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Exploiting an advantage

Nechemia Meyers learns of the likely
prospects for science and technology
under Israel’s new government

“WE in the Likud realise that resource-
poor Israel has a comparative econo-
mic advantage in only one sphere—
science and technology—and so we
will do everything we can to ensure
that this advantage is exploited to the
fullest possible extent”. So says Pro-
fessor Moshe Arens, the unofficial
science spokesman for Israel’s new
Likud Government.

The Likud’s concern with science
and technology may stem in part from
the fact that it has four men with a
technological background in its 45-
member Knesset delegation. Apart
from Arens they are Professor Joseph
Rom of the Haifa Technion’s Depart-
ment of Aeronautical Engineering,
Mr Gustay Badian, Secretary-General
of the Engineers’ Union, and Mr Yit-
zhak Moday, who has a degree in
chemical engineering but specialises in
economic subjects.

The Likud does not favour the
establishment of a separate Ministry
of Science and Technology, however.
This, it believes, would be counter-
productive. “Instead of pigeonholing
these subjects”, declares Arens, ‘“‘we
must ensure that every single ministry
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is concerned with science and techno-
logy, and particularly with exploiting
Israel’s own technological potential.”

In the defence sphere, for example,
Arens readily admits that in present
circumstances Israel would still be
dependent on certain American com-
ponents, but argues that if there should
be an American embargo on the supply
of these components, they could be
purchased elsewhere or produced at
home. He points with pride to the fact
that Israel’s highly effective missiles,
which he helped to develop, have
brought in tens of millions of export
dollars, and he is certain that many
more high-technology civilian products
could do the same.

“We are already selling a whole
range of sophisticated items ranging
from pharmaceuticals and laboratory
chemicals to computerised whole body
scanners for hospitals and computerised
design systems for textiles”, he says.
“But much remains to be done. Take
solar energy, a field in which we have
pioneered. Even now Israel uses more
solar energy per capita than any other
country in the world, and she also sells
some solar energy installations over-
seas. However, if our scientists are
given proper encouragement, I’'m con-
vinced that they will be able to develop
more efficient methods of exploiting
solar energy”.

According to press reports, Arens

may be put in charge of a ministry or
an authority dealing with energy,
water, building and other elements of
what he calls the country’s physical
infrastructure. While refusing to com-
ment on these reports, he does stress
the Likud’s view that the development
of Israel’s physical infrastructure must
be more carefully planned, and its
component parts utilised in a more
rational manner.

Arens promises that Israel’'s R&D
facilities, whether in agriculture, in-
dustry or some other sphere, will get
all the support they require both from
the Likud government and from
private investors, whom the Likud
believes it can encourage by creating
a better climate for investment. How-
ever, the universities, which are almost
entirely dependent on public funds,
may be in for a tough time—after
already suffering a drop of 30% in
real income since 1973.

While Arens declines to estimate
how much support the universities can
expect, he does note that the Likud
will have to slash the government
budget if it is to reduce inflation (now
running at over 40% a year). This
means that at least for the next few
years ‘“‘short term targets will have to
be given priority over longer-term
targets”. Being a faculty member
himself, Arens doesn’t lack sympathy
for Israel’s institutions of higher
learning. But his presentation of the
Likud’s priorities gives them clear
cause for concern. (|

Publish and be dammed

In the continuing debate over Britain’s
energy policy there is still no shortage
of information being published. Chris
Sherwell reports

WHILE final preparations were being
made for the opening of the Windscale
inquiry this week, one of the chief
opponents of the controversial project
was with impeccable timing publishing
a new book seriously questioning
Britain’s commitment to an electro-
nuclear future. It was not the only pub-
lication on the energy front, however.
The UK Department of Energy (DEN)
was busily announcing another set of
findings regarding its strategy for
developing alternative energy sources,
this time for tidal power and particu-
larly the Severn barrage. Four reports
were published on this matter alone.
The DEN also released a review, pre-
pared at the end of last year, detailing
the country’s energy policy options.

The inquiry into British Nuclear
Fuel Ltd’s (BNFL) application to
develop land at Windscale for an oxide
fuel processing plant was due to open
on Tuesday morning in nearby White-
haven, Cumbria, before Mr Justice
Parker, the inspector, and two
assessors, Sir Edward Pochin and Pro-
fessor Sir Frederick Warner. BNFL
submitted an outline planning applica-
tion to the local authorities in Feb-
ruary. In accordance with his
announcement last December, Mr
Peter Shore, Secretary of State for the
Environment, ordered the public in-
quiry to allow examination of health,
safety, environmental and planning
aspects.

The inquiry, which is expected to last
some three months, is widely regarded
as a critical test for the future of
nuclear power in Britain. On it also
hangs the fate of deals worth hundreds
if not thousands of millions of pounds
for reprocessing other countries’ ir-
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radiated oxide fuel. BNFL’s statement
of case, circulated in May, emphasises
the conservation and waste control
benefits of reprocessing and the eco-
nomic advantages of taking on overseas
business. Opponents, who include
Friends of the Earth, the Conservation
Society and others, have retained
expensive legal counsel and sought to
raise funds publicly.

The inquiry was expected to begin
with brief opening statements on be-
half of BNFL and the various oppo-
nents before proceeding later in the
week to BNFL's detailed presentation.
The basis for the sort of arguments
the corporation will then face is con-
tained in The Fissile Society by the
FOE’s energy specialist, Walt Patter-
son, and published last week*. With the
inquiry almost certain to spill beyond
the immediate issue of the reprocessing
plant itself, the book is a useful articu-
late distillation of the case against a
nuclear future that neatly ties together
a historical perspective and the prevail-
ing sense of urgency.

No such wurgency is apparent in
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connection with the long-standing and
increasingly widely supported idea of a
barrage across the Severn Estuary in
the west country that would harness
the energy from the tides. At a press
conference to announce publication of
results of three special studies relating
to the barraget and another more
general report from the DEN§, Dr
Walter Marshall, the department’s
chief scientist, could offer no date for
a decision from the DEN’s Advisory
Council on Research and Development
(ACORD) on the next step, a large-
scale £1-2-million feasibility study.
This will not have encouraged people
like Patterson, who argued strongly
last week for a redistribution of
Britain’s energy R&D effort, and
Arthur Palmer, the chairman of the
House of Commons Select Committee
on Science and Technology, from which
a report on the barrage is due out
in the coming months along with a
separate report on other alternative
energy sources. According to a spokes-
man for NEDECO, the Dutch engineer-
ing group which conducted one of the
studies, the earliest that work could
begin with a decision now is 1982, to
allow for four years of preliminary
study. Sixteen years later the project
could be complete, at a cost variously
estimated (depending on whether it is a
‘single basin’ or ‘double basin’ scheme)
between £2,400 and £3,100 million at
today’s prices—excluding the turbines.
ACORD is now considering all the
reports, which come 12 days after a
one-day symposium on the subject in
London., None of them examines the
environmental effects of a barrage;
that, says Marshall, would have proved
both difficult and expensive. They were
designed to consider, first, the influence
of various barrage schemes on tidal
levels and currents, and secondly, the
technical feasibility of a barrage. The
Hydraulics Research Station (HRS)
study speaks cautiously of an increase
in spring tidal ranges seaward of the
barrages of about 1.4 m, but NEDECO
speaks of a decrease of similar order.
General changes in currents, however,
would be small, but navigation, flooding
and drainage would all be affected.
On the positive side the Institute of
Geological Sciences report finds the
seabed at the barrage area uncovered
by drift and with bedrock exposed.
NEDECO’s finding is the most positive:

the complex project is technically
feasible. The problems, therefore, are
now economic and political. (|

*The Fissile Society, Walter C. Patterson, Pp. 117
(Earth Resources Research Ltd., London, 1977), £1.50,

tSevern barrage study, HRS, £2; Severn tidal barrage
scheme: pre-feasibility study of the closure of the
estuary, NEDECQ, £4: Geology of the Severn barrage
area, 1GS, £1. (Obtainable from DEN, Millbank,
London).

§Tidal power barrages in the Severn Estuary, Energy
Paper No 23 (HMSO, £1.50). Also released, Energy
Policy Review, Energy Paper No 22 (HMSO, £1.75).
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A developing nuclear policy?

Wendy Barnaby reports from Stock-
holm on recent developments concern-
ing Sweden’s nuclear programme

THE Swedish government is to give
credit guarantees for the continued
building of the Forsmark 3 nuclear
reactor but not for Oskarshamn 3. In a
classic case of a ‘no-decision decision’—
now the norm for the government’s
handling of the nuclear energy issue—
the energy minister, Olof Johansson,
said recently that about $30 million
would be guaranteed for Forsmark 3
while the reactor’s owners agreed on
the pace at which building should be
continued. In a couple of months, when
the negotiations were expected to be
finished, the government would re-
consider the question of more gua-
rantees. He  himself would not
comment on the reactor’s development,
saying that he did not want to pre-empt
the owners’ negotiations.

The government gave no reason why
guarantees to Oskarshamn had been
refused, but a spokesman for the com-
pany said that therc were two probable
reasons. One is that, whereas the
Forsmark reactors are 75% state-
owned, Oskarshamn is a private com-
pany. In order to continue building
their reactor without state financial
guarantees, the management of Oskar-
shamn will probably have to approach
ASEA-Atom—which is 509 state-
owned—for help. The state could
therefore gain some indirect control
over the project.

The other reason is that the State
Power Board, the largest owner of
Forsmark’s reactors, employs 2,000
workers who have been building Fors-
mark 2 and who would be unemployed
if they could not now build Forsmark
3. The Oskarshamn practice, on the
other hand, is to contract out its work.
The government could therefore have
been hoping to avoid visible wun-
employment.

Unemployment is very much on the
minds of the industrial workers
dependent on the reactors for their
jobs. Six trade unions have sent a joint
letter to the energy minister demanding
an immediate, clear decision on the
short and long term prospects for the
construction of reactors. It is highly
unlikely that they will get it. All they
can hope for is clearer guidance in
autumn 1978, when the government
plans to present proposals for a new
energy policy up to 1990.

The management of Oskarshamn is
planning to go ahead with the con-
struction of the third reactor, even
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though it will be delayed now by up to
two years. They reason that, if they
can arrange their own finances, there
1 no reason why they should not in
future be treated differently from Fors-
mark 3. The owners of each reactor
will, under the law stating the con-
ditions on which new reactors may be
built, have to present the government
with concrete proposals for the ‘com-
pletely safe’ storage of unprocessed fuel
or of highly radic-active waste if the
spent fuel is to be reprocessed; and
reprocessing agreements will also have
to be presented.

Although the Centre Party was
elected to the government largely on
its promises that it would stop nuclear
power in Sweden, it has so far shown
no particular hurry to do so. And if it
is prepared to entertain the possibility
of contributing to Forsmark 3, the
Oskarshamn  management evidently
doubts that it will put in jeopardy the
$330 million-worth of orders placed
last year with different sections of local
industry for the components of
Oskarshamn 3.

There is no more certainty about the
reprocessing and storage of spent
nuclear fuel than there is about the
building of the reactors themselves. If
the Ringhals 3 reactor produces any
spent fuel before the end of 1979, it
will be sent to La Hague in France for
reprocessing. Otherwise, according to
the technical director of the State
Power Board, it will have {o be stored
without reprocessing. This solution
may also have to be adopted for the
Forsmark 1 reactor, which so far has
no reprocessing agreement for the
spent fuel it should begin to produce
next year. The State Power Board
envisages waste being stored in a
central depot until 1995, by which time
it evidently hopes that other solutions
will have become available.

A second round of test drilling,
designed to examine the quality of rock
near Forsmark, is now being started
by the Swedish Geological Survey on
behalf of the companies building
reactors. Preliminary results from the
first tests, near QOskarshamn, were in
general good, showing hard rock with
low permeability—the sort of rock that
would be suitable for storing nuclear
waste. According to a spokesman for
the nuclear companies, storage of pro-
cessed, vitrified waste and the direct
deposition of encapsulated fuel el-
ements will be considered. The main
geological reports are expected to be
ready by 1 October this year, but sup-
plementary reports will be issued
during 1978, ]
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