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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN IR, Go ernor

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1111 HOWE AVENUE
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825

(916) 920-6257
June 26, 1979

Director, Division of Site Safety
and Environmental Analysis

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Sir:
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Attached is a copy of the California Energy Commission's
Comments on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff
Draft Environmental Statement (DES) on Palc Verde

Nuclear Generating Station, Units 4 & 5.

the facility is not proposed to be located in
California, the comments cover only the need and
alternatives sections (Chapters 8 and 9) of the DES.
The comments are also limited to the California
participants in the proposed project.

The comments are generally based upon recent utility
submittals to the California Energy Commission and
continuing Commission studies of future electricity
demand and alternative available resources. The
California Energy Commission staff would be pleased to
provide documents or other assistance to the NRC staff
in their efforts to complete the final environmental
statement.

Sincerely yours,

] N
Maa . Dundio—
MARK J. URBAN

Deputy General Counsel

cc: Applicants & Intervenors
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION LIMMENTS
ON THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS3ION
STAFF DRAFT ENVIRCNMENTAL STATEMENT ON
2ALO VERDE NUCLEAR 2ROJECT. UNITS 4 & 3

L. 'NEED.

The discussion of need for Falo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station, Units 4 & 5 ("Palo Verde 4 & 3") is generally adeguate.
‘lost of the seventeen pages on this sabject in the draft
environmental statcment (DES) sheds little light on whe=z-2
2ach of the California particizants nesd the capacity an-
2nergy that Palo Verde 4 & 5 would gen2rate in the prozcs
timeframe. A much more extensive anali sis on need is nec:zzsary

for a properly complete final environmental impact staterernt.

A. Forecasts.

The most glaring deficiency in tha D
energy and capacity needs of the participants is the failure
to rely upon the California participants' own most recent demand
forecasts. There forecasts are signif:icantly lower than the
WRC staff estimate contained in the DEZ. The California parti=-
cipants have lowered their peakx demani forecast for 1991 by

1,000 megawatts, compared to estimates made in 1978. They now

a1

orecast 1991 peak needs of 29,700 mezawatts, which is an annual
neak demand growth of 3.3%. Thz NRC s=zaff estimate, in contrast,

is 3.5%.

The DES concluded that the NERA f:recast, because it was
l . % v -
| azonometric and end use rather <han hiz=orical, was most reason=-
| able. Since the Energy Commiss:on reziired a sirilar methodoloay
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ration programs now underway, and the zssumed ro! mship
-2tween enercy demand and econcmic activity sheo -iscussed,
e DCS also fails to distinguish pro:scted grows. - sach of
zhe various participants. The 2ES' arrarent assu ion is that

2ll ten utilities will have identical :-rowth rases. Thi
=i0n 1s contrary to the utilities' owr :srecast : the
Zorecasts. Since the proiect will be saorving taon 2iffaws
service areas, analysis showing its nesi in eacn of the

areas is necessary for an adeguate env:

Another apparent

=he heavy reliance of the
“EPA requires independent
crovided by an applicant.

ipplicant utilities and

itilities, cannot serve as the
B. Reserve Margin.
The DES fails to evaluzare
margins as required by NCPA.
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15% reserve margirn, apiarently because five of the partic.cants

at one tirme agreeZ, that a 1l3% reserve margin was ~rudent

- practice. Jne Ca ifornia participankt, San Diego Gas & Z.:z:tri

Company ("3TJSE"), however, has been generally

planning reserve ~irgin. The NRC staff compiete.; fails ¢ o
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explain why 153% reserve margin is needed for Palc Terde : i 3. kx >

2. Pesource -apability. S

Because the -Z§ fails to present each of the partici:ants' g0
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nclule a .500-207) megawatt Southern California IZdiscn :o:3l fr
plant, a California Department of Water Resources 1000 ~s-awatt g
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even if zrajected Zemand does not justify Pala “erde 4 [ ©
buil€ing “2e unit: would be beneficial due to savings c©f :zcarces
fuel. Thes evidence presented in the DES does nct sugpors :iis

need for Falo VerZs 4 & S. First, there is absol:itely =

analysis 2% the =sn ditferent utility systems, showing «: what

extent, if any, ¢raration of Palo Verde 1% S migat decrzise
] > - 3 = 8B - - - - - -
oll use. Zgcondi:, there is no information o2 %he actuz.
"4 o~ P4 - N v - - ” S T s = - -
penefits o2 such rezduced oil use. Por exampls, Txlifor-:
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activities such as sommercial and industrial segtsr auait
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anéd insulasion of 2xzisting buildings.

w
H
w
0O
0}
b4 §
ot
L
f-a
J
v
(%]
t
]
Q)
i
w
w
I
0
]
'y
nH
|Y
¥
«

conseguerices of unierestimating demand and conclulss that
"there is 31 decidei advantage in guarding against :zhe risx of

building t2e unitz later than demand growth and :zther considera-

"

tions wouli justily, There is no analysis %:at :2is suzzosed

benefit ac=uaily sxists for esach particizant s=shermc
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there is => asseszment of whether alternati-res 3ot as cSliTaus-
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tion turbi=es, wnish have shorter lead times znC 2re les3 T0sStliy,

provide bezter critection against

casting.
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Altercsatives in a DES should be fairly
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more than Zurscrs analysis. Yet, al: alternativass, exceri for
1 ra S1mmioasszA 3 £ A 1irmac A nurhbar A< aliavr-msza-iyves
coal, ars 3iismiss2d in a few lires. A number of alternactive

deserve closer anilysis. PFor instance, cogenerz2tion, 2CWar=
poaling, 2nd gec:trermal have all been identifisi v tlhe Zrnercy

Commission as providing significant potential enscssy sourses for

s
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California utilitzies in the late 1980's
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megawatts of capactity to Southern California utilities. In
addition, recent .tility submissions o the EZners-: Tommission
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Two specific alternatives not even mentioned are repowering

2f Silvergate for San Diego Gas and Etlzctric and purchases of

0

alectricity from Mexico. PRepow

1)

ring o2 Silvergate, which is

technically and economically feasible, could add 298 megawatts

LAY

to the SDG&E system. The California Inergy Commission staf

2stimates that at least 300 mecawatts 2f electricity is available

tions between Mexico officials and SCGiE are currently under way.

The analysis of alternatives alsc fails to discuss th

=y
o
to California from the Republic of Mexico through 1992, Nezotia=-

-~ - %
feasibility of using combinations of alternatives (including !{jiﬁb
conservation) in place of Palo Verde 1 & 3 Except for coal, S-S

-

znd envircnmental —osts ﬁ

and benefits of alternatives. This orission ccntradicts NRC's Irllll

the DES fails to assess the ecchomic

own regulations requiring 7 cost benefit analysis of environ-

- -

mental and other impacts of the

b

facility and alternatives.

e

roposa

[{}

(10 CFR § 51.23(e).)

The only alternative analyzed ir Zepth is a generic coal-
fired plant. Coal is dismissec as a "'1able alternative primarily
because of lack of available ccal suzz.ies, and greater relative
costs and health impacts compared to -.clear power. These
conclusions are based upon a DEIS anal-:is that is deficient
and biased towards nuclear power.

The DES substantially overstates
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uranium supplies. (See Nuclear Fuel I-zle below.)
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set into law as the Powerplant and Inf:strial fuel Use Act



encourages production and use of
Thus, the federal government has
any barriers to coal utilization.

tven assuming uncertainties

due to federal leasing ané suriace

of coal is still available since

already under federal lease, and

state leases or are privately cwned as "fee coal.

is mineable underground and is no
the Surface Mining Act.
in Yew Mexico, sited on Native aAm
failed to receive approval from t
sion facilities hecause of expect

which involve several hundred mil

for Palo Verde 4 & 5) may be zut
aas extensive strip and deep nmine

Colorado coal land is privatel; owned

should be available even without
aven under strict surface mining
there are several hundred million
being offered for sale now in Cen
Although coal from outside Arizon
an ot

Arizona coal plant because

that a coal-fired alternative zi%:

reduce costs.
The DES also overstates

1sing policies and the Surface
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[44]
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statement in the DES that

coal ia place of oil and gas.
made .t a priority to remove
The ZES ignores this policy.

ct:aining additional coal

policies, a good deal %
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16 billion tons of coal

are

subs*antial amounts are under
"  Much

t sicnificantly affected by

TW#0 major ccal gasification projects Ay

ST ST, .
ericz land, have recent?

" K- 71
".‘ _’?

he tr.pnes to puilé the conver-

ed er.ssions. These leases,

lion *~ns of coal (sufficient
on -2 market soon. Colorado
able rzeserves. Half of all

, and a substantial porticn
resured federal leasing, and

restrictions. Similarly,
tons of uncommitted coal
all deep mined.

a Wo..d

be more expensive for

trassyortation costs, it may be
2d z.iizide of Arizena would
uncer=ainkios due to federal
Miningz Act. For example, the

g O Taceral lana which contains



coal has been suspended for an indef:l

Leasing has been essentially suspenis

the Secretary of the Interinr las pres

new program in 1979, which will star:

Department 135 on schedule:; it lssuel

preferred leasing program in april, 1:

tary plans to lease coal in Utah anc

nite pericd,"” is misleadinn.

2l since 1%37.1. However,

42, under a special start-up procedur2. The £ill leasing program,
with further leasing in New Mexico a~i Arizona, could produce

1 "~

its first leases as early as 19285, 2

for a plant as early as 1983. Even %
lelayed for several years, it is liks
cases would he available fcr a nlan-s

Tae EIS states “"the zecently an:

and Reclamatio Act (of 19

: Lakositing @) ‘ ':’
mining by creat. 1g more uncertainty a:out mining regulations 9

the subject of intense controversy, =-e

they have inhibited mining tc any su:-

tion for April and Mey of 1973 is 3
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(after the industry has roecovared fr:

Furthermore. the coal industry itssl?

although the regulations zr-

¢ the leasing program is

-7 that coal from new
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11% cheaper than Irom coal plants. (DE3, p. 2-10.) The =iaree

"

major determinants of electricity costs are capital cost

-

'

capacity factors, and fuel costs. The analyses in the [IZ of

the capital costs and capacity factors for nuclear and ccal is

+
o

veral significant ways.

w©

3

inadeguats

Power plant :capital costs have increased rapidly over the

last decade, with auclear units showing a rate o¢f increass

approximately twice that of similarly sized coal uaits.
result, the capital costs for nuclear units now zoming on
are approxinatel; twice those for coal units.

capital ccsts of :1483/kWe for Palo Verde 4 & 5 2n3 812::

for the ccal alternative. Atttached as Appendix = 18 a o=

comparing 2ES cost estimates with generic nuclear zlant =2

estimates cf architect-engineer construction firms. As s-

1]

in this chart, t-e DES estimated ratio is inconsizzent wi

other estizated razzios. In addition, the S1483/uWe nucls
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projection in the 2ES is approximately 25

$1905/kWe estimate obtained when the generic estirates ar

1

adjusted to Palo “'erde's operaticn lates. The coc. wotizs

estimate, $1226/k¥e, is only about 12 percent below the <:

of $1368 when ac-isted for operation dates.
estimates, though apparently low for both eoal and nucle:
appear to de significantly less accurate for the nuclsar
It also appears that the capital cost estimate of the DES
outdated and do nct adequately reflect the experience of
last few vears. : more reascnable capital cost figure %2
for a2 nuc.#ar pcwe~ plant constructed in the latze 172

arosund $2000/kKWe and arcund $1500/kWe for a coal=Firad u-
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The DES analy:.is of the second cost factor, av

capacity facsor, a.30 appears unduly to favor nuc.s:

The NRC staif assures an annual capacity factor of

nuclear ané coal. <The average historical capacity facter

commercial niuclear clants has been round §0%. An

65%

study cf ccal-firei power plants shows an average capacity

factor for these s.ants of around 67%.3/ Furthermo

units (1000 megawa:%s and more) of any particular <y

perform more poorl: than mid-size units (500-800 megawat:s
that type. A <yriszal nuclear unit such as Palo Verle 4 < °©
planned for operazion in the 1980's, is substantially larzsr
than the tysical zzal- or oil-fired plant teing planned.
Considering sclaly the performance of existing nuclear un.ts
the predicted perizirmance of Palo Verde 4 & 5, based on i:zs
size, vintage, marn:facturer, and architect-engineer consric
would be less than €0 percent levelized over the life 2f =he
plant. Censiderirnz solely performance of existinc coal unit
capacity factors f2r the coal alternative should be projscte
in the 60-55 percent range.

This predictes capacity factor is supported 2 the rmist
recent studies o zower plant reliability. Power 2lant
Perfcrmance, authcred by Charles Xomanoff, is an extensivs

well-done study of the historical data on capacit:

This study analyze2 performance of both ccal and nuclear

by size and type, among other variables. It showed
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trends would produice levelized capaci
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l. This comparison does not fully reflect a c22l pla
greater reliabilis, since some coal units, unliXke nucle
have not run at hizh capacity becausec their €all ctutput

been required.
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sercent for a plant such as Pals Verde 4 & 5 and in the low-
0o mid-60 percent range for cocal units such as the generic
soal alternative here. Data which have accumulated since

<hat study have tended strongly tOo rein
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sions. In 1978, Sargent and Lundy, a leading architecte-enci-
neering firm, began to use a flat 60 percent for both coal and
auclear units in its published jeneric estimates. Itz most

recent generic estimates continue to cse the 60 percent fi

@i

ure.
dence capacity factor assumptiocns abcve 60 percent, like the

comparative capital cost assurstions used in the TIF Dy URC

s~aff and applicants, reflects undue cztimism abo:: nuclear plant

bt o we A

reliability. In sum, a levelized lifstime figurs2 c5I =0 percent
for Palo Verde 4 & 5 and one of 60-€6€5 percent for the coal
alternative in the generic comgzariscn is much ~.ore reasonable

than the DES estimates of 65 percent. 2ecause of the possibillicty

that new emissions cuntrol rec:uirements may decrade <2al unit

reliability, the 60 percent ficure may De used fcor larger units
and 65 percent for smaller units.

The comparison of environ-ental :immacts is also unacceptably
biased in several respects in favor of the nuclear alternative.
Because of advances in technolagy and snvironmental requlaticns,
coal plants simply will not have many 2f the adverse impacts
associated with existing coal zlants. The most significant
adverse cffect of the ccal fuel cycle zrobably involve air

emissions. However, because = the new sgorhisticated technoloagy

that should be used on a new c23al pla=n%, air emissions from new
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surrently being used in the Unicad Statzs, such as baghouses .'!;’

and scrhbers, will operate to remove 3.9 percent of a coal

v
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D
2lant's particulate emissions (3ust anl f£ly ash) and 95 prercent ;}
of its sulfur oxide (SOy) emissions. ZFcrubbers may also ]
substantially reduce hydrocarbcn emiss.ons which are a major
pracursor to the f{ormation of ghotochenical smocy. 3Selective %
catalytic reduction could remove up t2 30 percent of oxides of P e < |
Aitrogen (NOg). A coal plaat usilizin:c these technologies will QEFE’

s
2e cleaner than any comparably sized cil-fired plaat now oper ng m
in the United States. y

Unier the current st =3 federal air guality regulatory iiﬁ-
scheme, siting of new coal plants shou-iresult 17 a net aiz
juality benefit in areas that are not attainment for arbient
air quality standards. EPA rulings provide that no new power
zlant can be built if its conssruction and operation would cause
or contribute tO & new or alrealy exiszting viclation of an
ambient air quality standard. Neverthsless, new power plants
may ce built in areas that hav: an ambient air guality standard
violation by securing emission 2£ffsets 2t "irade~-offs". These
amission offsets are obtained -y redusing the allowable emissions

irom other existing air pollutisa sou in the viczinity of the
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oroposed power plant. Offsets ~ust he sufficient %o produce a
net air guality benefit in the general! siting area.
Anotler federal air gualis’ procr:m, the Pravention of

Significant Deterioration (PS.. Proora-., is designed to assure

that suparior air guality is ra-ntaine’ in desicnated areas,
"'.1"‘}1 as £i10 l ra e o F e s ~ o~ el Bl =) T o srvm T4 bar 3 w. gy q‘— i
3 Uk nationa e RS anad nmerns encs, e Al L .4‘..551.--_‘ - \
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urrently better than razuired :nder f2ieval standards. Under



this program, emissions from 21l new :z-urces cannot cause
ambient concentrations of S0, and par=ziculate matter in the
designated areas to increase Sy an amsunt in excess of a E,

deterioration increment whichk i3 sp

i

These incroments of deterioration are sufficiently small to

s:fied by federa! statute. 6:
[

assure that there will be limited advzrse air uality impacts
9

in the designated areas caused “v lar-a new sources, such as

power plants., %

Secause the emissions from any n=sw coal plants would be ‘%fﬁ’
much lower than emissions from 2xisti~z plants, a large part: é;.“
2f the adverse health impacts 2ssociz=34 wish existing ceal B
plants would probably not occur. Furzharmore, federal and 'lll-

State ambient air quality stancdards es-ablish a maximum safe

ambient level for pollutants that have seen shown to cause a

=3 18 needed in the DES

oublic health problem. Further anal~y

i
]

-

of health impacts for a ccal alser-ative which accurately

T
19

*
1

accounts for: (a) health impacts fra- a facility sited in a

remote, unpopulated area in Californi

v

(b) health impacts from
a facility complying with Cle- -~ Air ~-~- New Source Review
requirements, including attainment of :mbient air quality
standards by 1992; and (¢) hea.=h impacts from a facility using
scrubbers, electrostatic percirators =r baghouses, and selective

catalytic reduction to reduce 20.

X

T8?, hyidrncarbon, and NO,,

Pctential radiocactive relsases fr-m coal burning do not

(ot

appear to present significant 22alth ~=: anvironmental impacts.

-ombustion of coal should not rasult - the rajor uncontrollied
r)r-
release to the environment of radigcacs s radium, thorium, and '



yranium since these substances will l:rzely be controlled by
the advanced air emission control equizment., Pacific Cas and
—ilectric Company (PC&EL) recently assessed the potential radio-
nuclicde releases from its sropcsed l150. megawatt Foszil 1 and
coal facility. Jrhey conclucded that resultant potential x:olg-!;’
Sody dose exposure to person. living near such a facility g
resulting from plant releases (with 22.7 percent particulate ::::’
control) would amcunt to less than ore percent of that received
from average ambient backgrouni radia:zion exposures. o
Jisposal of sastes from ccal plan:s need not result in z’-
ziznificant adverse impacts. Tnlike wastes from nuclear zower 'iiﬁ
c.ani>. beneficial reuse of the wastes from coal plants 1is
nossible. The sludge can be convertez into gypsum of sufficient g
juality to use for wallboard and the 2.y ash can be used z- 1 irll-'
zcncrete additive in roacbkeds
Larce scale use of ccal zas been 2
in global climatic changes. Ma2st nozasle of these hy;
changes would be the raising of termperatures due to a "greenhouse”
effect of increased atmosgheriz carbe- dioxide gas of which
ccal burning is one source. The DES :2-propriately describes
this problem, but no definite saonclusisns can be made c¢f the
impact of operating one new c2al n»lar< on the global climate.
Finally, the DES' comparison of =-e coal alternative to

Palo Verde 4 & 5 seriously underes+i-a<es many of the social,

aconomic, and environmental zcsts of Zalo Verde 4 & 5. 1In
particular, the DES fails adez:ately =2 assess and compare with

1

the ccal alternative the pro t's gussztionable reliability,

accident risks, decreased public acce:czance, design and opera-



tion changes, ard associated costs due

to the Three-Mile

Island reac:or acclisnt, problems with attracting aleguats

and acceptasie finarcing for now nuclear power plants, anc

comparative Zinancial risks %o the utilities of Palo Verie ﬂ

Units 4 & 3 with a zoal alternative. .f‘ ;i
L
€

ITII. POWER 2LANT ZZPPORMANCE AND RELIABILITY. :;;:_

As netad abovz the DES' estimate of 65 percent capacicy Q
factor for Falo Verle 4 & 5 is unreasonably high. The DEZ' ”
assumption =3t on.: unduly favors the economizs of Falu Vardle 5
4 § 5 in cizparisch to coal, it also underestinmates DroC.srs P
w.th Palo Varde 4 i 5's reliability and performance. Bui.zZing 2
Palo Verde 1+ § 5 with its relatively poorer performance wc.ld :3;=,
have one ¢: =we 22:sible effects. One result woull be gzccr l
system reliladilicy and increased risk of outages 2or each =2
the partic:-ants. The other is that utilities would comzsrnsate
for the incrsased sutage risks by building additicnal cagzzity.

The DES fail.s tc analyze the extent to which each c¢f the zarti-
cipants wou.d incur increased outage risks with Palo Verdes 1 & 3
and resulting econcnic and environmental impacts. It alsc fails
to discuss the lizslihcod the participants will build addizienal
capacity t: compensate and the resulting sconcmic and other
effects of such adiitions. Additional reliability impacts nct
analyzed in the DEZ are those stemming from a delay in ozeration
of Palo Veride 4 &  and the effect of a simultanecus ocatazs of
all five P2.0 VerZs nnits. Such a sirultaneous o:tage micht
résult fro— a fugirs NRC shutdown order such as the order .ssued ’f(;
in response o the Three-Mile Islanéd accident, whizh clossi down



all Babcock & Wilcox reactors =7 a
Y s URANIUM PUEL CYCLE IMPAC::E.
-9 F'\.Z'.“. "\\'allabilitz

.
N
-

The DES is unduly optimistic
availability for Palo Verde 4 & 5.

‘11‘.
-l

States currently plan to bu 156,

L

oower capacity by the

25y 1990. The federal Departrent of
ti.at as much as 325,000 mecawa: m
2000. Energy Commission and CCIT st
wcwer plants planned by domestic ut

~umulatively around 875,000 short ¢

vear 2000. This estimate does not

after the year 2000.

{and the Table >2.2)

- -

mestic uranium reserves and

indiscovered) resources availatle a
of production of $30/1b. at arcs

n

fi

- -

cf uranium

its analysis
Utilities in the United o
7 megawatts of nuclear ”

year 1983 and arsun

138,000 megawatts

A
o

Zoergy (o008 stimates %
2 S& on=lL the Year W
udias show tha*t z7e nuclear (
ilizies will require

ons of uranium through the

inzlude any fuel reguirements
n33 estimated presently
srobatle (but as yet

t 2 forward cut-off cost

L
FOX1iT3a<T24

of uranium oxide (U30g or "yvellswcake
cost cut=-off is currently useZ by ran
of the amount of uranium which is esco-
current market prices. However. 3 s%
iational Academy of Sciences nas char
as upper bound figures, rather zhan =
Jr. Michael Lieberman of the -ivers.
remaining resources of domesti:c uran:
estimating mechcodology which zroved -

-

;000 short tons

Thiz $30/1b. forwarxd

sQurces as an estimate
smically recoverable at

¢ £poasored by the
ckerized the DCE estimates

R 1
QE K i1rornia calcuiated
~F o
y (. 0)
b sSin aQ Yesourcse
- b | £ - -y -~ .
2 reliadble £for estimating



il resources than did the meticdology used by D E for ra:xJ!-cﬂ'
~ieberman estimated that domestic resc.rces nconomically G;ﬁji
recoverable at market prices amcunt tc >nl' 798,300 short 63
tons. Both methodologies recc:cnize tha: additional uranium
may be found and recovered at costs suistantially above cuné:.'@
market prices. m
If the Licberman estimate is uses, currently economic ﬁhﬁ
iomestic uranium resources will be exnausted by about 1995 e
e
e
-

inder present utility plans for nuclear power devaelopment, If

'1

(9

the DOE estinate is used, currerntly 4s-gstis uranirm resources

hausted before

e
b
U
(i1
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o
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l
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oe sufficient domestic quantities of < is resourse to fuel
nuclear plants coming on line in the 1230's and 1990's throuch-

out their full operating lifetires. <:us, under either scenario,

continued economic operation of nuclear plants would depend on
purchasing uranium from foreign sourc:s, greoater than exszected
ilscoveries of domestic resourzes, ma“:r and as vet unspecified

technological breakthroughs in res

Q
[ &
1t
()]
W
"
-
i
0
o

]

r.versals in recently formulated fedar: ©0licies on the recycling
of nuclear fuel (such as the Presiden%'s recent decision not
t2 pursue development of a breefer rea:c:zor, which precduces

more fuel than it consumes).

B. Fu=sl Processing.

-

Palo Verde 4 & 5 also facss potenz:ial fuel supply prchblems

4 -

related to uranium mining, milling, z2mi enrichment capacity.
#ith regard to uranium mining and milli=a, the Nuclear Exchange
Tnre ~ 3 by dinm marl - Avyoanization o vallowea, s ) ) £
-Orporacion, tihe tracirg marke:z organization for TS LA0WCA.. 2, N

- ; . favem s 1 R T A m3114 N -
1as estimated that dorestic urazium mining and milling produc




production level will be lzss

-

mic=1980s of nuclear nower zlants

xpected to be on line. Thus, althou

-

-
-

will be approximately 24,.:) shor: tons of

than the reg

Jarrently

-~
-

the

(&9

wi

uirements in
on-line and

- -
-

-

in the ground may be suificiens to meet reguireme:

-
-

at least in the 1980s, it may not be z:cssible te

ancugh of the uranium.

Uranium must be enriched :s2fore .= can be used

vaoes) .

-

the measure of enrichment ser

-
-

and is 3:xpected to reach around
has calculated that the
~ate

zices in the middle to

AT

also has contracts

- -

"

-

th

(%]

reign reactors with enrichme =

-
-

o

.1 million SWU, he

=

Thus,

million SWU in the middle +¢o

In light of this problem, =0

the Uranium=235 content to ths

“aste

slant. However, this procedu ubstantially

u

increasel amounts of raw urani:=, :xacerbating the ura

supply problem already discussz3i.
to construct an enrichment fac:_itv uvs.ng a
orocess around 199Q. However,
has not yet been commercially

.
|
-

experienced failures in testi-

-
- el
<

nium
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could likely be subject to the construction schesdul

which have charac:arized other larye nuclear pro‘ssts in zhe

1970s.
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capability would not be achieved until after 1397,
i8 uncerza.n whether DOZ will be able to supnly raa

ment servilas in the midile and late 1380s. <This w
adversely affect any nuclear power plant, whother 2

new, durins that zine.
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operate at .ow cutput levels. This would incresass
of electricity produced by these high capital ccs+

because tre rplants' fixed costs would be spread cve

kilowatt=hours 2f sroduction.
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of years. Curren:ly there is no de~-

safe dispcsal and isolation of the astes. <Conse
Verde 4 & 3's was<t2s will have to be temporarilew z-
in tanks a: several central locations through ths
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Verde 4 & 5 means the costs of disposal are essen:zially

” i " 3 . - - - TEV . | - - s 1 7+ s 1% = - -
The accuru.ation <f spent fuel potentialiy will alsn jec
$ 2 N = - 1 A R -
reactor coreratiorn, since new fuel cannot be addeai if thsz
- - - - £ 1 ~ i -~ v o I - < -
no more sion for tae spent fuel. The problems of cost,
T = valo wa - -~ » - -~ - - - - -
re L e “IaRKnN 13 9F UCi€ar wasie L5008 N sesdass
relative RIOW 1 ear al, a >

impacts cn reliacility, are inadeguately addressed in ths

D. Zecommissioning.

O

The TES' cursory discussion of dacommissioning Pal

4 & 5 is =otally i1nauequate. Decommissioning involves s
tial prclems oOf costs, acceptable waste disposal, maint
of securiz;’, and ingtitucional (i.z., utility) .cagevit

exists currently in the state of New York a prime exampl

the effects of irstitutional instability in a case invel-rir

nuclear waste, t-2 Nuclear Fuel Sarvices' (NFS) wWast vVall

- -~ -~ . - - sl ™ 4 -
reprocessing plans, The dispute con

‘i

e

i

for, and management of, the 600,000 gallons of higzh lie

left at the plant site when NFS went out of busisess. 7Tx

iispute has not Zsen resolved. Nevertheless, thz DES <=2

fails to analyze social and environmental impacts of dec

: 9 - Y - - = = E A -
sioning Tut only states that studies of suc effacts ha
;:anu;:~;: nv si~nifi N T e Af SamAamml et aniwne s
sGentirtied a 2 :-,“l-lC;}..- ;...;,ac-.: wa ..'Afk.f’!x..lbs-_...su\g -

commercial nuclear power plants. Their primary referanc

a study by the Atomic Industrial Porum (AIF). The AIF is

nuclear industry's lobbying arm, hardly the indezendent

estimates appear %o be extremely low. DG&E tes:ifiecd T
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proceedinc that Zscommissioning costs (as estimated nearl:
two years 250) wec.ld range from $25 to 540 million and £x:s
a "c--=ervative €*-_uz" ¢f 23 sercent should be alied. 3

digcussicn is inc.uded as to how the ten utilitiss will

decommissicanin
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at a recent Drieiing before the Eneray Commission, NRC offizials
emphagized that T¥I would result in at leas: =hrzs additiznal

reguiremenszs for 23y new nuclear power plants

]
“
¥
-4 |
0
1]
(3

safety measures pacsuant to NUREG (560, better s+vasuatiszs plans, ;D

and increased operator training. The DES should z2 updasad :o(»ﬁg’
discuss tha effuct of these requirements on plant design and "g'
operation, capita. costs resulting from such chainzas, and

utility financing. Furthermore, because of the naw know.23qge 1:

e 53
of increassd risks of nuclear accidents, a revissi assess-ent zzé,-
of Palo Verie 4 § 3's reliability and safet ..3

2 -
environmen:al and 2conomic conseguences of revise: sostuliated ;.‘g
2

accidents i1s needed. Finally, a revised cost-benefit analysis :ﬁ:g]
comparing Falc Verle 4 & 5 with alternatives shoull incliie the ‘rll

AT L e )
new inlormation rasulting from the TMI accident.
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