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JOINT PETITIONERS REQUEST FOR LEAVETO
TIMELY AMEND CONTENTION NEPA-N

In accordance with 10 CFR § 2.309(f)(2), the Blue Ridge Environmenta Defense
League, its chapter Bellefonte Efficiency and Sustainability Team and the Southern
Alliance for Clean Energy (“Joint Petitioners’) hereby amend Contention NEPA-N
(formerly Contention 16), regarding the failure of Tennessee Valley Authority’s(TVA’S)
application for a combined construction and operation license (COLA) for Bellefonte
Units 3 and 4 to comply with the National Environmenta Policy Act (NEPA). This
amended contention istimely because it is submitted within 30 days of receiving new
information regarding TVA’srevisions to its cost estimates for the proposed nuclear
plants and alternative sources of energy, in aNovember 13, 2008, |etter from TV A to the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board (ASLB). Letter from Stephen J. Burdick, counsel for
TVA, to G. Paul Bollwerk, Il1, et d., re: Board Notification of Update to Environmental

Report Cost Information.



As stated in the attached Certificate of Counsel, Petitioners have contacted
counsel for TVA and the NRC Staff. Also, alist of technical references may be found on
pages 19 through 21. Severa technical references are attached in their entirety.
BACKGROUND

Anapplication for acombined construction and operation license (“COLA”) for
Bellefonte Units 3 and 4 wasfiled by the Tennessee Valley Authority (“TVA”) on
October 30, 2007. On June 6, 2008, Petitioners filed their petition to intervenein
Tennessee Valley Authority’ s request for a construction and operation license at
Bellefonte Nuclear Power Plant Units 3 and 4. On September 12" the ASLB admitted
four contentionsincluding NEPA-N, Environmental Report’s Inadequate Cost Estimates
and Cost Comparisons. See ASLB Memorandum and Order September 12, 2008. TVA
filed a Motion for Clarification on September 22" The ASLB’sMemorandum and
Order issued October 14™ regjected TVA’s argument on NEPA-N. On November 10™
TVA filed aMotion for Reconsideration of the Board's Clarification Order Regarding
Contention NEPA-N.

In admitting Contention NEPA -N, the Board found that a genuine dispute existed
regarding the adequacy of TVA’s cost figures as compared to Florida Power and Light
costs figures cited by the Joint Intervenorsin their Petition. The ASLB stated “The
magnitude of that difference, and its potential to affect the cost component of the
aternatives anaysisrelative to combined renewable/fossil-fuel baseload generation
sources outlined in ER section 9.2.3.3, is sufficient to demonstrate the potential

materiaity of that claim.” September 12 ASLB Memorandum and Order at 68.



The Atomic Safety and Licensing Board’' s Memorandum and Order of October
14, 2008 ruled that TVA’s attempt to limit NEPA-N to costs of construction was
misdirected. The Board stated that Contention NEPA -N includes Environmental Report
("ER”) Section 9.2.3.3, combination of alternatives, and ER Section 10.4.2.1.1, cost-
benefit analysis.

On November 5, 2008, TVA submitted to NRC updated cost estimates for “ coal-
and gas-fired electricity generation and combinations of alternatives.” Letter from
Andrea L. Sterdisto NRC, re: Letter from Mr. Ashok S. Bhatnagar (TVA) to Mr. R.
William Borchardt, NRC, “Application for Combined License for Bellefonte Units 2 and
4,” dated October 30, 2007 [ML073110527] (November 5, 2008). The revised cost
estimate revises both the cost estimates and the analysis used by TV A to reject, as
unreasonable, energy alternatives to the licensing of the proposed Bellefonte plants
(“TVA, 2008").

AMENDED CONTENTION NEPA-N:
| nadeguate Cost Estimates and Cost Comparisons

In Chapter 9 of its Environmental Report, TVA rejects alternative energy supply
options, based on cost estimates for energy conservation and aternative energy sources
such aswind and solar power. In recent revisions to the Environmental Report, TVA
updated those cost estimates. As discussed below and as demonstrated in the supporting
declaration of Dr. Arjun Makhijani, TVA’s cost estimates for the proposed nuclear plants
and for energy alternatives are inaccurate and therefore do not provide an adequate basis

for TVA’s assertion that alternatives are not cost-effective. Declaration by Dr. Arjun



Makhijani Regarding TVA’s Revised Cost Estimate for Nuclear and Coal-Fired
Generation (December 15, 2008).
DISCUSSION

The TVA has filed incomplete and some outdated information on nuclear power
plant costs, excluded high end cost estimates, failed to take account of potential cost
escalations, and improperly excluded viable alternatives. TV A has also ignored the fact
that the Y ucca Mountain repository program isin considerable peril and that the costs of
spent fuel management for new power plants, which do not have contracts with the
federa government, may rise substantially above the $1 per MWh assumed by TVA.!
With respect to consideration of the aternatives presented by TVA itself, it hasignored
the fact that there is one lower cost alternative even when costs are attached to CO2
emissions. That alternativeis natural gas power plants with carbon capture and
sequestration. TVA’s conclusion that “the environmental impacts of proposed project are
smaller than those related to the combinations of aternatives are equal to or greater than
the environmental impacts of BLN”? is not scientifically supported. Makhijani
Declaration, par. 3.
A. Nuclear Power Cost Estimates.

TVA has cited arange of all-in capital cost estimates for new nuclear power
plants of “$4374 to $7829 per KWe net. Applying thisrange to BLN would give atotal

construction cost of $9.8 billion to $17.8 billion.”® However, the TVA hasfailed to

L TVA 2008, p. 9.
2 TVA 2008, p. 14.
$TVA 2008, p. 7.



include the highest capital cost estimate, that made by Puget Sound Energy, of $10,000
per kWe.* Thiswould put the high end of the BLN project capital cost at over $22
billion. Makhijani Declaration, par. 4.

Further, the TVA has failed to take account of cost increases due to delays.
TVA’s own reactor projects have been plagued by delays in the past or even cancelled.

In fact, BLN 1 and 2 were cancelled before completion and are on the way to likely
complete depreciation without yiel ding any benefit to TV A ratepayers. According to the
FPL study cited by TVA, delay of ayear could add between $800 million and $1.2 billion
to the capital cost due an increase in the Allowance for Funds Used During

Construction.®> Makhijani Declaration, par. 5.

In sum, despite the fact that TVA has availed itself of the opportunity to filed
revised cost estimates, the range still excludes the high end of potentia costs and
excludes cost overruns and the effects of delays. Makhijani Declaration, par. 6.

B. Levelized costsper MWh

Ultimately, the most important figure of merit as regards cost is the levelized cost,
which includes all cost, refers them to a particular year, and provides abasis for
comparing the generation cost of electricity for various options that a consumer would be
charged. Makhijani Declaration, par. 7.

The TVA has cited arange of costs for nuclear power to be $66.5 to $122.7 per

MWh (or $0.066 to $0.123 per kWh). These costs are then compared to alternatives,

4 Ascited in Harding 2008. Jim Harding was part of the 2007 K eystone study and did much of the
economic work for that study. The Keystone study was cited in TVA 2008. Mr. Hardingisalso a
consultant on nuclear energy costs to the National Research Council.

® FPL 2007, p. 52.



including coal - and gas-fired power plants as well as combinations of renewable and gas
fired options® Makhijani Declaration, par. 8.

The TVA’s cost estimates and comparisons are grossly inaccurate because TVA
has: (1) not included the full range of costs for nuclear, (2) made apples-to-oranges
comparisons with coal- and gas-fired options, (3) improperly selected nuclear as the best
of the options that it considers equivalent and available (nuclear, coal-fired, and gas-
fired), and (4) improperly excluded reasonabl e alternatives for procuring the same
amount of electricity at lower cost by various combinations of options. We consider each
of these pointsin turn.

1. Failure to include the full range of costs per MWh.

Among the references for levelized cost that the TV A has cited is the 2007
Keystone Center report.7 This study is now obsolete. One of the members of the
Keystone panel, Jim Harding, who did many of the cost estimates, and who isa
consultant on cost to the National Research Council, has recently updated his cost
estimates. He presented them at an October 2008 conference of the Bulletin of Atomic
Scientistsin Chicago.® While the Keystone study reported range of costs was $86 to
$115 per MWh, Jim Harding's updated costs ranged from $107 to $230 per MWh,
depending on capital costs and awide possible range of cost escalations from 0O to 14
percent in real dollar terms.’ Harding cites wide ranges of overnight capital costs and of

real cost escalations leading to awide range of cost estimates for new nuclear plants.

S TVA 2008, pp. 3-4.

" See TVA tableon p. 3.
® Hardi ng 2008

® Harding 2008.



Other experts also acknowledge that there is great uncertainty in the costs of nuclear
power, notably as they are long lead time projects.’® The uncertainty of nuclear power
plant costs is also exacerbated by the current economic crisis. In a serious recession the
growth of demand for electricity can slow greatly or that demand can even decline. Both
occurred during the last energy crisis that began in October 1973 and ended around 1983.
A large number of power plants were ordered in that period, but none were compl eted,
leaving ratepayers and in some cases bondholders with large costs and no benefits. In
fact, none of the plants ordered after October 1973 was completed. More than 100 were
cancelled.** Makhijani Declaration, par. 10 TVA’s own experience during the last
economic crisis of the late 1970s and early 1980s indicates that delays, cost escalations,
declinesin power growth rates can all hit a utility at the same time and reinforce one
another. The range of cost estimates estimated by Harding represents one way to take
into account avery uncertain economic environment for long-lead time projects. TVA
has failed to take adequate account of its own history and of the range of current credible
estimates of nuclear power at the upper end, though it has taken the lower end of the costs
all theway down to alevel that is beyond proper comparison levels with other options.
Makhijani Declaration, par. 11

2. Apples-to-oranges comparison with other options

The lower end of the nucl ear cost range considered by the TVA was $66.5 to

$78.3 per MWh."* However, TVA's cost estimate includes a federal loan guarantee for

10 o'Neill 2008.

' wald 2008.
12TV A 2008, table on p. 3 and Note b to that table.



80 percent of the capital costs, and henceis heavily subsidized. The actual amount of the
subsidy would depend on an estimate of the risk of default — that is, it depends on the
interest rate differential that would come with the federal loan guarantee and that
obtained on the open market. However, Wall Street has so far not been willing to finance
nuclear power plants without federal loan guarantees. Given that the interest rate on free-
market financing under the current circumstances could be very high, the extent of this
effective subsidy would be considerable. Makhijani Declaration, par. 12 Further, the
TVA has stated that it “expects that its actual costs will be within the lower half” of the
range of $66.5 to $123 per MWh;*® that is, it expects its costs to be between $66.5 and
about $95 per MWh. Most of thisrangeis covered under the assumption of afedera
loan guarantee, according to an estimate by the Nuclear Energy Ingtitute (NEI) of $70 to
$90 per MWh.™ The use of this kind of cost estimate to compare to other optionsis
technically incorrect for two major reasons:
() TVA’s cost estimates for the other options do not include federa loan
guarantees, so far as IEER can determine from their filing.*®
(i)  Assuming that loan guarantees will be available for nuclear disproportionately
lowers the cost of nuclear power relative to the others, because fuel and/or
operating costs, to which loan guarantees do not apply in any option, are

typically higher for coal- and gas-fired power plants.

13 TVA 2008, p. 7.

 Myers 2008. .

' The footnotes to the coal and gas options do not include mention of federal loan guarantees. These are
new tablesfiledin TVA 2008, p. 16 and p. 18.



Without loan guarantees, estimates of the range of costs for nuclear ranges from about
$100 to well over $200 per MWh, as noted above from the independent estimates done
by Jim Harding. These should be the basis for comparison with the other options.
Makhijani Declaration, par. 13

3. Improper selection of nuclear as the best of the options

The TV A has made estimates of the cost of gas-fired power plantsincluding a
cost for carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions. Initsrevised Table 10.4-X3, it has a 2008
study of anatural gas-fired power plant by the Brattle Group, which concluded that the
cost of electricity generation with carbon capture and storage would be $103 per MWh.*¢
However, the TVA also cites an NEI estimate of $72 to $102 per MWh without a carbon
capture and storage. |f one assumes a cost of $50 to $100 per metric ton of CO, for
carbon capture and storage (CCS) and emissions of 350 kilograms per MWh for
combined cycle natural gas-fired power plants, CCS would increase the el ectricity costs
from natural gas-fired power plants by $17.50 to $35 per MWh. A reasonable range of
natura gas fired power plant costs with CCSis therefore between about $90 and $137 per
MWh. Makhijani Declaration, par. 14.

This cost estimate is comparable to or less than the estimated unsubsidized costs
of new nuclear power plants, if they are properly evaluated, as discussed above. Further,
in December 2008, natura gas prices have declined to below the low end of the NEI's

cost estimate range. Y The TVA hasthe option of locking in natural gas prices for the

18 TVA 2008, Table 10.4-X3, p. 17 and Notes on p. 18.

Y TVA 2008, p. 15, where alow-end cost estimate of $6/million Btu is specified and a December 12, 2008
articlein the Oil an Gas Journal (Dittrick 2008), which cites a spot market price of natural gas as having
“climbed 13¢ to $5.83/MMbtu,” indicating an even lower prior price of $5.70 per million Btu.



long-term that may make natural gas with CCS the lowest cost option. While the option
carries somerisk, in terms of the availability of CCS, the nuclear option also carries a
comparable or larger risk in terms of the availability of a nuclear waste repository. In
fact, President-elect Obama stated during his campaign, but in his capacity as a Senator
from Illinois, said that Y ucca Mountain had “failed” in aformal letter sent in October
2007 for inclusion into a Senate hearing record:

For these reasons, | believethat it is no longer a sustainable federal policy for
Y ucca Mountain to be considered as a permanent repository. Instead of re-
examining the 20-year licensing process and the billions of dollars that have
already been spent, the time has come for the federal government to refocusiits
resources on finding more viable aternatives for the storage of spent nuclear
fuel. Among the possible aternatives that should be considered are finding
another state willing to serve as a permanent national repository or creating
regiona storage repositories. The federal government should also redirect
resources toward improving the safety and security of spent fuel at plant sites
around the country until a safe, long-term solution can be implemented.
Regardless of what alternative is pursued, two premises should guide federal
decision-making. First, any storage option should be supported by sound science.
We need to ensure that nuclear waste can be safely stored without polluting
aquifers or soil and exposing nearby residents to toxic radiation.

Second, we should select arepository location through a process that devel ops
national consensus and respects state sovereignty, not one in which the federal
government cuts off debate and forces one state to accept nuclear waste from
other states. The flawed process by which Y ucca Mountain was selected now
manifests itself as a profoundly expensive endeavor of monumental proportion.
In short, the selection of Yucca Mountain has failed, the time for debate on this

siteis over, and it is time to start exploring new alternatives for safe, long-term
sol utions based on sound science.'®

In view of the above clear statements from the person who is now President-elect, it is
certainly within the realm of realistic possibility and even likely that the Y ucca Mountain
project will be stopped. The costs of a new program to manage nuclear waste could be

far higher than the projected costs of Y ucca Mountain and the $1 per MWh nuclear waste

18 Obama 2007.

10



fee now charged to existing nuclear power plants by the federal government to take
charge of the wastes and dispose it off. It should be noted in this context that Dr. Steven
Chu, the reported Secretary of Energy-designate, is on the record has being skeptical
about the suitability of Yucca Mountain:

The other thing is that storing the fuel at Y ucca Mountain is supposed to be safe
for 10,000 years. But the current best estimates - and these are realy estimates,
the Lab'sin fact - isthat the metal casings [containing the waste] will probably
fail on ascale of 5,000 years, plus or minus 2. That's still along time, and then
after that the idea was that the very dense rock, very far away from the water
table will contain it, so that by thetime it finally leaks down to the water table
and gets out the radioactivity will have mostly decayed.*

Dr. Chu’s 2005 statement should be viewed in light of the fact that the EPA Yucca
Mountain standards, as of October 2008, extend to amillion years.?® Dr. Chuisalso on
the record as being in favor of reprocessing.?! This would make spent fuel management
costs far higher cost than $1 per MWh. France for i nstance spends about $800 million
per year in excess costs for reprocessing and plutonium fuel use to generate less than 10
percent of its electrici ty.22 Makhijani Declaration, par. 15

Finally, the lead time for building natural gas-fired power plantsis much less than
that of new nuclear plants. Hence, the risk is correspondingly lower. Specificaly, given
that BLN would not come on line until about 2016 or later, and that the lead time for
building a natural gas fired power plant is only about two years,” TVA would not have to
start construction until about 2014 for the same project; it would not have to begin

planning and development until 2012. The grave risksincurred by starting a huge, capital

19 Chu 2005.
20 EPA 2008.

2! Chu 2005, op. cit.
%2 Makhijani 2001 and Makhijani and Makhijani 2006.
2 Two years prior to construction would be required for planning. NWPPC 2002.
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intensive project at the present time of economic crisis could be avoided, thus reducing or
eliminating the risk that the plant would have to be cancelled due to declines in demand
growth rate or even declines in demand due to conservation, efficiency, both of which
lead to reduce electricity growth per unit of economic growth, and lower economic
growth, or some combination thereof. All occurred during the last economic-energy
crisis of the 1970s and early 1980s. Makhijani Declaration, par. 16
4. Improper exclusion of reasonable alternatives

While the TVA has made some adjustments to the costs of other options, it has
not seriously considered the feasibility, economics, or impact of other options. For
instance, it islikely that efficiency could meet the entire load proposed to be met by the
BLN units either alone or in combination with peak shaving options such as ice-energy-
driven central air conditioning and/or increased use of combined heat and power, with
absorption central air-conditioning for commercial buildings. 1EER’ s study of San
Antonio’s municipal electric utility, CPS Energy, showed that the utility would save
between $1.4 billion and $3.1 billion using a combination of efficiency, storage, and solar
energy, relative to buying new nuclear capacity at the kinds of costsincluded inthe TVA
update.®* Almost all of the added capacity would come from efficiency, storage and
CHP, with solar playing only a modest role. CPS Energy’s peak load in 2007 was only
about 13 percent of TVA’s peak load.” The achievable effici ency potential alone was

600 MW by 2020. Scaling thisto the TV A region indicates that the achievabl e efficiency

#* Makhijani 2008.
® See Makhijani 2008 for CPS Energy data and TVA 2007 Annual report for the TVA peak load. CPS
Energy peak load was about 4,400 MW in 2007, while TVA’swas over 33,000 MW.
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potential could be in excess of 4,000 MW, or roughly twice the capacity of the proposed
nuclear units. Peak shaving using absorption air-conditioning driven by combined heat
and power units and ice-energy-storage air-conditioning would complement efficiency
measures.?® Makhijani Declaration, par. 17

TVA has aso hot made a dynamic evaluation of the costs of solar photovoltaics
(PV), which are declining. It isthe expectation that these costs will decline significantly,
probably coming down below $100 per MWh in under ten years for large-scale
installations®” When installed in megawatt-scale large rooftop and parking lot
installations, solar PV islikdy to be competitive with or cheaper than nuclear before the
proposed BLN units come on line. No new transmission lines would be required.
Southern California Edison is currently carrying out a 250 MW project that involves
installation of solar PV on large commercial rooftops.28 Pacific Gas & Electric Co.
(PG&E) has ordered 800 megawatts of central station solar PV plant that it expects may
be competitive with concentrating solar thermal power or wind energy.29 The costs of
large-scal e devel opment of the latter, without subsidies, are currently in the range of $80
to $120 per MWh., depending on the location. Makhijani Declaration, par. 18

As an indication of how risky nuclear plants were even before the present acute
phase of the economic crisis, consider the statement made by Jeffrey Immelt, CEO of

GE, which makes nuclear power plants, wind turbines, and gas turbines, in November

% | n this method, ice is made during off-peak hours and the stored ice and afan are used to provide cool air
for air-conditioning during peak hours. See Makhijani 2008 for discussion and references. See also the
website of Ice Energy, www.ice-energy.com.

% DOE 2007.

%8 SCE 2008...

# PG& E 2008.
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2007, aimost a year before the meltdown on Wall Street and the deep recession that came
with it, about what he would do as a utility CEO: Makhijani Declaration, par. 19

If you were a utility CEO and looked at your world today, you would just do gas
and wind. You would say [they are] easier to site, digestible today [and] | don’'t
have to bet my company on any of this stuff. Y ou would never do nuclear. The
economics are overwhelming.®

Finally, TVA has stated that its region does not have large enough wind
resources. This appears to beincorrect, asisindicated by the wind resource map
published by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory. As can be seen from Figure 1
below, East Tennessee has some very good wind resources (the darker shades of blue)
over aconsiderable area. While some have argued that developing wind resourcesin
such areas affects the view, this argument must be weighed against the nuclear waste
generated by nuclear power plants, the far larger water use by nuclear power plants, and
other similar factors. TV A has not donethis. It has rejected the wind resource out of
hand as insufficient and not reliable enough. (For the latter point, see paragraph below.)
Further, TVA aso has the option of signing a Purchased Power Agreement with
independent wind devel opment companies, which can benefit from the Production Tax
Credit either for wind resourcesin the TV A region or outside it. For instance, a
transmission line from high wind areas in Oklahoma and/or Arkansas (see Figure 1) can
be built to carry electricity into the TV A region. For reference, the estimate of connecting
windy areasto the grid in Texas for over 18,000 MW of wind (about three times the
proposed generation of the two BLN units) would be $4.9 billion.®" Given that the total

amount of power involved would much smaller than that planned in Texas, TVA

0 As quoted in McNulty and Crooks 2007.
31 ERCOT 2008, p. 24.
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transmission lines from high wind areas would likely cost considerably less than the
Texas cost cited here. TV A has aso done nothing to explore this option. Makhijani

Declaration, par. 20
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Figure 1: Wind Power Resources in the United States
Source: National Renewable Energy Laboratory, on the web at
http://rredc.nrel.gov/wind/pubs/atl as/maps/chap2/2-01m.html

The intermittency of wind is not abar to such aproject. For instance, ice-energy
technology and computers can connect air-conditioners to wind power availability. Ice
would be made when the wind is blowing and air conditioning would be available when
needed.®* The TVA has not explored smart grid approaches in which such devices would

be located, to reduce or eliminate the impact of intermittency. Among other things, a

%2 See the website of |ce Energy, for instance, www.ice-energy.com

15



smart grid is one in which consuming devices communicate with producing devices, as
illustrated in above example regarding the use of ice to store wind energy for air-
conditioning. Smart grids are beginning to be built today and will likely be here faster
than the proposed nuclear power plant, at least in some locations. For instance, Xcel
Energy is currently building alocal smart grid in Boulder Colorado, covering the whole
city of about 50,000 customers and 100,000 peopl e® Installation of smart meters that
will enable customersto tailor their energy use to renewable energy availability, to avoid
high cost peak times by various means such as turning on washing machines only during
off-peak periods. It isexpected to be complete by the end of 2009. When a smart gridis
in place, the significance of baseload, intermediate |oad, and peak load will decline
because changed usage patterns, heat and cold storage devices, and communication
between consuming devices and producing devices will enable consumption of renewable
electricity when the resource is avail able and consumption of energy services like heating
and cooling and refrigeration and lighting when the customer needsit. The various
renewable energy sources will also be coordinated with each other and optimized in
terms of the proportions on the grid. For instance, the amounts of solar PV and wind
energy would be optimized to minimize the need for additional reserve capacity and
storage. Intime, local smart grids are likely to become part of a national smart grid that
will probably be needed to help fulfill President-elect Obama’s commitment to reduce
U.S. greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. ItisIEER’'s

opinion that TVA could well be jeopardizing the economic future of the region by

33 X cel 2008a.and Xcel 2008b.
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considering only twentieth century options, such as coal, gas, and nuclear, and rejecting
or failing to consider advanced technol ogies that are being implemented today.
Makhijani Declaration, par. 21

Petitioners also rely for this contention on the following documentary information which

shows that utility-scale wind and solar plants compare favorably with coal-fired plants

In August 2008, Colorado regulators approved Xcel Energy’s plan to close four
cod -fired power plants at two locations and build solar- and wind-powered units. Inthe
decision to shut down cod -fired plants near Denver and Grand Junction, the Colorado
Public Utilities Commission cited public health and reduced carbon emissions as major
benefits of the proposal. By 2015 Xcel is scheduled to replace the 229 MW of coal fired
electric power with 850 MW of wind power and a200 MW utility-scale solar power
plant with storage capax:ity.34 Xcel Energy provides electric power and natural gasto
70% of the state’ s residents.

In a previous case on another project, the Colorado Public Service Commission
issued the following decision:

We find that adding Enron’s Lamar wind energy bid to PSCo’s preferred

resource plan isin the public interest and comports with the IRP rules. This

determination is based solely on our finding that the acquisition of the Lamar

facility will likely lower the cost of electricity for Colorado’ s ratepayers. After a

careful analysis of the economics of the wind bid, we find that it isjustified on

purely economic grounds, without weighing other benefits of wind generation

that could be considered under the IRP rules.®

The Colorado Public Utilities Commission serves 4.75 million people. Although

it is subject to the same vicissitudes other public service agencies, including TVA, must

% Colorado PUC, Docket 07A-447E, Decision C08-0929, August 19, 2008
% Colorado PUC, Docket 99A-549E-Phase |1, Decision C01-295, February 23, 2001
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manage, it has nevertheless found that clean solar- and wind-powered el ectric generation
Is economical and reliable.
CONCLUSION

Joint Petitioners submit that even TVA’srevised cost estimates fail to adequately
assess the practical, economical aternatives to nuclear power. In summary, TVA’s cost
estimates for the proposed nuclear plants at Bellefonte and practical energy alternatives
do not provide basis for TVA’s assertion that alternatives are not cost-effective. For the

foregoing reasons, Joint Petitioners’ Amended Contention NEPA-N should be admitted.

Respectfully submitted,

Lo bl

LouisA. Zeller

Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League
PO Box 88

Glenda e Springs, NC 28629

(336) 982-2691 (336) 977-0852

BREDL @skybest.com

CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

| certify that on December 15, 2008, | contacted counsel for NRC, Jody C. Martin, and
counsdl for TVA, Steven P. Franz, to inform them that Joint Intervenors were filing this
petition and asked whether they would support this contention. Both responded that they
would not take a position until they had had the opportunity to review the amended

contention.
/s

LouisA. Zeller
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