 

nuclear power has slipped from 16% to 14% of global electrical supply since 2005.
 Renewables have already surpassed nuclear capacity and are on track to double to 35% or more of the world’s electricity by 2030.
 Furthermore, even if all the proposed new nuclear plants come on-stream, the decommissioning of existing plants as they get too old to keep operating will bring about a steady and very costly nuclear phase-out.
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Flawed Assumption #2 
The UDP says “nuclear power generates very low carbon emissions, on par with the cleanest form of renewable energy.”
Not so! – Nuclear power has significant greenhouse gas emissions. The nuclear fuel system as a whole is a huge user of fossil fuels, from hard-rock mining to plant construction
 to decommissioning and waste transport and storage. It takes ten years to build a reactor.  For the first six to nine years of operation the plant is just making up for the energy used in mining, construction etc. Nuclear power is now widely dismissed as a practical or cost-effective means to address imminent global warming.
 The International Energy Agency predicts that, in today’s policy climate, that nuclear may drop to 10% of global electrical supply by 2030.

Flawed Assumption #3 

The UDP says “nuclear energy has proven to be cost-competitive”. 
Not so! – Nuclear energy is uneconomic. Independent research shows that when capital and other cost estimates (interest, fuel, operations, decommissioning, and fuel storage) are included, nuclear power is at least two to three times the cost of its competitors.
 The large and growing capital costs of nuclear power, compared to renewables, end up creating huge public debt, the costs of which must be factored in.
 So too, must all the hidden and direct subsidies. One of these is protection from liability – nuclear companies are only responsible for the first $75 million in liability in the case of nuclear damage, however caused – the public is on the hook for everything above that. In the emerging “ecological economics” required to move to a sustainable society, full cost accounting will also include the degradation of eco-systems and the loss of environmental health caused by the whole nuclear system -- from mining to long-term waste management.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Flawed Assumption #4 

The UDP says “the supply of uranium…is abundant and secure”. 
Not so!  – We are running out of uranium. The UN’s International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) says there are about 80 years of economically-recoverable uranium, and the UDP report admits Saskatchewan uranium supplies will run out in 45 years.
Flawed Assumption #5 

The report says “the industry has made significant strides in improving the reliability and safety of nuclear power”. 
Not really! – Nuclear power is hazardous and unreliable. In Ontario, the most nuclear-dependent region in North America, aging and more accident-prone reactors require premature and costly refurbishing. They are regularly out of service, so Ontario must provide expensive back-up electricity from other sources.

Furthermore nuclear plants of the type proposed for Saskatchewan are not in operation now, nor have they been tested anywhere. A precursor of AECL’s ARC-1000 (ARC-700) was withdrawn from U.S. licensing after the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) predicted design/safety issues. (The NRC believes that during a loss-of-coolant-accident, power would surge rather than decrease.) A similar problem led to the scrapping of AECL’s Maple reactors at Chalk River after the federal government had squandered $300 million on them.
 Do Saskatchewan people want to be the subjects of a nuclear safety experiment?  

Flawed Assumption #6 

Finally, though admitting the emerging renewable technologies “such as wind, solar, geothermal and biomass…present new opportunities”, the UDP simply dismisses these by saying they “present technical and economic challenges.” 
Not really! –Renewable energy is relatively inexpensive and its technical challenges are dwarfed by those of nuclear power, which, after more than half a century, still has no way to address its long-lived radioactive wastes. The nuclear industry’s massive cost-overruns are the rule rather than the exception.

________________________________________________
Unbalanced – the UDP is about propping up the uranium industry, not about energy options for Saskatchewan

The UDP mandate doesn’t allow full-cost comparisons with renewable energy; including the implications of nuclear energy for watersheds during global warming, for environmental and human health, peace and security or for future generations.
 Yet, if the UDP recommendations are implemented, it will take away Saskatchewan citizens’ ability to choose a sustainable approach to meeting our energy needs. This is fundamentally anti-democratic. 
The rationale for this narrow nuclear promotion is that, though Saskatchewan is the “world’s largest producer of uranium” it plays “virtually no role” in the rest of the nuclear fuel system. We are told that we should add economic value to uranium because it is here. This might seem convincing until you realize that the renewables are also all here. 
The sun shines, the wind blows, the rivers flow and the forests grow – and yet the government and its nuclear friends ignore the potential of wind, small hydro, biomass and the growing solar revolution. We are in Canada’s highest inland wind energy potential area and yet Saskatchewan has less than 200 MW capacity (one-fifth of what is underway in Alberta) on its 3,500 MW grid. The Saskatchewan Party government’s 2009 spending decisions continue to ignore the tremendous potential of renewable energy. 
[image: image3.jpg]Renewable Energy Cost Trends
Levelized Cents / kWh in Constant 2000 Dollars

40

Wind

30

20

COE cents/kWh

10

0
1980 1990 2000

2010

2020

100

80

Photovoltaic

60

40

20

0
1980 1990 2000

2010 2020

10
Geothermal

COE cents/kWh
-0 N S (o7} [a )

980

1990 2000 2010

2020

70

60

Solar thermal

50

40

30

20

10
0
1980

1990 2000

2010 2020

The costs of renewable energy technologies are declining
source: National Renewable Energy Laboratory Energy Analysis Office




 Endnotes 
� Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Nov./Dec. 2008.


� See United Nations, Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change, Fourth Assessment Report, 2007.


� Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Nov./Dec. 2008.


� As one example, Bruce Power estimates that it would take 400,000 cubic meters of concrete to build its proposed two-unit nuclear plant.


� For cost-effective comparisons of the capacity of different energy technologies to reduce carbon emission see Amory Lovins, Forget Nuclear, Rocky Mountain Institute, 2008. In March 2009 the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace released a report that discredits that nuclear power can play any significant role in reducing greenhouse gases. See Katherine Ling, “Nuclear Power Cannot Solve Climate Change’, Scientific America, March 27, 2009.


� Ibid.


� Nuclear promoters continue to say they can build new nuclear plants for around $2,500 per kW. With other cost guestimates (interest, fuel, operations, decommissioning and fuel storage) they argue nuclear electricity can be produced for 7 to 8 cents per kWh, which, like the UDP, they say is “cost competitive”. These guestimates, however, are skewed to make new plants attractive to governments who, it is hoped, will provide up to 100% loan guarantees. There was interest expressed in $100 billion in loan guarantees after President G. Bush approved $13 billion for the nuclear industry in 2005. President  Obama’s 2009 stimulus package ended up deleting $50 billion of loan guarantees for nuclear and coal, which was in the Senate version of the bill. Without these guarantees the projects are not viable, which shows that nuclear isn’t really cost-effective.  Anyway, the actual experience with the new plant being built in Finland by Areva doesn’t support the industry’s hypothetical cost guestimates. By fall 2008 the costs of the 1,600 MW EPR had risen from 3 to 5 billion Euros, or by 2 billion Euros, which made capital costs more like $5,000 per kW. And the reactor was not completed. Due to the contract between Finland and Areva the French taxpayers will pick up most of the cost overruns, which have grown. By Jan. 2009 they were up to $2.2 billion Euros, which would bring capital costs even higher. This jibes with the more objective Wall Street investment firm Moody’s which claims that “all-in” capital costs are being underestimated and would likely be  $7,500 per kW. With the additional cost of interest, fuel, etc. this would push costs of nuclear “electricity from new plants to at least 14 cents per kWh.” See Arjun Makhijani, “Nuclear Power Costs: High and Higher”, Science for Democratic Action, Vol. 15, No. 2, Jan. 2008, pp. 1-4. 


� Scientific America’s “A Second Look at Nuclear” (Vol. 18, No. 5, March 2008, pp. 26-33) admits nuclear is more expensive to build (3 times gas and 2 times coal and wind), but then argues it’s competitive with coal, gas and wind once operating. These capital costs must be considered in full-cost comparisons. It also doesn’t consider costs to decommission nuclear plants and manage wastes that must also be factored in.


� Eight Candu plants in Ontario were out of service from 1998-2004.


� See “Nuclear Power in Alberta: An Alternative Perspective”, CAUSE, April 6, 2009, p. 7-8.


� The cost of Areva’s 1,600 MW EPR being built in Finland went from 3 to 5 billion Euros when the project was not even complete. It’s now 2.2 billion Euros over budget. See endnote #7.


� See Jim Harding “Why Nuclear Power is Not a Way to Create a Sustainable Society”, 6th Annual NRT Conference, SIAST Woodland Campus, March 12, 2009.
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URANIUM DEVELOPMENT 


PARTNERSHIP REPORT:


 


Flawed Assumptions & Rehashed Recommendations





The Uranium Development Partnership (UDP) was appointed by the Saskatchewan Party government to study adding economic value to the uranium industry. Most of the members of the UDP are known to be proponents of nuclear development. Many of them work for the nuclear industry. So the March 31, 2009 UDP report held no surprises. It is a nuclear business plan. 





Energy is today’s main challenge for converting to a sustainable society. Instead of undertaking a comparative analysis of energy options, the government asked the UDP to focus on the non-renewable uranium sector as a means to spur on nuclear growth. The UDP recommended yet more deregulation and increases in government expenditures on both infrastructure and Research and Development. The primary beneficiaries of this plan are the nuclear companies. Both the traditional political right and left in Saskatchewan would likely agree that promoting private gain at public expense is unacceptable. 





The assumptions justifying the UDP’s mandate and report are seriously flawed.





             �





Flawed Assumption #1


The UDP report reiterates the industry-created cliché that “the nuclear industry is enjoying a global renaissance”. It states that “nuclear power is emerging as an attractive potential part of the overall energy supply mix in many parts of the world.” 





Not so! – There is no nuclear renaissance. The recent “2008 World Nuclear Industry Status Report”, shows that
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