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Capital markets will not underwrite the
construction of new nuclear reactors because
of the severe technology, policy, regulatory,

execution, marketplace and financial risks
that they face.

Shifting the risk to muni and coop ratepayers
does not eliminate risk, it just exposes captive
ratepayers to the excess costs that high risk
project impose.
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Marketplace Risk:

Demand

Supply



External Shocks and Public Policy Shift the Level and Growth Rate of Demand
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The recession appears to have reduced CPS projected
peak demand significantly
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Projections of Peak Suanmer Load: Florida Power and Light & Progress Enersy
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Crude Oil and Natural Gas Prices
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Nymex Gas Futures v. Gas Delivered to FLA Utilities
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Technology Risk:

[.ower Cost Alternatives



$/MWh (2008$)

Levelized Cost of Low Carbon Resources to Meet Electricity Needs
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Execution Risk
Cost Overruns
Delays

Financial Downgrades



Ovemizht Cost of Completed Nuclear Reactors Compared o Projected Costs of
Future Reactors
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Key Nuclear Feactor Project Characteristics and Adverse Events
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Key Nuclear Reactor Project Characteristics and Adverse Events

Company Project Company Design Reference Units State Units
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aPP 1 1 Cancelled because of no CYYIP
SERC 1 3 a7 Negative financall advice
SERC 1 3 140 Downgrade
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Policy Risk:

Efficiency and renewables mandates
reduce the need for non-renewable
generation and combine with additional
tflexibility to reduce the projected cost of
carbon far below what was 1nitially
expected.
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Financial Risk:

Utility balance sheets cannot
support the projects, even with
loan guarantees and CWIP



Reactor Costs Compared to Market Capitalization of Active Projects

Ueility Reactor Marlet Feactor Capital Feactor as
Capital Fequirement %o of
{Billiom) {Billion) Marlket Cap.
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Threats to Taxpayers and Eatepayers

Aren of Innpact

Technology choice
Project completion
Project oversight
Financial ratings
Digcount rate

Tlreat to Lilzelihood of inpact
Failure to adopt least costapproach Cettain

Burden of failed projects Highly likely

Lazx review of project management  Highly likely
Diowngrade or Megative Mear certainty

MWisallocation of resources Cettain



