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Overall Comments

The Real Cost of Existing Nuclear Power Plants



Capital Costs

Federal Subsidies

1 See, for example, Patrick Moore, “Going Nuclear: A Green Makes the Case,”Washington Post, 16 April 2006.
Moore claims that nuclear power “is in fact one of the least expensive energy sources,” citing only the cost of
operating existing reactors.
2 Nuclear Energy Institute, Nuclear Plants in States Implementing Retail Competition, downloaded from
www.nei.org/documents/nuclearplants.pdf, 24 January 2006.
3 States with nuclear power plants have among the nation’s highest electricity rates. As of 2001, rates were
approximately 25 percent higher in states with nuclear power plants than in states without. Source: Public Citizen,
Consumers in Nuclear States Pay 25 Percent More for Electricity, Analysis Shows, [press release], 12 June 2001.
4 Nuclear Information and Resource Service, Talking Points on Bush/Cheney Energy Plan, downloaded from
www.nirs.org/nukerelapse/bush/talkingpointsonbush.htm, 24 January 2006.
5 $145 billion from Marshall Goldberg, Renewable Energy Policy Project, Federal Energy Subsidies: Not All
Technologies Are Created Equal, July 2000.



Security Costs

The Preferred Alternative: Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

6 $4.8 billion from Taxpayers for Common Sense, Nuclear Subsidies in the Energy Bill: A Spending Explosion,
downloaded from www.taxpayer.net, 14 December 2005; $7.3 billion from U.S. PIRG and Friends of the
Earth, Final Energy Tax Package Overwhelmingly Favors Polluting Industries, 27 July 2005.
7 Jill Lancelot, Taxpayers for Common Sense, Price Anderson Act: Special Subsidies and Protections for the Nuclear
Industry, downloaded from www.taxpayer.net/energy/priceanderson.htm, 18 January 2006.
8 In July 2005 testimony before a congressional committee, General Atomics Senior Vice President David Baldwin
agreed that Price Anderson was a “disincentive for safety” and should be phased down over time, noting that
reactors that were truly “inherently safe” would not need the protection Price Anderson provides. See The Next
Generation of Nuclear Power, Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Energy and Resources, Committee on
Government Reform, U.S. House of Representatives, 29 June 2005.
9 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Frequently Asked Questions About NRC’s Response to the 9/11/01 Events,
downloaded from www.nrc.gov/what we do/safeguards/faq 911.html, 24 January 2006.
10 Doug Koplow, EarthTrack Inc., Nuclear Power in the U.S.: Still Not Viable Without Subsidy, Power Point
presentation to Nuclear Power and Global Warming Symposium, Nuclear Policy Research Institute, November
2005.



Wind, Geothermal, Tidal

Distributed Solar Power

Concentrating Solar Power

11 See updates from the California Solar Initiative, www.gosolarcalifornia.ca.gov.



Renewable Energy and Jobs

Conclusion

12 Del Chiaro, B., Payne, S., and Dutzik, T., “On the Rise: Solar Thermal Power and the Fight Against Global
Warming,” Environment America Research & Policy Center, 2008.
13 Ibid.
14 Heavner, B. and Del Chiaro, B. “Renewable Energy and Jobs: Employment Impacts of Developing Markets for
Renewables in California”, Environment California Research & Policy Center, July 2003.




