8.0 Environmental Impacts of Alternatives to
‘Operating License Renewal -

e

This chapter examines the potential environmental impacts associated with denying the renewal
of the operatlng licenses (OLs) (i.e., thé noaction alternatlve) the potentlal environmental
impacts from electric generatlng sources other than North Anna Power Statlon Units 1 and 2,
the possibility of purchasing electric power from other sources to replace power generated by
Units 1 and 2 and the associated environmental impacts, the potential environmental impacts
from a combination of generating and conservation measures, and other generation
alternatives that were deemed unsuitable for replacement of power generated by Units 1 and 2.
The env:ronmental |mpacts were evaluated usmg the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s
(NRC’s) three- Ievel standard of S|gn|f|cance-—SMALL MODERATE, or LARGE—-developed using
the Council on Enwronmental Quality gwdelunes and set forth in a footnoté’ to Table B-1 of
10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B - .

SMALL - Environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither

destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource.

MODERATE - Environmental effects are sufflment to alter notlceably, but not to destablhze

important attnbutes of the resource

LARGE - Environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize

important attributes of the resource.

. e M - u ~ T
B
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The impact categories evaluated in this chapter are the same as those used in the Generic____
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS) NUREG-1437,
Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996; 1999)‘3’ with the addmonal impact categories of environmental
justice and transportatlon

8.1 No-Actlon Alternatlve

NRC'’s regulatlons |mplement|ng the Natlonal Envnronmental Pohcy Act (NEPA) (42 USsC 4321)
specify that the no-action alternative be discussed in an NRC EIS [10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix A(4)]. ‘For license renewal, the no-action alternative refers to a scenario in which the
NRC would not renew the North Anna Power Station; Units 1 and 2, OLs, and the Virginia -
Electric and Power Company (VEPCo) would then decommission North Anna, Units 1 and 2,
when plant operations cease. Replacement of North Anna, Units 1 and 2, electricity generation

-
'

(a) The GEIS was ongmally rssued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was lssued in 1999 -Hereatter,
all references to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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capacity would be met 5y (1) demand-side management and energy conservation, (2) power
purchased from other electricity providers, (3) generating alternatives other than North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2, or (4) some combination of these options.

VEPCo will be requured to comply wnth NRC decommnssnonlng requirements whether or not the
OLs are renewed. If the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2 OLs are renewed,
decommissioning activities may be postponed for up to an additional 20. years. If the OLs are
not renewed, VEPCo would conduct decommissioning activities according to the requirements
in 10 CFR 50.82. - -

The environmental |mpacts assocuated wnth decommlssmnlng under both license renewal and
the no-action alternative would be bounded by the discussion of impacts in Chapter 7 of the ,
GEIS, Chapter 7 of this. Supplemental Enwronmental Impact Statement (SEIS), and the F/nal
Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Decommlsslonlng of Nuclear Facilities

(NRC 1988). The impacts of decommissioning after 60 years of operation are not expected to
be significantly different from those occurring after 40 years of operation.

The environmental impacts for the socioeconomic, historic and archaeological resources, and
environmental justice impact categories are summarized in Table 8-1 and discussed in the
ensuing paragraphs. The no-action alternative would also have certain positive impacts in that
adverse environmental impacts associated with current operatlon of North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2, for example, solid waste impacts and effects on aquatic life, would be eliminated.

Table 8-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts of the No-Action Alternative

1" '

Impact Category .-~ « -+ lmpact . . Comment

Socioeconomic ( - SMALLto Decrease in employment, higher-paying jobs
MODERATE and tax revenues. Most adverse impacts
would be on Louisa County.
Historic and Archaeological SMALL Land occupied by Units 1 and 2 could be
Resources developed after decommissioning.
Environmental Justice SMALL to Loss of employment opportunities and social
MODERATE programs, partlcularly in Louisa County

. Socnoeconomlc When North Anna Power Statlon Units 1 and 2, cease operation, there will
be a decrease in employment and tax revenues associated with the closure. These impacts

-

~

(a) The NRC staff is supplementing NUREG-0586 for reactor decommissioning. In October 2001, the
staft issued draft Supplement 1 to NUREG-0586 dealing with Decommissioning of Nuclear Power -
Reactors (66 FR 56721, NRC 2001a) for public comment. The staff is currently finalizing the draft -
Supplement for publication as a final document.
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would be felt in Henrico, Orange, and Spotsylvania Counties, and the City of Richmond. 1
Louisa County would be more adversely impacted than the other counties in both

employment and tax revenue. Most secondary employment impacts and impacts on -
population would also be felt in the preceding locations. Approximately 80 percent of the
employees who work at North Anna Power Statlon Units 1 and 2, lrve in these counties. |
The no-action alternative would result in the Ioss of the taxes attnbutable to North Anna

Power Station, Units 1 and 2, as well as the loss of plant payrolls 20 years earlier than if the |
OLs were renewed. As previously mentioned, most of the tax revenue losses resulting from
closure of North Anna Power Station, Unrts 1 and 2, would occur in Louisa County In 2000, |
VEPCo paid $10.58 million in property taxes to Louisa County for the nuclear generation

units at North Anna, or about 42 percent of all property taxes collected by the County (see
Table 2-15).) For the remaining two countres to which property taxes are paid, the loss in

real property tax would not be significant, amountlng to1.2 and 1.4 percent for Orange and
Spotsylvania Counties, respectively, in 2000.

Loss of the property tax revenue could have a SIgnmcant short-term negative lmpact on the
ability of Louisa County to provide publlc services such as schools and road mamtenance
There could also be'an adverse, short- term rmpact on housrng values, the local economy in
Louisa County and surrounding areas, and employment if North Anna Power Statlon Units I
1and?2, were to cease operations. |
‘VEPCo employees workrng at North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, currently contribute |
time and money toward community involvement, including schools, churches, charities,-and
other civic activities. It is likely that with a reduced presence in the community following
decommissioning, community involvement efforts by VEPCo and its employees in the

region would be reduced.

The degree and extent of such adverse impacts would depend on the economic develop-

ment taking place in Louisa County and the other,counties and cities over the next 20 years.

If the Richmond area continues its growth and diversification into the first quarter of the'21%
century as it has for the last decade, and assuming that the economic growth sprlls over to
surrounding counties such as Louisa; Spotsylvama and Orange, then the 1 consequences of

not renewing the OLs could be patrtially or entrrely offset by the new jobs created by such
growth. While many of the jobs from past economic development are hlgher-paylng, white-
collar positions (e.g., banklng and frnancral servrce centers), it is not known if these types of
jobs and the pay scale of the projected employment increase will be maintained. If the new
jobs are skilled, higher-paying jobs, then the impacts of nonrenewal of the North Anna

(a) Information obtained during an interview of Ms. Nancy Pleasants, Commissioner of Revenue, Louisa
County October 15, 2001.
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Power Station, Units 1 and 2, OLs could be significantly mitigated, and the socioeconomic
consequence of plant closure would be SMALL. [f the jobs are less-skilled and lower-
paying, then the impact of plant closure could be only partially offset and impacts could be
MODERATE, particularly in Louisa County.

» Historic and Archaeological Resources: The potential for future adverse impacts to known
or unrecorded cultural’ resources at North Anna following decommissioning of Units 1 and 2
will depend on the future use of the land occupied by the two units. Following decommis-
sioning, land occupied by Units 1 and 2 would likely be retained by VEPCo for other
corporate purposes, including potentlal development of the site given its location on Lake
Anna. Eventual sale or transfer of the land occupied by Units 1 and 2, however, could result
in adverse impacts to cultural resources if land-use patterns of the site, and lands surround-
ing the site, change dramatlcally Notwithstanding this possibility, the impacts of this
alternative on historic and archaeological resources are considered SMALL.

« Environmental Justlce for No-Action: Current operations at North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2 have no disproportionate |mpacts on the minority and low-income populations
of the surrounding counties, and no environmental pathways have been identified that
would cause disproportionate impacts. Closure of Units 1 and 2 could result in decréased
employment opportunities in Henrico, Orange, and Spotsylvania Counties and the City of
Richmond, with Louisa County potentially seeing the greatest impact. Real property tax
revenues lost in Louisa County would be large, with possible negative and disproportionate
impacts on minority or low-income populations depending on the County’s ability to continue
providing services to these populations. The environmental justice impacts under the no-
action alternative are considered SMALL to MODERATE.

Impacts for all other impact categories would be SMALL, as shown in Table 9-1.

Yo c

8.2 Alternative Energy Sources

This section discusses the environmental impacts associated with alternative sources of electric
power to replace the power generated by North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, assuming
that the OLs for Units 1 and 2 are not renewed. The order of presentation of alternative energy
sources in Section 8.2 does not imply which alternative would most likely occur or have the
least environmental impacts. The following generation alternatives are considered in detail:

« coal-fired genefation at the North Anna site and at an alternate greenfield site
(Section 8.2.1)

NUREG-1437, Supplement 7 8-4 November 2002



Alternatives

» natural gas-fired generation at the North Anna site and at an alternate greenfleld site
(Section 8.2.2)

» nuclear generation at the North Anna site and an alternate greenfield siie (Section 8.2.3).
The alternative of purchasmg power from’ other sources to replace power generated at North
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2 is dlscussed in Section 8.2.4. Other power generation
alternatlves and conservatlon alternatlves consrdered by the staff and found not to be
reasonable replacements for Units 1 and 2 are dlscussed in"Section 8.2.5. Section 8.2. 6
drscusses the environmental impacts of a combrnatron ‘of generatlon and conservation
alternatives.

i

Each year the Energy Information Administration (EIA), a component of the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE), issues an Annual Energy Outlook. In the Annual Energy Outlook 2002, issued
in December 2001 (DOE/EIA 2001a), EIA projects that combined-cycle or combustion turbine
technology fueled by natural gasis llkely to account for approximately 88 percent of new
electric generating capacity between the years 2001 and 2020. Both technologies are designed
primarily to supply peak and intermediate Lcapacity, but combined-cycle technology also can be
used to meet baseload® requrrements Coal-flred plants are projected by EIA to account for .
approximately 9 percent of new capacity. durmg thls penod .Coal-fired plants are generally
used to meet baseload requirements. Renewable energy sources, primarily wind, ‘geothermal,
and municipal solid waste units, are prOJected by EIA to account for the remaining 3 percent of
capacity additions. The EIA’s projections are based on the assumption that providers of new
generatrng capacity will seek to minimize cost while meeting applicable environmental _

) requrrements Combined-cycle plants are pro;ected by EIA to have the lowest generation cost
in 2005 and 2020, followed by coal-frred plants and then wind generatron (DOE/ElA 2001a).

EIA also projects that new nuclear power plants will not account for any new generation
capacity in the United States during the 2000 to 2020 time period because natural gas and
coal-fired plants are projected to be more economical (DOE/EIA2001a). In spite of this
projection, a new nuclear plant alternative for replacing power generated by North’Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2, is considered in Section 8.2.3. Since 1997, the NRC has certified three
new standard designs for nuclear power plants under the procedures in 10 CFR Part 52, - -
Subpart B.- These designs are the U.S."Advanced Boiling Water Reactor (10 CFR Part 52,
Appendix A), the System 80+ Design (10 CFR Part 52, Appendix B), and the AP600 Design
(10 CFR Part 52, Appendix C). The submission to the NRC of these three appllcatlons for
certification indicates continuing interest in'the possibility of licensing new nuclear power plants.

. - - - . [ .
' . Z y

(a) A baseload plant normally operates to supply all or part of the minimum continuous load of a system

and consequently produces electricity at an essentially constant rate. Nuclear power plants are
commonly used for baseload generation; i.e., these units generally run near full load.
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The NRC has recently established a New Reactor Licensing Program to prepare for and
manage future reactor and site licensing applications (NRC 2001b).

North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, have a combined average net capacity of

1,790 megawatts electric (MW(e)). For the coal and natural gas alternatives, VEPCo’s
environmental report (ER) assumes three standard 508-MW(e) units® as potential
replacements for Units 1 and 2 (VEPCo 2001). The staff used this assumption in their
evaluation, although it results in some environmental impacts that are roughly 17 percent lower
than if full replacement capacity were constructed. VEPCo's reasoning is that although custom-
sized units can be built, use of standardized sizes is more economical. Moreover, using four
508-MW(e) units for the analysis would overestimate environmental impacts and tend to make
the fossil fuel alternatives less attractive.

8.2.1 Coal-Fired Generation

The coal-fired alternative is analyzed at both the North Anna site and at an alternate site. As
discussed in Section 8.2, the staff assumed construction of three 508-MW(e) units.

The VEPCo ER (VEPCo 2001) assumes that coal and lime or limestone for a coal-fired plant
sited at North Anna would be delivered by a CSX rail line to an existing 11-km (7-mi) rail spur
that leads to North Anna. The rail system at North Anna would require modifications to handle
the increased traffic (VEPCo 2001). Lime® or limestone is used in the scrubbing process for
control of sulfur dioxide (SO,) emissions.

While construction at an alternate, greenfield site is not specifically discussed in VEPCo’s ER,
rail delivery would be the most likely option for delivering coal and lime/limestone to an alternate
inland site for the coal-fired plant. Barge delivery of coal and lime/limestone is potentially
feasible for a coastal site. A coal slurry pipeline is also a technically feasible delivery option;
however, the associated cost and environmental impacts make a slurry pipeline an unlikely
transportation alternative. Construction at an alternate site could necessitate the construction
of a new transmission line to connect to existing lines and a rail spur to the plant site.

The coal-fired plant would consume approximately 4.4 million MT (4.9 million tons) per year of
pulverized bituminous coal with an ash content by weight of approximately 10.7 percent

(a) Each of the coal-fired units would have a rating of 538 gross MW and 508 net MW. Each of the gas-
fired units would have a rating of 528 gross MW and 508 net MW. The difference between “gross”
and “net” is the electricity consumed onsite.

(b) In a typical wet scrubber, lime (calcium hydroxide) or limestone (calcium carbonate) is injected as a
slurry into the hot effluent combustion gases to remove entrained sulfur dioxide. The lime-based
scrubbing solution reacts with sulfur dioxide to form calcium sulfite, which precipitates out and is
removed in sludge form.
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(VEPCo 2001). -The ER assumes a heat rate® of 3'J fuel/J electricity (10,200 Btu/kWh) and a
* capacity factor® of 0.85 (VEPCo 2001)." After combustion, 99.9 percent of the ash (approxi-
mately 474,000 MT/yr [622,000 tons/yr]) would be collected and disposed of at the plant site. In
addition, approximately 221,000 MT/yr (244,000 tons/yr) of scrubber sludge would be disposed
of at the plant site based on annual lime usage of approximately 76,000 MT (84,000 tons)
(VEPCo 2001). T

Unless otherwise indicated, the assumptlons and numencal values used in Section 8.2.1 are
from the VEPCo ER (VEPCo 2001). The staff reviewed this information and compared it to
environmental impact information in the GEIS. Although the OL renewal period is only

20 years, the impact of operating the coal-fired alternative for 40 years is considered (as a
reasonable projection of the operating life of a coal-fired plant).

8.2.1.1 Once-Through Cooling System

For burposes of this SEIS, the staff assumed that a coal-fired plant located at North Anna would
use the existing once-through system as a source of cooling. An alternate greenfield site could
use either a closed-cycle or a once- through coohng system.

The overall lmpacts of the coal-fired generating system are discussed in the following sections
and summarized in Table 8-2. The extent of impacts at an alternate site would depend on the
location of the particular site selected.

 Land Use

The North Anna site is approximately 422 ha (1043 ac). Construction of the power block

and coal storage area would impact some land area and associated terrestrial habitat.

However, in the ER VEPCo states it will make maximum use of existing facilities and

infrastructure, limiting the amount of new construction that would be required (VEPCo

2001). Specnflcally, the staff assumed that the coal-fired replacement plant alternative

would use the existing once- through coollng system sthchyard offices, and transmission
~ line right-of-way.

(a) Heat rate is a measure of generating station thermal efficiency. In English units, it is generally
expressed in British thermal units (Btu) per net kilowatt-hour (kWh). It is computed by dividing the
total Btu content of fuel burned for electric generation by the resulting net kWh generation.

(b) The capacity factor is the ratio of electricity generated, for the period of time considered, to the
energy that could have been generated at continuous full-power operation during the same period.
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Table 8-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Coal-Fired Generation at North Anna
Power Station and an Alternate Greenfield Site Using Once-Through Cooling

North Anna Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Land Use SMALL to Extensive use of existing infrastructure. SMALL to Uses up to 1100 ha (2600 ac) for
MODERATE Uses 172 ha (425 ac) of undeveloped  LARGE plant, offices, parking, and waste
portion of North Anna for waste disposal, additional offsite land
disposal of coal ash and scrubber impacts for coal and limestone
sludge over 40-year plant life mining; possible impacts for
Additional offsite land impacts for coal transrmisston line and rail spur,
and limestone mining. Degree of impact dependent on
whether alternate site Is disturbed
SMALL to MODERATE impact
previously developed site, LARGE
impact greenfield site.
Ecology SMALL to Uses previously developed areas SMALL to Impact depends on whether site 1s
MODERATE  except for waste disposal of coal ash LARGE previously developed (SMALL to
and scrubber sludge. Potential habitat MODERATE) or greenfield
loss and fragmentation and reduced (MODERATE to LARGE), location
productivity and biological diversity and ecology of the site, surface
could result from disturbing lands not water body used for intake and dis-
previously disturbed. charge, transmission line route,

potential habitat loss and
fragmentation, reduced
productivity, and biological

diversity.
Water Use and Quality
Surface Water  SMALL Uses existing once-through cooling SMALL to Impact will depend on the volume
system. MODERATE  of water withdrawn and discharged

and the charactenstics of the
surface water body at the alternate

site.
Groundwater SMALL Groundwater use I1s <1000 gpm; once- SMALL Groundwater use similar to impacts
through cooling 1s employed at North Anna site; impacts depend
on groundwater use and
availability.
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Table 8-2. (contd)

North Anna

Alternate Greentfield Site

Impact
Category

Impact

Comments

Impact Comments

Air Quality

Waste

Human Health

MODERATE

MODERATE

SMALL

Sulfur oxides

* 4130 MT/yr (4550 tons/yr) ".

Nitrogen oxides

* 1075 MT/yr (1185 tons/yr)

Particulates '

« 237 MT/yr (261 tons/yr) of total
suspended particulates, which
would include 54 MT/yr
(60 tons/yr) of PM,,.

Carbon monoxide

= 1100 MT/yr (1215 tons/yr)

Small amounts of mercury and other

hazardous air pollutants and naturally

occurnng radioactive matenals —
mainly uranium and thonum.

Total waste volume would be
approximately 695,000 MT/yr
(765,000 tons/yr) of ash and scrubber
sludge requiring approxxmately 172 ha
(425 ac) for disposal during the
40-year life of the plant.

Impacts are uncertain, but considered
SMALL in the absence of more
quantitative data. i

MODERATE - Potentially same impacts as at
North Anna, although pollution-
control standards may vary.

MODERATE Same impacts as at North Anna;
waste disposal constraints may

vary

SMALL Same impact as at North Anna.

November 2002
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Table 8-2. (contd)

North Anna Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Socioeconomics SMALL to Dunng construction, impacts wouldbe  SMALL to Construction impacts depend on

MODERATE SMALL to MODERATE. Up to 2500 LARGE location, but could be LARGE if
workers durning the peak penod of the plant 1s located in a rural area.
5-year construction penod, followed by Louisa County would experience
reduction of current North Anna, Units loss of Units 1 and 2 tax base and
1 and 2 work force from approximately employment with potentially
921 to 961 permanent and contractor LARGE impacts. Impacts during
employees to 200. Tax base operation at alternate site would be
preserved. Impacts dunng operation SMALL to MODERATE, depending
would be SMALL to MODERATE due upon the economy at the alternate
to loss of employment in Louisa site
County, which may be offset by future
economic growth in the County and
surrounding Richmond metropolitan
area

SMALL to Transportation impacts associated with  SMALL to Transportation impacts associated

LARGE construction workers could be LARGE with construction workers could be

MODERATE to LARGE. Transpor-
tation impacts during operation would
be SMALL due to decreased work
force.

For rail transportation of coal and
ime/imestone, the impact is consid-
ered SMALL

MODERATE to LARGE, depending
on the transportation infrastructure
at the altemate site  Transporta-
tion impacts dunng operation would
be SMALL due to the decreased
work force.

For rail transportation of coal and
ime/imestone, the impact is
considered SMALL in a rural area
and MODERATE in a more
crowded, suburban area. For
barge transportation, the impact 1s
considered SMALL
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North Anpa -...c . -

, Alternate Greenfield Site

Impact R - ooy e N -
Category Impact Comments Impact “Comments
Aesthetics SMALL to Three coal-fired power plant units and  SMALL to Impact would depend on the site
MODERATE  exhaust stacks would be visible in "~ LARGE - selected and the surrounding land
daylight hours from offsite. The plant features and could be LARGE if a
. would also be visible at night because greenfield site is selected. If
of outside ighting Ralil transportation needed, a new transmission line or
of coal and ime/imestone would also rail spur would add to the aesthetic
,have a SMALL to MODERATE impact Rail transportation of coal
"aesthetic impact. "Coal-fired T and lime/limestone would be
generation would introduce mechanical SMALL to MODERATE, again
l - sources of noise audible offsite. These depending on the charactenstics of
impacts are SMALL to MODERATE N the altenate site. Barge
' - ' transportation of coal and ~
LY - lime/imestone would have a -
. SMALL to MODERATE esthetic
. impact. *
Notse impact would be SMALL to
MODERATE. .
Histonc and SMALL Some construction would affect SMALL Alternate location would
Archaeological =~ previously undeveloped parts of North necessitate cultural resource
Resources ‘ Anna; cultural resource inventory - 'studies. Studies would likely be
should minimize any impacts on needed to identify, evaluate, and
undeveloped lands. Studies would address mitigation of the potential
likely be needed to identify, evaluate, impacts of new plant constructron
and address mitigation of the potential on undeveloped sites on cultural
impacts of new plant construction on resources
. undeveloped land on cultural * f*. °
. , resources, even at a de'veloped site. .
Environmental SMALL to Impacts on minority and low-income . SMALLto Impacts at alternate site vary
Justice MODERATE communities should be similar to those LARGE depending on population
- " " experienced by the populationas a > : © - distribution and makeup. Could be
whole Some impacts on housing may SMALL to LARGE. Louisa County
., occur during constructlon loss of from would lose significant revenue,

) - ~ 721 to 761 operating jobs {permanent which could have MODERATE to
and contractor) at North Anna could LARGE impacts on minonty and
reduce employment prospects for low-income populations in terms of
minonty and low-income populations. services the County could provide
Dependent, to some extent, on the with the smaller property tax and
economic vitality/expansion of the employment base
Richmond metropolitan and

- : surrounding area. e s ’ .
) o CEN -" - t - ]
- H -
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The coal-fired generation alternative would necessitate converting some of the unused land
at North Anna to coal storage and ash and scrubber sludge disposal. VEPCo estimates
that ash and scrubber waste disposal over a 40-year plant life would require approximately
172 ha (425 ac) (VEPCo 2001).®" Approximately 86 ha (213 ac) of second-growth mixed
pine hardwoods would be converted to waste disposal facilities during the 20-year license
renewal term. VEPCo believes that there is space within the existing North Anna footprint
to accommodate waste disposal. After closure, the waste site would be re-vegetated and
the land would become available for other uses. Additional land-use changes would occur
offsite in an undetermined coal-mining area to supply coal for the plant. The GEIS
estimates that approximately 8900 ha (22,000 ac) would be affected for mining the coal and
disposing of the waste to support a 1000 MW(e) coal plant during its operational life

(NRC 1996). A replacement coal-fired plant for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
would be 1524 MW(e) and would affect proportionately more land. Partially offsetting this
offsite land use would be the elimination of the need for uranium mining to supply fuel for
Units 1 and 2. The GEIS states that approximately 405 ha (1000 ac) would be affected for
mining the uranium and processing it during the operating life of a 1000-MW(e) nuclear
power plant (NRC 1996).

The impact of a coal-fired generating unit on land use at North Anna is best characterized
as SMALL to MODERATE. The impact would definitely be greater than the OL renewal
alternative.

In the GEIS, NRC staff estimated that a 1000-MW(e) coal-fired plant would require
approximately 700 ha (1700 ac) (NRC 1996). Construction of a 1524 MW(e) coal-fired
generation alternative at an alternate site could impact proportionately more land. The
degree to which the land use would be impacted depends on whether the alternate site is a
greenfield site or previously developed industrial site. Additional land could be needed for a
transmission line and for a rail spur to the plant site. Depending on transmission line and
rail line routing requirements, this alternative would result in SMALL to LARGE land-use
impacts.

Ecology

Locating a coal-fired plant at the North Anna site would have some impact on ecological and
terrestrial resources because of the need to convert 86 ha (213 ac) of undisturbed land for
ash and scrubber sludge disposal. In addition, construction of the power block and coal
storage area would impact some land area and associated terrestrial habitat. Operation of
the coal-fired plant would use the existing cooling system, which would minimize impacts to

(a)

While only half of the 172 ha (425 ac) would be attributable to the 20-year license renewal
alternative, the total numbers are pertinent as a cumulative impact (VEPCo 2001).
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aquatic resources. In summary, because the coal-fired alternative is developed on at
previously disturbed area, is at an existing industrial site, and makes maximum use of
existing facilities, it is expected that the ecological impacts would be SMALL to - -
MODERATE, but still greater than renewal of the North Anna Power Statlon Umts 1and?2,
OLs. . ¢

At an alternate site, the coal-fired generation alternative would introduce construction
impacts and new incremental operational impacts. Even assuming siting at a previously
disturbed area, the impacts could alter.the ecology. Impacts could include wildlife habitat
loss, reduced productivity, habitat fragmentation, and a local reduction in biological diversity.
Use of cooling makeup water from a nearby surface water body could have adverse aquatic
resource impacts. If needed, construction and maintenance of a transmission line and a rail
spur would have ecological impacts. Overall, the ecological impacts at an alternate site
would be SMALL to MODERATE (prev:ously developed site) or MODERATE to LARGE
(greenfield site). .

- Water Use and Quality o CT L .

Surface water. The coal-fired generation alternative at the North Anna site is assumed to
use the existing once-through cooling system, which would minimize incremental water use
and quality impacts. Operation using the existing cooling system should minimize any |
impacts on water quality. Thus, surface water impacts are expected to remain SMALL; the
impacts would be sufficiently minor that they would not noticeably alter any important - -
attribute of the resource. N

For a coal-fired plant located at an alternate site, the impact on the surface water would
depend on the volume of water needed for makeup water, the discharge volume, and the
characteristics of the receiving body of water. Intake from and discharge to any surface
body of water would be regulated by the Commonwealth of Virginia or another state. Some
erosion and sedimentation would also llkely occur during construction (NRC 1996) The
impacts could range between SMALL to MODERATE. -

‘
H

Groundwater.- The staff assumed that a coal-fired plant located at North Anna would obtain
potable, process, and fire-protection water from the series of groundﬁwater wells that cur-
rently supply Units 1 and 2 (see Section 2.2.2). Groundwater.withdrawals would be less
than no-action and license renewal alternatives because of the reduced work force. Hence,
impacts are considered SMALL. Use of groundwater for a coal-fired plant sited at an
alternate site is a possibility. Groundwater withdrawal at an alternate site would likely
require a permit from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ). The
impacts are considered SMALL. o Lo s
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« Air Quality

The air-quality impacts of coal-fired generation vary considerably from those of nuclear
generation due to emissions of sulfur oxides (SO,), nitrogen oxides (NO,), particulates,
carbon monoxide, hazardous air pollutants such as mercury, and naturally occurring
radioactive materials.

Louisa County is in the Northeastern Air Quality Control Region (40 CFR 81.145). Louisa
County is in compliance with the national ambient air quality standards for particulate
matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, lead, sulfur dioxide, and ozone

(40 CFR 81.347).

A new coal-fired generating plant located at North Anna would likely need a prevention of
significant deterioration permit and an operating permit under the Clean Air Act (CAA). The
plant would need to comply with the new source performance standards for such plants set
forth in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Da. The standards establish limits for particulate matter
and opacity (40 CFR 60.42a), SO, (40 CFR 60.43a), and NO, (40 CFR 60.44a).

Section 169A of the CAA (42 USC 7401) establishes a national goal of preventing future
and remedying existing impairment of visibility in mandatory Class | Federal areas when
impairment results from man-made air pollution. If a coal-fired plant were located close to a
mandatory Class | area, additional air pollution control requirement could be imposed.
However, the mandatory Class | Federal areas closest to the North Anna site are the
Swanquarter Wilderness Area in eastern North Carolina, located approximately 312 km
(194 mi) southeast of North Anna; Shenandoah National Park, located approximately
177 km (110 mi) northwest of North Anna; and the James River Face Wilderness located
approximately 166 km (103 mi) west of North Anna. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has various regulatory requirements for visibility protection in 40 CFR
Part 51, Subpart P, including a specific requirement for review of any new major stationary
source in an area designated as attainment or unclassified under the CAA. Louisa County
is classified as attainment or unclassified for criteria pollutants.® EPA issued a new

I regional haze rule in 1999 (64 FR 35713, July 1,1999 [EPA 1999]). The rule specifies that
for each mandatory Class | Federal area located within a state, the state must establish
goals that provide for reasonable progress towards achieving natural visibility conditions.
The reasonable progress goals must provide for an improvement in visibility for the most-
impaired days over the period of the implementation plan and ensure no degradation in
visibility for the least-impaired days over the same period [40 CFR 51.308(d)(1)]-

(a) Existing cnteria pollutants under the CAA are ozone, carbon monoxide, particulates, sulfur dioxide,
| lead, and nitrogen oxide. Ambient air standards for critenia pollutants are set out at 40 CFR Part 50.
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- In 1998, -EPA issued a rule requiring 22 eastern states, including Virginia, to revise their
state implementation plans to reduce nitrogen oxide emissions (63 FR 49442, EPA 1998).
Nitrogen oxide emissions contribute to violations of the national ambient air quality standard
for ozone. The total amount of nitrogen oxides that can be emitted by each of the 22 states
in the year 2007 ozone season (May 1 - September 30) is set out at 40 CFR 51.121 (e). For
Virginia, the amount is 163,470 MT (180,195 tons). Any new coal-flred plant in Virginia
would be subject to this limitation.

Impacts for particular pollutants are as follows: wo
Sulfur OXIdeS emissions. VEPCo states inits ER that an alternative coal flred plant located
at North Anna would use wet scrubber-lime/limestone for flue gas desulfurization

(VEPCo 2001). ) cn o

-

A new coal-fired power plant would be subject to the requirements in Title IV of the Clean
Air Act. Title IV was enacted to reduce emissions of sulfur dioxide (S0O,) and nitrogen °
oxides (NO,), the two principal precursors of acid rain, by restricting emissions of these
pollutants from power plants. Title IV caps aggregate annual power plant SO, emissions
and imposes controls on SO, emissions through a system of marketable allowances. EPA
issues one allowance for each ton of SO, that a unit is allowed to emit. New units do not

-receive allowances but are required to have allowances to cover their SO, emissions.

- Owners of new units must therefore acquire allowances from owners of other power plants

- by purchase or reduce SO, emissions at other power plants they own. Allowances can be
banked for use in future years. Thus, a new coal-fired power plant would not add to net

- regional SO, emissions, although it mlght do so locally

VEPCo estimates that by usrng the best technology to minimize SO, emissions, the total
annual stack emissions would be approximately 4130 MT (4548 tons) of SO, (VEPCo
2001). This level of SO, emission would be greater than the OL renewal alternative.

~~ Nitrogen oxides emissions. Section 407 of the CAA establishes technology-based emission
limitations for NO, emissions. The market-based allowance system used for S0, emissions
is not used for NO, emissions. A new coal-fired power plant would bé subject to the new
source performance standards for such plants in 40 CFR 60.44a(d)(1). This regulation,
issued on September 16, 1998 (EPA 1998), limits the discharge of any gases that contain
nitrogen oxides (expressed as NO,) in excess of 200 ng/J of gross energy output '
(1.6 Ib/MWNh), based on a 30-day rolling average > :

-

VEPCo estimates that by using low NO,’ burners wrth overfire ‘air and selective catalytic
reduction the total annual NO, emissions for a new coal-fired power plant would be ™ "
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approximately 1075 MT (1185 tons) (VEPCo 2001). This level of NO, emissions would be
greater than the OL renewal alternative.

Particulate emissions. VEPCo estimates that the total annual stack emissions would
include 237 MT (261 tons) of filterable total suspended particulates (particulates that range
in size from less than 0.1 ym up to approximately 45 pym). The 237 MT would include

54 MT (60 tons) of PM,, (particulate matter having an aerodynamic diameter less than or
equal to 10 um). Fabric filters or electrostatic precipitators would be used for control. In
addition, coal-handling equipment would introduce fugitive particulate emissions. Particu-
late emissions would be greater under the coal alternative than the OL renewal alternative.

During construction of a coal-fired plant, fugitive dust would be generated. In addition,
exhaust emissions would come from vehicles and motorized equipment used during the
construction process.

Carbon monoxide emissions. VEPCo estimates that the total carbon monoxide emissions
would be approximately 1110 MT (1221 tons) per year. This level of emissions is greater
than the OL renewal alternative.

Hazardous air pollutants including mercury. In December 2000, EPA issued regulatory
findings on emissions of hazardous air pollutants from electric utility steam generating units
(65 FR 79825, EPA 2000b). EPA determined that coal- and oil-fired electric utility steam-
generating units are significant emitters of hazardous air pollutants. Coal-fired power plants
were found by EPA to emit arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, dioxins, hydrogen
chloride, hydrogen fluoride, lead, manganese, and mercury (EPA 2000b). EPA concluded
that mercury is the hazardous air pollutant of greatest concern. EPA found that (1) there is
a link between coal consumption and mercury emissions, (2) electric utility steam-
generating units are the largest domestic source of mercury emissions, and (3) certain
segments of the U.S. population (e.g., the developing fetus and subsistence fish-eating
populations) are believed to be at potential risk of adverse health effects due to mercury
exposures resulting from consumption of contaminated fish (EPA 2000b). Accordingly, EPA
added coal- and oil-fired electric utility steam-generating units to the list of source
categories under Section 112(c) of the CAA for which emission standards for hazardous air
pollutants will be issued (EPA 2000b).

Uranium and thorium. Coal contains uranium and thorium. Uranium concentrations are
generally in the range of 1 to 10 parts per million. Thorium concentrations are generally
about 2.5 times greater than uranium concentrations (Gabbard 1993). One estimate is that
a typical coal-fired plant released roughly 4.7 MT (5.2 tons) of uranium and 11.6 MT

(12.8 tons) of thorium in 1982 (Gabbard 1993). The population dose equivalent from the
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tiranium and thorium releases and daughter products produced by the decay of these
rsotopes has’been calculated to be’ srgnrfrcantly higher than that from nuclear power plants
(Gabbard 1993). - - o

Summary. The GEIS analysis does not quantify emissions from coal-fired power plants, but
implies that air impacts would be substantial. The GEIS also mentions global warming from
unregulated carbon dioxide emissions and acid rain from SO, and NO, emissions as poten-
tial impacts (NRC 1996). Adverse human health effects, such as cancer and emphysema,
have been associated with the products of coal combustion. The appropriate characteriza-
tion of air impacts from coal-fired generation'would be MODERATE The impacts would be
clearly noticeable but would not destabilize air quality.

Siting a coal-fired generation plant at a site other than North Anna would not significantly
change air-quality impacts, although it could result in installing more or less stringent
pollution-control equipment to meet applrcable local requirements. .Therefore, the rmpacts
would be MODEFtATE . .

+ Waste

Coal combustion generates waste in the form of ash, and equipment for controlling air
pollution generates spent selective catalytic reduction catalyst, additional ash, and scrubber
sludge. Three 508-MW(e) coal-fired plants would generate approximately 695,000 MT

- (766,060 tons) of this waste annually for 40 years. The waste would be disposed of onsite,
accounting for approximately 172 ha (425 ac) of land area over the 40-year plant life:
Waste impacts to groundwater and surface water could extend beyond the operating life of
the plant if leachate and runoff from the waste storage area occurs." Disposal of the waste

" could noticeably affect land use and groundwater quality,”but with appropriate management
and monitoring it would not destabilize any resources. ‘After closure of the waste site and
revegetation, the land could be available for other uses. Constructron related debris would
also be generated during construction actrvrtres : -

“In May 2000, EPA issued a Notice of Regulatory Determrnatron on Wastes From the -
Combustion of Fossil Fuels (65 FR 33213, EPA 2000a). EPA concluded that some form of
national regulation is warranted to address coal combustion waste products because (1) the
composition of these wastes could present danger to human health and the environment
under certain conditions; (2) EPA has identified 11 documented cases of proven damages
to human health and the environment by improper management of these wastes in landfills
and surface impoundments; (3) present disposal practices are such that, in 1995, these
wastes were being managed in 40 to 70 percent of landfills and surface impoundments
without reasonable controls in place, particularly in the area of groundwater monitoring; and
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(4) EPA identified gaps in state oversight of coal combustion wastes. Accordingly, EPA
announced its intention to issue regulations for disposal of coal combustion waste under
subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA 1976, 42 USC 6901).

For these reasons, the appropriate characterization of impacts from waste generated from
burning coal is MODERATE; the impacts would be clearly noticeable but would not
destabilize any important resource.

Siting the facility at a site other than the North Anna would not alter waste generation,
although other sites might have more constraints on disposal locations. Therefore, the
impacts would be MODERATE.

« Human Health

Coal-fired power generation introduces worker risks from coal and limestone mining, and
worker and public risks from coal and lime/limestone transportation and inhalation of stack
emissions. Emission impacts can be widespread and health risks difficult to quantify. The
coal alternative also introduces the risk of coal pile fires and attendant inhalation risks.

The staff stated in the GEIS that there could be human health impacts (cancer and emphy-
sema) from inhalation of toxins and particulates from coal-fired plants, but does not identify
the significance of these impacts (NRC 1996). In addition, the discharges of uranium and
thorium from coal-fired plants can potentially produce radiological doses in excess of those
arising from nuclear power plant operations (Gabbard 1993).

Regulatory agencies, including EPA and State agencies, set air emission standards and
requirements based on human health impacts. These agencies also impose site-specific
emission limits as needed to protect human heaith. As discussed previously, EPA has
recently concluded that certain segments of the U.S. population (e.qg., the developing fetus
and subsistence fish-eating populations) are believed to be at potential risk of adverse
health effects due to mercury exposures from sources such as coal-fired power plants.
However, in the absence of more quantitative data, human health impacts from radiological
doses and inhaling toxins and particulates generated by burning coal are characterized as
SMALL.

+ Socioeconomics
Construction and Operation. Construction of the coal-fired alternative would take

approximately 5 years. The staff assumed that construction would take place while North
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, continue operation and would be completed by the time
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Units 1 and 2 permanently cease operations. : The construction work force would be~
expected to vary between 1200 and 2500 workers during the 5-year construction period
(NRC 1996).” These workers would be in addition to the approximately 851:permanent and
70 to 110 contract workers ‘employed at Units 1 and 2. During construction of the new coal-
fired plant, communities near North Anna would experience demands on housing and public
services that could have SMALL to MODERATE impacts. These impacts would be
tempered by construction workers commuting to the site from outside the immediate area of
the site, includin'g the Richmond metropolitan area, Fredericksburg, and Charlottesville,
among others. Nearby communities to North Anna would be |mpacted by the loss of the
construction ]ObS once construction is completed.

If the coal-fired replacement plant were constructed at North /Anna and Units 1 and 2 were
decommissioned, there would be a loss of approximately 721 to 761 permanent and
contract employees, as VEPCo estimates that the completed coal-fired plant would employ
approximately 200 workers (VEPCo 2001). There would be a commensurate reduction in
demand on socioeconomic resources and contribution to the regional economy. .The -
coal-fired plants would provide a new tax base to offset the loss of tax base associated with
decommissioning of the nuclear units. For all of these reasons, the appropriate character-
ization of non-transportation socioeconomic impacts for a coal-fired plant constructed at the
North Anna site would be SMALL to MODERATE; the socioeconomic impacts would be
noticeable, but would be unlikely to destabilize'the area.” The impacts could be mitigated by
the site’s proximity to the Richmond metropolitan area and may be additionally offset if
economic growth in Richmond and surrounding areas continues as during the last decade.

Construction of a replacement coal-fired power plant at an alternate site would relocate
some socioeconomic impacts but would not eliminate them. -Louisa County would experi-
- ence the brunt of North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, operational job loss and would

lose a significant tax base. These losses could have potentially LARGE socioeconomic
impacts to the County, particularly over the short to intermediate term (from 5 to 10 years
following plant closure). Communities around the new site would have to absorb the
“impacts of a'large, temporary work force (up to 2500 workers at the peak of construction)
-and a permanent work force of approximately 200 workers. The staff stated in the GEIS
that socioeconomic impacts at a rural site would be larger than at an urban site because
more of the peak construction work force would need to move to the area to work.
Alternate sites would need to be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. Socioeconomic
impacts at or near an urban, previously developed industrial area would be SMALL. -
Socioeconomic impacts at a rural site could be MODERATE to LARGE, depending on the
relative location of the site to towns and cities that might be able to- accommodate such

H

impacts. o X e .

November 2002 8-19 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



Alternatives

Transportation. During the 5-year construction period of replacement coal-fired units, up to
2500 construction workers would be working at the site in addition to the 921 to 961
permanent and contract workers employed at Units 1 and 2. The addition of these workers
could place significant traffic loads on existing highways near North Anna. Such impacts
would be MODERATE to LARGE.

For transportation related to the commuting of plant operating personnel, the impacts are
considered SMALL. The maximum number of plant operating personnel would be approxi-
mately 200 compared to the current commuting work force of approximately 921 to 961
permanent and contract workers. Therefore, traffic impacts associated with plant personnel
commuting to a coal-fired plant would be expected to be SMALL compared to the current
impacts from Unit 1 and 2 operations.

At North Anna, coal and lime/limestone likely would be delivered by rail. Each train would
have approximately 115 rail cars. Each open-top rail car holds about 90 MT (100 tons) of
coal. Additional rail cars would be needed for lime/limestone delivery. In all, approximately
425 trains per year would deliver the coal and lime/limestone for the three units. An
average of roughly 16 train trips per week would be needed to transport the coal and
lime/limestone. For each full train delivery, an empty train would return. On several days
per week, there could be two to three trains per day using the rail spur to North Anna,
resulting in blocking at grade crossings. North Anna is located in a semi-rural area, and the
roads are lightly traveled during most parts of the day except at shift changes at the site.
Therefore, the effect of the increased rail traffic on residents and vehicular traffic in the
North Anna area is considered SMALL.

Transportation-related impacts associated with commuting construction workers at an
alternate rural site are also site-dependent and could be MODERATE to LARGE. Transpor-
tation impacts related to commuting of plant operating personnel would also be site-
dependent but can be characterized as SMALL.

At an alternate site, coal and limestone delivery likely would be delivered by rail, although
barge delivery would be feasible at a coastal location. Impacts of rail transportation would
be SMALL in a rural area and MODERATE in a more crowded, suburban area. Barge
delivery of coal and lime/limestone would likely have SMALL socioeconomic impacts.

» Aesthetics
The three coal-fired power plant units could be as high as 60 m (200 ft) and be visible in

daylight hours from offsite. The three exhaust stacks would be as high as 185 m (600 ft)
(VEPCo 2001). The stacks would be visible in daylight hours. The plant units and
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associated stacks also would be visible at night because of outside lighting. Visual impacts
of a new coal-fired plant could be mitigated by landscaping and selecting building color
consistent with the environment. Visual impact at night could be mitigated by reducing
lighting and using shielding appropriately.

Coal-fired generation would introduce mechanical sources of noise that would be audible
offsite. Sources contributing to total noise produced by plant operation are classified as
continuous or intermittent. Continuous sources include the mechanical equipment
associated with normal plant operations. Intermittent sources include the equipment related
to coal handling, solid-waste disposal, transportation related to coal and lime/limestone
delivery, use of outside loudspeakers, and the commuting of plant employees. The incre-
mental noise impacts of a coal-fired plant compared to existing North Anna Power Statnon
Units 1 and 2, operatlons are considered to be SMALL to MODERATE

At an alternate site, there would be an aesthetic |mpact from the bunldmgs and exhaust
stacks. This impact could be LARGE if a greenfield site is used. There would also be an
aesthetic impact if construction of a new transmission line and/or rail spur is needed. Noise
impacts associated with rail delivery of coal and lime/imestone would be most significant for
residents living in the vicinity of the facility and along the rail route. - Although noise from
passing trains significantly raises noise levels near the rail corridor, the short duration of the
noise reduces the impact. In a more suburban location, the impacts are considered
MODERATE. This is due to the frequency of train transport, the fact that many people are
likely to be within hearing distance of the rail route, and the impacts of noise on residents in
the vicinity of the facility and the rail line. ‘At a more rural location, the impacts could be
SMALL. Noise and light from the plant would be detectable offsite. -Aesthetic impacts at the
plant site would be mitigated if the plant were located in an industrial area adjacent to other
power plants or industrial facilities, in which case the impacts could be SMALL. Overall, the
aesthetic impacts associated with locating at an alternate site can be categorized as SMALL
to LARGE, depending on the characteristics of the alternate site.

« Historic and Archaeological Resources

At the North Anna site or an alternate site, a cultural resource inventory would likely be -

-needed for any onsite property that has not been previously surveyed. Other lands, if any,
that are acquired to support the plant would also likely need an inventory of field cultural
resources, identification and recording of existing historic and archaeological resources, and
possible mitigation of adverse effects from subsequent ground-disturbing actions related to
physical expansion of the plant site.

Before construction at North Anna or an alternate site, studies would likely be needed to
identify, evaluate, and address mitigation of the potential impacts of new plant construction
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on cultural resources. The studies would likely be needed for all areas of potential distur-
bance at the proposed plant site and along associated corridors where new construction
would occur (e.g., roads, transmission line rights-of-way, rail lines, or other rights-of-way).
Historic and archaeological resource impacts can generally be effectively managed and as
such are considered SMALL.

« Environmental Justice

No environmental pathways or locations have been identified that would result in dispropor-
tionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority and low-income populations if
a replacement coal-fired plant were built at the North Anna. Some impacts on housing
availability and prices during construction might occur, and this could disproportionately
affect the minority and low-income populations to the extent housing frequented by these
populations could come into increased demand. Closure of North Anna, Units 1 and 2,
would result in a decrease in employment of approximately 721 to 761 permanent and
contract employees at the site. Resulting economic conditions could reduce employment
prospects for minority or low-income populations. Overall, impacts are expected to be
SMALL to MODERATE and may be mitigated by the economic vitality/expansion of the
Richmond metropolitan and surrounding area.

Impacts at other sites would depend on the site chosen and the nearby population distribu-
tion. If a replacement coal-fired plant were constructed at an alternate site, Louisa County
would experience a significant loss of property tax revenue that would affect the County’s
ability (at least in the short- to mid-term following plant closure) to provide services and
programs. Impacts to minority and low-income populations in Louisa County could be
SMALL to LARGE. Impacts at the alternate site would vary between MODERATE to
LARGE, depending on the population makeup and distribution and the economy.

8.2.1.2 Closed-Cycle Cooling System

This section discusses the environmental impacts of constructing a coal-fired generation
system at an alternate site using closed-cycle cooling with cooling towers. The impacts
(SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) of this option are essentially the same as the impacts for a
coal-fired plant using the once-through system. However, there are some environmental impact
differences between the closed-cycle and once-through cooling systems. Table 8-3 summa-
rizes the incremental differences.
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Table 8-3. 'Summary of Environmental Impacts of Coal-Fired Generation at an Alternate
. Greenfield Site with’Closed-Cycle Cooling System Utilizing Cooling Towers

-7

’ T ' EACIEREES Change in Impacts from ¢
“Impact Category - “ "7 ' Once-Through Cooling System

Land Use 10 - 12 additional ha (25 - 30 ac) required for cooling towers
and associated mfrastructure

Ecology Impact would depend on ecology at the site. Addmonal
impact to terrestrial ecology from cooling tower drift.
Reduced impact to aquatic ecology. | .

Surface Water Use and Quality Discharge of cooling tower blowdown containing dissolved
- ) solids.. Discharge would be regulated. Decreased water
withdrawal and less thermal load on receiving body of water.
Consumptive use of water due to evaporation. -

Groundwater Use and Quallty No change

AirQuality,, ‘ . t\!o;c!hveﬁge . " V h o

Waste . .. oL No change

Human Health No Ehange
Socioeconomics No change ‘
Aesthetics T - * Introduction of cooling towers and associated plume.’

Natural draft towers could be up to 158 m (520 ft) high.
Mechanical draft towers could be up to 30 m (100 ft) high
and also have an associated noise impact.

Historic and ‘Archaeological No change.
Resources < ;
Environmental Justice Nochange -

\ 7 e PR -

8.2.2 Natural Gas—Fired Generation

N s oy - ; ~
The envnronmental impacts of the natural gas-fired alternative are examlned in th|s sectnon for
both the North Anna site and an alternate site. . For the'North Ann4 site, the staff assumed that
the plant would use the existing once-through coohng system :

1.

1
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North Anna is not served by natural gas pipelines. A dedicated, high-pressure 6-m (2-{t)
pipeline would have to be constructed to North Anna from Gordonsville, Virginia, a distance of
approximately 65 km (40 mi). The pipeline right-of-way would require 295 ha (729 ac).®
VEPCo also notes in its ER that in the winter, when demand for natural gas is high, it may
become necessary for a replacement natural gas-fired plant to operate on fuel oil due to lack of
gas supply. Operation with oil would result in more stack emissions (VEPCo 2001).

If a new natural gas-fired plant were built elsewhere to replace North Anna Power Station, Units
1 and 2, a new transmission line would need to be constructed to connect to existing lines. In
addition, construction or upgrade of a natural gas pipeline from the plant to a supply point
where a firm supply of gas would be available could be needed. One potential source of natural
gas is liquefied natural gas (LNG) imported to either the Cove Point facility in Maryland or

the Elba Island facility in Georgia. Both facilities are expected to be reactivated in 2002
(DOE/EIA 2001a). LNG imported to either facility would need to be vaporized and transported
to the plant via pipeline.

The staff assumed that a replacement natural gas-fired plant would use combined-cycle
combustion turbines (VEPCo 2001). In a combined-cycle unit, hot combustion gases in a
combustion turbine rotate the turbine to generate electricity. Waste combustion heat from the
combustion turbine is routed through a heat-recovery boiler to make steam to generate
additional electricity.

The following additional assumptions are made for the natural gas-fired plants (VEPCo 2001):

« three 508-MW(e) units will be needed, each consisting of two 168-MW combustion turbines
and a 172-MW heat recovery boiler

- natural gas with an average heating value of 39 MJ/m?3 (1059 Btu/ft®) will be the primary fuel

« low-sulfur number 2 fuel oil will be used as backup fuel

» heat rate will be 2 J fuel/J electricity (6,700 Btu/kWh)

« capacity factor will be 0.85

« gas consumption will be 2.11 billion m¥yr (74.7 billion {t3/yr).

Unless otherwise indicated, the assumptions and numerical values used in Section 8.2.2 are
from the VEPCo ER. The staff reviewed this information and compared it to environmental
impact information in the GEIS. Although the OL renewal period is only 20 years, the impact of
operating the natural gas-fired alternative for 40 years is considered because this is a
reasonable projection of the operating life of the plant.

(a) Calculated as follows: 40 mi X 150 ft easement = 295 ha or 727 ac.
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8.2.2.1 Once-Through Cooling System ( , - -

The overall impacts of the natural gas- genereting system are discussed in the following
sections and summarized in Table 8-4. The extent of impacts at an alternate site will depend
on the location of the particular site selected.

Land Use
For smng at North Anna, existing facilities and infrastructure would be used to the extent
practicable, Ilmmng the amount of new construction that would be required. Specifically, the
staff assumed that the natural gas-fired replacement plant alternative would use the existing
once-through cooling system, switchyard, offices, and transmission line rights-of-way. In
the GEIS staff estimated that 45 ha (110 ac) are needed for a plant site (NRC 1996). At
North Anna, this much previously disturbed land is available within the boundaries of the
plant site (VEPCo 2001). Additional land for backup oil storage facilities is required. There
would be an additional impact of up to approximately 295 ha (729 ac) for construction of a
natural gas pipeline to the North Anna site (VEPCo 2001). VEPCo states it would apply
best management practices during construction of the pipeline such as minimizing soil loss,
restoring vegetation immediately after the excavation is backfilled, and constructing the
pipeline adjacent to existing, previously disturbed easements, if possible (VEPCo 2001).
Land-use impacts of siting at North Anna would be SMALL to MODERATE and depend on
the extent to which ecological damage could be minimized in the construction of the natural
gas pipeline. _ ‘

For construction at an alternate site, the staff assumed that 45 ha (110 ac) would be needed
for the plant and associated infrastructure (NRC 1996). A previously developed site with
substantial infrastructure in place (e.g., gas line and transmission line), would be charac--
terized as having SMALL impacts. For any new natural gas plant, additional land could be
impacted for construction of a transmission line and/or natural gas pipeline to serve the
plant and for backup oil facilities, in which case the impacts:éoUId be MODERATE. Land-
use impacts at a greenfield site could be conéidered LARGE.

Oftsite of the North Anna or alternate site, addmonal land would be required for natural gas
wells and collection stations. NRC staff estlmated in the GEIS that approximately 1500 ha

- (3600 ac) would be needed for a 1000 MW(e) plant. - A replacement gas-fired plant for

North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, would be 1524 MW (e) and would affect
proportionately more land. Partially offsetting these offsite land requirements would be the
elimination of the need for uranium mining to supply fuel for Units 1 and 2. The staff
estimated in the GEIS (NRC 1996) that approximately 400 ha (1000 ac) would be affected
for mining the uranium and processing it during the operating life of a 1000 MW(e) nuclear
power plant. Because the assumed replacement units for North Anna would generate
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Table 8-4. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Natural Gas-Fired Generation at
North Anna Power Station and an Alternate Greenfield Site Using
Once-Through Cooling

North Anna Power Station Site

Alternate Greenfield Site

Impact Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Land Use SMALL to 45 ha {110 ac) of previously disturbed SMALL to SMALL if infrastructure in place,
MODERATE  land needed for plant site. Additonal LARGE 45 ha (110 ac) for power- block,
impact of up to approximately 295 ha offices, roads, and parking areas
(729 ac) for construction of an MODERATE if additional land
underground gas pipeline. Maximum needed for transmission line
use of existing infrastructure at the and/or natural gas pipeline.
site LARGE if greenheld site and
transmission lines required.
Ecology SMALL to Uses undeveloped areas at North SMALL to Impact depends on whether a
MODERATE  Anna plus land for a new gas LARGE greenfield or previously
pipeline. developed site. Also, impacts
depend on ecology of the site,
surface water body used for
intake and discharge, possible
transmission and pipeline routes,
potential habitat loss and frag-
mentation, reduced productivity,
and biological diversity.
Water Use and Quality
Surface Water SMALL Uses existing once-through cooling SMALL to Impact depends on volume of
systemn. MODERATE  water withdrawal and discharge
and charactenstics of surface
water body
Groundwater SMALL Reduced groundwater withdrawals SMALL Groundwater impacts would
due to reduced work force. depend on use and availabihty.
Air Quality SMALL to Sulfur oxides SMALL to - Same emussions as at North
MODERATE - 122 MT/yr (134 tons/yr) MODERATE  Anna site.
Nitrogen oxides
« 459 MT/yr (506 tons/yr)
Carbon monoxide
« 602 MT/yr (664 tons/yr)
PM,, particulates
« 180 MT/yr (198 tons/yr)
Some hazardous air pollutants.
Waste SMALL Small amount of ash produced. SMALL Small amount of ash produced.
Human Health SMALL Impacts considered to be minor SMALL Impacts considered to be minor.
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Table 8-4. (contd)

Alternatives

North Anna Power Station Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact Category Impact Comments Impact Comments -
Socioeconomics SMALL to Duning construction, impacts would SMALL to Impacts depend on site -
MODERATE  be SMALL to MODERATE. Upto LARGE charactenstics. Dunng
- 1200 additional workers during the - construction, impacts would be
peak of the 3-year construction SMALL to MODERATE. Tax
penod, followed by reduction from , impacts on receiving county could
current North Anna, Units 1 and 2 be SMALL to LARGE. Upto
work force from 921 10 961 1200 additional workers during
{permanent and contract) to 150; tax the peak of the 3-year construc-
base preserved. Impacts during tion period. Louisa County would
operation would be SMALL to expenence loss of North Anna,
MODERATE, due to loss of - - Units 1 and 2 tax base and
employment in Louisa County which - employment with potentially
i ) may be offset by proximity to MODERATE to LARGE
. Richmond economy. . . ) associated impacts
"SMALL to Transportation impacts associated SMALL to _Transportation impacts - .
MODERATE  with construction workers would be LARGE associated with construction
SMALL to MODERATE. workers would be SMALL to
Transportation impacts during LARGE and would depend on _
operation would be SMALL due to population density and road
smaller work force infrastructure at alternate site
. - Impacts dunng operation would
be SMALL due to smaller work
force. -
Aesthetics SMALL Some visibility of structures offsite. SMALLto SMALL if previously developed
. p LARGE ' site and site disturbance minimal.
SMALL to MODERATE impact
from plant and stacks and
whether site 15 previously |
developed. Impacts increased to
_strongly MODERATE with _
“ construction of a transmission line
to previously developed site.
- , LARGE if greenfield site -
o e _developed. Lo
Histonc and SMALL Any potential impacts likely canbs = SMALL Same as at North Anna Power
Archaeological - managed effectively. =~ =~ '~ " Station site, any potential impacts
Resources ' sy ¥ + likely can be managed effectively.
- froo T .
- . N ot
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Table 8-4. (contd)

North Anna Power Station Site Alternate Greenfield Site

Impact Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Environmental SMALL to Impacts on minonty and low-income ~ SMALL to Impacts at alternate site vary
Justice MODERATE communities should be similar to LARGE depending on population

those expenenced by the population
as a whole. Some impacts on
housing may occur dunng construc-
tion, loss of 771 to 811 permanent
and contract operating jobs at North
Anna could reduce employment
prospects for minonty and low-
income populations. Proximity to
Richmond economic area may
mitigate impacts

distnbution and makeup at site
could be SMALL to LARGE.
Loutsa County would lose
significant revenue, which could
have MODERATE to LARGE
impacts on minonty and low-
income populations Proximity to
Richmond economic area may
mitigate Louisa impacts

1524 MW (e), the land needed for gas wells and collection stations (and the land not needed
for nuclear fuel) would be proportionately higher.

- Ecology

At North Anna, there would be ecological land-related impacts for siting of the gas-fired
plant. There would also be moderate ecological impacts associated with bringing a new
underground gas pipeline to North Anna. There would be losses to less mobile animals
such as toads and turtles. Because these animals are fairly common throughout the area,
VEPCo expects negligible reduction in their population resulting from construction of the
pipeline and does not expect that pipeline construction would create any long-term
reduction in the local or regional diversity of plants and animals (VEPCo 2001). Overall, the
ecological impacts are considered SMALL to MODERATE.

Ecological impacts at an alternate site would depend on the nature of the land converted for
the plant and the possible need for a new transmission line and/or gas pipeline. At a green-
field site, construction of a transmission line and a gas pipeline to serve the plant could be
expected to have ecological impacts. Whether these impacts are temporary or permanent
and the extent to which ecological resources are impacted is highly dependent on the
location of the alternative site. Ecological impacts resulting from plant siting and utility
easements could impact threatened or endangered species. There could be wildlife habitat
loss and reduced productivity, habitat fragmentation, and a local reduction in biological
diversity. The cooling water intake and discharge could have aquatic resource impacts.
Hence, at a greenfield site the ecological impacts are expected to be MODERATE to
LARGE. If the alternative site selected already has been developed, then the ecological
impacts would be SMALL if the required infrastructure is already in place. Overall, the
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ecological impacts at an alternate site are considered SMALL to LARGE, depending on the
characteristics of the site selected.

» Water Use and Quality -

Surface water. Overall, water-use and quality impacts at the North Anna site are con-
sidered SMALL as operation impacts are minimized by use of the existing intake/discharge
system. Water-quality impacts from sedimentation during construction of a natural gas-fired
plant is characterized by the staff in the GEIS as SMALL (NRC 1996)." The staff also note
that operational water quality impacts would be Slmllal’ to, or less than those from other
generating technologles - t :

For alternate sites, the impact on the surface water would depend on the volume of water
needed for makeup water, the discharge volume, and the characteristics of the receiving
body of water. -Intake from and discharge to any surface body of water would be regulated
by the Commonwealth of Virginia or another state. Water use and quality impacts at an
alternate site are considered SMALL to MODERATE depending on the characteristics of
the alternate snte E . . ] l

* Groundwater. The staff assumed that a natural gas-fired plant located at North Anna would
obtain potable, process, and fire-protection water from the series of groundwater wells that
currently supply Units 1 and 2 (see Section 2.2.2). Groundwater withdrawals would be less
than the no-action and license renewal alternatives because of the reduced work force.
Hence, impacts are considered SMALL. : ,

It is possible that a gas-fired plant sited at an alternatesite could use groundwater.

Groundwater withdrawal at an alternate site would likely require a permit. For alternate

greenfield sites, the impact to groundwater would depend on the site characteristics,

including the amount of groundwater available. Overall, the impacts are considered

SMALL.

. A|r Quallty
Natural gas is a relatively clean- burnlng fuel. The gas-fired alternative would release similar
types of emissions but in lesser quantities than the coal-fired alternative. : Hence, it would be
Csubject to the same air quality regulations as a coal-fired plant.

fWe
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VEPCo projects the following emissions for the natural gas-fired alternative (VEPCo 2001):

Sulfur oxides - 122 MT/yr (134 tons/yr)
Nitrogen oxides - 459 MT/yr (506 tons/yr)
Carbon monoxide - 602 MT/yr (664 tons/yr)
PM,, particulates - 180MT/yr (198 tons/yr).

A natural gas-fired plant would also have unregulated carbon dioxide emissions that could
contnbute to global warming.

As previously discussed, in December 2000, EPA issued regulatory findings on emissions
of hazardous air pollutants from electric utility steam-generating units (EPA 2000b). Natural
gas-fired power plants were found by EPA to emit arsenic, formaldehyde, and nickel

(EPA 2000b). Unlike coal and oil-fired plants, EPA did not determine that emissions of
hazardous air pollutants from natural gas-fired power plants should be regulated under
Section 112 of the CAA.

In addition, construction activities would result in temporary fugitive dust. Exhaust
emissions would also come from vehicles and motorized equipment used during the
construction process. These would be similar to the coal-fired alternative, but smaller due
to the smaller construction work force.

Air emissions from the burning of natural gas would likely be the same at North Anna or at
an alternate site. Impacts from the emissions would be clearly noticeable, but would not be
sufficient to destabilize air resources as a whole. The overall air quality impact for a new
natural gas-generating plant sited at North Anna or at an alternate site 1s considered SMALL
to MODERATE, depending on the state of air quality at the alternate, greenfield site and the
amount of number 2 fuel oil that may be needed to substitute for natural gas in winter
months should a natural gas shortage develop—a situation applicable to both sites.

« Waste

There will be small amounts of solid-waste products (i.e., ash) from burning natural gas. In
the GEIS the staff concluded that waste generation from gas-fired technology would be
minimal (NRC 1996). Gas firing results in very few combustion by-products because of the
clean nature of the fuel. Waste generation at a gas-fired plant would be largely limited to
typical office wastes. Waste generation impacts would be so minor that they would not
noticeably alter any important resource attribute. Construction-related debris would be
generated during construction activities. Overall, the waste impacts would be SMALL for a
natural gas-fired plant sited at North Anna or at an alternate site.
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In the winter, it may become necessary for a replacement baseload natural gas-fired plant |
to operate on fuel oil due to shortages’of natural gas. Oil combustion generates waste in

the form of ash, and equipment for controlling air pollution generates additional ash and
scrubber sludge. ‘The amount of ash and sludge generated would depend on the quantity of
fuel oil combusted. Overall, the waste impacts associated with fuel oil combustion at a
combined cycle plant are expected to be SMALL because the amount of oil combusted is
expected to be relatively small. When natural gas is available, fuel oil is generally not price-
competitive with gas.

;-

« Human Health’
In the GEIS the staff identified cancer and emphysema as potential health risks from gas-

fired plants (NRC 1996). The risk may be attributable to NO, emissions that contribute to
ozone formation, which in turn contribute to health risks. NO, emissions from the plant

would be regulated. Human health effects would not be 'detectable or would be sufficiently
minor that they would neither destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute 'of the
resource. Overall, the impacts on human health of the natural gas-fired alternative S|ted at |

North Anna or at an alternate site are considered SMALL.
« Socioeconomics

Construction and Operation. : Construction of a natural gas-fired plant would take - - I
- approximately 3 years. Peak employment could be up to 1200 workers (NRC 1996). -The

staff assumed that construction would take place while Units 1 and 2 continue operation and

would be completed by the time they permanently cease operations. During construction,

the communities surrounding North Anna would experience demands on housing and public

services that could have SMALL to MODERATE impacts. These impacts would be

tempered by construction workers commuting to the site from cities such ‘as Richmond,

Fredericksburg, and Charlottesville, among others. After construction, the communities

would be impacted by the loss of jobs. "The currentﬂNorth*Anna’Power Station, Units 1 and I

2, work force (approximately 921 to 961 permanent and contract workers) would decline |
- through a'decommissioning period to a minimal maintenance size. :Approximately 150 -

workers would be needed to operate the natural gas-fired plant. The new natural gas-fired |

plant would replace the nuclear tax base in Louisa County. The impacts could be SMALL to

MODERATE and may be moderated by Louisa County’s proximity to Richmond.”

Siting at an alternate site would result in the loss’of the nuclear tax base and associated
employment in'Louisa County with potentially MODERATE to LARGE socioeconomic
impacts.' Socioeconomic impacts from locating the facilities at an alternate 'site would
depend on the characteristics of the site. “Impacts of construction could range between
SMALL to MODERATE. Impacts during plant operation would be SMALL (smaller work
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force), and the tax impacts could be SMALL to LARGE, depending on the relative proportion
of taxes paid by the plant to total county taxes. In the GEIS (NRC 1996), the staff
concluded that sociceconomic impacts from constructing a natural gas-fired plant would not
be very noticeable and that the small operational work force would have the lowest socio-
economic impacts of any nonrenewable technology. Compared to the coal-fired and
nuclear alternatives, socioeconomic impacts would be mitigated by the smaller construction
work force and the shorter construction time frame, and the smaller operations work force.

Overall, socioeconomic impacts resuiting from construction of a natural gas-fired plant at
North Anna would be SMALL to MODERATE and may be offset by the continued growth of
the economy in Richmond and the surrounding area. For construction at an alternate site,
socioeconomic impacts would be SMALL to LARGE, depending on the site characteristics
at the alternate site.

Transportation. Transportation impacts associated with construction and operating
personnel commuting to North Anna would be SMALL to MODERATE. The impacts can be
classified as SMALL to LARGE for siting at an alternate site and would depend on the
characteristics of the alternate site, including transportation infrastructure.

+ Aesthetics

The turbine buildings and stacks (approximately 60 m [200 ft] high) would be visible during
daylight hours from offsite, creating incremental visual impacts to those from existing North
Anna facilities. The gas pipeline compressors would also be visible. Noise and light from
the plant would be detectable offsite. At North Anna, these impacts would result in a
SMALL aesthetic impact.

At an alternate site, the buildings and stacks could be visible offsite. Aesthetic impacts
could be mitigated if the plant were located in an industrial area adjacent to other power
plants or industrial facilities. Overall, the aesthetic impacts associated with a replacement
natural gas-fired plant at an alternate site are categorized as SMALL. The impacts would
be greater if a new transmission line is needed and could be considered MODERATE. The
impacts could be LARGE if a greenfield site is developed.

» Historic and Archaeological Resources
At both North Anna and an alternate site, a cultural resource inventory would likely be
needed for any onsite property that has not been previously surveyed. Other lands, if any,

that are acquired to support the plant would also likely need an inventory of field cultural
resources, identification and recording of existing historic and archaeological resources, and
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possible mitigation of adverse effects from subsequent ground- dlsturbmg actions related to
physical expansion of the plant site.

Before construction at North Anna or at an alternate site, studies would likely be needed to
identify, evaluate, and address mitigation of the potential impacts of new plant construction
on cultural resources. The studies would likely be needed for all areas of potential

_ disturbance at the proposed plant site and along associated rights-of-way where new
construction would occur (e.g., roads, transmission and pipeline rights-of-way, or other
rights-of-way). Hence, impacts to cultural resources can be effectively managed under
current laws and regulations and kept SMALL at either the existing North Anna site or atan -
alternate site.

« Environmental Justice

No environmental pathways or locations have been identified that would result in dispro-
portionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority and low-income popula-
tions if a replacement natural gas-fired plant were built at North Anna. Some impacts on
housing availability and prices during construction might occur in Louisa County, which
could disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations. Closure of North Anna,
Units 1 and 2, would result in a decrease in employment of approxnmately 771 to 811 per-
manent and contract operating employees. Resulting economic conditions could reduce
employment prospects for minority or low-income populations in Louisa County. The
impacts could be offset by projected economic growth and the ability of affected workers to
commute to other jobs in the County or nearby Richmond. Overall, impacts are expected to
be SMALL to MODERATE. ' '

Impacts at an alternate site would depend on the site chosen and the nearby population
distribution. Minority and low-income populations at the alternate site could benefit from the
plant’s relocation through improved job prospects and the increased tax base that could
enable more services to be provided. These impacts could be SMALL to LARGE.
 However, if a replacement natural gas-fired plant were constructed at an alternate site,
Louisa County would experience a significant loss of property tax revenue, as well as jobs,
which would affect the County’s ability to provide services and programs. Impacts to
minority and low-income populations in Louisa County could be MODERATE to LARGE,
again potentially offset by other economic growth in the area not related to North Anna.

- 8.2.2.2 Closed-Cycle Cooling System

This section discusses the environmental irﬁpacts io,f congtructihg a naturallgas-fire‘d generation
system at an alternate location using a closed-cycle cooling system with cooling towers. The
impacts (SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) of this option are essentially the same as the '
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impacts for a natural gas-fired plant using once-through cooling. However, there are minor
environmental differences between the closed-cycle and once-through cooling systems.
Table 8-5 summarizes the incremental differences.

Table 8-5. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Natural Gas-Fired Generation at an
Alternate Greenfield Site with Closed-Cycle Cooling Utilizing Cooling Towers

Change in Impacts from

Impact Category Once-Through Cooling System
Land Use 10 - 12 additional ha (25 - 30 ac) required for cooling towers and
associated infrastructure.
Ecology Impact would depend on ecology at the site. Additional impact to

Surface Water Use and Quality

Groundwater Use and Quality
Air Quality

Waste

Human Health
Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Historic and Archaeological
Resources

Environmental Justice

terrestnal ecology from cooling tower dnift. Reduced impact to
aquatic ecology.

Discharge of cooling tower blowdown containing dissolved solids.
Discharge would be regulated. Decreased water withdrawal and
less thermal load on receiving body of water. Consumptive use
of water due to evaporation.

No change.
No change.
No change.
No change.
No change.

Introduction of cocling towers and associated plume. Possible
noise impact from operation of cooling towers.

No change.

No change.

8.2.3 Nuclear Power Generation

Since 1997, the NRC has certified three new standard designs for nuclear power plants under
10 CFR Part 52, Subpart B. These designs are the U.S. Advanced Boiling Water Reactor

(10 CFR Part 52, Appendix A), the System 80+ Design (10 CFR Part 52, Appendix B), and the
AP600 Design (10 CFR Part 52, Appendix C). All of these plants are light water reactors.
Although no applications for a construction permit or a combined license based on these
certified designs have been submitted to NRC, the submissicn of the design certification
applications indicates continuing interest in the possibility of licensing new nuclear power plants.
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In addition, recent escalation in prices of natural gas and electricity have made new nuclear
power plant construction potentially more attractive from a cost standpoint. Consequently,
construction of a new nuclear power plant at North Anna using the existing once-through
cooling system and at an alternate site using both closed- and open-cycle cooling are con-
sidered in this section. The staff assumed that the new nuclear plant would have a 40-year
lifetime. . , . .

- —- - -

The NRC has summarized environmental data associated with the uranium fuel cycle in

Table S-3 of 10 CFR 51.51. The impacts shown in Table S-3 are representative of the impacts
that would be associated with a replacement nuclear power plant built to one of the certified -
designs sited at North Anna or an alternate site. The impacts shown in Table S-3 are for a
1000- MW(e) reactor and would need to be adjusted to reflect replacement of Units 1 and 2,
which have a net total capacity of 1790 MW(e) (VEPCo 2001). .The environmental impacts
associated with'transporting fuel and waste to and from a light water cooled huclear power
reactor are summarized in Table S-4 of 10 CFR 51.52. The summary of NRC’s findings on
.NEPA issues for license renewal of nuclear power plants in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51,
Subpart A, Appendlx Bis also relevant although not directly applicable, for consideration of
Additional environmental impact information for a replacement nuclear power plant using once-
through cooling is presented in Section 8.2.3.1, and environmental impact information for using
closed-cycle cooling is presented in Section 8.2.3.2.

8.2.3.1 Once-Through Cooling System -

The overall impacts of the nuclear generating system are discussed in the following sections.

The impacts are summarized in Table 8-6. The extent of impacts at an alternate site will

depend on the location of the partlcular site selected.

e Land Use

The exustlng facilities and mfrastructure at North ‘Anna would be used to the extent practica-
ble, limiting the amount of new construction that would be reqmred Specifically, the staff
assumed that a replacement nuclear power plant would use the existing cooling system,
switchyard, offices, and transmission line rights-of-way. Approximately 200 ha (500 ac)
would be needed for the construction of the new plant, which might be accommodated
within the existing North Anna plant site. Undisturbed industrial land on the site is in
second-growth mixed pine hardwoods (VEPCo 2001), which may need to be disturbed to
accommodate two new nuclear units. North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, would
continue to operate as the new nuclear power facilities are being constructed.
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Table 8-6. Summary of Environmental Impacts of New Nuclear Power Generation at
North Anna Power Station and an Alternate Greenfield Site Using
Once-Through Cooling
North Anna Power Station Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Land Use MODERATE  Requires approximately 200 ha MODERATE  Requires approximately 200 to 400
(500 ac) for the plant. to LARGE ha (500 to 1000 ac) for the plant.
Possible additional land if a new
transmission line is needed.
Ecology MODERATE  Uses undeveloped areas atcurrent MODERATE  Impact depends on location and
North Anna site plus additional to LARGE ecology of the site, surface water
offsite land Potential habitat loss body used for intake and discharge,
and fragmentation, and reduced and transmission line route;
productivity and biological diversity potential habitat loss and
on offsite land. fragmentation, reduced productivity,
and biological diversity.
Water Use and Quality
Surface water SMALL Uses existing once-through cooling  SMALL to Impact will depend on the volume of
system. MODERATE  water withdrawn and discharged and
the charactenstics of the surface
water body
Groundwater SMALL SMALL Impacts will depend on site
charactenstics and availability of
groundwater.
Air Qualty SMALL Fugitive emissions and emissions ~ SMALL Same impacts as at North Anna
from vehicles and equipment site.
dunng construction Small amount
of emissions from diesel
generators and possibly other
sources dunng operation.
Waste SMALL Waste impacts for an operating SMALL Same impacts as at North Anna
nuclear power plant are set out in site
10 CFR 51, Appendix B, Table B-1
Debris would be generated and
removed during construction
Human Health SMALL Human health impacts for an SMALL Same impacts as at North Anna

operating nuclear power plant are
set out in 10 CFR 51, Appendix B,
Table B-1

site
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: Table 8-6. (contd) :
North Anna Power Station Site Alternate Greenfield Site -
Impact Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Socioeconomics SMALL to During construction, impacts would SMALL to * Construction impacts depend on
MODERATE be SMALL to MODERATE. Upto LARGE location. Impacts at a rural location
2500 workers dunng peak period of could be LARGE. Louisa County
the 6-year construction period would experience loss of tax base
Operating work force assumed to and employment, potentially offset
! . be similar to Units 1 and 2.-Louisa by projected economic growth of
County tax base preserved. Richmond metropolitan area.
Impacts during operation would be Operation impacts at an altemate
SMALL. site would SMALL to MODERATE.
SMALL to Transportation impacts associated SMALL to Transportation impacts associated
LARGE with construction workers could be  LARGE with construction workers could be
MODERATE to LARGE. Operation MODERATE to LARGE.
impacts would be SMALL. T ) Transportation impacts of operating
AR _ the plant would be SMALL to
. i . MODERATE.
Aesthetics _SMALL . No exhaust stacks or cooling "SMALL to Impacts would depend on the
- ‘towers would be needed Daytme - LARGE characteristics of the alternate site.
' visual impact could be mitigated by ., Impacts would be SMALL if the plant
landscaping and appropriate color were located adjacent to an
selection for buildings Visual industrial area New transmission
impact at night could be mitigated lines would add to the impact and
- by reduced use of ighting and ~ would be SMALL to MODERATE
appropnate shielding Noise depending on the alternate site's
impacts would be relatively SMALL charactenstics. If a greenfield site is
. and could be mitigated. .~ selected, then the impacts could be
4 e N LARGE. . - .
Histonc and SMALL Any potential impacts ikely canbe  SMALL Any potential impacts hkely can be
Archaeological ' managed effectively ’ managed effectively .
Resources o - .
Environmental - SMALL lmr;acts on minority and low- *'- SMALL to Impacts will vary depending on
Justice income communities shouldbe | . LARGE population distnbution and makeup
similar to those expenenced by the "at the site “Impacts to' minonty and
population as a whole Some low-income residents of Louisa
impacts on housing may occur County associated with closure of
during construction. North Anna, Units 1 and 2 could be
significant - MODERATE to
¥ A " LARGE! Impacts to receiving
“ - : County is site-specific and could
i range from SMALL to LARGE.
1.
. ) .. - -
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The impact of a replacement nuclear generating plant on land use at the North Anna site is
best characterized as MODERATE. The impact would be greater than the OL renewal
alternative.

Land-use impacts at an alternate site would be greater than at North Anna, including the
possible need for a new transmission line. In addition, it may be necessary to construct a
rail spur to an alternate site to bring in equipment during construction. Depending
particularly on transmission line routing and whether an existing industrial site is used as the
alternate site, siting a new nuclear plant at an alternate site could result in MODERATE to
LARGE land-use impacts.

» Ecology

Locating a replacement nuclear power plant at the North Anna site would alter ecological
resources because of the need to convert land to an industrial use. Some of this land,
however, would have been previously disturbed. Potential habitat loss and fragmentation
and reduced productivity and biological diversity could result. Siting at North Anna would
have a MODERATE ecological impact that would be greater than renewal of Units 1 and 2
OLs.

At an alternate site, there would be construction impacts and new incremental operational
impacts. The impacts would be the greatest at an alternate greenfield site. Even assuming
siting at a previously disturbed area, the impacts would alter the ecology. Impacts could
include wildlife habitat loss, reduced productivity, habitat fragmentation, and a local
reduction in biological diversity. Use of cooling water from a nearby surface water body
could have adverse aquatic resource impacts. If needed, construction and maintenance of
the transmission line would have ecological impacts. Overall, the ecological impacts at an
alternate site could be MODERATE to LARGE.

» Water Use and Quality

Surface water. The staff assumed that a replacement nuclear power plant at North Anna
would use the existing cooling system, which would minimize incremental water-use and
quality impacts. Surface-water impacts are expected to remain SMALL; the impacts would
be sufficiently minor that they would not noticeably alter any important attribute of the
resource.

For alternate sites, the impact on the surface water would depend on the volume of water
needed for makeup, the discharge volume, and the characteristics of the receiving body of
water. Intake from and discharge to any surface body of water would be regulated by the
Commonwealth of Virginia or another state. The impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE.
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Groundwater. The staff assumed that a new nuclear power plant located at North Anna
would obtain potable, process, and fire- pretection water from onsite groundwater wells
similarly to the current practice for Unlts 1and?2 (see Section 2.2.2). The |mpacts are
considered SMALL - 2 : v

A nuclear power plant sited at an alternate site may use groundwater. Groundwater
withdrawal at an alternate site would likely require a permit. " The impacts would depend on
availability and how water is withdrawn, but overall are considered SMALL.

« Air Quality
Construction of a new nuclear power plant sited at the North Anna site or an alternate site
would result in fugitive emissions during construction. Exhaust erﬁissio;n's would also
emanate from vehicles and motorized equipment used during construction.” An operating
nuclear power plant would have minor air emissions associated with diesel generators.
These emissions would be regulated by VDEQ or another state. Overall emissions and
associated impacts are considered SMALL. o -

N o

« Waste

1

- The waste impacts associated with operation ‘of a nuclear power plant are set out in-
Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1." In"addition to the impacts
-shown in Table B-1, construction-related debris would be generated during construction
activities and removed to an appropnate dlsposal S|te Overall, waste |mpacts are
considered SMALL T b

. Smng the replacement nuclear power plant at a site other than North Anna would not alter
waste generatlon Therefore, the |mpacts would be SMALL oo Y

« Human Health *

Human health impacts for an operating nuclear power plant are set out in 10 CFR Part 51,
Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1. Overall, hum‘an health impacts are coneidered SMALL.

Siting the replacement nuclear power plant at a site other than North Anna would not alter
human health impacts. Therefore the |mpacts would be SMALL. N

RS} N 1

+ Socioeconomics
: R

Construction and Operation. The construction period and the peak work force associated
with construction of a new nuclear power plant are currently unquantified (NRC 1996). In
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the absence of quantified data, the staff assumed a construction period of 5 years and a
peak construction work force of 2500. The staff assumed that construction would take
place while the existing North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2 continue operation and
would be completed by the time Units 1 and 2 permanently cease operations. During
construction, the communities surrounding North Anna would experience demands on
housing and public services that could have SMALL to MODERATE impacts. These
impacts would be tempered by construction workers commuting to the site from more
distant communities outside of Louisa County. After construction, the communities would
be impacted by the loss of the construction jobs.

The replacement nuclear units are assumed to have an operating work force comparable to
the 921 to 961 permanent and contract workers currently working at North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2. The replacement nuclear units would provide a new tax base to
offset the loss of tax base associated with decommissioning of North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2. For all of these reasons, the appropriate characterization of non-
transportation socioeconomic impacts for replacement nuclear units constructed at North
Anna would be SMALL to MODERATE; the socioeconomic impacts would be noticeable,
but would be unlikely to destabilize the area.

Socioeconomic impacts at alternate sites would need to be analyzed on a case-by-case
basis. Inthe GEIS (NRC 1996), the staff noted that socioeconomic impacts at a rural site
would be larger than at an urban site because more of the peak construction work force
would need to move to the area to work. Construction of a replacement nuclear power plant
at an alternate site would relocate some socioeconomic impacts, but would not eliminate
them. Louisa County would experience the impact of North Anna Power Station, Units 1
and 2, operational job loss and loss of tax base, and the communities around the new site
would have to absorb the impacts of a large, temporary work force (up to 2500 workers at
the peak of construction) and a permanent work force of up to 961 workers. For Louisa
County, the sociceconomic impacts could be LARGE. The socioeconomic impacts to the
county at the alternate location could be SMALL to LARGE depending on the degree of
economic development, the proportion of the county’s property tax base represented by the
new plant, etc.

Transportation. The addition of up to 2500 construction workers to the 921 to 961
permanent and contract workers at Units 1 and 2 could place significant traffic loads on
existing highways, particularly those leading to North Anna. Such impacts would be
MODERATE to LARGE. Transportation impacts related to commuting of plant operating
personnel would be similar to current impacts associated with operation of Units 1 and 2
and are considered SMALL.
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Transportation impacts associated with commuting workers at an alternate site are site-
dependent but could be MODERATE to LARGE. -Transportation impacts related to -
commuting of plant operating personnel would also be site-dependent but can be
characterized as SMALL to MODERATE. '

» Aesthetics

The containment buildings for a replacement nuclear power plant sited at North Anna and

- other associated buildings would likely be visible in daylight hours from offsite." Visual
impacts could be mitigated by landscaping and selecting a color for buildings that is
consistent with the environment. The visual impact could also be mitigated by below-grade
construction. Visual impact at night could be mitigated by reducing lighting and using
shielding appropriately. No exhaust stacks would be needed. No cooling towers would be
needed, assuming use of the existing once-through cooling system. -
Noise from operation of a replacement nuclear power plant would potentially be audible

- offsite in calm wind conditions or when the wind is blowing from the direction of the plant.
Mitigation measures such as reducing or eliminating use of outside Ioudspeakers could
- reduce the noise level and keep the impact SMALL

At an alternate site, there would be an aesthetlc impact from the buildings. There would
also be a significant aesthetic impact if a new transmission line were needed. Noise and
light from the plant would be detectable offsite. The impact of noise and light could be
mitigated if the plant is located in an industrial area adjacent to other power plants, in which
case the impacts could be SMALL. The impact could be MODERATE if a new transmission
-line is needed to connect the plant to the power grid, or LARGE if a greenfield site is

selected. Overall, the aesthetic impacts associated with locating at an alternate site can be
categorized as SMALL to LARGE, depending on the characteristics of the alternate site.

» Historic and Archaeological Resources

At both the North Anna site and an alternate site, a cultural resource inventory likely would
be needed for any onsite property not previously surveyed. Other lands, if any, that are
acquired to support the plant likely would also need an inventory of field cultural resources,
+ identification and recording of existing historic and archaeological resources, and possible
-mitigation of adverse effects from subsequent ground-disturbing actlons related to phy5|cal
expansion of the plant site. -~ ... . - ‘ coL
Before construction at North Anna or another site, studies likely would be needed to identify,
evaluate, and address mitigation of the potential impacts of new plant construction on
cultural resources. The studies likely would be needed for all areas of potential disturbance
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at the proposed plant site and along associated rights-of-way where new construction would
occur (e.g., roads, transmission line rights-of-way, rail lines, or other rights-of-way). Historic
and archaeological resource impacts generally can be managed effectively and as such are
considered SMALL.

» Environmental Justice

No environmental pathways or locations have been identified that would result in dispro-
portionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority and low-income popula-
tions if a replacement nuclear power plant were built at North Anna. Some impacts on
housing availability and prices during construction might occur, and this could dispropor-
tionately affect minority and low-income populations. However, this is expected to be
mitigated by North Anna’s proximity to Richmond. After completion of construction, it is
possible that the local government’s ability to maintain social services could be reduced at
the same time that diminished economic conditions reduce employment prospects for
minority and low-income populations. However, Louisa County’s economic health should
improve as the tax base of the older nuclear units are replaced by the new, higher-valued
(i.e., less-depreciated) plant. Hence, the ability of the County to provide social services
should improve because of the higher tax base, assuming assessment rates remain stable.
Overall, socioeconomic impacts are expected to be SMALL.

Impacts at an alternate site would depend on the site chosen and the nearby population
distribution. If a replacement nuclear power plant were constructed at an alternate site,
Louisa County would experience a significant loss of property tax revenue which could
affect the county’s ability to provide services and programs. Impacts to minority and low-
income populations in Louisa County could be MODERATE to LARGE but potentially offset
by other related economic growth in the area. Impacts to the receiving county could be
SMALL to LARGE and depend on the relative increase to the tax base resulting from the
new plant’s construction.

8.2.3.2 Closed-Cycle Cooling System

This section discusses the environmental impacts of constructing a nuclear power plant at an
alternate site using closed-cycle cooling with cooling towers. The impacts (SMALL,
MODERATE, or LARGE) of this option are essentially the same as the impacts for a nuclear
power plant using the once-through cooling system. However, there are minor environmental
differences between the closed-cycle and once-through cooling systems. Table 8-7 summa-
rizes the incremental differences.
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Table 8-7. Summary of Environmental Impacts of a New Nuclear Power Plant Sited at an
‘ -Alternate Greenfleld Site wnth Closed-Cycle Coollng . P

< . A o
JU e vt - | AN o

- R . . LT Change inImpacts from -
Impact Category - - Once-Through Cooling System
Land Use g . - . 10-12 additional ha (25 - 30 ac) required for cooling
R . towers and assocnated infrastructure.
Ecology ) - T Impact would depend on ecology at the site. Addmonal

impact to terrestrial ecology from cooling tower dnft
" Reduced impact to aquatic ecology.

Surface Water Use and Quality ’ * ...~ " "Discharge of cooling tower blowdown containing

’ ; dissolved solids. Discharge would be regulated.
Decreased water withdrawal and less thermal load on

' receiving body of water. Consumptlve use of water due

" to evaporation. .

Groundwater Use and Quahty . No change.

Air Quality ..~ : No change. - . v

Waste No change.

Human Health No change. R

Socioeconomics No change.

Aesthetics Introduction of cooling towers and associated plume.

Natural draft towers could be up to 158 m (520 ft).
Mechanical draft towers could be up to 30 m (100 ft) high
and also could have an associated noise impact.

Historic and Archaeological Resources No change.
Environmental Justice ! . No change.

- fe- * -

£- i
te f “

8.2.4 Purchased Electrical Power ‘-

‘e - ~ —
- . . [ . N . - -
v A i vy o

If available, purchased power from other sources could potentially obviate the need to renew
the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,/OLs. VEPCo currently has purchase agreements
for 145'MW from the Southeastérn Power Administration and approxumately 3500 MW of non-
utlhty generatlon (VEPCo 2001). Overall, Vlrglnla is a net |mporter of electrlcny

To replace North Anna Power Statlon Units 1-and 2, capacnty with |mported power, VEPCo -
would need to construct a new 500-kV transmission line that VEPCo estimates would be
approximately 160 km (100 mi) long (VEPCo 2001). Assuming a 0.09-km (300-ft) easement

width, the transmission Ilne would impact approxmately 15 km? (6 mlz)

-
H

Imported power from Canada or Mexnco is unlikely to be avallable for replacement of North -
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, capacity. In Canada, 62 percent of the country’s ‘electricity
capacity is derived from renewable energy sources, principally hydropower (DOE/EIA 2001b).
Canada has plans to continue developing hydroelectric power, but the plans generally do not™ -

.

T W
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include large-scale projects (DOE/EIA 2001b). Canada’s nuclear generation is projected to
increase by 1.7 percent by 2020, but its share of power generation is projected to decrease
from 14 percent currently to 13 percent by 2020 (DOE/EIA 2001b). EIA projects that total gross
U.S. imports of electricity from Canada and Mexico will gradually increase from 47.9 billion kWh
in 2000 to 66.1 billion kWh in 2005 and then gradually decrease to 47.4 billion kWh in 2020
(DOEJ/EIA 2001a). On balance, it is unlikely that electricity imported from Canada or Mexico
would be able to replace the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, capacity.

If power to replace North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, capacity were to be purchased
from sources within the United States or a foreign country, the generating technology would
likely be one of those described in this SEIS and in the GEIS (probably coal, natural gas, or
nuclear). The description of the environmental impacts of other technologies in Chapter 8 of
the GEIS is representative of the purchased electrical power alternative to renewal of North
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, OLs. Thus, the environmental impacts of imported power
would still occur, but would be located elsewhere within the region, nation, or another country.

8.2.5 Other Alternatives
Other generation technologies are discussed in the following sections.
8.2.5.1 Oil-Fired Generation

EIA projects that oil-fired plants will account for very little of the new generation capacity in the
United States from 2000 to 2020 because of higher fuel costs and lower efficiencies

(DOE/EIA 2001a). Oil-fired operation is more expensive than nuclear or coal-fired operation.
Future increases in oil prices are expected to make oil-fired generation increasingly more
expensive than coal-fired generation. The high cost of oil has prompted a steady decline in its
use for electricity generation. Construction and operation of an oil-fired plant would also have
environmental impacts. For example, in Section 8.3.11 of the GEIS, the staff estimated that
construction of a 1,000-MW/(e) oil-fired plant would require about 50 ha (120 ac). Additionally,
operation of oil-fired plants would have environmental impacts (including impacts on the aquatic
environment and air) that would be similar to those from a coal-fired plant.

8.2.5.2 Wind Power

The Commonwealth of Virginia is in a wind power Class 1 region (average wind speeds at 10-m
[30-ft] elevation of O to 4.4 m/s [9.8 mph]). Class 1 has the lowest potential for wind energy
generation (DOE 2001a). Wind turbines are economical in wind power Classes 4 through 7
(average wind speeds of 5.6 to 9.4 m/s [12.5 to 21.1 mph] [DOE 2001a]). Consequently, the
staff concludes that locating a wind-energy facility on or near the North Anna site would not be
economically feasible given the current state of wind energy generation technology.
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8.2.5.3 Solar Power

Solar power technologies, photovoltaic and thermal, cannot currently compete with conventional
fossil-fueled technologies in grid-connected applications due to the higher capital costs per
kilowatt of capacity. The average capacity factor of photovoltaic cells is about 25 percent, and
the capacity factor for solar thermal systems is about 25 to 40 percent (NRC 1996). . Energy
storage requirements limit the use of solar-energy systems as a baseload electricity supply.

There are substantial impacts to natural resources (wildlife habitat, land-use, and aesthetic
impacts) from construction of solar-generating facilities. ‘As stated in the GEIS, land require-
ments are high—14,000 ha (35,000 ac) per 1000 MW(e) for photovoltaic and approximately
6000 ha (14,000 ac) per 1000 MW(e) for solar thermal systems. Neither type of solar electric
system would fit at the North Anna site, and both would have large environmental |mpacts ata
greenfield site. N

The North Anna site receives approximately 4 KWh of solar radiation per m? per day, compared
to 7 to 8 kWh of solar radiation per m? per day in areas of the western United States, such as
California, which are the most promising for solar technologies (DOE/EIA 2000a). - Because of
the natural resource impacts (land and ecological), the area’s relatively low rate of solar
radiation, and high cost, solar power is not deemed a feasible baseload alternative to renewal
of the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2 OLs. Some solar power may substitute for
electric power in rooftop and building applications. Implementation of nonrooftop solar
generation on a scale large enough to replace North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, would
hkely result in LARGE enVIronmental impacts. - :

8.25.4 Hydropower

Virginia has an estimated 617 MW of undeveloped hydroelectric resource (INEEL 1997). This
amount is less than needed to replace the 1790 MW(e) capacity of North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2. As stated in Section 8.3.4 of the GEIS, hydropower’s percentage of U.S.
generating capacity is expected to decline because hydroelectric facilities have become difficult
to site as a result of public concern about flooding, destruction of natural habitat, and alteration
of natural river courses. In the GEIS, estimated land requirements for hydroelectric power are
approximately 400,000 ha (1 million ac) per 1000 MW(e) (NRC 1996). -Replacement of North
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, generating capacity would require flooding more than this
amount of land. Due to the relatively low amount of undeveloped hydropower resource.in
Virginia and the large land-use and related environmental and ecological resource impacts - »
associated with siting hydroelectric facilities large enough to replace North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2, the staff concludes that local hydropower is not a feasible alternative to renewal
of the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,"OLs. Any attempts to site hydroelectric
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facilities large enough to replace North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, would result in
LARGE environmental impacts.

8.2.5.5 Geothermal Energy

Geothermal energy has an average capacity factor of 80 percent and can be used for baseload
power where available. However, geothermal technology is not widely used as baseload
generation due to the limited geographical availability of the resource and immature status of
the technology (NRC 1996). As illustrated by Figure 8.4 in the GEIS, geothermal plants are
most likely to be sited in the western continental United States, Alaska, and Hawaii, where
hydrothermal reservoirs are prevalent. There I1s no feasible eastern location for geothermal
capacity to serve as an alternative to North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. The staff
concludes that geothermal energy is not a feasible alternative to renewal of the North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2, OLs.

8.2.5.6 Wood Waste

A wood-burning facility can provide baseload power and operate with an average annual
capacity factor of around 70 to 80 percent and with 20 to 25 percent efficiency (NRC 1996).
The fuels required are variable and site-specific. A significant barrier to the use of wood waste
to generate electricity is the high delivered fuel cost and high construction cost per MW of
generating capacity. The larger wood-waste power plants are only 40 to 50 MW(e) in size.
Estimates in the GEIS suggest that the overall level of construction impact per MW of installed
capacity should be approximately the same as that for a coal-fired plant, although facilities
using wood waste for fuel would be bullt at smaller scales (NRC 1996). Like coal-fired plants,
wood-waste plants require large areas for fuel storage and processing and involve the same
type of combustion equipment.

Due to uncertainties associated with obtaining sufficient wood and wood waste to fuel a base-
load generating facility, ecological impacts of large-scale timber cutting (e.g., soil erosion and
loss of wildlife habitat), and high inefficiency, the staff has determined that wood waste is not a
feasible alternative to renewing the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, OLs.

8.2.5.7 Municipal Solid Waste

Municipal waste combustors incinerate the waste and use the resultant heat to generate steam,
hot water, or electricity. The combustion process can reduce the volume of waste by up to

90 percent and the weight of the waste by up to 75 percent (EPA 2001). Municipal waste
combustors use three basic types of technologies: mass burn, modular, and refuse-derived fuel
(DOE/EIA 2001c). Mass burning technologies are most commonly used in the United States.
This group of technologies process raw municipal solid waste “as is,” with little or no sizing,
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shredding, or separation before combustion. The initial capital costs for municipal solid-waste
plants are greater than for comparable steam-turbine technology at wood-waste facilities. This
is due to the need for specialized waste-separatlon and waste handlmg equnpment for mummpal
solid waste (NRC 1996). .
Growth in the munncupal waste combustion industry slowed dramatically during the 1990s after
rapid growth during the 1980s. The slower growth was due to three primary factors: (1) the
Tax Reform Act of 1986, which made capital-intensive projects such as municipal waste
combustion facilities more expensive relative to less capital-intensive waste disposal alterna-
tives such as landfills; (2) the 1994 Supreme Court decision (C&A Carbone, Inc. v. Town of
Clarkstown), which struck down local flow-control ordinances that required waste to be
delivered to specific municipal waste combustion facilities rather than at landfills that may have
had lower fees; and (3) increasingly stringent environmental regulations that increased the -
capital cost necessary to construct and maintain munlmpal waste combustlon facnlmes
(DOE/EIA 2001c) : L . o '

1 - . :
¢ ~r T Ea e 1

Municipal solid waste combustors generate an ash resndue that is burled in landfills. The ash
residue is composed of bottom ash and fly ash.. Bottom ash refers to that portion of the -
unburned waste that falls to the bottom of the ‘grate or furnace. Fly ash represents the small
particles that rise from the furnace during the combustion process. Fly ash is genera]ly
removed from flue gases using fabric filters and/or scrubbers (DOE/EIA 2001c).

Currently, there are approximately 102 waste-to-energy plants operating in the United States.
These plants generate approximately 2800 MW (e), or an average of approximately 28 MW(e).
per plant (Integrated Waste Services Association 2001). The staff concludes that generating
electricity from municipal solid waste would not be a feasible alternative to replace the =
1790 MW(e) baseload capacity of North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, and, consequently,
would not be a feasible alternative to renewal of the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
OLs. . . - . I - : L 2

8.2.5.8 Other Biomass-Derived Fuels

In addition to wood and municipal solid waste fuels, there are several other concepts for fueling
electric generators including burning crops, converting crops to a liquid fuel such as ethanol, .
and gasifying crops (including wood waste). In the GEIS, the staff stated that none of these .
technologies has progressed to the point of being competitive on a large scale or being reliable
enough to replace a baseload plant such as North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2

(NRC 1986). For these reasons, such fuels do not offer a feasible alternative to renewal of the

North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, OLs.
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8.2.5.9 Fuel Cells

Fuel cells work without combustion and its environmental side effects. Power is produced
electrochemically by passing a hydrogen-rich fuel over an anode and air over a cathode and
separating the two by an electrolyte. The only by-products are heat, water, and carbon dioxide.
Hydrogen fuel can come from a variety of hydrocarbon resources by subjecting them to steam
under pressure. Phosphoric acid fuel cells are generally considered first-generation technol-
ogy. Higher-temperature, second-generation fuel cells achieve higher fuel-to-electricity and
thermal efficiencies. The higher temperatures contribute to improved efficiencies and give the
second-generation fuel cells the capability to generate steam for cogeneration and combined-
cycle operations. DOE projects that by 2003, two second-generation fuel cell technologies
using molten carbonate and solid oxide technology, respectively, will be commercially available
in sizes up to 2 MW at a cost of $1000 to $1500 per kW of installed capacity (DOE 2001b). For
comparison, the installed capacity cost for a natural gas-fired combined-cycle plant is on the
order of $500 to $600 per kW (NWPPC 2000). As market acceptance and manufacturing
capacity increase, natural gas-fueled fuel cell plants in the 50- to 100-MW range are projected
to become available (DOE 2001b). Presently, fuel cells are not economically or technologically
competitive with other alternatives for baseload electricity generation. Fuels cells are, con-
sequently, not a feasible alternative to renewal of the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
OLs. R

8.2.5.10 Delayed Retirement

The only VEPCo generating plants currently scheduled for retirement are Possum Point, Units 1
and 2, located about 40 km (25 mi) south of Washington, D.C. These oil-fired units each have
a nameplate-generating capacity® of 69 MW (DOE/EIA 2000b). Delayed retirement of Possum
Point, Units 1 and 2, would not come close to replacing the 1790 MW (e) capacity of North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2. For this reason, delayed retirement of VEPCo generating units
would not be a feasible alternative to renewal of the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
OLs.

8.2.5.11 Utility-Sponsored Conservation

VEPCo has developed residential, commercial, and industrial programs to reduce both peak
demands and daily energy consumption. These programs are commonly referred to as
demand-side management (DSM). VEPCo currently operates the following DSM programs:
Rate Schedule SG (standby generation), Rate Schedule CS (curtailable service), Rider J
(interruptible electric water heater service), and the Real Time Pricing Rate. VEPCo projects

(a) The nameplate-generating capacity is the full-load, continuous rating of a generating plant.
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that by 2007, its DSM programs will reduce peak power requirements in the summer and winter
by 74 and 130 MW, respectively (VEPCo 2001). VEPCo also projects that energy requirements
in 2007 will be reduced by 14 gigawatt hours 99 percent of Wthh would be from Ioad manage-
ment programs (VEPCo 2001) -

Historic and projected reduction in generatlon needs asa result of DSM programs have been’
credited in VEPCo s planning to meet projected customer demand. Because these DSM

savings are part of the long-range plan for meeting projected demand, they are not available
offsets for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Therefore, the conservation option is not |
consndered a reasonable replacement for the OL renewal alternative.

8.2.6 Combination of Alternatives

, Although individual alternatives to North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, might not be suffi- ]
cient on their own to replace the capacity of these units due to size or cost, it is conceivable that
a combination of alternatives might be cost-effective.

As discussed in Section 8.2, North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, have a combined -

average net capacity of 1790 MW(e). For the coal and natural gas alternatives, VEPCo |
assumes in its ER three standard 508-MW(e) units as potential replacements for Units 1 and 2
(VEPCo 2001). This approach is followed in this SEIS, although‘ it results in' some

environmental impacts that are roughly 17 percent lower than if full replacement capacity were
constructed. ' .

There are many possible combinations of alternatives. _Table 8-8 summarizes the environ-

mental impacts of an assumed combination of alternatives consisting of 1016 MW (e) of
combined-cycle natural gas-fired generation at North Anna using the existing once-through |
cooling system, and at an alternate location using closed-cycle cooling, with 387 MW(e)

purchased from other generators and 387 MW(e) gained from additional DSM measures. The
impacts associated with the combined-cycle natural gas-fired units are based on the gas-fired I
generation impact assumptions discussed in Section 8.2.2, adjusted for the reduced generating
capacity. While the DSM measures would have few environmental impacts, operation of the

new gas-fired plant would result in increased emissions and environmental impacts. The
environmental impacts of imported power would still occur but would be located elsewhere

within the region, nation, or another country as discussed in Section 8.2.4. The environmental
impacts_associated with purchased power are not shown in Table 8-8. The staff concludes that

it is very unlikely that the environmental impacts of any reasonable combination of generating

and conservation options could be reduced to the level of impacts associated with renewal of

the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, OLs. |
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Table 8-8. Summary of Environmental Impacts for an Assumed Combination of
Generating and Acquisition Alternatives

North Anna Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact Category impact Comments Impact Comments
Land Use SMALL to 9 ha (23 ac) for powerblock, offices, SMALL to 30 ha (74 ac) for powerblock,
MODERATE roads, and parking areas Addi- LARGE offices, roads, and parking
tional iImpact of up to approximately areas. Additional impact for
295 ha (729 ac) for construction of construction of an underground
an underground gas pipeline. natural gas pipeline and a
transmission ine — MODERATE
Greenfield site increases impact
to LARGE.
Ecology SMALL to Uses undeveloped areas at the SMALL to Impact depends on location and
MODERATE North Anna site plus land for anew LARGE ecology of the site, surface
gas pipeline. water body used for intake and
discharge, and transmission and
pipeline routes; potential habitat
loss and fragmentation, reduced
productivity, and biological
diversity Greenfield site
increases impact
Water Use and Quality
Surface water SMALL Uses existing once-through cooling  SMALL to Impact depends on volume of
system. MODERATE water withdrawal and discharge
and charactenstics of surface
water body
Groundwater SMALL Reduced groundwater withdrawals ~ SMALL Groundwater impacts would
due to reduced work force. depend on use and available
supply
Air Qualty SMALL to Sulfur oxides SMALL to Same as siting at North Anna
MODERATE * 81 MT/yr (89 tons/yr) MODERATE Power Station
Nitrogen oxides
* 306 MT/yr (337 tons/yr)
Carbon monoxide
* 402 MT/yr (443 tons/yr)
PM,, particulates
¢ 120 MT/yr (132 tons/yr)
Some hazardous arr pollutants
Waste SMALL Small amount of ash produced. SMALL Same as siting at North Anna
Power Station.
Human Health SMALL Impacts considered to be minor SMALL Impacts considered to be minor.
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Alternate Greenfield Site

North Anna -
Impact Category Impact Comments Impact Comments
Socioeconomics SMALL to Duning construchon, impacts would SMALL to Construction impacts depend on
- MODERATE * =~ be SMALL to MODERATE. Uptoc  LARGE - location, but could be significant
S ’ 1200 additional workers during the if location is in a rural area. , |
o, peak of the 3-year construction Loutsa County would expenence
- period, followed by reduction from ~ loss of taxbase and -
; -, current North Anna Power Station, “employment with potentially
_ Units 1 and 2, work force of 921 to , LARGE impacts. Impacts
961 (permanent and contract) to * duning operation at an alternate
i i. approximately 150, tax base : site would be SMALLto ¢~
preserved Impacts dunng MODERATE depending on
operation would be SMALL to economy at alternate site and
" MODERATE due to loss of - relative impact of plant to tax
s employment to Louisa County. - base. . C
SMALL to Transportation impacts associated SMALLto ~ Transportation impacts associ-
° * MODERATE with construction workers would be  LARGE ; ated with construction workers
SMALL to MODERATE. , Trans- would be SMALL to LARGE and
portation impacts during operation dependent on population density
would be SMALL due to smaller Cat altemnative site.” Impacts |
work force. dunng operation would be
SMALL due to smaller work
- . - C force.
Aesthetics SMALL Some visibility of structures offsite. SMALL to -SMALL if alternate site previ-
LARGE ously developed. MODERATE
impact from plant, stacks,
cooling tower plumes, and new
_ transmussion kines. LARGE if
greenfield site. -~ -
Histonc and SMALL Any potential impacts likely canbe  SMALL Any potential impacts likely can
Archaeological managed effectively. be managed effectively.
Resources ) v : < z ! g T
Environmental SMALL to Impacts on minonty and low-income SMALL to - Impacts at alternate site vary
Justice MODERATE communities should be similar to LARGE depending on population

those experienced by the population
as a whole. Some impacts on
housing may occur during

construction; loss of approxlmately ’

750 operating jobs at North Anna

- could reduce employment prospects
for minonty and Iow-mcome
populations >

distnbution and makeup at site.

.. Louisa County would lose
significant revenue, which could
have MODERATE to LARGE
impacts to minonty and low-
income populations Impacts to
receiving County could be

" SMALL to MODERATE

-

8.3 - Summary of Alternaﬁtjv_es;:(;'onsi‘de‘re_d) ,

- L 3
'

The environmental impacts of the proposed action, license renewal are SMALL for all impact
categories (except collective offsnte radlologlcal |mpacts from the fuel cycle and from hugh level
waste and spent fuel disposal, for whicha singlé significance level was not assngned) The
alternative actions, i.e., no-action alternative (discussed in Section 8.1), new generation
alternatives (from coal, natural gas, and nuclear, discussed in Sections 8.2.1 through 8.2.3,
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respectively), purchased electrical power (discussed in Section 8.2.4), alternative technologies
(discussed in Section 8.2.5), and the combination of alternatives (discussed in Section 8.2.6)
were considered.

The no-action alternative would result in decommissioning North Anna Power Station, Units 1
and 2, and would require replacing electrical generating capacity by (1) DSM and energy
conservation, (2) power purchased from other electricity providers, (3) generating alternatives
other than North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, or (4) some combination of these options.
For each of the new generation alternatives (coal, natural gas, and nuclear), the environmental
impacts would not be less than the impacts of license renewal. For example, the land-
disturbance impacts resulting from construction of any new facility would be greater than the
impacts of continued operation of North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. The impacts of
purchased electrical power (imported power) would still occur, but would occur elsewhere.
Alternative technologies are not considered feasible at this time, and it is very unlikely that the
environmental impacts of any reasonable combination of generation and conservation options
could be reduced to the level of impacts associated with renewal of the OLs for North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2.

The staff concludes that the alternative actions, including the no-action alternative, may have

environmental effects in at least some impact categories that reach MODERATE or LARGE
significance.

8.4 References

10 CFR Part 50. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 50, “Domestic Licensing
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9.0 Summary and Conclusions

By letter dated May 29, 2001 , the Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCo) submitted an
application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commjssion (NRC) to renew the operating licenses
"(OLs) for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, for an additional 20-year period (VEPCo I
2001). If the OLs are renewed, State regulatory agencies and VEPCo will ultimately decide
whether the plants will continue to operate based on factors such as the need for power or

other matters within the State’s jurisdiction or 'the purview of the owners. If the OLs are not
renewed, then the plants must be shut down at or before the expiration date of the current OLs,
which is April 1, 2018, for Unit 1 and August 21 2020 for Unlt 2. . .
Section 102 of the National Environmental Pohcy Act (NEPA) (42 USC 4321), directs that an
environmental impact statement (EIS) is requwed for major Federal actions that significantly
affect the quality of the human environment. The NRC has implemented Section 102 of NEPA
in 10 CFR Part 51. Part 51 identifies licensing and regulatory actions that require an EIS. In
10 CFR 51 20(b)(2), the Commission requires preparatlon of an EIS or a supplement to an EIS
for renewal of a reactor OL; 10 CFR 51.95(c) states that the EIS prepared at the OL renewal
stage will be a supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for Llcense
Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996 1999) @

Upon acceptance of the VEPCo application, the NRC began the environmental review process
described in 10 CFR Part 51 by publishing a notice of intent to prepare an EIS and conduct '
scoping (66 FR 46294 [NRC 2001]) for North Anna on September 4, 2001. The staff visited
North Anna in October 2001 and held public scoplng meetings on October 18, 2001, in Louisa
County, erglnla The staff reviewed the VEPCo Environmental Report (ER) (VEPCo 2001) and
compared it to the GEIS, consulted with other agencies, and conducted an independent review
of the issues following the guidance set forth in NUREG-1555, Supplement 1, the Standard
Review Plans for Environmental Reviews for Nuclear Power Plants, Supplement 1: Operatlng
License Renewal (NRC 2000). The staff also conS|dered the public comments received during
the scoping process for preparation of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement o
(SEIS) for North Anna Power Statlon Units 1 and 2. The public comments received durmg the

provided in Appendle ‘Part I, of this SEIS. ‘1 o . R |

On May 17, 2002, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) published the Notice of
Availability of the draft SEIS (67 FR 351 08 [EPA 2002]) A75- day comment period began on
that date, dunng which members of the pubhc could comment on the prehmlnary results of the
NRC staff’s review.

'
i

(a) The GEIS was originatly issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. “Hereafter,
all references to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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The staff held two public meetings near North Anna Power Station on June 25, 2002 to
describe the preliminary results of the NRC environmental review and to answer questions and
provide members of the public with information to assist them in formulating their comments. At
the end of comment period, the staff considered all of the comments received for revision of the
SEIS. These comments are addressed in Appendix A, Part |l, of the final SEIS.

This SEIS includes the NRC staff’s analysis in which the staff considers and weighs the
environmental effects of the proposed action, the environmental impacts of alternatives to the
proposed action, and mitigation measures available for reducing or avoiding adverse effects. It
also includes the staff’'s recommendation regarding the proposed action.

The NRC has adopted the following statement of purpose and need for license renewal from
the GEIS:

The purpose and need for the proposed action (renewal of an operating license) is to
provide an option that allows for power generation capability beyond the term of a
current nuclear power plant operating license to meet future system generating needs,
as such needs may be determined by State, utility, and, where authorized, Federal
(other than NRC) decisionmakers.

The goal of the staff’'s environmental review, as defined in 10 CFR 51.95(c)(4) and the GEIS, is
to determine

...whether or not the adverse environmental impacts of license renewal are so great that
preserving the option of license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be
unreasonable.

Both the statement of purpose and need and the evaluation cniterion implicitly acknowledge
that, even if an OL is renewed, there are other factors that will ultimately determine whether an
existing nuclear power plant continues to operate beyond the period of the current OL.

NRC regulations [10 CFR 51.95(c)(2)] contain the following statement regarding the content of
SEISs prepared at the license renewal stage:

The supplemental environmental impact statement for license renewal is not required to
include discussion of need for power or the economic costs and economic benefits of
the proposed action or of alternatives to the proposed action except insofar as such
benefits and costs are either essential for a determination regarding the inclusion of an
alternative in the range of alternatives considered or relevant to mitigation. In addition,
the supplemental environmental impact statement prepared at the license renewal stage
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need not discuss other issues not related to the environmental effects of the proposed
action and the alternatives, or any aspect of the storage of spent fuel for the facility.
within the scope of the generic determlnatlon in § 51 23(a) and in accordance with

§ 51 23(b) @ -3

The GEIS contains the results of a systematic evaluation of the consequences of renewing an-

OL and operating a nuclear power plant for an additional 20 years. It evaluates 92 environmen-

tal issues using the NRC'’s three-level standard of significance—SMALL, MODERATE, or

LARGE—developed using the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines. The following

definitions of the three significance levels are set forth in a footnote to Table B-1 of 10 CFR

Part 51, Subpart A, Appendlx B: . . -
SMALL‘; Environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither -
destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute of the r'esource. -
MODERATE ‘Environmental effects are sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to destabilize,
important attributes of the resource. - Lo - '

LARGE - Environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize
important attributes of the resource.

For 69 of the 92 issues consndered in the GEIS the analysrs in the GEIS shows the followmg

Ty T
R P

(1) The envnronmental impacts associated wnth the issue have 'been determlned to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of coohng system or other
specmed plant or site charactenstlc x K

(2) A single signlficance level (i.e., SMALL MODERATE or LARGE) has been’ assrgned to the

* impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from high
level waste [HLW] and spent fuel disposal). . ‘

(3) Mitigation of adverse impacts associated with the issue has been considered in the analysis,
"and it has been determined that additional plant-specific mltigation measures are likely not
to be suffrcnently beneficial to warrant |mplementat|on "

3 + -y

These 69 issues were |dent|f|ed in the GEIS as Category 1 issues. ln the absence of new and
significant information, the staff relied on-conclusions as amplified by supporting information in

. a1 E . 1

B ¥ I

o7

e » N [ 1S R -

(a) -The title of 10 CFR 51.23 is “Temporary 'storage of spent fue! after cessation of reactor operations-
generic determination of no significant environmental impact.”
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the GEIS for issues designated Category 1 in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B.

Of the 23 issues that do not meet the criteria set forth above, 21 are classified as Category 2
issues requiring analysis in a plant-specific supplement to the GEIS. The remaining two issues,
environmental justice and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields, were not categorized.
Environmental justice was not evaluated on a generic basis and must also be addressed in a
plant-specific supplement to the GEIS. Information on the chronic effects of electromagnetic
fields was not conclusive at the time the GEIS was prepared.

This SEIS documents the staff’'s evaluation of all 92 environmental issues considered in the
GEIS. The staff considered the environmental impacts associated with alternatives to license
renewal and compared the environmental impacts of license renewal and the alternatives. The
alternatives to license renewal that were considered include the no-action alternative (not
renewing the OLs for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2) and alternative methods of
power generation. These alternatives were evaluated assuming that the replacement power
generation plant is located at either the North Anna site or some other unspecified location.

9.1 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action—
License Renewal

VEPCo and the staff have established independent processes for identifying and evaluating the
significance of any new information on the environmental impacts of license renewal. Neither
VEPCo nor the staff has identified information that is both new and significant related to
Category 1 issues that would call into question the conclusions in the GEIS. Similarly, neither
VEPCo nor the staff has identified any new issue applicable to North Anna Power Station that
has a significant environmental impact. These determinations include the consideration of
public comments. Therefore, the staff relies upon the conclusions of the GEIS for all Category
1 issues that are applicable to North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2.

VEPCo’s license-renewal application presents an analysis of the Category 2 issues that are
applicable to North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. In addition, the staff has evaluated the
two uncategorized issues, environmental justice and chronic effects from electromagnetic
fields. The staff has reviewed the VEPCo analysis for each issue and has conducted an
independent review of each issue. Five Category 2 issues are not applicable because they are
related to plant design features or site characteristics not found at North Anna. Four Category
2 issues are not discussed in this SEIS because they are specifically related to refurbishment.
VEPCo (VEPCo 2001) has stated that its evaluation of structures and components, as required
by 10 CFR 54.21, did not identify any major plant refurbishment activities or modifications as
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necessary to support the continued operation of North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, for
the license renewal period.” In‘addition, any replacement of components or additional inspection
activities are within the bounds of normal plant component replacement and, therefore, are not
expected to affect the environment outside of the bounds of the plant operations evaluated in
the Final Environmental Statement Related to the Continuation of Construction and the
Operation of North Anna Units 1 and 2 and the Construction of Units 3 and 4 (AEC 1973), and
the two addenda to the final environmental statements related to the operation of North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2 (NRC 1976 and NRC-1980). .

Twelve Category 2 issues related to operational impacts and postulated accidents during the
renewal term, as well as environmental justice and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields, are
discussed in detail in this SEIS. Five of the Category 2 issues and environmental justice apply:
to both refurbishment and to operation during the renewal term and are discussed in this SEIS,
only in relation to operation during the renewal term. For all 12 Category 2 issues and -
environmental justice, the staff concludes that the potential environmental effects are of SMALL
significance in the context of the standards set forth in the GEIS. In addition, the staff
determined that appropriate Federal health agencies have not reached a consensus on the
existence of chronic adverse effects from electromagnetic fields. - Therefore, no further ;- -,
evaluation of this issue is required. For severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMAs), the
staff concludes that a reasonable, comprehensive effort was made to identify and evaluate -
SAMAs. Based on its review of the SAMAs for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, and
the plant |mprovements already made, the staff concludes that none of the candidate SAMAs -
are cost-beneficial. f A - S

Mitigation measures were considered for each Category 2 issue. Current measures to mitigate
the environmental impacts of plant operation were found to be adequate, and no additional : --
mitigation measures were deemed sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

The following sections discuss unavoidable édverse impacts, irreversible or irretrievable -
commitments of resources, and the relationship between local short-term use of the
environment and long-term productivity. - - . .. R C
¢ - B - LT -
9.1.1 Unavmdable Adverse Impacts : -
An environmental review conducted at the license renewal stage differs from the review -
conducted in support of a construction permit because the plant is in existence at the license-
renewal stage and has operated for a number of years. As a result, adverse impacts
associated with the initial construction have been avoided, have been mitigated, or have
already occurred. The environmental impacts to be evaluated for license renewal are those
associated with refurbishment and continued operation during the renewal term.

-November 2002 . 9-5 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



Summary and Conclusions

The adverse impacts of continued operation identified are considered to be of SMALL signifi-
cance, and none warrants implementation of additional mitigation measures. The adverse
impacts of likely alternatives if North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, cease operation at or
before the expiration of the current OLs will not be smaller than those associated with continued
operation of these units, and they may be greater for some impact categories in some
locations.

9.1.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Resource Commitments

The commitment of resources related to construction and operation of North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2, during its current license period was made when the plant was built. The
resource commitments to be considered in this SEIS are associated with continued operation of
the plant for an additional 20 years. These resources include materials and equipment required
for plant maintenance and operation, the nuclear fuel used by the reactors, and ultimately,
permanent offsite storage space for the spent fuel assemblies.

The most significant resource commitments related to operation during the renewal term are
the fuel and the permanent offsite storage space. North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
replace approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each of the two units during every
refueling outage, which occurs on an 18-month cycle.

If North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, cease operation on or before the expiration of the
current OLs, the likely power generation alternatives will require a commitment of resources for
construction of the replacement plants as well as for fuel to run the plants.

9.1.3 Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity

An initial balance between short-term use and long-term productivity of the environment at the
North Anna Power Station site was set when the plants were approved and construction began.
That balance is now well established. Renewal of the OLs for North Anna Power Station,

Units 1 and 2, and continued operation of the plants will not alter the existing balance, but may
postpone the availability of the site for other uses. Denial of the application to renew the OLs
will lead to shutdown of the plants and will alter the balance in a manner that depends on
subsequent uses of the site. For example, the environmental consequences of turning the
North Anna Power Station site into a park or an industrial facility are quite different.
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9.2 RAeIative Significance of the Environmental Impa}cts of
‘License Renewal and Alternatives

P

The proposed action is renewal of the OLs for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2.
Chapter 2 describes the site, power plants, and interactions of the plants with the environment.
As noted in Chapter 3, no refurbishment and no refurbishment impacts are expected at North
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Chapters 4 through 7 discuss environmental issues
associated with renewal of the OLs. Environmental issues associated with the no-action
alternative and alternatives mvolvmg power generatlon and use reduction are dlscussed m
Chapter 8.

The significance of the environmental impacts from the proposed action (approval of the
application for renewal of the OLs), the no-action alternative (denial of the appllcatlon)
alternatives involving nuclear, coal, or gas generatlon of power at North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2,7 an unspecmed “greenfield site,”’and a'combination of alternatives are compared
in Table 9- 1

Table 9 1 shows that the significance of the envnronmental effects of the proposed actlon are
SMALL for all impact categories (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel
cycle and from HLW and spent fuel disposal, for which a single significance level was not -
assigned [see Chapter 6]). The alternative actions, including the no-action alternative, may
have environmental effects in at least some impact categorles that reach MODERATE or

LARGE sngnmcance

H

9.3 Staff Conclusmns and Recommendahons

Based on (1) the analysis and fmdmgs in the GEIS (NRC 1996; 1999) (2) the ER submltted by
VEPCo (VEPCo 2001), (3) consultation with Federal, State, and local agencies, (4) the staff’s
own independent review, and (5) the staff’s consideration of public comments, the recommen-
datlon of the staff is that the Commission determine that the adverse envnronmental |mpacts of
license renewal for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, are not so great that preserving
the optlon of license renewal for energy plannlng decisionmakers would be unreasonable
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Table 9-1. Summary of Environmental Significance of License Renewal, the No-Action Alternative, and Alternative
Methods of Generation '
Proposed No-Action Natural Gas-Fired Combination of
Action Alternative Coal-Fired Generation Generation New Nuclear Generation Alternatives
Alternate Alternate Alternate Alternate
License Denial of North Greenfield North Greenfield North Greenfield North Greenfield
Impact Category Renewal Renewal Anna Site Site Anna Site Site Anna Site Site Anna Site Site
Land Use SMALL SMALL SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to MODERATE MODERATE  SMALL 1o SMALL to
MODERATE LARGE MODERATE LARGE to LARGE MODERATE LARGE
Ecology SMALL SMALL SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to MODERATE  MODERATE SMALL to SMALL to
MODERATE LARGE MODERATE LARGE to LARGE MODERATE LARGE
Water Use and SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL to SMALL SMALL to SMALL SMALL to SMALL SMALL to
Quality MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE
Air Qualty SMALL SMALL MODERATE MODERATE SMALL to SMALL to SMALL SMALL SMALL to SMALL to
MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE MODERATE
Waste SMALL SMALL MODERATE MODERATE SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL
Human Health SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL
Socioeconomics SMALL SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to ¢ SMALL to
MODERATE MODERATE LARGE MODERATE LARGE MODERATE ' LARGE MODERATE LARGE
Transportation SMALL SMALL SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to
LARGE LARGE MODERATE LARGE LARGE LARGE MODERATE LARGE
Aesthetics SMALL SMALL SMALL to SMALL o SMALL SMALL to SMALL - SMALL to SMALL SMALL to
MODERATE LARGE LARGE LARGE LARGE
Historic and SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL SMALL
Archaeological
Resources
Environmental SMALL SMALL to SMALL {o SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to SMALL SMALL to SMALL to SMALL to
Justica MODERATE  MODERATE LARGE MODERATE LARGE LARGE MODERATE LARGE

SUOISN|OUON) pue Alewwng

(a) Except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from HLW and spent-fuel disposal, for which a significance level was not assigned. See Chapter

6 for details,
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Appendix A

Comments Received on the Environmental Review

Part |- Comments Received During Scoplng

On September 4, 2001, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) published a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register (66 FR 46294), to notify the public of the staff’s intent to prepare
a plant-specific supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2, to support the renewal
application for the North Anna Power Station operating licenses and to conduct scoping. This
plant-specific supplement to the GEIS has been prepared in accordance with the National
Environmenta! Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and 10
CFR Part 51. As outlined by NEPA, the NRC initiated the scoping process with the issuance of
the Federal Register Notice. The NRC invited the applicant; Federal, State, and local
government agencies; local organizations; and individuals to participate in the scoping process
by providing ‘oral comments at scheduled public meetlngs and/or submitting written suggestions
and comments no later than November 5, 2001. .

The scoping process included two public scoping meetings, which were held at the Louisa
County Office Building in Louisa County, Virginia on October 18, 2001. Approximately

45 indiyiduals attended the meetings. Each session began with NRC staff members providing
brief overviews of the license renewal process and the NEPA process. After the NRC'’s
prepared statements, the meetings were opened for public comments. Eighteen attendees
provided either oral statements that were recorded and transcribed by a certified court reporter
or written statements. The meeting transcripts are an attachment to the Scoping Meeting
Summary dated November 6, 2001. In addition to the comments provided during the public
meetings, three comment letters and an email were received by the NRC in response to the
Notice of Intent.

At the conclusion of the scoping period, the NRC staff and its contractors reviewed the tran-
scripts and all written material received to identify specific comments and issues. Each set of
comments from an individual was given a unique identifier (Commenter ID), so that the com-
ments could be traced back to the original transcnpt letter, or e-mail containing the comment.
Specific comments were numbered sequentially W|th|n each comment set. Several comment-
ers submitted more than one set of comments (e.g., they 'made statements in both the
_afternoon and evening scoping meetings). In these cases, there is a unique Commenter ID for
each set of comments.
Table A-1 identifies the mdnvnduals who provided comments applicable to the environmental
review and gives the Commenter ID associated with each set of comments.’ Individuals who
spoke at the scoping meetings are listed in the order in which they spoke at the public meeting.
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Table A-1. Individuals Providing Comments During Scoping Comment Period

Commenters ID

Commenter

Affiliation (If Stated)

Comment Source and ADAMS
Accession Number(a)

NAS-A
NAS-B
NAS-C
NAS-D
NAS-E

NAS-F
NAS-G
NAS-H
NAS-J
NAS-K
NAS-L
NAS-M
NAS-N
NAS-P
NAS-Q
NAS-R

NAS-S
NAS-T
NAS-U
NAS-V
NAS-W
NAS-X
NAS-Y
NAS-Z
NAS-AA
NAS-AB
NAS-AC

Lee Lintecum
Linda Edwards
Jimmy Candeto
Duff Green
Ashland Fortune

Witham Hayden
Jerry Rosenthal
Lisa Gue

Dave Heacock
Bill Bolhn
Ashland Fortune
V Ear! Dickinson
Mary Lou Dickinson
Donald Gallihugh
Edward Kube
Jerry Rosenthal

Tom Filen

Hugh Jackson
Matthew Kersey
Lisa Gue

Dave Heacock
Bill Bolin

Bill Murphey
Jerry Rosenthal
John Wolflin

R Edward Houck

Honorable Enc Cantor

Louisa County

Louisa County

Mineral Town Manager
Orange County

Louisa County Shenff

President of Lake Anna Civic
Association

Concemed Citizens of Louisa
Public Citizen

Dominion

Dominion

Louisa County Shenff

Virginila General Assembly
LinkAges Community Services
Mayor of Louisa

Lousa County Board of Supervisors
Concerned Citizens of Louisa

Louisa Chamber of Commerce and
Virgimla Community Bank

Public Citizen

Town of Louisa

Public Citizen

Dominion

Dominion

Citizen of Loutsa County
Concemned Citizens of Louisa
U S Fish and Wildlife Service
Senate of Virgima

U.S. Congress

Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Afternoon Scoping Meeting

Afternoon Scoping Meeting

Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Afternoon Scoping Meeting
Aftemoon Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting

Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Evening Scoping Meeting
Email - Letter (ML013460243)
Letter (MLO13460246)
Letter (MLO12920545)
Letter (MLO13650011)

(a) The aftemoon and evening transcripts can be found under accession number MLO13120266

To maintain consistency with the scoping summary report (North Anna Power Station Scoping
Summary Report, dated January 2, 2002), the unique 1dentifier used in that report for each set
of comments is retained in this report.
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Specific comments were categorized and consolidated by topic. Comments with similar specific
objectives were combined to capture the common essential issues raised by the commenters
The comments fall into one of several general groups. These groups mclude s

- Specific comments that address environmental issues within the purview of the NRC
environmental regulations related to license renewail These comments address
Category 1 or Category 2 issues or issues that were not addressed in the GEIS They
also address alternatives and related Federal actions. ' - S

» General comments (1) in support of or opposed to nuclear power or license renewal or
(2) on the license renewal process, the NRC's regulations, and the regulatory process.
These comments may or may not be specifically related to the North Anna Power
Station license renewal application.

P

» Questions that do not provide new information. .-+ - ~ o ) oo

« Specific comments that address issues that do not fall within or are specifically excluded -
from the purview of NRC environmental regulations. - These comments typically address ~
issues such as the need for power, emergency preparedness, current operational safety
issues, and safety issues related to operation during the renewal period.

Each comment applicable to this environmental review is summarized in this section. This
information, which was extracted from the North Anna Power Station Scoping Summary Report,
is provided for the convenience of those interested in the scoping comments applicable to this
environmental review. The comments that are general or outside the scope of the environmen-
tal review for North Anna Power Station are not included here. More detail regarding the -~ -~
disposition of general or nonapplicable comments can be found in the summary report. The
ADAMS accession number for the summary report is ML0O20160608. - This accession number is
provided to facilitate access to the document through the Public Electronlc Reading Room
(ADAMS) http: //www.nrc.gov/reading-rm. html . -

-
¢ .

The following pages summarize the comments and suggestions received as part of the scoping
process that are applicable to this environmental review, and discuss the disposition of the -
comments and suggestions. The parenthetical alpha-numeric identifier after each comment
refers to the comment set (Commenter ID) and the comment number.

PP

Comments in this section are grouped in the following categories:

1. Comments Concerning Category 1 Socioeconomic Issues
2. Comments Concerning Category 1 Air-Quality Issues
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3. Comments Concerning Category 1 Human Health Issues

4. Comments Concerning Aquatic Resource Issues

5. Comments Concerning Terrestrial Resource Issues

6. Comments Concerning Category 1 Postulated Accident Issues

. Comments Concerning Category 1 Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues
8. Comments Concerning Category 2 Socioeconomic Issues
9. Comments Concerning Category 2 Aquatic Ecology Species Issues

I 10. Comments Concerning Category 2 Threatened and Endangered Species Issues.

~l

1. Comments Concerning Cateqgory 1 Socioeconomic Issues

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 1 socioeconomic issues include;

» Public services: public safety, social services, and tourism and recreation
» Public services: education (license renewal term)

Aesthetics impacts (refurbishment)

Aesthetics impacts (license renewal term)

Aesthetics impacts of transmission lines (license renewal term).

Comment: We have found Dominion to be a very good corporate citizen. (NAS-A-1)

Comment: Dominion has proved to be a very good civic citizen, contributing both time and
financial resources. (NAS-A-4)

Comment: Dominion Power has for many years provided marketing material in economic
development. (NAS-B-2)

Comment: Their employees [Dominion] are also generous with their money. (NAS-C-7)

Comment: Virginia Power also has kept food on people’s tables here, clothes on the children’s
backs, helped the school system, given millions of dollars a year to needy families. (NAS-E-2)

Comment: Dominion quickly stepped forward with an offer to let us use their Visitor Center
facilities and, in addition, donated $1,000 to us to assist in funding the program. (NAS-F-4)

Comment: We have a longstanding tradition at North Anna and Dominion of investing in our
communities. (NAS-J-15)

Comment: We [North Anna] are involved in community stewardship in many fronts. (NAS-K-4)
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Comment: The new schools, many things that you see that we have developed in Louisa
County could not have happened if we did not have this additional revenue coming from the
power plant. (NAS-M-S)

Comment: Along with that, we have one of the nicest Little League baII diamonds in the State
of Virginia, and that was done through Dominion Power. (NAS-N-3)

‘Comment: Through the development of the water source needed to maintain water
temperatures, the Dominion Virginia Power has created one of the premier Iakes in the State of
Virginia for all who enjoy various recreational activities. '(NAS-P- 9) )

Comment: So they [North Anna] do lots of public servnce and volunteensm in our commumty
(NAS-Q-3)

Comment: | have served the last two years as President of the Chamber of Commerce and -
can tell you that we didn’t have a more supportive member than Virginia Power. (NAS-S-1)

Comment: I'm personally in support of this, and on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce | can’t
tell you that we've had a better neighbor or friend to our economic community. (NAS-S-2) :

Comment: Their contributions through tax dollars enabled us to build three fine elementary
schools in the county. There have been expansnons to the high school, the mlddle school, a
number of other publlc fac:lmes (NAS U-2) T :
Comment: They've been a good corporate citizen. (NAS-U-3)

Comment: As mentioned several times tonight, we also pride ourselves at Dominion in an
active role in whatever community we are a part of and North Anna is no exceptlon (NAS -X- 3)
Comment: One that I'd like to highlight tomght of parhcular |mportance at North Anna is the
partnership with the Lake Anna State Park (NAS -X-4) . - '
Comment: Dominion Resources, through the Employee Volunteer Program, facilitates the
donation of tens of thousands of volunteer hours to projects which directly benefit the
communities where employees work and live. Financial support for civic and charitable
endeavors are provided as well. (NAS-AB-4)

Comment: Many of these [North Anna] employees routinely volunteer their time and resources

to help make their communities better places in which to live. The employee volunteer program
facilitates the donation of tens of thousands of volunteer hours to projects that directly benefit
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the communities in which the employees work and live. Financial support for civic and
charitable endeavors are provided as well. (NAS-AC-3)

Comment: Plant and marine life in Lake Anna are at healthy levels, and Lake Anna continues
to be a major recreational area and one of Virginia's outstanding freshwater fishing spots.
(NAS-AC-6)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal at the
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Public services were evaluated in the GEIS and
determined to be a Category 1 issue. Information regarding the impact on education will be
discussed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS.

2. Comments Concerning Category 1 Air Quality Issues

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 1 air quality issues include:

« Air-quality effects of transmission lines.

Comment: The primary advantage of a nuclear plant is that it doesn't produce any carbon --
doesn't emit any carbon dioxides, carbon monoxides, nitrous oxides, sulfur dioxides. All of
those things are not emitted at the plant during normal operation. (NAS-J-11)

Comment: So we don't have an impact for greenhouse gases like you might have from a
replacement plant, and that's one factor that goes into this decision. (NAS-J-12)

Comment: Thirdly, electricity provided from the North Anna Power Station is emission free
energy. (NAS-M-5)

Response: The comments are noted. Air quality impacts from plant operations were
evaluated in the GEIS and found to be minimal. These emissions are regulated through
permits issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Virginia. Air Quality will be
discussed in Chapter 2 of the SEIS. The comments provide no new information and, therefore,
will not be evaluated further.
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3. Comments Concerning Category 1 Human Health Issues

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 1 human health issues include:
. Rad:atlon exposure to the public dunng refurblshment
» Occupational radiation exposure during refurbishment
« Microbiological organisms (occupational health) . —
» Noise - T2 ) o
«» 'Radiation exposures to public (license renewal term)
» Occupational radiation exposures (license renewal term). -

Comment: We need to deal with the regular releases that come from the plant, the =
radloactlwty that is regularly vented off of the reactors (NAS -G- 10) T
Comment ‘In terms of | heard the gentleman from Lake Anna Civic Association talk about aII
of the things they’re’checking at the lake, but radioactivity was not one of them. That's seems’
‘incongruous that they would be checking fecal samples, but next to'a nuclear plant they’re not
interested in checking for radioactivity in either the water, thefish, the algae? (NAS-G-11)-

L.

Comment: The Russian experience has shown over a long period of time a lot of the
radioactivity ends up sinking to the bottom in the mud ThlS type of stuff needs to be checked.
(NAS-G-12) . S - - :

Comment: Power plants'are not only poised on the brink of this kind of catastrophic accident
[Chernobyl] at all times, but also releasing routine amounts of radiation into the air and the”
water. (NAS-H-4)
Response: The comments are noted. "Impacts from routine radiological releases are
addressed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SEIS. The comments provide no new information and,
therefore, will not be evaluated further.

. ,‘ . B L "}‘ WP, i st L:‘ < gg:

Comment: It would be advantageous to have independent monitors, separate from the nuclear
power company itself or the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Let's get some independent
monitors, and let’s monitor the workers.;:What is the long-term health of the workers? "Let’s do
epidemiological studies. "Let’'s monitor the'community. Let's monltor the environment, all -- all
completely independently. (NAS-G-13)

Comment: | discussed the need for independent monitoring of the workers at the plant long~

term, of the community long term, of the environment long term.: This is independent, not just
what is done by the state and what is done by Virginia Power. (NAS-R-7)
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Comment: There exists a need for independent monitoring of all environmental matters -- air,
water, lake bottom, vegetation. (NAS-Z-18)

Comment: There should be independent monitoring of workers’ health and community health
(epidemiological studies over time). These should be funded by the utllity and overseen by
completely independent (not utility or state or federal) professionals. This requirementin a
license renewal will help provide greater public trust in the process. Has there been a problem
in the past? YOU BET! (NAS-Z-19)

Response: The comments are noted. Radiation exposure to the public and workers was
evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be a Category 1 issue. The requirements for
monitoring of the environment are beyond the scope of license renewal. The NRC requires the
licensee to routinely conduct radiological monitoring of all plant effluents, as well as foodstuffs
and biota. The NRC also communicates with permitting agencies that administer the Clean
Water Act and the Clean Air Act, State radiological agencies, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and
other organizations. Any potential noncompliance of monitoring requirements is an operational
safety issue, handled through the inspection and reporting process, and is therefore beyond the
scope of license renewal. The comments provide no new information, and do not pertain to the
scope of license renewal as set in 10 CFR Part 51 and Part 54. Therefore, they will not be
evaluated further.

4. Comments Concerning Aquatic Resource Issues

Comment: Dominion biologists regularly monitor the health of the fish in Lake Anna.
(NAS-C-5)

Comment: After the lake was created and flooded, they monitored the aging or maturing of the
lake for over 20 years on a continuous basis at a number of sampling points to insure that no
negative impacts were developing. (NAS-F-1)

Comment: The formation of Lake Anna immediately improved conditions in the Contrary Creek
arm of the lake, as well as the North Anna River below the dam. (NAS-X-2)

Response: The comments are noted. Aquatic ecology will be discussed in Chapters 2 and 4
of the SEIS. The comments provide no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated

further.

Comment: Page 2-2. The Service is concerned with the impacts to fish and aquatic
vegetation (Issue # 3 & 19) associated with the structures described as, “In addition to the two
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nuclear reactors, their turbine building, intake structure, discharge canal, and auxiliary - :
buildings.” Our concerns also include the |mpacts of dams on the passage and drstrlbutlon of
fish and mussel specres (NAS-AA 1) . : . -

- ‘- . :
Comment: Page 2-8. What is your reference for a healthy fish populatuon stated in,
“Reservoirs like Lake Anna with healthy populations of "landlocked" small shad and hernng .
(Lake Anna has both threadfin shad (Dorosoma petenense) and blueback herring (Alosa
aestivalis), are often dominated by small-bodied zooplankters (rotifers and copepods), because
larger-bodied forms are selectively preyed upon by schoohng clupeids (Ref. 2.2-11)." (NAS-AA-
2)
Comment: Page 2-9. How do you account for the reduction in abundance of yellow perch,
black crappie, pumpkinseed sunfish and an increase in other species of fish as stated in “The
community structure remained relatively stable over the 1975-1985 period, with some year-to-
year variation in species composition caused by: (1) normal population fluctuations;
(2) reservoir aging; (3) the introduction of forage species and competing predators; (4) the -
installation of fish attractors and artificial habitat; and (5) the increase in Corbicula densities.
Post-1975 changes included: (1) a decline in relative abundance of yellow perch (Perca . .
flavescens) and black crappie (Promoxis nigromaculatus); (2) an increase in relative abundance
of white perch (Morone americana) and threadfin shad; and (3) an increase in redear sunfish
(Lepomis microlophus) abundance, with a corresponding decrease in pumpkinseed (Lepomis -
gibbosus). None of these changes appeared to be related to NAPS operatron ” (NAS-AA 3)

Response: The comments/questlons are noted. They do not provrde any new mformat/on
However, NRC plans to discuss these issues further with the Fish and Wlldllfe Serwce (FWS)
because it is a cognizant Federal agency : -
Comment: Page 2-10. There continues to be disagreement between the scientific community
as to the historical range of anadromous fish spawning habitat in the North Anna River.
American shad, hickory shad, blueback herring, sea lamprey, and American eel are reported to
migrate to the base of the Ashland Mill Dam on the South Anna River. The VEPCo report
states, “Four non-native fish species (striped bass, walleye, threadfin shad, and blueback
herring) have been stocked in Lake Anna by the Virginia Department of Game & Inland
Fisheries since 1972. Striped bass were introduced in 1973, and have been stocked annually
since 1975. They provide a "put-grow-and-take" fishery; streams, including the North Anna . -
River that flow into Lake Anna lack the flow, depth, and length to support striped bass spawning
runs. Studies show that striped bass grow and provide a substantial recreational fishery in .- .:
Lake Anna, but adults are subject to late-summer habitat restrictions (limited to cooler-water
refuge areas) and growth limitations. Walleye are also stocked annually by the Virginia
Department of Game & Inland Fisheries and are highly sought-after game fish. Threadfin shad
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were introduced in 1983 to provide additional forage for striped bass and other top-of-the-food-
chain predators. This species is vulnerable to cold shock and winter kills, and would not be
able to survive in Lake Anna if it were not for NAPS operation. Threadfin shad appear to be
thriving in Lake Anna and are an important source of food for game fish. Blueback herring, fish
stocked by the Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries in 1980 as a forage species,
have not been as successful. A fifth non-native species, the herbivorous grass carp, was
stocked by Dominion (with the approval of the Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries)
in the WHTF in 1994 to control growth of the nuisance submersed aquatic plant hydrilla
(Hydrilla verticillata).” (NAS-AA-4)

Comment: Page 2-11. The water flow in the North Anna River System changed drastically
after the impoundment was created. The reduction in river flow from Lake Anna during the
Spring spawning migration may limit the range of anadromous and riverine species of fish in the
river. The report describes the river as, “The North Anna River joins the South Anna River

23 miles downstream from the North Anna Dam, forming the Pamunkey River. Before 1972,
when the river was impounded, flows varied considerably (1 to 24,000 cfs) from year to year
and water quality was degraded by acid mine drainage from Contrary Creek. After 1972,
fluctuations in flow were moderated (40 to 16,000 cfs from 1972 through 1985) and water
quahty was improved as a result of reclamation activities at the Contrary Creek mine site and
the acid-neutralizing effect of Lake Anna’s waters. Water quality downstream from the North
Anna Dam is strongly influenced by conditions in the reservoir and releases at the Dam. Water
moving from Lake Anna to the North Anna River is less turbid and more chemically stable than
the pre-impoundment flow. Dissolved oxygen levels are high (averaging 9.6 miligrams per liter
over the 1981-1985 period) immediately downstream of the Dam and increase further
downstream, presumably as a result of turbulent mixing (Ref. 2.2-3). Summer water
temperatures from 1970-1985 were higher near the Dam than downstream, reflecting
temperatures in the reservoir. The highest water temperature recorded in pre-operational years
was 89.4°F in July 1977, at a station one kilometer below the North Anna Dam. The highest
temperature recorded in operational years was slightly higher, 90.9°F, recorded in August 1983
at the same station.” Each of these flow related impacts warrant additional river flow study.
(NAS-AA-5)

Comment: Page 3-15. The Service believes the North Anna Hydroelectric project and the
dam may be causing significant impacts to the North Anna River and the results from earlier
studies should be reevaluated. The report states, “An exemption from licensing (Ref. 3.5-1)
was filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion (FERC) in March 1984; an order
granting the exemption was 1ssued in September 1984. As part of the exemption from licensing
by FERC, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requested that Dominion perform pre-operational
and operational fish passage studies to evaluate the need for intake screening. Studies were
conducted in 1986, 1987, and 1988 (Ref. 3.5-3). Results of these studies indicated that the
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number of fish passing from Lake Anna to the North Anna River was minimal (Ref. 3.5-4).
(NAS-AA-6) - oL oo cooen

Response: The comments are noted. The comments relate to impacts associated with the -~
construction or operation of the North Anna Dam.” Construction impacts are beyond the scope
of this review. Operational Impacts dur/ng the I/cense renewal term will be addressed in the .
SEIS. '+ : :

Comment: Page 2-12. The Service’s main goal is the protection and restoration of
ecosystems for people. During a license review, the Service’ mitigation goal is to work with the
license applicant to avoid, minimize, and compensate (in that order) to the fullest extent
possible. The National Environmental Policy Act calls for past, present, and future
environmental impacts be identified, as well as summarized to determine cumulative effects of
the environmental impacts. The VEPCo report clearly identifies ecosystem impacts, but the
Service disagrees with VEPCo’s conclusion regarding fish and the ecosystem. The report
states, “In pre-impoundment surveys, the fish community of the North Anna River downstream
from the Contrary Creek inflow was dominated by pollution-tolerant species.” In the years
following impoundment (and reclamation of the Contrary Creek mine site), there was a steady
increase in measures of abundance and diversity (species richness) of fish. In 1984-85, 38
species from 10 families were found in the North Anna River, compared to 25 species from
eight families in the control stream, the South Anna River. When reservoir species from Lake -
Anna were subtracted from the North Anna River totals, the two fish communities showed
striking similarities, indicating that operation of NAPS has had little or no effect on fish -- - -
populations downstream from the North Anna Dam.” “Based on the 1999 Annual Report for
Lake Anna and the North Anna River, the North Anna River downstream of the North Anna
Dam has no major changes in the ecosystem (Ref. 2.2-10). A review of the data from the 1999
monitoring studies indicate that Lake Anna and the North Anna River continue to contain -
healthy, well-balanced ecological communities.” (NAS-AA 16)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment relates to cumulative lmpact issues and w:/l

be considered in the preparation of the SEIS Aqua t/c resources are discussed in Chapters 2
and 4 ofthe SEIS. - - Cos

Comment: Page 6-2. The Service beheves many of the impacts dlscussed above will fall .
under this policy [mitigation]. "We do not agree that all impacts of license renewal are small and
would not require mitigation. The current operations do include some mitigation activities that
would continue during the term of the license renewal, but additional efforts in the areas of
fisheries, water quality, and possibly endangered species will protect and enhance the natural -
resources in Lake Anna and North Anna River.” As stated, Dominion performs routine mitigation
and monitoring activities associated with environmental permits to ensure the safety of workers,
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the public, and the environment. These activities include the radiological environmental
monitoring program, continuous emission monitoring, monitoring of aquatic biota that could be
affected by NAPS operation, effluent chemistry monitoring, and effluent toxicity testing.” As the
NRC's statutory requirements state, "The report must contain a consideration of alternatives for
reducing adverse impacts...for all Category 2 license renewal issues.... 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(iti).
The environmental report shall include an analysis that considers and balances...alternatives
available for reducing or avoiding adverse environmental effects.... 10 CFR 51.45(c) as
incorporated by 10 CFR 51.53(c)(2).” (NAS-AA-17)

Response: The comment is noted. Mitigation will be considered for all Category 2 issues that
are applicable. [For Category 1 issues, Table B-1 in Subpart A of Part 51 states that mitigation
has been considered in the staff’'s analysis of these issues, and it has been determined that
additional plant-specific mitigation measures are not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant
implementation. Unless the staff finds new and significant information in relation to these
issues, the NRC will adopt the conclusion from Table B-1.] The comment did not provide any
new information. However, the NRC plans to discuss this issue further with FWS because it is
a cognizant Federal agency.

5. Comments Concerning Terrestrial Resource Issues

Comment: The Company [Dominion] has adopted policies that are compatible with protecting
our natural resources. They work to protect all migratory birds with policies and procedures
from the U.S. Department of Wildlife. (NAS-C-4)

Response: The comment is noted. Terrestrial resources will be discussed in Chapter 2 of the
SEIS. The comment supports North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. The comment

provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

6. Comments Concerning Postulated Accident Issues

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, design basis accidents is the
only Category 1 issue associated with postulated accidents. For severe accidents (i.e., beyond
design basis accidents), the staff concluded that the probability-weighed environmental conse-
quences from severe accidents are small for all plants, but that alternatives to mitigate severe
accidents must be considered for all plants that have not considered such alternatives. See

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(L).

Comment: There are earthquake fault lines under the storage pools. What would happen if
there were an earthquake and the pools leaked? (NAS-Z-11)
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Comment: Any environmental study must include the possibilities of a substantial release of
radioactivity due to: 3) earthquake greater than 6.5 on the Richter scale, and its effects,
specifically on the storage pools which are on a known earthquake fault line; tornadoes.
(NAS-Z-23)

Response: The comments are noted. .Severe accidents, including events initiated by
earthquakes and tornadoes, were evaluated in the GEIS and the impacts were determined to
be small for all plants. A site-specific analysis of Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives for -
North Anna will be performed by the NRC staff within this environmental analysis. The
comments provide no new information and will not be evaluated further in the context of the
environmental review. AR

o8
Boi-

7. Comments Concernlnq Cateqorv 1 Uranium Fuel Cvcle and Waste Management
Issues

As stated in10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 1 uranium fuel cycle and waste management
issues include:

 Offsite radiological |mpacts (|nd|v1dua| effects from other than the disposal of spent fuel

and high-level waste) - »

 Offsite radiological impacts (collectlve effects)

« Offsite radiological impacts {spent fuel and high-level waste)

» Nonradiological impacts of the uranium fuel cycle

« -Low-level waste storage and disposal ) . .

» Mixed waste storage and disposal - I

» Onsite spent fuel

» Nonradiolgical waste. - ST
:Comment:_ There is the issue of the high level nuclear waste that is generated through the -
process of |rrad|at|ng the fuel, and at this point there is no known way to safely dispose of high-
level nuclear waste. (NAS-H-5) T
Comment: Just (operating) the North Anna Power Plant for the 20 years that's being proposed
would result in an additional 400 metric tons of high level waste being added to the mix, the mix
being already a mounting stockplle with no solution in snght (NAS -H-6) v

. SO T . - N

Comment: The issue of hlgh Ievel waste needs to be looked at as a very severe envnronmental
impact and at this point an unsolvable environmental impact of nuclear power. (NAS-H-15)

g v
-
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Comment: The county has an agreement with Virginia Power limiting how much storage space
they can use on the dry cask, which could be a limiting factor in extending the life of the plant.
So that’s something that needs to be looked at. (NAS-R-3)

Comment: We need to talk about high and low level waste. The high level waste has not been
moved, Yucca Mountain, or a storage place hasn’t been done. The regional low-level waste
compact is bankrupt, and we're sitting -- there are hundreds of tons of low-level waste sitting on
the shores of Lake Anna. (NAS-R-9)

Comment: Further, each operating nuclear reactor generates about 20 metric tons of high-
level nuclear waste annually. Relicensing North Anna would add 800 metric tons of waste to
the nation’s mounting waste stockpile, which already poses health, safety, and environmental
concerns. (NAS-T-5)

Comment: That dump [Yucca Mountain in Nevada] would not be able to accommodate the
additional volume of waste from relicensed reactors, such as North Anna. (NAS-T-6)

Comment: Dry cask storage has been the answer to the waste problem at the plant. That
multiplies our exposure, and a 20-year extension on the license will only extend our possibilities
for exposure. So this issue needs to be dealt with. (NAS-U-6)

Comment: | know the NRC cannot make policy on how to deal with radioactive spent fuel, but
this is an issue that has been talked about and discussed and waffled back and forth for at least
25 years, and we still sit at the same position we did that many years ago with a very imited
policy and no long-range plan. (NAS-U-7)

Comment: First and foremost are the issues of high and low level radioactive wastes. Itis
philosophically impossible to divorce the matters of waste from the operations of the plants or
from the consideration of license renewal for extended operation. One cannot logically say that
this matter 1s being taken care of in another venue when it clearly is not; in spite of repeated
attempts by the NRC, the Congress, the nuclear industry, the DOE, the DOD, and others over
many, many years, there is not, nor will there be in the near future, a permanent repository for
the tons of high level wastes that are already stored and continue to be generated annually by
this and other nuclear power plants. Because there currently is no approved off-site storage for
the high level wastes, and even under the most optimistic forecasts of the NRC and utilities,
these wastes will not be completely moved by either the original end date of the license, or even
by the new end date (if the renewal is approved), the muitiple matters of the storage of these
wastes on site must be considered. Further, logic dictates that no renewal should even be
considered unless and until the ultimate disposal has been approved and the facility(ies) open
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and operational. "To ignore this fundamental issue in this relrcensrng matter is a fundamental
flaw in the process. (NAS-Z-1)

Comment: One must consider the low level wastes that are stored on site and continue to be
generated. The Congressional mandate for the radioactive material generating states to band
into regional compacts has been reduced to a shambles in the case of Virginia and the North -
Anna Power Station. There is no compact, no agreement, no plan. Barnwell has set a cut off
date. Hundreds of tons of low-level waste sit next to Lake Anna (mostly in the form of the old
discarded generators) without a reasonable expectation of how where or when they will be
disposed of properly. (NAS-Z-2) ‘

Comment: The County and VA Power have an agreement concerning the use of dry cask
storage. The County may deny further pad construction. If there is no place to put the high
level wastes, is it prudent to approve license renewal? How much space would it take to hold
all the wastes if there is no permanent reposntory'7 Is there space avarlable” Where’7 h
(NAS-Z-13) o X -

Comment: With North Carolina dropping out, the Southeastern Compact is dead. Barnwell
has put an end date on accepting out of state rad waste. Where will these wastes go? When?
When will the generators be cut up.and disposed?- What would be the effect if a tornado hit the
stored generators and threw them into the Lake? Is any low level waste now being disposed of
in the local landfill? How much? What are the environmental effects? (NAS-Z-15)

Comment: There has been open discussion,’in light of the federal government'’s failure to . -
provide an environmentally safe permanent repository for the spent fuel, that the title of these -
high level wastes be given to the DOE and the DOE be responsible for the wastes on site. This
matter must be seriously considered. The DOE has an unblemished record of failure in dealing
with all matters nuclear. Every facility has serious environmental problems. Granting a license
renewal to the utility, with the possrblllty of the DOE operatmg on site, is very, very, very nsky
(NAS-Z-16) =

Response: Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1 issue. The safety and
environmental effects of long-term storage of spent fuel onsite have been evaluated by the
NRC and, as set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule (10 CFR 51.23), the NRC generically
determined that such storage could be accomplished without significant environmental impact.:
In the Waste Confidence Rule, the Commission determined that spent fuel can be stored onsite
for at least 30 years beyond the licensed operating life, which may include the term of a ’
renewed license. At or before the end of that period, the fuel would be moved to a permanent
repository. The “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Piants (GEIS),” NUREG-1437 is based upon the assumption that storage of the spent fuel
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onsite is not permanent. The plant-specific supplement to the GEIS that will be prepared
regarding license renewal for the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, will be based on the
same assumption.

Likewise, the matter of processing and storage of low-level waste is considered a Category 1
issue. The conclusion regarding this issue in the GEIS included consideration of the long-term
storage of low level waste on site during the license renewal term. The comments provide no
new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: We have the issue of MOX [mixed oxide fuel]. (NAS-G-5)

Comment: If MOX is used at the plant, the protocol of an accident changes, and we're set with
hot spots on the core. (NAS-G-6)

Comment: Virginia Power has not signed out of the MOX agreement. While they've said
they’re not going to use it, they're in agreement with the DOE, and they haven't signed out of
the agreement. They're still in it. (NAS-G-7)

Comment: We talked about MOX, that Virginia Power had flip-flopped on MOX, gone back
and forth. [t now says they don't want to use it, but a profile needs to be used If they're going to
bring in weapons grade plutonium MOX and use it here at the plant. (NAS-R-4)

Comment: VA. Power had been asked at one of the annual meetings If they planned to use
MOX fuel at North Anna. W.R. Matthews, then Station Manager and now Senior Vice-
President, Nuclear Operations, wrote to the Board of Supervisors and to me, specifically stating
that they would not use MOX. Within two years they reversed course and signed with the DOE,
Duke and Cogema to participate in the US MOX program at North Anna. Subsequently they
announced they were dropping the MOX program for North Anna. In a meeting of the dry cask
committee, representatives of VA Power admitted to me and members of the Board of
Supervisors that they only dropped the MOX program for public relations reasons in order to
satisfy the public and regulators in Connecticut while they were buying Millstone Nuclear Power
Plant. They have not ended their contractual agreement with the DOE yet. With a clear
message that VA Power is untrustworthy on this specific issue, MOX must be considered in this
license renewal. The releases in the event of any accident would be different if MOX were
being used; storage issues, in both the pools and the dry casks, are different. The long term
effects on the core, including hot spots and extra plutonium in the rods, must be considered.
Without going into greater scientific detail (all of which Is easily available), MOX considerably
alters both operations and potential accidents. (NAS-Z-8)
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Response: The comments are noted. : At the time the VEPCo application for North Anna
license renewal was submitted, the licensee stated that MOX fuel was not going to be
considered for North Anna. The licensee’s withdrawal from the Department of Energy’s
Plutonium Disposition Project (the source of the MOX fuel) is documented in a letter to the NRC
dated April 24, 2000. To date that position has not changed. >However, even if VEPCo were to
consider using MOX fuel in the future, any evaluation of the associated application would be an
operational issue and not one for license renewal. If the North Anna licenses are renewed and
a future application for the use of MOX fuel is received, the staff's review would consider the
period of the renewed licenses. The comments provide no new information, and do not pertain
to the scope of license renewal as set forth in 10 CFR Part 51 and Part 54 and will not be
considered further.: . - M : LAN

8. Comments Concerning Cateqory 2 Socioeconomic Issues

b

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 2 socioeconomic issues are:

» Housing = - B P S LI S L
» Public services: publlc utilities B .

» Public services: education (refurbishment)

« Offsite land use (refurbishment) e R : N o
» Offsite land use (license renewalterm) . . . « - - CoL T
» Public services: transportation

» Historic and archaeological resources. Tl LT L BN -

LI -

Comment The biggest contrlbutlon that Domlmon makes isin regard to our employment and
tax base. (NAS-A 5)

4 -
I + - e -
Prs ¢

Comment: Domlnlon is, by far, the largest employer in the county, employlng over 900 people
and it contributes over $12 million a year in‘real property tax. (NAS-A 6)

Comment: North Anna Power Station is a good economic development partner (NAS B- 1)

e - N - “
! t‘L," Lt 5

Comment: The fmancnal beneflts are extremely attractlve to the county (NAS C -1) -

-\, + v = =

Comment: The combined salaries reach almost $50 mlllron whlch contnbutes srgnmcantly to
our local economy. (NAS-C-2) . R R S TR T e

Comment: They paid last year ten and a half million dollars to the County of Louisa, and since
the inception, they have paid $160 million in taxes to the County of Loursa (NAS -C- 3) -

. ‘ s b e . . . .
P . . e . : Tt
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Comment: North Anna desires to be a good corporate citizen, and they've proven to be one.
(NAS-C-6)

Comment: This facility has had a tremendous economic benefit to the citizens of Orange
County and its other surrounding counties. (NAS-D-2)

Comment: We have 300 of our employees that live in Louisa, and then we have almost
900 people who work at the plant, and then dunng outages, we bring another eight or 900
people in from other locations to work for up to a month at North Anna. (NAS-J-16)

Comment: All of the people [North Anna employees] live in the local community; support the
local community and the restaurants here. (NAS-J-17)

Comment: Other site-specific issues that we [North Anna] looked at mcludeé socioeconomic
impacts. We found positive contribution to the local infrastructure. (NAS-K-10)

Comment: This generation contributes to the economy of Virginia and the counties in which
they operate. (NAS-M-6)

Comment: Fourthly, since 1966, Dominion Resources, North Anna Power Company, has paid
approximately $160 million in property taxes to Louisa County. (NAS-M-7)

Comment: So the employees in the town that work at Dominion Power and the money that is
made there that comes back through, and they get gas at the gas station, and they run by and
get a loaf of bread on their way home. (NAS-N-2)

Comment: Through the availability of the tax base assessed on the North Anna Power Plant,
the county has been available and able to provide services, which could only have been
accomplished through double and triple taxation on the citizens that are already here without
North Anna’s help. (NAS-P-6)

Comment: The North Anna Power plant employs more than 825 people of which a large
number consists of Louisa County citizens and town citizens, which in turn share their salaries

with many of the businesses in the town and county. (NAS-P-7)

Comment: The biggest [way North Anna contributes], of course, is the tax dollars, over
$10 million a year. (NAS-Q-2)

Comment: Dominion Power has 825 employees, | believe. About a third of those are from
Louisa County. So a lot of our citizens work there and rely on that. (NAS-Q-4)
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‘Comment: Just recently | had over 830 people at North'Anna in addition to the normal
workers. "Those people all live in Louisa and in Mineral. ‘They spend their money here. They
spend time in the restaurants, hotels, food stores, and so forth, and they are part of the
community. They may come and go, but they re part of the communlty for that short penod of
time. (NAS-W-3) el .- -
Comment: We [North Anna] looked at site specific issues including socioeconomic impacts.
(NAS-X-11)

Comment: With regard to socioeconomic impacts, we [North Anna] found positive contnbutron
to the local infrastructure. (NAS-X13) -

Comment: Over 900 persons are employed at the statlon making rt one of the largest
employers in the area, (NAS -AB-2) S

Response: The comments are noted Socioeconomic issues specific to the plant are Category
2 issues and will be addressed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The comments support I/cense
renewal at the North Anna Power Statlon Units 1 and 2 -

, + AR . . t

Comment: Many of the speakers pralsed VA Power for its positive economic effects on the
community and the taxes paid. What would be the effect if the plant did not get a license "~
renewal? How would the County budget be affected? What would happen to land and house
values? On the same course, what would happen if there were an accident at the plant? What
would happen to land and house values" How muchii insurance does VA Power have and who
and what would it cover" (NAS-Z-25) 2 :
Response: Socioeconomic factors of license renewal are considered as a Category 2 issue in
the GEIS and therefore are looked at site specifically and will be discussed in the plant-specific
supplement to the GEIS for North Anna license renewal.” No new mformat/on was prowded by

the comment Therefore it w:ll not be evaluated further. ~ - Coe -

A ~ x el o o - - - s i
[ L4y r R B 4

Comment: Other site-specific issues that we [North Anna) looked at included impactson ~
cultural resources. Because there will be no new construction activity, continued operation of
the statron means that the cultural resources |mpacts are also neghglble (NAS K- 12)
Comment: Other site-specific issues that v we [North Anna] looked at included impacts on
cultural resources. Because there will be no new construction activity, ‘continued operation of
the station means that the cultural resources |mpacts are also neghglble (NAS-X 12)

i P S - i.zsu
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Response: The comments are noted. Historic and archaeological resources are considered a
Category 2 issue and will be discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SEIS. The comment
provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

9. Comments Concerning Cateqory 2 Aquatic Ecology Issues

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 2 aquatic ecology Issues are:

- Entrainment of fish and shellfish in early life stages
« Impingement of fish and shellfish
« Heat shock.

Comment: Page 4-6. The Service is concerned with impacts from entrainment of fish and
shellfish in early life stages that occur at most power plants. In light of fish passage measures
that may be prescribed to mitigate these impacts, this issue should be evaluated for the current
and post restoration fish community. The report states, “Section 316(b) of the CWA requires
that any standard established pursuant to Sections 301 or 306 of the CWA shall require that the
location, design, construction, and capacity of cooling water intake structures reflect the best
technology available for minimizing adverse environmental impacts (33 USC 1326). Entrain-
ment through the condenser cooling system of fish and shellfish in the early life stages is one of
the adverse environmental impacts that the best technology available minimizes. Virginia State
Water Control Board regulations provide that compliance with a Virginia Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (VPDES) permit constitutes compliance with Sections 301 and 306 of the
CWA (Ref. 4.2-1). In response to Board requirements, Dominion submitted a CWA

Section 316(b) demonstration for NAPS in May 1985 (Ref. 4.2-2). Based on this and other
input, the Board issued the NAPS VPDES Permit (Appendix B). Issuance of the NAPS VPDES
permit indicates the Board’s conclusion that NAPS, is operating in conformance with the permit,
would be in compliance with the CWA requirements (Commonwealth of Virginia 2001).
Dominion concludes that the Commonwealth regulation and the NAPS VPDES permit constitute
the NAPS CWA 316(b) determination. Dominion also concludes that any environmental impact
from entrainment of fish and shellfish in early life stages I1s small and does not require further
mitigation.” (NAS-AA-7)

Comment: Page 4-8. The Service agrees with the NRC that concludes that impingement of
fish and shellfish is a significant issue. “NRC made impacts on fish and shelifish resources
resulting from impingement a Category 2 issue because it could not assign a single significance
level to the i1ssue.” The Service believes the impacts will likely require mitigation. The report
states, “Impingement impacts are small at many plants, but might be moderate or large at other
plants (Ref. 4.0-1, Chapter 4.2.2.1.3). Information to be ascertained includes: (1) type of
cooling system (whether once-through or cooling pond), and (2) current CWA 316(b)
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determination or equivalent state documentation.- As Chapter 3.1.2 describes, NAPS has a
once-through heat dissipation system. Chapter 4.2 discusses the CWA 316(b) demonstration
for NAPS, indicating compliance with the use of best available technology. Chapter 2.5 also
. states that no federally- or state listed fish species have been collected in any monitoring
studies, nor has ‘any listed species been observed in creel surveys conducted by Dominion
biologists and affiliated researchers. Based on the results of the CWA 316(b) Demonstratlon
Dominion concludes that this envrronmental |mpact is small (NAS-AA-8)

Comment:  Page 2-6. The Service is concerned wuth water quallty and aquatic habitat impacts
from thermal discharges, the canal systems, and the Waste Heat Treatment Facilities .

(Issues # 5, 18, & 44). The report described the conditions as, “Since its creation, Lake Anna
has developed into a reservoir with three distinct ecological zones: Upper Lake, Mid-Lake, and
Lower Lake. The Upper Lake is essentially riverine, shallow (average depth of 13 feet), and
shows some evidence of stratification in summer. : The Mid-Lake is deeper and stratifies in
summer. It receives waters from Contrary Creek that, because of years of mining inits -
floodplain, are sometimes low in pH and high in metals.'As noted earlier in this chapter,
creation of Lake Anna has reduced the impacts of acid mine drainage on the North Anna River.
The Lower Lake is deeper (average depth of 36 feet), clearer (with more light penetration), and
shows pronounced annual patterns of winter mixing and summer stratification. The epilimnion
(warm layer above the thermocline) was generally eight feet deep during pre-operational years,
and 26 to 33 feet deep during operational years. The increase in depth of the epilimnion’
appears to be related to the heated discharge entering the reservoir from dike 3 (see Figure 3-
2) and the withdrawal ‘of cooler, deeper water at the NAPS intake (Ref. 2.2-3).” (NAS-AA-9)

Comment: Page 2-7. The VEPCo report continues to describe adverse thermal effect on
aquatic organisms, “Results of Lake Anna temperature monitoring indicate that the shallower °
Upper Lake warms earlier in spring and reaches maximum temperature in summer sooner than
the Lower Lake. ‘The Lower Lake, with its greater depth and volume, warms more slowly in
spring and retains its heat later in the year. It is estimated that the heat contributed by NAPS .
corresponds to about 10 percent of the solar heat that enters the reservoir on summer days
(Ref. 2.2- 3)" (NAS-AA-10) Lk

-

Comment. Page 2-7. The Service would like to review the water temperature ranges from the
report “Dominion's Environmental Policy & Compliance-Environmental Biology group submits
annual reports to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality on water temperatures and
fisheries monitoring in Lake Anna‘and the Lower North Anna River.” Specifically, the water
temperature data from the month of August 1983, when the mean water temperature was
greater than 88°F.- (NAS-AA-11) -~~~ .  o- - - Tl “
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Comment: Page 4-9. As the NRC states, the Service believes heat shock impacts are
important and need to be mitigated to the fullest extent possible. The report states, “NRC made
impacts on fish and shellfish resources resulting from heat shock a Category 2 issue, because
of continuing concerns about thermal discharge effects and the possible need to modify thermal
discharges in the future in response to changing environmental conditions (Ref. 4.0-1,

Chapter 4.2.2.1.4). Information to be ascertained includes: (1) type of cooling system (whether
once-through or cooling pond), and (2) evidence of a CWA Section 316(a) variance or
equivalent state documentation. As Chapter 3.1.2 describes, NAPS has a once-through heat
dissipation system. As discussed below, Dominion has a Section 316(a) variance for NAPS
discharges. Section 316(a) of the CWA establishes a process whereby a thermal effluent
discharger can demonstrate that thermal discharge limitations are more stringent than
necessary and, using a variance, obtain alternative facility-specific thermal discharge limits (33
USC 1326). Dominion submitted a CWA Section 316(a) Demonstration for NAPS to the
Virginia State Water Control Board on June 24,1986 (Ref. 4.4-1). The Fact Sheet (ltem 22)
accompanying the current NAPS VPDES permit (Appendix B) refers to this submittal, indicating
that effluent limitations more stringent than the thermal Iimitations included in the permit are not
necessary to assure the protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous community of
shellfish, fish, and wildlife in Lake Anna and in the North Anna River downstream of the Lake.
Based on the results of the CWA Section 316(a) Demonstration and the NAPS VPDES permit,
Dominion concludes that this environmental impact is small and does not warrant further
mitigation.” (NAS-AA-12)

Comment: We [North Anna) also designed and constructed a series of three cooling lagoons
totaling 3,400 surface acres, designated as the waste heat treatment facility. (NAS-K-2)

Comment: We [North Anna] conducted a study that looked at the impacts of this waste heat
on the biota of Lake Anna. Using past information, coupled with new information, we found no
long-term deleterious effects, and the Virginia State Water Control Board, which is now the
Department of Environmental Quality, agreed with our findings. (NAS-K-7)

Comment: We [North Anna] studied water withdrawal issues, and again, we demonstrated no
long-term deleterious effects on the lake, and the Water Board again concurred with our
findings. (NAS-K-8)

Comment: In the mid-'80s, we conducted a study that looked at the impacts of this waste heat
on the biota of Lake Anna. Using past information coupled with new information, we found no
long-term deleterious effects, and the Virginia State Water Control Board, which is now called
the Department of Environmental Quality, agreed with our findings. (NAS-X-8)
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Comment: We [North Anna] looked at water withdrawal, which is the water that | mentioned .
earlier that is used for cooling, we did a study of the water withdrawal, and again, we
demonstrated no long-term deleterious effects on the lake, and the Water Board, now DEQ

1

again, concurred wnth our flndmgs (NAS -X- 9) ‘ - Py

Response: "The comments are noted and relate to aquatic Category 2 issues. Aquatic ecology
will be discussed in Chapter 2 and environmental impacts of operation will be discussed in
Chapter 4 of the SEIS.” The commenits provide no new information and, therefore, will not be . -
evaluated further.” The NRC will provide the information that FWS requested. )

[

10. Comments Concerning Category 2 Threatened and Endangered Species Issues

As stated in 10 CFR Part 51, Table B-1, Category 2 threatened or endangered species issues
are:

&J .

» Threatened or endangered species. .~

[

Comment: Page 2-16. The Service commends VEPCo for their description of Federal and
State threatened and endangered species; and the company’s efforts to initiate informal .
consultation on these issues. The report describes the conditions as, “Animal and plant species
that are federally- or state-listed as endangered or threatened and that occur or could occur
(based on habitat and known geographic range) in the vicinity of NAPS or along associated
transmission lines are listed in Table 2-1. Bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), state and .
federally classified as threatened, are occasionally observed along Lake Anna. The bald eagle
forages along coasts, rivers, and large lakes. Dominion is not aware of any eagle nests at : *.
NAPS or along the transmission lines. Loggerhead shrikes (Lanius ludovicianus), state-
classified as threatened, have been observed in the vicinity of NAPS. Loggerhead shrikes
inhabit agricultural lands and other open areas. With the exception of the bald eagle and -. .
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), terrestrial species that are federally- and/or state-listed
as endangered or threatened are not known to exist at NAPS ‘or along the transmission lines.
As of February 2000, there were no candidate federally threatened or endangered species that
Dominion believes might occur at NAPS or along the transmission lines (Ref 2.5-1)." i
(NAS-AA13) . B S o
Comment: 'Page 2-17. "The report states errors and gaps in the data regardlng some fish and
mussel species that need clarification. The report states, “No Federal-listed fish species’ range
includes the North Anna River and Lake Anna. One state-listed species, the emerald shiner
(Notropis atherinoides), appears on a Final Environmental Statement list of fish collected in the
North Anna River prior to its impoundment (Ref. 2.2-1, Appendix 2.14). However, according to
several authoritative sources (Refs. 2.5-3, pp. 397-401, and 2.5-4, pp. 321-409), this species is
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known only from the Clinch and Powell Rivers in the extreme western part of the state. it
appears that the fish was misidentified. The emerald shiner is often confused with the closely
related comely shiner (Notropis amoenus), which occurs throughout the York River drainage
and has been documented from Lake Anna and the North Anna River (Ref. 2.5-3). The comely
shiner was not listed in the Final Environmental Statement, but has been collected regularly by
Dominion biologists in post-operational monitoring of the lower North Anna River (Ref. 2.2-8,
Tables 4.2.2 and 4.2.3). The emerald shiner has not been collected in any of the post-
operational surveys or monitoring studies. Based on the Virginia Department of Game & Inland
Fisheries’ Fish and Wildlife Information Service database, as many as two state- and Federal-
listed freshwater mussel species could occur in streams in the vicinity of NAPS, or in streams
crossed by NAPS transmission corridors (Table 2-1). It should be emphasized that neither of
these species has actually been observed as occurring in streams in the vicinity of NAPS or in
streams crossed by its transmission corridors.” (NAS-AA-14)

Comment: Page 2-18. “None of these mussel species was collected in pre-impoundment
surveys of the North Anna River, and none has been collected in more recent years by
Dominion biologists conducting routine monitoring surveys. Three bivalve species were
collected in the North Anna basin prior to impoundment: Elliptio complanatus, Elliptio
productus, and Sphaernum striatum (Ref. 2.2-1, Appendix 2.13). None of these is a special-
status species. In more recent years, the introduced Asiatic clam (Corbicula fluminea) has
dominated collections from both Lake Anna and the lower North Anna River. Small numbers of
Unionids (Elliptio sp.) and fingernail clams (Sphaeriidae) have also been collected. Acid
drainage and sediment from the Contrary Creek mine site (see Chapter 2.2 discussion)
historically depressed mussel populations downstream from the Contrary Creek-North Anna
River confluence but, in the 1980s, there were indications that mussel populations (Elliptio sp.)
were recovering in the lower North Anna River (Ref. 2.2-3, Chapter 6.2).” (NAS-AA-15)

Response: The staff acknowledges the comments. The appropriate descriptive information
regarding the plant-specific ecology and threatened or endangered species of the site will be
addressed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SEIS.

Comment: The evaluation of threatened and endangered species was a httle different in that
we [North Anna] had to go to state and Federal agencies to investigate possible impacts on
listed species. The research showed no impact to any threatened or endangered species as a
result of the operation of North Anna Power Station and its associated transmission lines.
(NAS-K-9)

Comment: The evaluation of threatened and endangered species was a little different in that
we had to go to state and Federal agencies to investigate possible impacts on listed species.
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The research showed no impact to any threatened or endangered species as a result of the
operation of North Anna and its associated transmission lines. (NAS-X-10)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments acknowledge the importance of the
manner in which North Anna Power Station operates the site to the benefit of threatened and
endangered species. -The appropriate descriptive information regarding the plant-specific
ecology of the site will be addressed in Chapter 2 of the SEIS.
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Part Il - Comments Received on the Draft SEIS

Pursuant to 10 CFR Part 51, the staff transmitted the Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Regarding North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
Draft Report for Comment (NUREG-1437, Supplement 7, referred to as the draft SEIS) to
Federal, State, and local government agencies as well as interested members of the public,
requesting comments by August 1, 2002. As part of the process to solicit public comments on
the draft SEIS, the staff:

« placed a copy of the draft SEIS into the NRC'’s electronic Public Document Room, its
license renewal website, the Alderman Library at the University of Virginia in
Charlottesville, Virginia, and the Louisa County Public Library in Mineral, Virginia

+ sent copies of the draft SEIS to the applicant, members of the public who requested
copies, and certain Federal, State, and local agencies

« published a notice of availability of the draft SEIS and opportunity for comment in the
Federal Register on May 16, 2002 (67 FR 34960)

 1ssued public announcements, such as advertisements in local newspapers and
postings in public places, of the availability of the draft SEIS

« announced and held two public meetings in Louisa, Virginia, on June 25, 2002, to
describe the results of the environmental review and answer related questions

« issued public service announcements and press releases announcing the issuance of
the draft SEIS, the public meetings, and instructions on how to comment on the draft
SEIS

+ established a website to receive comments on the draft SEIS through the Internet.

During the comment perniod, the staff received a total of 4 comment letters in addition to the
comments received during the public meetings.

The staff has reviewed the public meeting transcripts and the 4 comment letters that are part of
the docket file for the application, all of which are available in the NRC'’s electronic Public
Document Room. Appendix A, Part Il, Section A.1 contains a summary of the comments and
the staff’s responses. Related issues are grouped together. Appendix A, Part ll, Section A.2
contains excerpts of the June 25, 2002, public meeting transcripts, the written statements
provided at the public meetings, and the comment letters.
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Each comment identified by the staff was assigned a specific alpha-numeric identifier (marker).
That identifier is typed in the margin of the transcript or letter at the beginning of the discussion
of the comment. A cross-reference of the alpha-numeric identifiers, the speaker or author of
the comment, the page where the comment can be found, and the section(s) of this report in
which the comment is addressed is provided in Table A-2. The speakers at the meetings are
listed in speaking order along with the page of the transcript excerpts in this report on which the
comment appears. These comments are identified by the letters “NAD” followed by a number -
that identifies each comment in‘approximate chronological order in which the comments were
made. The written statements (from the publlc meetlngs) and written comment Ietters are also
identified by the letters “NAD.” :

The staff made a determination on each comment that it was one of the following:

(1) a comment that was actually a request for informétion and introduced no new information

(2) a comment that was either related to support or opposition of license renewal in general (or
specifically North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2) or that made a general statement
_about the license renewal process. It may have made only a general statement regarding
Category 1 and/or Category 2 issues. In addition, it provided no new information and does
not pertain to safety considerations reviewed under 10 CFR Part 54. -
oo ,
(3) a comment about a Category 1 issue that
(a) provided new information that required evaluation during the review, or
(b)  provided no new information

(4) a comment about a Category 2 issue that -
(a) .- provnded information that requ:red evaluation during the review, or
(b) provided no such information - .

(5) a comment that raised an environmental (is”su’e_ that was not addressed in the GEIS or the
draft SEIS , o "'

(6) a comment on safe;y issues pertaining to 10 CFR Part 54, or

(7) a comment outside the scope of iiéense Vrénewal (not related to 10 CFR Parts 51 or 54).

e,

There was no sugnlflcant new mformatlon provnded on Category 1 issues [(3)(a) above] or
information that requ1red further evaluation on Category 2 issues [(4)(a)]. Therefore, the GEIS
and draft SEIS remained valid and bounding, and no further.evaluation was performed.
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Comments without a supporting technical basis or without any new information are discussed in
this appendix, and not in other sections of this report. Relevant references that address the
issues within the regulatory authority of the NRC are provided where appropriate. Many of
these references can be obtained from the NRC Electronic Public Document Room.

Within each section of Part Il of this appendix (A.1.1 through A.1.18), similar comments are
grouped together for ease of reference, and a summary description of the comments is given,
followed by the staff’s response. Where the comment or question resulted in a change in the
text of the draft report, the corresponding response refers the reader to the appropriate section
of this report where the change was made. Revisions to the text in the draft report are
designated by vertical Iines beside the text.

Some numbers were initially assigned to portions of verbal or written statements that were later
determined not to be comments. These items were removed from the table. As a result, not all

numbers are sequential (see Table A-2.)

Table A-2. Comment Log

Page of Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Comment Addressed
NAD-A-1 J Wnght Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-48 Al.14
NAD-A-2 J Wright Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-40 A1l
NAD-A-3 J Wnght Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-48 A1.14
NAD-A-4 J Wnght Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-A-5 J. Wnght Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-52 A1.18
NAD-A-6 J. Wnght Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-B-1 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcnipt ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-B-2 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-B-3 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-40 At111
NAD-B-4 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-52 A1.18
NAD-B-5 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-52 A118
NAD-B-6 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-B-7 M Lowe Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-52 A118
NAD-B-8 M Lowe Aftemoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-52 A.118
NAD-C-1 D. Green Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-C-2 D. Green Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-48 A114
NAD-C-3 D. Green Aftemoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-32 A.13
NAD-C-4 D. Green Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-49 A114
NAD-D-1 J Dawis Afternoon Meeting Transcnipt ( 06/25/02) A-49 A114
NAD-D-2 J Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-56 A1.18
NAD-D-3 J Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-49 Al.14
NAD-D-4 J Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-52 A1.18
NAD-D-5 J Dawis Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-36 A17
NAD-D-6 J. Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-D-7 J. Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-40 A111
NAD-D-8 J. Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-D-9 J Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcrnpt { 06/25/02) A-49 Al14
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Table A-2. (contd)

Page of Section(s) Where
No. ’ Speaker or Author <~ _Source - Comment - - Addressed

NAD-D-10 J. Davis Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-E-1 © J. White Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) " A-33 Al13
NAD-E-2 " J. White Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-E-3 J. White Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-36 - A17
NAD-E-4 J. White Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-33 -A1.3
NAD-F-1 " J.Kogle Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-G-1 B. Murphy Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-33 A1.3 '
NAD-G-2 B. Murphy Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-54 A.1.18 .
NAD-G-3 - B. Murphy Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-37 Al19
NAD-G-4 7 B. Murphy Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-37 A.1.8
NAD-G-5 "7 B. Murphy Aftemoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-37 - A18
NAD-G-6 * B. Murphy Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-31 At
NAD-H-1 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-38 A1.10
NAD-H-2 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-41- A.1.12
NAD-H-3 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-49 A1.15 N
NAD-H-4 "J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-56 A1.19 -
NAD-H-5 J Rosenthal Aftemoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-56 A.1.19
NAD-H-6 J. Rosenthal Aftemoon Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-36 A7
NAD-H-7 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-38 .A110 )
NAD-H-8 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-36 A 1.6 .
NAD-H-9 *J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) . A-50 A1.15 -
NAD-H-10 J. Rosenthal Aftemoon Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-43 A112
NAD-H-11 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-55 A.1.18 ~
NAD-H-12 " ’J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-50 A1.17
NAD-H-13 'J Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-56 A1.18
NAD-H-14 ~ J. Rosenthal - Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-51 A117 i
NAD-H-15 > J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-51 A117 A
NAD-H-16 “J. Rosenthal - Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-42 < Al12
NAD-H-17 J Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-42 A.1.12 ~
NAD-H-18 J. Rosenthal Afternoon Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) .. - A-54 A1.18 -
NAD-H-19 J. Rosenthal Aftemoon Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-41 A112
NAD-I-2 - 'M.Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) - A-52 -~ A1147
NAD-I-3 ‘M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-34 Al4 X
NAD-|-4 "M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-41 - A112 ‘
NAD-|-5 “M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) - A-34 Al4
NAD-I-6 M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) - A-35 - Al4 B
NAD-I-7 *M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-35 A15
NAD-I-8 " *M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-35 A15
NAD-I-8 *° M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) . A-55 A1.18
NAD-I-10 * M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) |, A-55 A1.18
NAD-I-11 '~ M. Cobb Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-42 A1l.12
NAD-J-2 ' G. Root Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-36 A7 Ry
NAD-J-3 G Root Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) . A-39 A1.10 )
NAD-J-4 » G. Root Evening Meeting Transcript ‘( 06/25/02) | A-33 A13 .
NAD-K-3 - A Dellorco Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-42 A2 .
NAD-K-4 ~ A Dellorco Evening Meeting Transcript { 06725/02) A-49 A114
NAD-K-5 " A Dellorco Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-51 A7

~ NAD-K-6 - -~ “A Dellorco Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) - A-50 A1.16 v
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Table A-2. (contd)

Page of Section(s) Where
No. Speaker or Author Source Comment Addressed

NAD-M-1 F. Bames Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-40 Al1l
NAD-M-2 F. Bames Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-40 Al
NAD-M-3 F Bames Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-M-4 F Bames Evening Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-49 A1.14
NAD-M-5 F Bames Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-N-1 D. Morgan Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-N-2 D. Morgan Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-53 A.118
NAD-O-1 B Beasley Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-40 A1 11
NAD-O-2 B Beasley Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-P-1 M Schlemmen Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-53 A.1.18
NAD-P-2 M Schlemmen Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-P-3 M Schlemmen Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-P-4 M Schlemmen Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-P-5 M Schlemmen Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-Q-1 J. Davis Evening Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-49 A1l1.14
NAD-Q-2 J. Davis Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-56 A118
NAD-Q-3 J Dawis Evening Meeting Transcnipt ( 06/25/02) A-49 A.1.14
NAD-Q-4 J Dawis Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-52 A118
NAD-Q-5 J Dawvis Evening Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-36 A17
NAD-Q-6 J Dawvis Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-32 A13
NAD-Q-7 J Dawvis Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-40 Al
NAD-Q-8 J Davis Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-53 A1.18
NAD-Q-9 J Davis Evening Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-49 A1l1.14
NAD-Q-10 J Davis Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-R-1 J White Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-R-2 J White Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-33 A13
NAD-R-3 J. White Evening Meeting Transcnipt ( 06/25/02) A-36 Al17
NAD-R-4 J. White Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-33 A.13
NAD-S-1 | Dusinberre Evening Meeting Transcript { 06/25/02) A-55 A118
NAD-S-2 | Dusinberre Evening Meeting Transcnpt { 06/25/02) A-35 A14
NAD-T-1 D Clark Evening Meeting Transcnpt ( 06/25/02) A-34 A13
NAD-T-2 D Clark Evening Meeting Transcript ( 06/25/02) A-54 A1.18
NAD-U-1 D Schwartz Email (07/27/02) A-35 Al4
NAD-U-2 D Schwartz Emauil (07/27/02) A-31 Al12
NAD-U-3 D Schwartz Email (07/27/02) A-52 A1.17
NAD-V-1 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-56 At119
NAD-V-2 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-57 A119
NAD-V-3 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-57 A119
NAD-V-4 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-57 A.119
NAD-V-5 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-57 A.119
NAD-V-6 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-57 A.119
NAD-V-7 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-57 A119
NAD-V-8 L Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-58 A119
NAD-V-9 L Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-58 A1.19
NAD-V-10 L Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-58 A1.19
NAD-V-11 L Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-58 A1.19
NAD-V-12 L Hartz Letter (07/30/02) A-58 A1.19
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" Table A-2. (contd) D

Page of Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Comment Addressed

NAD-V-13 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) - -- ' A58 - A1.19
' NAD-V-14 L Hartz Letter(07/30/02) "~ -~ * ° "V AS8 - . A1.19

NAD-V-15 L. Hartz - Letter (07/30/02) - - . - ! L - AB8 " - A119

NAD-V-16 L. Hartz- - - - letter(07/30/02) - . | . AB9 - A9 U
NAD-V-17 L. Hartz Letter (07/30/02) ‘ A59 A1.19

NAD-W-1 M Chezk { Letter (07/24/02) | A7 .. Alg .
NAD-W-2 M. Chezik Letter (07/24/02) - "~ - Y W1 A.1.13 -
NAD-W-3 M. Chezik Letter (07/24/02) SA38 i A9
NAD-W-4 M. Chezik Letter (07/24/02) A-46 A1.13

NAD-W-5 . .-M. Chezik X Letter (07/24/02) -, A-47 R A1.13

NAD-W-6 M.Chezk  Letter(07/24/02) ' . A47 , A113

NAD-W-7 M. Chezik Letter (07/24/02) - : ) A-48 A113 - ‘
NAD-W-8 M. Chezik Letter (07/24/02) A-47 A113

NAD-Y-1 G. Morrison Letter (06/25/02) "~ - : : A4, cA13 .. -
NAD-Y-2 G. Morrison Letter (06/25/02) A-49 Al14 -
NAD-Y-3 G Morrison Letter (06/25/02) A-49 Al14

NAD-Y-4 G Morrison . Letter (06/25/02) A A-34 A13

NAD-Y-5 G Morrison Letter (06/25/02) ’ A-54 A1.18"

NAD-Y-6 G.Morrison Letter (06/25/02) S : AS6 "A1.18

NAD-Y-7 ' G Morrison Letter (06/25/02) ** - .- . A-34 . A13

(a) This comment was determined upon later review to either be combined with another comment or to be un-related to the

scope of the SEIS.

-5 .o B

A.1, Comments and Responses . .. |

1

A.1.1 General Comments in Support of the License Renewal Process

- s s - 3
- . i . = £

77

Comment: We are in favor of renewing the license, and thanks for the statement. (NAD-G-6)

: . NI ST T -
Response: The comment is noted. The comment is supportive of license renewal and its
processes, and is general in nature. The comment provides no new information and, therefore,

will not be evaluated further.

<
I

A1.2 General Comments in Oppositioﬁ' of the LicerfsﬂéiRénewal ‘Pr_ocess -

~.

Comment: We need to phase out all nuclear power plants because it is highly irresponsible for
our generation to create the nuclear waste that generations thousands of years to come will
have to continue to monitor long after our civilization has died out. This is playing God on a
grand scale in an area where we have no business treading. Nuclear power is ethically
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untenable and morally reprehensible. We needed to have the technology for handling nuclear
waste perfected decades ago, before the first plant was ever built. (NAD-U-2)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment opposes license renewal and its processes,
and does not provide new information. This comment is not within the scope of 10 CFR Part 51
for the environmental review associated with the application for license renewal at North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Therefore, this comment will not be evaluated further.

A.1.3 General Comments in Support of License Renewal at North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2

Comment: It is a well managed corporation. They’ve shown signs of this in so many ways, in
the nine years that | have lived here, which I1s a key to any kind of good operation. (NAD-A-4)

Comment: We want them to continue as a part of Louisa County for many years to come.
(NAD-A-6)

Comment: And | have to say that I'm extremely impressed here, not only by the quality of
people, and the quality of programs that they have, but the attitude in general. | think that they
are very concerned about this county, and the safety and welfare of this county. (NAD-B-1)

Comment: And they are also good corporate neighbors for us. The things that they do for our
county in terms of support to the county itself. (NAD-B-2)

Comment: And | feel very safe, and very happy, and | tell you, it is a pleasure to not only work
with these people, but associate with them, and have them be a part of the community here.
(NAD-B-6)

Comment: We hold numerous drills of all kinds in cooperation with NAPS, and we make
numerous visits to the plant for training, and information. As an outsider I'm convinced that the

North Anna Power Station is an excellently run plant with highly trained professionals in charge.
(NAD-C-1)

Comment: | have nothing but praise for this Dominion/Virginia Power operation. lts open
communication, and its safety conscious employees. (NAD-C-3)

Comment: We strive to be a good corporate citizen, and have enjoyed the professional

supportive working relationship that we have with the county, and the other local communities
surrounding the station. (NAD-D-6) (NAD-Q-6)
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Comment: In preparing North Anna’s relicensing application more than 50 individuals have
spent, literally, thousands of hours reviewing all environmental aspects of continued plant
operation. The report concluded that continued operation of North Anna Power Station beyond
40 years will not negatively impact the enwronmental surroundmg of the plant (NAD-D- 10)
(NAD-Q-10) : .

Comment: The impact statement is a thorough, in my opinion, and accurate scientific
assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed action. (NAD-
E-1) (NAD-R-1)

Comment: We support and agree with the conclusions of the NRC Staff that renewing the
North Anna Power Station operating license is a reasonable action that will not result in any
notlceable impact to the environment. (NAD E-2) (NAD-R-2)

Comment:"As a result of that process no new information was identified, but we did go through
the process, as it was important to do. This activity is considered very important, in my opinion,
in all license renewal projects for verification of the findings in the Generic Envnronmental
Impact Statement. (NAD-E-4) (NAD-R-4) -

Comment: And | must say our experience with Virginia Power has been nothing but absolutely
terrific. They have been wonderful neighbors, very sensitive to the environment, sensitive to
recreational issues.’ And we certainly support very much the rehcensmg effort of the power
plant. (NAD- F-1) : o o

t ’ ' 2> ' B
Comment: First thlng is I'm in favor of renewing the license for North Anna. | think it is a safe
operation, | think it is a benefit to the populatlon as a whole, and Lowsa County in particular.
(NAD-G-1) : LR :

Comment: | personally would favor relicensing for an additional 20 years. (NAD-J-4) -

Comment: Most of all is the openness that Virginia Power has brought. If something happens,
as an elected official, | get a phone call. | don't read it in the paper first. - Somebody from
Virginia Power makes sure that we know first-hand anything that we need to know. (NAD-M-3)
Comment: - So without a doubt, I'm in support of Virginia Power. I'm in support of the
application. And if my two cents count, | would like for them to count, and I'm in support of
Virginia Power’s application. (NAD-M-5) :

Comment:  Basically lots of changes taking place in the last 34 years, a very positive impact on
our community, our town. We've enjoyed the past 34, and we hope there is another, at least
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34. And at that time | hope there is someone here, standing, that says we have had €68, and we
want 68 more. It has been very positive. (NAD-O-2)

Comment: And the bottom line is, ..., but | strongly recommend it. | mean, I reviewed this, the
environmental statement, | reviewed the procedure. (NAD-T-1)

Comment: Throughout Dominion Virginia Power's twenty year history in Central Virginia they"
have proven themselves good corporate citizens — financially as well as environmentally.
(NAD-Y-1)

Comment: North Anna Power Station commitment to the environment is above repreach.
Nuclear energy itself does not produce any of the air emissions associated with fossil-fueled
generation plants, thus nuclear generation helps to protect the environment. The company's
conservation efforts focus on protecting and enhancing fish populations as well as migratory
birds through policies, procedures and permits obtained from the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service.- As good stewards to the environment Dominion biologists regularly monitor
the health of fish populations with no harmful results found. As | perceive it, North Anna
Nuclear Power Station is environmentally safe, environmental sound and environmentally
responsible. (NAD-Y-4)

Comment: For nine consecutive years North Anna Power Station has been recognized as
among the lowest-cost producers of nuclear generated electricity in the United States. The
North Anna station plays a crucial role in providing low-cost energy that makes Virginia
attractive to business. The continued operation of North Anna Power Station is critical to the
development of a robust, competitive retail electric market in Virginia. (NAD-Y-7)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal at
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, and are general in nature. The comments provide no
new information; therefore, will not be evaluated further.

A.1.4 General Comments in Opposition of License Renewal at North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2

Comment: If we had given the supports, the financial incentives to alternative energy that
we've given to the nuclear industry, we would not be currently living with the threats that, for
instance, the nuclear waste disposal brings, effectively to our doorstep if the North Anna plant is
going to be transporting toxic waste. (NAD-I-3) ‘

Comment: We have good schools, we have good roads. This is a terrible choice for our Board
of Supervisors, and other public servants, because they see the benefits of this money, they
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see the benefits of the philanthropy that the power plant employees have given to the county, -
and to our children. (NAD-|-5)

-

Comment: Nevertheless, as a concerned citizen | look at the larger picture, | believe, and'see
that the threat continues to exist. | think, as | already stated, that if we put the monies that we
put into nuclear energy into alternative energy, we would not have to live with this threat.

(NADIS) .t R T e - ¥

. LI .-
“~ N + - PR RS

Comment: North Anna has been a fantastic provider of safety. .But what if we put the .
thousands of hours that you put in, what if we put it into alternative sources? If we givea -
thought to something different, wouldn't we have a beautiful future? (NAD-S-2)

Comment: | disapprove of the relicensing of the North Anna nuclear plant when the current -
license explres (NAD -U- 1)

Response: The comments are noted The, comments opposing license renewa! at North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2, are general in nature, and do not provide new information. These
comments are not within the scope of 10 CFR Part 51 for the environmental review associated
with the application for license renewal at North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Therefore,

these comments will not be evaluated further in the SEIS.- e

-

A.1.5 Comments Concerning Decommissioning Issues ' LT L
Comment: The cost of nuclear power is borne by taxpayérs in general, as well as by rate - -
payers. The nuclear waste costs are insufficient to be covered by funds set aside for disposal
and decommissioning of plants. More waste, another 20 years, or however many years, means
more taxes, perhaps hidden taxes. (NAD I-7) : e : ;

ER L
- =

Response: NRC regulatlon ( 1 0 CFR 50.75) reqwres the establishment of a decomm/ssmmng
trust fund. Sufficient funds are required to be collected and placed in a secure trust that would
assure decommissioning, including the disposal of low-level waste. Funds are also collected
from licensees annually to defray costs associated with the ultimate d/sposal of high-level - -
waste. PR T - L

Comment: There are taxes going to support the plants, and to support the decommissioning,
enormous amounts of money. Nuclear energy is not economical.: (NAD-1-8)- N

Response: ‘“The comment is noted. The comment provides no new information, therefore it will
not be evaluated further. There were no changes to the SEIS text.
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A.1.6 Comments Concerning Surface Water Quality, Hydrology, and Use Issues
Comment: On [page] 4-40 Virginia Dominion Power is building a new building at the plant site,
which is going to affect water use and quality, as well as discharge. That information is not
included in here. This new building was just announced this month. (NAD-H-8)

Response: The comment is noted. The construction of a new building on the site at this time
is for current operation and, therefore, is not related to license renewal. This comment is not
within the scope of 10 CFR Part 51 for the environmental review associated with the application
for license renewal at North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Therefore, this comment will
not be evaluated further.

A.1.7 Comments Concerning Category 1 Aquatic Resource Issues

Comment: We also have a conservation effort that focuses on protecting and enhancing fish
populations in the lake. Special structures of brush and cinder blocks were constructed and
sunk in the lake to'improve the fish habitat: Our biologists regularly sample, or monitor the
health of the fish population.’ And that data is compared with data that was taken prior to our
first day of operation. These comparisons have consistently shown that North Anna Power
Station is not harming the lake’s fish population. (NAD-D-5). (NAD-Q-5)

Comment: Based on the review of all of the historical information, including the annual
monitoring, which does continue today, the NRC concluded that potential impacts to aquatic
organisms are small, and that additional mitigation is not warranted, and we do agree with that
finding. (NAD-E-3) (NAD-R-3)

Comment: There was concern on the cooling ponds about the fish. And that slightly higher
temperatures would have very adverse effects on them. Well, after 30 years of operation we
now have facts. And | hope that they go into this environmental impact statement in a factual
way. (NAD-J-2) ~ ~ x

Response: The comments are noted. Aquatic ecology is discussed in Chapter 2 and
Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The comments provide no new information and, therefore, will not be
evaluated further.

Comment: In [page] 4-4, they say thermal stratification to the lake is not a problem, but on

[page] 4-16 it is noted in the thing as pronounced in the lake. I'm not sure how you can either
have it pronounced and not a problem, or maybe stratification is not a problem. (NAD-H-6)
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Response: The comment is noted. Thermal stratification is a naturally-occurring process that
common!y'occurs in temperate lakes and reservoirs. The stratification results from the heating
of the surface of the lake from the sun during the summer months.™ It is particularly pronounced
in shallow, man-made reservoirs such as Lake Anna. This naturally-occurring thermal
stratification was documented for Lake Anna in pre-operational studies (i.e. prior to the
operation of the North Anna power station and any release of cooling water into Lake Anna). "It
was this naturally-occurring thermal stratification that was described as ‘pronounced” on page
4-16 of the draft SEIS. Page 4-4 of the draft SEIS refers to “altered thermal stratification of
lakes” resulting from the operation of nucléar power plants, which is not expected tobe a -
problem during the license renewal term. Data for Lake Anna, described in section 4.1.3. has:
shown that the naturally-occurring thermal stratification of Lake Anna has not been significantly
altered by the release of cooling water from North Anna, Units 1 and 2." The comment prowdes
no new information and, therefore will not be evaluated further.

R

-

A.1.8 Comments Concerning Terrestrial Resource Issues ) Cn
Comment: The second part of the environment is the warm blooded part, and that is there is -
estimated that there are about 500 beavers around the lake. That population has’ remamed
constant over the past 20 years. (NAD-G- 4) ’ " o
Comment: We have seen fresh water otters, muskrats there as well. And so | would go to the
other side and say that the existence of the plant is actually a benefit to the habitat of the
wildlife, and has increased the wildlife around in this area. (NAD-G-5) i :

Response: The comments are noted. Terrestrial ecology is discussed in Chapter 2 ofthe .-
SEIS. The comments support North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. The comments
provide no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further. - Co. <

A19 Comments Concermng Threatened and Endangered Specne Issues
Comment: Third is actually the plant is a benefit to the énvironment. Mr. Green hasn't seen ’
any eagles, but we have certainly seen them. “There are a couple that fish on Contrary Creek,
there is one that flshes right across from us at the State park. (NAD-G- 3)

Response: The comment is noted. Threaténed arid endangered species are discussed in
Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The comment provides no new information and,
therefore, will not be evalua ted further.

Comment: The FWS has determined that the North Anna operations and minor refurbishment
may have potential to adversely affect area natural resources. The federally threatened bald
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eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus, does not appear to be affected, but a scientific approach
should be maintained to evaluate and document any mortalities: Similar records for other
migratory bird impacts should be maintained and any mortality reported to the FWS. . (NAD-W-

1)

Comment: The FWS agrees that the potential is low for the North Anna Power Station to
adversely affect the bald eagle, a federally threatened species.- Our primary concern is for the
incidental mortality to migratory birds associated with the transmission lines. In the event of
migratory bird mortality, Virginia Electric and Power Company should complete a Raptor
Incident Report for the FWS and the appropriate state agencies. (NAD-W-3)

Response: The comments are noted. NRC understands FWS’ concerns regarding protection.
of bald eagles. With regard to impacts from plant operations, however, the bald eagle does not
appear to be affected by the proposed action and as long as operations at the North Anna
Power Station, Units 1 and 2, continue to comply with the Bald Eagle Protection Guidelines of
Virginia (prepared in consultation with and approved by FWS), any effects on bald eagles will
not adversely impact the bald eagle population. In addition, VEPCo has a program that
requires submission of an incident report when raptor injuries or mortalities occur as a result of
collision with the North Anna Power Station transmission lines. Therefore, the NRC has
determined that no further evaluation is needed with regard to operations at North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2..

A.1.10 Comments Concerr{ing Category 1 Human Health

Comment: On page 2-10 it says: There is not going to be increased liquid waste releases in
the next 20 years. The question with all the releases, and the stuff, the gaseous, the liquid, or
the solid waste, is we are talking about comparative versus cumulative. (NAD-H-1)

Response: The comment is noted. The statement on page 2-10 refers to the annual effluent
release rates. Annual effluent releases are not expected to increase during the license renewal
term. The text has been modified to make this,clear. The comment provides no new informa-
tion; therefore, the comment will not be evaluated further.

Comment: On [page] 4-24, long term effects of exposure to low level radiation has not been
studied, we don’t have information. What are the effects for 30 years? So we are having a
hard problem to know how these effects could be judged or estimated. (NAD-H-7)

Response: The NRC's regulatory limits for radiological protection are set to protect workers

and the public from the harmful health effects of radiation on humans. The limits are based on
the recommendations of standards-setting organizations. Radiation standards reflect extensive
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study by national and international organizations (International Commission on Radiological
Protection [ICRP], National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, and National
Academy of Sciences) and are conservative to ensure that the public and workers at nuclear
power plants are protected. The NRC radiation exposure standards are presented in 10 CFR
Part 20, “ Standards for Protection Against Radiation,” and are based on the recommendations
in ICRP 26 and 30. -

Numerous scientifically designed, peer-reviewed studies of personnel exposed to occupational
levels of radiation (versus life-threatening accident doses or medical therapeutic levels) have
shown minimal effect of human health, and any effect was from exposures well above the -
exposure levels of the typical member of the public from normal operation of a nuclear power
plant.

The comment provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further. .
Comment: How many people have died in the United States as a result of radiation from
nuclear production? (NAD-J-3) - - : e~ :

Response: The comment is noted. In most cases, it is not possible to determine the cause of
fatal cancers. Latent cancer estimates related to nuclear power.are based on dose estimates
calculated by conservative models and cancer risk factors. ~ The cancer risk factors used in -
this calculation are also quite conservative. They are from the BEIR-V report, “Health Effects of
Exposure to Low Levels of lonizing Radiatior”.”  In this report it is estimated that, ‘“{iJf 100,000
persons of all ages received a whole body dose of 0.1 Gy (10 rad) of gamma radiation in a
single brief exposure, about 800 extra cancer deaths would be expected to occur during their
remaining lifetimes in addition to the nearly 20,000 cancer deaths that would occur in the
absence of radiation. Because the extra cancer deaths would be indistinguishable from those
that occurred naturally, even to obtain a measure of how many extra deaths occurred is a -
difficult statistical estimation problem.” - | T S

A e

Regarding health effects to populatlons around nuclear power plants NRC relies on the studles
performed by the National Cancer Institute (NCI). NC! conducted a study in 1990, “Cancer in .
Populations Living Near Nuclear Facilities,” to look at cancer mortality rates around 52 nuclear
power plants, nine Department of Energy (DOE) facilities, and one former commercial fuel .
reprocessing facility. The NCI study concluded from the evidence available that there is no
suggestion that nuclear facilities may be linked causally with excess deaths from leukemia or
from other cancers in populations living nearby. Additionally, the American Cancer Society had

a Prép'ahred by the National ﬁé$earch 'Couhéil, National Acac]emy Préss, WashjngtoAn, D.C.,
1990.
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concluded that although reports about cancer case clusters in such communities have raised
public concern, studies show that clusters do not occur more often near nuclear plants than
they do elsewhere in the population.

The comment provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further. There
was no change to the SEIS text.

A1.11 Comments Concerning Category 1 Socioeconomic Issues

Comment: There are volunteer projects in which the employees have participated, and these
are many things that they have done for the county, and assisted us with. (NAD-A-2)

Comment: And | think you can look at that, over the last couple of weeks, it is just simply by
the volunteers that were walking up and down the streets here, in the county, picking up bags
and bags of litter, that were on the side of the road, these are volunteers. (NAD-B-3)

Comment: Dominion has a long-standing tradition of investing in the communities it serves
through volunteer and philanthropic activities. Many of our employees demonstrate their
commitment to the community by participating in programs such as Adopt a Highway,
Thanksgiving Baskets for the Needy, blood drives, supporting the area Boy Scouts, and many
other community activities. (NAD-D-7) (NAD-Q-7)

Comment: Their employees, without a doubt, the volunteer hours that they put in this
community, is not duplicated at all by anybody. We had a playground, a park that we tried to
get up and running, and their volunteer staff went over there, and their employees went over
there and made it a reality where kids could go over there and have an opportunity. (NAD-M-1)

Comment: The library, they contributed funds, and things of that nature, in the community.
From an education standpoint, being a rural county we would not enjoy the things that we enjoy
from an educational standpoint, without Virginia Power. (NAD-M-2)

Comment: The people at the power plant, the employees there, have set a tremendous
standard for us to follow, as far‘as involvement in the community, their volunteerism. 1 recall
the first place | was aware of that was the elementary schools had science fairs. They always
had folks from the power plant to act as judges in the appropriate areas, and they are very
positive, and very significant impact there, brought the image up for our science fair
participation. (NAD-O-1)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal at the
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. Public services were evaluated in the GEIS and
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determined to be a Category 1 issue. - Information regarding the impact on education is
discussed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The comments provide no new lnformatlon and, therefore,
will not be evaluated further. . -0 T
A.1.12 Comments Concermng Category 1 Uramum Fuel Cycle and Waste
Management .

-~ -

Comment: On [page] 2-12, the low level compact for radiological waste, is non-operational.
Barnwell promises to close to outside, people from outside South Cardlina. The low level waste
is currently stored on-site, including two generators, with no plans to be cut and removed.

There are significant problems with storage dlsposal and accumulatlon of low level solid
waste, radloactlve (NAD -H-2)

[ N . - -
4, h ! [

Comment: The pads are limited. - Louisa Couinty has the right to limit storage of waste on
those pads. That was part of the conditional use permit. If the county limits the waste storage
on the pads, what are the effects, where are'they going to put the waste? If we are opening for
20 more years, and the county doesn’t allow it, where is that waste gomg to be? If they dont
allow it there, they are going to have to have another one, and there is' goingtobe an '~ ’
environmental impact. (NAD-H-19)
Comment: Where else do we want this tbxuc waste to sit, as it is at North Anna, in the caskets,
casks | should say, but maybe caskets is more appropriate, and be subject to the effects of
weather, the effects of time, it is a sitting time bomb, in my estimation. (NAD I-4)

Response: The comments are noted. Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1
issue. The safety and environmental effects of long -term storage of spent fuel onsite has been
evaluated by the NRC, as set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule (1 0 CFR 51.23). In the
Waste Confidence Rule, the Commission generically determined that spent fuel generated by
any reactor can be safely stored onsite for at least 30 years beyond the licensed operating life
of the reactor, which may include the term of a renewed license. In the rule, the Commission
also generically determined that such storage could be accomplished without significant
environmental impact. In addition, the Commission stated in the rile its belief that there is
reasonable assurance that at least one mined géologic repository will be available within the”
first quarter of the twenty-first century, and stfficient repository capacity will be available within
30 years beyond the licensed life for any reactor to dispose of the spent fuel generatéed in such
reactor up to that time. ' The “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of
Nuclear Plants (GEIS),” NUREG-1437 is based upon the assumption that storage of the spent
fuel onsite is not permanent. The plant-specific supplement to the GEIS regarding license
renewal for the North Anna Power Station; Units 1°and 2, is based on the same assumption.

1
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Likewise, the matter of processing and storage of low level waste is considered a Category 1
issue. The conclusion regarding this issue in the GEIS included consideration of the long-term
storage of low level waste on site during the license renewal term. The comments provide no
new information; therefore, the comments will not be evaluated further.

Comment: On [page] 8-15, DOE Secretary Abraham has already determined that Yucca does
not have enough space for the current waste that is being produced at the nuclear power
plants. They can’t put the high level waste away. And now we are going to add 20 more years.
Where is that going to. go? (NAD-H-16)

Comment: One primary thing is that in all the analysis of the environmental impact that the
shipping, and the toxic waste storage was never looked at, and | think that is a major piece of
this puzzle, that we are basically shipping off our dangerous and threatening waste off to
somewhere else, so that someone else can deal with it. (NAD-K-3)

bl

1 -~

Comment: And we are, of course, héaring about the churchhéé;kthe schools, the homes, that

the nuclear waste casks will pass by, if and when transported to Yucca Mountain. A constant
threat to my, and | believe to your, well-being. (NAD-I-11) .

Response: The comments are noted. Uranium fuel cycle and waste management are
Category 1 issues as evaluated in the GEIS. Repository capacity is discussed in Section
6.4.6.2 of the GEIS. Transportation is discussed in Addendum 1 to the GEIS. The comments
provide no new information; therefore, the comments will not be evaluated further. There was
no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: On [pages] 8-15 and 16, with MOX, Virginia Power is not out of the contract, they
have not signed out of the contract on MOX. They bring the letter saying they are not going to
doit. They flip flopped, lied, whatever you want to say, three or four times about their use of
MOX. If MOX is used here, that changes the profile of the storage, waste, and all accidents.
And significantly changes the environmental review. (NAD-H-17)

Response: The comment is noted. At the time the VEPCo application for North Anna license
renewal was submitted, the licensee stated that MOX fuel was not going to be considered for
North Anna. The licensee’s withdrawal from the Department of Energy’s Plutonium Disposition
Project (the source of the MOX fuel) is documented in a letter to the NRC dated April 24, 2000.
To date, that position has not changed. However, if VEPCo sought to use MOX fuel in the
future, it would do so by submitting a license amendment application to the NRC. Such an .
application would be processed as required under the NRC's regulations. In particular, the
NRC would publish notice of the proposed action and an opportunity to request a hearing or file
a petition for leave to intervene. If the North Anna licenses are renewed, and the applicant then
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files an application for the use of MOX fuel with the NRC, the staff's review would consider the
period of the renewed licenses. The comment provides no new information, does not pertain to
an issue within the scope of license renewal as set in 10 CFR Part 51 and Part 54, and will not
be considered further. - : C

Comment: In [page] 6-3 and following, let’s get the figures right out there. How many tons of
uranium are going to be mined, how many tons are going to be processed? What are the -
effects? They are saying, right in there, 12 additional cancer fatalities are going to be expected
because of the renewal of this license. Who, in Louisa County, wants a member of their.family
to be one of those 12?7 You live here in the county, do you want a friend or a member of your
family, your grandchild, your child, to be one of these additional 12 cancer fatalities? What
kinds of cancer, how many additional cases of cancer? These are fatalities. They are saying
there is no significant impact, and we are talking about 12 people who are going to die. Thatis
no impact? There is a financial impact, there is an emotional impact. Specifically, it is going to
affect the people who live up at the lake. | think'they should know that.- (NAD-H-10) * -.

Response: The comment is noted. There has been much concern and confusion regarding -
the statements in the Federal Register notice of July 30, 2001 (66 FR 39277) regarding
potential long term health effects that may occur as a result of radiation doses from an
additional 20 years of operation of nuclear power plants as a result of license renewal.
According to 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, “the 100 year environmental
dose commitment to the U.S. population from the fuel cycle, high level waste and spent fuel
disposal excepted, is calculated to be about 14,800 person-rem or 12 cancer fata/ltles for each
additional 20 year power reactor operat/ng term.” - D
. This calculated value of 12 additional deaths from fatal cancer over the 20 years of additional '
operation of a nuclear power plant is the result of several conservative assumptions. This value
s, in fact, a calculated upper bound value. -It does not mean that 12 people in Louisa County
will die from cancer as a direct result from an additional 20 years of continued routine operation
of any nuclear power plant.
These calculations use the concept of collective dose.: Collective dose estimates effects across
a very large population, assuming that a small amount of radiation dose spread out among a
large population would yield similar effects to a larger amount of radiation dose to a much
smaller population. This is a very conservative assumption. The Health Physics Society,
www.hps.org, states ‘[bjelow the dose of ten rem, estimations of adverse health effect is
speculative. Collective dose remains a useful index for quantifying dose in large populations
and in comparing the magnitude of exposure from different radiation sources. However, for a
population in which all individuals receive lifetime doses of less than 10 rem above background,
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collective dose is a highly speculative and uncertain measure of risk and should not be
quantified for the purposes of estimating population health risks.”

The cancer risk factors used in this calculation are also quite conservative. They are from the
BEIR-V report, “Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of lonizing Radiatior?.” In this report
it is estimated that “if 100,000 persons of all ages received a whole body dose of 0.1 Gy (10
rad) of gamma radiation in a single brief exposure, about 800 extra cancer deaths would be
expected to occur during their remaining lifetimes in addition to the nearly 20,000 cancer deaths
that would occur in the absence of radiation. Because the extra cancer deaths would be
indistinguishable from those that occurred naturally, even to obtain a measure of how many
extra deaths occurred is a difficult statistical estimation problem.”

The radiation dose contribution to the population from current nuclear power plants is estimated
to be 4.8 person-rem, while the contribution to the population from the complete uranium fuel
cycle is 136 person-rem per year. The dose to an individual is only a very small fraction of
these population doses. The contribution to the average dose received by an individual from
fuel cycle-related radiation and other sources is listed in Table A-3. The nuclear fuel-cycle
contribution to an individual’s average radiation dose as shown in the table is extremely small
(less than 1 millirem per year).

At the request of Congress, the National Cancer Institute (NCI) conducted a study in 1990,
“Cancer in Populations Living Near Nuclear Facilities,” to look at cancer mortality rates around
52 nuclear power plants, nine Department of Energy facilities, and one former commercial fuel
reprocessing facility. The NCI study concluded that “from the evidence available, this study has
found no suggestion that nuclear facilities may be linked causally with excess deaths from
leukemia or from other cancers in populations living nearby.” Additionally, the American Cancer
Society has concluded that although reports about cancer case clusters in such communities
have raised public concern, studies show that clusters do not occur more often near nuclear
plants than they do elsewhere in the population.

The Generic Environmental Impact Statement identified radiation exposures to the public during
the license renewal term as a Category 1 issue. This comment provides no new information;
therefore, the comment will not be evaluated further in the SEIS.

2 Prepared by the National Research Council, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.,
1990.
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S ‘ Table A-3. Annual Effective Dose Equivalent

%

Dose Percent |’
Source (mrem/yr) of Total |
Natural e . I
Radon ’ : 200 55 |
Coé:mic o ‘ ) 2? 8 |
Terrestrial - . . . 28 8 |
Internal (body) * - ‘39 - M |
Total Natural 300 82 R
Artificial . l-
Medical X ray ) P 39 11 -
Nucleafmealcine .,14 - 4 |
Consumer products ‘ 10 - 3
Other ) I
K Occupaﬂonal o | o . 0.9 <0.3 N
* Nuclear Fuel Cycle . ' <1 & <003 - |
L Fallowt . BRI T - B
- Miscellaneous . . <1 <0.03 |
'Total Artificial = " 63 18 -7~ I’
" Total Attificial and Natural -~ . 33 100 |

.- Source: NCRP Report 93, “Public Radiation Exposure from Nuclear . |
- Power Generation in the United States" as abstracted by the University . 1 _
of Michigan (http://www.umich.edu/~radinfo/.) . . |

A1.13. Comments Concernlng Category 2 Aquatic Resource Issues .
Comment: Regardlng aquatlc species, potentlal impacts mclude the cooling water mtake
discharge, and dam that provide the impounded cooling water: The rotating screens of the
cooling water intake at the Power Station provide nearly unimpeded water intake, but the biota
are likely to incur high mortality as a result of entrainment and impingement.” There is probably
less mortality associated with the cooling water discharge, but the effects on fish behavior and
ecology are potentially damaging. Another fisheries impact is the Lake Anna Dam. While
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downstream fish passage maybe acceptable, the blockage of upstream migrations of American
eel, and possibly anadromous fish during high flow seasons, should be corrected during this
relicensing. (NAD-W-2) i

Response: The comment is noted. The potential impacts of the entrainment of fish and
shellfish in early life stages and impingement of fish and shellfish (both resulting from cooling
water intake) and of heat shock (resulting from cooling water discharge) are evaluated in
Sections 4.1.1, 4.1.2, and 4.1.3 of this SEIS, respectively. Detailed aquatic studies as part of
the Section 316(a) and Section 316(b) demonstrations performed in compliance with the Clean
Water Act, as well as ongoing annual monitoring of the Lake Anna fishery, have shown these
impacts to be small. While the impacts of the North Anna Dam are outside the scope of this
license renewal, as explaineq in Section 4.7.1 of this SEIS, the staff qid review available data
concerning the potential for anadromous fish and American eel migration in the vicinity of the
North Anna Dam. Existing and historical data suggest there was never significant anadromous
fish migration in the vicinity of the North Anna Dam. Both pre-operational and post-operational
studies have verified the presence of the American eel; however, there is no evidence of
impacts to the eel population associated with the presence of the North Anna Dam. The
comment provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: The North Anna facility lacks a component of the cooling water intake system that
Virginia Electric and Power Company has developed at the Surry Power Station. The traveling
mesh screens at the Surry Power Station include a spray wash system that removes the biota
from the screens and returns them to the James River. The North Anna facility utilizes a similar
technology for the screens, but fails to provide the mechanism to return the biota unharmed
back to the Lake. The traveling screens and wash system at Surry clearly minimize aquatic
impacts more than the North Anna facility, which discards the impinged biota into a disposal
bin. A similar process, such as at Surry, could be developed to minimize the aquatic impacts by
returning the impinged biota safely back to the Lake. To further minimize the impacts, we
recommend replacing worn or damaged screens with mesh less than or equal to one millimeter
wide and adopting entrance velocities less than or equal to 0.5 feet per second (Gowan, C. and
G. Garman 1999). (NAD-W-4)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment relates to design features of the plant that
minimize the impacts to the aquatic environment. Under the Clean Water Act, VEPCo
submitted results of impingement and entrainment studies that constituted the Section 316(b)
demonstration for the North Anna Power Station in 1985. The Virginia State Water Control
Board, the permitting authority, determined that the intake design will assure the protection and
propagation of a balanced, indigenous community of shellfish, fish, and wildlife in Lake Anna.
The Section 316(b) demonstration and subsequent post-operational studies (detailed in
Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 of this SEIS) did not reveal any significant adverse impact on fish or
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shellfish in Lake Anna due to'impingement or entrainment. Therefore, additional mitigation is
not warranted. Although there is currently no compelling reason to require changes to the
current practice,-the staff recognizes these impacts could potentially be further reduced through
the use of the technologies described in the above comment. The comment will be provided to
the utility for consideration. The comment prowdes no new lnformatlon and, therefore, will not
be evaluated further. ‘ :

Comment: The cooling water discharge is'an additional potential hazard to fish. Unlike the
Surry Power Station that discharges to the mouth of the tidal James River, the North Anna
Station discharges into a series of open canals that flow back to the Lake. While the thermal
discharge is likely to have a greater effect in the colder months, the increased temperatures in "
the summer could also have an adverse effect on fish behavior and ecology in the Lake.
(NAD-W-5) E .o .

Response: The comment is noted. The impacts of heat shock (as a result of cooling water
discharge into Lake Anna from the Waste Heat Treatment Facility) are evaluated in

Section 4.1.3 of this SEIS. Detailed aquatic studies conducted as part of the Section 316(a)
demonstration performed in compliance with the Clean Water Act, as well as ongoing annual
monitoring of the Lake Anna fishery, have shown these impacts to be small. Cooling water
discharge was found to slightly increase the already naturally-pronounced thermal stratification
of the lake during the summer months. This was found to slightly reduce the already marginal
habitat for stripped bass. This species is managed as a “put-grow-and-take” recreational -
fishery due to these and other habitat restrictions (streams that flow into Lake Anna appear to.
lack the flow, depth and length to support striped bass spawning runs). Therefore, this slight
increase in summer lake temperature does not appear to have a significant impact on striped -
bass. Thermal discharges during the winter months were found to be beneficial to threadfin
shad (an important forage fish to upper trophic level game fish) by providing a warm-water .
refugia during the winter months. This species would not likely survive in Lake Anna absent the
operation of the North Anna Power Station. The comment provides no new information and,
therefore, will not be evaluated further. - .
Comment: The Lake Anna Dam provides cooling water for the Power Station, but also blocks
migratory fish moving upstream from the North Anna River. (NAD-W-6)

Comment: Assess the upstream movement of fish to the Dam with continuous sampling of
water quality, flow, and species composition from February 1 to November 30. The specific
study design should be developed with the North Anna Power Station Staff, FWS, and other
interested parties. (NAD-W-8) . - :
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Response: The comments are noted.. Impacts associated with the North Anna Dam are
outside the scope of the license renewal. In response to comment NAS-AA-6, received during
the scoping period, the impacts of dam operation to fish passage are described in .
Section 2.2.5. In addition, during the scoping and comment periods for the draft SEIS, the staff
requested the Fish and Wildlife Service to make available any information on migratory fish in
the vicinity of the North Anna Dam, and the staff reviewed existing available data concerning
the movement of migratory fish in the vicinity of the North Anna Dam. There is currently no
evidence of significant migratory fish movement in the vicinity of the North Anna Dam. The
comments provide no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: Determine the impacts from the thermal discharges on fish distribution, spawning,
and feeding. The specific study design should be developed with the North Anna Power Station
staff, FWS, other staff, and other interested parties. (NAD-W-7)

Response: The comment is noted. As previously mentioned, the impacts of heat shock (as a
result of cooling water discharge into Lake Anna from the Waste Heat Treatment Facility) are
evaluated in Section 4.1.3 of this SEIS. Detailed aquatic studies conducted as part of the
Section 316(a) demonstration performed in compliance with the Clean Water Act, as well as
ongoing annual monitoring of the Lake Anna fishery, have shown these impacts to be small.
The applicant currently works closely with the Virginia Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation to cooperatively manage
the aquatic resources of Lake Anna. Ongoing annual monitoring conducted since the original
licensing of the plant has confirmed these impacts to be small. We have identified no new and
significant information that would suggest these studies should be redone. The comment
provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

A.1.14 Comments Concerning Category 2 Socioeconomic Issues

Comment: First of all, North Anna is a good -- they are good corporate citizens of Louisa
County. They are vital to the economic development of Louisa County for these reasons:
Employment opportunity, recreation areas for many people and their families, development that
has been, and continues to be built around the lake. (NAD-A-1)

Comment: The voluntary contributions the corporation has made to many county projects, and
not least of all the tax revenue source to the county, tremendous tax revenue. (NAD-A-3)

Comment: North Anna Power Station has been an outstanding neighbor in our community. It

has been an economic boon to Orange County for more than 30 years, providing well paid jobs
to many of our citizens. (NAD-C-2)
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Comment: My office is staffed by more than 30 all volunteer men and women, and all the basic
office’s expenses are paid by the County Board of Supervisors, the only funding we receive in
my office comes from North Anna Power Station. (NAD-C-4)

Comment: A renewed license would not only be important to Louisa County and Virginia; but
also to me and 852 other North Anna employees, whose livelihood depends upon providing -
safe and reliable electricity to the customers of this State. (NAD-D-1) (NAD -Q-1)

Comment: Additionally, renewed Ilcenses would assure the Ioca| community that it will
continue to reap the benefit of having a large employer in the area, and Louisa County would
continue to receive the tax revenue from the station’s operation. (NAD-D-3) (NAD-Q-3)
Comment: Jusi as an aside, North Anna Power Station has provided 170 million dollars in tax
revenue to Louisa County since the station started building some 30 years ago. (NAD-D-9)
(NAD-Q-9)

Comment: And we reap the benefits of having, you know greater [benefit from] taxes in our
area. (NAD-K-4) . . . .

Comment: From an economic standpoint a lot of families enjoy a good quality of life because
of the employment opportunities here, from Virginia Power. A lot of families would not have the
opportunity to make the amount of money they do if Virginia Power were not here. (NAD-M-4)

Comment: Since 1966 Dominion Virginia Power has paid more than $170 million in property -
taxes to Louisa County. In 2001 -alone, they contributed $10.99 million to the Countys
economy. (NAD-Y-2) ,

Comment: North Anna employs 825 people from the surrounding communities. They
demonstrate their commitment to the community through active and frequent mvolvement -
(NAD-Y-3) . -

Response: The comments are noted. Socioeconomic issues specific to the plant are Category

2 jssues and are addressed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The comments support license renewal
at the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2. The comments provide no new mformat/on -
and, therefore, will not be evaluated further. v -

A.1.15 Comments Concerning Category 2 Postulated Accident Issties

Comment: | heard a person laugh about the chance of a tornado striking the plant. What are
the chances that four airplanes would be simultaneously hijacked and flown into public

November 2002 ‘A-49 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



— e e - e Emn amE Mes Smm s e e e A e . e e e - —— — — —— — — o o—  —— — — — — —— — A w— — —

Appendix A

buildings? These same people would have laughed a year ago if somebody had said this. But
we have to deal with possibilities. (NAD-H-3)

Response: The comment is noted. The NRC’s environmental review is confined to
environmental matters relevant to the extended period of operation requested by the applicant.
Postulated accidents such as the ability of the North Anna Power Station to withstand a tornado
or a large plane crash into the reactors are evaluated by the NRC as a part of its ongoing
operational safety review process. The comment does not pertain to the scope of license
renewal as set forth in 10 CFR Part 51 and Part 54. The comment provide no new information
and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: On [page] 5-5, the NRC and VEPCO’s reports have been challenged by mény
people, their mathematical modeling. And I don’t even need to go much further than just saying
that all of those mathematical models are sort of bogus. (NAD-H-9)

Response: The comment is noted. Mathematical models are tools used to provide insight to
complex problems. As set forth in Section 5.2.2.2 of this SEIS, the tools used in the SAMA
analysis have been reviewed and are appropriate for this application. The comment provides
no new information, and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

-

A1.16 Comments Concerning Environmental Justice Issues

Comment: And, to me, that just exemplifies an environmental injustice, in which communities
of lower income have been historically placed as sites for nuclear power plants to create a
dependency upon the nuclear power plants by providing it with money, and community service.
And so | would just like to point out that we are continuing this dependency that has already
begun, and I think it is an unhealthy one. (NAD-K-6)

Response: The comment is noted. Environmental justice refers to a Federal policy under -
which each Federal agency identifies and addresses, as appropriate, disproportionately high
and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies and activities on
minority and low income populations. The staff did not find any adverse human health or
environmental effects from license renewal on low-income or minority populations.
Environmental justice issues and findings are discussed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The
comment provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

A1.17 Comments Concerning Alternatives to License Renewal

Comment: When we start talking about the [page] 8-23, natural gas, two new natural gas
plants are already being built in this area. One in Gordonsville, and one in Fluvana. Another
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one is proposed in Gum Springs. These plants already have natural gas, and transmission
lines, and can produce up to 65 percent of North Anna’s annual net output. The whole
discussion they had in there about putting a natural gas plant at North Anna, and having to
bring natural gas lines from Gordonsville, and all this disruption, it was just a waste of time and
energy. (NAD-H-12) - -

]

Comment: In [page] 8-45 and following, agaln the dlscussmn no one source has to replace all
of North Anna’s production. Which was also noted earlier in there, by doing things like
reduction on demand, or a combination. This entire section is fundamentally flawed, logically
and realistically. And that is even noted, later, on page 8-49. The Staff’s conclusion that these
things could happen is seriously flawed. Dominion itself is constructing new power plants.
(NAD-H-14)

Comment: And conservation and management demand could, by itself, save if they close
North Anna, could save all of the production that is gomg on right there (NAD -H- 15)

Comment And the second part of th|s that 1 see is that the analysus sald that other alternatlves
to nuclear power show moderate to some -- some alternatives show moderate to large impacts
while the nuclear power shows small impacts. But does it also point out that other impacts, do
other alternatives do show probably even smaller impacts to the environment, such as wind,
solar, and hydropower? That was also somewhat omitted from this conversation. (NAD-K-5).

Response: The comments are noted. The purpose of the Section 8 of the SEIS is to examine
potential environmental impacts that would be assocrated with replacing the power production
provided by the nuclear plant with an alternative source, in the event that the license is hot
renewed for the nuclear plant The purpose Is to evaluate whether or not an alternative exists
that would have less of an environmental impact than continuing operatlon ‘of the nuclear plant.
The gas plants that are mentioned in a comment (the Gordonsville, Fluvana, and Gum Springs
proposals) are intended to meet the existing expanding power demands in the area, and thus,
would not be sulfficient to replace North Anna’s power also. The discussion of alternatives in
Chapter 8 includes the possibility of expandmg gas power genera tion in the area at the North
Anna site since at least some of the infrastructuré needed to supply power is already in place
In addition, the discussion in the SEIS addresses the possibility, and the range of impacts, of
alternative gas generation at a gener/c Iocatron other than North Anna wh/ch could lnclude
Gum Springs or any of the sites mentroned '

Although it is possible that additional conservation or demand managerfvent efforts could
potentially replace some of North Anna’s power, it seems unlikely that these efforts could
replace all the power produced by North Anna VEPCo current/y rntegrates demand side
management efforts into its pro;ectrons for power generatlon needs. Because these

November 2002 ‘A-51 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



— e, e S e e e em — m—— - —— —— — —— —— e e omm e m—— m— s mm  mmm e M EEm e e e e e G ame e emes e

Appendix A

conservation assumptions are already part of the long-range plan for meeting projected
demand, they are not available offsets for North Anna, Units 1 and 2. The comments provide
no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: | see the beauties of alternative energy compared with a life threatening
continuation of the nuclear energy plant. (NAD-I-2)

Comment: Most of the electrical energy we use is wasted. Strict conservation, wind,
hydroelectric, solar, and geothermal could be adequate for our energy needs if we put a fraction
of the financial resources into research for them that has been put into nuclear energy.
(NAD-U-3)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments provide no new information and,
therefore, will not be evaluated further.

A.1.18 Comments Concerning Out of Scope Issues: Operational Safety,
Emergency Preparedness, Aging Management and the Need for Power

Operational Safety andeErnerg" ency Preparedness

Comment: They are very safety conscious, which is vital to our county of Louisa. (NAD-A-5)

Comment: That the securify team down at North Anna is probably one of the best I've seen.
And the leadership there is excellent. (NAD-B-4)

Comment: The trainingethat they get in the security training down there, in some areas,
probably exceeds what the normal law enforcement agency would probably receive in some of
those areas. (NAD-B-5)

Comment: | have been through their securi‘ty training, I've been through a lot of safety"iraining,
I've seen management’s attitude, and commitment to excellence in this field. (NAD-B-7)

Comment: The post 9/11 events naturally are a major concern for us here. And | can say,
without getting into'a grey area about safeguards stuff, that the protection of North Anna is of
paramount importance to law enforcement agencies in this county, and surrounding countles
and the federal government. (NAD-B-8)

Comment: North'Anna Power Station has a long history of safe reliable, and efficient

operation. Since the 1990s North Anna has consistently ranked as the most efficient producer
of nuclear generated electricity in the United States, on a three year cost average. The station
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has also achieved, and continues to achieve, high marks in safety and security performance
from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and from the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations.
(NAD- D 4) (NAD- Q 4) ’ = . .

Comment: That is not to mention the future employees that will be required to contmue the
safe operation of the plant well into this century (NAD -D- 8) (NAD Q 8)

Comment: The group at North Anna is probably one of the most professnonal organrzatrons
that I've had the pleasure to work with. These folks really do put safety and security above all
else. They have an operation that has multiple security checks, safety checks, both radrologrc
" and security checks,-based on other types of threats. And I think that is important for the -
community to know.- These folks really have a good quality management, and quality
improvement system in place, a lot of checks and balances. (NAD-N-1) oo

Comment: | think they've had an exemplary performance as far as safety and security is -
concerned, and | would wholeheartedly support thelr appllcatlon for their 20 year renewal on ’
their Ircense (NAD -N-2) ‘ - £

Comment: One thmg | do have to say about Dominion Generation, ‘or Virginia Power, is that to
them safety is job one, it is a concern, they have avery great concern for the community.
(NADP1)“ g > :

" “.

Comment: | can prck up the phone and call their emeérgency preparedness people and say,
look, 1 need some assistance, and | will get a phone call back, and get some assistance, and
whatever | need. (NAD -P-2) T - CLt -
Comment: Safety is so much of a concern that what we have done in the’ county just for your
information, is as new developments go up around the lake, within the 10 mile EPZ, we have -
kind of an informal agreement with the planning office, when ‘a request for rezoning, or putting
'in a development into the ten mile EPZ comes across the planner’s desk, and the Planning -
Commission, it comes down to my office for a review, we request siren easements.. (NAD-P-3)

Comment: As | said, I'm a fire fighter, dealt with hazardous materials, and environmental
impact. | know this is an environmental impact statement. 1 think dealing with hazardous
materials, dealing with the terrorism threat that we've been doing, and one thing that we have
been putting into our plan, is dealing with the potential terrorism threat. It is out there.
(NAD-P-4) .

Comment: | think the environmental impact of every day hazardous materials that come:
through this community, | fear are much more greater, than | do the nucledr power plant having

November 2002 "A-53 "NUREG-1437, Supplement 7

— e e e e A o e v e i . e et mmm mmm e e e e — et et R m—— e we— Swe  mm— e e Ses e ee e— e



Appendix A

a problem. There is a lot of chemicals, and a lot of things that come through, that can do just
as much harm, quicker, than radiation from the power plant., So we are preparing ourselves for
everything in all categories. We have major interstates and railroads that go through here
every day. And one thing | can rely on is the expertise, and the assistance of Virginia Power to
assist us in those areas also. (NAD-P-5)

Comment: North Anna is one of the best designed, safest plants irf this country. And | will tell
you that, | know, because I've done the reviews on it. It is really one of the safest and best
designed plants in this country. (NAD-T-2)
Comment: Dominion Virginia Power is committed to safety at North Anna Power Station. They
plan it into all aspects of work activity. Safety work practices are reinforced through training
and continuous improvement measures. (NAD-Y-5)

Response: It is noted that the comments are in support of North Anna Power Station. The
NRC's environmental review is confined to environmental matters relevant to the extended
period of operation requested by the applicant. The comments provide no new information, and
do not pertain to the scope of license renewal as set in 10 CFR Part 51 and Part 54. Therefore,
the comments will not be evaluated further.

Comment: Lastly, concerning security, I've been aro{md the world since 9/11, and | can tell -
you this. We are not prepared, we are not prepared for what is going to happen, and we are
not prepared for the response. (NAD-H-18)

i
[

Response: Operational safety, security and emergency preparedness are outside the scope of
this environmental review. An NRC safety review for the license renewal period is conducted
separately. Although a topic may not be within the scope of review for license renewal, the
NRC is always concerned with protecting public health and safety. Any matter potentially
affecting safety can be addressed under processes currently available for existing operating
licenses absent a license renewal application. The comment provides no new information, and
does not pertain to the scope of license renewal as set in 10 CFR Parts 51 and 54. Therefore,
the comment will not be evaluated further.

3 y f i ¢ - '
Comment: Second is | would like to encourage NRC to very carefully consider the credibility
situation following the Davis Besse incident. And we ask, did you analyze so and so? You
said, yes, we analyzed it. But it is your credibility that lets the public accept that statement of
analysis. (NAD-G-2) '

Response: The comment is noted. As a result of recent discoveries of reactor vessel head
degradation in the Davis Besse Nuclear Power Station's reactor pressure vessel head, the NRC
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is investigating the structural integrity of reactor vessel heads at 69 pressurized water reactors
(PWRs). The NRC is very concerned about public safety and public perception. The NRC's
mission is to regulate the Nation’s civilian use of byproduct, source, and special nuclear
material to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety, to promote the common
defense and security, and to protect the environment. »The NRC has established an extensive
regulatory process that contains five main components (1) developing regulations and guidance
for our applicants and licensees, (2) licensing or certifying applicants to use nuclear materials or
operate nuclear facilities, (3) overseeing licensee operations and facilities to ensure that
licensees comply with safety requirements, (4) evaluating operational experience at licensed
facilities or involving licensed activities, and (5) conducting research, holding hearings to
address the concerns of parties affected by agency decisions, and obtaining independent
reviews to support our regulatory decisions. The comment is noted. The comment provides no
new information and relates to an operational safety issue and, therefore, will not be evaluated
further. ’ ; : ~

Aging Management

Comment: Mention has been made of the aging process issue. And the many attempts that
have been, that are being made to address it. There is also repetition of a phrase, cost
beneficial. So we are not going to have a new plant we are going to look at the cost beneficial
aspects in replacing older items. (NAD-I-9)- : . S

Comment: We've seen, recently, at the Davis Besse plant in Ohio,that aging parfs canbea .
route to catastrophic failure, without warning. Extension of the license of this plant increases
the danger to our community. (NAD-I-10) - - :

Comment: The 20 years I've been here, so 20 years North Anna has been here.- Pretend this,
is a tin can stress, stress, stress, stress. North Anna has undergone 20 years of stress. What.
happens? Fatigue. I'm very fearful that we will have another Chernobyl here.- Everywhere you
go you hear, it couldn’t happen here, it couldn’t happen to me. All kinds of accndents it wouldn't
be me, couldn’t be me. (NAD-S-1) PO :

Comment: On [page] 6-8, on-site spent fuel. The pool is not designed to hold the waste for
more than X number of years. And from its original design they've already crammed more fuel
in there than was originally designed. - We need to have an analysis of what are the effects of a
concrete pool with another 20 years, with all that radiation. (NAD-H-11)

Response: The comments are noted. The NF{Cs enwronmental rewew is conf/ned to
environmental matters relevant to the extended period of operation requested by the applicant.
Safety matters related to aging are outside the scope of this environmental review. An NRC ..
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safety review for the license renewal period is conducted separately. The comments provide no
new information and will not be evaluated further in the context of the environmental review.
However, the comments will be forwarded to the project manager for the license renewal safety
review for consideration. To the extent that these comments pertain to managing the effects of
aging on components and structures specified in 10 CFR 54.21 during the period of extended
operation to ensure functionality, they will be addressed in the parallel safety review.

Need for Power

Comment: Currently, North Anna provides about 17 percent of the electric power used in
Virginia. A renewed license would ensure that we could continue to provide that safe, reliable
power, to our customers. (NAD-D-2) (NAD-Q-2)

Comment: There is a surplus of electricity right now, and a surplus of plants.. The plants are
being cancelled. (NAD-H-13)

Comment: North Anna Power Station plays an essential role in meeting the Commonwealth’s
energy needs. It produces approximately 17 percent of the electricity used by fellow Virginians,
that is the equivalent to lighting up some 450 homes across the Old Dominion. (NAD-Y-6)

Response: The comments are noted. As stated in 10 CFR 51.95(c)(2), the SEIS for license
renewal is not required to include a discussion of the need for power. The comments provide
no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

A1.19 Editorial Comments

Comment: On [page] 2-27, and following the pages there, they keep referring to Richmond
County. Richmond County happens to be all the way on the eastern part of Virginia, not
anywhere near here.- All of the comments related to the sociological stuff that relate to
Richmond County are ridiculous, they have nothing to do, and they should not belong in there
at all. (NAD-H-4)

Comment: On [page] 2-41, Tradewinds they put in there as a major employer, they folded.
Actually the major employment in the county, outside of Dominion Power, are the schools and
the government, which were not mgantioned at all. (NAD-H-5)

Comment: Page 1-9, Line 8: Table 1-1 indicates that the US Fish & Wildlife Service Migratory
Bird Treaty Act Permit expired December 31, 2001. Depredation Permit Number MB705136-0
was renewed effective 4/22/02, and expires 3/31/03. It is suggested that this update be
reflected in Table 1-1. (NAD-V-1)
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Comment: Page 2-12, Line 34: The statement is made that, "An onsite solvent shop recycles
paint." The following correction is suggested as a replacement "An onsite paint shop recycles
solvent." (NAD-V-2) i .

Comment: Page 2-13, Line 2: The statement is made that, "Non-radioactive liquid waste
produced .(e.g., water treatment activities, stormwater runoff, housekeeping wastes) are"
sampled and treated..." The statement is not accurate without exception. It is suggested that -
"housekeeping wastes" be deleted from this statement since there are waste disposal
processes in which not all "housekeeping wastes" are sampled. (NAD-V-3)

Comment: Page 2-17, Line 29: It is stated that “The US EPA has authorized VDEQ to
implement NPDES within the State." It is suggested that the statement read "The US EPA has
delegated implementation of NPDES to VDEQ within' the Commonwealth of Vlrglma to reflect
the actual federal- to-state relatnonshlp (NAD-V-4)~

Comment: Page 2-18, Line 14: 1t is stated ”...that annual average wind power rated as 1 on a
scaleof 1to7 (Elhott et al. 1987). Itis suggested that the following words be inserted "...on a
scale of 1 to 7 with 1 being the lowest..." pnor to the reference callout. (NAD-V-5) ¢ -

Comment: Page 2-22, Lines 21-22, Table 2-2: The shppershell mussel (Alasmidonta wr/d/s) is
given as a Federal-listed species. Based on a 2002 review of the Virginia Fish & Wildlife
information Service web site for the slippershell mussel, this species only occurs in the extreme
western part of the Commonwealth of Virginia. It is not considered to occur in streams in
counties adjacent to Lake Anna, immediately upstream or downstream North Anna River, or in
counties crossed by North Anna transmission line corridors. Table 2-1 of the License Renewal
Application Environmental Report does not list this species as a species of concern, and the
description of this species within the SEIS implies it is of potential concern for the area in which
North Anna Power Station is located. Iti is therefore requested that this species be deleted from
the SEIS. (NAD-V-6)

Comment: Page 2-24, Table 2-3, and Page 2-25, Llnes 4-7: The sensitive Jomt-vetch is hsted
in Table 2-3 and discussed on Page 2-25, yet stated "It is not known to occur at North Anna or
the transmission line rights-of-way." Based on a review of the Virginia Fish & Wildlife
Information Service web site for the sensitive joint-vetch, this species is only located along
tidally-influenced fresh waters. This is not the case for North Anna,'near Lake Anna, nor for
any transmission line corridors tor North Anna Power Station. “The description of this species
within the SEIS implies it is of potential concern for the area in which North Anna Power Station
is located. It is therefore requested that the hstlng and descnptlon of this : specues be deleted
from the SEIS. (NAD-V-7) B -
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Comment: Page 2-28, Line 50: It is stated that "Louisa County is currently updating its plan
(VEPCo 2001b)." Louisa County approved an updated Louisa County Comprehensive Plan in.
September 2001, referenced on Page 2-51, Lines 33-34. This statement should be updated
accordingly. (NAD-V-8)

Comment: Page 2-30, Table 2-7: Table 2-7 is titled "Population Growth...1980-2010".
Population data includes Richmond City & County. It is suggested the title read "Estimated
Population Growth..." Population data given in Table 2-7 varies from the License Renewal
Application Environmental Report due to the inclusion of Richmond City & County. Richmond
County is not located in the population zone for consideration. (NAD-V-9)

Comment: Page 2-30; Lines 21-22: . It is stated that Henrico County provides water to
approximately 80,215 customers. The License Renewal Application Environmental Report
stated 74,000 customers, and the Draft SEIS references the ER. We cannot substantiate the
source of the SEIS number and suggest that the number be revised to reflect the LRA ER
identified number of customers, or the source of the SEIS number specified. (NAD-V-10)

Comment: Page 2-30, Line 30: It is stated that the maximum capacity of the City of Richmond
is 128 MGD. The License Renewal Application Environmental Report stated the maximum
capacity at 132 MGD. We cannot substantiate the source of the SEIS number and suggest that
the number be revised to reflect the LRA ER number, or the source of the SEIS number
specified. (NAD-V-11)

Comment: Page 4-42, Line 23: It has been determined that impacts "...would be SMALL,..."
It is requested that the following words be added to,the above sentence to be consistent with
Endangered Species Act wording and Surry Draft SEIS conclusion statements: "would be
SMALL and would not be adversely affected,...". (NAD-V-12)

Comment: Page 4-44, Lines 24-27: It is written that the NRC staff will inform VEPCo of
comments provided by FWS and recommend further dialogue. Itis requested that this
statement be changed to reflect recent discussions regarding this issue and the final course of
action as determined by NRC staff. We recommend that the April 30, 2002 correspondence
from NRC to FWS be referenced for completeness. (NAD-V-13)

Comment: Page 5-22, Line 32: There is a “?" provided in the APE formula. The question
mark "?" should be a "delta symbol" in the APE formula. (NAD-V-14)

Comment: Page 5-23, Line 16: It is written that "This higher value is primarily due to the high

frequency of SGTRs...". It is requested that the words "frequency of" be replaced with
"contribution to CDF from". (NAD-V-15)
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-Comment: Page 8-35, Line 24-35: .1t is written that Approximately. 200 ha (500 ac) would be
needed for the construction of the new plant."-.Since the initial Final Environmental Statement
for North Anna Power Station was written for four units, it should be summarized that no
additional land may be needed for construction of a new plant. (NAD -V-16)

Comment: Page 9-6, Lines 20-21 It is written that "The most srgmflcant resource
commitments related to operation during the renewal term are the fuel and permanent storage
space." It is our presumption that permanent storage space refers to a national repository. In
light of recent federal government actions regarding spent fuel disposition, it is requested that
this statement be changed to reflect federal direction, and add the word "offsite" to the phrase
"permanent storage space" to be consistent with the phrase "permanent offsite storage space”
in Line 18. (NAD-V-17)

“
t L

Response: The comments are noted As appropnate the comments resulted in modlf/catlon
of the SEIS text. , . oL

~ -

A.2 Public Meeting Transcript‘Excerpts and Comment Letters

Transcript of the Afternoon Public Meeting on June 25,:2002, in Louisa, Virginia

[Introduction, Mr. Cameron]

[Presentation, Mr. Tappert] v
[Presentation, Mr. Tabatabai] N
[Presentation, Mr. Kugler]

" [Presentation, Ms. Hickey]

NAD-A Mr. Wright: I'm Jack Wright, I'm with the Board of Supervisors of the 'southeastern portion ‘of
the county. And to make sure that I'm concise, and | put all my pomts in, l wnll basically read,
and make sure I can see it. : - ! -

NAD-A-1  Firstof all, North Anna is a good == they are good corporate citizens of Louisa County. They are
vital to the economic development of Louisa County for these reasons: Employment
opportunity, recreation areas for many people and thelr families, development that has been
and continues to be built around the lake. :

. L L
NAD-A-2  There are volunteer prOJects in Wthh the employees have partrmpated and these are many
: thlngs that they have done for the county, and assnsted us wrth sie T -

NAD-A-3 The voluntary contnbutrons the corporation has made to many county projects, and not least of

all the tax revenue source to the county, tremendous tax revenue.
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it is a well managed corporation. They've shown signs of this in so many ways, in the nine
years that | have lived here, which is a key to any kind of good operation.

They are very safety conscious, which is vital to our county of Louisa, and most of you have just
discussed this in some detail, but very safety conscious.

We want them to continue as a part of Louisa County for many years to come. Thank you.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you, very much, Mr. Wright. Next we are going to hear from two officials
from the safety and emergency preparedness field. First of all we are going to go to Major
Donald Lowe, who is with the Sheriff’s office in Louisa County.

Please come up here.

Major Lowe: Thank you, sir. Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. I'm Major Lowe, from the
Louisa County Sheriff’s office, and I’'m just going to take a couple of minutes of your time, and
talk a little bit about safety and security at North Anna. | have been fortunate to have a
professional working relationship with North Anna, off and on, probably for over the last 22
years, and also fortunate enough to be able to experience a lot of the programs that they have,
in terms of security.

I have been through their security training, I've been through a lot of safety training, I've seen
management’s attitude, and commitment to excellence in this field.

And | have to say that I'm extremely impressed here, not only by the quality of people, and the
quality of programs that they have, but the attitude in general. | think that they are very
concerned about this county, and the safety and welfare of this county.

And they are also good corporate neighbors for us. The things that they do for our county in
terms of support to the county itself. And | know in law enforcement agencies, and emergency
services, and other agencies, they have been tremendous in that area.

And | think you can look at that, over the last couple of weeks, it is just simply by the volunteers
that were walking up and down the streets here, in the county, picking up bags and bags on
litter, that were on the side of the road, these are volunteers. And that is all attitude.

The post 9/11 events naturally are a major concern for us here. And | can say, without getting
into a grey area about safeguards stuff, that the protection of North Anna is of paramount
importance to law enforcement agencies in this county, and surrounding counties, and the
federal government.
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And that we are aggressively pursuing all our options, and anything that is available to us, to

‘make sure that North Anna is a safe place here. That the security team down at North Anna is

probably one of the best I've seen. And the leadership there is excellent.

The training that they get in the security training down there, in some areas, probably exceeds
what the normal law enforcement agency would probably receive in some of those areas.

" Again, | feel very comfortable with North Anna being there. And | guess the only way | can kind

of prove my assertions up here is just to let you know that.over the last month or so,"we fmally
finished building our house two miles from North Anna. -

' And | feel very safe, and very happy, and | tell you, it is a pleasure to not only work with these
"people, but associate with them, and have them be a part of the community here.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you very much, Major Lowe.

Next we are going to go to Duff Green, who is with the emergency operation center in Orange
County.

Mr. Green: My name is Duff Green I'm the emergency management coordinator for Orange
County, Vrrglma ' - "
Others have given the background. I'm eighth generation native of Orange County. I'm a
graduate from the University of Virginia with a major in biology, and | appreciate the
enwronment concern that the NRC has for North Anna. : .

But being a native, here for 74 years, | have never seen a bald eagle. | served almost 20 years

on the Orange County Board of Supervisors, the following four years as chairman of the board.

LS

I'm not employed by Dominion Virginia Power, | have no relatives who work there, and | do not
own any stock in this electric company. On the other hand I've had an association with the
North Anna Nuclear Power Station since the late 19703 when | fll’St went on the Orange County
Board of Supervrsors s

[

The reason for this belng the fact that Orange is consrdered one of the five risk countles
surrounding the power station, and the board of supervisor’s charrman by Virginia law, is the
director of emergency management R
As the emergency management coordinator one of my jobs is to study, train, and malntaln
plans for a possible radiological accident that may occur at the North Anna plant.

November 2002 i A-61 -NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



NAD-C-11
I
I
|
|
|
|

NAD-C-21
|
|
I

NAD-C-4|
I
I
I

NAD-C-3|
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
NAD-D |
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Appendix A

We hold numerous drills of all kinds in cooperation with NAPS, and we make numerous visits to
the plant for training, and information. As an outsider I'm convinced that the North Anna Power
Station is an excellently run plant with highly trained professionals in charge.

They keep my office informed on all activities, even the most unimportant occurrences. There
are simulated drills by evaluators from the Federal Emergency Management Agency.

North Anna Power Station has been an outstanding neighbor in our community. It has been an
economic boom to Orange County for more than 30 years, providing well paid jobs to many of
our citizens. .

My office is staffed by more than 30 all volunteer men and women, and all the basic office’s
expenses are paid by the County Board of Supervisors, the only funding we receive in my office
comes from North Anna Power Station.

I have nothing but praise for this Dominion Virginia Power operation. Its open communication,
and it safety conscious employees. Thank you.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you very much, Mr. Green.

Before we go to some other members of the community, we are going to hear from some
officials of Dominion Virginia Power to talk, tell us a little bit about their rationale for license
renewal, their vision behind this.

And first we are going to go to Mr. Jack Davis, who is the director of nuclear safety, and
licensing, at the North Anna station, and then he will be introducing you to Jud White, who is
the environmental manager for Dominion. Jack?

Mr. Davis: Thank you. Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I'm Jack Davis, and I'm the
director of nuclear station safety and licensing at North Anna Power Station.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for holding this
important meeting to receive public comment on the NRC’s supplemental environmental impact
statement that supports Dominion’s application for license renewal for North Anna Power
Station.

We welcome the pu{blic comment process, and we believe that Dominion, Louisa County, and
other nearby communities all have a stake in the future of North Anna Power Station.
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As an _employee of Dominion I'm excited about the license renéwal for North Anna. “A renewed

- license would not only be important to Louisa County, and Virginia, but also to'me ‘and 852

other North Anna employees, whose livelihood depends upon providing safe and reliable
electricity to the customers of this state.

ey

'That is not to mention the future employees that will be requ1red to contlnue the safe operation
of the plant well into this century.

Currently North Anna provrdes about 17 percent of the electric power used in Virginia. A
renewed license would ensure that we could continue to provide'that safe, reliable power, to our
customers.

7 —

~ Additionally, renewed licenses would assure the local community that it will continue to reap the
benefit of having a large employer in the area and Louisa County would contlnue to receive the
tax revenue from the station’s operation. ‘

Just as an aside, North Anna Power Station has provided 170 million dollars in tax revenue to
Loursa County srnce the statron started burldmg some 30 years ago <. EI

| would like to dlgress for just a moment, and tell you a little bit about myself, and how | came to
be associated with North Anna Power Station. | began my professional life in the nuclear Navy,

* during which time | had the pleasure of three tours as commanding officer.

First of the USS Baton Rouge, a nuclear powered attack submarine, then the Navy’s three
reactor training facility, near Idaho Falls, Idaho. -And last, the USS L. Y Spear WhICh is a
nuclear submarine repair ship. :

| joined Dominion in the fall of 1997 as the assistant superintendent of outage and planning.
And in the summer of 1999 | entered the senior reactor operator license class, and received my
license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in October of 2000. In November of that
'same year | assumed my current dutres at the station. -+ - ’ o

o - e =

North Anna Power Station has a long hlstory of safe, reliable, and effucrent operation. Since the
1990s North Anna has conS|stently ranked as'the most efficient” producer of nuclear generated
electricity in the United States, on'a three year cost average.- "~ ' :

The station has also achieve, and contrnues to achieve high marks in safety and security

Operations.
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During the period 1993 through 1997, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, in its oversight
program, then known as the systematic assessment of licensee performance report, graded
North Anna as having superior safety performance in all station functional areas.

Under the NRC's new reactor oversight process the results of which are updated quarterly, on a
quarterly basis, on the Commission’s website, North Anna continues to fully meet the NRC
safety cornerstone objectives. .

Additionally, since 1991, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations has also consistently
awarded North Anna its highest marks for nuclear safety and operational excellence.

I

|

i

|

|

I

I

I

I

I
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| As to environmental performance, our commitment to environmental stewardship dates back to
| the construction days of the power station in '60s and "'70s. North Anna Power Station was

| designed so that the water that is used to cool the steam that generates electricity, discharges
| into an innovative 3,400 acre system of lagoons that returns the water to Lake Anna at nearly
| normal temperatures.

I - t

| We also have a conservation effort that focuses on protécting and enhéncing fish populations in
| the lake. Special structures of brush and cinder blocks were constructed and sunk in the lake
| toimprove the fish habitat.

I
|
I
I
I
I
I

NAD-D-5

Our biologists regulariy sémpfe, or ménitor the health of the fish population. And that data is
compared with data that was taken prior to our first day of operation.

These comparisons have consistently shown that North Anna Power Station is not harming the
lake’s fish population.

NAD-D-1d In preparing North Anna’s relicensing application more than 50 individuals have spent, literally,
thousands of hours reviewing all environmental aspects of continued plant operation.

I

I . ot

| The report concluded that continued operation of North Anna Power Station beyond 40 years
I will not negatively impact the environmental surrounding of the plant.

I . e

| In a moment Dr. Jud White, Dominion’s manager of environmental policy and compliance, will
| share with you more about our environmental programs, and review the findings of the NRC

| draft report.

I

I

I

Finally | would‘ like to thank you all on behalf of Dominion.for alléwing us to do business in

NAD-D-6 | Louisa County. We strive to be a good corporate citizen, and have enjoyed the professional
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supportive working relationship that we have wrth the county, and the other local commumtres

- surrounding the station.

As many of you know, Dominion has a long-standing tradition of investing in the communities it
serves through volunteer and philanthropic activities. Many of our employees demonstrate their
commitment to the community by participating in programs such as Adopt a Highway,
Thanksgiving Baskets for the Needy, blood drives, supporting the area Boy Scouts, and many
other community activities.

PV . I <4
A - - A = H

Our volunteer programs and civic participation are‘an essential element of Dominion’s corporate

phrlosophy We wrll contrnue our commttment to our communrtres |n the future

[

}

Again, | appreciate the opportunity to speak to you about North Anna Power Station’s license
renewal. | would now like Jud White, if he would provide you some more detarls on the
environmental aspects of our apphcatlon Jud’? - - TS
Dr. White: Thank you, Jack. As Jack said, my name is Jud White, I'm the environmental .
manager at Dominion, with responsibilities for environmental compliance activities at all of our
power stations in Virginia, as well as other states. But it also includes the'North Anna Power
Station. " »

| have over 25 years experience in the environmental field. My first ten years of my career |
spent at North Anna, with responsibilities for studles environmental 'studies in the Iake as well
as the downstream North Anna Rlver T . T

| do have a master’s degree in Biology, and a PhD in environmental policy. | was directly
involved and helped in assisting the Dominion nuclear team, helping them prepare the license
renewal application to'NRC. And, in partrcular I helped develop the envrronmental report to the
NRC, and coordinated with federal and state environmental agencies. -

We commend the NRC in developing what is, in my opinion, a high quality and professional
draft supplemental envifonmental impact statement.” The impact statement is a thorough, in my
opinion, and accurate scientific assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated -
with the proposed actron

We support and agree wrth the conclusrons of the NRC Staff that renewing the North Anna
Power Station operating license is a reasonable action that will not result in any noticeable

impact to the environment.
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Basically this means, as has been said several times already, that the license renewal option is
preserved, or remains acceptable for the power station to continue to provide safe and reliable,
and clean electricity to the Commonwealth of Virginia.

We prepared, over a several year pefiod, and submitted to the NRC an extensive
environmental report for license renewal that was part of the information used by NRC in
developing their supplemental environmental impact statement.

| say in part because it was just one area where the NRC relied on information. They had other
sources including what was mentioned earlier, the generic environmental impact statement, the
extensive consultation with federal, state, and local authorities, and environmental agencies,
independent review by the NRC Staff, National Laboratory consultants, and the consideration of
the public comments during the scoping process, which was held last fall, here.

Of particular note, relative to information sources, Dominion proactively engaged in discussions
and meetings with key state, federal, and environmental agency staffs very early in the license
renewal process.

This helped ensure that all issues were identified and appropriately addressed in the
environmental review submitted to NRC. Dominion also proactively communicated with
environmental and other pertinent stakeholders about license renewal.

This helped considerably, in my opinion, in the development of a th;orough and accurate report.
The report speaks specifically, and it has been mentioned somewhat previously, about specific
impacts to fish, various aquatic resources, and is listed in detail in the report.

The report goes back to studies that began in the early '70s, even before the plant went
operational. The creation of Lake Anna, a key point for this area, it created by damming up the
North Anna river, it created Lake Anna, which is a 9,600 acre impoundment.

It basically ameliorated the effects of the communities downstream from Contrary Creek, which
is a known source of acid mine drainage in the area. And as a result of impounding the river,
and creating the lake, that impact was greatly reduced.

Also many of you who are fishermen probably are well aware that Lake Anna continues to rank

high in the state as a trophy bass lake in Virginia, which is a clear indication that the underlying
food chain, on which it depends, is healthy and stable.
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Based on the review of all of the historical information, including the annual monitoring, which
does continue today, the NRC concluded that potential impacts to aquatic operations are small,
and that additional mitigation is not warranted, and we do agree with that finding.

To work with the NRC in evaluating the current applicability of the generic environmental impact
statement, that information in it, as it pertained to generic issues, requiring no further review,
Dominion developed an internal procedure, and protocol, to identify any new and sugmflcant
information related to those issues that NRC identified as genenc

As a result of that process no new information was identified, but we did go through the

. process, as it was important to do. This activity is considered very important, in my opinion, in

all license renewal projects for verification of the findings in the generic environmental impact
statement.

We also agree with the NRC findings that the potential impacts of license renewal for the
remaining environmental issues evaluate separately in the impact statement are small, and of
noteworthiness is that a significant consideration is that there is no new major constructlon or
land dlsturblng actlwty associated with this hcense renewal process.

As a result a lot of the impacts were considered small. In essence current measures to mitigate
environmental impacts associated with operations were found to be adequate.

Dominion; and its entire staff, its entire environmental staff, takes pride in its environmental
performance, and its positive relationships with environmental agency staffs, environmental
organizations, the general public, and community neighbors.

It goes without saying that developing that relationship takes time to foster, as well as a major
commitment by upper management for openness and candor, which I'm proud that we have.

Examples of these relationships that we have with the various groups and organizations,
including the Department of Environmental Quality, the Virginia Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries, Lake Anna Civic Association, as well as Lake Anna Advisory Committee, and
the River Association.

In this license renewal process we want to ensure that we continue on this path, and not do
anything adversely impacting our future performance or relationships with these groups.

vl

Dominion believes that our obligation to provide safe and reliable energy from nuclear power
extends well beyond this license renewal milestone.- Federal, state, and local oversight will
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continue to test and challenge, just as it does today, our standard of environmental excellence,

. and the conduct of our daily business.

We welcome all comments on the contents of this supplemental environmental impact
statement, during the comment period, and we look forward to working positively and
constructively with NRC staff. Thank you.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you, Jud. We are going to start with Mr. James Kogle, then we will go to
William Murphy, and then to Jerry Rosenthal. Mr. Kogle?

Mr. Kogle: Good afternoon. I'm Jim Kogle, I'm vice president of the Windwood Coves Property
Owners Association in Louisa County.

Windwood Coves represents a residential community of approximately 260 properties, which
about 50 percent are currently built up. We are a mixture of full time residents, and also some
weekend people, that are certainly enjoying the lake.

We are located about a mile north, if you will, up lake from the plant. | have been associated
with Virginia Power since | went on our first Board of Directors back in the mid-1960s, when
Windwood Coves was developed.

And | must say our experience with Virginia Power has been nothing but absolutely terrific.
They have been wonderful neighbors, very sensitive to the environment, sensitive to
recreational issues. And we certainly support, very much, the relicensing effort of the power
plant.

Thank you.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you Mr. Kogile. Next let's hear from Mr. Murphy.

Mr. Murphy: Hi, my name is Bill Murphy, I’'m a resident of Louisa County and, in fact, live right
on the lake myself.

First thing is I'm in favor of renewing the license for North Anna. | think it is a safe operation, |
think it is a benefit to the population as a whole, and Louisa County in particular.

Second is | would like to encourage NRC to very carefully consider the credibility situation

following the Davis-Besse incident. And we ask, did you analyze so and s0? You said, yes, we
analyzed it. Butitis your credibility that lets the public accept that statement of analysis.
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Third is actually the plant is a benefit to the environment.--Mr. Green hasn't seen any eagles,
but we have certainly seen them. There are a couple that fish on Contrary creek, there is one
that fishes right across from us at the state park. - - -

And at one time we were sitting out, and there was one fishing right in front of our house. So
we know there are eagles there, we've seen them.

The second part of the environment is the Warm blooded part, and that is there is estimated that

there are about 500 beavers around the lake. That population has remained constant over the
past 20 years.

We have seen fresh water otters, muskrats there as well. And so |.would go to the other side
and say that the existence of the plant is actually a benefit to the habitat of the W|Idl|fe and has
increased the wildlife around in this area.

So the final close, we are in favor of renewing the license, and thanks for the statement.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you, very much, Mr. Murphy. -And let's ’go to Mr. Rosenthal.

Mr. Rosenthal: I'm Jerry Rosenthal, I'm the president of Concerned Citizens of Louisa County.

‘We have been an environmental organization dealing with North Anna for over 25 years.

Been involved with the Concerned Citizens since Virginia Power first proposed transshipping
waste from Surrey, to store up at North Anna, which they assured us if they did not get that
waste moved from Surrey to North Anna, they were going to close North Anna. - Of course that
never happened. We will deal with that.-- - -

A few other quick notes. I'm a fifth generation Virginian, I'm a stock owner on Dominion Power,
and | have a list of comments, and I'm going to comment by the page number. And you can
take it from there, out of the book. . : .

On page 2-10 it says: There is going to be increased liquid waste releases in the next 20 years.
The question with all the releases, and the stuff, the gaseous; the liquid, or the solid waste, is
we are talking about comparative versus cumulative.

There are going to be greater releases if the plént is extended for 20 years. That is logical.
They are there, it is going to be operating. - They may not be releasing more five years from
now, than they are releasing now, but cumulatively they will be releasing more.

November 2002 . A-69 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



NAD-H-61
|
|
|

NAD-H-71
|
I
|

NAD-H-8|
|
|
|

NAD-H-9l

Appendix A

On 2-12, the low level compact for radiological waste, is non-operational. Barnwell promises to
close to outside, people from outside South Carolina. The low level waste is currently stored
on-site, including two generators, with no plans to be cut and removed.

There are significant problems with storage, disposal, and accumulation of low level solid
waste, radioactive. ’ ‘ *

| heard a person laugh about the chance of a tornado striking the plant. What are the chances
that four airplanes would be simultaneously hijacked and flown into public buildings? These
same people would have laughed a year ago if somebody had said this. But we have to deal
with possibilities.

On 2-27, and following the pages there, they keep referring to Richmond County. Richmond
County happens to be all the way on the eastern part of Virginia, not anywhere near here. All of
the comments related to the sociological stuff that relate to Richmond County are ridiculous,
they have nothing to do, and they should not belong in there at all.

On 2-41, Tradewinds they put in there as a major employer, they folded. Actually the major
employment in the county, outside of Dominion Power, are the schools and the government,
which were not mentioned at all.

In 4-4, they say thermal stratification to the lake is not a problem, but on 4-16 it is noted in the
thing as pronounced in the lake. I'm not sure how you can either have it pronounced and not a
problem, or maybe stratification is not a problem.

On 4-24, long term effects of exposure to low level radiation has not been studied, we don't
have information. What are the effects for 30 years? So we are having a hard problem to
know how these effects could be judged or estimated.

On 4-40 Virginia Dominion Power is building a new building at the plant site, which is going to
affect water use and quality, as well as discharge. That information is not included in here.
This new building was just announced this month.

On 5-5, the NRC and VEPCO'’s reports have been challenged by many people, their
mathematical modeling. And | don't even need to go much further than just saying that all of
those mathematical models are sort of bogus.

In 6-3 and following, let's get the figures right'out there. How many tons of uranium are going
to be mined, how many tons are going to be processed? What are the effects? They are
saying, right in there, 12 additional cancer fatalities are going to be expected because of the
renewal of this license.
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Who, in Louisa County, wants a member of their family to be one of those 12?7 You live here
in the county, do you want a friend or a member of your family, your grandchild, your child, to
be one of these additional 12 cancer fatalities?
What kinds of cancer, how many additional cases of cancer? These are fatalities. -They are
saying there is no significant impact, and we are talking about 12 people who are gorng to die.
That i |s no |mpact7 '
There is a financial impact, there is an'emotional impact. Specifically it is going to affect the
people who live up at the lake. | think they should know that.
Go back to your association and tell them that 12 additional people, there are-12 additional
~cases of cancer, and see what type of support you get.

NAD-H-11  On 6-8, on-site spent fuel. The pool is not desrgned to hold the waste for more than X number
of years. And from its original desrgn they ve already crammed more fuel in there than was
originally desrgned ;

We need to have an analysis of what are the effects of a concrete pool with another 20 years,
NAD-H-19  with all that radiation. The pads are limited. Louisa County has the right to limit storage of

waste on those pads

That was part of the condrtlonal use permit: If the county limits the waste storage on the pads,

what are the effects, where are they going to put the waste?

If we are openlng for 20 more years, and the county doesn't allow it, where is that waste going’
to be? If they don't allow it there, they are going to have to have another one, and there is
going to be an environmental impact. ; -

NAD-H-12  When we start talking about the 8-23, natural gas, two new natural gas plants are already
being built in this area. One in Gordonsvrlle and one | Fluvana. Another one is proposed in
Gum Springs. AR I

" These plants already have natural gas,”and transmission lines, and can produce up to 65
percent of North Anna’s annual net output. The whole discussion they had in there about
putting a natural gas plant at North Anna, and having to bring natural gas lines from
Gordonsville and all this disruption it was just a waste of time and energy.

AR LN o i

That wasn’t going to happen. Dominion already is one of the largest natural gas producers
and marketers in the country. They are putting up natural gas plants, they've canceled, in the
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last year, they've canceled more plants than had the output of North Anna, that they had
already announced.

There is a surplus of electricity right now, and a surplus of plants. The plants are being
canceled. :

In 8-45 and following, again the discussion, no one source has to replace all of North Anna’s
production. Which was also noted earlier in there, by doing things like reduction on demand,
or a combination. This entire section is fundamentally flawed, logically and realistically.

And that is even noted, later, on page 8-49. The Staff’s conclusion that these things could
happen is seriously flawed. Dominion itself is constructing new power plants.

And conservation and management demand could, by itsélf, save if they close North Anna,
could save all of the production that is going on right there.

On 8-15, DOE Secretary Abraham has already determined that Yucca does not have enough
space for the current waste that is being produced at the nuclear power plants. They can’t put
the high level waste away. And now we are going to add 20 more years. Where is that going
to go? ‘

They don't have it, it is a fundamental flaw, you can'’t produce it if you' don't have a place for it
to go. Even with Yucca fully operational, they can’t take the waste from the nuclear power
plants. -

It is ridiculous to say we will do it, and then we will deal with it later. On 8-15 and 16, with
MOX, Virginia Power is not out of the contract, they have not signed out of the contract on
MOX. They bring the letter saying they are not going to do it.

They flip flopped, lied, whatever, you want to say, three or four times about their use of MOX.
If MOX is used here, that changes the profile of the storage, waste, and all accidents. And
significantly changes the environmental review.

Lastly, concerning security, I've been around the world since 9/11, and | can tell you this. We
are not prepared, we are not prepared for what is going to happen, and we are not prepared
for the response.

¥

ltis a sad thing, America is a wonderful open society, and we are just not ready. So |

. encourage the NRC to take this very seriously, and look at it, and try to deal with the real
. reality of this new world since 9/11. Thank you.
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Mr. Cameron: Thank you, Mr. Rosenthal for those detailed comments. ,

Before | ask Andy to address the question from before, we did get a letter from the Town
Manager here in Louisa, Mr. Morrison, who couldn’t be with us today, and we are going to,
attach that to the transcript.

But because it has been submitted | thought | would just read one main paragraph, for your
information. It doesn’t mean anything more than that. And this is from Mr. Morrrson Town
Manager of the Town of Louisa. oy

NAD-Y-4 North Anna Power Station commitment to the environment is above reproach. Nuclear energy
itself does not produce any of the air emissions associated with fossil fuel generation plants.
Thus nuclear generation helps to protect the environment. The companys conservation
efforts focus on protecting and enhancing fish populatlons as well as migratory birds through
policies, procedur_es and permits obtained from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service.

As good stewards to the environment Dominion biologists regularly monitor the health of ﬁsh‘
populatlons with no harmful results found. As | perceive it, North Anna Nuclear Power Station
is environmentally safe, environmentally sound and envrronmentally responsrble

If you want to see the entire letter it is on the transcript. And, Andy, I will just ask you to make
sure that we have a copy of this, also, to take back to Rockville with us.

Now, Andy, do you have -- are you ready to respond to the question that was asked
previously?

“Mr. Kugler: Je‘rry,-you raised a question r_elate’d‘to ,the inspections of the vessel heads, and
results of that. ) )
What | have here is a letter that Dominion wrote back to us. This is in response to bulletin
2002-01. And I believe that bulletin was as a result of -- that may be the result of the Davis-
Besse —

But, at any rate, they have inspected the vessel heads. And I think this may be what you were
referring to. On North Anna Unit 1 they did find some boron deposits on the reactor vessel
head. -

And what | was sayrng was they drdn t flnd any wastage In other words there was boron
there, but it had not been corroded the metal. | guess | believe that -- I'm not an expert in this
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area, but | believe that they indicated that it had not been there very long, or at least it had not
had an environment that encouraged the corrosion.

The boron deposits by themselves won't corrode it, you have to have moisture. And normally
there is plenty of moisture in the containment, that is the nature of it.

I'm trying to see what else I've hlghllghted here. There is a degradation, in other words,
wastage of the reactor vessel head base metal was not observed on the reactor vessel head,
including the area around the penetrations that are required in care or evaluation, and the
boric acid residue deposits were removed, visual inspections were performed.

I'm trying to see if there is anythlng else. In the case of North Anna Unit 1, and Surry Unit 1,
even where leakage was suspected no evidence of reactor vessel head degradation was
found, and the repairs were completed, and should prevent future leakage at the affected
location. So do you know, were you referring to the places where they found boron, is that
what you were refergng to?

Mr. Rosenthal: 1 hadread in the internet stery, in response to Davis-Besse, in which they
listed the reactors which they had found -- | mean, it came from Reuter’s, so it is hard to tell
what they really were commenting on.

But they had mentioned different reactors around the country, and North Anna was in there,
and it said, | think they said 17 or 19 spots of boron degradation. Now, | don't know if it is
degradation, or -

Mr. Kugler: Right. This report doesn't list how many, but it does indicate there were places
where there were boron deposits, but there wasn't any sign of where it actually corroded.
That is the report that we received.

Mr. Cameron: And | think those are the facts in that report, and the term used was deposits.
Okay, thank you.

Was there anybody else who wanted to make a statement before we adjourn?

(No response.)

Mr. Cameron: We are going to be here tonight at 7 o'clock for a meeting, open house at
6 o'clock, for those of you who might want to talk with us.
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But thank you for concern, comments, detailed comments, your questions are always "
important for us to heed the admonitions about the credibility of our program. And so we
thank you all. And we will be here at 7 o’clock. We are adjourned. T

(Whereupon, at 3:25 p.m. the above-entitled matter was concluded.)
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Transcript of the Evening Public Meeting on June 25, 2002, in Louisa, Virginia

[Introduction, Mr. Cameron}-
[Presentation, Mr. Tappert]
[Presentation, Mr. Tabatabai]
[Presentation, Mr. Kugler]
[Presentation, Ms. Hickey]

Mr. Barnes: Good evening. I'm Fitzgerald Barnes, | represent the Patrick Henry District, in
the Louisa County Board of Supervisors. This is my second term.

Without a doubt, when you talk about the term that we all hear, on commercial, like a good
neighbor State Farm is there, you can use that with Virginia Power.

Never had a case where we didn’t look to an answer they had where we didn't get it. Their
employees, without a doubt, the volunteer hours that they put in this community, is not
duplicated at all by anybody.

We had a playground, a park that we tried to get up and running, and their volunteer staff
went over there, and their employees went over there and made it a reality where kids could
go over there and have an opportunity.

But that is just the tip of the iceberg, some of the things that they do here. The library, they
contributed funds, and things of that nature, in the community.

From an education standpoint, being a rural county we would not enjoy the things that we
enjoy from an educational standpoint, without Virginia Power.

I’'m very proud of our school system, of the technology that we have here. Those things we
get from Virginia Power. But most of all is the openness that Virginia Power has brought.

If something happens, as an elected official, | get a phone call. | don’t read it in the paper
first. Somebody from Virginia Power makes sure that we know first-hand anything that we
need to know.

And a lot of companies don't do that, a lot of people can’t say that. And I'm very, very proud
that we have them here as a neighbor.
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NAD-M-4 ~ From an economic standpoint a lot of families enjoy a good quality of life because of the
employment opportunities here, from Virginia Power. A lot of families would not have the
opportuntty to make the amount of money they do if Virginia Power were not here.

B 1=

" Sometimes | joke with people and I tell people | say, we wou|dn’t be on the map if it was not
for Virginia Power in this county. And in fact | was in a meeting the other day and [ just -
realized that we are probably one of the few localities in the state that offer, you go to the
landfill free; and things of that nature, don’t pay fees, as of right now, and that is because of

- the tax dollars and things that we get from Vrrglnra Power. .

NAD-M-5 So without a doubt I'm in support of Vlrgtnla Power. Like | said before, it is, wnthout effort they
always come to our aid, and this is something that they do.

But I'm in support of the application. :.An‘d if my two cents count, | would like for them to count,
and 'm in support of Virginia Power’s application. 2 : -
Mr. Cameron: Thank you very much, Supervisor Barnes. And now we are going to go to Dr.
Morgan, who is also on the Louisa County Board of Supervisors.

NAD-N - -Dr. Morgan: Good evening, I'm Dr. David Morgan, I'm the Supervisor from the Green Springs
District here in Louisa County, | work as a radiation oncologist. Basically, | use radiation to
treat cancer.

In my previous life in the Navy, where | spent 15 years, | worked as a submanne medlcal
officer, so | had experience with radiation protection, as well and transferred that to oncology

in mypnvate Ilfe afterlleftthe Navy AR ‘ : A

Basncally, I m not going to rerterate what Mr Barnes has talked about in terms of the economrc
impacts of Virginia Power, | think those are obvious. But | think that safety and secunty come
first, in my mind, and the economic lmpacts come second. © FLro .

NAD-N-1 The group at North Anna is probably one of the most professional ,organizations that I've had
the pleasure to work with. These folks really do put safety and security above all else.

They have an operation that has multiple security checks, safety checks, both radiologic and
security checks, based on other types of threats. And | think that'is important ] for the
community to know. - CoL o , . -y

3 N - N . - AT
These folks really have a good quality management, and quality improvement system in
place, a lot of checks and balances. The organizations like NRC, regulatory bodies kind of

f -
f
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overlooking, and the oversight committees that look over North Anna really do a good job in
making sure that the public in the area is safe.

| think, you know, my personal bias is for nuclear power. 1 think it has been a proven méthod
of power generation here in the United States: I'm really not going to debate the benefits of it
here tonight. ° ‘ o

Just to say that of the units in the United States, | think North Anna has one of the best safety
records out there. | think they've had an exemplary performance as far as safety and security
is concerned, and | would wholeheartedly support their application for their 20 year renewal on
their license. Thank you. ‘

NAD-N-2

I

!

I

|

I

I

I

I

I

I

|

I :
| Mr. Cameron: Thank you, Dr. Morgan. And next we are going to go to Brooks Besley who is
| on the Town Council of the town of Mineral, and also on the Planning Commission. And then
| we are going to get to Mike Schiemmen from Louisa Emergency Services. Mr. Besley?
I

NAD-O | Mr. Besley: Thank you; Mr. Cameron.

| - ‘ ‘

| I'm here on behalf of the Town of Mineral Town Council. Thank you for this opportunity. The

I Town and North Anna have enjoyed a very long, very positive relationship. Thirty-four years

| ago the announcement for this project was made at a meeting in the town of Mineral.

I

|

I

I

I

I

|

I

I

|

|

I

I

I

I

|

|

Shortly thereafter Stone and Webster came, set up a field office, lots of employment followed,
a lot of jobs. The retail merchants truly enjoyed the impact.
NAD-O-1 But the dollar aspect is probably a type of comment you all hear everywhere. The people at
the power plant, the employees there, have set a tremendous standard for us to follow, as far
as involvement in the community, their volunteerism.

They -- | recall the first place | was aware of that was the elementary schools had science
fairs. They always had folks from the power plant to act as judges in the appropriate areas,
and they are very positive, and very significant impact there, brought the image up for our
science fair participation.
NAD-O-2 Basically lots of changes taking place in the last 34 years, a very positive impact on our
community, our town. We've enjoyed the past 34, and we hope there is another, at least 34.
And at that time | hope there is someone here, standing, that says we have had €8, and we
want 68 more. It has been very positive. Thank you.
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Mr. Cameron Thank you very much Councﬂman Besley.
Next let’s hear from Mike Schlemmen, who is with Louisa Emergency Services. Thanks
Mike.

N B
- i Pl -

NAD-P Mr. Schlemmen: Good evening. You are ‘going to have to excuse me. | have been two
places at once tonight, I've got two meetings going on at the same time. : ‘
My position for the County is the ’emergency services coordinator. "And what that position
does is basically provide the locality’s response in case there is an emergency for North Anna,
or any type of emergency, where we have to declare, where the County Board of Supervrsors
declares a local emergency. - Lo - ,

One thing my experience, and | have been in the field, I'm a fire fighter, piain and simple. I'm
“the guy that rides in, you saw those folks going into New York, that i is what | did for many
years. - So you are looklng atitfroma flre flghters pomt of view. . . !

I've been in the field for 25 years, I've worked different areas, hazardous materials response
has been my last position, with the state, pnor to commg to Louisa County

NAD-P-1 One thlng | do have to say about Dominion Generation, or Virginia' Power, is that to them
safety is ]Ob one, it is a concern, they have a very great concern for the communlty
And | will explain this to you, because when | flrst came here, and when | was notmed that I --
when | accepted the position here three years ago as emergency services coordinator, the
folks from Dominion Generation worked in the same building. They had a representatlve that
worked in the same building W|th radlologrcal hazmat response.
And when they found out that | was coming up here we sat down, and met, and began to learn
the process. To me radiation was, God-awful thing. 1 began to learn, through education, and
the process of what they were discussing, and in my own background that it is somethlng not
to be feared, we can deal with it, and work with it. -

And | feel very comfortable with them. They have been a great help to my office. I've taken
an office here and we have been slowly growing. A lot of things coming forth. And if it wasn't
for the help of Dominion Generation, | don’t know where ' we would be at.

NAD-P-2 | can pick up the phone and call their emergency preparedness people and say, look, | need

some assistance, and | will get a phone call back and get some assustance and whatever | -
need.: " 7 - . . : :
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So I'm very grateful to those folks. Our relationship has grown over the three years. One of
the things | do want to advise the citizens of Louisa County, which we have, and you folks in
the NRC, is that we had our last drill in December of 2000.

Boy, you talk about being nervous going through that. It was a great deal, | think we had
some of the folks from the NRC here. We also had FEMA. It was a graded exercise, and a
lot of things ride on that, how the localities respond to a potential incident.

And if we did not do things right it could affect the operation of the plant. So you can say |
was put on the hot seat. One of the things that we did before that drill was work with
Dominion Generation, work with the Department of Emergency Management in Richmond,
held a lot of training, brought our people up to speed. And our last drill, it was the best that
Louisa has ever done.

We received no new issues, no new ARCAEs, it was just one of those things that occurred, and
how well prepared. That plan, we are getting ready to go through this drill July 16th. 1 will tell
you that we have been working constantly on that plan, updating, upgrading it, because our
concern is for the citizens right there.

Safety is so much of a concern that what we have done in the county, just for your
information, is as new developments go up around the lake, within the 10 mile EPZ, we have
kind of an informal agreement with the planning office, when a request for rezoning, or putting
in a development into the ten mile EPZ comes across the planner’s desk, and the Planning
Commission, it comes down to my office for a review, we request siren easements.

| think this is one of the only localities in the area, and actually in the state, that has requested
siren easements. So if you are going to put a new subdivision up around that lake, we would
like to have a place that we can put a siren to eliminate sending people in for alarming, that
we can blow that siren, and it frees our people up to do other things.

So these are some of the new |n|t|at|ves that we've done in working with Virginia Power. And |
do have to say it has been a very successful operation.

- As | said, I'm a fire fighter, dealt with hazardous materials, and environmental impact. | know

this is an environmental impact statement. | think dealing with hazardous materials, dealing
with the terrorism threat that we've been doing, and one thing that we have been putting into
our plan, is dealing with the potential terrorism threat. It is out there.

[ think the environmental impact of every day hazardous materials that come through this
community, | fear are much more greater, than | do the nuclear power plant having a problem.
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There is a lot of chemicals, and a lot of things that come through, that can do just as much
harm, quicker, than radiation from the power plant. So we are preparing ourselves for
everything in all categories.

We have major interstates and railroads that go through here every day.” And one thing | can
rely on is the expertise, and the assistance of Virginia Power to assist us in those areas also.

I

So | just wanted to give you a little perspective of emergency services. Thank you.
Mr. Cameron: Thank you, very much, Mike.

It is always useful to hear from the company in terms of the rationale for the license renewal
application, and some of the details behind that. And we are going to have Jack Davis, who is
the director of nuclear safety and licensing, at the North Anna Station, talk to us.

And then he is going to introduce Jud White, who is over here, as the environmental manager
for Dominion. And then we are going to go to some citizens in the community who have
signed up to speak. Jack?

NAD-Q Mr. Davis: Thanks, Chip. Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. As Chip said, I'm Jack

Davis, andI'm the director of -nuclear station safety and licensing at North Anna Power
Station. o ‘ ‘

I would like to take this opportunity to thank the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for holding
this important meeting to receive public comment on the NRC’s supplemental environmental
impact statement that supports Dominion’s application for license renewal for North Anna

Power Station.

_ e

We welcome the public comment process, and we believe that Dominion, Louisa County, and
other nearby communities all have a stake in the future of North Anna Power Station.

NAD-Q-1 As an employee of Dominion I’'m excited about the license renewal for North Anna. "A
renewed license would not only be important to Louisa County, and Virginia, but also to me
and 852 other North ‘Anna employees; whose livelihood depends upon providing safe and
reliable electricity to the customers of this state.

NAD-Q-8 That is not to mention the future employees that will be reqwred to continue the safe operatlon
of the plant well into this century. .

.
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Currently North Anna provides about 17 percent of the electric power used in Virginia. A
renewed license would ensure that we could continue to provide that safe, reliable power, to
our customers.

Additionally, renewed licenses would assure the local community that it will continue to reap
the benefit of having a large employer in the area, and Louisa County would continue to
receive the tax revenue from the station’s operation.

Just as an aside, North Anna Power Station has provided 170 million dollars in tax revenue to
Louisa County since the station started building some 30 years ago.

| would like to digress for just a moment, and tell you a little bit about myself, and how | came
to be associated with North Anna Power Station. | began my professional life in the nuclear
Navy, during which time | had the pleasure of three tours as commanding officer -- first of the
USS Baton Rouge, a nuclear powered attack submarine, then the Navy’s three reactor
training facility, near ldaho Falls, Idaho. And last, the USS L.Y. Spear, which is a nuclear
submarine repair ship.

| joined Dominion in the fall of 1997 as the assistant superintendent of outage and planning.
And in the summer of 1999 | entered the senior reactor operator license class, and received
my license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in October of 2000. In November of that
same year | assumed my current duties at the station.

North Anna Power Station has a long history of safe, reliable, and efficient operation. Since
the 1990s North Anna has consistently ranked as the most efficient producer of nuclear
generated electricity in the United States, on a three year cost average.

The station has also achieved, and continues to achieve, high marks in safety and security
performance from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and from the Institute of Nuclear
Power Operations. -

During the period 1993 through 1997, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, in its oversight
program, then known as the systematic assessment of licensee performance report, graded
North Anna as having superior safety performance in all station functional areas.

Under the NRC’s new reactor oversight process, the results of which are updated quarterly, on

a quarterly basis, on the Commission’s website, North Anna continues to fully meet the NRC
safety cornerstone objectives.
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Additionally, since 1991, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations has also consistently
awarded North Anna its highest marks for nuclear safety and operational excellence.

As to environmental performance, our commitment to environmental stewardship dates back
to the construction days of the power station in ’60s and '70s. North Anna Power Station was
designed so that the water that is used to cool the steam that generates electricity, discharges
into an innovative 3,400 acre system of lagoons that returns the water to Lake Anna at nearly
normal temperatures. ' - -

NAD-Q-5 We also have a conservation effort that focuses on protecting and enhancing fish populations
in the lake. Special structures of brush and cinderblocks were constructed and sunk in the
lake to improve the fish habitat.

Our biologists regularly sample, or monitor the health of the fish population. And that data is
compared with data that was taken prior to our first day of operation.

These comparisons have consnstently shown that North Anna Power Station is not harming
the lake’s fish populatlon A

NAD-Q-10  In prepanng North Annas relicensing application -more than 50 individuals have spent,
literally, thousands of hours reviewing all environmental aspects of continued plant operation.

The report concluded that continued operation of North Anna Power Station beyond 40 years "
will not negatively impact the environment surrounding the plant.

In a moment Dr. Jud White, Dominion’s manager of environmental policy and compliance, will

share with you more about our environmental programs, and review the findings of the NRC

draft report. : *

Finally, | would like to thank you all on behalf of Dominion for allowing us to do business in
NAD-Q-6 Louisa County. We strive to be a good corporate citizen, and have enjoyed the professional

supportive working relationship that we have with the county, and the other local communltles

surrounding the station. e

NAD-Q-7  As many of you know, Dominion has a long-standing tradition of investing in the communities
it serves through volunteer and philanthropic activities. Many of our employees demonstrate
their commitment to the community by.participating in programs such as Adopt a Highway,
Thanksgiving Baskets for the Needy, blood drives, supporting the area Boy Scouts, and many

- other community activities. ¢ LT ; N .

+
s
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Our volunteer programs and civic participation are an essential element of Dominion’s
corporate philosophy. We will continue our commitment to our communities in the future.

Again, | appreciate the opportunity to speak to you about North Anna Power Station’s license
renewal. | would now like Jud White, if he.would provide you some more details on the
environmental aspects of our application. Jud?

Dr. White: Thank you, Jack. As Jack said, my name is Jud White, I'm the environmental
manager at Dominion, with responsibilities for environmental compliance activities at all of our
power stations in Virginia, as well as other states. But it also includes the North Anna Power
Station.

I have over 25 years experience in the environmental field. My first ten years of my career |
spent at North Anna, with responsibilities for studies, environmental studies in the lake, as well
as the downstream North Anna River.

I do have a master’s degree in Biology, and a PhD in environmental policy. | was directly
involved and helped in assisting the Dominion nuclear team, helping them prepare the license
renewal application to NRC. And, in particular, | helped develop the environmental report to
the NRC, and coordinated with Federal and state environmental agencies.

We commend the NRC in developing what is, in my opinion, a high quality and professional
draft supplemental environmental impact statement. The impact statement is a thorough, in
my opinion, and accurate scientific assessment of the potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

We support and agree with the conclusions of the NRC Staff that renewing the North Anna
Power Station operating license is a reasonable action that will not result in any noticeable
impact to the environment.

Basically this means, as has been said several times already, that the license renewal option
is preserved, or remains acceptable for the power station to continue to provide safe and
reliable, and clean electricity to the Commonwealth of Virginia.

We prepared, over a several year period, and submitted to the NRC an extensive
environmental report for license renewal that was part of the information used by NRC in
developing their supplemental environmental impact statement.

I say in part because it was just one area where the NRC relied on information. They had
other sources including what was mentioned earlier, the Generic Environmental Impact
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Statement, the extensive consultation with Federal, state, and local authorities, and

environmental agencies, independent review by the NRC Staff, National Laboratory

consultants, and the consideration of the public dunng the scoplng process, which was held
c Iast fall, here. - .

- Of particular note, relative to information sources, Dominion proactively engaged in e
discussions and meetings with key state, Federal, and environmental agency staffs very early
in the license renewal process.

H oo

This helped ensure that all issues were identified and appropriately addressed in the
environmental review submitted to NRC. Dominion also proactively communlcated with
env:ronmental and other pertinent stakeholders about license renewal. ¢

This helped conS|derably, in my opinion, in the development of a thorough and accurate
report. The report speaks specifically, and it has been mentioned somewhat previously, about
specific impacts to fish, various aquatic resources, and is listed in detail in the report.”

The report goes back to studies that began in the early '70s, even before the plant went
operational. The creation of Lake Anna, a key point for this area, it created by damming up
the North Anna river, it created Lake Anna ‘which is a 9 600 acre |mpoundment

It basncally ameliorated the effects on the communities downstream from Contrary Creek,
which is a known source of acid mine drainage in the area. And as a result of tmpoundlng the
river,-and creating the lake, that impact was greatly reduced. -
1t sy - R

Also many of you who are fishermen probably are well aware that Lake Anna contmues to’
rank high in the state as a trophy bass lake in Virginia, which is a clear mdlcatlon that the
underlymg food chain, on which it depends is healthy and stab!e : -
NAD-R-3 Based on the review of all of the historical |nformat|on, mcludmg the annual monitoring, which

does continue today, the NRC concluded that potential impacts to aquatic operations are

small, and that additional mitigation is not warranted, and we do agree with that finding.

To work with the NRC in evaluating the current applicability of the 'generic environmental
impact statement, that information in it, as it pertained to generic issues, requiring no further
review; Dominion developed an internal procedure, and protocol, to identify any new and

significant information related to those issues that NRC identified as generic.

NAD-R-4 As a result of that process no new information was identified, but we did go through the’
process, as it was important to do. This activity is considered very important, in my opinion, in
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all license renewal projects for verlflcatlon of the findings in the generic environmental impact
statement. .

N L P
We also agree with the NRC findings that the potential impacts of license renewal for the
remaining environmental issues evaluated separately in the impact statement are small, and
of noteworthiness is that a significant consideration is that there is no new major construction
or land disturbing activity associated with this license renewal process.

As a result a lot of the impacts were considered small. In essence current measures to
mitigate environmental impacts associated with operations were found to be adequate.
Dominion, and its entire staff, its entire environmental staff, takes pride in its environmental
performance, and its positive relationships with environmental agency staffs, environmental
organizations, the general public, and community neighbors.

It goes without saying that developing that relationship takes time to foster, as well as a major
commitment by upper management for openness and candor, which I'm proud that we have.

Examples of these relationships that we have with the various groups and organizations,
including the Department of Environmental Quality, the Virginia Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries, Lake Anna Civic Association, as well as Lake Anna Advisory Committee, and
the River Association. ,

H
In this license renewal process we want to ensure that we continue on this path, and not do
anything adversely impacting our future performance or relationships with these groups.

Dominion believes that our obligation to provide safe and reliable energy from nuclear power
extends well beyond this license renewal milestone. Federal, state, and local oversight will
continue to test and challenge, just as it does today, our standard of environmental
excellence, and the conduct of our daily business.

We welcome all comments on the contents of this supplemental environmental impact
statement, during the comment period, and we look forward to workmg posmvely and
constructnvely with NRC staff. Thank you.

Mr. Cameron:’ Thank you, Jud. Next we are going to go to lone Dusinberre, and then to
Marione Cobb. And, lone, would you mind coming up to the microphone for us?

Ms. Dusinberre: My name is lone Dusinberre, I live in Louisa County, the Mineral district.
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NAD-S-1 | particularly enjoyed hearing North Anna’s mention of aging. The 20 years I've been here, so
20 years North Anna has been here..:Pretend this is a tin can stress, stress, stress, stress.
_North Anna has undergone 20 years of stress. - T

What happens? Fatigue. I'm very fearful that we will have another Chernobyl here.
Everywhere you go you hear, it couldn’t happen here, it couldn’t happen to me. All kinds of
accidents, it wouldn’t be me, couldn’t be me. - :
NAD-S-2 North Anna has been a fantastic providet: of safety. But whetiif we put the thousands of hours
-that you put in, what if we put it into alternative sources? -

If we give a thought to eomethiné di‘fkferent, wouldn’t we have a beautiful future? -
Mr. Cameron: lone, thank-you very much. Marione, are you ready’7

NAD- Ms Cobb Good evenlng, I'm Manone Cobb a semi- retlred former social worker. | Ilve
NAD-I-2 currently, here in Louisa County. And like lone, | see the beauties of alternative energy
compared with a life threatening continuation of the nuclear energy plant.
We've heard many people address this evenlng the let's see, I'm jUSt glancmg through my
notes, the 50 individuals, thousands of hours that have gone into studylng the safety issues,

, and evaluating them, looking at the larger picture. - -

This is because there is a basic threat in the operation of this plant, here in our county, and
NAD-I-3 anywhere, everywhere, in this country. If we had given the supports, the financial incentives
. to alternative energy that we've given to the nuclear industry, we would not be currently living
with the threats that, for instance, the nuclear waste disposal brings, effectively to our
doorstep if the North Anna plant is going to be transporting toxic waste.

And, of course, that is now before the Senate, there is the veto from the Governor of Nevada
has been overridden in ‘the House, and the Senate is now considering approving Yucca
Mountain. And of course, there seems to be little alternative. e - -

NAD-I-4 Where else do we want this toxic waste to sit, as it is at North Anna, in the caskets, casks |
should say, but maybe caskets is more appropnate and be subject to the effects of weather,
the effects of time, it is a s:ttmg time bomb in my estimation.

Again, I'm glancing at my notes. Louisa is -- gets -- has gotten ten million dollars in taxes. Mr.

Root, | believe, stated that it has raised us from one of the poorest counties in Virginia, to our
current standard of living here.
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We have good schools, we have good foads. Thisis a terrible choice for our Board of
Supervisors, and other public servants, because they see the benefits of this money, they see
the benefits of the philanthropy that the power plant employees have given to the county, and
to our children.

Nevertheless, as a concerned citizen | look at the larger picture, | believe, and see that the
threat continues to exist. | think , as | already stated, that if we put the monies that we put into
nuclear energy into alternative energy, we would not have to live with this threat.

The cost of nuclear power is borne by taxpayers in general, as well as‘by rate payers. The
nuclear waste costs are insufficient to be covered by funds set aside for disposal and
decommissioning of plants. More waste, another 20 years, or however many years, means
more taxes, perhaps hidden taxes. ‘

It is hidden from us, nuclear energy has in the past often called itself cheap, safe, economical.
There are taxes going to support the plants, and to support the decommissioning, enormous
amounts of money. Nuclear energy is not economical.

I believe the facility was designed, it was stated that some systems in the facility were
designed for the current licensing length. Mention has been made of the aging process issue.
And the many attempts that have been, that are being made to address it. There is also
repetition of a phrase, cost beneficial. So we are not going to have a new plant, we are going
to look at the cost beneficial aspects in replacing older items.

As a former resident of New York state I'm sure, | remember and you, of course, undoubtedly

" remember the crash of, was it a Bo‘eing 747, on Long Island? And they said, something must

have aged, something must -- we didn'’t count on that, that was entirely unantncnpated It was
not terrorists, it was an aging piece of equipment.

We've seen, recently, at the Davis-Besse plant in Ohio, that aging parts can be a route to
catastrophic failure, without warning. Extensuon of the license of this plant increases the
danger to our community.

And we are, of course, hearing about the churches, the schools, the homes, that the nuclear
waste casks will pass by, if and when transported to Yucca Mountain. A constant threat to
my, and | believe to your, well-being. Thank you.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you very much, Marione. And next we are going to go to Adriane
Dellorco.
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NAD-K * Ms. Dellorco: Hi, I'm Adriane Dellorco. I'm an environmental studies student at Oberlin
College in Ohio. And listening through the discussion of this environmental impact statement |
see three thlngs mlssmg from this conversation.

i

NAD-K-3 One prlmary thmg is that in all the analysis of the envnronmental |mpact that the shlppmg, and
the toxic waste storage was never looked at, and | think that is a major piece of this puzzle,

- - that we are basically shipping off our dangerous and threatening waste off to somewhere else,
so that someone else can deal withit. . -~ ~ - - ot . -

H

NAD-K-4 And we reap the benefits of having, you know, greater taxes in our area. Andsol would like
*to think about what if we were the commumty where this waste was belng shnpped"
NAD-K-5 And the second part of this that | see is that the analysis said that other alternatlves to nuclear
power show moderate to some -- some alternatives show moderate to large impacts while the
nuclear power shows small impacts.. « . -_° Cen v

P . ".«»

- ' . 1

But does it also point out that other impacts do other alternatives do show probably even
smaller impacts to the environment, such as wind, solar, and hydropower'? That was also
somewhat omitted from this conversation., |, - - oo :

-Third, most people that are supporting the nuclear power plant are touting the economic
NAD-K-6 benefits to this community. And, to me, that just exemplifies an environmental injustice, in
which communities of lower income have been historically placed as sites for nuclear power
- plants to create a dependency upon the nuclear power plants by prowdlng it with money, and
community service. S Coe T
And so | would just like to point out that we are contlnumg this dependency that has already
begun and | think it is an unhealthy one. . - - - , ¢
Mr. Cameron: Adriane, thank you for those comments. We have two final speakers, or two
remaining speakers, | should say. One is Mr. Gerald Root, who | would ask -- do you want to
come down -- why don't you come down'7 That is good. And then we have Mr. Dick Clark,
after Mr."Root." o SR T S ¥

H H

e -5 - R . - - - .

- i~

NAD-J Mr. Root: I'm Gerald Root I've been a permanent resident on coohng ponds for ten years.
And during that ten year period we worked with a lot of different situations on the lake,
addressing the problem that cropped up in the early 1990s, and seeklng solutions for how to
resolve that, studying the total watershed, working on a special area plan.
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And in the course of that | went through the original environmental impact statement that was
produced probably before the 1970s, at least before the plant existed.

And while there was a lot of good research in there, there was a degree of speculation
because there were no'facts. Let me give you one small example.

There was concern on the cooling ponds about the fish.> And that slightly higher temperatures
would have very adverse effects on them. Well, after 30 years of operation we now have
facts. And | hope that they go into this environmental impact statement in a factual way.

| abpreciate what these three ladies have said here. But it would be even stronger if it could
be backed up by hard facts. How many people have died in the United States as a result of
radiation from nuclear production?

Now, | know what happened over in Russia, but let’s address it here in this country. Those
kinds of facts, | think, would help people reach a more reasonable conclusion in terms of the
course of which is the right direction to go.

| personally would favor relicensing for an additional 20 years. Thank you.

Mr. Cameron: Thank you very much, Mr. Root. And now we are going to hear from Mr. Dick
Clark. Dick?

Mr. Clark: Itis good to see some familiar faces here. Where are some of the others from
central Virginia, by the way, tonight here? Well, | guess they should have come.

Well, my name is Dick Clark, and I'm a resident here, just like Gerald. I'm also president of
the Oak Ridge Civic Association, real active in the Lake Anna Civic Association, and
particularly on the Water Quality Committee, where we are evaluating and assessing the
water quality here in the lake and in the tributaries.

Well, first of all, my background. | think | have a little bit of experience in this, only 50 years in
the nuclear field, frankly, as a nuclear engineer. | recently retired from the NRC, but long
before that | was with the Atomic Energy Commission, before that | was designing production

- reactors. | was even one of the principal designers of a reactor you probably don't even know

about, a 10 megawatt pressurized water reactor at Ft. Belvoir, which is still standing, the fuel

"has been removed, but it is still there.
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. | also worked on the design of the Nautilus. Again, | have been the senior project manager
responsible for the issuing the construction permits for many of these plants, and the .
operating licenses for some of the early reactors, after NEPA came into effect. .

Believe me, | prepared a good many final and draft environmental statements, and multi-
million’dollar statements, teams of 15, 20 terrestrial and aquatic ecologists, and what not.

| have a wee bit of a background, 1 think, in environmental science, and still working in that
field. As 1 say, | was the senior project manager. | didn't actually license at North Anna. | did
get involved in the environmental assessment that we issued for that.

I didn’t bring a copy with me, but | have it w:th me. l've also, some of the more recent plants
as you know, like Limerick Unit 2, April 29th, 1989.

Now, you were talking about spent fuel, and that sort of thing. | was also one of the original -
environmental project managers assessing the storage of spent fuel on site, and testmed at
many hearlngs £y

We started storing spent fuel, actually, out at spent fuel pools on-site back in 1975. And some
of the real contested hearings we had were places like Vermont Yankee, and what not.

This spent fuel, after it has been stored for five years underwater, you can take it off-site and
just store it in the air with just some shielding around it. And that is what we did, for instance,
the Army had a plant at Ft. Greeley, Alaska. =

And the spent fuel we just took out in the yard and put concrete culverts around it for radiation
shielding. It is absolutely perfectly safe.’ These shipping casks you are so worried about, they
are designed for fires, for dropping on hard concrete surfaces, on a pin. Try and destroy
them, | defy you to try and destroy them.

S o ;
Besides which that spent fuel, sure, it is radioactive. But you can't do anything with it, you
can’t get at it and what not. Really, actually, we figured back in the mid ’70s, it was really just
as safe to store the spent fuel at all the nuclear plants forever, outside in the yard, but
Congress decided otherwise, decided to ship it out to Yucca Mountaln but that is thelr

decision. .

NAD-T-1 And the bottom line is, | won't take you up any more, Chip, but | strongly recommend it.. |
mean, | reviewed this, the environmental statement, | reviewed the procedure.
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One other thing, too, back.10 years ago, back in 1992 we required all these plants, like North
Anna, to prepare an environmental, individual plant examination. You are familiar with those,
Andy, the IPEs.

| was in charge of reviewing those. | was shipped over to research to review those. And |
specifically reviewed the North Anna one, among others. Believe me, the North Anna, you
know their operating record, one of the safest plants insofar as operating, and management,
and all that. .

| will tell you one other thing. On these “what if” statements, the IPEs, and all that, we were
evaluating everything that might possibly happen. Sure, it was steam generator break, and
that, small break LOCA, you name it, a hurricane blowing a telephone pole in at 150 miles an
hour.

NAD-T-2 North Anna is one of the best designed, safest plants in this country. And | will tell you that, |
know, because I've done the reviews on it. It is really one of the safest and best designed
plants in this country.

And | have reviewed just about all of them, under the IPEs. And | think I'm talking about some
personal knowledge of what the design of this plant is. And believe me it is safe to operate for
another 20 years, and | strongly urge the NRC to renew the operating license for another 20
years.

Chip, thanks very much for letting me, sorry to take up so much time on this. Good to see you
again.

Mr. Cameron: ltis nice to see you too, Dick, and thank you for those comments. ltis always
nice to see a former colleague.

Mr. Clark: These lawyers are always the nemesis --

(Laughter.)

Mr. Cameron: And there is going to be, there is going to be another meeting after this where
Dick is going to tell us more about that.

' But, seriously, thank you all for coming out tonight and talking to us. Eva, do you have one
clarification for us?

‘
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Ms. Hickey: Yes, I'm sorry, | have to apologize. On the question about high level waste
issues, 'm getting my projects confused. I've been working on another Generic
Environmental Impact Statement.

In fact NUREG 1437 does evaluate the disposal and the transportation of spent fuel. And
those were found to be category 1 issues. So we did look at those, and those are addressed
in the uranium, in the fuel cycle, in chapter 6. ’

So | apologize for that.

Mr. Cameron: You had better tell us what NUREG 1437 is.

Ms. Hickey: That is the environmental impact statement.

Mr. Cameron: That is the Generic Environmental Impact Statement?

Ms. Hickey: For license renewal.

Mr. Cameron: That is the generic statement that this site specific draft is a supplement to that
generic statement?

Ms. Hickey: Yes.
Mr. Cameron: Okay, good, I'm glad we got that on the record.
Ms. Hickey: | apologize for that.

Mr. Cameron: Well, thank you, thank you all. We are going to consider these, and evaluate
these comments in preparing the final EIS.

And, please, NRC staff, you've heard some of the comments tonight, plea’sey -- and our expert
consultants from the labs, please take some time to talk to some of the people, if they have
time to stay, about some of these issues.

Thank you, all right, we are adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 8:50 p.m. the above-entitled matter was concluded.)
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Daminion Comment,

1 cursa County avproved an updated Louisa County Comprehansiva P an 1n Saptartar

2501, relgrerced or Page 2-51 Lineg 33 34 Thus statement shouid De undated
acconngly

Section 2 2 8 1 Housing

1
Page 2-32, lablas 2.7:
Draft GEIS Ststement®

Fadin 37 1% t tad “Pepula’ on Growth  19P0010" Population dala inchudos

Hzhmand City & Courty

Oominion Commont:

It is sugguested the ttle read “Estimated Populaton Growth . © Population data gven
i Table 2 7 vanes fram the Licensa Renownl Apphication Environmental Report due to

she e lusan of Richrond Gty & County  Richmaond County s nat Iseared m the
preaulston sonn far considetation

Lo Togh it i

Scetion 2.2.8 2 Publle Services, Water Supply

Page 2-35 1new 2122

NAD-V-11

NAD-V-12

Letter 2, page 7

Dockat Nos $0 3387309
SwrwlNo Q7 20
Avachmand

Prgesot 2

Draft GCIS Statement:

1t 15 stated that Heneico Caunty provides waler to appronmately 80,215 customers
Dominton Comment’

The License Arnewal Appheation Cnvironmontal Report steted 74 000 custorners, and
e Cratt STIS wrterences the BER We caninol substantate the source of the SEIS
number and suggess that the number be revised to reflect the LRA ER identificd

number of customers, ot the source of the SEIS number specilied
aht

RARY

Section 2,2,8,2 Public Services, Water Supply

Paye 2 30, Line 30
Draft GEIS Statement:

i ' N

1t f5 stated that the maximum capacity of the Cily of Richmand 19 128 MGD
Dorunlon Comment:

The Licens: Renewal Applicaton Environmental Beport stated the maximum capacity
a! 132 MGD, We cannct substantiato tho source of the SEIS number and suggest that

the nurnber be rovised to rellect tha | RA ER number, or the source of the SEIS rurmber
spoched

GRS '

Section 4 6 1_Aquatic Specics

Page 4-42, Line 23
Draft GEIS Slnmm‘on(: ¢ .

it has boen delerrmined that impacts * |, would be SMALL,

Dominlon Cammant:




Z00Z 9GWAAON

86V

2uawaiddng ‘ze¢L-93HNN
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NAD-V-14

Letter 2, page 8

Ulocnat Nos 0 308 334
SetaiNo 02:%0
Atactirrart

Page P ot g

iy reguested that tho fol'owing words bo added ta tha above sentercy o be
ronsistent with Frdangered Species Act wording and Sunry Draft SEIS conchusion
Satprt wnts ~

would be SMALL and would not be adversely affacted NAD-V-15

Scction 4 7.1 Evaluation of Polential New and Signiticent Informatior lved

1romm the FWS Chesaprakn 8oy Fiold Qftice
Paye £ 449, Lews 28.27
Draft GEIS Statement

1 15 written that the NRC stalt widl inform VEFPCo of comments provided by FWs and
wweommend luithet dalcgue
Dominion Comment: .
NAD-V-16
1t s roguasiad that s statemont be ehanged to rellect rocont discuseane "ojard.ng
ttus 15sue and the unal course ¢f 32tion as deterrmined by the NRC stalf We
recom-nend that the Aprid 30 2002 corraspondence from NRC ta FWS e felutenced
for completeness

<1 G ]

Soclion 5.2.6 3 VEPCo Evaluation

P:x_qo 522 L 32

Oratt GEIS Statement

There s a *?° provided in tha APE lormula

Domimon Comment:

Tt quastion matk *?” should te a "delta Symbol™ in the APE lormula

NAD-V-17

Scctlon 32 6 1 VEPCo Evaluation

Letter 2, page 9

Dochot Nes 50-338/333
Sendl No . 02 320
Anaghranl

PagaB ot 8

F_’_gga 523 unoig

Dratt GEIS Statement,

itis wetton that “Thes higher value & prmary duw 10 the high Irequency of SGTAs  ~
Oominion Comment.

1t s raguesied that the words frequency of be replaced wilh “contnbution to COF
lrom®

‘

o]

Seetion B.2.3.1 Once-Through Cooling System
ggsga 8-35 Lires 24-35°

Uratt GEIS Comment:

1218 weitten that "Approxmately 200 ha (500 ac) would be needed for the construction ol
the rew plant =

Darmsruon Comment:
Since the mitial Final Environmental Statemeont for North Anna Powar Staton was

weitten far tour unaly 8 should be aummanzod that oo addiinal laand may be needed
1ow cunatruction of a now pant

LENRSATG :

Sechion 9.1,2 rreversibla or lrreteiavable Resaurce Commitmants
f"age 9 6, Lines 23-21

Draft GEIS Ststamaont;

Ites wilten: thal 100 mOSt Sigrrticant resourcs commilmants related 'o operation danng
e mngwal letm are ING 1uei ANG Ihe permanent slordge space ™

Dominion Comment:
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Letter 3, page 2

NAD W 6
The PUS fax dutormamed dhai the North an apx razions and mner 1 ardidment raay by

petenial 1 adversely affedd area navnad resources T teds rediy thocutencd bald cavly,
Hadaecns laaocphatis Jdocs not appoa 1o be aftocted but a s sontific dppeancds siondid be
matuited 10 evaluate aod document on worialings St recards for o r nugraior v hud
pnpacts showd be mamtnod and any nns talits 2 oported fa the FILS

Repunr bingt aquuttsc spaases, potenticl wipacis iclude the cooling weter intuke, discinare, and
dom v pronade the mpoded cooling water e retatorg socems of the conding waler intake
Gy Power Statn prosde icarly wdmpeded saicr intake bt the fota are Ikl o 1, ur
agh mortaitty ax @ rondt of carainmod and pspamganant Vhere i pProdaba feas min iy
avsoaattod wath the condig waier dischurge bat the et 1s on 150 bodn or aid «coke i are
hotentialiy dumagog; Another fisferies unpact s the Lake Anna Dam 8 hile dosisireant fish
paysage mpybe aceepiabiv, the blo Rage of wpntreaon migracom st i wan ed and Jur,bly
anadramony fish diomg sigh Jlow seaons, showdid be correc ted drersng tims eelicens sy Hhe
FUN attors dhic follaang compnonrs on topics whvre the an o enmental viamdands fove wrprenad
and sen overmation i wilubiv

gt Compapns

The 1y Sagrees tha the potontiad 1s Jos Jor ithe Mot inna Paver Siatton fo adversen affot
e bald cagle afodondly threatenod speaes O pramany comarn s fin e icdsmal
mortality 0 magratury herds wssacaiod withy the trasmssan fmes i e oent of migraton
burd mortaany, irgania Flocnie and Pover Company shdd complete a Rupion incdiont Ropunt
fon the TS wnnd the appropriaie siite agers sos

NAD W

The Norti Anng hictlin ks a compottons of B ceoling warer ke \ysion that Virgina
Eloctric and Power Compans stas doveloped o the Swry Poser Statton $he trasdong meh
sceauns af the Sy Ponor SMation sacduds @ spnan sandisisam diat reman es the o poog dia
sorvons wrid vt as thapn o the Jieney Kiser The Nandt Yo facilsy wtdizes a sond-e
fecimolugy for the sesecns bug farly 1o prosade the awcdnimsm 1o sotue the bota undicr med hack
tothe Lake  Jhe travedirng s rcons and wash aoton ol Surey cdearly mimitize agiadie impaais
otore Hus the Novsh i jacding swhich discards the impmged Mt o a dispasal in 1
sualar process, sucas ot Surey soudd by developed to mimmtize the aguotic impacy n
returmny the wynnged piota sufdy badk 1o the Labe o hathor mutmze t aupacts we
revvmmmend replacing wornt ap damaswed sorcens wath modi fess than or cqual 10 ane milincicr
whde and andoptings eitrance vedocatues foss thas or cqual 10 05 feet por secand aman C° and
G Caarotan 1999

Natvw g

Jie conding watcr anchar ge oy an addivonal potenral hazard o fisks 1 nhive the Sarny Power
Satuns that downarges wo the moutlt af the Bda? Jares River the North tnna Saison disehar pes
100 SR of tpn i camady it las hack to e Take Winte the thermed dinddrarse iy Ty do
I o prcater effoct e the coldor manths 1 screased tonp i o0 m e sumact ol alse
harve un adversc efteat sn e belas aor amd ecofoen i gha ke

Letter 3, page 3

~}

Fie Tabke B Lam provaa, <o sanling warcr for te Piovar Stasm g atser by ks musoatory pron
Pt westeeat o the Norts At B dnastromanes qatadomons, wid foinatcr fish
W RISy Snan 8 in the speing ond possibly necd e Dightiat ot Bt r Leies of T vear
WO Bl scurchiing for eess s e oF suta hnibgats

imernan ol @e woll e
fuar s e ations and w presont wesasircam of the Dam Fre dikatie Sthases Mot s
{1oarns Conanssion y plan tecammonds restarag euds o tho e qorneal Indaeot amd
steasine J or ahundane i habtaty whon Py Gnsently reside Kner o i et anedy 1o
A hstot iy assonaed 1o tive §abitat igntream of the Dain diring nataral flm conustiens
it B o bt v i storieg fisht 1 i Biston sl or peoderved abit s prostinater maesad
Popidattodis arc disie it d i aterind by g s onrant af missned vy gy PRGN Nt
tathe Sordt fona 8y The mgssaods and irost ik will boidht henetre frams g0 parssang

Sy,

1. L omments o d Begonemi p Latiom

Fie L portment eecomitends it e NKC adog e forlow g 1ecmmmeracinms ot ordor 1o
DAL H PR pyodection of fosh and wildsfe sesanerces o Nerti A Poss e Sk

! Vst un s tficu nr recor g and omarnng sgsiom tor angiacory bord stortal iyt ihy
Sorth g Povwer Mation

N Bevelup @ yetizad o rotirn wipmgad foit on ithe cooling water intabe screens pack o
the Lade The ke sorcon showd e teplaced with vz of ony mifimuns o s
Wide Wit ke war oo vedonteos Lo lan @05 foc por o

{ Ityrmm tine a8 from tie dhornnst ding s g o fosh Jiseriba on spumring and
fevdog The st sty desisss shendd B developed with the Nortls Dt Mromer
Statung staft F IS ind otta r acrested purttes and

/ FOON dhe I cart mosemn ot of Sk fo e Dot with s ontisony sumpding of waier
qreatiny doss end spcvtes composition from §ulraaens | e Nowmber 30 D sy
sty diosegn v id podeyddoped ol ihe At dpa Pon cr Niaton Satt RS
wbinr ey ded pariies

W uppraiiat o oppurtuny o rones the deast omuronnse ndal e, i it ok prinade compnesr t
ent mgpturad resowrce prancchon I veu Fave aiy grestuns regaodin g these coronenty. picas
centuct Daad W suthorbond of 1oe Serviee G hesspotke By 1 idd Othee by phone at 41
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o Appendlx B

Contrlbutors to the Supplement

- - v et P RO

The overall responsibility for the preparation of this supplement was assigned to the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The statement was
prepared by members of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation with assistance from other

‘NRC organizations and Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore Natnonal
Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and Argonne National Laboratory. S

-

Name

Affiliation

Function or Expertise

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Andrew Kugler
John Tappert
Barry Zalcman
Jennifgr Davis .
Gregory Suber
Robert Schaaf
Michael Masnik
James Wilson
Robert Palla
Duke Wheeler
Antoinette Walker
Jessie Correa
Nina Barnett

Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Nuclear Reactor Regulation -

Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation

. - Project Manager

-

Section Chief
Technical Monitor
General Scientist LT .
Environmental Engineer

Project Management

" Project Management

Project Management

Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives
Project Management

Administrative Support

Administrative Support

Administrative Support

PACIFIC NORTHWEST NATIONAL LABORATORY®

Eva Eckert Hickey
Tara O. Eschbach
Wilham F. Sandusky
Eva Eckert Hickey
Mary Ann Parkhurst

Task Leader

Deputy Task Leader
Air Quality
Decommissioning
Radiation Protection

Duane Neitzel Aquatic Ecology Shadow

John Jaksch Socioeconomics, Alternatives

Paul Nickens Cultural Resources

Lance Vail Water Use, Hydrology

Rosalind Schrempf Technical Editor

Jean Cheyney Document Production

Lisa Smith Document Production

Susan Gulley Administrative Support

(a) Pacific Northwest National Laboratory is operated for the U.S. Department of Energy by Battelle Memorial
Institute.
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Name Affiliation ) Function or Expertise
LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL
LABORATORY™ v
Tina Carlsen Aquatic Ecology
Los ALAMOS NATIONAL
LABORATORY®
Ted Doerr -, . . Terrestrial Ecology
ARGONNE NATIONAL
LABORATORY'
Bill Metz Land Use
Energy Research Incorporated
Mohsen Khatib-Rahbar - Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives
Michael Zavisca - .. Severe Accident Mitigation Altematives
- Information Systems
Laboratory
Kim Green ' Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives’
Jim Meyer Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives
(b) Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory i1s operated for the U.S. Department of Energy by the University of
California. - -

(c) Los Alamos National Laboratory is operated for the U.S. Department of Energy by the University of California.
(d) Argonne National Laboratory is operated for the U.S. Department of Energy by the University of Chicago.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 7 B-2 November 2002



Appendix C

Chronology of NRC Staff Environmental Review Correspondence
Related to Virginia Electric and Power Company’s
Application for License Renewal of
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2



Appendix C

Chronology of NRC Staff En\\'(ironment’al Review Correspondence
Related to Virginia Electric and Power Company’s
__ Application for License Renewal of
North Anna Power Statlon, Umts 1 and 2

This appendix contains a chronologlcal llstlng of correspondence between the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCo) and other
correspondence related to the NRC staff’s environmental review, under 10 CFR Part 51, of
VEPCo's application for renewal of the North Anna Power Station, Unlts 1 and 2, operating
licenses. All documents with the exception of those containing proprletary information, have
been placed in the Commission’s Public Document Boom, at One White Flint North,

11555 Rockyville Pike (first floor), Rockville, MD, and are available electronically from the Public
Electronic Reading Room found on the Internet at the following web address:
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. From this site, the. publlc can gain access to the NRC's
Agencywide Document Access and Management Systems (ADAMS), which provides text and
image files of NRC's public documents in the Publicly Available Records (PARS) component of
ADAMS. The ADAMS accession humbers for each document are included below.

May 29, 2001 Letter from NRC to Mr. Walter Neweome Alderman Library, University of
- Virginia at Charlottesville, concerning the maintenance of reference
. material for the North Anna license renewal application (Accessnon
No. MLO11500106)

May 29, 2001 . - Letter from Mr. David A. Christian, Virginia Electric Power Company
(VEPCo) to the NRC, submlttlng the application for the renewal of the
operating licenses for the Surry and North Anna. Power Stations,

Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. MLO11500502)

August 6,2001 . Letter from NRC to Ms JoAnn Tetrault Dlrector Loursa County Public
Library, concerning the malntenance of reference material for the North
. Anna license renewal appllcatlon (Accessmn No. ML012180137)

August 28, 2001 Letter from NRC to Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo forwarding the Notice
of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement and conduct
scoplng process for hcense renewal for North Anna Power Station, Units
1 and 2 (Accession No. ML012220583)
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September 26, 2001

September 27, 2001

October 12, 2001

October 17, 2001

October 25, 2001

October 26, 2001

November 1, 2001

November 6, 2001

December 10, 2001

December 26, 2001

Notice of October 18, 2001, public meeting to discuss environmental
scoping process for the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, license
renewal application (Accession No. ML012690346)

Letter from NRC to Ms. Reeva Tilley, Chairman, Virginia Council on
Indians, inviting scoping comments (Accession No. ML012710136)

Scoping comment letter from Hon. R. Edward Houck, Senate of Virginia
(Accession No. ML012920545)

NRC letter to Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo, “Request for Additional
Information Related to the Staff’s Review of Severe Accident Mitigation
Alternatives for the Surry and North Anna Power Stations, Units 1 and 2"
(Accession No. ML012910292)

Email from Mr. Jerry Rosenthal providing scoping comments on North
Anna Power Station license renewal (Accession No. ML013460243)

Letter to NRC from John'P. Wolilin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
" providing scoping comments on North Anna Power Station license

renewal (Accession No. ML013460246)

Letter from Hon. Eric Cantor, U.S. Congress, providing scoping
comments on North Anna Power Station license renewal (Accession
No. ML013650011)

Summary of October 18, 2001, public scoping meetings for the North
Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, license renewal application
(Accession No. MLO13120266)

Letter from Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo, to NRC, responding to the
October 17, 2001, Request for Additional Information Related to the
Staff’'s Review of Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives for the Surry
and North Anna Power Stations, Units 1 and 2 (Accession

No. ML013520484)

Memo to file, socioeconomic and aquatic information provided by VEPCo
(Accession No. ML013610514)
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January 2, 2002

January 3, 2002
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"

January 17, 2002

January 23, 2002

January 24, 2002

February 1, 2002

March 14, 2002

i ”

April 19, 2002

November 2002

Appendix C

NRC letter to Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo, “Issuance of Environmental

*Scoping Summary Report Associated with the Staff’'s Review of the
- Application by Dominion for Renewal of the Operating Licences for North

Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2" (Accession No. ML020160608)
NRC letter to Ms. Cara H. Metz, \}irginia Dep-artment of Historic

-~ Resources, concerning the potential for license renewal at the Surry and
* North Anna Power Stations to affect hlstonc resources (Accession

No. ML020070569) -

NRC note to file, mformatnon provnded by VEPCo during the NRC site
audits in relation to the license renewal applications for the Surry and
North Anna-Power Stations, Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML020180119)

NRC note to file, information provided by VEPCo in relation to severe

"accident mitigation alternatives in its license renewal application for the

Surry Power Statlon Unlts 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML020250545)

NRC letter to Ms Karen Mayne of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
requesting a list of protected species within the area under evaluation for

- the Surry and North Anna Power Stations license renewal (Accession

No. ML020250611)

NRC note to file, information provided by VEPCo in relation to severe
accident mitigation alternatives in its license renewal application for the
Surry Power Station, Units 1 and 2 (Accessnon No. ML020430372)

- NRC Ietter to Mr. John P. Wolfhn U.S. Fish and W|ldl|fe Service,
responding to scoping comments regarding license renewal for the Surry
-and North Anna Power Stations (Accessuon Nos. ML020740498 and
ML020230063) '

NRC letter to Mr. David A. Chriéﬁan, VEPCo, “Réquest for Comments on
the Draft Plant-Specific Supplement 7 to the Generic Environmental

:Impact Statement Regarding North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2"
- (Accession No. ML021140439) .
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April 23, 2002

April 23, 2002

April 30, 2002

May 22, 2002

June 6, 2002

July 19, 2002

July 24, 2002

NRC letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, filing a copy of
the supplemental environmental impact statement (NUREG-1437,
Supplement 7) regarding license renewal for North Anna Power Station,
Units 1 and 2 (Accession Nos. ML021140391 {letter] and ML021220674
[NUREG package))

NRC letter to Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo,.“Notice of Availability of the
Draft Plant-Specific Supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement Regarding North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2"
(Accession No. ML021140504)

NRC letter to Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo, “Issues Raised by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service Outside the Scope of License Renewal For
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2" (Accession No. ML021200364)

Letter from Ms. Karen Mayne of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to
NRC providing a list of protected species within the area under evaluation
for the Surry and North Anna Power Stations license renewal (Accession
No. ML021560147)

NRC Notice of Public Meeting to Discuss the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, License
Renewal (Accession No. ML021610474)

Summary of June 25, 2002, public meetings held to discuss the Dratft
Environmental Impact Statement for the North Anna Power Station, Units
1 and 2 License Renewal (Accession Nos. Package ML022040286),
Package'includes meeting summary, transcripts, afternoon comment
letter, and presentation slides from public meetings held June 25, 2002
(Summary ML022040206; ML022040226 [afternoon session];
ML021970254 comment letter; ML022040016 [evening session]; and
ML021780410 slides)

Letter from Michael T. Chezik, Regional Environmental Officer, U.S.
Department of the Interior to NRC providing general comments to the
Generic Environmental Impact Statement for the License Renewal of
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML022130323)
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July 29, 2002

July 29, 2002

July 30, 2002

September 14, 2002

October 21, 2002

November 2002

Appendix C

E-mail from David G. Schwartz, M.D., regarding the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for North Anna Power Station, Units 1
and 2, license renewal application (Accession No. ML022520047)

NRC letter to Chief Leo Henry, Mr. Neil Patterson, and Mr. Richard Hill,
Tuscarora Nation,” Availability of Draft Plant-Specific Supplements 6 and
7 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement Regarding the License
Renewal for the Surry and North Anna Power Stations” (Accession No.
ML022140548)

Comment letter from Leslie N. Hartz, VEPCo, regarding the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2, license renewal application (Accession No.
ML022210143)

NRC letter to Dr. Oula Shehab, Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality, “Draft Plant-Specific Supplements 6 and 7 to the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement Regarding the License Renewal for the
Surry and North Anna Power Stations” (Accession No. ML022610691)

NRC letter to Mr. David A. Christian, VEPCo, “Revision of Schedule For

The Review of the North Anna, Units 1 and 2, and Surry, Units 1 and 2,
License Renewal Applications” (Accession No. ML022950104)
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Appendix D

Organizations Contacted --

During the course of the staff's independent review of environmental impacts from operations
during the renewal term, the following Federal, State reglonal and local agencnes were
contacted: -

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland  *
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office, Gloucester, Virginia

Virginia' Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (Plant Protection),
Richmond, Virginia

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Richmond, Virginia

Virginia Department of Conservatlon and Recreatlon (D|V|S|on Of Natural Hentage)
Richmond, Virginia ~

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Richmond, Virginia - ’ -
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, Richmond, Virginia.

Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Richmond, Virginia

Assessor, Commissioner of Revenue, Louisa County, Virginia

Commissioner of Revenue, Louisa County, Virginia

County Administrator, Louisa County, Virginia

Department of Social Services, Louisa County, Virginia

Director of Finance, Louisa County, Virginia

Economic Development, Louisa County, Virginia

Farm Service Agency, Louisa County, Virginia

Louisa Eounty, Director of Planning and Community Development, Louisa, Virginia

Town of Mineral, Town Manager, Mineral, Virginia

Chamber of Commerce, Louisa, Virginia
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Lake Anna Advisory Committee, Lake Anna, Virginia

Louisa County Historical Society, Louisa, Virginia

Treasurer’s Office, Oraﬁge County, Vifginia

Tuscarora Nation, Lewiston, New York

Administrative Assistant for School Admissions, Spotsylvania Public Schools, Virginia,
Budget Manager, Spotsylvania County, Virginia

Lake Anna State Park, Spotsylvania, Virginia

Lloyd Real Estate, Louisa, Virginia ,

VEPCo, Reservoir Coordinator, Nt;clear Site Services, North Anna Power Station, Virginia
Dominion Resource Services, Environmental Lead, License Renewal, Glenn Allen, Virginia

Duke Oil Company, Mineral, Virginia
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Appendix E

. Virginia Electric and Powér.Company’s
Complianceﬁ_fStatus and Consultation Correspondence

The list of licenses, permits, consultations, and other approvals obtained from Federal, State,
regional, and local authorities for North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2, are shown in
Table E-1.

Following Table E-1 are reproductions of correspondence prepared and sent during the evalua-
tion process of the application for renewal of the operating licenses for North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2.

" -~ Source . Recipient Date of Letter
United States Nuclear Regulatory Virginia Department of Historic January 3, 2002
Commission Resources
(C. L. Grimes) . g
United States Nuclear Regulatory U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service January 24, 2002
Commission
(C. . Grimes) ;
Commonwealth of \(iré;inia Dominion Virginia Power Company  February 21, 21)02
Department of Environmental Quality )
(E. L. lrons)
United States Debartment of the Interior  United States Nuclear Regulatory May 22, 2002
(K. L. Mayne) Commission ’ T -
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Table E-1. Federal, State, Local, and Regional Licenses, Permits, Consultations, and Other Approvals for
North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2
Expiration
_Agency Authority Description Number Issue Date Date Remarks
NRC 10 CFR Part 50 Operating license, North NPF-4 04/01/78 04/01/18 Authorizes operation of Unit 1
Anna Unit 1
NRC 10 CFR Part 50 Operating license, North NPF-7 08/21/80 08/21/20 Authorizes operation of Unit 2
Anna Unit 2
FWS Migratory Bird Treaty Act Permit MB705136-0 04/22/02 03/31/03 The permit authorizes removal of up
(16 USC 703-712) to 15 osprey nests causing safety
hazards.
FWS Section 7 of the Endangered Consuiltation NA Letter from NA Requires a Federal agency to consuit
Species Act (16 USC 1536) NRC to FWS with FWS regarding whether a
01/24/02 proposed action will affect endangered
or threatened species. FWS
determined that the renewal of the
North Anna OLs may affect the bald
eagle.
DOT Research 49 CFR Part 107, Subpant G Registration 053000020241  06/05/00 06/30/02 Registration covers hazardous
and Special materials shipments
Programs
Administration
VDHR Section 106 of the National Consultation NA Letter from NA The National Hlstbrlc Preservation Act
Historic Preservation Act (16 NRC to requires Federal agencies to take into
USC 470f) VDHR account the effect of any undertaking
01/03/02 on any distnct, site, building, structure,
or object that is included in or eligible
for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places.
VDEQ Section 307(c)(3)(A) of the Consistency determination ~ NA 02/21/02 NA Certification that North Anna complies
Coastal Zone Management with the Virginla Coastal with the Virginia Coastal Program
Act [16 USC 1456(c)(3)(A)] Management Program
VDH 12 VAC 5-590-190 Permit 2108610 06/17/91; None Permit authorizes operation of potable
Revised water potable water supply system
05/04/98
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Table E-1. (contd)

Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Issue Date Date Remarks

VDEQ Federal Clean Water Act, National poftutant VA0052451 01/11/01 01/11/06 The NPDES permit covers plant and

Section 402 (33 USC 1342),9  discharge elimination ' stormwater discharges

VAC 25-31-50 system (NPDES) permit
VDEQ Federal Clean Water Act, NPDES permit VA0052451 01/11/01 01/11/06 Issuance of a NPDES permit

Section 401 (33 USC 1341) oL ' constitutes Section 401 certification by

j ' . - the Commonwealth
* + . I .

VDEQ Federal Clean Air Act, Titte V. - Air operating permit None 01/06/99 None General air emission source operation

(42 USC 7661, etseq ); 9 VAC '

5-80-10 o '
VDEQ 9 VAC 5-20-160 , Registration 40726 “NA Annual Annual recertification of air emission

> recerh- sources
s fication
VDEQ 9 VAC 5-80-10 .- Permit .+ Nons 10/20/93 None New source review permit covering
$ Lo ‘ ' ' ; installation of the emergency blackout
, ‘ - ; .o . generator
VDEQ 9-VAC 5, Chapter 500 ) Exclusionary general None 6/18/98 None - Covers operating emissions from
’ ‘ N permit - auxiliary boilers, emergency diesel

&
~

B
. ¢
¥4

generators, and station blackout
generator

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations

COV = Code of Virginia

DOT = U.S, Department of Transportation

EPA = U S. Environmental Protection Agency
FWS = U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service N
NRC = U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission |
USC = United States Code - T
VAC = Virginia Administrative Code - ’
VDEQ = Virginia Department of Environmental Quahty

VDH = Virginia Department of Health

VDHR = Virginia Division of Historic Resources ‘

VMRC = Virginia Marine Resources Commission

-
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January 3, 2002

Ms. Cara H. Metz, Director

Division of Resource Services and Review
Virginia Department of Historic Resources
2801 Kensington Avenue

Richmond, VA 23221

Dear Ms. Metz:

This letter responds to issues raised in your letter dated February 13, 2001, to Mr. William
Corbin of Virginia Electric and Power Company (VEPCo), regarding the license renewal
Environmental Reports for the Surry and North Anna Power Stations. Our response has
benefitted from productive discussions between representatives of my staff and Dr. Ethel Eaton
of your staff, including a meeting held at the Virginia Department of Historic Resources on
September 21, 2001, for Surry.

In response to your original letter, VEPCo authorized cultural resource assessments of the
Surry and North Anna sites. These assessments were conducted by the Louis Berger Group,
Inc., and the completed reports were delivered to VEPCao in March 2001, with an addendum to
the North Anna report delivered in October 2001. A copy of the Surry report was provided to
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) during our recent visit to the site in September
2001. Also during this September visit, Dr. Eaton and our consultting archaeologist,

Dr. W. Bruce Masse of Los Alamos National Laboratory, had the opportunity to tour the
grounds of the Surry Power Plant. Dr. Masse later reviewed the assessment report and
pertinent archival records on file at the Virginia Department of Historic Resources. We received
a copy of the North Anna report and its addendum following our visit to that site in October
2001.

The NRC is acutely aware of the richness of the history in and around Gravel Neck Peninsula,
and the lower James River in general. We are also aware of the potential for significant intact
historic and archaeological resources to be present in the undeveloped portions of the Surry
and North Anna Power Stations. We have discussed this topic at considerable length with the
station managers and with other appropriate representatives from VEPCo, and are confident
they share our concern for these cultural resources. Station procedures provide for the
protection of cultural resources dunng future site activities.

Dr. Eaton, our reviewers, and the cultural resources assessment reports are in agreement that
there s little likelihood that intact cultural resources exist in the presently developed portions of
the Surry and North Anna Power Stations.

Because there are current operating procedures that take into account the inadvertent
discovery of historic and archaeological remains at both stations, and because the license
renewal is not expected to result in major refurbishment nor the need to expand operations into
the currently undeveloped portions of the stations, we believe that license renewal is uniikely to
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C. Metz S.2.

affect cultural resources We therefore also consider it unnecessary at this time to enterinto a*
programmatic agreement pursuant to the license renewal However, should conditions specific
to either of the stations change, or should the NRC license renewal process change in general
we would be prepared to reconsider this decision

.. Please let us know if you have any other questions or concerns about the license renewal
process. We will send you copies of the completed draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statements for both the Surry and North Anna Power Stations as soon as they become
available for review. Also, if you do not yet have a copy of the Berger Group cultural resource
assessment reports for the two stations and wish to obtain copies for your files, we would be
"happy to provide you with copies. '

Sincerely, S
~Original Signed By: CIGnmes -
- . . " Chnstopher |. Gnmes, Program Director T
~License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
“' Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
" Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation ~

Docket Nos. 50-280, 50-281, 50-338, and 6§0-339 "~

-

Enclosure: As stated - . :

ccwlencl see next page . - A -

DISTRIBUTION -
Environmentaleff | .. -

DMatthews/FGillespie - Ky o
JTappert C . . -
AKugler .. . \ .
RPrato . ' T L.
CGrimes . '
0oGC

EHickey (PNNL)

Accession‘no.: ML020070569 - ' -

R ane -

*See previous'concurrence Thebh
Document Name.G:\Rgeb\North Anna- Surry\Common Items\H|stonc Preservatlon\NRC Ilr to VDHR wpd
OFFICE ‘| PM.RGEB SC.RGEB' |C:RGEB'"" '| PD.RLEP . ' | OGC (NLO) .
NAME AKugler* BZalcman® | CCarpenter® | CGrimes® RWeisman*
DATE 12/13/01 ~1121301; | 121401 | 0104102~ - | 010302 .

November 2002
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January 24, 2002
Ms Karen Mayne, Supervisor
Virginia Field Office -
U.S. Fish and Wildhfe Service
6669 Short Lane - : ;
Gloucester, Virgima 23061

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR LIST OF PROTECTED SPECIES WITHIN THE AREA UNDER
EVALUATION FOR THE SURRY AND NORTH ANNA POWER STATIONS
LICENSE RENEWAL

Dear Ms. Mayne:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is evaluating an application submitted by Virginia
Electric and Power Company for the renewal of the operating licenses for its Surry and North
Anna Power Stations, Units 1 and 2. The NRC is preparing station-specific supplements to its
“Generic Environmental Impact Statemeént for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants”
(NUREG-1437) for this proposed license renewal, for which we are required to evaluate
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species

The proposed action would include use and continued maintenance of existing facilities and
transmission lines and would not result in new construction or disturbance. The Surry Power
Staticn is located on the James River in Surry County, Virginia. The transmission line corndors
for this station pass through portions of Surry, isle of Wight. Prince George, and Charles City
counties, and the corporate imits of the cities of Suffolk, Chesapeake, Newport News, and
Hopewell, Virginia. In total, the corridors include about 5000 acres (170 miles in length)

The North Anna Power Station is located on the south side of Lake Anna in Louisa County,
Virginia. The transmission hne corridors for this station pass through portions of Loutsa, -
Hanover, Goochland, Powhatan, Henrico, Chesterfield, Spotsylvania, Caroline, Orange, _-
Culpeper, and Fauquier counties, Virginia. In total, the corndors include about 2900 acres (120
miles in length). In addition, Lake Anna, which is fed by the North Anna River and impounded
by the North Anna Dam, is used as part of the cooling system for North Anna Power Station.
Therefore, the lake and the Lower North Anna River are considered part of the aquatic
environment of interest.

To support the environmental impact statement preparation process and to ensure compliance
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the NRC requests a list of species and
information on threatened, endangered, proposed, and candidate species and critical habitat
that may be in the vicinity of the Surry and North Anna Power Stations and their associated
transmission lines. We have enclosed ﬁgures showmg the location of the stations and their
associated transmission lines.

Also, we would like confi rmatlon that the Chesapeake Bay Field Office will serve as the U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service's point of contact for Endangered Species Act compliance, including
any Section 7 consultation that may be needed, for the Surry and North Anna Power Stations.
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K. Mayne -2-

If you have any comments or questions, please contact Andrew J. Kugler, Senior Project
Manager, at (301) 415-2828.

_ Sincerely,
ClIGrimes

.Christopher |. Grimes, Program Director
“License Renewal! and Environmental iImpacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

- Docket Nos 50-280, 50-281, 50-338 and 50-339
Enclosure: As stated

cc: John P. Wolflin, Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
U S. Fish and Wildlife Service
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapols, Maryland 21401

cc:  Seenextpage , -

Accession nos.:

1. Cover letter: ML020250603

2. Enclosure: Figures Depicting the Location of the
Surry and North Anna Power Stations and Their
Associated Transmission Lines - ML020100388

3. Packagg: ML.020250611

DISTRIBUTION:

DMatthews/FGillespie GEdison -

CGrimes SMonarque

JTappert RPrato -

AKugler = 7~ Environmental R/F

EHickey (PNNL)

*See previous concurrence H

DOCUMENT NAME- G:\\RGEB\North Anna- Surry\Surry\Consult\Ltr to FWS- E&T spec.wpd
OFFICE | PM RLEP SC'RLEP RLEPDRIP - - !
NAME AKugler* JTappent* -, CGrimes*®
DATE 01/22/02 B 01/22/02 , 01/24/02

OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Street addrest: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

W. Tayloe Murphy, Ir. Mailing oddress P.O. Box 10009, Richmend, Virginia 23240 Robent G. Burnicy
Secretary of Natural Resources Fua (EQ4) 69R8-4500 TDD (804) £9¥-302) Dircctor
www.deqg. siste, Ve {B04) 6955000
1-800-552-5482
February 21, 2002

I W. White, Ph.D.

Manager, Water and Waste Programs
Dominion Virginia Pawer Company
5000 Dominion Boulevard

Glen Allen, Virginia 23060

RE:  North Anna Power Station License Renewal: Application by Dominion Virginia
Power Company to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission for Renewed Operaling
License
Federal Consistency Certification under the Coastal Zone Management Act
DEQ-01-187F

Dear Dr. White:

This letter responds 1o your September 27, 2001 letter {and subsequent
informaton reccived on October 30, 2001) requesting the Department of Environmental
Quality’s concurrence with the federal consistency certification for tenewal of the
Dominion Virginia Power Company’s operating license for the North Anna Power
station. The Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for coordinating
Virginia's review of federal consistency certifications and responding to applicants for
federal approval on behalf of the Commenwealth, The following agencies took part in
this revicw:

Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Conservation

Department of Health

Marine Resources Commission

Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Department.

In sddition, the Departient of Game and Inland Fisheries, the Thomas Jefferson
Planning District Commission, and Louisa County were invited to comment.
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J. W. White, Ph.D.
February 21, 2002
Page 2

Project Description

- { 7

Dominion Virginia Power submitted information for this review in the formi of
two documnents. One, submitted with the initial letter, is called “Append;x E,
Environmental Report” (cited hercinafter as “Appendix E™). The other is entitled
“Federal Consistency Certification for North Anne Power Station License Renewal” and
is dated Oc'obcr 26, 2001 (cited heremaﬂer as "Ccmﬁcahon ")

Dominion Virginia Power owns and o'peratcs the North Anna Power Station, a
nuclear electric generating station located on the southern shore of Lake Anna in Louisa
County. As the Certification and the Environmental Repont, Appendix E indicate, Louisa
County is not included in Virginia's ‘designated coastal management area. However, the
proximity of the North Anna Power Station to Spotsylvania County, across the lake, and
the presence of power lines in Spotsylvania and other counties within the coastal i
management area warrant consistency review because these facilities and their aperation
may have reascnably foreseeable effects upon coastal uses or resources (Certification,
page 1; Appendix E, page E-2). See 15 CFR Part 930, subpan D, sections 930.50 and
930.54. The plant consists of two nuclear reactors and associated sieam turbines that
generdte approximately 1,800 megawatts of electricity. The Unit 1 license is 1o expire on
April 1, 2018, while the Unirt 2 license will expire on August 21, 2020.: Both licenses
have terms of 20 years, and are to be renewed for new 20-year terms. ‘(Appendix E, page
E-3). The Company expects North Anna Power Station operations during the new - -
license term to be a continuation of present operations (Appendix E, page E-2).

.o -t T T s . L S

' - - LT z 3 S

Federal Consnstz:ncy Ana]ysxs

PRI TR e . o '

The Virginia Coastal Resources Managcmcnt Program (VCP) is cnmpnsed ofa
network of programs administered by several agencies. In order to be'consistent with the
VCP, the applicant for federal licensing mus! obtain all the applicable permits and
approvals listed under the Enforceable Programs of the VCP prior to commencing the
project. Based on the commitments prowded in the Consistency Certification that '
Dominion Virginia Power will obtain and comply,wllh all approvals from agencies
administering the applicable Enforceable ngrams (Centification, page 1; Appendix E,
page E-2) and the comments submitted by agencies administering the Enforceable
Programs, the Department of Environmental Quality concurs with the finding that the
license renewal and continued operation of the North Anna Power Station is consistent
with Virginia’s Coastal Resources Management Program.” = -
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J. W. White, Ph.D,
February 21, 2002
Page 3

This discussion analyzes the continued operation of the project under the license
renewal in light of the Enforceable Programs of the Virginia Coastal Management

Program.

1. Subagqueous Lands Management. According to the Certification, the applicant
has no plans for any activity under the license renewal that would require a permit from
the Commission (page 12, Table 2, item b). The Marine Resources Commission
indicates that there are no activities, present or prospective, at the North Anna Power
Station that would rcﬂq{rc a Marine Resources Comumnission permit,

2. Coasial Lands Management. According to the Chesapeake Bay Local
Assistance Department, the proposed license renewal is not subject 1o any requirements
under the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act because Louisa County is outside the
geographic region subject to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act (Virginia Code
sections 10.1-2100 et seq.). The Cestification indicates that there is no new development
applied for under the hce.nse renewal. Transmission lines are conditionally exempt from
the Act. :

3. Wetlands Management. According to the Cenification, Dominion Virginia
Power does not now conduct, and docs not intend to conduct, any alteration of wetlands
in the vicinity of the North Anna Power Sration (page 12, Table 2, items .1 and £.2).
DEQ’s Virginia Water Protection Program indicates that the license renewal will not
result in any impacts to wetlands.

4. Point Source Water Pollution Control. DEQ’s Virginia Water Protection
Program indicates that the license renawal will not result in any impacts to surface
waters. The Pawer Station is subject to &n existing Virginia Pallutant Discharge
Eliminadon System permit (No, VA 0052451) (Certification, page 15, Table E-1).
According to DEQ’s Northem Virginia Regional Office, the Power Station i5in
compliance with tha: permit.

5. Non-point Source Water Pollution Control.” As thh ‘wetlands (item 3 above),
the current operation of the North Anna Power Station does not involve any land-
disturbing astivity, and will not involve it in the future, aceording to the Certification
(page 13, Table 2, item e.1). Accordmgly. Virginia's non-point source water pollution
control program, the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan requirement, does not apply to
this project.

6. Air Pollution Control. According to DEQ's Northern Virginia Regional
Office, the North Anna Power Station is in full compliance with jts air permils.
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J. W. White, Ph.D.
February 21, 2002
Page 4

Accordingly, the project is consistent with the Air Pollution Control ngrani of the
Virginie Coastal Resources Management Program.

7. Other Enforceable Programs. Asthe Certification indicates , the remaining
Enforceable Programs of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program do not
npply 10 the renewal of the NRC license for the North Anna Power Station. Specifically,
the Fisherics Management Program, including the State Triburyltin Regulatory Program,
is not applicable 1o continued operation of the North Anna Power Station. Neither is the
Dunes Management Program or the Shoreline Sanitation Program. -

<« - -
=4

Environmental Impacis and Mir{éaii on -

1. Natural Heritage ond Wildlife Resources. “Natural heritage resources™ are
defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered species of plants and animals,
unique or exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations, according
to the Department of Conservation and Recreation. That Depaniment indicates that
natural heritage resources have not been documented as present in the vicinity of the
project, In addition, the Deparmment of Conservation and Recreation represents the
Deparmnent of Agriculture and Consumer Services in commenting on state-listed
endangered plant and insect species that might be affected by a project. The continued
operation of the North Anna Power Station will not affect protected plant or insect
species.

The Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Division of Narural Heritage
(Christopher Ludwig, telephone 371-6206) should be contacted for an update if a
significant amount of time passes before this information is used. ~~ |

2. Recrearion Resources. Continued operation of the North Anna Power Station
will not adversely affect any existing or planned recreational facilities. Nor will it affect
streams on the National Park Service Nationwide Inventory, Final List'of Rivers or
potential Virginia Scenic Rivers. The project will not 2ffect any Virginia Byways.

3. Solid and Hazardous Waste Management. The DEQ’s Waste Division, Office
of Remedia) Programs did & cursory review of its data files and found that the North
Anna Power Station is lisied as a small-quantity generator of hezardaus waste, subject to
the provisions of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 262 (and related provisions
in Parts 264, 265, and 26R), which are adopted by refercnce in the Virginia Hazardous
Wasre Management Regulations. The mast recent DBQ inspection of the North Anna
Power Station took place in August 1999, according to the DEQ's Northern Virginia
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J. W, White, Ph.D.
February 21, 2002
Page S

Regional Office; the inspection revealed that the Starion was in compliance with all the
requirements spplicable to small-quantity generarors.

4. Radiological Health Considerations. According to the Department of Health’s
Radiological Health Program, the Department of Health provides independent
verificanon of this facility's environmental monitoring program for radiological releases.
The Deparunent of Health jmplemented its environmental monitaring program during the
pre-operanonal stage of the facility; the program continues to the present day. Thereis
no indication, in the published annual reports of the monitoring program, of any releases
ofradiation affccting the environment in the history of the progiam.s

In sddition, the applicant has been supportive of the efforts of state and local
governments in maintaining an effective State Emergency Response Planin easeof
radiological emergencies at the power plant. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission
license includes a condition requiring certification of the Plan by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA); FEMA has certified the Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity ta comment on lhis federal consistency
certification. . L ,

’

Sincerely,

flle -2

- 'Ellie L. Irons
Program Manager
Office of Environmental Impact Review

Enclosures

cc;- Derral Jones, DCR
Leshe P. Foldesi, VDH
Thormas D. Modena, DEQ-DWPC-ORF
K. S. Narasimhan, DEQ-DAPC-ODA
Temry H. Darton, DEQ-NVRO

- Jon D. Terty, DEQ-NVRO -
Brenda X. Winn, DEQ-VWPP
R.B.Stagg, MRC. . .
- Catherine M. Harold, CBLAD

Nancy K. O'Brien, Thomas Jcfferson PDC
C. Les Linticum, Louisa County
Andy Kugler, US.NRC

oy
-
e
-

' TOTAL P.11
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
6669 Short Lane
Gloucester, VA 23061

May 22, 2002

Mr. Christopher Grefmes

Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of&uclear Reactor Regulation
Washirfgton, D.C. 20555-0001

Re: License Renewal for Surry
f\}.—r. KL.)O and -North Anna Power
Stations, Surry and Louisa
Countics, Virginia

Mr. Grimes*

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your request for a list of federally
listed or proposed endangered and threatened species and designated critical habitat within the
area under exaluation for the Surry and North Anna Power Stations license renewal. This letter
is submitted 1n accordance with provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S C. 1531 et seq.). Attached are lists of species with federal status
and species of concern that have been documented or may occur in the counties where your
project is located. These lists were prepared by this office and are based on information obtained
from previous surveys for rare and endangered species.

The Service would like to confirm that any further Section 7 consultation necessary for this
project, pursuant to the ESA, will be conducted by personnel of the Chesapeake Bay Field Office
m Annapolis, Maryland. .

If you have any questions or need further assistance, please contact Mr. Eric Davis of this office
at (8§04) 693-6694, extension 104.

Sincerely,
*;”Karen L. Mayne

Supervisor
Virginia Field Office

Enclosures

~

N/ RN

.t

i
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ce: USFWS, Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, MD (David Sutherland)
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SURRY COUNTY. VIRGINIA
Federally Listed. Proposcd. and Candidate Specics

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMONNAME STATUS
BIRDS
Halaeetus leucocephatus! Bald cagle | 9%

Aeschynomene virginica Sensiive jomnt-seteh LT

Species of Concern

INVERTFBRATES

Speyenta diana ’ Mana frnllary G3
Stygobromus aracus Trdew ater interstitial amplupod  ~ G2
VASCUL AR PLANIS

Ciirex decompostta Lpiphaytic sdege G3
Chamaecrista fasciculata var macrosperma  Marsh senna Gs12
Desmodum ocliroletcum Cream{lower tick-treforl G2G2
Rudbeckia heliop~idis® San-facing conctlower G2
Irithom pusillum var. virgmsanum Virginia least irilliom G312

‘Nesting occurs m this county, concentrated shoreline use has been documented on the James
River
“Surveys needed within S-nules of Prince Gaorge County species location

Matehy 22,1990
Prepared by US Fish and Waldhfe Service, Virgita Field Oftice

November 2002 E-15 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



Appendix E

ISLLE OF WIGHT COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS
Hahaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle LT

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Caecidotea phreatica Phreatic isopod Gl
Speyena diana Diana fritillary G3
Stygobromus aracus Tidewater interstitial amphipod G2
Stygobromus indentatus Tidewater amphipod G2G3

NON-VASCULAR PLANTS
Sphagnum cyclophyllum Circular leaved peatmoss G3
Sphagnum macrophyllum var macrophyltum Large-lcaf peatmoss G3T3

VASCULAR PLANTS

Carex decomposita Epiphytic sedge G3
Litsea aestivalis' Pondspice G3
Tnlhum pusillum var. virgimanum?® Virgima least tnllivm G3T2

'Survey may be needed along the Blackwater River.
“This species has been documented in an adjacent county and may occur in this county

May 29, 2001
Prepared by U.S Fish and Wildlife Senice. Virginia Field Office
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PRINCE GEORGE COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME . COMMONNAME E STATUS -~
BIRDS

Haliaeetus leucocephalus’ Bald eagle LT
VASCULAR PLANTS v

Aeschynomene virginica Sensitive joint-vetch LT

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES 5
Speyeria diana Diana fritillary G3

i
VASCUTI AR PLANTS Lo
Chamaccrista fasciculata var. macrosperma Marsh senna GS5T2
Rudbeckia heliopsidis Sun-facing coneflower G2
Trillium pusillum var. virginianum’ Virginia least trilhum G3T2

*Nesting occurs in this county, concentrated shoreline use has been documented on the James
River.
2This species has been documented in an adjacent county and may occur in this county.

March 22, 1999 )
Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildhfe Service, Virginia Field Office '
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CHARLES CITY COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Caadidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS
Haliaeetus leucocephalus! Bald eagle LT

VASCULAR PLANTS

Acschynomene virginica . Sensitive joint-vetch LT
Helonias bullata® Swamp pink LT
[sotna medeoloides? Small whorled pogonia LT

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Speyena diana Diana fritillary G3
VASCULAR PLANTS

Chamaecrista fasciculata var. macrosperma  Marsh senna G512
Enocaulon parkeri Parker’s pipewort G3
Juncus caesanensis New Jersey rush G2
Nuphar sagittifoha Narrow-leaved spatterdock G5T2T3
Tnllium pusillum var. virginianum Virginia least tnllium G3T2

'Nesting occurs n this county; concentrated shoreline use has been documented on the James
River.
*This species has been documented in an adjacent county and may occur in this county

May 29, 2001
Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildhife Service, Virginia Field Office
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CITY OF SUFFOLK, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME » COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle LT, -

Species of Concern

INVFERTEBRATES

Chlorochioa distnaha Dismal Swamp green stink bug G2
Speyenia diana Diana fntillary G3
Stygobromus aracus Tidewater interstitial amphipod G2
Stygobromus indentatus " Tidewater amphipod G2G3

NON-VASCULAR PLANTS
Sphagnum carolinianum Carohina peatmoss G3

VASCULAR PLANTS

Erocaulon parken Parker’s pipewort G3
Gentiana autumnahs Pine-barren gentian G3
Litsea acstivalis! Pondspice G3
Rhynchospora pallida Pale beakrush G3
Trilhum pusillum var. virgintanum Virginia least trillium G3T2

'Survey may be needed along the Blackwater Riser

February 28, 2000
Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Senice, Virginia Field Office
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CITY OF CHESAPEAKE, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC. NAME COMMON NAME STATUS

None listed

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Euphyes dukesi Scarce swamp skipper 3
Pseudopolydesmus paludicolous A mullipede Gl
Stygobromus araeus ’ Tidewater interstitial amphipod G2

NON-VASCULAR PLANTS

Sphagnum macrophyllum var. macrophyllum Large-leaf peatmoss G3T3
VYASCULAR PLANTS
Trllium pusillum var, virginianum Virginia least trillium G3r2

May 29, 2001
Prepared by U S. Fish and Wildhife Senvice, Virginia Field Office
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CITY OF NEWPORT NEWS. VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS o
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle LT

-

Species of Concern

None documented

August 26, 1999
Prepared by U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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. LOUISA COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
INVERTEBRATES
Alasmudonta heterodon Dwarf wedgemussel LE

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Elliptio lanceolata Yellow lance G3
Lasmigona subviridis Green floater G3
February 8, 2001

Prepared by U S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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HANOVER COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME - COMMON NAME - . STATUS
BIRDS

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle - LT s
‘INVERTEBRATES

Alasmidonta heterodon Dwarf wedgemussel LE

VYASCULAR PLANTS
Aeschynomene virginica' " Sensitive joint-vetch LT
Isotria medeoloides' Small whorled pogonia LT

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Elliptio lanceolata Yellow lance G3
Lasmigona subvindis Green floater G3
Sigara depressa Virginia Piedmont water boatmern  G1G3

VASCUL AR PLANTS
Chamaecrista fasciculata var. macrosperma' Marsh senna G5T2

'This species has been documented in an adjacent county and may occur in this county.

May 29, 2001 , )
Prepared by U S Fish and Wildlife Senvice, Virginia Field Office
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POWHATAN COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS

Haliaectus leucocephalus Bald cagle LT
INVERTEBRATES

Pleurobema collina' ‘ James spinymussel LE

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Lexingtonia subplana Virginia pigtoe G1Q

VASCULAR PLANTS
Isoetes piedmontana Piedmont quillwort G3

*This species has been documented 10 an adjacent county and may oceur in this county.

February 8, 2001
Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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HENRICO COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME . COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS

Haliacetus leucocephalus! Bald eagle LT
VASCUILAR PLANTS . *
Aeschynomene virginica® Sensitive joint-vetch LT
Helonias bullata Swamp pink LT
Isotria medeolvides? Small whorled pogonia LT

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES . .
Fusconaia masoni Atlantic pigtoe G2

VASCUILAR PLANTS

Chamaecrista fasciculata var. macrosperma’ Marsh senna G512
Juncus caesariensis New Jersey rush G2
Trithium pusillum var, virginianum Virginia least trillium G3T2

'Nesting occurs in this county; concentrated shorcline use has been documented on the James
River.

*This species has been documented in an adjacent county and may occur in this county.

*This species has been documented 1n an adjacent county and may occur in this county cast of
1-295. B :

May 29, 2001 }
Prepared by U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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CHESTERFICLD COUN1Y, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRD>
Hahaectus leucocephalus! Bald eagle L1

INVERTEBRATES
Alasmidonta heterodon® Dwarfwedgomussel IF

VASCULAR PLANTS
Acschynomene virginica Sensin e jomnt-vetdh I.I
Rhus nuchauxn- AMichaun's sumac

Species of Concern

INVEFRIFBRAIES
Elliptio lanceolata Yellow lance G3
Spevena drana Dana tniblary G3

VASCULAR PLANTS

{ hamuaecrista fascrenlata var, macresperma Marsh senna G512
Desmodium ochroleucum Creamtlow er tick-trefoil G2G3
Trnihum pa.illum van sirgimianum Voirginia least rnlhum G2

‘Nesting occurs m this county, concentrated shorehine use has been docunmented on the James
Ruiver
[y species has been documented 1n an adjacent county and may occur in this county.

AMay 29,2001
Prepared by U'S Fch and Wildhfe Service, Virginia Freld Otfice
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SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME ' T 'COMMON NAME STATUS
INVERTEBRATES
Alasmidonta heterodon Dwarf wedge musscl LE

VASCULAR PLANTS
Isotria medeoloides . Small whorled pogonia LT.

Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Elliptio lanceolata Yellow lance G3
Lasmigona subviridis Green floater G3
Sigara depressa Virginia Piedmont water boatmen  GI1G3
Speyeria idalia Regal fritillary " G3

NON-VASCULAR PLANTS
Sphagnum carolinianum Carolina peatmoss G3

April 5, 2001
Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Senvice, Virginia Field Office
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CAROLINE COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS
Haliaeetus leucocephalus’ Bald eagle LT

VASCULAR PLANTS

Aeschynomene virginica® Sensitive joint-vetch LT
Helonias bullata Swamp pink LT
Isotria medeoloides Small whorled pogonia LT

Species of Concern

BIRDS

Aimophila aestivalis Bachman’s sparrow G3
INVERTEBRATES

Sigara depressa Virginia piedmont water boatman  G1G3
Stygobromus indentatus Tidewater amphipod G2G3
VASCULAR PLANTS

Chamaccrista fasciculata var. macrosperma® Marsh senna G5T2
Desmodium ochroleucum Creamflower tick-trefeil G2G3
Eriocaulan parkeri Parker’s pipewort G3
Juncus caesariensis New Jersey rush G2
Sabatia kennedyana Plymouth gentian G3

'Nesting occurs in this county; concentrated shoreline use has been documented on the
Rappahannock River.
*This species has been documented 1n an adjacent county znd may occur in this county.

May 29, 2001
Prepared by U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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| ORANGE COUNTY, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

3

SCIENTIFIC NAME | COMMON NAME STATUS

None documented

P SV -
Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES Lo
Elliptio lanceolata . Yellow lance G3
Lasmigona subviridis Green Floater G3.

Speveria idalia Regal fntillary G3

March 22, 1999 : .
Prepared by U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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CULPEPER COUNTY, YVIRGINIA

Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS

BIRDS

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald ecagle ' LT

INVERTEBRATES

Alasmidonta heterodon! Dwarf wedgemussel LE
Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Elliptio lanceolata Yellow lance G3

Lasmigona subviridis Green floater G3

VASCULAR PLANTS

Agalints auriculata’ Earleaf foxglove G3

'This species has been documented 1n an adjacent county and may cccur in this county.

May 29, 2001

Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginma Field Office
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FAUQUIER COUNTY, VIRGINIA

Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

Appendix E

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS

BIRDS

Hahaectus leucocephalus Bald cagle LT

INVERTEBRATES

Alasmidonta heterodon Dwarf wedgemussecl LE
Species of Concern

INVERTEBRATES

Elliptio lanceolata Yellow lance G3

Lasmigona subviridis Green floater G3

Speveria idalia Regal fritillary G3

Stygobromus spinosus Blue Ridge Mountain amphipod G2G3

VASCULAR PLANTS

Agalinis auriculata’ Earleaf foxglove G3

Carex polymorpha’ Variable sedge G2G3

Carex schweinitzii' Schweinitz’s sedge G3

Poa paludigena Bog bluegrass G3

Pycnanthemum torrei Torrey s mountain-mint G2

'This species has been documented in an adjacent county and may occur in this county.

May 29, 2001

Prepared by U.S Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Ficld Office -

November 2002
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CITY OF HOPEWELL, VIRGINIA
Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME STATUS
BIRDS
Haliacetus leucocephalus Bald cagle LT

May 21, 2002
Prepared by U S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office
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Appendix F

GEIS Envirqnmental“,Issue‘sh“Not App!iéabl,e
. to North Anna Power Station, Units 1 and 2

‘The following table lists those environmental issues listed in the Generic’Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS) (NRC .1996; 1999)® and 10 CFR
Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, that are not applicable to North Anna Power
Station, Units 1 and 2 because of plant or site characteristics. ,

{

Table F-1. GEIS Environmental |ssues Not Applicable to North Anna Power Station,

Unlts 1 and 2
ISSUE—10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS
Appendlx B, Table B-1 ’ Category Sections Comment

SURFACE WATER QUALITY, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Altered salinity gradients 1 4.2.1.2.2 Issue appliestoa
4,422 saltwater receiving water
~ body, that North Anna -
does not have.’

Water-use conflicts (plants with’ 2 4.3.2.1 North Anna cooling "~
cooling ponds or cooling towers using 4.4.21 systems do not use
makeup water from a small river with makeup water from a
low flow) +-small river with low flow.

AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR PLANTS WITH COOLING TOWER BASED HEAT DISSIPATION SYSTEMS)

Entrainment of fish and shellfish in " 1- ® 77433 ___ _North Anna does not _
early life stages - ~ - .. dissipate heat using
cooling towers. . ..

Impingement of fish and shelifish 1 4.3.3 North Anna does not
. .dissipate heat using
cooling towers.

(a) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter,
all references to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.

November 2002 . F-1 NUREG-1437, Supplement 7



Appendix F

ISSUE—10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS

Appendix B, Table B-1 -

Category Sections.

Comment

Heat shock i 1 4.3.3

North Anna does not
dissipate heat using
cooling towers.

GROUNDWATER USE AND QUALITY

Groundwater use conflicts (potable 2 4.8.1.1 NAPS uses <100 gpm of

and service water, and dewatering; 4.8.2.1 groundwater.

plants that use >100 gpm)

Groundwater-use conflicts (plants 2 4.8.1.3  North Anna does not

using cooling towers withdrawing 4.4.21 dissipate heat using

makeup water from a small river) cooling towers.

Groundwater-use conflicts (Ranney. 2 48.1.4 North Anna does not have

wells) ) or use Ranney wells.

Groundwater quality degradétion 1 48.22 North Anna does not have

(Ranney wells) or use Ranney wells.

Groundwater quality degradation 1 4.8.2.1 North Anna is located

(saltwater intrusion) inland.

Groundwater quality degradation 1 4.8.3 North Anna does not have

(cooling ponds in salt marshes) cooling ponds in salt
marshes.

Groundwater quality degradation 2 4.8.3 North Anna does not use

(cooling ponds at inland sites) . cooling ponds.

. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Cooling tower impacts on crops and 1 4.3.4 North Anna does not

ornamental vegetation dissipate heat using
cooling towers.

Cooling tower impacts on native 1 4.3.5.1 Issue applies to a heat

plants dissipation system feature,

cooling towers, that NAPS
does not have.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 7 F-2
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ISSUE—10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Category Sections Comment

Bird collisions with cooling towers 1 4.3.5.2 Issue applies to a heat
dissipation system feature,
cooling towers, that NAPS
does not have.

Cooling pond impacts on terrestrial 1 44.4 North Anna does not use

resources cooling ponds.

F.1 References

10 CFR Part 51. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 51, “Environmental
Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions.”

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1996. Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants. NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2, Washington, D.C.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1999. Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Main Report, “Section 6.3 — Transportation, Table 9.1,
‘Summary of findings on NEPA issues for license renewal of nuclear power plants, Final
Report’.” NUREG-1437, Volume 1, Addendum 1, NRC, Washington, D.C.
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