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The Case of BNPP: Seeing but not Believing 

The BNPP (Bataan Nuclear  Power  Plant)  should  not  be rehabilitated and put in  operation for  economic, 
environmental and security reasons. The haste at which the proposed bill has been filed is unwarranted given 
the lack of scientific feasibility study to support it and the absence of consultation and transparency in its 
formulation given its high risk and direct bearing on the health and security of the Filipino people.   

The nuclear plant was a project of former President Ferdinand Marcos that was not put into operation by 
succeeding administrations of Aquino and Ramos after an international group of scientists found the BNPP 
structurally defective and unsafe.  The construction of the BNPP was attended by numerous irregularities 
among the contractors, especially on the part of the government, sacrificing safety, quality, and rigidness of 
methods and materials.  Aside from this,  the plant sits on Mt. Natib which geologists consider to be still 
capable of eruption and is also in the vicinity of Manila Trench - Luzon Trough tectonic structures making it 
vulnerable to earthquakes1. Despite these findings, a bill in congress HB 4631, aims to recover and make use 
of the mothballed nuclear plant as an immediate dependable source of energy for the country . 

The cost of the plant’s rehabilitation is marked at 1 billion dollars, half of which will come from additional 
charge  in  electricity  charge  and  the  other  half  from loans.  The  mothballed  plant  has  already  cost  the 
Philippines a debt of US$ 2.3 billion and some US$ 640 million worth of interest payments1 of which none was 
translated into the benefit of the Filipinos who unduly paid for the sum through their taxes. Now that the 
original BNPP debt has been cleared, we risk again the incurement of another monstrous debt that is subject 
to corruption and short of the actual budget of restoring a nuclear power plant. 

Although nuclear energy is capable of producing large amounts of energy with small amounts of radioactive 
substances like uranium and is the most concentrated form of energy known, this is not enough to claim that 
nuclear is the cheapest form of energy and that rehabilitating BNPP would be the most cost-effective way of 
meeting the electricity  demands of the future. The cost concerning nuclear power from its  construction, 
operations and maintenance costs, waste storage up to its decommissioning is very expensive and would 
place undue stress on our national budget and economy. For example, the uranium used for BNPP will have 
to be imported, increasing the country’s dependence on foreign fuel. Furthermore, since uranium is only 
available in certain countries, it is subject to large price hikes2. If we are to be truly independent and self-
sustaining of our energy resources then the BNPP would only replace the existing monopoly of countries by 
which we derive our oil from. The storage of radioactive wastes also requires greater safety and security 
mechanisms in place since it is highly hazardous3. All these nuclear plant operations and others unmentioned 
all translate to large costs. 

Undoubtedly, the biggest cost that nuclear energy brings is in the event of a nuclear accident. Nuclear wastes 
are extremely radioactive and remain so for thousands of years. To date, there is no method that will provide 
for the complete security from the dangerous effects of these wastes. The Chernobyl accident reminds us of 
the devastating and long-term effects of a nuclear mishap. Thousands of people would have to be relocated 
and treated and years would take for the abandoned environment to be rehabilitated. The Chernobyl accident 
and  other  nuclear  accidents  should  never  be  downplayed  as  they  are  a  testament  of  how  severe  the 
consequences can be from a seemingly minute mistake in nuclear energy operations. Because of this, nuclear 
energy is not only an expensive means of energy; it is also the most dangerous. Congressman Cojuangco is 
gravely misguided in his interpretation of shared risk4 of nuclear energy (i.e. other countries like Taiwan, 
South Korea etc have nuclear plants and we are under their sphere in case of a nuclear accident). Why would 
a government official, sworn into office to protect the safety and interests of the people, use as an argument 
the already precarious safety of his people to bring danger and destruction much closer to home? How sure is 
the trusted and elected congressman that the perceived benefits of having a nuclear plant will outweigh the 
risks? Such line of thinking only reflects riding the bandwagon at its worst. 

Another rationale stated for the rehabilitation of the BNPP is to address the global concern on climate change 
and  global  warming.  Although  nuclear  energy  is  often  associated  with  less  if  not  zero  carbon  dioxide 
emissions, it is not actually much of an improvement from traditional coal-burning power plants. Taking into 
consideration uranium mining, leeching, plant construction and decommissioning, nuclear plants contribute 
significantly to greenhouse gas emissions 3.  



Even the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) estimates say, inclusive of direct and indirect carbon 
emissions, wind and solar energy generators are 50 and seven times less intensive than nuclear plants, 
respectively. Every kWh of renewable power avoids the emission of more than one pound of carbon dioxide1. 
Clearly then, the answer to the call to reduce our carbon footprint will not come from nuclear energy. The 
Philippines is blessed with energy from the sun, water and wind that are easily accesible and can now be 
transformed into electricity. We have enormous renewable energy in our immediate surroundings waiting to 
be harnessed and developed. The Renewable Energy Law that has been recently passed on December of last 
year is the real solution to our energy demands and environmental problems related to it. Why not develop 
safe and truly sustainable energy that our own people can build and expand rather than concentrate our time 
and resources to yet again another ambitious and adventurous undertaking in nuclear energy? 

The rehabilitation  of  the  BNPP has  already spread tremendous  dissent  among all  kinds  of  Filipinos  that 
includes concerned groups whether environmental, LGU or others, academicians and scientists,  and even 
private  individuals.  Even  for  this  reason  (aside  from  the  overwhelming  evidence  that  supports  it)  the 
government will deviate from its mandate if it approves and continues with the rehabilitation of BNPP. 

“To see is to believe”5 is the last quote that Congressman Conjuango, the proponent of House Bill 4631 leaves 
the Filipino people in pursuing nuclear energy through BNPP. It has now been more than a decade that the 
Bataan Nuclear Plant has been closed and up to now, given our present realities, rehabilitation of the plant is 
still  clearly not in the best interest of the Philippines. Perhaps it is about time that our government and 
officials thereof, now take their seeing beyond their own personal gain and limited understanding and believe 
that House Bill 4631 does not reflect what is plain to see with unclouded eyes. 

Sources:

1 Seven (7) Reasons against the Revival of BNPP. Copyright © 2009 Freedom from Debt Coalition. 

2GREENPEACE. Position Paper on: Substitute Bill  to House Bills 1039 & 4631 and House Resolutions 250 
&257. Presented to the House Committee on Appropriations. 2 February 2009
 
3GREENPEACE. The case against nuclear power (and the case for real solutions to energy security and climate 
change). Retrieved February 2009

4 “Shared Risk”. Hon Mark Conjuango. Explanatory Note on House Bill 4631 (An Act Mandating the Immediate 
Re-Commissioning  and  Commercial  Operation  of  the  Bataan  Nuclear  Power  Plant,  Appropriating  Funds 
therefor, and for other Purposes).

5 “Cost to Rehabilitate”. Hon Mark Conjuango. Explanatory Note on House Bill 4631 (An Act Mandating the 
Immediate Re-Commissioning and Commercial Operation of the Bataan Nuclear Power Plant, Appropriating 
Funds therefor, and for other Purposes).


