
December 2, 2014 
  
Administrator Gina McCarthy 
USEPA Headquarters 
William Jefferson Clinton Building 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Mail Code: 1101A 
Washington, DC 20460 
  
Dear Administrator McCarthy: 
  
We strongly support the EPA’s goals in the Clean Power Plan draft regulation, and we are 
grateful for the agency’s leadership in setting a critical policy for reducing emissions from the 
electricity generation sector. We also appreciate the fact that the Clean Power Plan’s purpose is 
to create enforceable goals for states to reduce emissions, and a framework (the Best System of 
Emissions Reduction) for them to implement and comply with the targets. The framework must 
be flexible and adaptable, to account for technological advances and regional differences in 
energy resources and regulatory systems, but it must also encourage rational and effective 
policies. 
 
Unfortunately, the treatment of nuclear energy in the draft rule is unsupported by meaningful 
analysis, and would make it possible for states to implement the rule in ways that are 
counterproductive to the Clean Power Plan’s purpose of reducing emissions. We are, 
additionally, very concerned about industry proposals to expand provisions to encourage nuclear. 
We urge the EPA to conduct a thorough and fact-based analysis of nuclear, and to do the 
following: 

1. Remove the preservation of existing nuclear reactors from the BSER. 
2. Do not force Georgia, South Carolina, and Tennessee to finish building new reactors.  
3. Conduct a thorough and accurate analysis of the environmental impacts of nuclear power, 

from radioactive waste and uranium mining to reactor accidents and water use. 
4. Recognize and incorporate the much greater role renewable energy and efficiency can, 

will, and must play in reducing carbon emissions and replacing both fossil fuels and 
nuclear. 

 
We recognize that the EPA has undertaken a monumental task in developing the Clean Power 
Plan - perhaps the most important single step in setting the U.S. on the path to reducing 
emissions enough to avert the worst of global warming and climate change. It is essential that we 
begin making substantial reductions in emissions immediately, and that the institutional inertia 
and narrow self-interest of utilities and major power companies do not stand in the way of 
deploying the most cost-effective and environmentally sustainable energy solutions. For that 



very reason, it is important the regulation ensures states do not get off on the wrong foot and 
implement the rule in ways that are counterproductive. Unfortunately, the Clean Power Plan’s 
treatment of nuclear incentivizes the preservation and expansion of a technology that is and has 
always been the most expensive, inflexible, and dangerous complement to fossil fuels.  
 
The Clean Power Plan incorporates nuclear into the BSER in two ways: 

● Assumes five new reactors will be completed and brought online in the states of 
Georgia, South Carolina, and Tennessee, and irrationally estimates the cost of doing so as 
$0. In fact, billions more remain to be spent on these reactors and there is a great deal of 
uncertainty about when, if ever, they will be completed, facing years of delays and 
billions in cost overruns. The cost assumption would force states to complete the reactors 
no matter the cost, rather than enabling them to choose better ways to meet their 
emissions goals. Even though renewables and efficiency could be deployed at lower cost 
than nuclear, the draft rule would make it look like they are much more expensive 
because of the zero-cost assumption about completing the reactors.  

● Encourages states to “preserve” reactors economically at-risk of being closed, 
equivalent to 6% of each state’s existing nuclear generation. While it is true that about 
6% of the nation’s operating reactors may close for economic reasons, this provision 
encourages every state to subsidize existing reactors, greatly underestimates the cost of 
doing so, and overestimates their role in reducing emissions. Uneconomical reactors have 
high and rising operating costs, and cannot compete with renewables and efficiency. If 
anything, EPA should simply recommend that low-carbon energy sources be replaced 
with other low-carbon resources, but singling out nuclear for “preservation” suggests it is 
better for states to lock themselves into obsolete and increasingly uneconomical nuclear. 

 
The rule also says states may utilize two other ways of adding nuclear capacity as options for 
achieving the goals, even though they are not incorporated in the BSER: 

● New reactors other than those currently in construction. EPA recognizes that new 
nuclear is too expensive to be included in the BSER, so it should not suggest states 
consider it as a way of meeting their emissions goals. 

● Power uprate modifications to increase the generation capacity of existing reactors. 
Power uprates are capital-intensive and expensive, and several recent projects have been 
cancelled or suffered major cost overruns, in the case of Minnesota’s Monticello reactor, 
at a total cost greater than most new reactors ($10 million/megawatt).1  

Rather than suggesting states waste resources on nuclear generation too expensive and infeasible 
to be included in the BSER, EPA should include an analysis of these problems so that states can 
better evaluate their options and select lower-cost, more reliable means for reducing emissions, 
such as renewables and efficiency.  

                                                
1 Shaffer, David. "Xcel management blamed for cost overruns at Monticello nuclear plant." Minneapolis 
Star-Tribune. July 9, 2014. http://www.startribune.com/business/266353511.html 



 
The Clean Power Plan also considers some non-air quality impacts of nuclear generation, as it is 
required to do under the Clean Air Act. However, the EPA’s evaluation is both woefully 
incomplete and alarmingly inadequate. EPA dismisses concerns about radioactive waste and 
nuclear power’s impact on water resources, simply characterizing them as equivalent to 
problems with fossil fuel generation. In fact, radioactive waste is an intractable problem that 
threatens the environment for potentially hundreds of thousands of years. In addition, nuclear 
reactors’ use of water is more intensive than fossil fuel technologies, and a majority of existing 
reactors utilize the most water-intensive once-through cooling systems. Regardless, however, 
rather than only comparing them to fossil fuels, EPA should have compared these impacts to the 
full range of alternatives, including renewables and efficiency, which do not have such problems.  
 
EPA leaves out a host of other environmental impacts unique to nuclear, including uranium 
mining and nuclear accidents. There are over 10,000 abandoned uranium mines throughout the 
U.S., which are subject to lax environmental standards, pose major groundwater and public 
health risks, present serious environmental justice concerns, and could entail billions in site 
cleanup and remediation costs. The failure to consider the impacts of a nuclear accident is a 
glaring oversight, in the wake of the Fukushima disaster. EPA must consider both the 
environmental and economic impact of nuclear accidents.  
 
In general, the Clean Power Plan’s consideration of nuclear appears to be based on a dangerous 
fallacy: that closed reactors must be replaced with fossil fuel generation, presumably because 
other low-/zero-carbon resources could not make up the difference. In fact, renewable energy 
growth has surpassed all other forms of new generation for going on three years, making up 48% 
of all new electricity generation brought online from 2011 to July 2014.2 The growth rate of 
wind energy alone (up to 12,000 MW per year) would be sufficient to replace all of the “at-risk” 
nuclear capacity within two years, at lower cost than the market price of electricity,3 let alone at 
the subsidized rate for nuclear the draft rule suggests.  
 
Assuming that closed reactors will be replaced with fossil fuel generation both encourages states 
to waste resources trying to “preserve” (or even build) uneconomical reactors rather than on 
more cost-effective and productive investments in renewables and efficiency. While states are 
free to develop their implementation plans without using the specific energy sources included in 
the BSER, the rule should not promote such foolishness. No amount of spending or subsidies for 

                                                
2 Sun Day Campaign. “Renewables Provide 56 Percent of New US Electrical Generating Capacity in First 
Half of 2014.” July 21, 2014. 
http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2014/07/renewables-provide-56-percent-of-new-
us-electrical-generating-capacity-in-first-half-of-2014 
3  Lawrence Berkley National Laboratory. “2013 Wind Technologies Market Report.” U.S. Department of 
Energy. August 18, 2014. 
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2014/08/f18/2013%20Wind%20Technologies%20Market%20Report_1.pdf 



nuclear has been effective at reducing the technology’s costs nor overcoming lengthy 
construction times and delays, whereas spending on renewables and efficiency has had the effect 
of lowering their costs and increasing their rate of deployment. The economic problems facing 
currently operating reactors merely underscore the point that nuclear is not a cost-effective way 
of reducing emissions.   
 
We are hopeful that the Clean Power Plan will be a watershed in setting the country on a path to 
emissions reductions and climate action, and we are grateful to the EPA for taking this step. We 
believe that correcting the problems with the way nuclear is considered in the draft rule, and 
increasing the role of renewables and efficiency, will make the Clean Power Plan much stronger 
and lead states to implement it more productively and cost-effectively.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tim Judson, Executive Director 
Nuclear Information & Resource Service 
Takoma Park, MD 
 
Ken Bossong 
SUN DAY Campaign 
Takoma Park, MD 
 
Jim Riccio 
Nuclear Policy Analyst 
Greenpeace 
Washington, DC 
 
Gretel Johnston, VP & Secretary 
BEST/MATRR 
Scottsboro, AL 
 
Russell Lowes 
Research Director 
www.SafeEnergyAnalyst.org 
Tucson, Arizona 
 
Cynthia Johnson, Vice Chair 
Social Justice Committee of the Berkeley Fellowship of Unitarian Universalists 
Berkeley, CA 
 

http://www.safeenergyanalyst.org/


Doug Karpa, J.D., Ph.D., Legal Program Director 
Turtle Island Restoration Network 
Olema, CA 
 
John Leddy, President 
United States Water and Power 
Venice, CA 
 
Gary Headrick, Co-founder 
San Clemente Green 
San Clemente, CA 
 
Libbe HaLevy 
Nuclear Hotseat 
Los Angeles, CA 
 
Wendy Oser, Coordinator 
Nuclear Guardianship Project 
Berkeley, CA 
 
Linda Seeley 
San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
 
Philip Tymon 
Administrative Director 
Occidental Arts and Ecology Center 
Occidental, CA 
 
Carolyn S. Scarr 
Program Coordinator 
Ecumenical Peace Institute/Clergy and Laity Concerned 
Berkeley, CA 
 
Lana Kitchel, John Kitchel 
Co-Owners/Organic Farmers 
Kitchel Family Organics 
Los Molinos, CA 
 
Erik B. Layman, M.Sc. 



President 
Layman Energy Associates, Inc. 
San Luis Obispo, CA  
 
Jerry B. Brown, Ph.D. 
Director, Safe Energy Project 
World Business Academy 
Santa Barbara, CA 
 
Carol Wolman 
Fukushima Response Bay Area 
Berkeley, CA 
 
Phoebe Anne Sorgen 
BFUU Social Justice Committee 
Berkeley, CA 
 
Joni Stellar 
Treasurer 
Frack-Free Butte County 
Chico, CA 
 
Chris Moore-Backman, Director  
Chico Peace & Justice Center  
Chico, CA 
 
Rochelle Becker 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
 
Marylia Kelley 
Executive Director 
Tri-Valley CAREs (Communities Against a Radioactive Environment) 
Livermore, CA  
 
Bob Kinsey 
Colorado Coalition for Prevention of Nuclear War 
Denver, CO 
 
Jennifer Thurston 



INFORM 
Norwood CO 
 
Nancy Burton, Director 
Connecticut Coalition Against Millstone 
Redding, CT 
 
Barry J. White, President 
Citizens Allied for Safe Energy, Inc. 
Miami, FL  
 
Cara Campbell, Chair 
The Ecology Party of Florida 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 
 
Cathy Gilbert and Josh Pritchett, 
Co-chairs 
Green Party of Florida 
Miami, FL 
 
Priscilla Star 
Coalition Against Nukes 
Miami, FL 
 
Glenn Carroll 
Coordinator 
Nuclear Watch South 
Atlanta, GA 
 
Patrick Bosold, Chair 
Leopold Group, S.E. Iowa chapter of Iowa Sierra Club 
Fairfield, IA  
 
Liane Casten, Co-Chair, 
Citizens Act To Protect Our Water 
Wilmette, IL 
 
Kerwin Olson, Executive Director 
Citizens Action Coalition 
Indianapolis, IN 



 
Leslie Perrigo, Executive Director 
Independent Environmental Conservation & Activism Network 
Muncie, IN 
 
Janice Kurkoski 
North Quabbin Energy 
Warwick, MA 
 
Stephen B. Comley Sr., Founder 
We The People 
Rowley, MA 
 
Ken Kipen, Director 
Hilltown Anti-Herbicide Coalition 
Ashfield, MA 
 
Mary Lampert, Director 
Pilgrim Watch 
Duxbury, MA 
 
Pat Hynes 
Traprock Center for Peace and Justice 
Greenfield, MA 
 
Sheila Parks, Ed.D. 
Convener 
On Behalf of Planet Earth 
Boston, MA 
 
Robert K. Musil, Ph.D., M.P.H. 
President and CEO 
The Rachel Carson Council, Inc. 
Bethesda, MD 
 
Dagmar Fabian 
Secretary 
Crabshell Alliance 
Baltimore, MD 
 



Max Obuszewski 
Baltimore Nonviolence Center 
Baltimore, MD  
 
Patricia Gillis, Executive Director 
Voices for Earth Justice 
Southfield, MI  
 
Jessie Pauline Collins 
Citizens' Resistance At Fermi Two 
Monroe, MI 
 
Lea Foushee & George Crocker 
North American Water Office 
Minneapolis, MN 
 
Mark Haim, Director 
Mid-Missouri Peaceworks/Missourians for Safe Energy 
Columbia, MO 
 
Mali Lightfoot 
Executive Director  
Helen Caldicott Foundation  
Asheville, NC 
 
Dave McCoy, Esq., Executive Director  
Citizen Action NM 
Albuquerque, NM 
 
Candace Head-Dylla 
Bluewater Valley Downstream Alliance 
Grants, NM 
 
Janet Greenwald, Co-coordinator 
Citizens for Alternatives to Radioactive Dumping (CARD) 
Albuquerque, NM 
 
Michel Lee, Esq., member Leadership Council 
Indian Point Safe Energy Coalition (IPSEC) 
Ossining, NY  



 
Jessica Azulay 
Program Director 
Alliance for a Green Economy 
Syracuse, NY 
 
Barbara Warren 
Citizens' Environmental Coalition 
Albany, NY 
 
Manna Jo Greene, Environmental Director 
Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Inc. 
Beacon, NY  
 
Conrad Miller M.D., Founder 
Physicians For Life 
Watermill, NY 
 
Dr. Kathleen Sullivan 
Program Director 
Hibakusha Stories 
New York, NY 
 
Marie McRae, spokesperson 
Dryden Resource Awareness Coalition 
Dryden, NY 
 
Gail Payne, founder 
RadiationTruth.org 
Centerport, NY 
 
Tom Siracuse 
Chair of Shut Down Indian Point Now! 
New York, NY 
 
Connie Kline 
Ohio CARE - Citizens Against a Radioactive Environment  
Cleveland, OH 
 
Ohio Concerned Citizens Network of Ashtabula, Cuyahoga, Geauga, and Lake Counties 



OH 
 
Rena Guay, Executive Director 
Center for Conscience in Action 
Oklahoma City, OK 
 
Barbara Geary, Chair 
Citizens Action for Safe Energy 
Tulsa, OK 
 
Clean Energy Future OK 
Tulsa OK 
 
Karen Barton, Coordinator 
Bryn Mawr Peace Coalition  
Bryn Mawr, PA 
 
Susan F. Katz, MD 
Oregon Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Portland, OR 
 
Ernest Fuller, Vice Chairman 
Concerned Citizens for SNEC Safety 
Six Mile Run, PA 
 
Dr. Finian Taylor, Coordinator 
Hilton Head for Peace 
Hilton Head, SC 
 
Lilias Jarding, Ph.D. 
Clean Water Alliance 
Rapid City, SD 
 
Elena Day 
Peoples Alliance for Clean Energy 
Charlottesville, VA 
 
Debra Stoleroff 
Vermont Yankee Decommissioning Alliance 
Montpelier, VT 



 
Bruce Amundson, MD 
Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility 
Seattle, WA 
 
Peggy Maze Johnson, Project Manager 
Heart of America Northwest 
Seattle, WA 
 
Annette M Klapstein 
Seattle Raging Grannies 
Seattle, WA 
 
Christopher LaForge 
Great Northern Solar 
Port Wing, WI 
 
 
International 
 
Charles Barnett 
Shut Down Sizewell Campaign 
Dunwich, Suffolk 
United Kingdom 
 
 
 
 
 


