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       Such a highly controversial, complex and multi-faceted issue as the rehabilitation for commercial 
operation of the Bataan Nuclear Power Plant (BNPP) must be debated publicly and thoroughly, before 
taxpayer money be
allotted for such a questionable idea:

       We find that Rep. Mark Cojuangco's Bill and Explanatory Notes proposing this idea raise more 
questions than answers. Given the short notice for this Congressional hearing, we raise only the most 
important here:

1.Where are the detailed technical studies for the permanent disposal of the high-level as well as low-
level nuclear wastes that the BNPP will create? A nuclear power plant, granting that it is successfully 
rehabilitated and operated, may have a useful life of a few decades. It will, however, create a 100,000-
year waste management problem which, it has been argued, is beyond human scale. Among the safety 
issues raised by nuclear plant operation, nuclear waste disposal has been the most challenging and 
intractable even in advanced countries. It is questionable
how a country like the Philippines, which cannot even solve its ordinary garbage problem properly, can 
manage the permanent disposal of highly radioactive wastes.

2.Where are the detailed economic and financial studies of the rehabilitation, operation, 
decommissioning and nuclear waste disposal? Initial estimates of nuclear plant costs have always 
tended to be under-estimates. This was true not only of the BNPP but of many other nuclear plants as 
well. We want the public to be given time to carefully analyze these studies and the impact of the costs 
on electricity prices. Asked directly by Rep. Edcel Lagman, Rep. Cojuangco could only cite the old 
Marcos-era feasibility studies and Wikipedia articles.

3.Where are the updated electricity demand projections that take into account the global recession is 
just beginning and whose end is not yet in sight? No detailed demand projections were given in the 
proposal at all, just a questionable assertion than we will have a 3,000 megawatt shortfall by 2012. We 
do not want to repeat our bad experience of paying IPPs through the nose for the capacity and later not 
using this capacity we are paying for.

4.Where are the cost comparisons with options like solar power, wind, microhydro, geothermal, energy 
efficiency and other renewable approaches? In many parts of the world, renewables have been shown to 
be competitive in cost to non-renewables like fossil and nuclear technologies. France's nuclear electricity 
costs are lower because of huge government subsidies to the nuclear establishment, given its strategic 
objective to maintain nuclear weapons capability.

5.After an extended long-debated effort to privatize the production of electricity, why is the government 
reversing its policy for nuclear power alone and again planning to engage is a huge, risky business 
venture?

       We are also concerned that the Bill and Explanatory Notes contain some apparent 
misrepresentations and distortions which raise fundamental questions about the credibility of the rest of 
the document. For instance:

1.The assertion that the Krsko, Angra 1 and Kori 2 NPPs have “impeccable safety records” is not true at 
all, as a simple search on the Internet will show. Krsko, for instance, just had a loss-of-coolant accident 
last June 4, 2008.

2.The assertions citing Cabato et.al. have been disowned by Dr. Kelvin Rodolfo, one of the authors of 
the Cabato study, who accused the Bill's author of “abuse” and “distortion” of scientific data.

3.The assertion of a 3,000 megawatt shortfall by 2012 is now highly questionable, given the deepening 

http://et.al/


global recession affecting every country in the world.

4.The assertion that no one else has died from any NPP accident apart from Chernobyl is simply untrue, 
given that six NPP-related deaths have occurred in Japan alone.

       How can we trust the rest of the Bill and Explanatory Notes assertions when a casual browsing as 
we did immediately finds such questionable assertions?

       Finally, we want to point out some of the undesirable political impacts of rehabilitating the BNPP for 
commercial operation:

1.Nuclear power is prone to authoritarian methods. The nature of nuclear power encourages a highly 
centralized, high-security, secretive bureaucracy. Nuclear power projects are by their very nature large-
scale projects. In addition, they involve materials which are not only extremely harmful to human 
health, but can also be used for weapons of mass destruction. Two influential authors, E.F. Schumacher 
(Small is Beautiful) and Amory Lovins (Soft Energy Paths) have made the argument that it is the nature 
of nuclear power itself that makes its implementors prone to authoriarianism. A simple example: the 
government continues to keep secret the ten potential sites for its nuclear power program.

2.Nuclear power attracts corruption. The extremely high cost of even a single nuclear power project will 
attract corrupt contractors, suppliers and bureaucrats like flies to garbage. Filipinos paid around $5 
billion for this lesson. Unfortunately, things have hardly changed. Look at other government mega-
projects: from election automation to airport construction, from mega-dikes to the Macapagal Highway 
and other road construction projects. We cannot afford the consequences of sub-standard materials, 
construction and maintenance in a nuclear power plant.

3.Nuclear power projects are highly divisive. The unresolved nuclear safety issues and the so-far 
insoluble problem of nuclear waste disposal will attract long-term opposition from many sectors 
(affected communities, environmentalists, activists of various colors, clean energy advocates, losing 
bidders, and perhaps even the wives and daughters of nuclear power advocates). Anti-nuclear 
opposition will emerge from the woodworks to block the projects at every step of the way. The nuclear 
power project will split the country, as it has done in the past.

       Given the above issues and concerns, the Philippine Greens ask Congress to hold action on Rep. 
Cojuangco's Bill and to open to deeper public debate this highly controversial issue of reviving the BNPP.
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