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Dear Chairwoman Hancock

The Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility is opposed to AB 1776, Assemblyman Devore’s second
bill that attempts to lift California’s ban on the siting of new nuclear plants in California. In
1976, our state had the foresight to question the federal government’s ability to create a
permanent and safe solution for long term storage of high-level radioactive waste. To
undermine this protective legislation could have serious health and economic impacts to
California residents.

40 years have passed and no such solution exists. Furthermore, there will soon be over 75,000
tons of the highly radioactive byproduct of nuclear generation sitting adjacent to our nation’s
rivers, lakes and oceans. To lift this ban without a solution in place would be counter to the
spirit of California’s law. According to the House Committee on Energy and Commerce before
new plants can be built, the new owners must verify that they have a long-term plan for
storage of spent nuclear fuel. This is exactly the restriction that Mr. Devore’s bill would lift.

As recently as Feb 25, 2008, NRC Chairman Klein stated, “Right now, more than half of the
operating nuclear power plants have received or are applying for a 20-year license renewal,
thus delaying the massive decommissioning waste that some expected might occur at the end
of the initial 40-year license period. But, of course, life extensions just kick the can down the
road. Even with another round of license renewals, giving plants life extensions beyond 60
years; we would still have to confront the immense challenge of decommissioning waste when
these plants eventually cease operations.” As the NRC has yet to find a solution for highly
radioactive waste and is also coming to a crossroads for low level waste, allowing new reactors
could prove to be an environmental and economic disaster for California.

The Alliance understands that AB 1776 simply addresses lifting California’s ban on new
nuclear plants. However, there are many other obstacles to the road for a nuclear revival and
many differences of opinion on whether nuclear can or will be a solution to the problem of
Global Warming. Before lifting this ban, it is important to weigh all the costs, benefits and
risks of continuing down a nuclear energy path and the California Energy Commission will
complete this analysis November 2008.

The economic impacts of the following issues must be independently analyzed:

COSTS

e As the costs for nuclear facilities and maintenance have never been underestimated
(original estimates for California’s operating nuclear plants was under $500 million and
final price tags ranged form $4.7 BILLION for San Onofre and $5.7 BILLION for Diablo
Canyon) to continue down a nuclear path demands cost projections;

e Nuclear power plants and excellent credit ratings have not typically gone together. "When
things don't go exactly right, nuclear plants get very expensive. When S&P analyzes credit
risk, it considers factors such as government regulation, markets, operating risks,
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competition and management "!. Wall Street has given no signals that it is ready to
embrace investment in new nuclear technologies and California would do well to heed this
cautious approach.

e Average the cost of eight recent Asian plants completed before the recent run-up in
materials costs [steel, concrete, and other raw materials — averaging 4 percent above
inflation since 2002], escalate those costs at recent rates, and we end up at 11 cents/kWh
in the US or about 4-5 times more expensive than a December 2005 study by the World
Nuclear Association, and substantially higher than for wind energy or energy efficiency
investments.?2 In fact, the most recent estimate for two reactors built by the French and the
Chinese for China is $13.8 billion.

e The Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) plan to file its Yucca Mountain application continues
to slip, is facing millions in annual legal liabilities, and may have insufficient storage space
to accept fuel from new nuclear power plants3. The odds of licensing Yucca Mountain are
slim —the budget for Yucca has been cut for the third year in a row and half the workforce
has been laid off. The economic stakes of producing more highly radioactive waste in a
seismically active state and without a permanent solution are unfathomable.

e Only two companies in the world can do heavy forgings — Japan Steel and Creusot Forge in
France for pressure vessels, steam generators, and pressurizers. Ratepayers have recently
been forced to pay close to two billion dollars to foreign companies to replace these parts at
California’s aging nuclear plants. And there is no assurance that these parts will safely
function if license renewals are granted or if new plants are built.

e Even with the recent multi-billion dollar promises in the Energy Policy Act of 2005, the
effects will be trivial. The Energy Information Administration sees a US nuclear industry in
2030 barely larger than the one that exists today. And it will take truly heroic efforts to
solve the fuel problem.

SECURITY

e In an age of terrorist threats, nuclear power is more of a security risk than a solution. In
June 2006, the 9t Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
erred when if refused to consider additional security risks when it ignored NEPA and
licensed a high-level radioactive waste facility on California’s fragile coast.# The Attorneys
General of Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Connecticut and others have cited this
decision in recent relicensing cases.

e In addition, California’s Attorney General filed a Petition for Rulemaking in March 2007,
stating: “The NRC has an affirmative duty under NEPA and the CEQ regulations
interpreting and implementing NEPA to amend its regulations to permit it to fully carry out
NEPA’s mandate for full public disclosure of reasonably foreseeable environmental effects
that may result from federal actions or approvals. The current NRC regulations preclude
the NRC from carrying out NEPA’s action-forcing mandate by forbidding it from disclosing
and analyzing reasonably foreseeable significant risks that will affect the environment that

1 John Kennedy Standard & Poors, EIA panel still sees plenty of obstacles on the road to nuclear revival, 3/27/07 by
Wayne Barber

2 Jim Harding Seven Myths of the Nuclear Renaissance Presented to Conference on the 50t Anniversary of the
Euratom Treaty Brussels, Belgium Sponsored by the Greens, European Free Alliance, and the Heinrich Boll
Foundation March 7-8, 2007

3 ibid

4+ MFP, et al, v. U.S. NRC
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the President, the NRC itself, and many other federal agencies and public organizations
recognize now exist and have existed since September 11, 2001. Under NEPA and the
Administrative Procedure Act, the NRC has a duty to amend those regulations, and
California petitions it to do so as described herein.

According to the Wall Street Journal there is “tightening world-wide supplies of uranium
and a lack of enrichment facilities to turn the uranium into fuel for power plants. In a
recent setback, an accident in October flooded the world's largest uranium mine, which
was set to open in Canada next year. That nudged prices for processed uranium ore,
already up more than 800% since 2001, even higher.”>

The historical answer to high uranium prices has been chemical reprocessing of nuclear
fuel, to extract unburned uranium 235 and plutonium 239 that can be used in existing
reactors as a substitute for natural uranium. But reprocessing capacity is limited and the
cost is enormous. So too is the cost of fabricating this type of fuel. Moreover, most current
reactors cannot use a full core of reprocessed fuel without physical modification. (Slide
eighteen.) In the best possible case, without reprocessing, there are no physical shortages,
but fuel prices treble. With reprocessing, it takes no magic to calculate a septupling.®

WATER ISSUES

e Water impacts of the operation of nuclear plants were the recent subject of a successful

suit against the Environmental Protection Agency in 2nd Circuit Court of Appeals. The court
found that the best available technology must to be used to avoid the destructive effects of
once through cooling, that “cost” cannot be an issue and that offsite mitigation is not an
acceptable is not an acceptable method for solving the problem.” Over a billion gallons of
cooling water are discharged everyday (at temperatures above the allowed limit). The
continued operation of the state’s existing reactor facilities could be curtailed by this
decision and its implementation and would certainly impact the costs new nuclear
facilities.

OTHER FACTORS

e AB 1776 also ignores the awful legacy on the front end of the fuel cycle — uranium mill

tailings which contain 85 percent of the radioactivity of the original ore body (thorium,
radium, and radon gas) plus selenium, arsenic, vanadium, and lead — all quite dangerous,
and sad for members of the Navajo tribe, documented recently in a six-part Los Angeles
Times series.

In the last few years, radionuclides have been found offsite of nuclear facilities in seven
states — including California. The health risks are still being debated, but the economic
impacts hit immediately. Property values were reduced for homes in close proximity of the
Briarwood plant where Tritium was found in nearby waters. Closer to home, real estate
values are threatened in Simi Valley and the western San Fernando Valley as a result of a
1959 nuclear meltdown at the Santa Susana facility of Rocketdyne.

5 Nuclear Power Revival Could Encounter Hurdles-Tight Uranium Supplies, Scarce Processing Facilities May Hurt
Bush Energy Plan

http://online.wsj.com/public/article/SB116528163961740669-
NIxkWs6BJLcCaTM2XcSyShu2ilQ_20070103.html?mod=tff main_tff top

¢ Jim Harding Seven Myths of the Nuclear Renaissance Presented to Conference on the 50t Anniversary of the
Euratom Treaty Brussels, Belgium Sponsored by the Greens, European Free Alliance, and the Heinrich Boll
Foundation March 7-8, 2007

7 Riverkeeper, Inc. v. U.S. EPA, Case Nos. 04-6692-6699, 2007 WL 184658 (2d Cir, Jan. 25, 2006)
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e A proposed transport route by the Department of Energy would have 12% of our nation’s
nuclear waste though California.

This is in addition to the waste generated within our state, which may or may not be
transported to a permanent disposal site . In New Mexico, the effect of transport
route proximity on real estate prices has already been seen in the Santa Fe and
Albuquerque area that were located on the routes for transuranic waste shipments to the
DOE WIPP facility in Carlsbad. Homeowners have instigated legal actions at the local and
state level to address this problem.

The nuclear renaissance is a story based on a tall stack of fallacies, unsupported by past
experience or future promises. It is not a story that California should invest in nor should it
begin to undermine its 1976 legislation to demand that highly radioactive waste be resolved
and removed from our seismically active coast before new plants are considered. The Alliance
for Nuclear Responsibility would welcome the opportunity to discuss these issues and the value
of the upcoming California Energy Commission analysis with Assemblyman Devore and any
other members of the Natural Resources Committee. We believe political biases and emotional
issues should be put to the side and that Californian’s should work together to create a
prototype of clean, renewable and economic energy sources that will create jobs, provide energy
independence and perhaps allow us to export the technology and generation to other states
and countries.

Respectfully submitted,

VN

Rochelle Becker, Executive Director
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility
Rochelle@wa4nr.org

858-337-2703
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