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Dear Commissioners Boyd and Byron, 

First I want to thank both of you for conducting the workshop on AB 1632 - Assessment of California's 
Operating Nuclear Plants, I was impressed with the balanced interchange between the parties in 
attendance, although I was quite surprised at the very limited amount of participation from 
stakeholders given the size and importance these issue have to all State of California Stakeholders, 
PG&E clearly had more support at the meeting and was much more prepared to answer questions 
and take action in response to the CEC and public's feedback. That is not to say that SCE was 
unprepared, their Company representative was very candid and professional. 

My firm and I agree with both of the Investor Owned Utilities (I0Us), Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) 
and Southern California Edison (SCE) in their oral comments, thatthe"draft report should be revised to 
be more balanced in terms of the benefits of the nuclear stations and that the conclusions supported 
with facts and the consequences in the report's narrative. Case in point was the limited CAISO 
comments; if both nuclear stations were shutdown for any extended period, the reserve margins would 
drop significantly. What was omitted was that the price in the market would also skyrocket and in 
many cases rolling blackouts would most certainly occur in California. This needs to be transparentto 
ALL the California stakeholders. That is not to say there are not many viable alternatives to 
commercial nuclear power, but they need to be planned for and the public needs to be aware of both 
their costs and RISKS. 

This letter and the attachment contain our firms written comments and document our oral comments 
as you requested. Please note that some of our comments and suggestions were not presented 
during the public comment period due to the time constraints at the meeting, not to mention it was well 
into the lunch hour! A couple of the more significant points you may want to consider when 
Commissioner Byron presides over next years AB 1632 proceedings are labeled in the attachment. 

Iwas somewhat dismayed at the lack of transparency of the report and the ease which a non-nuclear 
reader could digest and follow the key salient material findings, of which there are many, and they are 
significant. One of the suggestions we made in my public comment period was to organize and 
summarize the final reports findings in a more transparent manner that will allow future proceedings to 
evaluate the current base case findings (the SONGS and Diablo Canyon nuclear power. stations 
continue to operate as the licensed operators have been authorized and have conveyed to the CEC, 
the NRC and the public). 
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