOBUAX.

Here, we would like to let you know how the
Japanese Nuclear Insurance Pool set their
insurance rate in 1997, several years before the
accident in Fukushima. At that time, the insured
amount for damage compensation was only 30
billion yen (ca. 0.3 billion dollarst?) for each site
(actual cost of Fukushima accident will be no less
than 10 trillion yen). Furthermore, conditions were
set such that that insurance could be exempt from
payment of compensation in the case of accidents
due to earthquake, tsunamis, volcanic eruption,
etc., based on the Japanese laws. In 1997,
insurance fees of about 2.3 billion yen were paid
to insurance companies for 23 nuclear plant sites,
which works out at 0.1 billion yen per site.
Considering this figure as an approximate pure
insurance fee, it showed that insurance companies
estimated that the probability of an event causing
30 billion yen’s worth of damage, such as the
situation when radioactive materials were emitted
externally, would be once in about 300 years per
site even without the accident caused by natural
disaster. In other words, if insurance companies
considered an insurance fee based on the
aforementioned probability of once in 10 million
years, then the insurance fee would be about 3000
yen per site. However, theydidnot do that.

[Janee, xotenn bbl pacckasaTb Bam, KakMm
obpasom AnoHckuit Myn no AgepHomy
CTpaxoBaHMIo YCTaHOBMWA CTpaxoBoi Tapud B 1997
rofly, 3a HeECKO/IbKO NeT A0 aBapum Ha Pykycume. B
TO Bpems, CTpaxoBasA CyMMa MO BO3MELLLEHUIO
ywepba coctasnsana scero 30 mapa. ueH (okoso
0,3 mmMnanapaa AoNNapoB) ANA KaxKA0ro obbeKkta
(dbakTnueckue 3aTpatbl aBapumn Ha Dykycume
cocTaBAT He meHee 10 TpaH. neH). bonee Toro,
6bl1M YCTAHOB/IEHbI TAaKUE YCNOBUA, KOTOPbIE
0cB0O6OXKAANM OT CTPAXOBbIX BbINAAT B C/ly4ae
aBapuii U3-3a 3eMNETPACEHMA, LLyHaMMU,
W3BEP)KEHUA ByJIKaHa U T.A4., COrNACHO
3aKoHogaTenbcTBy AnoHun. B 1997 rogy 6b110
BbIM/Ia4€HO CTPAXOBbIM KOMMNAHUAM nopaaka 2,3
M/IPA,. NeH CTPaxoBbIX B3HOCOB 3a 23 aTOMHbIe
CTaHUMu, 4yTo coctaBnfeT 0,1 mnpa. neH 3a 06bEKT.
MpuHUManA gaHHbIMA NOKa3aTe b B KAaYecTBe
NpMBAU3NTENBHOTO YNCTOFO CTPAXOBOIo B3HOCA,
3TO 43N0 HaM MOHATb, YTO CTPAXOBbIMM
KOMMaHUAMM BblNa OLeHEHa BEPOATHOCTb aBapmu,
cTtommocTbto 30 MApa, MeH KOMNeHcaLuin, Korga
paAnoaKTMBHbIE BELLLeCTBA NONaaatoT BO
BHELLHIOIO Cpesy, KOTOPaA COCTaBUT OAMH pPas B
300 net Ha ogHoM A3C aaxKe He y4uTbiBasA aBapumn
BC/IeACTBUE CTUXUINHbIN BeacTBuii. pyrumm
CNoBaMM, ecnv Hbl CTPaxoBble KOMMAHUK
paccYMTbIBAAN CTPAXOBOW B3HOC OCHOBbLIBAACH Ha
BbILLEYNOMAHYTOM BEPOATHOCTM pa3 Ha 10 mAH
NIeT, TO NnaTa 3a CTPAXOBKY cocTaBmna bbl Bcero
3000 iheH 3a 06beKT. Tem He MeHee, OHU 3TOTo He
caenanmu.

After the Fukushima accident, the Nuclear Power
Committee of the Japanese Government re-
examined the costs and risks of nuclear power
plant accidents. The idea presented at the

Mocne aBapun Ha Pykycume, KomuteTt no
ATOMHOW JHepreTuKe Npu NpaBuTeNbCTBe ANOHUM
nepecmoTpes BCe 3aTpaTbl U PUCKU CBA3AHHbIE C
asapuamu Ha AIC.Naea, npencrasieHHas B

%1 As of Jan. 31, 2014, 1 Japanese yen is approximately 0.975 US cents.
Mo cocTtosiHMIo Ha 31 sHBapsa 2014 AnoHcKan eHa coctasnaeT 0,975 gonnapos CLUA.




Committee was an accident probability of once in
500 reactor years, based on the fact that three
major accidents had occurred for 1500 reactor
years in Japan. It would mean that, if 50 reactors
were in operation as was the case in Japan before
Fukushima accident, there would be one major
accident in every 10 years.

KomuTeTe, 3aKit04anacb B TOM, YUTO BEPOATHOCTb
aBapwuu coctasnaaeT ogHa 3a 500 peaKTopHbIX NeT,
NPUHMMAA BO BHUMAHME TOT PaKT, 4To B ANoHUM
CNY4MUNOCh TPU KPynHenwmx aBapmm 3a 1500
peakTopHbIX NeT. YTo 03Ha4ano Obl, Kak ecn 6bl
aKcnAyaTMpoBanocb 50 peakTopos, KaK 370 U 6bl10
[0 TOro Kak cnyymnack aBapuma Ha Pykycmme, TO
Kaxkable 10 net cnydanach 66l 0gHa KpynHas
aBapwms.

To review the risks of nuclear accidents, it is
necessary to take a more realistic viewpoint. At
least, we believe that the number obtained from
the Probability Risk Assessment should not be
used as the probability of actual nuclear accidents,
and it is problematic to use such a number when
discussing the risk probability.

[na nepecmoTpa pUCKOB BO3HMKHOBEHMWA aBapuii
Ha ADC cneayeT peanCTUYHO CMOTPETb Ha
gewwmn.Mo KpaliHelt mepe, Mbl CYUTAEM, YTO YUCNO,
NoJsly4eHHOoe C NOMOLLbI0 MoAenMpoBaHna OLLEHKH
BepoaTHoCTU PUcKa He AOMKHO MCNONb30BaTbCA B
KayecTBe BEPOATHOCTU peasbHbIX AAEPHbIX
aBapwuit, M UCNONb30BaHME JAHHOMO YMCAa
npobaemaTMyHo Npu obCyKAEHUU BEPOATHOCTH
pUCKa.

2. Comparison of number of
fatalities

In the discussion of risk comparison between
nuclear power generation and alternative power
generation sources, the number of fatalities is
frequently used, especially the number of fatalities
attributed to air pollution from coal combustion in
developing countries. The argument frequently
claims that the number of fatalities from air
pollution is much greater than those from nuclear
power generation, so nuclear power is needed as
an air pollution reduction measure. (Revkin, 2013)

2. CpaBHeHue KonuyecTBa
chaTanbHbIX NpoucLUECTBUN

Mpyn cpaBHEHUWN PUCKOB aTOMHOW SHEPreTUKM U
aNbTepHATMBHbIX UICTOYHMKOB NPOM3BOACTBA
3/1EKTPO3IHEPTUU, YACTO UCMO/Ib3YETCA YNC/IO
daTanbHbIX cyyaes, 0CO6EHHO KOANYECTBO
CMepTHOCTM OT NOCNEeACTBUI 3arpA3HEeHUsA BO34yXa
B pe3ynbTaTe CKUIaHUA yras B pa3BMBaOLLMXCA
CTpaHax. YacTo C/bIWeH aprymMeHT 0 TOM, YTO
4YUCNO NOTrMBLLIMX B pe3y/ibTaTe 3arpsA3HeHus
BO3yXa 3HauMTe/IbHO 60AblUE, YeM OT aTOMHOM
SHEepPreTMKM, U MOSTOMY aTOMHas SHepreTuKa
HeobXxoAMMa B Ka4ecTBe Mepbl MO CHUKEHUIO
3arpsAsHeHuns Bosayxa (PeskuH, 2013 r1.).

In general, the calculation of air pollution fatalities
refers to the works of Pope et al. (2002) and
others, where the relevance between air pollution
materials, such as PM, s (particulate materials), and
early deaths was discussed. In this particular study,
Pope et al. used the statistical data available in the
US to indicate a relative rise in fatality, mainly
from cardio-pulmonary failures and lung cancers,
associated with the increase in PM,s. The
“projected increase in fatalities” was calculated by
multiplying the relative fatality rise ratio with a
certain number of population. Although there is no
doubt that air pollution causes severe health
problems, we feel that it is inappropriate to make
simple and direct comparison of the damage from
air pollution materials with damage from
radioactive materials. This is because the

B 06Lem, NporHo3 Koan4YecTsa CMepTebHbIX
C/ly4aeB OT 3arpA3HeHMA BO34yXa CCbl/IaeTca Ha
paboTbl ApgeHa Noyna u ap. (2002 r.), rae
paccmaTpmuBanach CBA3b MeXAy NPOAYKTaMM,
KOTOpbIe 3arpA3HAIOT BO34yX, HAaNpUmMep Takue Kak
ATll,5 (a3p030/bHblE NPOAYKTbI), U YPOBHEM
paHHel cMepTHOCTU. B AaHHOM uccnesoBaHuu
AppeH MNoyn ncnosib3oBan CTaTUCTUYECKME
AaHHble gocTynHble B CLUA, 4Tobbl NOKasaTb CBA3b
MeXKay yBEe/IMYEHUEM YPOBHA CMEPTHOCTH, B
OCHOBHOM OT CepAEeYHO-1er04HOM
HeA0CTaTOMHOCTM U OT paKa Ierkux, 1
yBennyeHnem ypoBHs All,s."MporHosnpyemoe
yBenM4YeHne cMepTHOCTU" Bbl/I0 paccymUTaHO NyTem
YMHOeHMA KoapduLmMeHTa OTHOCUTENBHOTO
yBENNYEHUA CMEPTHOCTM Ha onpeaeneHHoe
KOIMYECTBO HaceneHma. XoTA HET HUKaKUX




processes of symptom onsets and fatalities differ
considerably.

COMHEHMM, YTO 3arpA3HeHMe BO3ayXa Bbi3blBaeT
cepbesHble Npobaembl CO 340P0BbLEM, Mbl
MOHMMaEM, YTO MPSAMO CPaBHUBATL yLiep6 oT
3arpA3HeHus Bo3ayxa c yuiepbom ot
PagnoaKTUBHOIO 3arpA3HEeHNA HEKOPPEKTHO.
MoTomy, 4TO CUMNTOMaTMKa U dhaTaNbHble Cydau
3HAYUTEIbHO OTIMYAIOTCA.

In the case of Fukushima, no direct fatality from
exposure to radioactive materials has been
reported up to now. The reason is not because a
nuclear accident and exposure to radioactive
materials are “safe”, but because many people,
hundreds of thousands of people in fact, were
evacuated from the contaminated area relatively
early on. Still, the exposure to radioactive
materials such as iodine 131 did occur to a certain
degree, and its long term effects have yet to be
determined.

YTo KacaeTca OyKycMMbl, TO 40 CUMX NOp He 6biNo
3aMKCMPOBAHO HM OAHOTIO CAy4Yad CMePTU NPAMO
CBA3AHHOrO C BO34eNCTBMEM PAAMOAKTUBHbIX
gewecTs. [Jeno He B TOM, 4TO aBapma Ha AIC u
B/INAHWE paAnaumnm ABAAITCA «be3onacHbIMNY, a
B TOM, YTO BONBLLINHCTBO /04N, COTHU ThICAY,
6bINM OTHOCKTENBHO BbICTPO 3BAaKYMPOBaHbI U3
3apa*keHHOoM 30Hbl.TeM He MeHee, BO34ENCTBUE
pPaAMOaKTMBHbIX BELWECTB, Hanpumep hoa-131
NpoABAAETCA A0 U3BECTHOM CTEMEHU U €ro
[ONTOCPOYHbIE MOCNEACTBMA A0 CUX NOP He
onpeaeneHbl.

A more serious problem is the “indirect” fatalities
of nuclear accidents. At the time of the Great
Eastern Japan Earthquake and Tsunami, most of
the disaster stricken areas of Tohoku (North-
Eastern) region of Japan received immediate
rescue and relief efforts from citizens groups,
Japan’s Self-Defense Forces and US forces.
However, for the Fukushima coastal region, no-
one, not even Self-Defense Forces, could enter the
area for fear of exposure to radioactive materials,
and the victims were left in the area for a long
period of time. This resulted in so-called indirect
fatalities, people who died due to difficult and
long-term evacuation, or those who committed
suicide, lamenting the radioactive pollution of
their farm lands and farm animals and who had
lost hope to ever rebuild their lives. These are
considered as fatalities related to the nuclear
accident, and their numbers have risen to 1459 as
of September 2013, according to the Fukushima
Prefectural Office (Fukushima Minpo, September
6, 2013). Though they are considered indirect
deaths, they would have not died if there had
been no nuclear accident.

Hanbonee cepbesHbIM ABASETCA Henpsmoe
BO3/eMCTBME aTOMHbIX aBapuii Ha YPOBEHb
cmepTHOCTU.Bo Bpema bonbworo BocTovHo-
AnoHckoro 3emneTtpaceHuna n LlyHamm, Ha
60NbLUNHCTBE TEPPUTOPUM PalioHa KaTacTpodbl
ToxoKy (Ha ceBepo-BOCTOKe) Bbla OKa3aHa
HesameanTelbHas NOMOLLb NO
CMaceHu1to,0praHM30BaHHasA Kak CaMUMm
rpaxgaHamu, Tak U BOOPYKEHHbIMU CUIAMM
AnoHnn n CLLA. OgHako, Ha NpubpeXkHble
TeppuTopmnn PyKYCUMBbI, HUKTO, AaxKe
BOOPYKEHHbIE CU/IbI, HE CMOT NPUBLITL U3-3a
Yrpo3bl 3apaxeHusa paguaumen n nosTomy
nocTpagaslumne A0roe BpeMa Haxoanamco bes
NMOMOLLM. ITO NPMBESO K TaK HAa3blBaEMbIM
HenpsamMbIM CMEPTAM, Jt0AM1, KOTOpble NorMbam B
pe3ynbTaTe C/AI0XKHOM M A0AT0BPEMEHHOM
3BaKyaLMW, UK Te, KTO MOKOHYM KU3Hb
camoybuincTBOM, NeperknBan M3-3a
PaAMOaKTMBHOIO 3apaXKeHns UX 3eMebHbIX
Yroamii U }KMBOTHbIX M KOTOPbIE NOTEPAN
HaZexay Korga-nmbo BepHyTbCA K HOPMaJibHOM
KM3HU. [laHHble CMEePTU CIYYUANCL BCNEACTBUE
aBapuu Ha ASC, N NX KOIMYECTBO NO COCTOAHMUIO Ha
ceHTabpb 2013 roga ysennumaoch go 1459
C/ly4aeB COMAcHO AaHHbIM Btopo npedekTypbl
dyKkycumbl (Pykycuma Minpo, 6 ceHTAbps 2013
r.).HecmoTps Ha To, YTO ZaHHble CMepTH
CYMTAIOTCA KOCBEHHBIMW, TEM HE MeHee OHU Bbl He
CNYYUNUCH, ecnin bbl He Bblsio aBapun Ha ASC.

The number of evacuees due to Fukushima nuclear

Mo cocToAHMIO Ha HoABPbL 2013 roga KoanyecTso




accident is about 159,000 people as of November
2013. (Reconstruction Agency, 2013) Moreover,
there are many places not only in Fukushima
Prefecture, but also in other North-Eastern and
Kanto regions of Japan where high concentration
of radioactive materials have been detected. Many
residents in these areas are forced to evacuate for
a long time. In other words, there are very many
people who have lost their home-towns, jobs,
livelihoods, and homes because of the nuclear
accident. A number of women left their
hometowns to give birth, and some even decided
not to go birth for fear of fetal exposure to
radiation. As a result, the population and the
number of births have declined in many areas
after the Fukushima accident. For example,
Koriyama City in Fukushima had a population of
about 340,000 in 2010, but saw a 34% decline in
births in January 2013, compared to January 2011
(Koriyama City, 2013).

3BaKyMpPOBAHHbIX BC/IeACTBME aBapUM HA
dykycmme coctaBuno nopagKa 159 Toic. yenosek
(no AaHHbIM AreHTCTBa PeKOHCTPYKLMM, 2013 T1.).
Bonee Toro, cylecTByeT MHOXKECTBO TEPPUTOPUIA
He To/IbKO B npedeKkType OyKyCcMMbl, HO TaKXKe 1 B
CeBepo-BOCTOYHOM pernoHe un permoHe KaHTo
AnoHuK, rae 6oina obHapyKeHa BblCOKas
KOHLLEeHTpaLmMA paAMOaKTUBHbIX MaTepUasIos.
BO/bLIMHCTBO KUTenen 3Tux pahoHoB 6bln
BbIHYXEHbI HAa0/1r0 3BaKynpoBaTbcA. Apyrumm
CNoBaMM, Nt0AeN, KOTOPbIM NPULLIOCH NOKUHYTb
CBOM pOAHble roposa, KOTopble NOTepAaM paboTy,
YyTPaTUAN CPeACcTBa K CYLL,ECTBOBAHMIO U CBOU
AoMa B pe3sysibTaTe aBapum Ha ASC, odeHb
MHOTro.MHorune }KeHLWMHbl yexanm u3 poaHbIx
ropozos, YTo6bl POANTL, @ HEKOTOPbLIE U3 HUX
pewwnnm BoobLLe He poXKaTb, ONACcancb TOro, YT
nnoA mor 6biTb 061y4eH. U Kak pesynbTaT,
KO/IMYEeCTBO HaceNeHMA N YNCNIO HOBOPOKAEHHbIX
CHMU3UI0Cb BO MHOMUX PerMoHax nocae aBapun Ha
dykycume. Hanpumep, 8 2010 r. HaceneHue
ropoaa Kopuama s Pykycmme coctaBasano
nopAaaka 340 TbiC. YenoBekK, NO COCTOAHUIO Ha
AHBapb 2013 roga oTMeYeHO CHUMXKEeHMe
KOJINYeCTBa HOBOPOXKAEHHbIX HA 34 % no
cpaBHeHwuto ¢ AHBapem 2011 roga (cornacHo
AaHHbIM T. Kopuama, 2013 r.).

In the case of nuclear accidents, tens of thousands
of people can be forced to evacuate, depending on
the scale of the accident, destroying the
communities, and peoples’ lives, and even
resulting in losing lives that may have been born.
This is the range of damage that occurs in the case
of nuclear accidents. The risks of this happening
really are enormous. Considering these factors, we
believe that it is meaningless to try to make a
simple comparison of these nuclear risks
compared to the risks of air pollution and others
based on a projected increase in fatalities due to
disease.

B cnyyae BO3HMKHOBEHMA aBapMii HA ATOMHbIX
CTAHUMAX, LECATKM TbiCAY Ntoael MoryT b6bITb
BbIHYXEHbl 3BaKyMpOBaTbCA B 3aBUCMMOCTHU OT
TAXKECTM aBapun, paspyLLan Npu 3TOM MeCTHble
coobLecTBa, YENOBEYECKME KU3HU, U Aaxe
NpuMBOAA K NOTEPE KMU3HEWN, KOTOPble MOrAK Obl
poaunTbCA. TaKOB KPYr BO3MOMKHbIX NOTEPDL B
cny4yae aBapuii Ha ASC. PUCKM OT TaKMX aBapum
HEBEPOATHO OFPOMHbI. YUnTbIBaA AaHHble
baKTopbl, Mbl YyBEpEHbI B 6ECCMbICNIEHHOCTH
NPOCTOro CPaBHEHMA PUCKOB aTOMHOMN SHEPreTUKM
C PUCKaMM 3arpasHeHuns Bo3ayxa 6asmpyacb Ha
NPOrHO3NpPyeMoMm yBENIMYEHNN CMEPTHOCTM M3-3a
6one3HeN.

3. Cost of nuclear power generation

The background of the argument on the need for
nuclear power generation as a climate change
measure includes the presumption that the cost of
nuclear power generation is relatively lower than
the costs of alternative sources. Yet, therearemany
doubts to such a presumption.

3. CtoumocTb npousBoacTBa
aTOMHOM 3Hepruun

Elle oAHMM aprymeHTOM B HEOBX0AUMOCTH
aTOMHOM 3HEPreTUKM Kak Mepbl N0 CMATYEHNIO
M3MEHeHMA KN1MmaTa ABAAETCA AoNYLEeHNe O
HU3KOM CTOMMOCTU MPOM3BO/ACTBA aTOMHOM
3HEeprumM OTHOCUTE/IbHO CTOMMOCTH
reHepupoBaHMaA 3HEPrUn M3 anbTePHaTUBHbIX
ncTouHMKoB. O4HAKO CyLLEeCcTBYET HEMano




COMHEHMM Ha 3TOT cyeT.

In discussions of the cost of nuclear power
generation, figures published by the Japanese
Government (5.9 yen/kWh: estimate made by the
Japanese government in 2004) used to invite
criticism for being too low, even before the
Fukushima accident. This was because the
published figure for power generation cost was
calculated for an ideal model plant, and did not
involve policy costs, such as research and
development, or allocation measures (see Oshima,
2011). In actual fact, such costs were borne by the
people of Japan in the form of taxation.

B 0bcyrKaeHnax CToMMOCTM NPOM3BOACTBA
aTOMHOM 3HEPTUN, NPaABUTENBCTBO ANOHUK
ony6ankoBano undpsl (5,9 neH/KBTY: oLeHKa,
cAenaHHaAa ANOHCKMM npasuTenbctsom B 2004
rogy) Kotopble Bbi3Banu KPUTUKY, Byayum o4eHb
HU3KUMU,AaxKe 40 aBapum Ha Pykycume. 310
06BbACHAETCA TEM, YTO ONYH6NMKOBAHHbIE AaHHbIE O
CTOMMOCTW 3HEPTUK BbIN B3ATbI U3 NAeaNbHON
MOZeNIN CTaHLUMKN 1 He BKoYanu B cebs,
Hanpumep, 3aTpaTbl Ha UCCNeA0BaAHUA U Pa3BUTHE
(Ocuma, 2011 r.). dakTUUECKK, 3TU 3aTPaThI
NOXXUNUCb Ha ANOHL,EB B BUAE HANOrOB.

In addition, manufacturers are exempt from
liability in Japan, as in the case of the US, on the
basis that any responsibility of nuclear accidents
would be aggregated to nuclear power entities
(power generation companies). This meant that,
even if a manufacturer of components for power
plants delivered defective materials and these
caused a nuclear accident, the manufacturer
would not be held liable. If the manufacturers are
liable for their products, then they may averse
such work or product deliveries, or raise the costs
of such products further.

K Tomy e, B ANOHUM npoussoanTenm
3N1eKTPO3HEPrMM 0CBOBOXKAEHbI OT
OTBETCTBEHHOCTM, TaKXKe Kak 1 B CLLUA, Ha Tom
OCHOBaHMM YTO, OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 33 aBapun Ha
A3C NOXKNUTCA HA BCHO aTOMHYIO OTpPac/b
(sHeproreHepupytolime KomnaHum).To ecTb, 3TO
03HayaerT, YTo ec/in Kakoh-nmbo nponssoguTeb
o06opynoBaHua ana A3C noctasuT gedeKTHyto
NPoOAYKLUMIO, YTO NPMBEO Bbl B AaNIbHENLIEM K
aBapuK Ha peakTope, TO OH BCE PAaBHO He NOHeceT
HMUKaKOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTU. Ecnu ke
npoussoautTenu 6yayT HeCTU OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a
CBOIO NPOAYKLMIO, TO OHM ByayT n3beraTb
npou3BoANTb Takne paboTbl UM NPOAYKLUMIO, UK
K€ MOAHUMYT LLeHbI Ha HUX.

After the Fukushima accident, the Japanese
Government recalculated the power generation
costs to incorporate social costs, such as policy
costs and accident costs (costs for accident
settlement, compensation, and area
reconstruction), and came up with the number of
8.9 yen per kWh or more for nuclear power
(provided that the cost would increase if accident
costs were to rise in the future, and accident costs
are in fact on the increase since the time of
recalculation), 9.5 yen/kWh for coal power, 10.7
yen/kWh for LNG power, 9.9 to 17.3 yen/kWh for
wind (on land), and 33.4 to 38.3 yen/kWh for solar
(residential) as of 2010 (Energy and Environment
Council, 2011). However, the figures for nuclear
power generation costs did not include sufficient
back-end costs of nuclear waste storage,
decommissioning costs of failed reactors, and
especially indemnification insurance. If these costs
were included, the cost would no doubt exceed
100 yen/kWh, as indicated in some studies
(Mikami, 2013). Moreover, although the cost of

Mocne aBapum Ha PyKkycume NPaBUTENLCTBO
ANoHMKN NepecymTano CTOMMOCTb NPOM3BOACTBA
3HEpPrum 1 BKIOUYMIO COLMAbHbIE 3aTPaTbl, Takue
KaK 3aTpaTbl Ha pa3BUTME U Ha aBapuliHble
3aTpaThl (pacxoabl Ha NMKBUOALMIO aBapun,
KOMMeHcalMn, BOCCTaHOB/IEHUE), CTOMMOCTb
Bo3pocna Ao 8,9 neH 3a KBT-4 n 6onee ann
aTOMHOW 3HepreTUKM (Npeanonaranoch, YTo
CTOMMOCTb YBEINYUTCS, EC/IM PACXO/bl Ha aBapumn
BbIPACTYT B OyAyLLEM, Ha CAMOM geJle pacxoabl Ha
aBapun BbIPOC/IM C MOMEHTa nepepacyéTa), 9,5
neH / KBT-4 4N yronbHom aHepretmkn, 10,7 neHnol /
KBT-4 4514 cTaHUMM Ha NnpMpoaHOMm rasy, ot 9,9 ao
17,3 ieH / KBT-4 ans BETPOBbIX CTaHUMI (Ha cyLe),
o1 33,4 po 38,3 neHbl / KBT-u 418 coNHEYHbIX
CTaHUMM (Ha XMAbIX AOMax) MO COCTOAHUIO Ha 2010
roa, (CoseT no dHepreTuke n OKpyXKatollei cpese,
2011 r.).0gHaKo, AaHHbIE O CTOMMOCTH
NPon3BOACTBa aTOMHOW 3HEPreTUKN He BKAOYAOT
B cebn 3aTpaTbl Ha XpaHeHUe AePHbIX OTX040B,
3aTpaTbl Ha BbIBOA M3 3KCMN/yaTaLMn PeaKTopOoB, U
0COBEHHO CTpaxoBble KomneHcaumu. Ecam 6bl 3Tu




wind power and the cost of solar power are still
relatively high in Japan at this moment, the
international prices for the power generation by
renewables are decreasing rapidly. For example,
according to the latest report on renewable
energy, the cost of wind power (on land) is 5 to 16
cent/kWh for OECD countries, 4 to 16 cent/kWh
for non-OECD countries. In case of solar power
(residential), 20 to 46 cent/kWh for OECD
countries, 28 to 55 cent/kWh for non-OECD
countries and 16 to 38 cent/kWh for Europe. In
case of ground-mounted utility-scale solar power,
12 to 38 cent/kWh for OECD countries, 9 to 40
cent/kWh for non-OECD countries and 14 to 34
cent/kWh for Europe (Renewable Energy policy
Network for the 21st Century, 2013).

3aTpaThbl 6bl1M Obl BKAOYEHBI, TO CTOMMOCTb 6e3
comHeHusa gocturna 6b1 100 neH / KBTy, Kak u
NMOKa3blBaETCA B HEKOTOPbIX UCCNEN0BAHUAX
(Mukamu , 2013 r.).Kpome 3TOro, HeCMoTps Ha To,
YTO Ha CEeroAHs CTOMMOCTb BETPO U COJTHEYHOM
SHepreTUKM ocTaeTcA BCe elle OTHOCUTENbHO
BbICOKOM B AANOHWUK, MeXAYHapOoAHbIe LieHbl Ha
NPOU3BOACTBO 3/IEKTPOIHEPTUN U3
BO306OHOB/ISIEMbIX UCTOYHNUKOB 3HEPTUM BbICTPO
CHMXKatoTcA.Hanpumep, cornacHo nocnegHemy
[0KNaay no BO306HOBNAEMbIM UCTOYHMKAM
3Heprum, CTOMMOCTb 3HEpPrMM BeTpa (Ha cywe)
cocTtasniAeT oT 5 A0 16 ueHToB / KBTY AN cTpaH
O3CP, ot 4 o 16 ueHToB / KBTY Ana cTpaH, He
Bxoasawmx B O3CP. YTo KacaeTcs coONIHEYHOM
3Hepruu (Ha Xunbix gomax), ot 20 Ao 46 ueHToB /
KBTugna ctpaH O3CP, ot 28 oo 55 ueHToB / KBTY
ANA cTpaH, He BxogAawmx B O3CP, n ot 16 o 38
ueHToB / KBTu gna EBponbl. s HazeMHbIX
COJIHEYHbIX CTAHLMI CTOMMOCTb caeaytolan: ot 12
00 38 ueHtos / KB4 ana ctpaH O3CP, ot 9 Ao 40
ueHToB / KBTY Ans ctpaH, He Bxoaauwmx 8 O3CP, u
ot 14 o 34 uentos / KBTy ana Esponsbl (CeTb no
pa3BUTUIO BO3OOHOBIAEMbIX UICTOYHUKOB SHEPTUM
B 21 Beke, 2013 r1.).

In other words, the cost of nuclear power
generation seems to be lower than other energy
sources simply because such cost does not include
external costs, which are quite significant. In terms
of not reflecting the true cost, operating a nuclear
power plant is like driving a car without
automobile liability insurance and its relatively
high cost competitiveness is decreasing rapidly.

Jpyrumu cnoBamm, CTOMMOCTb NPOU3BOACTBA
aTOMHOW 3HEPrum TONbKO KaXKeTcs HU3KOM Mo
CPaBHEHUIO C APYTMMUN UCTOYHUKAMM SHEPTUM U
TO/IbKO 33 CYET TOro, YTO He BK/tOYaEeT B cebs
BHELUHWE M3AEPKKM, KOTOPbIE KAk OKa3anocb
BECbMa 3HauYuTeNbHbI. ECnK He yunTbiBaThb
peanbHOe NoJIoXKeHue gen, To aKkcnayaTauusa A9C
Moxo’Ka Ha BOXKAeHWe aBTomobuna 6es
aBTOCTPaxXOBKM, U MO3TOMY OTHOCUTE/IbHO BbICOKas
KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOBHOCTb CTPEMUTENIbHO
YyMeHbLUIaeTcs.

4. Worst-case scenario - one that
Japan was able to avoid

Let us discuss here what actually
happened in Japan. At the time of the accident at
Fukushima No. 1 Nuclear Plant, an emergency
response crew was based in the Important Quake-
Proof Building at the site of the plant. This
Important Quake-Proof Building was the only
building within the plant site that had been
designed to be earthquake-proof, and was thus
able to avoid destruction from the quake. If it were
not for this building, all the control and
communication functions of the nuclear reactors
would have been destroyed and lost, and it is

4. Hauxygwuin cueHapui pasBuUTUA
COOLITUI, KOTOPbLIN yAaNochb
nsbexartb B AnNoHUU

[JaBaitte 0bcyamm 34eck TO, YTO HA CAMOM aene
npousowno B AnoHMn. Ha momeHT aBapum Ha ASC
Nol Ha ®yKycume KoMaHAa aBapUMHOIO
pearMpoBaHuMA pacnoaaranaace B [010BHOM
CelicmoycTonumBom 3aaHum Ha Tepputopum AIC.
310 MNonoBHoe CelicmoycTounsoe 3gaHume 66110
€4MHCTBEHHbIM 34aHWUEM Ha BCeM TEPPUTOPUN
A3C, KoTOpoE 6bI/I0 NOCTPOEHO C COBNDAEHMEM
CENCMOCTOMKOCTU, U NO3ITOMY M3bexKano
paspyleHua BcreacTene semnetpaceHns.Ecam 6ol
AaHHOoe 34aHue He HbINo Bbl CEMCMOYCTONYMBLIM,




highly likely that the reactors would have become
totally uncontrollable.

TO BCe QYHKLMU KOHTPOANA M yNpaBaeHna
aTOMHbIM PeaKkTopPOM 6biin 6bl pa3pyLleHbI U
CKOpee BCEero peakTop ocrtascs 6bl NOJHOCTbIO 6e3
KOHTpOANSA.

Actually, this Important Quake-Proof Building was
built because of the experiences of another
earthquake in 2007 that struck Niigata Prefecture
where another gigantic nuclear power plant is
located. This kind of quake-proof building was built
and began to be used from January 2010 at a
nuclear power plant in Niigata Prefecture and from
July 2010, at Fukushima No. 1 and No. 2 nuclear
power plants (TEPCO 2010). If the mega-quake of
March 11 had happened a mere nine months
earlier, there would have been no Important
Quake-Proof Building at Fukushima No. 1 Plant,
and thus absolutely no way of controlling the
nuclear reactors, which would have resulted in the
immediate evacuation of many TEPCO personnel
and other people at the site. Moreover, if the
earthquake had happened not in the middle of a
weekday afternoon, but during the holidays or at
nighttime with fewer personnel on site, then
controlling the nuclear reactors would have likely
have faced extreme difficulties.

Ha camom gene, sto FfonosHoe CeicmoycToiunsoe
3paHue bblJ10 NOCTPOEHO U3-3a APYroro
3emneTpAaceHuns, Kotopoe cayumnochb 8 2007 roay B
npedektype Huurata, rge HaxoamTca gpyras
KpynHas ASC.Takol TMN 34aHuUsA Bbla1 COOPYKEH U
BBEAEH B 3Kcn/yaTaumio B aHBape 2010 roga Ha
A3C B npedekType Humrata u 8 nrone 2010 Ha A3C
Ne 1 u No2 Ha dykycume (TEPCO 2010).Ecnu 6bi
3emneTpaceHne 11 mapTa cayumnock 6bl BCero Ha
9 mecALeB paHblUe, Korga elle He 6b110
lfonosHoro Cetcmoyctoumeoro 3aaHuna Ha ASC
Nel Ha ®yKycume, 1 COOTBETCTBEHHO He Obl10 Obl
HMUKaKOM BO3MOXHOCTM YNPaBAATb AAEPHbIM
peakTopoM, 3TO NpPuBeNo bbl K HeE3aMeaNUTENbHON
3BaKyaumm 6oablUIMHCTBA NepcoHana TEPCO u
apyrux cotpygHukos A3C. bonee Toro, ecin bbi
3eMeTpaACeHne Cay4Ynnoch He B obes byaHero
[LHA, @ HA BbIXOAHbIE UM B HOYHOE BpeMs, Koraa
nepcoHana ASC meHblLUe BCero, TO OYEHb
BEPOATHO, YTO KOHTPO/IMPOBATb aTOMHbIN peakTop
6b1710 Bbl KpaiHe TPyLHO.

According to the documents dated March 25,
2011, belonging to Mr. Shunsuke Kondo, who was
chair of the Nuclear Committee at the time, if the
above situation had taken place, an even greater
hydrogen explosion would have occurred,
releasing a considerable amount of radioactive
material from the No. 1 plant, thus forcing all
workers to evacuate. Then, an even greater
amount of radioactive material would have been
released into the air from reactors No. 2 and 3 as
well as from the fuel rod pool at No. 4 unit,
necessitating the evacuation of all people living in
250 km radius. This would have necessitated the
evacuation of about 30 million people in the Tokyo
megalopolis area. These documents were shown
to only a limited number of people in the Japanese
Government at the time of the accident, and the
information was disclosed to the public much
later, in the autumn of 2011.

CornacHo goKkymeHTam ot 25 mapta2011 r-Ha
CaHcakeKoHA0, Ha TOT MOMEHT nNpeaceaarens
KomuTeTa no ATOMHOM aHepreTuke, ecam 6ol
C/ly4miachb BblWEONUCaHHAA CUTyaLms, TO
npowusoLen 6bl 60s1ee MOLLHbIN B3pblB BOAOPOAA,
KOTOPbIV CNPOBOUMPOBAN Bbl yTEUKY
3HAYMUTEIbHOIO KOJIMYECTBa PaAMOaKTUBHbIX
BelecTB ¢ 610Ka Nol, n npuwnock bbl
3BaKyMpPoOBaTb BCex coTpyaHmnkoB AIC.3aTem, elle
60/1bllee KOMYECTBO PASMOAKTUBHDBIX BELLLECTB
nonano 6ol B BO34ayx ¢ peakToposB N22 n No3 Takxke
KaK M U3 bacceliHa oxnaxaeHus 6a1oka Ne4, yto
noTpeboBano 6bl 3BaKyaLLUKN BCEX NHOAEN HKUBYLLUX
8 paauyce 250 Km. B cBoto ovepeap, 3TO NpuBeno
6bl K 3BaKyauum nopaaka 30 MUIIMOHOB YesiIoBEK
KUBYLWMX B meranonunceTokno. JaHHble
[OKYMEHTbI Obl/IM NOKasaHbl nLb
OrpaHUYEHHOMY YMCNY NtoLEeN U3 NPaBMUTENBCTBA
ANOHWN Ha MOMEHTaBapumn, U MHOPMaLLMA cTana
nyb6AnM4HOM ropasgo nose oceHbto 2011 roaa.

If the earthquake had happened several months
earlier, or even several hours later or earlier, then
it would have been impossible to cool the melt-
down core or fuel rods, and several tens of millions
of people including those in Tokyo might have

Ecnm 6bl 3emneTpsiceHne CYYUNOCh HECKOIbKUMMU
MecALAMW paHee, AW aKe HECKONbKMMM Yacamu
No3¥Ke WU paHee, Toraa cTano 6bl HEBO3MOXKHO
OX/1TaAWTb PACNIaB/IEHHbIE AKTUBHbIE 30HbI
peaKTopoB UM 6acenHOB BbIAEPHKKM, U
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been asked to evacuate their areas. In the sense
that we were able to avoid the case of the eastern
half of Japan being “destroyed”, the Fukushima
No. 1 Plant accident could be described as a case
of “consolation in the midst of calamity.”

noTpeboBanack Obl 3BaKyaL M HECKOJIbKUX
0eCATKOB MUJIJIMOHOB YE/I0BEK, B TOM YUC/E U TEX,
KTO 13 TOKMO. YcnoKamsana cebsa MbIC/Ablo, YTO Mbl
cMornn nsbexkatb «paspyLleHnsa» BOCTOYHOM
yactu AnoHuu, asapua Ha ADC Nel Ha Pykycume
BbIFAANT Kak "yTeweHue B pasrap 6eacrsma’.

We also need to point out here the serious
concern of terrorist attack on nuclear power
plants. The Fukushima No. 1 Plant accident has
demonstrated to the world how easy it is to cause
a melt-down of a nuclear reactor by destroying its
cooling systems, which can be done by causing
electric power outage through an attack on the
power grid using ordinary weapons. At present,
there are hundreds of power transmission towers
that could become the target of terrorist attacks
with explosives. If several of these towers are
destroyed by explosives, the nightmare of the
Fukushima may revisit Japan.

TakKe cnepyeT He 3abbIBaTb O TEPPOPUCTUYECKUX
aTakax Ha A9C.ABapua Ha ASC Nol Ha dykycnume
noKasasnia BCeMy MUPY KaK 1erko MOXKHO BbI3BaTb
nnasneHue AaepHOro peakTopa NpocTo paspyLumns
CUCTEMY Er0 OXNAXKAEHUSA, 3TO MOXKET ObITb
OCYLLEeCTBAEHO NyTem OTK/IOYeHUA
3N1EKTPOCHAbKeHMA coBEPLUMNB aTaKy Ha
3N1EKTPOCETEBON KOMMJIEKC C OBBIYHBIM OpPYXKMUEM.
B HacToALWee BpemA ecTb COTHWM ONOpP JINHUM
aneKTponepeaay, KOTopble MOTyT CTaTb MULLEHbIO
ONA TePPOPUCTMYECKUX aTaK C B3PbIBYATbIMMU
gewectBamun. Ecnm HeKoTopble 13 3TUx onop
noAaopBaTh, Kowmap PyKycMMbl MOXKET elle pas
NOBTOPMUTLCA B ANOHUMN.

5. Introduction of nuclear power as
a set with coal-fired power generation

The theory of introducing nuclear power
generation to reduce the number of coal thermal
power plants seems to be too naive a thought, in
the political sense. In reality, nuclear power plants
and coal thermal power plants were built and
introduced in Japan simultaneously. For us,
nuclear power and coal thermal power have been
considered as a set, with coal thermal power
acting as a back-up system in case of reduced
operations at nuclear power plants. Consequently,
Japan has consistently increased the number of
coal thermal power plants, while promoting
nuclear power generation, resulting in the
eventual increase in CO2 emissions.

5. BHeapeHue aTOMHbIX
3NEeKTPOCTaHLMI Hapaay ¢
YronbHbIMU 3NIEKTPOCTAHLUAMM

Teopwus BHeAPEHNA aTOMHbIX CTAaHLUN C LeNblo
YMEHbLUEHUA CHUMXKEHMA KONYECTBA Yro/ibHbIX
TEeNN03/IEKTPOCTAHLUMI BbIFNAANT CIULLKOM
HAaWBHOM B NOINTUYECKOM CMbIc/ie.Ha camom
Aene, aTOMHbIe 3N1EeKTPOCTAaHLMN U YyroNbHble
TEN/IOBblE 3NEKTPOCTaHLMN BblN NOCTPOEHDI U
BBeAeHbl B ANOHUM ogHOBpeMeHHO. Mbl
paccMaTpmuBaan aTOMHYHO U YTONbHYO SHEPTETUKY
KaK KOMIMJIEeKC, KOraa yrosibHble CTaHLMKU ABAAIOTCA
pe3epBHbIMU B CIy4ae CHUMKEHMA NPOU3BOACTBA
aHeprum Ha ASC. Kak cnegcteume, AnoHuUA
nocsenoBaTeibHO yBeIMYNAQ KOIMYECTBO
YrOJIbHbIX TENNO0BbIX 3/IEKTPOCTAHLMI, B TO XKe
BPEMA aKTUBHO NPOABUIraa aTOMHYIO SHEPreTUKy,
B pe3ynbTaTe Yero, B KOHEYHOM UTOre, NPOU3OLLIO
yBennyeHue sbibpocos CO2.

The most important reason for this is the
fact that stakeholders promoting nuclear power
plants are the same as those promoting coal
thermal power plants, i.e., economic bureaucrats,
power generation companies, major heavy
equipment manufacturers, and energy intensive
industries. As they are in a mutually beneficial
relationship, they share strong economic
incentives to build a massive centralized power
generation system and to maximize their fixed

BarkHelLwel NpUYNHOMN 3TOMY ecTb TO, YTO
3aMHTEepPecoBaHHbIMM CTOPOHAMM B NMPOABUMKEHUM
aTOMHOW 3HEPreTUKM ABNAIOTCA TE Ke CTOPOHbI,
YTO NPOLBUIatOT YrONIbHYIO IHEPTETUKY, T.€.
610pOKpPaThl OT SKOHOMMUKM, SIHEPTrETUYECKME
KOMNaHUK, KPymHble NPOU3BOAMUTENM TAKENOMO
MaLUMHOCTPOEHMSA, @ TaK}Ke IHEPrOEMKME OTPAC/IM
NPOMbILIEHHOCTU.MTOCKONIbKY OHM HaxoaATca BO
B3aMMOBbIFOAHbIX OTHOLIEHUSAX, OHU
9KOHOMMYECKM 3aUHTEPECOBAHbI B MOCTPOEHUN
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assets and electricity sales. Therefore, these
stakeholders are inclined to be less enthusiastic to
introduce energy-saving measures and renewable
energy. In Japan, the Government and other
stakeholders intentionally advocated for a trade-
off relationship between nuclear power
generation and climate change measures. Climate
change measures are “used” to promote nuclear
power generation. Many Japanese people have
eventually accepted such an idea.

MOLLUHOM LLeHTPaIM30BaHHOM SHEPrOCUCTEMbI C
Le/blo YBEANYEHMA aKTUBOB 1 NPoAaxk
3/1eKTpO3Heprun.Takmum obpasom,
[JaHHble3anHTepecoBaHHble CTOPOHbI 6e3 ocoboro
3HTYy3Ma3ma BHeAPAOT Mmepbl No
3HeprocbepekeHMon BO306HOBNAEMbIM
WUCTOYHWKAM 3Heprum. B AnoHMM npaBuTebCTBOM
W APYrMMU 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIMW CTOPOHAMM
HamepeHHO NoaaepKnBanca KOMNPoOMnce B
BOMpPOCAx B3aMMOOTHOLLEHWNI aTOMHOW
3HepPreTMKN U Mep No NPeAOoTBPALLEHNIO
M3MEHEHMA KAnMaTa.MepaMnno M3MeHeHUIo
KAMMaTa «NPUKPbLIBAKOTCA» C Le/Ibio NPOABUMKEHUA
aTOMHOM 3HepPreTUKM. MHOrMesnoHLbIB KOHEYHOM
uTore NPUHANM 3Ty UAEIO.

The conclusion in Japan is that, in order to
reduce the number of coal thermal power plants,
it is essential to reform the structure of industry
and interests through denuclearization. Moreover,
it is our belief that such events and situations are
not things limited to Japan, but will happen in any
country of similar industrial structure and at a
similar stage of economic development.

M Kak BbiBOA A1A ANOHUM: YTOObI YMEHbLLNTb
KOJIMYECTBO Yro/ibHbIX CTaHUMN HEOBX0ANUMO
pedopmMMpoBaTb NPOMbILLIEHHOCTb MOCPEACTBOM
BHeApeHuA 6e3bagepHON NOANTUKK. Kpome 3Toro,
Mbl BEPMM B TO, YTO Zi@aHHbIE CODbITUS,
npousoweawme 8 ANOHNM, MOryT NOBTOPUTLCA B
noboi apyron cTpaHe, rae NPOMbILLAEHHOCTb U
3KOHOMMKA Haxo4AaTCA Ha TOM Ke 3Tarne pa3BuUTus.

6. Role of new types of nuclear
reactors

You may share the view that safer and newer
types of nuclear reactors may not pose such
problems. However, the number of third-
generation nuclear reactors equipped with
“passive safety systems,” which have allegedly
higher safety standards, is only 20% or less among
the 76 nuclear reactors in construction around the
world as of January 2013 (Japan Atomic Industry
Forum, 2013), with the vast majority of the
remaining reactors designed for second generation
technology (Garthwaite, 2011). Most nuclear
power reactors in operation are built with basic
technologies established 30 to 40 years ago.
Meanwhile the commercialization of fourth
generation reactors, which is said to be safer, still
has a very long way to go.

6. Ponb peakTopoB HOBOro
noKoneHus

Bbl TaKKe morKeTe pas3aenAatb B3rnagbl Ha TO, UTO
b6onee 6e3onacHble peakTopbl HOBOFO NOKOEHUA
He MOryT NpeAcTaBAATb NOA0OHbIX
npobsem.0O4HaKo, KONMYECTBO PEAKTOPOB
TPeTbero NoKo/IeHMA OCHALLLEHHbIEe «NAaCCUBHOM
cucTtemoin 6e30nacHOCTMY, KOTOpbIE, Kak
yTBEpKAaeTcA, MMetoT 6o1ee BbICOKME CTaHAAPTbI
6€e30nacHOCTH, COCTABAAOT BCErO /IMLWb He 6bonee
20% n3 76 ASC, KoTopble CTPOATCA NO BCEMY MUPY
Mo COCTOAHMIO Ha AHBapb 2013 r. (ANOHCKMI
®opym AtomHon UHaycTpun, 2013). Mpu aTom B
noAasnsoLlLem 60/blIMHCTBE OcTaNbHbIX ADC
peaKTopbl BTOporo nokonexHus (FapteaiT, 2011).
BONbLIMHCTBO AEWCTBYIOLUMX AAEPHbIX PEAKTOPOB
NMOCTPOEHbI C NPUMeHeHNeM 6a30BbIX TEXHONOTUI
30-40 net pgasHocTn. Mexay
TEMKOMMEPLMaAN3aLLMAPEaKTOPOBYETBEPTONO
MOKOJIEHUSA, KOTOPbIE, KaK roBopAT, besonacHee,
[,0BOJIbHO A0NTO ANNTLCA.

If you recommend the construction of new, safer
nuclear power units, we believe you should
advocate the shutting-down of existing, more
dangerous nuclear power reactors. At the same
time, it will be necessary to advocate a ban on

Ecnu BbipekoMmeHayeTecTpouTb HoBble 6onee
6e3onacHble aTOMHble 3HEProb/0KM, Mbl CHUTAEM,
4YTO BblAO0/IKHbI TaKXKe BbICTYMaTb 3a0CTAaHOBKY Y¥XKe
cywectsytowmxonacHbIXAIC. B To e Bpems
BO3HWKHET HEOOX0AMMOCTb BbICTYNaTh 3a 3anpeT
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exporting old-style nuclear technology to
developing countries, even though Japan and
other countries are promoting such exports at
present.

3KCMNopTa CTApbIX ALEPHbIX TEXHONOMNI B
pa3BuMBaloOLLMECA CTPaHbl, HECMOTPSA Ha TO, YTO
ANoHMA 1 gpyrve cTpaHbl B HACTOALLEE BPEMS
OCYLLECTBAAOT TaKOM 3KCMOPT.

Moreover, if we continue to see the current
situation of exempting manufacturers from
product liability and of limiting the liability of
nuclear power entities, while private insurance
companies continue to refuse damage insurance,
then there will be no basis for the theoretical
presumption of a “new and safer nuclear power
plant.” If you wish to promote safer nuclear power
plants, we believe you need to argue for the
revision of these systems.

Bonee Toro, ecnv mbl 1 ganblie 6yaem Habnoaatb
33 TeM, YTO NPOM3BOAUTENIN OCBOOOXKAEHDI OT
OTBETCTBEHHOCTU 33 Ka4yecTBO NPOAYKUMUN HecyT
OrpaHMYeHHyo OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 32 NpeanpuaTUs,
reHepupytoLLne aTOMHYIO 3HePruto, NoKa YacTHble
CTpaxoBble KOMMNAHUMMNO-MpPEXKHeMyY
OTKa3bIBaOTCACTPAxXoBaTbyLepb, Toraa He
OCTaAHETCA HUKAKMX OCHOBaHUI Aaxe AnA
TeopeTUYeCcKnx NpesnocbIIOK O KHOBbIX U
6e3onacHbix ASC». Ecnm Bbl XOTUTE NpoaBUraThb
6e3onacHble A3C, Mbl nosaraem, 4To He0b6xoAMMO
nepecmMmoTpeTb AaHHble CUCTEMDbI.

No matter how safe a nuclear reactor is, the
problem of nuclear waste is unavoidable. To ask
future generations to manage such waste will
likely present ethical problems, similar to the case
of asking future generation to bear the burden of
climate change measures.

HeBa)KHO, HaCKOIbKO 6e3onaceH peakTop,
npobaema AfepHbIX OTXO0A0BB At06OM cnyvae
octaHeTcA.Mpocutb byayLime NokoneHus
CNPaBUTLCA C AAEPHbIMKU OTX0A4aMK ByAeT HOCUTb
CKopee 3TUYECKUIA XapaKTep, KakK 1 To, YTo
byaywme nokoneHusa byayt obpemeHeHbl
npobnemamm UsmeHeHus KaMmarTa.

Nevertheless, the introduction of safer nuclear
power generation systems requires a much longer
time span. It is unrealistic, therefore, to assume
that nuclear power generation can be a measure
for greenhouse gas emissions reduction in the
immediate future, to achieve the two degrees C
target.

Tem He meHee, anA
BHeapeHuabesonacHbIXAICTpebyeTcaropasgo
6o0/bleBpemeHn. MoaTomy, NpeanoNoKeHMe O
TOM, YTO aTOMHaA SHEPreTMKa MOXKeT ObITb
MCNo/Ib30BaHa Kak ogHa U3 mep no
COKPaLLLEHMIOBBIOPOCOB NAPHNKOBbIX Fa30B8B
6anxaliem byayuemans aoctvxermnsa uenms 2°C
ABNAETCA HepeasbHbIM.

7. Potentials of achieving the two
degrees C target without nuclear power

Several studies have been conducted in the past to
determine whether this ambitious climate change
target is achievable without any reliance on
nuclear power.

Edenhofer et al. (2010) compared low-carbon
scenarios using five different energy-economy
models, and identified that the additional costs
needed to stop nuclear investment in 2000 would
be only around 0.7% of GDP in 2100. Recently
other researchers have conducted studies in
consideration of the denuclearization movement
after the Fukushima accident. Bauer et al. (2012),
for example, state that the reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions required to limit global

7. BO3MOXHOCTU AOCTMXEHUA Lenun
B 2°C 6e3 ucnonb3oBaHUA
aTOMHOM 3Hepruu

Bblno npoBefEeHO HECKO/IbKO UCCNef0BaHUA,
4yTObbI ONPEesennTb, BOSMOXKHO NN AOCTUNKEHME
aMmbuLMO3HOM Lesin 6opbbbl C U3MEHEHUEM
KAMMaTa 6e3 UCnoNb30BaHUA aTOMHOM SHeprun. B
2010 r. EpeHxodep nposen cpaBHEHME HU3KO-
yrnepoaHbIX cueHapues, UCNob3ya ANA 3TOro
NATb Pa3/IMYHbIX MOAeNeN SHeprocbepexeHUs, 1
BbIAACHW/I, YTO AONOJIHUTE/IbHbIE 3aTPaTbl
HeobxoaMMble ANA NPeKpPaLLEHNA UHBECTULMI B
2000 r. B aTOMHYI0 3HEPreTMKy COCTaBAT BCEro
0,7% BBIN B 2100 r. HegasHO Apyrue yyeHble
nposenun ncciefoBaHUA,NPUHUMAA BO BHUMAHME
ABUXKeHWe 3a 6e3bagepHY0 NOANTUKY nocne
aBapum Ha Pykycume. B 2012 r. bayap, Hanpumep,
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average temperature rise to two degrees C from
the pre-industrial era would be achievable for the
additional cost of less than 0.1% of GDP by 2020,
and less than 0.2% by 2050 without nuclear
power. Duscha et al. (2013) state that
denuclearization would increase global
greenhouse gas emissions by 2% in 2020, but that
developed countries would be able to achieve
their share of the two degrees C target at an
additional cost of 0.1% GDP.

The same Duscha et al. (2013) reviewed other
existing research, and concluded that most
existing studies also indicated that ambitious
greenhouse gas emissions reductions could be
achieved at the additional cost of 1% GDP globally
without nuclear power generation. Moreover,
these studies did not incorporate the benefits of
damage reduction by climate change measures.
Incorporating such benefits, climate change
measures will certainly increase their economic
rationale.

YyTBEPXKAAET, YTO COKpaLLeHue Bblbpocos
NnapHMKOBbIX ra3oB, HeobxogMmoe A
OrpaHnYeHmnA noBbiweHMA rnobanbHoOM cpepHeit
TemnepaTypbl Ha 2°C OT AOMHAYCTPMUANbHOMN 3MOXM
6yneT 4OCTUKMMO 33 JONONHUTE/IbHbIE 3aTPaThl,
KoTopble coctaBAT meHee 0,1% ot BBIN k 2020 .,
meHee 0,2% K 2050r. 6e3 ncnonb3oBaHNA aTOMHOWM
aHepreTuKu. Aywa (2013 r.)yTBep:KaaeT, uyto
BHeApeHWe 6e3bagepHo NOAUTUKM YBENNYNT
06Bbem rnobanbHbIX BbIBPOCOB NapHUKOBbLIX ra3oB
Ha 2% Kk 2020 roay,HO K 3STOMY BpeMeHU passuTble
CTPaHbl 6yayT UMEeTb BO3MOXHOCTb A0CTMYb Liesn
B 2°C 3a JononHUTeNbHbIE TPaTbl Beero 0,1% BBIM.
Oyuwia Takxe nsyuynn gpyrme nccaeaosaHms, u
npuLLen K BbiBoAy, 4To 60/bLLIMHCTBO
CYLLECTBYIOLLUX UCCeA0BaHNM TaKXKe yKa3blBatoT
Ha TO, YTO aMbULMO3HOE CHUXKEHME 06beMOB
BbIOPOCOB NAPHMKOBbIX FA30B MOXET bbITb
[OCTUTHYTO 33 AONONHUTENbHYO NnaTty B 1% ot
BB no scemy mmnpy 6e3 aTOMHOM 3HEPreTUKM.
Bbonee Toro, gaHHble Uccaef0BaHUA He BKAKOYAIOT
B ceba npemMmyLLeCTBA OT COKpalleHMA yuepba ot
MeponpuATUIA NO U3MEHEHUIO KAnmarTa.
BK/ItOUEHME TaKUX BbIro4 HECOMHEHHO NPUBEAET K
TOMY, YTO NPUMEHEHNE MeP MO N3SMEHEHUIO
KNIMMaTa yBeJINYUT CBOKO SKOHOMUYECKYIO
3HAYUMOCTb.

Some may criticize these calculations as the mere
result of energy and economic model calculations,
but there are several facts supporting such results,
including the rapid decline of LNG prices and cost
reductions of introducing renewable energy, which
have been greater than expected. Moreover, many
countries have already demonstrated how policy
instruments such as feed-in tariffs would help
accelerate the dissemination of renewable energy.

HeKoTopble MOryT KPUTUYHO OTHOCUTLCA K
AaHHbIM pacyeTam KakK K cnabbim pesynbTaTam
3KOHOMMYECKOrO M 3HEepreTMYeckoro
MOAENMPOBAHUA, HO CYLLECTBYET HECKO/IbKO
baKToB NOATBEPKAAOWMNX AaHHbIe pacyeTbl, B TOM
yncne u 6bICTPOE CHUNKEHME LIeH Ha NPUPOAHbIN
ras v CokpallleHne CTOMMOCTUN BHeApeHUs
BO306HOBAAEMbIX UCTOYHUKOB 3HEPrnK, KOTopble
6b111 ropasao 6onblie, Yem oxuaanocs. bonee
TOrO, y¥e MHOrMe CTpaHbl NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAM
Kaknm 06pa3om BAUAIOT NOAUTUYECKMUE pblyari,
Hanpumep, Takue KaK NbroTHble Tapubbl, B
pacnpocTpaHeHU BO30OHOBAAEMbIX MCTOYHUKOB
3Hepruu.

Whether it is the selection of climate change
measures or energy mix options, the biggest issues
are economic costs, timings, and the people’s
willingness to pay. As we discussed above, if we
can eliminate the barrier of vested interests, then
it is technologically possible and economically
feasible to achieve two degrees C target without
relying on nuclear power or fossil fuels.
Furthermore, the introduction of renewable
energy and energy saving measures is the most

Byab ToBbIOOP Mep NonpenoTBpaLLEHUIO
M3MEHeHUA KIMmaTa
WANBapuMaHTOBIHeprobanaHca, Hanbonee
CMOPHbIEBOMNPOCHI — 3TO SKOHOMUYECKUNE
N30EePXKKU, COOKUUTOTOBHOCTbIIOAENNNATUTb. Kak
06CY*KAaN0Ch Bbille, C/IU Mbl CMOMKEM
NpPeoaoneTb KOPbICTHbIE MHTepechl, TO ueab 2°C
BMOJIHE AOCTUXMMA U TEXHOJIOTUYECKU U
3KOHOMMYECKMN 6e3 aTOMHOW U Yro/ibHOM
sHepreTuKkn.[lanee, BHeApeHUe BO30OHOBASEMbIX
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preferable option, not only because of its
significance in mitigating climate change, but also
in terms of energy security and creation of new
industries and new jobs. If we do not rely on
nuclear power generation, it will certainly reduce
the risks of plutonium proliferation and its
conversion into nuclear weapons. This will further
reduce the costs of radioactive waste
management, thereby reducing burden on future
generations.

WUCTOUYHUKOB 3HEpPrMnnaHeprocbeperaoLLmnx
TexHonornmasnsetTcaHambonee
npeanoYTUTEIbHbIM BapMaHTOM, He TO/IbKO U3-3a
WX 3HAYUTENIbHOWM PONN B CMATYEHUN NOCNeACTBUIA
M3MEHEHMUA KAMMaTa, HO U C TOYKMK
3peHnaAsHepreTMyeckoi 6e3onacHoOCTN MCo3aaHMA
HOBbIX NPOWN3BOACTBUHOBbIX Pabo4nx MecT.
Ecnnmbl He Byaem nonaratbCa HaaTOMHYIO
SHEPreTMKY, 3TO TaKKe MONOKUTENbHO CKaXKeTcA
Ha YMeHbLUIEeHUN pacnpoCTPaHEHUANNYTOHUANErO
npespalleHne BagepHoe opyxue. Yto B
OanbHeNnLleMm TakyKe CHM3UT 3aTpaThl Ha XpaHeHune
pPaAMOaKTUBHbIX OTXOA0B, TEM CaMbIM CHUXKanA
HarpyskyHa byaylise nokosieHus.

8. Conclusion: Policy that does not
rely on “Russian roulette”

We feel it is shameful that the international
community as a whole has failed to act on the
immediate problem of climate change, despite the
growing awareness of its severity and
seriousness.At first glance, nuclear power
generation seems to be an important climate
change measure, but when analyzed in detail,
nuclear power can pose problems in terms of its
economic rationale and ethical standards whether
taken as a climate change measure or as an energy
source.

8. BbiBoa: Nonutuka 6e3 «Pycckomn
pyneTku»

CTblAHO HabNo4aTh 38 TEM, KAKMEXKAYHapogHoe
COO06LLECTBO B LLe/IOMHE B COCTOAHUM BbICTPO
NPUHMMATb MepPbI NO NpeaoTBPaALLEHMIO
M3MEHEHMA KAMMaTa, HECMOTPA Ha Bo3pacTatoume
CepbEe3HOCTb U TAXKECTb Npobnemsbl. Ha nepsblit
B3rNf, aTOMHan 3HepPreTUKa, KaxeTcs,
OencTBeHHON Mepoit B gene
npeaoTBpaLleHNAU3MEHEHNA KNMMATa, HO ecu
[AeTaNbHO BCe NPOaHanM3MpoBaTh, TO aTOMHas
3HepreTMKa MOXKET c034aTb Npobaembl
3KOHOMMYECKOM L,e1ecoobpasHOCTU U STUYECKUX
HOPM M HEBAXHO B Kakol posin, Mbo B KayecTse
Mepbl MO NpeaoTBPaLLEHMIO U3MEHEHNA KAUMATA],
MB0 B KaYecTBe UCTOYHMKA IHEPTUN.

In fact, promoting nuclear power may result in
various adverse effects in addition to the
acceleration of more reliance on coal thermal
power as described above. At the beginning of this
letter, we talked about climate change skeptics in
Japan. Many of these people have been playing
very important role in the anti-nuclear movement
in Japan for a long period of time. They rallied
against the Japanese Government’s rhetoric of
“nuclear power generation is needed as a climate
change measure” and so they are averse to the
idea of anthropogenic climate change as well.

daKTUYeCcKn NpoaBUras aTOMHYH SHEPreTUKY,
KOTOpas Bce 60/bluenoaneprKUBAETCA YroNbHOM,
MOXKeM MoYYUTb KpanHe HebnaronpuaTHble
pesy/ibTaTbl, KaK ONUcaHo Bbiwe. B Hayanestoro
NUCbMa, Mbl FTOBOPWJIM OCKENTUKAXB ANOHUM MO
noBoay M3MeHeHus Knmmarta.MHorme us aTux
Nogen JoNro Urpanun BaxKHYH pPosb B ABUMKEHUN
NPOTMB BHEAPEHMA aTOMHOM SHEPreTUKn B
AnoHun. OHUCNNOTUAUCH
NPOTUBPUTOPUKMNPABUTENLCTBA ANOHMMO TOM,
yTo "aTOMHan sHepreTMKa HeobxoaAnMaKak mepa
NPOTMUB M3MEHEHMUA KIMmaTa" 1 No3ToOMy OHU
TaK»Ke HEOXOTHO NPUHMMAIOT uaeto 06
aHTPONOreHHOM U3MEHEHUU KAnumaTa.

As the country that experienced the Fukushima
nuclear accident, Japan may be unique in that it
that lacks governance capability in various
aspects.However, it is still one of the most
economically developed countries in the world

Takan cTpaHa KaK fAinoHus, KoTopas nepexuna
aTOMHYIO aBaputo Ha PyKycume, MOXKeT bbITb
WUCKNOUYNTENIbHA TEM, YTO el He xBaTaeT
yrnpaBaeHYEeCKMX BO3MOMKHOCTEN B Pa3HbIx chepax.
Tem He meHee, 3TO 0ZlHa M3 CaMbIX S3KOHOMUYECKMU

15




with a comparatively democratic political system.
Japan is a nation that used to take pride in having
“the world’s highest level of safety” throughout its
40 odd years of operating nuclear power plants.
On the other hand, many of the countries now
wishing to build nuclear power plants anew are
not economically rich, and frequently are under
non-democratic regimes. Considering the risks and
costs of building new nuclear power plants in such
countries, it is questionable, and even fearful, that
the international community is about to allow the
promotion of nuclear power generation as a
climate change measure. It is our sincerest hope
that the international community fully realizes the
severity of Japan’s experience of the March 11
nuclear disaster, and reconsiders it stance on
climate change measures and an energy mix that
do not rely on the “Russian roulette” that is
nuclear power generation.

pa3BUTbIX CTPaH B MUPE CO CPaBHUTEIbHO
[EeMOKPaTUYECKOM NOSINTUYECKON CUCTEMON.
ANoOHMA — 37O cTpaHa, Kotopana 40 ¢ AMWHUM neT
ropamaachk «CaMblM BbICOKMM B MMpPE YPOBHEM
6e3onacHocTM» aKkcnnyaTauum ASC.C apyrot
CTOPOHbI, MHOTUE CTPaHbl, KOTOPbIE XOTAT CEroAHA
NOCTPOMUTb aTOMHbIE CTaHLMK, Aaneko HeboraTble,
M 4aCTO MMEKT HeZEeMOKPATUUYECKUN
CTPOW.YUnTbIBas PUCKM U 3aTpaTbl Ha
CTPOUTENBCTBO HOBbIX aTOMHbIX 31E€KTPOCTaHLUA B
TaKUX CTPaHax, COMHUTE/IbHO, U AaKe ONacHo, YTo
MeXayHapoaHoe coobuiectBo cobupaetca
No3BO/UTb NPOABUMKEHNE aTOMHOWN SHEPTETUKU B
KauyecTse Mepbl Mo NPeaoTBPaLLEHNIO
M3MeHEeHUAKAUMATA. Mbl UCKpEeHHe Hageemcs, YTo
MeXayHapoaHoe coobLLecTBO B MNOJIHOM mepe
OCO3HaeT Cepbe3HOCTb OMNbITa AA4EPHOM
KaTacTpodbl, KOTOpbIN Noay4ymnna AnoHua 11
MapTa, U NepeoCMbIC/INT CBOIO NO3ULMIO MO Mepam
60pbbbI C UISMEHEHNEM KAMMATA U B
3HepreTMyeckom banaHce, KOTopble He byayT
nonaraTbCA Ha "PYCcCcKyto pyneTky ", To ecTb Ha
aTOMHYIO SHEPreTUKy.
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