TO XAMHAO ODOAINOMENIKO KOZTOZ
THZ NYPHNIKHZ ENEPTEIAZ

To Aourmt mapoucotalel TNV TUPNVLKA &-
VEPYELDL WG OLKOVOULKA OUpdEpouOoQ,
Baowlopevo oxedOV QATMOKAELOTIKA OTO
XAUNAO KOOTOC TOU oupaviou.

1.MapaAeimetol okomua:

TO TEPAOTIO KOOTOG QMOCUVOPHOAOYN-
ong moAowwv avtidbpaothnpwv (decom-
missioning),

n Slaxeiplon Twv mupnvikwyv omoPANTwv
(oAU pakpoxpovia, emikivéuvn kat da-
ntavnpn dtadwkaoia),

TOL UTTEPOYKA 0.0PAALOTPO TIOU OXETL(OV-
TOl HE peTadOpEG Kal amoBnkevon.

Auta ta «kpuda KOoTnN» pnopsl va dta-
VOUV w¢ Kot To 50% tng ouvoAwkng a-
TIAVNG €VOC VEOU avTtidpaoTtrpa.

2. H gpmoptkn) dvoN NG MUPNVLKAG TEX-
voloylag

O mupnvikog avtidpaothipag dev eival
QATAWG TEXVOAOYLKO N ETLOTNUOVIKO ETi-
TEUYHUO, OAANQ EUTTOPLKO TIPOTOV.

Av b6ev CUUDEPEL OLKOVOULKA, armoppin-
TETOAL.

Auto, odnyel oe cupBLBacpouc otov To-
HEa TNG aodAAELOG OTAV TO KOOTOC Q-
gavetal oAv.

H acdalela, av mAnowalel to 100%, o-
dnyel oe ekBetikd auavopevo KOOTOG,
KALTL TTOU TNV KABLOTA [N EUTTOPLKN).

3. Mowog kaBopilel Tov BabBuo aocdoalei-
ag;

H mBavotnta evog HeydAou aTuXUOTOC
Oev elval QVTIKELPUEVIKA KOBOOPLOUEVN,
oA\A ouvnBwe ekTHATOL ATO TOV KO-
TO.OKEVOLOTH.

AuTO, Snuoupyel kivbuvo umoektipnong
TwV Kvduvwv yla va anodeuxbel to au-
¢NUEvo KOOTOC.

4. To napadetypa tng Goukouvaipa

Ynipxe yvwon yla tov kivbuvo Loxupou
ToouVAL, aAAa kpiBnke "amiBavog".

Agv eAdOnoav MPOANTITIKA PETPA AOYW
KOOTOUG.

To amotéAeopa ATOV KATAOTPOPLKO, &-
TuBePatwvoviag Tov CUCXETLIOUO KOOTO-
u¢ — alodpaAelag — evBLVNC.

5. Ot SMR (Small Modular Reactors)

OAa ta mapamavw LoYUoUV avVaAOYLKA
Kal yia toug SMR.

Av Kal TpowBoUlvTal WC TILO OLKOVOULKOL
Kol aopaleic, dev mavouv va:

Mapayouv anofAnta,

Xpetalovtal anmocuvapuoAoynon,

‘Exouv afefalotnteg yupw omo TNV

TIPAYUOTIK OOPAAELD KOL OLKOVOULKO-
TNTA TOUG.

JUUTTEPOOLOL:

To MPAYUOTIKO KOOTOG TNG TUPNVLKAG
evépyelag eival moAU peyoAltepo art’
0,TL mpoPBaAietal. Otav o mapdyovtag



¢ aodalelag cuvumoloyiletal peaAlo-
TIKA, TO OLKOVOULKO TIAEOVEKTNHO KATOP-
p€el. H TMOALTIKA KOl KOWWVIKA guBuvn
TPEMEL va eTBAAEL auoTtnpd TpoTUTAL
aodpaAelag kal StadAavelo oTOV OLKOVO-
HULKO QTtOAOYLOUO, €LOLKA O€ TEXVOAOYLEC
pe uPNAS ploko Kol SLOXPOVLIKEG CUVETTE-
LEG.

Agv urtapyouv aodaAELC TTUPNVLKOL Ov-
TWOPAOTAPES

SAFETY — COST

One of the main arguments of the nu-
clear lobby is that the cost of nuclear
kilowatt-hour is low, deliberately con-
sidering only the cost of uranium fuel.
They do not include the cost of disman-
tling old reactors or managing the nu-
clear waste they produce. These costs
alone can reach up to 50% of the cost of
a new reactor. After about 30 vyears,
every reactor must be dismantled and it-
self becomes nuclear waste. They also
fail to include the enormous insurance
premiums required for transporting nu-
clear waste, thus artificially reducing the
total cost by half.

This is similar to paying one euro per li-
ter of gasoline and another euro for
managing the pollution caused by burn-
ing it.

At this point, we should highlight the
critical relationship between “safety and
cost”, which is fundamental when decid-
ing whether to proceed with or cancel
the construction of nuclear power
plants.

It is a fact that the cost of constructing
and operating nuclear power stations
depends heavily on the level of safety
that must be guaranteed to society. The
higher the required level of safety, the
more the cost increases—and as we ap-
proach 100% safety, the cost rises expo-
nentially. As a result, such an investment
becomes commercially unviable.

Let us not forget that today, the nuclear
reactor is primarily a commercial prod-
uct, not a scientific breakthrough. There-
fore, if it is not economically profitable,
it is rejected. But who determines the
necessary level of safety that corre-
sponds to the probability of a major ac-
cident? And who estimates that prob-
ability? Quite simply: the manufacturer.

After the two major accidents in Cher-
nobyl and Fukushima, society demands
greater safety, but this comes with much
higher costs, which are therefore com-
mercially prohibitive. What manufac-
turer would choose to lose money?
Naturally, they will opt to reduce the es-
timated probability of a major accident
in order to avoid the associated cost.

In the Fukushima disaster, the responsi-
ble parties knew there was a possibility
that a strong tsunami could result from a
powerful earthquake and raise sea levels
high enough to flood the coastal reac-
tors. However, they judged this possibil-
ity to be negligible and thus took no ad-
ditional preventive measures, avoiding
the extra cost. The consequences proved
them disastrously wrong.

All the above also apply proportionally to
SMRs (Small Modular Reactors). Al-
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though promoted as safer and more
economical, they still:

« produce radioactive waste,

o require future decommissioning,

o and carry similar uncertainties re-
garding their real safety and full
economic cost.
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