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Abstract

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) considered the environmental impacts of
renewing nuclear power plant operating licenses for a 20-year period in its Generic
Environmental Impact Statement forLicense Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437,
Volumes 1 and 2, and codified the results in 10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 51. In the
GEIS (and its Addendum 1), the staff identifies 92 environmental issues and reaches generic
conclusions related to environmental impacts for 69 of these issues that apply to all plants or to
plants with specific design or site characteristics. Additional plant-specific review is required for
the remaining 23 issues. These plant-specific reviews are to be included in a supplement to the
GEIS.

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) has been prepared in response to
an application submitted to the NRC by the South Carolina Electric and Gas Company
(SCE&G) to renew the operating license for the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
(V.C. Summer) for an additional 20 years under 10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 54. This
SEIS includes the NRC staff's analysis that considers and weighs the environmental impacts of
the proposed action, the environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed action, and
mitigation measures available for reducing or avoiding adverse impacts. It also includes the
staff's recommendation regarding the proposed action and responses to comments received on
the draft SEIS to the GEIS.

Regarding the 69 issues for which the GEIS reached generic conclusions, neither SCE&G nor
the staff has identified information that is both new and significant for any issue that applies to
V.C. Summer. The staff determined that information provided during the scoping and draft
SEIS comment processes did not call into question the conclusions in the GEIS. Therefore, the
staff concludes that the impacts of renewing the V.C. Summer operating license will not be
greater than impacts identified for these issues in the GEIS. For each of these issues, the
staff's conclusion in the GEIS is that the impact is of SMALL 8a) significance (except for collective
offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and high-level waste and spent fuel, which were
not assigned a single significance level).

The remaining issues that apply to V.C. Summer are addressed in this SEIS. For each
applicable issue, the staff concludes that the significance of the potential environmental impacts
of renewal of the operating license is SMALL. The staff also concludes that additional
mitigation measures are not likely to be sufficiently beneficial as to be warranted. The staff

(a) Environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither destabilize nor
noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource.
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Abstract

I determined that information provided during the scoping and draft SEIS comment processes
I did not identify any new issue that has a significant environmental impact.

I The NRC staff recommends that the Commission determine that the adverse environmental
impacts of license renewal for V.C. Summer are not so great that preserving the option of
license renewal for energy-planning decisionmakers would be unreasonable. This
recommendation is based on (1) the analysis and findings in the GEIS; (2) the Environmental
Report submitted by SCE&G; (3) consultation with Federal, State, and local agencies; (4) the

I staff's own independent review; and (5) the staff's consideration of public comments.
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Executive Summary

By letter dated August 6, 2002, South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) submitted
an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Cornmission (NRC) to renew the operating
license (OL) for the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) for an additional 20-year
period. If the OL is renewed, State regulatory' agencies and SCE&G will ultimately decide
whether the plant 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 OL is renewed, the
schedule is to issue the renewed license by June 2004. The renewed license would supersede
the current license. The renewed license would expire on August 6, 2042, which is 20 years
afterthe original license expiration date. If the OL is not renewed, then the plant must be shut
down at or before the expiration date of the current 'OL, which is August 6, 2022.

Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S. Code 4321) directs that
an environmental impact statement (EIS) is required for major Federal actions that significantly
affect the quality of the human environment. The NRC has implemented Section 102 of NEPA
in 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 51. Part 51 identifies licensing and regulatory
actions that require an EIS. In 10 CFR 51.20(b)(2), the Commission requires preparation 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 License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1 437, Volumes 1 and 2.(a)

Upon acceptance of the SCE&G 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. The staff visited the V.C. Summer site in December 2002 and held public scoping
meetings on December 11, 2002, in Jenkinsville, South Carolina. In the preparation of this
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) for V.C. Summer, the staff reviewed the
V.C. Summer Environmental Report and compared it to the GEIS, consulted with other
agencies, conducted an independent review of the issues following the guidance set forth in
NUREG-1 555, Supplement 1, the Standard Review Plans for Environmental Reviews for
Nuclear Power Plants, Supplement 1: Operating License Renewal, and considered the public
comments received during the scoping process. The public comments received during the
scoping process and draft SEIS public comment process that were considered to be within the
scope of the environmental review are provided in Appendix A of this SEIS.

On July 17, 2003, the Notice of Availability of the Draft SEIS and Notice of Public Meetings to
discuss the draft SEIS was published in the Federal Register (68 FR 42431). A 75-day
comment period began on that date, during which members of the public could comment on the

(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.
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Executive Summary

preliminary results of the staff's review. The staff held two public meetings in Jenkinsville,
South Carolina, on August 26, 2003, to describe the preliminary results of the NRC
environmental review, answer questions, and provide members of the public with information to
assist them in formulating comments on the draft SEIS. All of the comments received on the
draft SEIS were considered in developing the final SEIS and are presented in Appendix A,
Part II.

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

The Commission 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 criterion implicitly acknowledge that
there are factors, in addition to license renewal, 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 determination in § 51.23(a) ["Temporary storage of spent
fuel after cessation of reactor operatiori-generic determination of no significant
environmental impact] and in accordance with § 51.23(b).

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 environmental 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 footnotes 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 sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to
destabilize, important attributes of the resource.

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

For 69 of the 92 issues considered in the GEIS, the analysis in the GEIS reached the following
conclusions:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply
either to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system
or other specified plant or site characteristics.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to
the impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and
from high-level waste 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 mitigation measures
are not likely to be sufficiently'beneficial to'warrant implementation.

These 69 issues were identified in the GEIS as Category 1 issues. In the absence of new and
significant information, the staff relied on conclusions as amplified by supporting information in
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Executive Summary

the GEIS for issues designated as 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 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 identified 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 OL for V.C. Summer) and alternative methods of power generation. Based on
projections made by the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy Information Administration, gas-
and coal-fired generation appear to be the most likely power-generation alternatives if the
power from V.C. Summer is replaced. These alternatives are evaluated assuming that the
replacement power generation plant is located at either the V.C. Summer site or some other
unspecified alternate location in South Carolina.

SCE&G 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
SCE&G 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
the scoping process nor the staff has identified any new issue applicable to V.C. Summer that
has a significant environmental impact. Therefore, the staff relies upon the conclusions of the
GEIS for all of the Category 1 issues that are applicable to V.C. Summer.

SCE&G's license renewal application presents an analysis of the Category 2 issues plus
environmental justice and chronic effects from electromagnetic fields. The staff has reviewed
the SCE&G analysis for each issue and has conducted an independent review of each issue.
Three Category 2 issues are not applicable because they are related to plant design features or
site characteristics not found at V.C. Summer. Four Category 2 issues are not discussed in this
SEIS because they are specifically related to refurbishment. SCE&G 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 necessary to support the continued
operation of V.C. Summer 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

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 xviii February 2004



Executive Summary

the plant operations evaluated in the NRC's 1981 Final Environmental Statement Related to the
Operation of Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Unit No 1.

Fifteen 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. Four of the Category 2 issues and environmental justice apply
to both refurbishment and to operation during the renewal term and are only discussed in this
SEIS in relation to operation during the renewal term. For all 15 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 V.C. Summer, and the plant improvements
already made, the staff concludes that none of the candidate SAMAs are cost-beneficial.

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.

If the V.C. Summer OL is not renewed and the unit ceases operation on or before the expiration
of the current OL, then the adverse impacts of likely alternatives will not be smaller than those
associated with continued operation of V.C. Summer. The impacts may, in fact, be greater in
some areas.

The NRC staff recommends that the Commission determine that the adverse environmental
impacts of license renewal for V.C. Summer are not so great that preserving the option of
license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be unreasonable. This
recommendation is based on (1) the analysis and findings in the GEIS; (2) the Environmental
Report submitted by SCE&G; (3) consultation with other Federal, State, and local agencies;
(4) the staff's own independent review; and (5) the staff's consideration of public comments..
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Abbreviations/Acronyms

0

Jim

degree(s)

micrometer(s)

AADT
ac

IACC
AD

I ADAMS
IAOC
IAOE
I AOSC
I APE

BC
Bq/L
Btu/ft3
Btu/h
Btu/kWh

C
JCCW
ICDF

CEO
CFR
cfs
Ci
cm

IDBA
IDC

DO
DOE
DSM

I EFW
EIA
EIS
ELF-EMF
EPA
ER

annual average daily traffic (volume)
acres
averted cleanup and decontamination costs
Anno Domini
Agencywide Document Access and Management System
averted offsite property damage costs
averted occupational exposure
averted onsite costs
averted public exposure (costs)

before Christ
becquerel per liter
British thermal units per cubic foot
British thermal units per hour
British thermal units per kilowatt-hour

Celsius
component cooling water
core damage frequency
Council on Environmental Quality
Code of Federal Regulations
cubic feet per second
curie(s)
centimeter(s)

design-basis accident
direct current
dissolved oxygen
U.S. Department of Energy
demand-side management

emergency feedwater
Energy Information Administration (U.S. DOE)
environmental impact statement
extremely low frequency-electromagnetic field
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Report
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F Fahrenheit
FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
fish/ac fish per acre
fish/hr fish per hour
fish/ha fish per hectare
FPSF Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility
FR Federal Register
ft foot/feet
ft3  cubic feet
ft3/yr cubic feet per year

gal gallon(s)
gal/d gallons per day
GEIS Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants,

NUREG-1437
gpm gallons per minute
GWPS gaseous waste processing system
Gy gray; energy corresponding to 1 joule per kilogram

ha hectares
HCLPF high confidence of low probability of failure
HEPA high-efficiency particulate air (filter)
HLW high-level waste
h hour(s)
Hz Hertz

ICRP International Commission on Radiological Protection
in. inch(es)
IPE individual plant examination
IPEEE individual plant examination of external events
ISLOCA interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident

J joule(s) -

kg kilograms
kg/ha kilograms per hectare
KkW thousand kilowatts
km kilometers
km2  square kilometers
kV kilovolts
kWh kilowatt-hour

L liter(s)
Ud liters per day
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us
Ilb/ac
lb/MWh
LERF
LLW
LR
LWPS

m
rn/mivs
m 3
m3/s
m3/yr
mA
MAB
MACCS2
MGD
mg/L
mGy
mi

mJ
mJ/m3

mph
mrad
mrem
mrem/year
mSv
mSv/year
MT
MT/yr
MTHM
MWd/MTU
MW(e)
MW(t)

NA
NAS
NEPA
NESC
NHPA
NIEHS
NOx
NPDES

liters per second
pounds per acre
pounds per megawatt hour
large early release frequency
low-level waste
license renewal
liquid waste processing systems

meters
meters per second
cubic meters
cubic meters per second
cubic meters per year
milliamperes
maximum attainable benefit
MELCOR Accident Consequence Code System 2
million gallons per day
milligrams per liter
milligray(s)
mile(s)
square miles
millijoule(s)
milijoules per cubic meter
miles per hour
millirad(s)
millirem(s)
millirems per year
millisievert(s)
millisieverts per year
metric ton(s)
metric tons per year
metric tonne
megawatt-days per metric ton of uranium
megawatts electric
megawatts thermal

not applicable
National Academy of Sciences
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
National Electrical Safety Code
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences
nitrogen oxides
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 xxii February 2004



Abbreviations/Acronyms

NRC
NRHP

ODCM
OL

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
National Register of Historic Places

Offsite Dose Calculation Manual
operating license

PAR
pCiVL
person-rem
person-sV
persons/km 2

persons/mi 2

PM10
PORV
ppm
PRA
psig
PWR

rad
RAI
RCP
rem
REMP
RHR
RPC
RRW
RWST

SAMA
SAR
SBO
SCDAH
SCDHEC
SCE&G
SCDNR
SEIS
SG
SGTR
SHPO
SO2

Sox
Sv

Publicly Available Records
picocuries per liter
person-roentgen equivalent man
person-sievert
persons per square kilometer
persons per square mile
particulate matter, 10 microns or less in diameter
power-operated relief valve
parts per million
probabilistic risk assessment
pounds per square inch gauge
pressurized water reactor

0.01 joule per kilogram; 0.01 gray
request for additional information
reactor coolant pump
roentgen equivalent man; special unit of dose equivalent, equal to 0.01 sievert
radiological environmental monitoring program
residual heat removal
replacement power costs
risk-reduction worth
refueling water storage tank

severe accident mitigation alternative
safety analysis report
station blackout
South Carolina Department of Archives and History
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
South Carolina Electric and Gas Company
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
.Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
steam generator
steam generator tube rupture
State Historic Preservation Officer
sulfur dioxide
sulfur oxides
sievert(s)

I
I
I
I

I

I

I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I

I

I
I
I
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TBq
I TDEFWP
I tons/yr

U.S.
USC
USFWS

terabecquerel(s)
turbine-driven emergency feedwater pump
tons per year

United States
United States Code
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

I V volt
V.C. Summer Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station

I WOG Westinghouse Owners Group

I yr year(s)
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1.0 Introduction

Under the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) environmental protection regulations
in Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 51, which implement the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA),- renewal of a nuclear power plant operating license
(OL) requires the preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS). In preparing the
EIS, the NRC staff is required first to issue the statement in draft form for public comment, and
then issue a final statement after considering public comments on the draft. To support the
preparation of the EIS, the staff has prepared a Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1 437, Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996;
1 999).(a) The GEIS is intended to (1) provide an understanding of the types and severity of
environmental impacts that may occur as a result of license renewal of nuclear power plants
under 10 CFR Part 54, (2) identify and assess the impacts that are expected to be generic to
license renewal, and (3) support 10 CFR Part 51 to define the number and scope of issues that
need to be addressed by the applicants in plant-by-plant renewal proceedings. Use of the
GEIS guides the preparation of complete plant-specific information in support of the OL renewal
process.

The South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) operates Virgil C. Summer Nuclear
Station (V.C. Summer) in South Carolina on behalf of itself and of the South Carolina Public
Service Authority (Santee Cooper), which has a one-third non-operating interest in the station.
SCE&G operates V.C. Summer under OL NPF-12, which was issued by the NRC. This OL will
expire on August 6, 2022. On August 6, 2002, SCE&G submitted an application to the NRC to
renew the V.C. Summer OL for an additional 20 years under 10 CFR Part 54. SCE&G is a
licensee for the purposes of its current OL and an applicant for the renewal of the OL.
Pursuant to 10 CFR 54.23 and 51.53(c), SCE&G submitted an Environmental Report (ER)
(SCE&G 2002a) in which SCE&G analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed license renewal action, considered alternatives to the proposed action, and evaluated
mitigation measures for reducing adverse environmental effects.

This report is the plant-specific supplement to the GEIS (the supplemental EIS [SEIS]) for the
SCE&G license renewal application. This SEIS is a supplement to the GEIS because it relies,
in part, on the findings of the GEIS. The staff will also prepare a separate safety evaluation
report in accordance with 10 CFR Part 54.

(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.
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Introduction

1.1 Report Contents

The following sections of this introduction (1) describe the background for the preparation of
this SEIS, including the development of the GEIS and the process used by the staff to assess
the environmental impacts associated with license renewal, (2) describe the proposed Federal
action to renew the V.C. Summer OL, (3) discuss the purpose and need for the proposed
action, and (4) present the status of SCE&G's compliance with environmental quality standards
and requirements that have been imposed by Federal, State, regional, and local agencies that
are responsible for environmental protection.

The ensuing chapters of this SEIS closely parallel the contents and organization of the GEIS.
Chapter 2 describes the site, power plant, and interactions of the plant with the environment.
Chapters 3 and 4, respectively, discuss the potential environmental impacts of plant
refurbishment and plant operation during the renewal term. Chapter 5 contains a summary of
the evaluation of potential environmental impacts of plant accidents and includes consideration
of severe accident mitigation alternatives (SAMAs); a more detailed discussion of SAMAs is in
Appendix G. Chapter 6 discusses the uranium fuel cycle and solid waste management.
Chapter 7 discusses decommissioning, and Chapter 8 discusses alternatives to license
renewal. Finally, Chapter 9 summarizes the findings of the preceding chapters and draws
conclusions about the adverse impacts that cannot be avoided, the relationship between short-
term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity,
and the irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources. The final chapter also presents
the staff's recommendation with respect to the proposed license renewal action.

Additional information is included in appendices. Appendix A contains public comments
received on the environmental review for license renewal and staff responses. Appendices B
through G, respectively, list the following:

* the preparers of the supplement,

* the chronology of correspondence between NRC and SCE&G with regard to this SEIS,

* the organizations contacted during the development of this SEIS,

* SCE&G's compliance status in Table E-1 (this appendix also contains copies of
consultation correspondence prepared and issued during the evaluation process),

* GEIS environmental issues that are not applicable to V.C. Summer, and

* SAMAs.
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1.2 Background

Use of the GEIS, which examines the possible environmental impacts that could occur as a
result of renewing individual nuclear power plant OLs under 10 CFR Part 54, and the
established license renewal evaluation process supports the thorough evaluation of the impacts
of renewal of OLs.

1.2.1 Generic Environmental Impact Statement

The NRC initiated a generic assessment of the environmental impacts associated with the
license renewal term to improve the efficiency of the license renewal process by documenting
the assessment results and codifying the results in the Commission's regulations. This
assessment is provided in the GEIS, which serves as the principal reference for all nuclear
power plant license renewal ElSs.

The GEIS documents the results of the systematic approach that was taken to evaluate the
environmental consequences of renewing the licenses of individual nuclear power plants and
operating them for an additional 20 years. For each potential environmental issue, the GEIS
(1) describes the activity that affects the environment, (2) identifies the population or resource
that is affected, (3) assesses the nature and magnitude of the impact on the affected population
or resource, (4) characterizes the significance of the effect for both beneficial and adverse
effects, (5) determines whether the results of the analysis apply to all plants, and (6) considers
whether additional mitigation measures would be warranted for impacts that would have the
same significance level for all plants.

The NRC's standard of significance was established using the Council on Environmental
Quality terminology for "significantly" (40 CFR 1508.27, which requires consideration of both.
"context" and "intensity"). Using the Council on Environmental Quality terminology, the NRC
established three significance levels-SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE. The definitions of the
three significance levels are set forth in the footnotes to Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51,
Subpart A, Appendix B, as follows:

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 sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to destabilize,
important attributes of the resource.
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LARGE - Environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize
important attributes of the resource.

The GEIS assigns a significance level to each environmental issue, assuming that ongoing
mitigation measures would continue.

The GEIS includes a determination of whether the analysis of the environmental issue could be
applied to all plants and whether additional mitigation measures would be warranted. Issues
are then assigned a Category 1 or a Category 2 designation. As set forth in the GEIS,
Category 1 issues are those that meet all of the following criteria:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristic.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to the
impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from
high-level waste 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 mitigation measures are likely not
to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

For issues that meet the three Category 1 criteria, no additional plant-specific analysis is
required in this SEIS unless new and significant information is identified.

Category 2 issues are those that do not meet one or more of the criteria of Category 1 and,
therefore, additional plant-specific review for these issues is required.

In the GEIS, the staff assessed 92 environmental issues and determined that 69 qualified as
Category 1 issues, 21 qualified as Category 2 issues, and two issues were not categorized.
The latter two issues, environmental justice and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields, are to
be addressed in a plant-specific analysis. Of the 92 issues, 11 are related only to
refurbishment, six are related only to decommissioning, 67 apply only to operation during the
renewal term, and eight apply to both refurbishment and operation during the renewal term. A
summary of the findings for all 92 issues in the GEIS is codified in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51,
Subpart A, Appendix B.
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1.2.2 License Renewal Evaluation Process

An applicant seeking to renew its OL is required to submit an ER as part of its application. The
license renewal evaluation process involves careful review of the applicant's ER and assurance
that all new and potentially significant information not already addressed in or available during
the GEIS evaluation is identified, reviewed, and assessed to verify the environmental impacts of
the proposed license renewal.

In accordance with 10 CFR 51.53(c)(2) and (3), the ER submitted by the applicant must

* provide an analysis of the Category 2 issues in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B in accordance with 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)

* discuss actions to mitigate any adverse impacts associated with the proposed action
and environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed action.

In accordance with 10 CFR 51.53(c)(2), the ER does not need to

* consider the economic benefits and costs of the proposed action and alternatives to the
proposed action except insofar as such benefits and costs are either (1) essential for
making a determination regarding the inclusion of an alternative in the range of
alternatives considered or (2) relevant to mitigation,

* consider the need for power and other issues not related to the environmental effects of
the proposed action and the alternatives,

* discuss any aspect of the storage of spent fuel within the scope of the generic
determination in 10 CFR 51.23(a) in accordance with 10 CFR 51.23(b),

* contain an analysis of any Category 1 issue unless there is significant new information
on a specific issue-this is pursuant to 10 CFR 51.23(c)(3) (iii) and (iv).

New and significant information is (1) information that identifies a significant environmental
issue not covered in the GEIS and codified in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B or (2) information that was not considered in the analyses summarized in the GEIS
and that leads to an impact finding that is different from the finding presented in the GEIS and
codified in 10 CFR Part 51.

In preparing to submit its application to renew the V.C. Summer OL, SCE&G developed a
process to ensure that information not addressed in or available during the GEIS evaluation
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regarding the environmental impacts of license renewal for V.C. Summer would be properly
reviewed before submitting the ER, and to ensure that such new and potentially significant
information related to renewal of the license for V.C. Summer would be identified, reviewed,
and assessed during the period of NRC review. SCE&G reviewed the Category 1 issues that
appear in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, to verify that the conclusions of
the GEIS remained valid with respect to V.C. Summer. This review was performed by
personnel from SCE&G and its support organization who were familiar with NEPA issues and
the scientific disciplines involved in the preparation of a license renewal ER.

The NRC staff also has a process for identifying new and significant information. That process
is described in detail in Standard Review Plans for Environmental Reviews for Nuclear Power
Plants, Supplement 1: Operating License Renewal, NUREG-1 555, Supplement 1 (NRC 2000).
The search for new information includes (1) review of an applicant's ER and the process for
discovering and evaluating the significance of new information; (2) review of records of public
comments; (3) review of environmental quality standards and regulations; (4) coordination with
Federal, State, and local environmental protection and resource agencies; and (5) review of the
technical literature. New information discovered by the staff is evaluated for significance using
the criteria set forth in the GEIS. For Category 1 issues where new and significant information
is identified, reconsideration of the conclusions for those issues is limited in scope to the
assessment of the relevant new and significant information; the scope of the assessment does
not include other facets of the issue that are not affected by the new information.

Chapters 3 through 7 discuss the environmental issues considered in the GEIS that are
applicable to V.C. Summer. At the beginning of the discussion of each set of issues, there is a
table that identifies the issues to be addressed and lists the sections in the GEIS where the
issue is discussed. Category 1 and Category 2 issues are listed in separate tables. For
Category 1 issues for which there is no new and significant information, the table is followed by
a set of short paragraphs that state the GEIS conclusion codified in Table B-1 of 10 CFR
Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, followed by the staff's analysis and conclusion. For Category 2
issues, in addition to the list of GEIS sections where the issue is discussed, the tables list the
subparagraph of 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii) that describes the analysis required and the SEIS
sections where the analysis is presented. The SEIS sections that discuss the Category 2
issues are presented immediately following the table.

The NRC prepares an independent analysis of the environmental impacts of license renewal
and compares these impacts with the environmental impacts of alternatives. The evaluation of
the SCE&G license renewal application began with publication of a notice of acceptance for
docketing and opportunity for a hearing in the Federal Register(FR; 67 FR 62272 [NRC
2002a]) on October 4, 2002. The staff published a notice of intent to prepare an EIS and
conduct scoping (67 FR 65612 [NRC 2002b]) on October 25, 2002. Two public scoping
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meetings were held on December 11, 2002, in Jenkinsville, South Carolina. Comments
received during the scoping period were summarized in the Environmental Scoping Summary
Report, V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, Fairfield County, South Carolina (NRC 2003a) dated
January 14, 2003. Comments that are applicable to this environmental review are presented in
Part I of Appendix A.

The staff followed the review guidance contained in NUREG-1 555, Supplement 1, in the
Standard Review Plans for Environmental Reviews for Nuclear Power Plants, Supplement 1: -
Operating License Renewal (NRC 2000). The staff and contractors retained to assist the staff
visited the V.C. Summer site on December 10 and 11,2002, to gather information and to
become familiar with the site and its environs. The staff also reviewed the comments received
during scoping and consulted with Federal, State, regional, and local agencies. A list of the
organizations contacted is provided in Appendix D. -Other documents related to V.C. Summer
were reviewed and are referenced.

On July 17, 2003, the Notice of Availability of the Draft SEIS and Notice of Public Meetings to
discuss the draft SEIS was published in 68 FR 42431 (NRC 2003b). A 75-day comment period I
began on that date, during which members of the public could comment on the preliminary
results of the staff's review. The staff held two public meetings in Jenkinsville, South Carolina,
on August 26, 2003, to describe the preliminary results of the NRC environmental review,
answer questions, and provide members of the public with information to assist them in
formulating comments on the draft SEIS. All of the comments received on the draft SEIS were
considered in developing the final SEIS and are presented in Part II of Appendix A. The NRC
responses to these comments are'also provided.

This SEIS presents the staff's analysis that considers and weighs the environ nental effects of
the proposed renewal of the OL for V.C. Sumrimer, the environmental impacts of alternatives to
license renewal, and mitigation measures available for avoiding adverse environmental effects.
Chapter 9, "Summary and Conclusions," provides the NRC staff's recommendation to the
Commission on 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.

1.3 The Proposed Federal Action

The proposed Federal action is renewal of the OL for V.C. Summer. V.C. Summer is located in
north-central South Carolina, in Fairfield County, approximately 42 km (26 mi) northwest of
Columbia, South Carolina. The current OL for V.C. Summer expires on August 6, 2022. By
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letter dated August 6, 2002, SCE&G submitted an application to the NRC (SCE&G 2002b) to
renew this OL for an additional 20 years of operation (i.e., until August 6, 2042).

The plant has one Westinghouse-designed pressurized light-water reactor, with a design rating
for a net electrical power output of 966 megawatts electric [MW(e)]. Plant cooling is provided
by a once-through cooling water system that dissipates heat primarily by discharge into
Monticello Reservoir. V.C. Summer produces electricity to supply the needs of more than
135,000 homes.

1.4 The Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

Although a licensee must have a renewed license to operate a reactor beyond the term of the
existing OL, the possession of that license is just one of a number of conditions that must be
met for the licensee to continue plant operation during the term of the renewed license. Once
an OL is renewed, State regulatory agencies and the owners of the plant will ultimately decide
whether the plant 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.

Thus, for license renewal reviews, the NRC has adopted the following definition of purpose and
need (GEIS Section 1.3):

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.

This definition of purpose and need reflects the Commission's recognition that, unless there are
findings in the safety review required by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 or findings in the NEPA
environmental analysis that would lead the NRC to reject a license renewal application, the
NRC does not have a role in the energy-planning decisions of State regulators and utility
officials as to whether a particular nuclear power plant should continue to operate. From the
perspective of the licensee and the State regulatory authority, the purpose of renewing an OL is
to maintain the availability of the nuclear plant to meet system energy requirements beyond the
current term of the plant's license.
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1.5 Compliance and Consultations

SCE&G is required to hold certain Federal, State, and local environmental permits, as well as
meet relevant Federal and State statutory requirements. In its ER, SCE&G provided a list of
the authorizations from Federal, State, and local authorities for current operations as well as
environmental approvals and consultations associated with V.C. Summer license renewal.
Authorizations and consultations relevant to the proposed OL renewal action are included in
Appendix E.

The staff has reviewed SCE&G's authorizations and consultations and has consulted with the
appropriate Federal, State, and local agencies to identify any compliance or permit issues or
significant environmental issues of concern to the reviewing agencies. These agencies did not
identify any new and significant environmental issues. The ER states that SCE&G is in
compliance with applicable environmental standards and requirements for V.C. Summer. The
staff has not identified any environmental issues that are both new and significant.

1.6 References

10 CFR Part 51. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 51, "Environmental
Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions."

10 CFR Part 54. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 54, "Requirements for
Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants."

40 CFR Part 1508. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Protection of Environment, Part
1508, 'Terminology and Index."

Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (AEA). 42 USC 201 1, et seq.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). 42 USC 4321, et seq.

South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G). 2002a. Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
License RenewalApplication. "Appendix E, Environmental Report." Docket Number 50/395;
License Number NPF-12. Jenkinsville, South Carolina.

South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G). 2002b. License RenewalApplication for
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, V.C. Summer Nuclear Station. Jenkinsville, South Carolina.
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U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1996. Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants. NUREG-1 437, 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. Washington, D.C.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 2000. Standard Review Plans for Environmental
Reviews forNuclearPowerPlants, Supplement l: Operating License Renewal. NUREG-1555,
Supplement 1, Washington, D.C.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 2002a. uSouth Carolina Electric and Gas
Company, Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station; Notice of Acceptance for Docketing of the
Application and Notice of Opportunity for a Hearing Regarding Renewal of License No. NPF-12
for an Additional Twenty-Year Period." Federal Register, Vol. 67, No. 193, pp. 62272-62273.
October 4, 2002.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 2002b. "Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement and Conduct Scoping Process." Federal Register, Vol. 67,
No. 207, pp. 65612-65613. October 25, 2002.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 2003a. Environmental Scoping Summary Report
V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, Fairfield County, South Carolina. Rockville, MD. January 14,
2003.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 2003b. "South Carolina Electric and Gas, Virgil
C. Summer Nuclear Station; Notice of Availability of the Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement and Public Meeting for the License Renewal of Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station." Federal Register, Vol. 68, No. 137, p. 42431. July 17, 2003.
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2.0 Description of Nuclear Power Plant and Site
and Plant Interaction with the Environment

Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer), owned by South Carolina Electric and Gas
(SCE&G) and South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper), is located in Fairfield
County, in predominantly rural north-central South Carolina. It is situated on the shore of
Monticello Reservoir about 42 km (26 ml) northwest of Columbia, the State capital. The plant
consists of a nuclear reactor, cooling and auxiliary water systems, and transmission facilities.
The nuclear reactor is a pressurized light-water reactor with three steam generators turning
turbines to generate electricity. Cooling system water is provided from Monticello Reservoir.
The plant and its environs are described in Section 2.1, and the plant's interaction with the
environment is presented in Section 2.2.

2.1 Plant and Site Description and Proposed Plant
Operation During the Renewal Term

V.C. Summer is located on 909 ha (2245 ac) of SCE&G-owned land approximately 133 m
(436 ft) above sea level, 24 km (15 mi) west of the County seat of Winnsboro, and 42 km
(26 mi) northwest of Columbia, the State capital. Fairfield County is part of the Central
Midlands Region (approximately 600,000 residents in year 2000) that also encompasses
Lexington, Richland, and Newberry counties. Figures 2-1 and 2-2 depict the site location and
features within 80 and 10 km (50 and 6 mi), respectively. The site exclusion area boundary's
western axis is slightly longer (1783 m [5850 ft]) than its eastern axis (1631 m [5350 ft])
(SCE&G 1978). The exclusion area boundary also represents the site boundary.

V.C. Summer is located in a sparsely populated, largely rural area, with forests and small farms
composing the dominant land use. This Piedmont terrain varies from gently rolling to hilly and
includes broad stream valleys. Jenkinsville and Peak are the closest settlements, although
there are also homes built along the main plant access road. The Broad River flows in a
northwest-to-southeast direction approximately 1.6 km (1 mi) west of the site and serves as the
boundary between Fairfield County (to the east) and Newberry County (to the west).
V.C. Summer is co-located with a hydroelectric facility. The general area has been used for
energy production since 1914 when this reach of the Broad River was impounded for a small,
run-of-the-river hydroelectric plant and Parr Reservoir was created. Later, a coal-fired power
plant operated for decades nearby. Originally 750 ha (1850 ac), Parr Reservoir was enlarged
to approximately 1780 ha (4400 ac) in 1977 by raising the level of the dam by 2.7 m (9 ft)
(SCE&G 1978). This modification was necessary to support the development of the Fairfield
Pumped Storage Facility (FPSF), which was built on Frees Creek, a small tributary of the Broad
River. Monticello Reservoir, a 2630-ha (6500-ac) impoundment, was built in the Frees Creek
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valley to serve as the upper pool for FPSF and the cooling water source for V.C. Summer. Parr
Reservoir, which had historically been the source of water for Parr Hydro, assumed a dual
function, providing water for both Parr Hydro and FPSF.

V.C. Summer is located on the south shore of Monticello Reservoir (Figure 2-2). Monticello
Reservoir is hydrologically connected (by a conduit that passes under the Highway 99
causeway) to a smaller 121-ha (300-ac) body of water known as the Monticello Sub-
impoundment that is managed for recreational boating and fishing by SCE&G and
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR). SCE&G maintains the property,
which includes boat launch, swimming, and picnic facilities. Lake Monticello Park, situated on
the eastern shore of Monticello Reservoir, provides day-use recreation including a playground,
tennis courts, ball fields, picnic sites, and swimming.

Lake Murray to the southwest of V.C. Summer impounds the Saluda River and provides
marinas with fishing and boating and camping opportunities, and includes Dreher Island State
Park. Lake Wateree State Recreation Area, 24 km (15 mi) to the east of Winnsboro, permits
motorized boating and is popular for fishing. The 64,900 ha (161,000 ac) Enoree Ranger
District of the Sumter National Forest is immediately north of Lake Monticello, about 6.4 km (4
mi) from V.C. Summer, and provides recreational opportunities. The Congaree Swamp
National Monument is 32 km (20 mi) south southeast of Columbia on the Congaree River. The
monument protects one of the last tracts of old-growth bottom-land hardwood forest remaining
in the United States.

2.1.1 External Appearance and Setting

The domed reactor building is the tallest structure at V.C. Summer. It is surrounded by the
auxiliary buildings, the control building, turbine building, and diesel generator building. There
are facilities for fuel handling and related support shops, warehouses, and storage. Service
water pond dams extend into Monticello Reservoir to the east as do the discharge bay and
canal. The intake structure is located north of the station. A wastewater treatment area and
the substation are located to the south. The FPSF is about one-half mile to the west.

The entire nuclear station and support facilities are not easily visible from adjacent communities
because of the topography and forested cover. The station can be viewed from SC 215 and
lands along the eastern shore of Monticello Reservoir.

The V.C. Summer site lies within the Piedmont Physiographic Province and is underlain by
igneous and metamorphic crystalline rocks, including migmatites in transitional areas between
metamorphic and igneous bodies. Bedrock within this portion of the Piedmont is
metasedimentary and metavolcanic and contains granites, gneisses, and schists
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(SCE&G 2002a). Crystalline bedrock has been deeply weathered into a saprolitic mantle of soil
40 to 20 m (40 to 85 ft) thick at the site. The upper soil profile is characterized by a silty and
clayey horizon' (SCE&G 2002a).

2.1.2 Reactor Systems

V.C. Summer is a single-unit plant with a domed concrete containment building. The station
includes a pressurized light-water reactor nuclear steam supply system designed and furnished
by Westinghouse Electric Company and a turbine generator manufactured by General Electric
Corporation. The unit was designed for an output of 2775 megawatts thermal [MW(t)] with
corresponding net electrical output of approximately 900 megawatts electric [MW(e)]. It
achieved initial criticality in October 1982 and began commercial operation in January 1983
(SCE&G 2002a).

In 1996, SCE&G sought approval from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to
upgrade performance to a core power output of 2900 MW(t) with a net electrical output of 945
MW(e). In August 1997, instrument changes improving measurement accuracy resulted in a
9 MW increase in indicated electrical power output, 'to 954 MW(e). In the spring of 1999, a
more efficient high-pressure turbine rotor increased the net electrical output to 966 MW(e)
(SCE&G 2002a).

The reactor containment structure is a steel-lined, r6inforced-concrete, 46.9-m (154-ft) diameter
cylinder with a hemispheric dome and a flat reinforced concrete foundation mat (SCE&G
2002a). The concrete vertical walls are 1.2 m (4 ft) thick, with an outside diameter of 40.8 m
(134 ft). The dome is 0.9 m (3 ft) thick, and the overall height is approximately 50.6 m (166 ft)
above grade. Air pressure inside the containment structure is maintained at between
-0.1 and +1.5 psig below atmospheric pressure for routine operations. Together with its
engineered safety features, the containmentfstructure'is designed to withstand an internal
pressure of 57 psig above atmospheric pressure and provides radiation shielding for both
normal operation and design basis accident' conditions (SCE&G 2002a).

2.1.3 Cooling and Auxiliary Water Systems

V.C. Summer operates as a once-through cooling plant'that withdraws from and discharges to
a cooling pond, Monticello Reservoir. Monticello Reservoir was built to supply cooling water to
the station and to provide an upper reservoir for the FPSF located on Parr Reservoir.

To limit the heat load rejected to Monticello Reservoir, in 1996 SCE&G installed the turbine
building closed-cycle cooling water system to pro'vide cooling for certain station loads that were
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previously handled by the circulating water system. The closed system does not handle any of
the heat load directly associated with reactor cooling. The closed-cycle cooling water system
supplies cooling water to equipment associated with the turbine, generator, and other
nonnuclear systems in the turbine building. The system uses a forced-draft (closed-cycle)
cooling facility with four fans and eight cooling coils to reject waste heat to the atmosphere.
This cooling structure is 26 by 13 m (86.9 by 41.9 ft) with an overall height of 7 m (22.4 ft)
above grade (SCE&G 1996). It is located outside of the protected area fence, approximately
152 m (500 ft) northwest of the reactor building. Under normal operation, one of the two
closed-cycle cooling water pumps circulates treated water through the cooling coils, transferring
heat removed from the various components to spray water and then to the atmosphere by
evaporation of the spray water in the air stream produced by the cooling fans. The turbine
building closed-cycle water system is independent of plant emergency cooling facilities and is
not required for reactor protection or safe shutdown (SCE&G 2002a).

The main cooling system at V.C. Summer is the circulating water system. It is designed to
remove 6.67 x 109 Btu/h of heat from the main and auxiliary condensers as well as the turbine
auxiliaries (NRC 1981). Cooling water is drawn from the Monticello Reservoir at a rate of
approximately 32 m3/s (1143 cfs), passed through the condensers and ultimately returned to
Monticello Reservoir. The intake structure, located along the south shoreline of the reservoir,
has three pump bays, each with two entrances. Each entrance is 4 m (13 ft) wide and 8 m
(25.5 ft) high, extending from the bottom of the pump house (elevation 119 m [390.0 ftj) to the
bottom of a skimmer wall (elevation 127 m [415.5 ft]). The entrances are each equipped with
vertical traveling screens (mesh size 1.0 x 0.89 cm [0.4 x 0.35 in.]) and two sets of trash racks
of conventional design (NRC 1981).

After leaving the condensers, circulating water moves via a 3.7-m (1 2-ft) diameter pipe from the
plant to a semi-enclosed discharge basin. From the basin, the heated effluent moves through a
305-m (1 000-ft) long discharge canal to Monticello Reservoir. The discharge canal directs the
discharge flow (heated effluent) to the northeast. A 790-m (2600-ft) long jetty prevents the
recirculation of the heated water. Figure 2-3 shows the intake structure, discharge basin,
discharge canal, and associated features of the V.C. Summer circulating water system.

To mitigate the effects of excessively warm water in the discharge canal on the fishery, the
entire length of the discharge canal was dredged during July and August of 1993. The
dredging increased the amount of cool water that flows into the canal during low reservoir
levels. Dredging altered the circulation patterns in the canal and increased the cool water flow
such that the temperature at the bottom of the discharge bay in summer remained 10 to 15
degrees cooler than "end-of-pipe" discharge temperatures (SCE&G 1996). Between 1995 and
2000, the maximum water temperatures measured in Monticello Reservoir at a sampling station
just outside the mouth of the discharge canal ranged between 35.1 and 39.8 0C (95.2 and
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103.7 OF). The maximum discharge temperature established by the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and measured at the point at which the flow
from the cooling system enters the discharge embayment is 45 0C (113 OF) (SCDHEC 2002).
The maximum plume temperature measured at the intake of the FPSF is 32.2 0C (90 OF)
(SCDHEC 2002). The discharge canal conveys the water from the discharge embayment
toward the main body of the reservoir and toward the FPSF.

The NRC defines 'cooling pond" as a manmade impoundment that does not impede the flow of
a navigable system and that is used primarily to remove waste heat from condenser water
(NRC 1996). Under this definition, Monticello Reservoir is categorized as a cooling pond. The
NRC notes that nuclear power plants with cooling ponds represent a unique subset of
closed-cycle systems in that they operate as once-through plants (with large condenser flow
rates), but withdraw from relatively small bodies of water created for the plant (NRC 1996). The
"natural body of water" (the Broad River/Parr Reservoir) is not relied on for heat dissipation, but
is used as a source of makeup water to replace that lost to evaporation from the cooling pond
(Monticello Reservoir) and as a receiving stream for discharges from the cooling pond.

V.C. Summer Nuclear Station Quarterly Water Use Reports indicate the theoretical maximum
loss of cooling system water to evaporation is 0.6 m3/s (22 cfs) (SCE&G 1998, 1 999b).
Because cooling water is withdrawn from and discharged back to Monticello Reservoir, the
evaporative loss occurs from the reservoir. Makeup water for the evaporative losses is taken
from the Broad River/Parr Reservoir. The theoretical maximum evaporative loss represents
14.7 percent of the minimum allowable instantaneous flow of 4.2 m3/s (150 cfs), 9.4 percent of
the lowest daily mean flow 6.6 m3/s (235 cfs), and approximately 0.3 percent of the daily mean
flow 185 m3/s (6535 cfs) of the Broad River at Alston, South Carolina. However, water
potentially used for cooling at the facility is not removed directly from a stream with natural flow,
but from the Parr Reservoir, an impounded section of the Broad River. The minimum flow
restrictions are Federal Energy Regulatory Commission- (FERC-) mandated as part of the
relicensing of the Parr Hydroelectric Project. The restrictions do not directly apply to
V.C. Summer. While V.C. Summer has established minimum water surface elevation
guidelines for Monticello Reservoir to be considered as part of the cooling system operations,
there is no minimum water surface elevation requirement for Monticello Reservoir. Therefore,
the timing or quantity of water to be withdrawn from the Parr Reservoir to replenish the
Monticello Reservoir is not subject to a regulatory requirement.

2.1.4 Radioactive Waste Management Systems and Effluent Control Systems

SCE&G uses liquid, gaseous, and solid radioactive waste management systems to collect and
treat the radioactive materials that are a by-product of V.C. Summer plant operations. These
systems process radioactive liquid, gaseous, and solid effluents to maintain releases within
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regulatory limits and to maintain levels as low as reasonably achievable before they are
released to the environment. The V.C. Summer waste processing systems meet the design
objectives of Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50, Appendix I ("Numerical
Guides for Design Objective, and Limiting Conditions for Operation to Meet the Criterion 'As
Low as is Reasonably Achievable' for Radioactive Material in Light-Water Cooled Nuclear
Power Reactor Effluents"). Radioactive material in the reactor coolant is the primary source of
gaseous, liquid, and solid radioactive wastes in light-water reactors. Radioactive fission
products build up within the fuel as a consequence of the fission process. These fission
products are contained in the sealed fuel rods, but small quantities escape from the fuel rods
and contaminate the reactor coolant.- Neutron activation of the primary coolant system is also
responsible for coolant contamination. :

Nonfuel solid waste results from treating and separating radionuclides from gases and liquids
and from removing contaminated material from various reactor areas. Solid waste also consists
of reactor components, equipment, and tools removed from service, as well as contaminated
protective clothing, paper, rags, and other trash generated from plant design modifications and
operations and routine maintenance activities. Solid waste is shipped to a waste processor for
volume reduction before disposal or is sent directly to the licensed disposal facility. Spent
resins and filters are dewatered and packaged for.shipment to licensed offsite processing or
disposal facilities (SCE&G 2002b). Currently, solid waste is shipped to Barnwell, South
Carolina, and to Clive, Utah.

Fuel assemblies that have exhausted a certain percentage of their fuel and have been removed
from the reactor core for disposal are called spent fuel. V.C. Summer currently operates on an
18-month refueling cycle. The spent fuel is currently stored onsite in a spent fuel pool in the
auxiliary building adjacent to the containment building. Spent fuel has been stored at V.C.
Summer since 1984 with anticipated storage capacity being available until 2018.
V.C. Summer does not currently have an independent spent fuel storage installation.

The Offsite Dose Calculation Manual (ODCM) for V.C. Summer describes the methods used for
calculating concentration of radioactive material in the environment and the estimated potential
offsite doses associated with liquid and gaseous effluents from V.C. Summer (SCE&G 1 999a).
The ODCM also specifies controls for release of liquid and gaseous effluents to ensure
compliance with NRC regulations (NRC 1991).

2.1.4.1 Liquid Waste Processing Systems and Effluent Controls

The liquid waste processing system (LWPS) at V.C. Summer collects and processes potentially
radioactive liquid waste for recycle or for release to the environment (SCE&G 2001). Liquid
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waste is sampled and analyzed before it is discharged or may be monitored during release.
Based on a laboratory analysis, this waste is either released under controlled conditions via the

| penstocks of the FPSF or retained for further processing. The LWPS consists of five collection
| systems that are fed by the waste holdup tank, floor drain tank, the laundry and hot shower
| tank, the excess liquid waste processing system (the excess waste holdup tank and the
| decontamination pit collection tank), and the laboratory drain system. The LWPS does not
| process secondary system waste. In addition to the LWPS, very low concentrations of

radioactive liquid waste are also released to Monticello Reservoir in the circulating water
discharge for V.C. Summer (SCE&G 1 999a).

| The waste holdup tank collects reactor-grade water that enters the LWPS via equipment leaks
and drains, valve leakoff, pump seal leakoffs, tank overflows, and other tritiated and aerated

| water sources. De-aerated, tritiated water inside the reactor building from sources such as
valve leakoff, which is collected in the reactor coolant drain tank, may be routed to the recycle
holdup tanks for processing.

The basic composition of the liquid collected in the waste holdup tank is boric acid and water
| with some radioactive contamination. Liquid in this tank is normally processed through the
| demineralizers and released to the environment under controlled conditions. Alternatively, the
| liquid may be recycled for use in the plant. Liquid waste is released from the waste monitor

tanks through the penstocks of the FPSF. The discharge valve is interlocked with a process
radiation monitor and is closed automatically when radioactivity levels in the liquid discharge

| exceed a preset limit. The waste monitor tank acts as a reservoir for holding waste which is to
be released from the LWPS to the FPSF. Prior to entering these tanks, the liquid may pass

| through a waste monitor tank demineralizer and a waste monitor tank filter. A sample is taken
and, after analysis, the result is logged and the liquid is discharged or recycled. Liquid waste
discharge flow and volume are recorded.

| The floor drain tank collects nonreactor grade (nonrecyclable) liquid waste. This includes floor
I drains, equipment drains containing nonreactor grade liquids, and other nonreactor grade

sources. If the radioactivity level in the floor drain tank is higher than the discharge limits, then
the liquid is processed through the demineralizers prior to release under controlled conditions
via the penstocks of the FPSF. Nonrecyclable reactor coolant leakage enters the floor drain
tank from system leaks inside the reactor building via the reactor building sump and from
system leaks in the auxiliary building via the floor drains. Laundry and hot shower drains
normally need no treatment for removal of radioactive material. This liquid is transferred to
waste monitor tank Number 2 via the laundry and hot shower filter. A sample is taken, and
after analysis, results are logged and the liquid may be discharged if the radioactivity level is
below acceptable limits.
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The excess LWPS consists of two storage tanks: the excess liquid waste holdup tank, and the
decontamination pit holdup tank. The excess waste liquid holdup tank stores waste from the
floor drain tank, laundry and hot shower tank, and waste holdup tank when these tanks are
filled to capacity. The liquid from the excess waste liquid holdup tank can be recycled back to
these tanks, released directly to the environment via the waste monitor tank, or processed
through the demineralizers prior to release under controlled conditions via the penstocks of the
FPSF. The decontamination pit collection tank collects liquid from the fuel handling building
sumps, the radiological maintenance building drains, excess waste holdup area sump, and
decontamination pit drains. If the radioactivity level in the pit collection tank is higher than the
discharge limits, then the liquid is processed through the demineralizers prior to release under
controlled conditions via the penstocks of the FPSF.

The laboratory drain system consists of three sinks in the radiochemical laboratory and two
sinks in the sample room. In the radiochemical laboratory, spent reactor coolant samples,
equipment rinse water, and other nonreactor grade fluids are routed through the two sinks that
drain to the floor drain tank. No liquids or wastes are intentionally routed to the sink that drains
to the chemical drain tank. In the sample room, excess sample purges of reactor grade liquids
and spent reactor coolant samples are drained frorn one sink to the waste holdup tank for
processing. The other sink is used for draining nonreactor grade liquids to the nuclear
blowdown holdup tank.

The spent resin sluice portion of the LWPS consists of a spent resin storage tank, a spent resin
sluice pump, and a spent resin sluice filter. The system is designed to transport spent resin to
the spent resin storage tank for treatment. Following treatment, the sluice water is available for
subsequent resin sluicing operations.

The ODCM prescribes the alarm/trip setpoints for the liquid-effluent radiation detection
monitors, which are derived from 10 times the effluent concentration limits provided in 10 CFR
Part 20, Appendix B, Table 2, Column 2 (SCE&G 1999a). There are two liquid-effluent
radiation monitors for the primary radioactive liquid waste discharge pathway at V.C. Summer.
The alarm/trip setpoint for each liquid-effluent monitor is based on the concentration of
radioactive material in a batch of liquid to be released or in the continuous liquid discharge
(SCE&G 1999a).

During 2001, there were 335 batch releases of liquid effluents with a total volume of
8.90 x 107 L (2.35 x 107 gal) of liquid waste released prior to dilution (SCE&G 2002b). In this
liquid waste, there was a total fission and activation product activity of 0.0015 TBq (0.04 Ci) and
total tritium activity of 18.65 TBq (504 Ci). -These volumes and activities are typical of past
years. Each drain channel uses one 3.8 x 104. L (10,000 gal) liquid waste-holdup tank. The
actual liquid waste generated is reported in the Annual Effluent and Waste Disposal Report for
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V.C. Summer (SCE&G 2002b). See Section 2.2.7 for a discussion of the calculated doses to
the maximally exposed individual as a result of these releases.

SCE&G does not anticipate any increase in liquid waste releases during the renewal period.

2.1.4.2 Gaseous Waste Processing Systems and Effluent Controls

The gaseous waste processing system (GWPS) is the primary gaseous waste handling system
for V.C. Summer. It is designed to remove fission product gases from the reactor coolant in the
volume control tank (SCE&G 2001). The system is also designed to collect gases from the
boron recycle and waste evaporators, reactor coolant drain tank, recycle holdup tanks, and
reactor vessel. The GWPS is a closed-loop system composed of two waste gas compressors,
two catalytic hydrogen recombiners, eight gas decay tanks to accumulate the fission product
gases, one gas decay tank drain pump, one gas drain filter, and four gas traps. All of the
equipment is located in the auxiliary building. The principal source to the GWPS during normal
operation is taken from the gas space in the volume control tank.

During normal power operation, nitrogen gas is continuously circulated around the GWPS loop
by one of the two compressors. Hydrogen gas is added to the volume control tank where it is
mixed with fission gases, which are stripped from the reactor coolant. The contaminated
hydrogen gas is then vented from the tank into the circulating nitrogen stream to transport the
fission gases into the GWPS. The resulting nitrogen-hydrogen-fission gas is pumped to the
recombiner where oxygen is combined with the hydrogen to produce water vapor. After the
water vapor is removed, the resulting gas stream is circulated to the waste gas decay tanks and
back to the compressor suction to complete the loop circuit.

The auxiliary building charcoal exhaust system continuously exhausts air drawn from building
areas with the potential for radioactive contamination. The supply and exhaust ducts are
arranged so that air flow is always in the direction of progressively greater potential
contamination. Exhaust air from these areas is drawn through the roughing/high-efficiency
particulate air (HEPA)/charcoal filter plenums continuously and is routed to the main exhaust
fans and plant vent.

In addition to the GWPS, the reactor building can also release radioactive gases intermittently.
Radioactive gases are released inside the reactor building when primary system components
are opened or if leakage from the primary system occurs. The gaseous activity inside the
reactor building may be purged continuously by a small purge system during normal operation.
Purge system use is limited to 1000 hours per year based on technical specification limits.
Radioactive gases may also be released when the larger reactor building purge system is used
during cold shutdown. If necessary, the reactor building charcoal cleanup system can be used
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to recirculate the reactor building atmosphere prior to purging. The reactor building purge
systems are exhausted to the outside atmosphere through HEPA filters and charcoal absorber.

Secondary systems that can also release gaseous waste include the turbine building, the |

condenser air removal system, and steam generator blowdown. Turbine building steam |
leakage may release radioactive gas if primary to secondary leakage occurs. Turbine building
ventilation system exhausts are not treated prior to release. If primary to secondary leakage |
occurs, then offgas from the'condenser air rermoval system may contain radioactive gases. I
When condenser offgas contains any significant amount of radioactive material, it is exhausted
through HEPA filters and charcoal adsorber in the auxiliary building charcoal exhaust system
for particulate and iodine removal. Offgas from the condenser air removal system (not from l
primary or secondary leakage) is normally'released through the charcoal exhaust system. l
Gaseous releases from steam generator blowdown are infrequent. Radioactive gaseous l
effluents can also be released from the oil incineration facility when it is operated on an as
needed or infrequent basis.

Radioactive gaseous waste is monitored at three primary release points at V.C. Summer: |
auxiliary building, reactor building (intermittently), and the turbine building. These release
points are monitored for noble gases and radioiodines and particulate activity, as appropriate
(SCE&G 2001). Two radiation monitors (routine and high-range back-up) provide noble gas
monitoring and iodine and particulate sampling for the auxiliary building exhaust. The reactor
building also has two similar radiation monitors.' The turbine building only has one monitor for
gases. The ODCM prescribes alarm/trip setpoints for these effluent monitors and control
instrumentation to ensure that the alarm/trip will occur prior to exceeding the limits of 10 CFR
Part 20 for gaseous effluents (SCE&G 1999a). These release points are continuously or
intermittently monitored and provide alarms with automatic valve closure when radiation levels
exceed a preset level, thus terminating dischargel(SCE&G 1999a).

During 2001, there was a total fission and activation gas activity of 2.08 x 104 TBq
(5.63 x 1 2 Ci), no iodine activity, a total particulate activity of 6.88 x 1 0' TBq (1.86 x 10'5 Ci),
and a total tritium activity of 1.00 x 1 0'3TBq (0.27 Ci) released from V.C. Summer
(SCE&G 2002b). These releases are typical of past years. The actual gaseous waste
generated is reported in the Annual Effluent and Waste Disposal Report for V.C. Summer
(SCE&G 2002b). See Section 2.2.7 for a discussion'of the calculated doses to the maximally
exposed individual as a result of these releases. '-

SCE&G does not anticipate any increase in gaseous 'releases during the renewal period.
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2.1.4.3 Solid Waste Processing

The solid waste system at V.C. Summer is designed to package and/or solidify radioactive
waste for shipment to an approved offsite burial facility. Solid waste consists of chemical
laboratory samples, spent resins, used filter cartridges, radioactively contaminated hardware,
and compacted wastes such as rags, paper, and clothing.

Liquid waste contained in the waste evaporator concentrates tank or chemical drain tank can be
transferred into the liner located in the solidification area as needed. When required, radwaste
solidification is accomplished using approved vendor-supplied equipment and process-control
program.

Primary and secondary spent resins are transferred from their respective holdup tanks to either
a disposable liner in the solidification area or a liner in the truck bay. The resins may then be
either solidified or dewatered for shipment. Storage and disposal of all filters (disposable
cartridges) is within either high-integrity containers or U.S. Department of Transportation-
approved containers, depending on the specific activity of the filters. Radioactively
contaminated hardware can consist of damaged or used equipment or instruments. Such
material is disposed of in the same manner as filter cartridges or compacted waste, depending
upon radiation levels.

The solid waste system is normally operated on a batch basis. Radioactive waste is generally
stored in the shielded areas of the radwaste area (SCE&G 2001). Storage areas are designed
to accommodate the waste generated over a period in excess of a month. Solid waste from
V.C. Summer is either shipped directly to an offsite licensed disposal facility (e.g., spent resins)
or consigned to a licensed processing facility for volume-reduction and decontamination
activities (e.g., compactible trash). The material that remains after volume reduction is
transported by the processing facility to a final disposal facility, depending on the radioactive
limits. Lower-activity waste (e.g., miscellaneous solid material) is disposed of at a licensed
facility such as one in Barnwell, South Carolina, or Clive, Utah. Higher-activity waste (e.g.,
spent resins) is typically sent directly to a licensed disposal facility such as Barnwell, South
Carolina (SCE&G 2002b).

Disposal and transportation of solid waste are performed in accordance with the applicable
requirements of 10 CFR Parts 61 and 71, respectively. There have been no releases to the
environment from radioactive solid wastes generated at V.C. Summer.

In 2001, V.C. Summer made 12 shipments of solid waste to Envirocare (Clive, Utah) and two
shipments of solid waste to Barnwell, South Carolina, with a total volume of 11.2 m3 (396 ft3)
and a total activity of 2.93 TBq (79.17 Ci) (SCE&G 2002b). These shipments are
representative of the shipments made in the past several years and are not expected to change
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substantively during the license renewal period. The actual amount of solid waste generated is
reported in the Annual Effluent and Waste Disposal Report for V.C. Summer (SCE&G 2002b).
SCE&G continues to reduce its solid waste volumes and minimize waste generated.

2.1.5 Nonradioactive Waste Systems

Various nonradioactive wastewater management and disposal activities are conducted at
V.C. Summer. They include collection, treatment, and disposal of the following
(SCDHEC 2002):

* sanitary waste,
* condensate polisher backwash,
* clarifier blowdown,
* carbon filter backwash,
* gravity filter backwash,
* steam generator blowdown,
* wastewater from various sumps,
* boiler house drains,
* ion exchange regeneration,
* chemical metal cleaning waste (primarily citric acid), and
* sumps in the chemical feed equipment area, caustic tank area, and 'D" battery room.

Subsequent to the appropriate treatment processes the wastewater streams are discharged to
Monticello Reservoir and monitored and regulated according to NPDES permit number
SC0030856 administered by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC) (SCDHEC 2002).

Storm water from the western portions of the V.C. Summer area is discharged to an unnamed
tributary of the Broad River that flows into Parr Reservoir. Storm water from the eastern
portions of the V.C. Summer area flows into Mayo Creek, which also drains to the Broad River,
but enters the river from below the dam.

Four wastewater treatment lagoons are used to process the various types of wastewater.
Wastewater potentially containing oil is processed through an oil/water separator and then
solids are settled prior to discharge. -

Sanitary wastewater is treated in an aeration pond, followed by a stabilization pond. The
effluent is chlorinated in a chlorine contact chamber prior to commingling with other wastewater
and subsequent discharge.
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For wastewater resulting from backwash, filtering, and blowdown processes, treatment consists
of sedimentation for the reduction of suspended solids content, after which the water is
discharged.

For wastewater resulting from ion exchange regeneration and sumps in the chemical feed
equipment area, caustic tank area, and UD' battery room, treatment consists of flow equalization
and neutralization in a 3.8 x 105 L (100,000 gal) wastewater treatment tank before the effluent is
discharged.

Wastewater that contains chemical metal cleaning waste is treated by neutralization and
sedimentation prior to discharge.

Solid waste is disposed of using licensed disposal methods appropriate for the waste type.
Paint, oils, and solvent waste are managed by permit as hazardous waste and disposed of in
accordance with the rules and regulations of the SCDHEC Bureau of Land and Waste
Management.

2.1.6 Plant Operation and Maintenance

Routine maintenance performed on plant systems and components is necessary for safe and
reliable operation of a nuclear plant. Maintenance activities conducted at V.C. Summer include
inspection, testing, and surveillance to maintain the current licensing basis of the plant and to
ensure compliance with environmental and public safety requirements. Certain activities can be
performed while the reactor is operating. Others require that the plant be shut down. SCE&G
refuels V.C. Summer on an 18-month schedule. Up to 700 additional contractor employees are
employed for the 30- to 40-day refueling outage.

SCE&G performed an aging management review and developed an integrated plant
assessment for managing the effects of aging on systems, structures, and components in
accordance with 10 CFR Part 54. The aging management program is described in Section 3 of
the License Renewal Application (SCE&G 2002c). The integrated plant assessment identified
the programs and inspections that are managing the effects of aging at V.C. Summer.
Previously, SCE&G has performed some major component replacement activities at
V.C. Summer (e.g., steam generator replacement), and the integrated plant assessment did not
identify any need for additional refurbishment or replacement activities. SCE&G assumes that
an additional 60 employees will be needed to perform all the necessary surveillance,
monitoring, inspections, testing, trending, and recordkeeping activities during the license
renewal period.
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2.1.7 Power Transmission System

SCE&G built eight transmission lines for the specific purpose of connecting V.C. Summer to the
transmission system. Two additional transmission lines were built by Santee Cooper, the
co-owner of V.C. Summer, to connect iR to the regional grid. A number of these lines share the
same corridor and a number of these are tie lines into an existing line. A pre-existing Duke
Power Company transmission line crosses the V.C. Summer site, but does not connect to the
V.C. Summer switchyard or the SCE&G transmission system.

Originating at V.C. Summer, the SCE&G transmission lines generally run in a southerly
direction, with five terminations near V.C. Summer (Parr 1 and 2, Fairfield 1 and 2, and
Summer-McMeekin-Edenwood), one near Aiken, South Carolina (Graniteville), and two near
Columbia, South Carolina (Pineland and Denny Terrace 2) (Figure 2-4). The Santee Cooper
lines run approximately east and west to substations near Blythewood and Newberry,
South Carolina, respectively.

Table 2-1 identifies the transmission lines by where each line connects to the electric grid. A
discussion of the features of the transmission lines, including voltage, right-of-way width and
length, and presence of other lines in the right-of-way, follows and is summarized in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1. V.C. Summer Transmission Line Corridors

I

I

- eghWidth Area
Transmission LIne or Number Length
Tie Line of Lines kV km (ml) m (ft) ha (ac)

Parr 1 and 2 2 230 3.7 2.3 70 240 27 67

Fairfield I and 2 2 230 1.6 1 50 170 8 21

Summer-McMeekin- 1 230 4 2.5 30 100 12 30
Edenwood

Pineland 1 1 230 38 23.5 70 240 277 684

Denny Terrace 2 1 230 40 25 30 100 132 327

Graniteville 1 230 100 62.5 50 170 521 1288

Blythewood 1 230 32 20 30 100 98 242

Newberry 1 230 29 18 30 100 88 218

Source: SCE&G 2002a.

I
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Figure 2-4. V.C. Summer Transmission Lines
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* Summer-Parr No. 1 and No.2 - These two SCE&G lines, which occupy the same 70-m
(240-ft) right-of-way to the Parr Substation, operate at 230 kV. The lines' lengths are each
3.7 km (2.3 mi). For approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi), these lines share the corridor with the
Graniteville line and Santee Coopers Newberry line.

* Summer-Fairfield No. 1 and No.2 - These two 230-kV lines provide power to and from
SCE&G's FPSF. The lines are only 1.6 km (1 mi) long and occupy a 50-m (170-ft), SCE&G
wholly-owned corridor.

* Summer-McMeekin-Edenwood - This 230-kV line provides power to SCE&G's Edenwood
Substation by way of a 4-km (2.5-mi) line running from V.C. Summer to the pre-existing
Parr-McMeekin-Edenwood line (total of 52 km [32.5 mi] between V.C. Summer and the
Edenwood substation). This line occupies a 30-m (1 00-ft) right-of-way.

* Summer-Pineland No. 1 - This SCE&G line provides power at 230 kV to the Pineland
Substation 9.6 km (6 mi) northeast of Columbia. The right-of-way width is 70 m (240 ft) for
the approximately 29 km (18 mi) that the line shares the corridor with the Denny Terrace
No. 2 line and then 30 m (100 ft) for the remaining 8.8 km (5.5 mi). Santee Coopers
Blythewood line parallels this line for approximately 27 km (17 mi).

* Summer-Denny Terrace No. 2 - This 230-kV SCE&G line to the Denny Terrace Substation
two miles north of Columbia follows the Pineland corridor for approximately 29 km (18 mi)
and then continues for approximately 11 km (7 mi) in a 30-m (100-ft) right-of-way.
Santee Cooper's Blythewood line parallels this line for 27 km (17 mi).

* Summer-Graniteville - This SCE&G line provides 230 kV of power to the Graniteville
Substation. The line is 100 km (62.5 mi) long. For the first 0.8 km (0.5 mi), it occupies the
same right-of-way as the Newberry and Summer-Parr No. 1 and No.2 lines. Then for 4 km
(2.5 mi) it parallels the Newberry line. For the remaining 96 km (59.5 mi), it is the sole
occupant of the corridor. The right-of-way width is 50 m (170 ft) as far as the Broad River
and then 30 m (100 ft) to Graniteville.

* Summer-Blythewood - The Blythewood line is owned by Santee Cooper. It is a 230-kV line
that runs for approximately 32 km (20 mi), sharing the corridor with the Summer-Pineland
and the Denny Terrace No. 2 lines for the first 27 km (17 mi). For the remaining 5 km
(3 mi), the right-of-way is 30 m (100 ft).

* Summer-Newberry - This Santee Cooper line, which is approximately 29 km (18 mi) long,
operates at 230 kV and provides power to the Newberry Substation. For the first 0.8 km
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(0.5 mi), it shares the corridor with the Summer-Parr No. 1 and No. 2 and the Graniteville
lines. For the next 4 km (2.5 mi) it shares the corridor with the Summer-Graniteville line.
For the remaining 24 km (15 mi), it occupies the 30-m (100-ft) right-of-way alone.

In total, for the specific purpose of connecting V.C. Summer to the transmission system,
SCE&G and Santee Cooper have constructed approximately 250 km (160 mi) of transmission
lines (over 190 km [120 mi] of corridor because of co-located lines) that occupy approximately
800 ha (2000 ac) of corridor.

2.2 Plant Interaction with the E nvironment

Sections 2.2.1 through 2.2.8 provide general descriptions of the environment near
V.C. Summer as background information. They also provide detailed descriptions where
needed to support the analysis of potential environmental impacts of refurbishment and
operation during the renewal term, as discussed in Chapters 3 and 4. Section 2.2.9 describes
the historic and archaeological resources in the area, and Section 2.2.10 describes possible
impacts associated with other Federal project activities.

2.2.1 Land Use

The V.C. Summer site covers approximately 909 ha (2245 ac), an area that includes portions of
Monticello Reservoir and FPSF. Approximately 348 ha (860 ac) are covered by the waters of
Monticello Reservoir. A portion of the property (approximately 150 ha (370 acl) consists of
generation and maintenance facilities, supply areas, parking lots, roads, and mowed grass.
Some functions, such as the truck equipment and maintenance facility, serve both
V.C. Summer and the FPSF. Some 50 ha (125 ac) are dedicated to transmission line
rights-of-way. However, much of the V.C. Summer property consists of forested areas
(approximately 360 ha [890 ac]). The primary terrestrial habitats at V.C. Summer are pine
forest, deciduous forest, and mixed pine-hardwood forest (SCANA 2000). The pine forests at
V.C. Summer include planted pines and naturally vegetated pines. Most of the deciduous
forests at the site are located along stream bottoms and surrounding slopes. Streamside
management zones at the site are protected in accordance with best management practices
established by the South Carolina Forestry Commission.

The lands at V.C. Summer are designated for industrial development in the Fairfield County
Comprehensive Plan (Fairfield County 1997), which states that these lands are intended to
encourage industrial growth that provides quality employment opportunities and make effective
use of the County's resources. These are the only industrial lands in western Fairfield County.
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The lands surrounding Monticello Reservoir are designated by the Plan for Residential
Conservation and Development and Rural Development. Several commercial clusters are also
depicted along SC 215 near V.C. Summer on the Comprehensive Land Use and Development
Plan. The Fairfield County Comprehensive Plan observes the unfulfilled development potential
of Monticello Reservoir and designates it for Resource Preservation. Monticello Reservoir has
experienced less development than other lakes in the region.

2.2.2 Water Use

Monticello Reservoir, a 2630 ha (6500 ac) impoundment, was built in the Frees Creek Valley to
serve as the upper pool for the FPSF and the source of make-up cooling water for
V.C. Summer. Cooling water is drawn from Monticello Reservoir at a rate of approximately
32 m3/s (1143 cfs), passed through the condensers, and ultimately returned to Monticello
Reservoir. The primary consumption of water from the Monticello Reservoir by the nuclear
station is only attributable to evaporative loss. V.C. Summer Quarterly Water Use Reports
indicate the theoretical maximum loss of cooling system water to evaporation is 0.6 m3/s
(22 cfs) (SCE&G 1998, 1999b). Ultimately, these losses are made up from water acquired from
the Parr Reservoir on the Broad River. Water is withdrawn from Monticello Reservoir for
potable use and other noncooling-related uses at V.C. Summer. This water is treated at the
water treatment plant prior to use. For the year 2002, the total rate of water withdrawal from
Monticello Reservoir by the water treatment plant was 0.01 m3/s (0.045 cfs).

Pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1977, also known as the Clean Water
Act, the water quality of the plant effluents is regulated through the NPDES. The SCDHEC is
the agency delegated to issue NPDES permits. The current permit (SC0030856) was issued in
December 2002 and is due to expire in April 2007. Any new regulations promulgated by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and SCDHEC would be included in future permits.

The Broad River was impounded in 1914 for a small, run-of-the-river hydroelectric plant
(Parr Hydro). The impoundment is known as Parr Reservoir. In 1977, the surface area of Parr
Reservoir was expanded from 750 ha (1850 ac) to 1780 ha (4400 ac) by raising the level of the
dam by 2.7 m (9 ft) (SCE&G 1978). This modification was necessary to support the
development of the FPSF. Parr Reservoir; which had historically been the source of water for
Parr Hydro, assumed a dual function, providing a headwater pool for Parr Hydro and a tailwater
pool for FPSF.

The daily cycle of operation at the FPSF transfers up to 416 m3/s (14,700 cfs) of water from
Parr Reservoir to Monticello Reservoir and back (NRC 1981). Operations vary, depending on
the season and system needs. In summer, FPSF generally pumps water from Parr Reservoir
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to Monticello Reservoir between the hours of 11 pm and 8 am and generates power (by
releasing water) between the hours of 10 am and 11 pm. In winter, FPSF generally pumps
water from Parr Reservoir to Monticello Reservoir between 11 pm and 6 am and generates
between the hours of 6 am and 1 pm. The level of generation varies from one generator up to
the maximum output of eight, depending on demand. Maximum output may not be necessary
on all days. Pumping is normally done at maximum capacity. FPSF is normally operated
seven days a week.

As a result of FPSF operations, Parr Reservoir is subject to daily fluctuations in water level of
as much as 3 m (10 ft) (NRC 1981), but the daily average is approximately 1.2 m (4 ft)
(Dames and Moore 1985a). Approximately 1030 ha (2550 ac) of land around Parr Reservoir
may be exposed or covered when water-levels fluctuate with each cycle of pumpback and
generation (release of water). The amount of water pumped from and returned to Parr
Reservoir daily represents as much as 88 percent of its total volume (NRC 1981).

The annual mean flow of the Broad River is approximately 5.8 x 109 m3/yr (2.1 x 10" ft3/yr).
The Federal Power Commission (FERC's predecessor agency) licensed the Parr Hydroelectric
Project in 1974, contingent upon a minimum instantaneous release at the Parr Powerhouse of
4.2 m3/s (150 cfs) during most months of the year and a minimum instantaneous release of
28 m3/s (1000 cfs) during the March-April-May striped bass (Morone saxatilis) spawning period
(NRC 1981). For the periods 1896 to 1907 and 1980 to 2000, the lowest daily mean flow of the
Broad River at the Alston, South Carolina, gauging station was 6.7 m3/s (235 cfs)
(Cooney et al. 2001). The lowest recorded daily mean flow of 4.2 m3/s (149 cfs) was measured
at the Richtex Station, approximately 11 km (7 mi) downstream of Parr Reservoir (NRC 1981).

There are two groundwater removal (dewatering) wells on the site that are used to lower the
water table and alleviate problems with water seepage into below-grade portions of buildings.
This is the only withdrawal of groundwater associated with V.C. Summer. It is estimated that
both wells withdraw less than 1.6 Us (26 gpm), and both wells discharge to the site storm water
system (SCE&G 2002a).

2.2.3 Water Quality

Potential environmental issues associated with water quality include three separate areas: the
Monticello Reservoir, the Broad River and Parr Reservoir, and groundwater.

2.2.3.1 Monticello Reservoir Hydrology and Water Quality

The most complete source of information on the water quality and biotic resources of Monticello
Reservoir is a series of reports prepared in support of a Federal Water Pollution Control Act
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Section 316(a) Demonstration for V.C. Summer and summarized in a final report (Dames and
Moore 1985a) submitted to SCDHEC and the NRC in April 1985. A station-to-station
comparison of pre-operational (1978 to 1982) and operational (1983 to 1984) water chemistry in
Monticello Reservoir showed significant differences in 13 of 27 chemical parameters analyzed
(Dames and Moore 1985a). In 10 cases, concentrations of chemicals or measurements were
higher in the pre-operational phase, and in three cases concentrations were higher in the
operational phase. None of these differences was related to operations of V.C. Summer.

The highest temperature observed in Monticello Reservoir over the 1983 to 1984 operational
phase was 34.2 cC (93.6 0F) at a depth of one foot at Station 14 (the sampling point closest to
the discharge canal) in August 1983 (Dames and Moore 1985a). A discernible thermal plume
was present on 12 of 24 monthly field surveys at this same location, but survey results were
confounded by plant operations (the plant was off-line during four surveys and at 50 percent
power or less during three surveys). When plumes were detected, they were observed to a
depth of 0.3 to 0.9 m (1 to 3 ft). Below this depth, the influence of the thermal plume was not
evident. In more recent years (1995 to 2000), maximum temperatures at a sampling station
just outside the mouth of the discharge canal ranged from 35.1 to 39.8 0C (95.2 to 103.7 17).
The maximum discharge temperature established by the NPDES permit and measured at the
point at which the flow from the cooling system enters the discharge embayment is 45 OC
(113 °F) (SCDHEC 2002). The maximum monthly average plume temperature measured at
the intake of the FPSF is 32.2 C0(90 cF) (SCDHEC 2002). Monticello Reservoir is currently
rated as one of the least eutrophic reservoirs in South Carolina, and is characterized by low
nutrient (total phosphorus and total nitrogen) concentrations (SCDHEC 1998).

Storm water and waste water discharges to Monticello Reservoir and Mayo Creek are regulated
and monitored under NPDES permit number SC0030856 (SCDHEC 2002) administered by the
SCDHEC. The range of parameters monitored includes flow, temperature, various metals, pH,
total suspended solids, oil and grease, biochemical oxygen demand, fecal coliform, residual
chlorine, and ammonia. Two minor violations, one for oil and grease and one for residual
chlorine, were noted by SCDHEC over the past five years and promptly investigated and
corrective measures were taken.

2.2.3.2 Broad River and Parr Reservoir Hydrology and Water Quality

The 1998 SCDHEC report notes that water quality in the Broad River from the Tyger River to
the Parr Shoals dam is suitable for a range of aquatic life, but is experiencing a significantly
increasing trend in total phosphorous concentrations (SCDHEC 1998) from upstream
(agricultural and municipal) sources. In addition, fecal coliform bacteria levels are occasionally
elevated in this stretch of the river.
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Temperatures and dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in water leaving Parr Reservoir are monitored
at a U.S. Geologic Survey water-quality monitoring station just downstream of the Parr Hydro
powerhouse. Temperature and DO levels vary seasonally and show an inverse relationship,
with high temperatures associated with relatively low DO levels and low temperatures
associated with relatively high DO levels. Temperatures in water year 1999-2000 (Oct. 1, 1999,
through Sept. 30, 2000) ranged from 3.5 0C (38.3 'F) in February to 31 'C (87.8 'F) in August,
with corresponding DO concentrations of 13.1 mg/L and 4.9 mg/L (13.1 ppm and 4.9 ppm)
(Cooney et al. 2001).

Currently, Parr Reservoir maintains an intermediate trophic state among reservoirs in South
Carolina; its river-like flows and short retention time (approximately four days) produce high DO
levels (in most months) and high turbidity in the reservoir. Aquatic life and recreational uses are
fully supported in Parr Reservoir, according to SCDHEC (1998), meaning that water quality is
adequate to support a balanced indigenous community of organisms, with no restrictions on
recreational users.

2.2.3.3 Groundwater Quality

V.C. Summer does not discharge directly to groundwater. However, before construction of the
Monticello Reservoir, groundwater flowed toward Frees Creek. After construction and filling of
the reservoir, the local groundwater table would have been raised and the flow direction would
have reversed, away from the Frees Creek drainage.

Groundwater in the vicinity of the site is highly mineralized, due to prolonged contact with, and
dissolution of, rock minerals, and as a result, is generally higher than local surface waters in
hardness, dissolved solids, and conductivity (Dames and Moore 1985a). The water of
Monticello Reservoir is relatively low in the concentration of common ions, low in hardness, and
low in dissolved solids/conductivity (Dames and Moore 1985a).

Groundwater is monitored semiannually as required by NPDES permit number SC0030856
(SCDHEC 2002) administered by the SCDHEC. The range of parameters monitored include
groundwater table elevation, ammonia, pH, specific conductivity, iron, lead, sulfate, nitrate, and
total dissolved solids.

2.2.4 Air Quality

V.C. Summer is located approximately 42 km (26 mi) northwest of Columbia, South Carolina,
with terrain consisting of rolling hills. The region has a temperate climate and is located midway
between the humid eastern and dry western climatic zones. The weather at any time may be
typical of either of these zones, or it may represent a combination of the zones. The region has

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 2-24 February 2004



Plant and the Environment

long, hot summers and cool winters. Rapid changes in the weather are common, especially
during the winter. Climatological records for Columbia, South Carolina, are generally
representative of V.C. Summer. These'records indicate that the average maximum
temperatures for Columbia range from a low of about 13.9 0C (57.1 0̀F) in January to a high of
about 33.5 0C (92.3 'F) in July. The annualized average maximum temperature is about
23.9 0C (75.1 *F). Average minimum temperatures range from a low of about 2.89 0C (37.2
'F) in January to a high of about 21.8 0C (71.3 0F) in July. The annualized average minimum
temperature is about 12.2 0C (54.0 °F).

The average precipitation ranges from a low of about 6.5 cm (2.57 in.) in October to a high of
about 14.0 cm (5.50 in.) in July. The average annual precipitation is about 115.0 cm (45.1 in.).
The summer rains are largely in the form of local thunderstorms, occurring on an average of
11 days per month during this season. Strong winds and heavy rains are experienced once or
twice per year, as effects of passing tropical storms. The average annual snowfall is about
3.1 cm (1.2 in.), most of which falls in the months of January and February. Based on statistics
for the 30 years from 1954 through 1983 (Ramsdell and Andrews 1986), on the average, only
nine tornadoes are expected to occur in South Carolina during the course of a year. The
probability of a tornado striking the site is expected to be about 6 x 1 `5 per year.

Wind energy potential is generally rated on a scale of 1 through 7. Areas suitable for wind
turbine applications have a rating of 3 or higher. There is little wind-energy potential in the
Southeast region for existing wind turbine applications (Elliot et al. 1987). Even along coastal
areas, existing data from exposed sites indicate at best only class 2 at 50 m (164 ft) above
ground. The only places in the Southeast region estimated to have class 3 or higher annual
average wind resource are the exposed ridge crests and mountain summits confined to
northeastern Georgia and extreme northwestern South Carolina (along the ridges of the
Blue Ridge Mountains).

V.C. Summer is located within the Columbia Intrastate Air Quality Control Region
(40 CFR 81.108). The Columbia Intrastate Air Quality Control Region consists of the territorial
area encompassed by the boundaries of Fairfield County, Lexington County, Newberry County,
and Richland County in the State of South Carolina. The air quality in these regions is
designated as better than national standards, in attainment, or unclassified for all criteria
pollutants, in 40 CFR 81.341. There are no mandatory Class I Federal areas, in which visibility
is an important value designated in 40 CFR Part 81, within 160 km (100 mi) of the
V.C. Summer site.

In July 1997, the EPA revised the national standard for ground-level ozone from a 0.12-ppm,
1-hour upeak7 standard to a 0.08-ppm, 8-hour uaverage" standard (62 Federal Register 38856).
This new standard is commonly referred to as the 8-hour standard. The District of Columbia
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Court of Appeals ruled against EPA in October 1999, and later the U.S. Supreme Court upheld
the 8-hour standard in February 2001. It is not yet clear when EPA will make the 8-hour ozone
nonattainment designations; however, the State is responding proactively. On August 23,
2002, SCDHEC published a "Notice of Drafting" in the State Register for an Early Action Plan
for measures to attain the 8-hour standard before any nonattainment designation. The State
intends to implement control measures in anticipation of future EPA actions.

Diesel generators, boilers, and other activities and facilities associated with the V.C. Summer
site emit various nonradioactive air pollutants to the atmosphere. Air emissions from these
sources are subject to the terms, limitations, standards, and schedules of a SCDHEC
Conditional Major Air Quality Permit (Air Permit). Emissions are regulated under Air Quality
Permit Number CM-1000-0012, which expires in July 2004. Equipment with nonradioactive air
emissions at the facility includes

* emergency diesel generator #1 (5100 KkW);
* emergency diesel generator #2 (5100 KkW);
* 112 million Btu/h No. 2 oil auxiliary boiler;
* 750,000 Btu/h waste oil incinerator;
* water treatment clay transfer silo; and
* other insignificant sources, including petroleum product storage, diesel-engine air

compressors and water pumps, and maintenance facilities.

The air permit includes facility-wide limits on emissions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and
carbon monoxide and includes source-specific limitations on particulate matter, opacity, sulfur
dioxide, and hours of operation. There are no significant changes proposed for nonradioactive
air emissions from the V.C. Summer site, and there are no significant changes proposed to the
limits and conditions of the Air Permit.

2.2.5 Aquatic Resources

Aquatic resources in the vicinity of V.C. Summer are associated with Monticello Reservoir on
Frees Creek and with Parr Reservoir on the Broad River. Monticello Reservoir (2630 ha
[6,500 ac]) was constructed in 1977 on Frees Creek to serve as the cooling water source for
V.C. Summer and as the upper reservoir for the FPSF. Parr Reservoir was established in the
early 1900s with the construction of the Parr Hydro facility. In 1977, Parr Reservoir was
enlarged from 750 ha (1850 ac) to 1780 ha (4400 ac) for added pumped storage exchange with
Monticello Reservoir and as makeup water for evaporative losses from Monticello Reservoir
due to V.C. Summer operations (SCE&G 2002a). Parr Reservoir undergoes daily depth
fluctuations due to the operations of the FPSF. The reservoir is shallow, and pumped storage
withdrawals, amounting to 88 percent of the reservoir's volume, can drop water levels as much
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as 3 m (10 ft) daily, exposing up to 1030 ha (2550 ac) of the reservoir's 1780 ha (4400 ac).
Average daily water fluctuations are 1.2 m (4 ft).

The aquatic environment of Monticello Reservoir is also dominated by daily fluctuations in
-surface elevation of up to 1.4 m (4.5 ft) due to pumped storage activities. Monticello Reservoir
is deep (average depth of 18 m [59 ft]; maximum depth of 38 m [126 ftJ) and has a small
watershed of 445 ha (11,000 ac) with little natural surface water flow. Surface water
temperatures in the vicinity of V.C. Summer may reach as high as 39.8 *C (103.7 OF) from
cooling water releases, with a monthly permitted average of 32.2 0C (90 OF) near the FPSF.

SCE&G monitored water quality and aquatic communities in the Monticello Reservoir, Broad
River, and Parr Reservoir from mid-1978 through 1984 to assess the impacts of FPSF and
V.C. Summer operations (Dames and Moore 1985a, 1985b). These studies represent the most
comprehensive information on the biotic communities of the Broad River in the vicinity of
V.C. Summer.

The reservoir is one of the least eutrophic lakes in the State, with low hardness and low
phosphorus and nitrogen levels (Haddon 1995, SCE&G 2002a). The small watershed provides
limited opportunity for nutrient sources to support aquatic productivity, although daily pumping
from the Broad River by the FPSF may provide an additional nutrient supply. The reservoir
supports a smaller shad population compared to some other reservoirs in the region (Christie
and Stroud 1996, Nash et al. 1990); this condition may be a reflection of the low productivity of
the reservoir. The near-shore environment is dominated by the daily fluctuations in reservoir
surface elevation and may provide little opportunity for establishment of aquatic vegetation.

Monticello Reservoir contains a diverse fish community with 38 reported species. Additionally,
the exotic Asiatic clam (Corbicula spp.) has become established in the reservoir. Standing crop
of fish in 1984, approximately two years after the plant began operating, was dominated by
bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus) and gizzard shad (Dorosoma cepedianum), with substantial
populations of pumpkinseed (L. gibbosus) and channel catfish (Ameiurus punctatus)
(Table 2-2). Based on studies conducted in 1978 to 1984, fish community structure in
Monticello Reservoir appeared to be unaffected by V.C. Summer operations (Dames and Moore
1985b). However, it would have been difficult to distinguish changes in the fish community due
to V.C. Summer's operations from those associated with natural fish succession.

From 1986 to 1995, the SCDNR conducted cove rotenone studies of Monticello Reservoir fish
populations, which yielded higher standing stocks than earlier studies (Table 2-2). Dominant
fish in 1986-1987 included gizzard shad, bluegill, channel catfish, and white catfish (Ameiurus
catus). In 1989 and 1995, blue catfish (Ictalurus furcatus) and white perch (Morone americana)
were collected from Monticello Reservoir for the first time. By 1996, blue catfish was the most
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Table 2-2 Standing Stock of Dominant Fishes of Monticello Reservoir

1984 a 1 9 8 7 b 1 9 8 8 b 1 9 8 9 b 1995c 1 9 9 6d

Species

gizzard shad (Dorosoma
cepedianum)

threadfin shad (Dorosoma
petenense)

channel catfish (Ameiurus
punctatus)

white catfish (Ameiurus catus)

blue catfish (Ictalunus furcatus)

white perch (Morone americana)

white bass (Morone chrysops)

bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus)

pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus)

black crappie (Pomoxis
nigromaculatus)

largemouth bass (Micropterus
salmoides)

yellow perch (Perca flavescens)

kg/ha kg/ha kg/ha kg/ha
(lb/ac) (lb/ac) (lb/ac) (lb/ac)

13.69 84.4 37.0 25.2
(12.2) (75.3) (33.0) (22.5)

0.14 16.5 10.6 10.4
(0.12) (14.7) (9.5) (9.3)

2.78 62.7 75.9 31.5
(2.5) (55.9) (67.7) (28.1)

0.70 25.7 55.6 30.5
(0.62) (22.9) (49.6) (27.2)

--- 4.9
(4.4)

kg/ha
(lb/ac)

46.8
(41.8)

1.71
(1.52)

36.1
(32.2)

0.38
(0.34)

7.67
(6.84)

0.50
(0.45)

30.0
(26.8)

18.5
(16.5)

0.86
(0.77)

0.01
(0.01)

4.19
(3.74)

-

kg/ha
(lb/ac)

103
(91.9)

2.8
(2.5)

98.7
(88.1)

48.3
(43.1)

123.7
(110.4)

24.6
(21.9)

0.2
(0.2)

56.0
(49.9)

3.1
(2.8)

0.5
(0.45)

6.5
(5.8)

4.4
(3.9)

-

present

14.69
(13.1)

3.48
(3.1)

0.03
(0.026)

1.04
(0.93)

0.59
(0.53)

0.7
(0.62)

57.3
(51.1)

3.5
(3.1)

8.7
(7.8)

6.4
(5.7)

10.0
(8.9)

0.3
(0.26)

55.9
(49.6)

5.49
(4.9)

6.16
(5.5)

6.4
(5.7)

14.8
(13.2)

1.0
(0.9)

70.9
(13.3)

4.6
(4.1)

0.3
(0.27)

3.9
(3.5)

9.7
(8.7)

TOTAL 40.13 306.3 281.2 204.5 154.3 482.3
(35.8) (273.2) (250.8) (182.5) (137.7) (430.3)

(a) Dames and Moore 1985b.
(b) Nash et al. 1990.
(c) Christie and Stroud 1996.
(d) Christie and Stroud 1997.
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dominant fish and white perch was the sixth most dominant species. Other dominant species
included gizzard shad, bluegill, channel catfish, and white catfish. 'Other recently introduced
and newly collected species included the green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), brook silversides
(Labidesthes sicculus), and the swallowtail shiner (Notropis procne). The introduction of the
blue catfish and white perch is of concern to the reservoir fishery because of their competition
for limited forage and predation on other species (SCE&G 2002a).

Fishery investigations (Christie and Stroud 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, Nash et al. 1990) suggest
that introduction of blue catfish and white perch has had a significant effect on the fishery of
Monticello Reservoir. In 1987-1989, catfish comprised 61 percent of the number of fish caught
and white perch were not present (Nash et al. 1990). By 1999, catfish species comprised
82 percent of fish numbers and 88 percent of fish weight harvested. The most harvested
species were blue catfish (60,202 fish, 51 percent by weight); channel catfish (44,630 fish,
33.7 percent by weight); white perch (17,205 fish, three percent by weight); and bluegill
(11,479 fish, one percent by weight) (Christie and Stroud 1999).

At the upper end of Monticello Reservoir is a smaller impoundment, known as Monticello
Sub-impoundment. Although hydraulically connected to the main reservoir by a conduit that
passes under SC 99, the water level in this Sub-impoundment is minimally influenced by
pumped storage operations on the main impoundment. The Sub-impoundment is managed for
recreation by SCE&G and SCDNR. Dominant fish species include gizzard shad, sunfish,
crappie, and largemouth bass.

Monticello Reservoir and the Sub-impoundment are used for recreational fishing. The
recreational fishery of Monticello Reservoir is dominated by catfish and sunfish. A roving creel
survey, including interviews with fishermen, was conducted by SCDNR from June 1997 through
May 1999 (Christie and Stroud 1999). Anglers expended an estimated 115,973 hours of fishing
effort during that time. Fishing occurred from the bank (26 percent of effort), from docks (six
percent of effort), and from boats (68 percent of effort). Catfish were targeted by 51 percent of
the total effort, while black crappie and largemouth bass received 15 percent and five percent of
the effort. Fishing success was 0.9 fish per hour (fish/hr), ranging from a high of three fish/hr in
the summer to 0.8 fish/hr in the fall. Harvest rates were 56.1 fish/ha or 11.9 kg/ha (22.7 fish/ac
or 10.8 lbs/ac). Harvest was dominated by blue catfish, channel catfish, and white perch.

No aquatic Federal- or State-listed endangered or threatened species are known to occur in
Monticello Reservoir'or in Parr Reservoir in the vicinity of V.C. Summeror in aquatic habitats
crossed by the transmission lines. Two Federal-listed and 12 State-listed aquatic species have
been reported from the counties of the V.0. Summer site and transmission lines (Table 2-3).
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Table 2-3. Aquatic Species Listed or Candidates for Listing as Endangered or Threatened by
the USFWS or the State of South Carolina that Occur or Potentially Occur Within
or Near the V.C. Summer Site or the Associated Transmission Line Rights-of-Way

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Statusca) State Status()
Plants

Myriophyllum laxum Piedmont watermilfoil -- SC
Potamogeton confervoides algae-like pondweed SC

Crustaceans
Distocambarus youngineri Saluda crayfish -- SC

Mollusks

Elimia catenaria gravel elimia -- SC
Elliptio lanceolata yellow lance SC
Lasmigona decorata Carolina heelsplitter E SC

Pyganodon cataracta Eastern floater -- SC

Strophitus undulatus squawfoot -- SC
VIllosa delumbis Eastern creekshell SC

Fish

Acipenser brevirostrum shortnose sturgeon E --

Etheostoma collis Carolina darter -- SC

Fundulus diaphanus banded killifish SC

Notropis chiliticus redlip shiner SC

Rhinichthys atratulus blacknose dace -- SC

(a) E = endangered, SC = South Carolina species of special concern, -- = no listing.

One Federal-listed endangered species, the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum),
historically occurred in the Broad River in Lexington and Newberry Counties, but has been
extirpated from that stretch of the Broad River. Passage of this species up the Broad River is

I blocked by dams. Shortnose sturgeon are found in rivers that flow into Winyah Bay, rivers that
I flow into Lake Marion, the Santee, Cooper, and Savannah Rivers, and the ACE Basin (made up
I of the Ashepoo, Combahee, and Edisto Rivers). In the latter, shortnose sturgeon are typically
I found at the freshwater/saltwater interface. There are no recorded occurrences of this species
I in streams or rivers that are crossed by or adjacent to the transmission line corridors associated

with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).
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The Carolina heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata),-a freshwater mussel listed as Endangered
under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, was historically found in South Carolina in
the Pee Dee River system (USFWS 1993). -Before a 1987 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) survey, the Carolina heelsplitter had not been recorded in the State since the mid-
19th century (USFWS 1993). 'The USFWS conducted intensive surveys between 1987 and
1990 and found only two surviving populations of the Carolina heelsplitter in the Pee Dee River
system: the Goose Creek and Lynches River/Flat Creek populations (USFWS 1993). During
the USFWS surveys, a total of only 12 live specimens were found in Flat Creek (1 987-1990)
and two live specimens were found in the Lynches River (both found in 1990). The Carolina
heelsplitter populations have been found only in-other tributaries to the Pee Dee River, not in
the Broad River system near the V.C. Summer site. 'There are no recorded occurrences of this
species in Monticello Reservoir, Parr Reservoir,'or streams or rivers that are crossed by or
adjacent to the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

Twelve additional species are listed by the State as'species of special concern. Two
submerged aquatic plants of shallow water, Piedmont watermilfoil (Myriophyllum laxum) and
algae-like pondweed (Potamogeton confervoides), are listed as species of special concern for
Lexington and Richland Counties. There'are no recorded occurrences of these species at
V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer
(SCDNR 2001b).

The Saluda crayfish (Distocambarus younginen), a burrowing species, is known from Newberry
County at two localities over 40 km (25 mi) west of V.C. Summer. There are no recorded
occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the transmission line corridors
associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001b).

The gravel elimia (Elimia catenaria) is an aquatic snail listed as a species of special concern for
Richland County. There are no recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or
adjacent to the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

The yellow lance (Elliptio lanceolata) is a mussel found in clean sands in flowing water and is
listed as a species of special concern for Newberry County. There are no recorded
occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the transmission line corridors
associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

The Eastern floater (Pyganodon cataracta) is a mussel found in mud,'sand, and gravel in
ponds, lakes, and streams; it is listed as a species 'of special concern for Fairfield County.
There are no recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the
transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).
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The squawfoot (Strophitus undulatus) is a mussel found in mud, sand, or gravel in streams and
small rivers; it is listed as a species of special concern in Richland County. There are no
recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the transmission line
corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

The Eastern creekshell ( Villosa delumbis) is a mussel found in muds or soft sand in small rivers
and creeks; it is listed as a species of special concern for Fairfield and Richland Counties.
There are no recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the
transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

The Carolina darter (Etheostoma collis) is a small bottom-dwelling fish of warm pools and runs
in small streams; it is listed as a species of special concern for Fairfield and Richland Counties.
There are no recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the
transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

The banded killifish (Fundulus diaphanus) is a small topwater fish of quiet shallow backwaters
of lakes, ponds, rivers, and estuaries; it is listed as a species of special concern for Richland
County. There are no recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to
the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001b).

The redlip shiner (Notropis chiliticus) is a small minnow of pools and runs in small streams; it is
listed as a species of special concern for Richland County. There are no recorded occurrences
of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the transmission line corridors associated
with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b).

The blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus) is a small minnow found in small streams with clear
water and a gravel bottom; it is listed as a species of special concern for Richland County.
There are no recorded occurrences of this species at V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to the
transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001b).

2.2.6 Terrestrial Resources

The V.C. Summer site covers approximately 909 ha (2245 ac), an area that includes portions of
Monticello Reservoir and FPSF. Approximately 348 ha (860 ac) are covered by the waters of
Monticello Reservoir. A significant portion of the property (approximately 150 ha [370 ac])
consists of generation and maintenance facilities, supply areas, parking lots, roads, and mowed
grass. Some 50 ha (125 ac) are dedicated to transmission line rights-of-way. However, much
of the V.C. Summer property consists of forested areas (approximately 360 ha [890 ac]). The
primary terrestrial habitats at V.C. Summer are pine forest, deciduous forest, and mixed pine-
hardwood forest (SCE&G 2002a). The pine forests at V.C. Summer include planted pines and
naturally vegetated pines. Most of the deciduous forests at the site are located along stream
bottoms and surrounding slopes.
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Forested areas within the 909-ha (2245-ac) V.C. Summer site are managed by SCANA
Services' Forestry Operations group, but timber is not routinely harvested. Parr Reservoir
provides some limited freshwater marsh habitat in shallow backwaters, around low-lying
islands, and in an area east of the FPSF tailrace that was used in the 1 970s for the disposal of
dredge spoil. These marshes and adjacent shallows are used by migrating dabbling ducks,
including mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), black duck (A. rubripes), and teal (A. discors and A.
crecca). Monticello Reservoir and its Sub-impoundment also provide resting areas for wintering
waterfowl and provide year-round habitat for nonmigratory Canada geese (Branta canadensis).
Terrestrial wildlife species found in the forested portions of the V.C. Summer property are those
typically found in the Piedmont forests of South Carolina.

No areas designated by the USFWS as critical habitat for endangered species exist at
V.C. Summer or in or adjacent to associated transmission lines. In addition, the transmission
corridors do not cross any State or Federal parks, wildlife refuges, or wildlife management
areas. Table 2-4 lists the protected species and their status. SCE&G conducted a survey of
threatened and endangered species at V.C. Summer and transmission line corridors associated
with V.C." Summer (SCE&G 2002e).

Six bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nesting sites occur within an 8-km (5-mi) radius of
V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 a). Four of these six nests were believed to be active nesting
sites; the status of two nests was unknown (SCDNR 2001 b). There are four bald eagle nesting
sites on Parr Reservoir. Three (one active, two unknown status) are in the same area (within
0.8 km [0.5 mi] of one another), on the western shore of the reservoir, approximately
3 km (2 mi) west of V.C. Summer. The fourth (an active nest) is on the Heller's Creek arm of
Parr Reservoir, approximately 6.5 km (4 mi) northwest of V.C. Summer. There is a single
active bald eagle nesting site on the eastern shore of Monticello Reservoir, approximately
5.5 km (3.5 mi) north of V.C. Summer. There is also an active nesting site approximately
3.2 km (2 mi) east of Monticello Reservoir (6.5 km [4 mi] northeast of V.C. Summer) on a
tributary of the Little River. Two additional bald eagle nesting sites are near transmission lines.
One active bald eagle nest in Saluda County is approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi) west of the
Summer-Graniteville transmission line, and one bald eagle nest in Richland County is located
approximately 1.4 km (0.9 mi) south of the Summer-Denny Terrace transmission line
(SCDNR 2001 b). The current status of the Richland County nest is unknown, but the nest was
active as recently as 1995 (SCDNR 2001 b). Bald eagles are generally associated with lakes,
rivers, and coastal areas (USACE 2002). The bald eagle is Federal-listed as threatened and
State-listed as endangered. Bald eagles are commonly observed foraging around Monticello
Reservoir, the FPSF tailrace canal, Parr Reservoir, and on the Broad River downstream of
Parr Shoals dam.
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Table 2-4. Terrestrial Species Listed or Candidates for Listing as Endangered or Threatened
by the USFWS or the State of South Carolina that Occur or Potentially Occur
Within or Near the V.C. Summer Site or the Associated Transmission Line
Rights-of-Way

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Status(a) State Status(")

Birds

Haliaeetus leucocephalus bald eagle T E
Mycteria americana wood stork E E

Picoides borealis red-cockaded E E
woodpecker

Plants
Amphianthus pusillus pool sprite T T

Astergeorgianus Georgia aster C --

Echinacea laevigata smooth coneflower E E
Lysimachia asperulifolia rough-leaved loosestrife E E
Oxypolis canbyi Canby's dropwort E E

Ptilimnium nodosum harperella E E
Trillium reliquum relict trillium E E

Amphibians
Hyla andersonii pine barrens treefrog -- T
Plethodon websteria Webster's salamander E

Mammals

Cotynorhinus rafinesquil Rafinesque's big-eared E
bat

Reptiles
Gopherus polyphemus gopher tortoise -- E
(a) E = endangered, T = threatened, C = candidate for Federal listing, -- = no listing.

The wood stork (Mycteria americana), State- and Federal-listed as endangered, is known to
occur in Aiken County. Although they do not nest in Aiken County, wood storks from the

I Birdsville Colony (near Millen, Georgia) forage in shallow wetlands on the U.S. Department of
Energy's Savannah River Site and in specially constructed ponds on the National Audubon
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Society's Silver Bluff Sanctuary, near Jackson, South Carolina (DOE 1997; NAS undated). No
transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer cross or approach the Savannah River
Site or the Silver Bluff Sanctuary.

The red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), State- and Federal-listed as endangered, is
known to occur in Aiken and Richland Counties (SCDNR 2002). Active nest cavities of this
cooperative breeder' occur in open, mature pine stands with sparse midstory vegetation
(USFWS 2002). Suitable habitat for this species does not occur at V.C. Summer, and there are
no known active or abandoned cavity trees at or adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission
line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b, SCE&G 2002e).

Rafinesque's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus rafinesquit) is State-listed as endangered. This bat is
found in forested areas, especially in pine flatwoods and pine-oak woodlands. It roosts in
hollow trees, under bark, in old cabins and barns, and in wells and culverts (Brown 1997). The
species has been recorded in Aiken and Richland Counties (SCDNR 2002), but there are no
recorded occurrences at or adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission fine corridors
associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b,' SCE&G 2002e).

The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is State-listed as endangered and is known to
occur in Aiken County (SCDNR 2002). :The gopher tortoise inhabits sandy, well-drained areas
where adequate vegetation for foraging exists (Martoff et al. 1980). The gopher tortoise has
not been recorded north of Aiken County, and no burrows have been recorded at or adjacent to
V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b,
SCE&G 2002e). The species' burrows, which are readily visible, have not been observed at
V.C. Summer. The gopher tortoise is generally not found in areas of Piedmont soils, which
characterize most of the transmission lirie corridors associated with V.C. Summer.

The pine barrens treefrog (Hyla andersonif) is State-listed as threatened and is known to occur
in Richland County (SCDNR 2002). This species inhabits trees in swamps adjacent to sandhill
habitats (Martoff et al. 1980). There are no recorded occurrences of this species at or adjacent
to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR
2001b, SCE&G 2002e).

Webster's salamander (Plethodon websteria) is State-listed as endangered. It has been
recorded in Saluda and Edgefield Counties (SCDNR 2002), which represent the eastern extent
of its range. Webster's salamander inhabits moist, mixed hardwood forests on steep north-
facing slopes with rock outcrops (Martoff et al. 1980). There are no recorded occurrences of
this species at or adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with
V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b, SCE&G 2002e).
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The pool sprite (Amphianthus pusillus), also known as little amphianthus, is State- and
Federal-listed as threatened. This aquatic plant occurs in small (usually less than one square
meter) shallow pools on the crests and flattened slopes of granite outcrops (USFWS 2002).
These pools completely dry out in summer droughts. Within South Carolina, the pool sprite is
known from three counties (USFWS 2002; SCDNR 2002), one of which (Saluda) is crossed by
the transmission lines associated with V.C. Summer. Only one occurrence of this plant is
known from Saluda County (USFWS 2002), but there are no recorded occurrences at or
adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer
(SCDNR 2001b).

The Georgia aster (Aster georgianus), a candidate for Federal listing, is found in dry, open
woodlands and disturbed areas, such as roadsides and utility rights-of-way that are regularly
mowed. Populations have been found in Edgefield, Fairfield, and Richland Counties
(SCDNR 2002). There are no recorded occurrences of this species at or adjacent to
V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b,
SCE&G 2002e).

The smooth coneflower (Echinacea Iaevigata), State- and Federal-listed as endangered, is
known to occur in Aiken and Richland Counties (SCDNR 2002). Reported habitat for this
perennial herb is open woods, cedar barrens, roadsides, clear cuts, limestone bluffs, and
transmission line corridors. Fire or other disturbance, such as well-timed mowing or clearing, is
essential to maintaining the open habitat required for this species (USFWS 2002). There are
no recorded occurrences of this species at or adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission line
corridors associated with V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001b, SCE&G 2002e).

The rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulifolia) is State- and Federal-listed as
endangered. Habitat for this perennial herb consists of Carolina bays and the ecotones
between longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) uplands and pond pine (P. serotina) pocosins. The only
known location of the rough-leaved loosestrife within South Carolina is at Fort Jackson in
Richland County (USFWS 2002); there are no recorded occurrences of this species at or
adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer
(SCDNR 2001 b, SCE&G 2002e).

Canby's dropwort (Oxypo is canbyi) is State- and Federal-listed as endangered. This perennial
plant is known to occur in 11 counties within South Carolina, one of which (Richland) is crossed
by V.C. Summer transmission lines (SCDNR 2002). This coastal plain species grows in wet
meadows, wet pineland savannas, ditches, sloughs, and along the edges of cypress-pine
(Callitris spp.) ponds (USFWS 2002). There are no recorded occurrences of this species at or
adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer
(SCDNR 2001b, SCE&G 2002e).
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Harperella (Ptilimnium nodosum) is State- and Federal-listed as endangered. Typical habitat
for this annual herb is rocky or gravel shoals, margins of swift-flowing streams, and edges of

'intermittent pineland ponds (USFWS 2002). Harperella is known in South Carolina from Aiken
and Saluda Counties (SCDNR 2002). There is one recorded population of harperella
approximately 0.8 km (0.5 mi) west of the Summer-Graniteville transmission line corridor in
Saluda County. The most recent observation of this population in the SCDNR database was
from 1985 (SCDNR 2001 b). There are no recorded occurrences of this species at or adjacent
to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with V.C. Summer
(SCDNR 2001 b, SCE&G 2002e).

Relict trillium (Trillium reliquum) is State- and Federal-listed as endangered. Habitat for this
perennial herb is mature, moist, undisturbed hardwood forests (USFWS 2002). Relict trillium is
known from Aiken and Edgefield Counties' (SCDNR 2002). There are no recorded occurrences
of this species at or adjacent to V.C. Summer or the transmission line corridors associated with
V.C. Summer (SCDNR 2001 b, SCE&G 2002e).

2.2.7 Radiological Impacts

SCE&G conducts an annual radiological environmental monitoring program (REMP) in and
around the V.C. Summer site. This program was initiated before plant operation in 1982
(SCE&G 2002d). Through this program, radiological impacts to employees, the public, and the
environment are monitored, documented, and compared to the appropriate standards. The
objectives of the REMP are to:

* provide representative measurements of radiation and radioactive materials in the exposure
pathways and of the radionuclides that have the highest potential for radiation exposures to
members of the public and

* supplement the radiological effluent monitoring program by verifying that the measurable
concentrations of radioactive materials and levels of radiation are not higher than expected
on the basis of effluent measurementsiand the modeling of the environmental exposure
pathways.

Radiological releases are summarized in two annual reports: SCE&G Radiological
Environmental Monitoring Report (SCE&G 2002d) and SCE&G Annual Effluent and Waste
Disposal Report (SCE&G 2002b). The'limits for all radiological releases are specified in the
V.C. Summer ODCM (SCE&G 1999a), and these limits are designed to meet Federal standards
and requirements. The REMP includes monitoring'of the aquatic environment (fish,
invertebrates,'and shoreline sediment); atriiospheric environment (airborne radioiodine, gross
beta, and gamma); terrestrial environment (vegetation); and direct radiation.

February 2004 2-37 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Plant and the Environment

SCE&G's review of historical data on releases and the resultant dose calculations revealed that
the calculated doses to maximally exposed individuals in the vicinity of V.C. Summer were a
small fraction of the limits specified in the SCE&G ODCM (SCE&G 1999a) to meet EPA
radiation standards in 40 CFR Part 190 as required by 10 CFR 20.1301 (d). For 2001 (the most
recent year that data were available), dose estimates were calculated based on actual liquid
and gaseous effluent release data (SCE&G 2002b). Dose estimates were performed by
SCE&G using the plant effluent release data, onsite meteorological data, and appropriate
pathways identified in the ODCM.

An assessment of doses to the maximally exposed individual from gaseous and liquid effluents
was performed by SCE&G for locations representing the maximum dose. In all cases, doses
were well below the technical specification limits as defined in the ODCM (SCE&G 2002d). A
breakdown of the calculated maximum dose to an individual located at the V.C. Summer
boundary from liquid and gaseous effluents released during 2001 is summarized as follows:

* Total body dose from liquid effluents at the site discharge was 3.96 x 10'5 mSv
(3.96 x 10-3 mrem), which is about 0.13 percent of the 0.03 mSv (3 mrem) dose limit
specified in 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I. The critical organ dose due to the liquid effluents
at the site discharge was 4.71 x 10'5 mSv (4.71 x 10'3 mrem). This dose was about
0.05 percent of the 0.10 mSv (10 mrem) dose limit (SCE&G 2002b).

* The air dose due to noble gases in gaseous effluents was 9.93 x 10-7 mSv
(9.93 x 10'5 mrad) gamma (0.001 percent of the 0.10 mGy (10 mradl gamma dose limit) and
3.56 x 10'7 mGy (3.56 x 1 05 mrad) beta (0.0002 percent of the 0.20 mGy [20 mrad] beta
dose limit) (SCE&G 2002b).

* The critical organ dose from gaseous effluents due to iodine-i 31, iodine-1 33, tritium, and
particulates with half-lives greater than eight days was 1.52 x 1 06 mSv (1.52 x 10'4 mrem),
which is 0.001 percent of the 0.15 mSv (15 mrem) dose limit (SCE&G 2002b).

The applicant does not anticipate any significant changes to the radioactive effluent releases or
exposures from V.C. Summer operations during the renewal period and, therefore, the impacts
to the environment are not expected to change.

2.2.8 Socioeconomic Factors

The staff reviewed the V.C. Summer Environmental Report (SCE&G 2002a) and information
obtained from meetings with local and regional agencies during a site visit to Fairfield County
and the surrounding area from December 10-12, 2002. The following information describes the
housing, public services, land use, demographics, and economy of the communities near
V.C. Summer.
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2.2.8.1 Housing

SCE&G employs a permanent workforce of approximately 600 employees at V.C. Summer and
an additional 130 to 140 long-term contract employees who provide security, maintenance,
engineering, and janitorial support; this is within the range of 600 to 800 personnel per reactor
unit estimated in the Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) (NRC 1996).
Approximately 95 percent of the permanent employees live in Lexington, Richland, Fairfield,
and Newberry Counties. The remaining five percent are distributed across 11 South Carolina
counties. About 10 percent of the employees live in Fairfield County, and 48 of these
(81 percent) live in Winnsboro or Jenkinsville. Table 2-5 summarizes the information for the
permanent workforce. Given the predominance of regular employees living in the Central

-Midlands Region and the absence of the likelihood of significant socioeconomic effects in other
counties, the focus of this analysis is Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and Richland Counties.

Table 2-5. V.C. Summer Employee Residence Information by County

County Number of Percent of Total
Personnel

Fairfield 59 9

Lexington 210 34

Newberry 126-- 20

Richland 197 32

Other Counties 29 5

TOTAL 621 100
Source: SCE&G 2002a.

I

I

V.C. Summer is on an 18-month refueling cycle. During refueling outages, which typically last
for 30 to 40 days, the number of contractor employees on site increases substantially. In three
recent outages, V.C. Summer brought in between 591 and 791 contractor employees for an
average of 665 additional contractor employees per outage. Most of these temporary
contractor employees are assumed to be located in the same geographic areas as the
permanent SCE&G staff. This falls within the GEIS range of 200 to 900 additional contractor
employees per reactor outage (SCE&G 2002a).-

Table 2-6 provides the number of housing units and housing unit vacancies for the four Central
Midlands Counties for 1990 and 2000, derived from U.S. Census Bureau information. Each of

I
I
I
I

I
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Table 2-6. Housing Units and Housing Units Vacant (Available) by County during 1990 and
2000

1990 2000 Approximate
Percentage Change

199G-2000

Fairfield County

Housing Units 8730 10,383 18.9

Occupied Units 7467 8774 17.5

Vacant Units 1263 1609 27.4

Newberry County

Housing Units 14,445 16,805 16.3

Occupied Units 12,314 14,026 13.9

Vacant Units 2141 2779 29.8

Lexington County

Housing Units 67,510 90,978 34.8

Occupied Units 61,592 83,240 35.1

Vacant Units 5918 7738 30.6

Richland County

Housing Units 109,563 129,793 18.5

Occupied Units 101,588 120,101 18.2

Vacant Units 7975 9692 21.5
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) 2000 and CMCOG 2003a.

these counties has a comprehensive plan that addresses housing needs and provides policies
for guiding housing choices. Fairfield County accounted for just 1.7 percent of the Central
Midlands Region's new housing units in 2001, compared to 56.5 percent in Richland,
38.2 percent in Lexington, and 3.6 percent in Newberry County (CMCOG 2001). These figures
do not include mobile homes, which constitute a growing segment of the affordable housing
supply in South Carolina. The U.S. Census Bureau reported that 29.3 percent of all housing
units in Fairfield County in 2000 were mobile homes (this includes manufactured housing), and
these structures provided 24.4 percent of the total housing units in Newberry County compared
to 23.1 percent in Lexington County, just 6.6 percent in Richland County, and 20 percent for
South Carolina (USCB 2000). Fairfield County has the smallest housing stock in the Central

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 2-40 February 2004



Plant and the Environment

Midlands Region while Richland County has the largest. The Lexington County housing stock
grew the fastest, by nearly 35 percent between 1990 and 2000, but it also had the largest
change in vacancy rates. The vacancy rate in Fairfield County in 2000 was 15.5 percent but

-nearly half of these (724 homes) are actually seasonal and vacation homes (USCB 2000). The
vacancy rate for the four Central Midlands counties in 2000 was 8.8 percent and represents
nearly 22,000 homes.

2.2.8.2 Public Services

Public services include water supply, education,' and transportation.

* Water Supply

Table 2-7 summarizes the daily water consumption and areas served by each water
system in Fairfield County, the County most impacted by the relicensing of
V.C. Summer. Fairfield County has five public water systems, serving approximately
51 percent of the population. Less than two percent receive water from private
residential water systems. The remaining 47 percent rely on individual wells (Fairfield
County 1997).. Only the town of Winnsboro draws water from a surface supply. The
source is a reservoir west of Winnsboro that is part of the Jackson Mill Creek
watershed. The reservoir contains approximately 600 million gallons of water
(Fairfield County 1997). The remaining four public systems draw from groundwater
sources, which have a relatively low yield in the area. However, each of the systems
is currently operating below capacity, with room for additional growth and development
(Fairfield County 1997). The County has been working to expand water service along
major transportation corridors and there has been some discussion of establishing a
sewer authority, but the focus of these efforts would likely be the areas along U.S. 21
between Interstate 77 and Lake Wateree and SC 269 south of Winnsboro..
Development in western Fairfield County tends to be low-density, single-family
residential and served by septic systems that require lots to be an acre or more.

The major public providers of water in Lexington County include Columbia, West
'Columbia, the Lexington County Joint Municipal Water and Sewer Commission, Cayce,
Lexington, Batesburg-Leesville, Chapin, Pelion, Swansea, the Gilbert-Summit Rural
Water District, Gaston Water District, and the Bull Swamp Water District. The
remainder are private systems. Nonpublic providers include AAA Utilities, Inc., Carolina
Water Service, and Heater Utilities, Inc. Lexington County has ample capacity for
additional growth.
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Table 2-7. Fairfield County Public and Private Water Suppliers and Capacities

Water Supplier Average Daily Use Maximum Daily Capacity
m3/day (MGD) m3/day (MGD)

Community Systems

Town of Winnsboro(b) 6738 (1.78) 11,735 (3.1)

Town of Ridgewaye) 549 (0.145) 3785 (1.0)

Jenkinsville Water District(b) 477 (0.126) 651 (0.172)

Mid-County Water District 1 (b) 276 (0.073) 916 (0.242)

Mid-County Water District 2(b) 246 (0.065) 378 (0.100)

Mitford Water District(b) 303 (0.080) 1514 (0.400)

Private Residential Systems

Royal Hills Subdivision(a) 7.6 (0.002) 45 (0.012)

Chappel Mobile Home Park(b) not available 95 (0.025)

Coley's Mobile Home Park(b) not available 7.9 (0.03)

Fairview Manor(a) not available 15.8 (0.06)

Lambright Care(a) not available not available

Industrial Systems

V.C. Summer'b) 7.3 (0.0278) 342 (1.296)

(a) Fairfield County 1997.
(b) SCDHEC 1998.

Constraints in Newberry County will be mitigated by the construction of additional water
treatment facilities as the need arises (Newberry County 1998). While water is available
at the interstate interchanges, the supply is not sufficient for industrial or large-scale
residential development. The Water and Sewer Authority will make the investment to
install water tanks or larger lines only when the demand requires it (Newberry County
1998).

Water service is available to Richland County through public and private water systems.
The major public system is operated exclusively by the city of Columbia which has primary
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water lines extending into four major planning areas. Water service is provided as far west
as Chapin and Lake Murray and north to the town of Blythewood. Water service in the
northeast extends very close to the Kershaw County line. Southeast of the city, water lines
reach to the McEntire Air National Guard Base and the Hopkins area. Columbia's position
has been to delay further water extension into unserved, sparsely populated areas until a
sufficient customer base has formed. Outside of Columbia's service area, water supply
depends on private wells.

Education

The Central Midlands Region includes 11 school districts and 170 public schools with
enrollment totaling more than 107,000 students. There are also 75 private schools and
nine colleges and universities (CCEDA 2002). Fairfield County will be the focus of this
analysis as it is the school district most directly and fiscally impacted by the relicensing
of V.C. Summer.

The Fairfield County School District operates eight schools serving 3600 students. The
high school is located in Winnsboro, as is the middle.school (Grades 6 to 8). There are
also an intermediate school (Grades 4 to 6), one elementary, and one primary school
(Grades K to 6) in Winnsboro. There are also two schools providing pre-K through 6th
Grade in Blair and Ridgeway. The operating budget for the Fairfield County School
District in 2002 was $29.5 million of which approximately $11.4 million is derived from
V.C. Summer taxes. Per pupil expenditures for the Fairfield County School District are
the highest in the Central Midlands at $8062 in 1999. This compares with $5189 to
$6117 for Lexington schools, $5989 for Newberry, and $6035 to $6552 for Richland
schools and $5556 for South Carolina (CCEDA 2002).

* Transportation

The Central Midlands Region has a transportation network of trucking and railroad
terminals and interstate highway access to nine regional airports, three international
airports, and three international seaports, giving the area access to both domestic and
international markets (CCEDA 2002).

Fairfield County operates a basic public transportation system that operates along
established routes but can deviate up to 3.2 km (2 mi) off the route, and does pass
close to V.C. Summer along SC 215. The primary means of personal transportation for
commuting is private vehicles. Approximately 14 percent of the households in Fairfield
County do not have a vehicle (USCB 2000). Road access to V.C. Summer is via
SC 311 (Ollie Bradham Boulevard), a two-lane paved road (see Figure 2-3). SC 311

February 2004 2-43 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Plant and the Environment

intersects with SC 215 approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) east of V.C. Summer. SC 215 has
a north-south orientation and is used by employees traveling from the Richland and
Fairfield Counties areas. Additionally, employees traveling from the Richland and
Lexington Counties areas may use U.S. 176 north to SC 213, which intersects with
SC 215 3.2 to 4.8 km (2 to 3 mi) south of V.C. Summer.

Employees coming from the west and Newberry County area may use several
secondary roads such as SC 773 or SC 202 to intersect with U.S. 176 and head south
to intersect with SC 213. Traffic counts for each of these highways/roads are shown in
Table 2-8 (SCE&G 2002a). Two projects appear on the Long-Range Rural System
Upgrades map in the vicinity of V.C. Summer: improvements to SC 213 between
SC 215 and SC 176, and for the "Peak Bypass."

Railroad access to V.C. Summer is provided with a spur from the Norfolk Southern line
along the east side of Broad River that runs through Columbia and Spartanburg. There
is a municipal airport south of Winnsboro and another in Newberry County while
Columbia Metropolitan Airport provides the entire region with commercial and freight
service.

Table 2-8 Traffic Counts for Roads in the Vicinity of V.C. Summer

Route No. Route Location Est. AADT(a) AADT Year
(total of both directions)

U.S. 176 SC 34 to SC 219 900 2000

U.S. 176 SC 219 to Richland County 1450 2000
Line

SC 213 Newberry County line to SC 2300 2000
215

SC 213 U.S. 176 to Fairfield County 1750 2000
line

SC 215 Richland County line to SC 213 1500 2000

SC 215 SC 213 to Chester County line 1250 2000

SC 202 Interstate 26 to U.S. 176 1100 2000

SC 202 U.S. 76 to Interstate 26 1850 2000

SC 773 U.S. 76 to U.S. 176 2700 2000
(a) annual average daily traffic volume.
Source: SCE&G 2002a.
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2.2.8.3 Offsite Land Use

Fairfield County

Fairfield County contains approximately 177,414 ha (438,400 ac). Developed or urban land
composes just two percent of the County. The largest land use category is forest, accounting
for 87 percent of the total acreage. This includes public, commercial, and noncommercial
forests, as well as farm woodlands. Nonforested land, including all urban or developed land,
accounts for the remaining 13 percent. The surface waters of Wateree Lake and Monticello
Reservoir, along with the Broad and Catawba Rivers, compose four percent of the County
(Fairfield County 1997). Roughly three percent of the forested land in' the County is
government owned, primarily in the SumterNational Forest, located in the northwestern part of
the County. Privately owned forest land in the County is dominated by corporations, individuals,
and the forest products industry. Only six percent of the forested land is owned by farmers,
reflecting the continued decline in farming in Fairfield County since the Depression era (Fairfield
County 1997). Table 2-9 provides more information about these land use pattems.

Most of the growth in Fairfield County has occurred between Winnsboro and Wateree Lake,
along the Interstate 77 corridor, and suburbanization is close to Richland County. Elsewhere,
development is characteristically sparse and rural, characterizing the County's agricultural past
(Fairfield County 1997). The dominant form of residential land use is single-family detached
housing and includes a growing number of mobile homes and other manufactured structures.
Residential development is found in both isolated and cluster patterns along most County roads
(Fairfield County 1997). In the 20 years that V.C. Summer has operated, Fairfield County has
experienced minimal population growth: the increase from 1990 to 2000 was only 0.5 percent.
The County's economic base continues to be manufacturing, followed by govemment, industry,
and services. Land use trends tend to be evolving simultaneously with the nationwide
movement away from agricultural production and toward commerce built on the processing/
production of goods and the distribution of services. The Fairfield County Comprehensive Plan
was prepared in 1997 and provides policies that promote orderly development while protecting
natural resources and prime farmland. The Plan also contains eight policies that promote the
location and retention of appropriate industries..

Lexington County

Lexington County contains over 110,000 parcels located in a 1813-km2 (700-mi 2) area
(Lexington County 1999). Farmland represents 21 percent of the land, as the County is a
relatively strong agricultural center. However, Lexington County is encouraging the growth of
residential areas by promoting the quality of the school systems and the accessibility of
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Table 2-9. Land Use in Fairfield County, 1997

I

I

I

I

ha (ac) Percent of
County Land

Total Area 177,424 (438,400)

Forested Land (by 155,240 (383,607) 87
ownership)

Public

National Forest 4678 (11,560) 3

Municipal, County, State 193 (478) 0.1

Private

Forest Industries 52,860 (130,622) 30

Farms (farmers) 11,747 (29,027) 6

Corporations and 85,761 (211,920) 48
Individuals

Nonforested Land 22,184 (54,818) 13

Developed (urban) 2974(7350) 1

Water 6239 (15,416) 4

Other 12,971 (32,052) 7

Source: Fairfield County, 1997.

I

I

I

resources. Overall, Lexington County has no specific growth control regulations or ordinances;
however, it does have a blend of zoning styles, unrelated to growth control, that encourages a
quality type of expansion characterized by a reduction in land allocations that are random and
sporadic. According to the Lexington County Land Use Plan (Lexington County 1999), land will
continue to be available for development for a variety of uses for several decades.

Newberry County

Newberry County has a total land area of 1678 km2 (648 mi2). According to the Comprehensive
Plan for Newberry County (Newberry County 199B), the land is characterized by a mixture of
rural and urban uses including agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial, public and
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semi-private uses and vacant land. The Comprehensive Plan study was limited to the areas
around the municipalities, the lake shores of Lake Greenwood and Lake Murray, the U.S. 76
corridor between the town of Little Mountain and the city of Newberry, and portions of SC 773,
SC 219, SC 34, and SC 121. The unincorporated portions of the County that fall outside the
defined study area do not have land use regulations but may eventually need them for future
development (Newberry County 1998). Residential development is generally characterized by
low- to medium-density, single-family development. There are a number of vacant lots inside
and outside of the study area. Most of these are located along the lake shores, where most of
the neighborhood subdivisions have occurred (Newberry County 1998). There are very few
multifamily units in the unincorporated areas of the County. The option most selected for
affordable housing is the manufactured home. The number of manufactured homes has
increased dramatically since 1980. Most are located on individual lots and, more recently, in
subdivisions-(Newberry County 1998). Unlike a municipality where there is dense commercial
development in a downtown or some other commercial district, Newberry County's commercial
development is much less dense. In most cases, the commercial development is limited to
stores located at the Intersections of major roads. The remainder of commercial development
exists in areas that serve local residents (Newberry County 1998). Agriculture is represented
by 200 or more ha (500 ac) scattered throughout the Comprehensive Plan study area, an area
comprised mostly of incorporated and developed portions of the County. Generally, there is
ample land available for future development in the County; however, the exact locations of
growth will be guided by two major constraints: natural features and infrastructure. The study
area is crisscrossed with streams and rivers, so there will be areas where topography and flood
plain characteristics will constrain development.

-Richland County

Richland County occupies roughly 1937 km2 (748 mi2 ) of land area. Approximately 38 percent
of the unincorporated portion of the County is developed, while the remaining 62 percent of the
unincorporated land in the County is undeveloped. The unincorporated portions of the County
were divided into four separate planning areas and two subareas to facilitate planning
(Richland County 1999). A recently prepared comprehensive plan (Richland County 1999)
noted that zoning controls were not established in Richland County until September 7, 1977.
The absence of zoning controls and restrictions produced an environment where existing
development patterns have been a mixture of many types of residential, commercial, and
industrial uses. The plan noted further that rural open spaces and prime farmlands are being
converted to residential and other suburban uses. The plan concluded that, in order to protect
significant agricultural lands, natural areas; and open space corridors, Richland County will
ultimately have to develop specific zoning and growth management tools for directing future
development to sustainable areas. As yet, growth control measures have not been developed
or adopted.
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2.2.8.4 Visual Aesthetics and Noise

V.C. Summer is situated in an undulating wooded area that is primarily rural in character.
Residential low-density development typifies this part of Fairfield County. V.C. Summer is visible
from certain vantage points along the shore of Monticello Reservoir and SC 215. Several
transmission lines can be seen when crossing roads in the area. Noise is generally not an issue
because the actual facilities are within an exclusion and buffer zone and front the reservoir.

2.2.8.5 Demography

Population was estimated from V.C. Summer out to 80 km (50 mi) in 16-km (1 0-mi) concentric
| rings. In accordance with NRC Guidance, SCE&G used the most recent decennial
| U.S. Census Bureau census data (USCB 2000) and a geographic information system software to

determine demographic characteristics in the V.C. Summer vicinity. Table 2-10 shows population
growth rates and projections in the Central Midlands Region from 1980 to 2040.

Resident Population Within 80 km (50 ml)

All or parts of 21 South Carolina counties and the city of Columbia (State capital), are
located within 80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer. A small portion of one North Carolina

Table 2-10. Population Growth in the Central Midlands Region of South Carolina 1980 to 2040

Fairfield County Lexington County Richland County Newberry County

Year Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

1980 20,700(a) 0.4 140,353(a) 5.8 269,735(a) 1.5 31,242(a) 0.7

1990 22,295(a) 0.8 167,611(a) 1.9 285,720(a) 5.9 33,172(a) 0.6

2000 23,454(a) 0.5 216,014(a) 2.9 320,677(a) 1.2 36,108(a) 0.9

2010 2 4 ,2 0 0 (b) 0.5 2 4 4 ,6 0 0 (b) 1.7 3 2 9 ,0 0 0(b) 0.7 3 6 ,4 0 0 (b) 0.5

2020 25,300(b) 0.5 28 0 ,40 0(b) 1.5 350,100(b) 0.6 38,1 0 0 (b) 0.5

2030 2 6 ,4 7 4(b) 0.5 321, 47 3 (b) 1.5 3 7 7 ,5 7 5 (b) 0.6 4 0 ,3 0 4 (b) 0.6

2040 2 7 ,5 6 5 (b) 0.4 3 5 9 ,1 3 3 (b) 1.2 4 0 0 ,2 5 8 (b) 0.6 4 2 ,0 9 1 (b) 0.4

(a) USCB 2000.
(b) CMCOG 1999.
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County (Union) also lies within the 80-km (50-mi) radius. In 2000, an estimated
1.03 million people live within 80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer, which equates to a population
density of 131 persons per square mile. Table 2-11 presents the population distribution within
80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer in 10-year increments between 1990 and 2010.

Table 2-11. Resident Population Within 80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer

O to 16 km 16 to 32 km 32 to 48 km 48 to 64 km 64 to 80 km
(0 to 10 ml) (10 to 20 ml) (20 to 30 ml) (30 to 40 ml) (40 to 50 ml) Total

Total 1990 9720 101,479 353,400 160,349 268,826 893,774
Total 2000 10,574 127,716 397,546 189,377 307,117 1,032,330

Total 2010 (est.) 11,247 151,154 437,851 215,455 340,649 1,156,356
Source: CMCOG 2003b.

Applying the GEIS proximity measures, V.C. Summer is classified as Category 3 (having
one or more cities with 100,000 or more persons and less than 73 persons/km2

[190 personstm?] within 80 km [50 mqi). According to the GEIS sparseness and proximity
matrix, V.C. Summer ranks of sparseness Category 3 and proximity Category 3 result in the
conclusion that V.C. Summer is located in a medium population area.

The largest population centers within the 1 6-km (10-mi) area are the communities of
Jenkinsville (948 people in 2000) in Fairfield County and Peak in Newberry County. These
areas have not experienced growth relative to other areas that lie outside the
16-km (10-mi) ring, but some new residential development has occurred along SC 215 on
the shore of Monticello Reservoir. In fact, the Monficello-Salem area of Fairfield County,
where V.C. Summer is located, lost'about 10'0percent of its population (approximately 240
people) between 1970 and 1990, and currently has a population of about 2200. Fairfield
County had a lower population in 2000 (23,454) than it did at the turn of the 20th Century in
1900 (29,425), and it has experienced the slowest growth compared to the three other
counties (USCB 2000).

Winnsboro is 24 km (15 mi) west of V.C. Summer and has a population of 16,000. The
Fairfield County Comprehensive Plan projects'that most of the housing and population
growth will occur in and around Winnsboro and Ridgeway. These areas of Fairfield County
increased in population by nearly 10 percent or about 1700 people between 1980 and 1990
(Fairfield County 1997). The area between Winhsboro, the Broad River, and U.S. 321 'is
projected to grow up to eight percent between 2000 and 2010 (CMCOG 2002).
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Areas 32 to 48 km (20 to 30 mi) from V.C. Summer include eastern Newberry County,
northern Lexington County, including the rapidly growing Irmo area, and Columbia, the
State capitol in Richland County. These are the most rapidly growing areas within the
80 km (48 mi) radius of V.C. Summer where population gains of the 1990s are projected
to continue at similar rates during the next 10 years (CMCOG 2002). There were 163
residential building permits issued in 2001 in Newberry County, in contrast to 1724 in
Lexington County, and 2550 in Richland County. By comparison, just
78 residential building permits were issued in Fairfield County (CMCOG 2002). The
Columbia metropolitan statistical area (Lexington and Richland Counties) grew by
8.4 percent during the 1990s, and is projected to grow by 10.7 percent between 2000
and 2010 (CCEDA 2002).

Population and growth rates 64 to 80 km (38 to 48 mi) away from V.C. Summer tend to
diminish with distance. This is particularly true to the north and east.

Table 2-12 lists the age distribution of Fairfield County reported by the 2000 census and
compares it to South Carolina's population for the same year. Fairfield County is
essentially consistent with South Carolina for each age bracket.

Transient Population

The area within the first 16 km (10 mi) of V.C. Summer is characterized as rural,
wooded, and low-density residential. There is no concentration of industrial or
commercial facilities or uses within this area, and none are anticipated based upon the

Table 2-12. Age Distribution of Population in Fairfield County

Fairfield County South Carolina

Age Group Number Percentage Number Percentage

Under 4 1580 6.7 264,679 6.6

5 to 17 4548 19.4 744,962 18.5

18 to 44 8539 36.4 1,593,806 39.6

45 to 64 5693 24.3 923,232 23.2

65 and over 3094 13.2 485,333 12.1

Total 23,454 100.00 4,012,012 100.00
Source: CMCOG 2003b.
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land uses denoted in the Comprehensive Plans for Fairfield and Newberry Counties.
Transient employment is' most likely to be out of this zone rather than into it, with the
exception of V.C. Summer.

Monticello Reservoir and the private wooded lands that predominate are within the
16-km (10-mi) area. A small part of the Sumter National Forest is also within this area.
The reservoir offers recreational opportunities, including camping and fishing, and
day-time activities such as picnic tables, ball fields, and a playground. There are five
public boat ramps related to the Parr Project (two on Monticello Reservoir, one on the
Monticello Sub-impoundment, and two on Parr Reservoir). Gasoline-powered boat use
is only restricted on the Monticello Sub-impoundment. Deer hunting is very popular in
this area of Fairfield County. Private lands are leased specifically for this purpose by
various sports clubs because the County is among the most densely forested in South
Carolina.(a)

Peak daily and annual transient population numbers are not available for these lake and
hunting activities. The Rock Around the Clock Festival is held in late September in
Winnsboro to celebrate the nation's oldest continually running municipal clock and
attracts between 5000 and 12,000 people. The Pig in the Ridge Barbeque is held in
Ridgeway in November and attracts several thousand. V.C. Summer refuels on an
18-month cycle and the employee population increases substantially during these 30- to
40-day outages. An average of 665 additional contractor employees have been brought
in during the'past three refueling outages.

Migrant Labor

Migrant farm workers are individuals whose employment requires travel to tend or
harvest agricultural crops. Migrant workers are typically members of minority or
low-income populations. Because migrant workers travel and can temporarily spend a
significant amount of time in an area without being actual residents, they may be
unavailable for census takers to count. If this occurs, migrant workers would be
under-represented in U.S. Census Bureau minority and low-income population counts.
There is a growing Hispanic presence in the Central Midlands living near work
opportunities such as'the poultry processing plants in Newberry and Columbia Farms in
Lexington County.b) While Hispanics are increasingly represented in Fairfield County,

(a) Personal communication with Mark Talbert, Clemson Agricultural Extension Service, Winnsboro,
South Carolina, December 10, 2001.

(b) Personal communication with Cary Smith, United Way of the Central Midlands, Columbia, South
Carolina, December 10, 2001.
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there has been an exceptional increase in Newberry County as indicated by the 2000
census that shows 4.2 percent of the population as Hispanic, which is a nine-fold
increase since 1990 (United Way of the Central Midlands 2002).

In 1997, Fairfield County had 172 individual farms averaging 108 ha (271 ac) and
51 full-time farms. Hay and turkeys are the major products, and the County ranks 38w'
of 46 in agricultural cash receipts-about $13.5 million in 2001. Timber harvesting is
important in Fairfield County where the 1999 delivered value of timber was $32.2 million,
placing the County third out of 46 in the State (South Carolina Agricultural Statistics
Service 2002 and USDA 1997). The Clemson Agricultural Extension Service estimates
that tree harvesting has increased considerably during the past 20 years while the labor
to accomplish this has decreased considerably. Approximately 200 people, mostly local
African Americans, are employed seasonally, and crews of migrant workers from Mexico
plant trees and spray them. There are no migrant worker camps within Fairfield
County.(a)

Given the expected small number of migrant workers, and the fact that they are not
concentrated in Fairfield County, the staff concludes that migrant workers would not
materially change the population characteristics of any particular census tract within the
County.

2.2.8.6 Economy and Taxes

The communities potentially impacted socioeconomically by relicensing V.C. Summer are
located in the four Central Midlands counties: Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and Richland.
Fairfield County would experience the largest impacts of relicensing because V.C. Summer is

| located there, and because economic conditions including the County's tax base are much
more affected by V.C. Summer than are the other three counties. Table 2-13 summarizes and
compares the unemployment, family poverty level, and median household income for each of

| the four counties and compares these figures with the State of South Carolina. The data are
| from the 2000 Census.

Fairfield County has the highest unemployment and poverty rates and the lowest median
household income when compared to the three other Central Midlands counties and South
Carolina. There is a higher percentage of families in poverty in Fairfield County than in the

| State (Table 2-13). The contrast is higher when compared to the three other counties,
| particularly Lexington and Richland where family poverty is below the State levels. Both

(a) Personal communication with Mark Talbert, Clemson Agricultural Extension Service, Winnsboro,
South Carolina, December 10, 2001.
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Table 2-13. Unemployment, Poverty Level, and Median Household Income Comparison

Percent Unemployed In Percent Families Median Household
Civilian Labor Force Below Poverty Level Income in Dollars

Fairfield County 6.9 17.2 30,376

Lexington County 2.6 6.4 44,659

Newberry County 4.7 13.6 32,867

Richland County 4.3 10.1 39,961

South Carolina 5.9 10.7 37,082

Source: USCB 2000; Fairfield County Chamber of Commerce 2002.

Newberry and Fairfield Counties also have a median household income that is lower than the
State; however, the median household income in Fairfield County is projected to rise 24 percent
over the next 10 years. Fairfield County unemployment has lowered over time: it was close to
10 percent in 1997. The staff concludes that Fairfield County economic trends should be more
closely analyzed regarding the relicensing of V.C. Summer because of these factors.

The Central Midlands Region, composed of Richland, Lexington, Newberry, and Fairfield
Counties, is a varied mixture of rural and metropolitan areas with a total population of almost
600,000 (596,253) and an average annual growth rate of 1.7 percent (USCB 1991, 2000).

Newberry and Fairfield Counties are rural. Richland and Lexington Counties encompass the
metropolitan area of Columbia, the State capital, and comprise 90 percent of the Central
Midland Region's population. From 1990 to 2000, South Carolina's average annual population
growth rate was 1.5 percent, while Richland, Lexington, Newberry, and Fairfield Counties
increased by 1.2, 2.9, 0.9, and 0.5 percent, respectively (USCB 1991, 2000). Between 2000
and 2040, Richland, Newberry, Lexington, and Fairfield Counties are projected to grow at
average annual rates of 0.6, 0.4, 1.7, and 0.4 percent, respectively (USCB 2000, TtNUS 2002).
In 2000, South Carolina reported a population of approximately 4.0 million people (USCB 2000).
By the year 2040, South Carolina is projected to have 5.6 million people, growing at an average
annual rate of 1.0 percent (USCB 2000, TtNUS 2002).

Fairfield and Newberry Counties were settled by Scotch-Irish, English, and German immigrants
in the mid-i 8th century. In the 19th century, large-scale cotton farming replaced small farms,
and the introduction of the railroad made this a leading area for the cotton market. In recent
years, emphasis has been on the manufacturing, trade, and government sectors. More
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specifically, manufacturing is the number one sector for Fairfield and Newberry Counties
(34.2 percent and 41.3 percent, respectively). Trade (28 percent) and government services
(29.7 percent) are the largest sectors for Lexington and Richland Counties (CCEDA 1998).
Although agriculture played a more significant role in the past, it is no longer a dominant force
in the regional economy.

Columbia, the State capital, is located in Richland County. Nineteen Fortune 500 companies
and 41 company headquarters are located in Columbia. Columbia's top employers in the public
sector include Federal, State, and local government, Fort Jackson, and the University of South
Carolina. Major employers in the private sector include SCE&G, Richland Memorial Hospital,
Blue Cross and Blue Shield of South Carolina, Computer Sciences Corporation (formerly Policy
Management Systems), and Bell South (Realty World America 2002). The major private
employers in Fairfield County include V.C. Summer, Uniroyal Goodrich, Standard Products,
Isola USA, Fuji Copian, Plastech Engineered Products, Salant, Wal-Mart, Lang Mekra, and
Gividi USA. These 11 companies employed approximately 2835 people in 2002. Mack Truck,
which employed 1300 employees during peak operations in the late 1990s, recently shut down
its Fairfield County operations (CCEDA 2002). Government employs about 1030 people, and
250 work at the hospital. Since nearly 11,000 residents in Fairfield County are in the civilian
labor force, and employees commute to these major employers from outside the County, it can
be surmised that most County residents work in other pursuits and smaller businesses. For
example, nearly 1200 list retail trade as a household occupation in the 2000 census. Private
wage and salary workers compose about 78 percent of the labor pool, government accounts for
about 18 percent, and those who are self-employed account for five percent. This is nearly
consistent with the State as a whole, where 78 percent are private wage and salary workers,
16 percent are government workers, and six percent are self-employed (USCB 2000). Table
2-14 lists the major employers in Fairfield County.

Most of the retail and service establishments in Fairfield County are located in the incorporated
areas of Winnsboro and Ridgeway where the population is sufficiently concentrated to support
business activities. Most of the industrial plants are located in or near Winnsboro, and newer
development occurs at the Walter Brown Industrial Park near Interstate 77 (Fairfield County
1997). While the trend is toward diversification in the manufacturing base, major employment
in Fairfield County continues to be in the government, services, and retail sectors. An example
of this is the October 2002 announcement that Infinity Health Foods will move into a previously
occupied manufacturing facility on SC 321 and will employ up to 100 people over the next five
years (CCEDA 2002). V.C. Summer has been and will continue to be a major employer located
in Fairfield County, provided that it is relicensed and continues operations.
V.C. Summer pays annual property taxes to Fairfield County. These taxes fund Fairfield
County operations, including the Fairfield County Public Schools. The County's operating
budget includes the coroner, assessor, auditor, sheriff, detention center, road maintenance,
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Table 2-14. Major Employers in Fairfield County, South Carolina

Employer Product Number of Employees

Fairfield County Schools government 700

V.C. Summer power plant 625

Ben Arnold-Sunbelt Beverage Co. bottler 372

Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co. tire cords - 317

Standard Products Co. automotive trim 302

Fairfield Memorial Hospital medical services 250

Isola USA printed circuit boards 238

Fairfield County government 235

Fuji Copian Corp. typewriter cassettes 209

Plastech Engineered Products Co. molded automotive plastics 200

Salant Corporation textiles and clothing 200

Wal-Mart retail 170

Lang Mekra truck mirrors 138

Town of Winnsboro government 96

Gividi USA fiberglass computer parts 64

Source: CCEDA 2002, Fairfield County Chamber of Commerce 2002.

solid waste, emergency management, social services, veterans affairs, and recreation facilities.
For the years 1995 to 2000, V.C. Summer property taxes provided between about 41 percent
and 50 percent of Fairfield County's total property tax revenue and approximately the same
percentage of Fairfield County's total operating budget. The trend has been downward during
this time. Residential property taxes have increased modestly during this time as well. Other
sources of revenue include various fees and fines, State aid, inventory taxes, and motor carrier
taxes (Johnson 2002).

Schools in South Carolina are funded primarily with the property tax. The Fairfield County
School District derived $11.4 million from taxes paid by V.C. Summer in 2002. This equates to
almost 40 percent of the district's $29.5 million budget. Table 2-15 compares V.C. Summer's
tax payments to Fairfield County tax revenue and operating budgets.
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Table 2-15. Fairfield County Property Tax Revenues, Property Taxes Paid by V.C. Summer,
and Fairfield County Operating Budget 1995 to 2000

Year Total Fairfield County Property Tax Percent of Operating Budget
Property Tax Paid by V.C. Total Property for Fairfield
Revenues(a) Summer Taxes County(a)

(excluding debt) (excluding debt)

1995 23,338,821 11,671,000 50 23,096,221

1996 24,472,690 12,324,000 50 24,387,997

1997 25,256,855 12,629,000 50 25,234,991

1998 26,730,639 12,943,000 48 26,795,321

1999 27,772,061 12,529,000 45 27,508,743

2000 29,604,792 12,272,000 41 29,540,322
(a) SCE&G 2002a.

The South Carolina Legislature is studying the issue of electric power industry deregulation.
The effects of deregulation are not yet fully known but could affect tax payments by utilities to
the counties. Any changes to V.C. Summer tax rates due to deregulation would, however, be
independent of license renewal.

2.2.9 Historic and Archaeological Resources

This section discusses the cultural background and the known and potential historic and
archaeological resources at V.C. Summer and the immediate surrounding area.

2.2.9.1 Cultural Background

The area around V.C. Summer is rich in prehistoric and historic Native American and historic
Euro-American resources. Recent literature provided adequate background information for the
area. Consequently, only a brief summary is provided here. Prehistoric period overviews for
South Carolina are provided by U.S. National Park Service (2003) and South Carolina Indians
(2002). Historic period overviews for South Carolina are provided by Edgar (1998) and
Milling (1969).

Prehistoric Period

The prehistoric Native American occupation of the region around V.C. Summer includes four
general periods: Paleo-lndian period (about 10,000 to 8000 BC), the Archaic period (about
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8000 to 1000 BC), the Woodland period (about 1000 BC to 900 AD), and the Mississippian and
late prehistoric period (about 900 to 1500 AD). This late prehistoric period is a transitional
period in which initial contacts were made with Europeans and cultural changes associated with
subsequent European settlement of the area took place.

The prehistoric periods were marked by initial reliance on big game hunting for subsistence,
followed by increased use of smaller game animals and plant foods in the Archaic period.
Major environmental changes in the Archaic period led to an increasingly more sedentary
lifestyle, primarily in riverine settings. Late in the Archaic period, more sedentary villages and
an increased reliance on cultivated crops became the norm. The Woodland and Mississippian
periods were characterized by larger base camps in the river valleys, with subsistence based on
agriculture, hunting and gathering, and intergroup trade. The late prehistoric period is primarily
identified by the introduction of European trade goods.

'Native American Historic Period

At least 29 distinct groups of Indians lived in South Carolina, each having a separate dialect,
many of these dialects being distinct languages. -The common language families were
Algonquian, Iroquoian, Muskogean, Siouan, and Yuchi. The Eno and Shakori Indians, now
extinct tribes, lived in the area of present-day Fairfield County. The Catawba, Pee Dee,
Chicora, Edisto, Santee, and Chicora-Waccamaw Tribes are all still present in South Carolina
as are many descendants of the Cherokee. By 1750,-the smaller Indian tribes throughout
South Carolina disappeared, probably merging with larger groups, such as the Catawba and
Cherokee of South Carolina or the Creeks'of Georgia. In 1830, the Indian Removal Act was
passed by the United States government. In 1838, the Cherokee Indians were forced to leave
their eastern homeland and travel to Indian Territory in Oklahoma. In 1993, the Catawba Tribe
received its Federal recognition status. Today, the Catawba Tribe is the only Federally
recognized Tribe in the State of South Carolina and numbers 1200 individuals living in the
vicinity of Rock Hill, South Carolina.

Euro-American Historic Period

South Carolina is one of the'13 original colonies. The Spanish and French explorers arrived in
the area in the 16e century and found the'land inhabited by many small tribes of Native '
Americans, the largest were the Cherokees and the Catawbas. The first European settlements
failed. In 1670, an English settlement was established on the coast near present-day
Charleston. The colony was divided in 1710 into South Carolina and North Carolina.- Settlers
from the British Isles, France, and other parts of Europe built plantations throughout the coastal
low country. African slaves were brought into the colony in'large numbers to provide labor for
the plantations, and by 1720 they formed the majority of the population. The port city of
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Charleston became an important center of commerce and culture. The interior was slowly
settled by small farmers and traders, who pushed the dwindling tribes to the west.

South Carolina was one of the richest colonies in America by the time of the American
Revolution. More Revolutionary War battles were fought in South Carolina than any other
state. South Carolina ratified the United States Constitution on May 23, 1788, becoming the
eighth State to enter the Union.

Early settlement of Fairfield County in the mid-1 700s brought cotton to the County, and it
remained the main crop until depletion of the soil and the industry was brought to a halt in the
1920s. Granite deposits in the County led to the early development of quarrying. In December
1832, Winnsboro was incorporated as a town.

2.2.9.2 Historic and Archaeological Resources at V.C. Summer

Archaeological site file searches were conducted at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology to identify cultural resources that might be present at V.C. Summer. In
addition, the geographic information system database and files at the South Carolina State
Historic Preservation Office were searched for information that may pertain to the proposed
action.

The Final Environmental Statement (AEC 1973) for the construction of V.C. Summer listed
three historic sites in the vicinity. At that time, it was determined that none of the sites were
"endangered" by V.C. Summer. Additionally, four archaeological sites were discovered within
or near the boundary of the site and a recommendation was made by Dr. Robert L.
Stephenson, State Archaeologist, that the area be surveyed and that two of the known sites be
excavated (AEC 1973).

In 1972, SCE&G funded an archaeological survey that was conducted by a team from the
University of South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology. The archaeological
survey was conducted to assess the nature and distribution of the sites present and to assess
the effect of the Parr Hydroelectric Project on historic and archaeological resources. The Parr
Hydroelectric Project consisted of a series of related actions: (1) elevation of the Parr
Reservoir Dam, raising the level of the Parr Reservoir, (2) construction of a series of dams on
Frees Creek to create the upper reservoir for a new pumped-storage facility and supply cooling
water for V.C. Summer, and (3) construction of the FPSF and V.C. Summer.

The Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology team identified 27 additional sites and
performed the excavation of two others. Approximately five sites were covered by water when
Monticello Reservoir was filled in 1978 and are now inaccessible; the remaining sites lie along
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the banks of Monticello and Parr Reservoirs. Periods represented included the Early Archaic,
Middle Archaic, Woodland, Mississippian, and Early Historic (SCE&G 2002a).

Since the publication of the 1973 Final Environmental Statement, 41 sites have been added to
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) for Fairfield County. Ten of these sites fall
within a 9.6-km (6-mi) radius of V.C. Summer. Twenty-eight sites have been added to the
NRHP for Newberry County. Four of these sites fall within a 9.6-km (6-mi) radius of
V.C. Summer. No sites listed on the NRHP fall within a 1.6-km (1-mi) radius of V.C. Summer.

There are two other historic sites within a 9.6-km (6-mi) radius of V.C. Summer that are not
listed on the NRHP but are protected by SCE&G. One is the Mayo family cemetery, which is in
a wooded area approximately 4.0 km (2.5 mi) south of V.C. Summer on land that is owned by
SCE&G but is not-part of V.C. Summer property. This small family plot contains headstones
dating back to 1895. The other historic site, approximately 2.4 km (1.5 mi) southwest of
V.C. Summer, is a large monument erected in 1943 by the Daughters of the American
Revolution marking the grave of General John Pearson, a Fairfield County native who served
with distinction in the Revolutionary War. This monument is in a wooded area on land that is
not part of V.C. Summer property, but is maintained as a buffer zone around the site. SCE&G's
Forestry Operations group is familiar with these sites, which are marked on their timber
inventory and land cover maps, and takes appropriate measures to protect them when
conducting forest management activities in the vicinity of either historic site (SCE&G 2002a).

2.2.10 Related Federal Project Activities and Consultations

The staff reviewed the possibility that activities of other Federal agencies might impact the
renewal of the operating license for V.C. Summer. Any such activities could result in
cumulative environmental impacts and the possible need for the Federal agency to become a
cooperating agency for preparation of this supplemental environmental impact statement
(SEIS).

The Federal Power Commission (which became FERC) issued a license (Project Number 1894)
to SCE&G on June 30, 1 974, for the Parr Hydroelectric Project, which consisted of a set of
related actions (elevation of Parr Shoals Dam,'enlirgement of Parr Reservoir, construction of
FPSF, impoundment of Frees Creek for Monticello Reservoir). The Federal Power Commission
prepared an environmental impact statement for this major Federal licensing action that
evaluated potential environmental impacts, including'the inundation of 3784 ha (9350 ac) of '

land (eliminating farmland, timber, wildlife habitat, and 25 homes) and enhanced recreational
opportunities provided by the public recreational facilities at the expanded Parr Reservoir and
new Monticello Reservoir.' The Federal Power Commission concluded 'that the loss of 3784 ha
(9350 ac) of farmland and wildlife habitat was significant (Federal Power Commission 1974),
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but that, with prudent evaluation and selection of construction methods and project operation,
no serious cumulative adverse environmental impacts were foreseen. FPSF began commercial
operation in 1978, four years before V.C. Summer. The FERC license for the Parr
Hydroelectric Project, including FPSF, expires on June 30, 2020. Under current rules, SCE&G
will have to file a notice of intent with FERC by the year 2015 declaring whether or not it intends
to renew the license for the hydroelectric project. At least two years before the current FERC
license expires (i.e., prior to June 30, 2018), SCE&G will have to file an application for a license
renewal.

Federal activities within the 80-km (50-mi) radius of V.C. Summer include the Sumter National
Forest managed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the Congaree Swamp National
Monument managed by the U.S. Department of Interior, and the United States Army's 20,800-
ha (52,000-ac) Fort Jackson southeast of Columbia. The 8800-ha (22,000-ac) Congaree
Swamp hosted nearly 110,000 visitors in fiscal year 2001. Fort Jackson employs 3900 civilians
and is the largest and most active Initial Entry Training Center in the Army, training 19,000 each
year. Fort Jackson has added several new schools and training institutions, including the
Soldier Support Institute, the Chaplains Center and School, and the U.S. Department of
Defense Polygraph Institute. Shaw Air Force Base is located in Sumter, South Carolina,
outside of the Central Midlands Region but also veithin the 80-km (50-mi) area.

The staff determined that there were no Federal projects or activities in the vicinity of
V.C. Summer that would result in cumulative impacts or would make it desirable for another
Federal agency to become a cooperating agency for preparing this SEIS.

The NRC is required under Section 102(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA 1969) to consult with and obtain the comments of any Federal agency that has
jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in the
subject matter of the SEIS. NRC is consulting with the USFWS and the South Carolina State
Historic Preservation Office. Consultation correspondence is included in Appendix E.
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3.0 Environmental Impacts of Refurbishment

Environmental issues associated with refurbishment activities are discussed in the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1 437,
Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996; 1999).(a) The GEIS includes a determination of whether the
analysis of the environmental issues could be applied to all plants and whether additional -
mitigation measures would be warranted. Issues are then assigned a Category 1 or a
Category 2 designation. As set forth in the GEIS, Category 1 issues are those that meet all of
the following criteria:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with'the issue have been determined to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristics.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to the
impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from
high-level waste 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 mitigation measures are not likely
to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

For issues that meet the three Category 1 criteria, no additional plant-specific analysis is
required in this supplemental environmental impact statement unless new and significant
information is identified.

Category 2 issues are those that do not meet one or more of the criteria for Category 1 and,
therefore, additional plant-specific review of these issues is required.

License renewal actions may require refurbishment activities for the extended plant life. These
actions may have an impact on the environment that. requires evaluation, depending on the type
of action and the plant-specific design. Environmental issues associated with refurbishment
that were determined to be Category 1 issues are listed in Table 3-1.

Environmental issues related to refurbishment considered in the GEIS for which these
conclusions could not be reached for all plants, or for specific classes of plants, are Category 2
issues. These issues are listed in Table 3-2.

(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.
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Table 3-1. Category 1 Issues for Refurbishment Evaluation

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Sections
SURFACE-WATER QuALrry, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Impacts of refurbishment on surface-water quality 3.4.1

Impacts of refurbishment on surface-water use 3.4.1

AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Refurbishment 3.5

GROUNDWATER USE AND QUALITY

Impacts of refurbishment on groundwater use and quality 3.4.2
LAND USE

Onsite land use 3.2
HUMAN HEALTH

Radiation exposures to the public during refurbishment 3.8.1
Occupational radiation exposures during refurbishment 3.8.2

SOCIOECONOMICS

Public services: public safety, social services, and tourism and recreation 3.7.4; 3.7.4.3;
3.7.4.4; 3.7.4.6

Aesthetic impacts (refurbishment) 3.7.8

Category 1 and Category 2. issues related to refurbishment that are not applicable to the
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer), because they are related to plant design
features or site characteristics not found at V.C. Summer, are listed in Appendix F.

The potential environmental effects of refurbishment actions would be identified, and the
analysis would be summarized within this section, if such actions were planned. South Carolina
Electric and Gas (SCE&G) indicated that it performed its integrated plant assessment, the
evaluation of structures and components pursuant to 10 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) 54.21, to identify activities that are necessary to continue operation of V.C. Summer
during the requested 20-year period of extended operation. In its Environmental Report,
SCE&G stated that it completed major modifications (e.g., steam generator replacement) that
were necessary for the operation of V.C. Summer during its initial licensing term
(SCE&G 2002).
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Table 3-2. Category 2 Issues for Refurbishment Evaluation

10 CFR 51.53
ISSUE-1 0 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS_ (c)(3)(i)

Sections Subparagraph

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Refurbishment impacts 3.6 E

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Threatened or endangered species 3.9 E

AJR QuALIrY
Air quality during refurbishment (nonattainment and 3.3 F
maintenance areas)

SOCIOECONOMICS

Housing impacts 3.7.2
Public services: public utilities 3.7.4.5 I

Public services: education (refurbishment) 3.7.4.1 1

Offsite land use (refurbishment) 3.7.5 1

Public services, transportation 3.7.4.2 J

Historic and archaeological resources 3.7.7 K

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Environmental justice Not Not

addressedt (a addressed(")

(a) Guidance related to environmental justice was not In place at the time the GEIS and the associated revision
to 10 CFR Part 51 were prepared. If an applicant plans to undertake refurbishment activities for license
renewal, environmental justice must be addressed In the applicant's Environmental Report and the staff's
environmental Impact statement.

I

SCE&G stated that, as a result of its integrated plant assessment, it has not identified the need
to undertake major refurbishment or replacement activities for important structures, systems, or
components during the license renewal period. Routine maintenance and inspection activities
are within the bounds of normal plant component replacement and inspections; therefore,
SCE&G is not expected to affect the environment outside the bounds of plant operations as
evaluated in the final environmental statement (AEC 1973).
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In addition, the SCE&G evaluation of structures and components as required by 10 CFR 54.21
did not identify any major plant refurbishment activities or modifications necessary to support
the continued operation of V.0. Summer beyond the end of the existing operating license.

I Therefore, refurbishment is not considered in this Supplemental Environmental Impact
X Statement.

3.1 References

10 CFR Part 51. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 51, "Environmental
Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions."

10 CFR Part 54. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 54, "Requirements for
Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants."

South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G). 2002. Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
License Renewal Application. "Appendix E, Environmental Report." Docket Number 50/395;
License Number NPF-12. Jenkinsville, South Carolina.

U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). 1973. Final Environmental Statement Related to
Operation of Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Unit 1, South Carolina Electric & Gas Company.
Docket No. 50-395, Directorate of Licensing. Washington, D.C.

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, Washington, D.C.
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4.0 Environmental Impacts of Operation

Environmental issues associated with operation of a nuclear power plant during the renewal
term are discussed in the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of
Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, Volumes I and 2 (NRC 1996; 1999).(a) The GEIS
includes a determination of whether the analysis of the environmental issues could be applied
to all plants and whether additional mitigation would be warranted. Issues are then assigned a
Category 1 or a Category 2 designation. As set forth in the GEIS, Category 1 issues are those
that meet all of the following criteria:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristic.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to the
impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from
high-level waste 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 mitigation measures are not likely
to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

For issues that meet the three Category 1 criteria, no additional plant-specific analysis is
required unless new and significant information is identified.

Category 2 issues are those that do not meet one or more of the criteria for Category 1, and
therefore, additional plant-specific review of these issues is required.

This chapter addresses the issues related to operation during the renewal term that are listed in
Table B-1 of 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, and are
applicable to the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear'Station '(V.C. Summer). Section 4.1 addresses
issues applicable to the V.C. Summer cooling system. Section 4.2 addresses issues related to
transmission lines and onsite land use. Section 4.3 addresses the radiological impacts of
normal operation, and Section 4.4 addresses issues related to the socioeconomic impacts of
normal operation during the renewal term. Section 4.5 addresses issues related to
groundwater use and quality, while Section 4.6 discusses the impacts of renewal-term
operations on threatened and endangered species. Section 4.7 addresses new information that

(a) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum I to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter, all
references to the 'GEIS" include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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was raised during the scoping period. The results of the evaluation of environmental issues
related to operation during the renewal term are summarized in Section 4.8. Finally,
Section 4.9 lists the references for Chapter 4. Category 1 and Category 2 issues that are not
applicable to V.C. Summer because they are related to plant design features or site
characteristics not found at V.C. Summer are listed in Appendix F.

4.1 Cooling System

Category 1 issues in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, that are applicable
to V.C. Summer cooling system operation during the renewal term are listed in Table 4-1.
South Carolina Electric and Gas (SCE&G) stated in its Environmental Report (ER) (SCE&G
2002a) that it is not aware of any new and significant information associated with the renewal of
the V.C. Summer operating license (OL). The staff has not identified any significant new
information during its independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site
visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff
concludes that there are no impacts related to these issues beyond those discussed in the
GEIS. For all of the issues, the staff concluded in the GEIS that the impacts are SMALL, and
additional plant-specific mitigation is not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

A brief description of the staff's review and the GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1, for
each of these issues follows.

Altered current patterns at intake and discharge structures. Based on information in the
GEIS, the Commission found that

Altered current patterns have not been found to be a problem at operating
nuclear power plants and are not expected to be a problem during the license
renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of altered current
patterns at intake and discharge structures during the renewal term beyond those discussed
in the GEIS.
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Table 4-1. Category 1 Issues Applicable to the Operation of the V.C. Summer Cooling System
During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Sections

SURFACE WATER QUALITY, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Altered current pattems at intake and discharge structures 4.2.1.2.1; 4.4.3

Altered thermal stratification of lakes 4.2.1.2.3; 4.4.3

Temperature effects on sediment transport capacity 4.2.1.2.3; 4.4.3

Scouring caused by discharged cooling water 4.2.1.2.3; 4.4.3

Eutrophication 4.2.1.2.3; 4.4.3

Discharge of chlorine or other biocides 4.2.1.2.4; 4.4.2.2; 4.4.3

Discharge of sanitary wastes and minor chemical spills 4.2.1.2.4; 4.4.2.2; 4.4.3

Discharge of other metals in wastewater 4.2.1.2.4; 4.4.2.2

Water use conflicts (plants with once-through cooling systems) 4.2.1.3

AouAinc ECOLOGY (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Accumulation of contaminants in sediments or biota 4.2.2.2; 4.4.1.2; 4.4.3; 4.6.1.1

Entrainment of phytoplankton and zooplankton 4.2.2.1.1; 4.2.2.1.10; 4.2.2.2;

Cold shock

Thermal plume barrier to migrating fish

Distribution of aquatic organisms

Premature emergence of aquatic Insects

Gas supersaturation (gas bubble disease)

Low dissolved oxygen in the discharge

Losses from predation, parasitism, and disease among organisms
exposed to sublethal stresses

Stimulation of nuisance organisms (e.g., shipworms)

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Cooling pond impacts on terrestrial resources.,

HUMAN HEALTH

4.4.3

4.2.2.1.5; 4.2.2.1.1 0; 4.2.2.2;
4.4.3

4.2.2.1.6; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3

4.2.2.1.6; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3

4.2.2.1.7; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3

4.2.2.1.8; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3

4.2.2.1.9; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3

4.2.2.1.10; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3

4.2.2.1.1 1; 4.2.2.2; 4.4.3
-

-

-

4.4.4

4.3.7 -IMiUIQU
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* Altered thermal stratification of lakes. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Generally, lake stratification has not been found to be a problem at operating
nuclear power plants and is not expected to be a problem during the license
renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, and staff review of monitoring
programs and evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that
there are no impacts of altered thermal stratification of lakes during the renewal term
beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Temoerature effects on sediment transport capacity. Based on information in the GEIS,
the Commission found that

These effects have not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear
power plants and are not expected to be a problem during the license renewal
term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of temperature effects
on sediment transport capacity during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the
GEIS.

* Scouring caused by discharged cooling water. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Scouring has not been found to be a problem at most operating nuclear power
plants and has caused only localized effects at a few plants. It is not expected
to be a problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, and staff review of monitoring
programs and evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that
there are no impacts of scouring caused by discharged cooling water during the renewal
term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.
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* Eutrophication. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Eutrophication has not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear power
plants and is not expected to be a problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, and staff review of monitoring
programs and evaluation of other available information including plant monitoring data and
technical reports. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of eutrophication
during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Discharge of chlorine or other biocides. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Effects are not a concern among regulatory and resource agencies, and are
not expected to be a problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information including the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
for V.C. Summer (SCDHEC 2002), or discussion with the NPDES compliance office.
Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of discharge of chlorine or other
biocides during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Discharge of sanitary wastes and minor chemical spills. Based on information in the
GEIS, the Commission found that

Effects are readily controlled through NPDES permit and periodic
modifications, if needed, and are not expected to be a problem during the
license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information including the NPDES permit for V.C. 'Summer (SCDHEC 2002) or discussion
with the NPDES compliance office. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts
of discharges of sanitary wastes and minor chemical spills during the renewal term beyond
those discussed in'the GEIS. -
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Discharge of other metals in wastewater. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

These discharges have not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear
power plants with cooling-tower-based heat dissipation systems and have
been satisfactorily mitigated at other plants. They are not expected to be a
problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information, including the NPDES permit for V.C. Summer (SCDHEC 2002) or discussion
with the NPDES compliance office. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts
of discharges of other metals in wastewater during the renewal term beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.

* Water use conflicts (plants with once-through cooling systems). Based on information in
the GEIS, the Commission found that

These conflicts have not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear
power plants with once-through heat dissipation systems.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of water use conflicts
for plants with once-through cooling systems during the renewal term beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.

. Accumulation of contaminants in sediments or biota. Based on information in the GEIS,
the Commission found that

Accumulation of contaminants has been a concern at a few nuclear power
plants but has been satisfactorily mitigated by replacing copper alloy
condenser tubes with those of another metal. It is not expected to be a
problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of available
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information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of accumulation of
contaminants in sediments or biota during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the
GEIS.

Entrainment of DhvtoDlankton and zooplankton. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Entrainment of phytoplankton and zooplankton has not been found to be a
problem at operating nuclear power plants and is not expected to be a
problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, and staff review of monitoring
programs and evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that
there are no impacts of entrainment of phytoplankton and zooplankton during the renewal
term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Cold shock. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Cold shock has been satisfactorily mitigated at operating nuclear plants with
once-through cooling systems, has not endangered fish populations or been
found to be a problem at operating nuclear power plants with cooling towers or
cooling ponds, and is not expected to be a problem during the license renewal
term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of cold shock during
the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Thermal plume barrier to migrating fish. -Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Thermal plumes have not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear
power plants and are not expected to be a problem during the license renewal
term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
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information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of thermal plume
barriers to migrating fish during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Distribution of aquatic organisms. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission
found that

Thermal discharge may have localized effects but is not expected to effect the
larger geographical distribution of aquatic organisms.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, and staff review of monitoring
programs and evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that
there are no impacts on distribution of aquatic organisms during the renewal term beyond
those discussed in the GEIS.

* Premature emergence of aquatic insects. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Premature emergence has been found to be a localized effect at some
operating nuclear power plants but has not been a problem and is not
expected to be a problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of premature
emergence of aquatic insects during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Gas supersaturation (gas bubble disease). Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Gas supersaturation was a concern at a small number of operating nuclear
power plants with once-through cooling systems but has been satisfactorily
mitigated. It has not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear power
plants with cooling towers or cooling ponds and is not expected to be a
problem during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of gas supersaturation
during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.
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* Low dissolved oxygen in the discharge. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Low dissolved oxygen has been a concern at one nuclear power plant with a
once-through cooling system but has been effectively mitigated. It has not
been found to be a problem at operating nuclear power plants with cooling
towers or cooling ponds and is not expected to be a problem during the
license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, and staff review of monitoring
programs and evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that
there are no impacts of low dissolved oxygen during the renewal term beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.

* Losses from predation. Darasitism. and disease among organisms exposed to sublethal
stresses. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

These types of losses have not been found to be a problem at operating
nuclear power plants and are not expected to be a problem during the license
renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of losses from
predation, parasitism, and disease among organisms exposed to sublethal stresses during
the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Stimulation of nuisance organisms. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission
found that

Stimulation of nuisance organisms has been satisfactorily mitigated at the single
nuclear power plant with a once-through cooling system where previously it was
a problem. It has not been found to be a problem at operating nuclear power
plants with cooling towers or cooling p6nds and is not expected to be a problem
during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
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information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of stimulation of
nuisance organisms during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Cooling pond impacts on terrestrial resources. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Impacts of cooling ponds on terrestrial ecological resources are considered to
be of small significance at all sites.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of cooling ponds on
terrestrial resources during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Noise. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Noise has not been found to be a problem at operating plants and is not
expected to be a problem at any plant during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of noise during the
renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

The Category 2 issues related to cooling system operation during the renewal term that are
applicable to V.C. Summer are discussed in the section that follows and are listed in Table 4-2.

| Although the SCE&G ER identified only microbiological organisms (public health) as an
applicable Category 2 issue, the staff determined that all the Category 2 issues pertaining to
plants with cooling ponds are applicable to V.C. Summer.

4.1.1 Water Use Conflicts (Make-up Water from a Small River)

Water use conflicts has been determined to be a Category 2 issue because consultations with
regulatory agencies indicate that water use conflicts may be a problem at some plants because
consumptive water loss associated with closed-cycle cooling systems may represent a
substantial proportion of the flows in small rivers (NRC 1996).

V.C. Summer operates as a once-through cooling plant that withdraws from and discharges to
a cooling pond, Monticello Reservoir. This issue applies because Monticello Reservoir receives
its make-up water from the Broad River, which has an annual mean flow of approximately
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Table 4-2. Category 2 Issues Applicable to the Operation of the V.C. Summer Cooling
System During the Renewal Term

10 CFR
ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS 51.53(c)(3)(11) SEIS(')

Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections Subparagraph Section
SURFACE WATER QuALrTY, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Water use conflicts (plants with cooling 4.2.1.3,4.2.2.2, A 4.1.1
ponds or cooling towers using make-up water 4.4.2.1
from a small river with low flow)

AQuATc ECOLOGY
(FOR PLANTS wrm COOUNG POND HEAT-DISSIPATION SYSTEMS)

Entrainment of fish and shellfish In early life 4.2.2.1.2; 4.3.3 B 4.1.2
stages
Impingement of fish and shellfish 4.2.2.1.3; 4.3.3 B 4.1.3

Heat shock 4.2.2.1.4; 4.3.3 B 4.1.4

HUMAN HEALTH
Microbiological organisms (public health) 4.3.6 G 4.1.5
(plants using lakes or canals or cooling
towers that discharge into a small river)
(a) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

6 x 109 m3/yr (2.1 x 1 o" ft3/yr) (185 m3/s [6,535 cfs]) (Cooney et al. 2001). Monticello Reservoir
was built to supply cooling water to the station and to provide an upper reservoir for the Fairfield
Pumped Storage Facility (FPSF), located on Parr Reservoir. Parr Reservoir was created
(1913-1914) by impounding the Broad River approximately 42 km (26 mi) upstream of the
confluence of the Broad and Saluda Rivers.

The Federal Power Commission (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's [FERC]
predecessor agency) licensed the Parr Hydroelectric Project in 1974, contingent upon a
minimum instantaneous release at the Parr Powerhouse of 4.2 m3/s (150 cfs) during most
months of the year and a minimum instantaneous release of 28 m3/s (1000 cfs) during the
March-April-May striped bass (Morone saxatilis) spawning period (NRC 1981). For the periods
1896 to 1907 and 1980 to 2000, the lowest daily mean flow of the Broad River at the Alston,
South Carolina, gauging station was 6.6 m3/s (235 cfs) (Cooney et al. 2001). The lowest
recorded daily mean flow of 4.2 m3/s (149 cfs) was measured at the Richtex Station,
approximately 11.3 km (7.0 mi) downstream of Parr Reservoir (NRC 1981).

I

I
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The 1981 Final Environmental Statement indicated that approximately 0.37 m3/s (13 cfs) of the
33 m3/s (1180 cfs) of water withdrawn from Monticello Reservoir for condenser cooling would
be lost to evaporation. This water loss was to be made up by pumping back from Parr
Reservoir. The projected evaporative loss of 0.37 m3/s (13 cfs) from condenser cooling
represented approximately nine percent of the minimum allowable instantaneous flow of 4.2
m3/s (150 cfs), 5.5 percent of the lowest daily mean flow (6.6 m3/s [235 cfs]), and approximately
0.2 percent of the annual mean flow (185 m3/s (6535 cfs]) of the Broad River at Alston, South
Carolina. The daily cycle of operation at the FPSF transfers up to 11,736 ha-ft (29,000 ac-ft) of
water (equivalent to 416 m3/s [14,700 cfs]) from Parr Reservoir to Monticello Reservoir and
back on a daily basis.

Based on a higher (theoretical maximum) cooling water withdrawal rate of 37 m3/s (1308 cfs),
V.C. Summer Quarterly Water Use Reports indicate that 0.62 m3/s (22 cfs) is lost to
evaporation (SCE&G 1998,1999). This loss represents 14.7 percent of the minimum allowable
instantaneous flow of 4.2 m3/s (150 cfs), 9.4 percent of the lowest daily mean flow (6.6 m3/s
[235 cfs]), and approximately 0.3 percent of the annual mean flow (185 m3/s [6535 cfs]) of the
Broad River at Alston, South Carolina. Under normal circumstances, evaporative losses from
Monticello Reservoir represent less than one percent reduction in Broad River flows. Any
impacts to riparian ecological communities in Parr Reservoir would be small.

Severe drought conditions were experienced throughout the summer of 2002. However, no
situations were encountered where make-up water for the evaporative losses due to
V.C. Summer operations affected the flow conditions in the Broad River so as to impinge upon
any of the FERC-mandated flow restrictions. A discussion with the FERC oversight staff
member of the Parr Hydropower facility confirmed that the operation of V.C. Summer causes no
discemable impacts to maintaining minimum flow conditions in the Broad River. There is no
concern on the part of the FERC concerning this issue.(a)

The staff has reviewed the available information, including the rate of evaporative water loss
associated with V.C. Summer operations, maintenance of minimum flow conditions on the
Broad River, and information concerning past operations. Based on this evaluation, any
impacts from V.C. Summer on the Broad River flow conditions or in stream and riparian
communities in Parr Reservoir or the Broad River over the license renewal term would be
SMALL and would not warrant mitigation.

(a) Personal communication with Mr. John Lyon (FERC), February 20,2003.
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4.1.2 Entrainment of Fish and Shellfish In Early Life Stages

For plants with once-through cooling systems, entrainment of fish and shellfish in early life
stages into cooling water systems associated with nuclear power plants is considered a
Category 2 issue, requiring a site-specific assessment before license renewal. Entrainment of
fish and shellfish in'early life stages at V.C. Summer ha's been investigated as part of the :
316(b) demonstration for the SCDHEC NPDES permit (SCDHEC 2002). Entrainment sampling
of V.C. Summer intake waters for ichthyoplankton (fish eggs and larvae) took place between
October 1983 through September 1984 (Dames and Moore 1985a). No other specific
entrainment studies have been conducted at the site. The current NPDES permit for
V.C. Summer (No. SC003085) states that the V.C. Summer cooling water intake structure(s)
reflect the best technology available for minimizing' adverse environmental impact. Therefore,
the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) has not
required further sampling. From 1987 through 1998, South Carolina Department of Natural
Resources (SCDNR) conducted other general fisheries studies; these have been summarized
in Section 2.2 of this Supplemental Environ'mental Impact Statement (SEIS).

Entrainment studies, including ichthyoplankton studies were conducted in 1983-1984 (Dames
and Moore 1985a), prior to the introduction of white perch (Morone americana) to the reservoir.
Gizzard shad (Dorosoma cepedianum) larvae were the most abundant organisms collected,
representing 87 percent to 93 percent of the ichthyoplankton samples. Other larvae collected
included white bass (Morone chrysops), yellow'perch (Perca flavescens), crappie (Pomoxis
nigromaculatus), and sunfish. Catfish eggs and larvae were not collected. Larval fish densities
were greatest at the surface at the sampling location nearest to the intakes to V.C. Summer.
Total mean densities for this sampling location were 53.9 larvae/1 00 m3 (53.9/26,400 gal) at the
surface. Mean densities at mid-depth were 11.8 larvae/100 m3 (11.8/26,400 gal) at this
sampling location; and ranged up to 18.3 larvae/1 00 m3 (18.3/26,400 gal) at the reference
station at the upper end of the reservoir. At the sampling location closest to the intakes to V.C.
Summer, white bass represented approximately'five'percent of the sample. Other species
collected at this sampling location include minnowsrsuckers, perch, and sunfish. The
composition of these samples reflects the overall composition of the fish stocks in Monticello
Reservoir (Table 2-2) at the time of sampling (Dames and Moore 1985a).

Since the 1983-1984 study, the fish composition of the Monticello Reservoir has changed, with
recently introduced blue catfish (Ictalurus furcatus) becoming the dominant fish, and white bass
becoming abundant (Table 2-2). Currently,'the fish most vulnerable to entrainment in early life
stages, due to a combination of both life history and abundance in the reservoir, include gizzard
shad, white perch, and yellow perch. In addition, very small and weak-swimming fry of benthic
nesting fish, such as sunfish and crappie, are also vulnerable to entrainment, although less so
than the gizzard shad, white perch, and yellow perch. V.C. Summer plus FPSF pump the
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equivalent of 10 percent of Monticello Reservoirs surface waters per day. Even with the large
volumes of surface water pumped by both facilities, and related potential fish entrainment,
Monticello Reservoir maintains sustainable populations of a variety of fish, and a sustainable
fishery, as described in Section 2.2. Changes in fish communities since 1985 have coincided
with the introduction of new species, including the white perch and blue catfish, which are
effective predators and competitors with other species. While entrainment of fish and shellfish
in early life stages from V.C. Summer operations would continue during the renewal period, the
potential impacts on fish populations in Monticello Reservoir would be small. Under natural
conditions, only a very small percentage of juvenile fish survive predation, competition, and
other mortality to become adult, reproducing fish.

Molluscan species such as freshwater clams, which incubate eggs internally but release larvae
that continue their life as fish parasites, may briefly be vulnerable to entrainment in short time
periods before they. reach their hosts. The Asiatic clam (Corbicula spp.) releases free-living
(free-floating) larvae which also may be vulnerable to entrainment. While euplanktonic
crustaceans, such as copepods and cladocerans, are vulnerable to entrainment, benthic
crustaceans such as amphipods and crayfish brood their eggs and young prior to release to
independent living. However, individuals of these crustaceans may be entrained if they are
swept into the intake canals. No mollusks or crustaceans of economic importance as fisheries
resources are present in Monticello Reservoir.

Monticello Reservoir has maintained a diverse fish community and sustainable fishery
throughout the period of operations of V.C. Summer and FPSF (Christie and Stroud 1996,
1997, 1998, 1999; Dames and Moore 1 985b; Nash et al. 1990). Information on ichthyoplankton
from V.C. Summer's 316(b) demonstration (Dames and Moore 1 985a) has been incorporated
into the NPDES permit, and SCDHEC has determined that further mitigative efforts are not
warranted at this time (SCDHEC 2002). NPDES permits are renewed every five years. The
most recent NPDES permit (see Appendix E), which expires on April 30, 2007, does not require
that SCE&G conduct entrainment studies of the aquatic organisms in the station's cooling-water
flow (SCDHEC 2002). No Federal- or State-listed threatened or endangered fish, mollusks, or
crustaceans are present in the Monticello Reservoir; therefore, there will be no impacts on any
listed species due to entrainment at V.C. Summer during the renewal period.

The staff has reviewed the available information, including that provided by the applicant, the
staff's site visit, the SCDHEC, public comments, and other public sources. Using this
information, the staff evaluated the potential impacts due to entrainment of early life stages of
fish and shellfish by continued operation and maintenance of V.C. Summer. The staff
concluded that the potential impacts due to entrainment of fish and shellfish in early life stages
during the renewal term are SMALL.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 4-14 February 2004



Environmental Impacts of Operation

During the course of the SEIS preparation,"the staff considered mitigation measures for the
continued operation of V.C. Summer. When continued operation for an additional 20 years is
considered as a whole, all of the specific effects on the environment (whether or not
"significant") were considered. Based on the assessment to date, the staff expects that the
measures in place at V.C. Summer (e.g., placement of the intake structure) provide mitigation
for all impacts related to entrainment, and no new mitigation measures are warranted.

4.1.3 Impingement of Fish and Shellfish

For plants with once-through cooling systems, impingement of fish and shellfish on debris
screens of cooling water systems associated with nuclear power plants is considered a
Category 2 issue, requiring site-specific assessment before license renewal. Impingement was
monitored and impingement impacts were evaluated at V.C. Summer from October 1983
through September 1984 as part of V.C. Summer's 316(b) demonstration (Dames and Moore
1985a). No other specific impingement studies have been conducted. The current NPDES
permit for V.C. Summer (No. SC003085) states that the V.C. Summer cooling water intake
structure(s) reflect the best technology available for minimizing adverse environmental impact.
Therefore, the SCDHEC has not required further sampling. There have been other general
fisheries studies conducted in the mid-1 990s; these are summarized in Section 2.2.

Fish present in Monticello Reservoir that are potentially most vulnerable to impingement are the
non-benthic species: threadfin shad, gizzard shad, white perch, and white bass. However,
benthic species may also be occasionally swept into the intake structures and become
impinged on the screens. As part of the 316(b) demonstration, fish were collected from the
traveling screens twice monthly for one day (total of 22 sampling days). 'A total of 5140 fish
were collected, and yearly impingement was estimated to be 85,000 fish weighing 515 kg
(1133 lb). This represented about one half of one'percent of the estimated standing stock of
the reservoir at the time the studies were conducted. The highest number of fish were
impinged during January, and cold shock was implicated in the high numbers, as shad are
particularly affected by cold temperatures. The fish collected from the screens represented
17 species belonging to six families. The most impinged fish (Table 4-3) were gizzard shad
(83 percent) and members of the perch family'(7.6 percent). Members of the sunfish family
represented 4.8 percent of the fish sampled (Dames and Moore 1985a).

The study suggested that any impact of operational water withdrawal by V.C. Summer will be
primarily on gizzard shad (83 percent of impinged fish). During the one-year study,
V.C. Summer was estimated to impinge about 16'kg (35 lb) of an estimated total standing crop
of 37,700 kg (82,940 lb) in the reservoir (Damies'and Moore 1985a). Gizzard shad was an
abundant species in the reservoir and the species has high reproductive and growth rates.
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Table 4-3 Species Comprising More than One Percent of Impingement Samples: Results
of 316(b) Impingement Studies, V.C. Summer (Dames and Moore 1 985a)

Species Percent Total Catch by Occurrence Percent Total Catch by Weight

gizzard shad 82.6 54.8

yellow perch 7.6 8.1

white catfish 2.4 17.6

bluegill 1.5 2.1

channel catfish 1.3 4.7

black crappie 1.3 2.5

pumpkinseed 1.1 1.1

threadfin shad 0.8 0.6

warmouth 0.6 2.8

white bass 0.3 5.2

white crappie 0.3 3.3

Thus, SCE&G (SCE&G 2002a) concluded in the ER that V.C. Summer operations will have a
negligible impact on the identified species.

During the period from 1985 through 1999, fish populations in Monticello Reservoir have
changed as the result of the introduction of the white perch and blue catfish, two species that
are effective predators and competitors with other species already inhabiting the reservoir.

During the period 1986 to 1999, fish standing stocks do not appear to have declined as a result
of V.C. Summer operations, and introductions of blue catfish and white perch are coincident
with higher standing stocks of these species (Christie and Stroud 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999;
Nash et al. 1990) (See Section 2.2). These data support a conclusion that Monticello Reservoir
maintains a diverse fish community and a sustainable recreational fishery despite any losses of
fish due to impingement mortality from V.C. Summer operations, including cumulative effects
from the FPSF, and that standing stocks will continue to be influenced by introduction of new
species and stabilization of fish populations subsequent to those introductions.
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All species of mollusks and macrocrustaceans in Monticello Reservoir are benthic as adults and
are not normally vulnerable to impingement. However, individuals living in the areas of the
intake, upon death or accident, may be swept into the intake screens.

The staff has reviewed the available information, including that provided by the applicant, the
staff's site visit, the SCDHEC, public comments, and other public sources. Using this
information, the staff evaluated the potential impacts due to impingement of fish and shellfish by
continued operation and maintenance of V.C. Summer. It is the staff's conclusion that the
potential impacts due to impingement of fish and shellfish during the renewal term are SMALL.

During the course of the SEIS preparation, the staff considered mitigation measures for the
continued operation of V.C. Summer. When continued operation for an additional 20 years is
considered as a whole, all of the specific effects on the environment (whether or not
"significant") were considered. Based on the assessment to date, the staff expects that the
measures in place at V.C. Summer (e.g., the operational design of the intake screens) provide
mitigation for all impacts related to impingement, and no new mitigation measures are
warranted.

4.1.4 Heat Shock

For plants with cooling ponds or reservoirs, including V.C. Summer, heat shock is considered a
Category 2 issue, requiring a site-specific assessment before license renewal. The staff
independently reviewed the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002a), visited the site, and reviewed
the applicant's NPDES permit (SC00308566 effective February 1,2003, to April 30,2007). The
staff also independently reviewed monitoring reports for the circulating cooling water discharge,
the cooling water bay, and the cooling water canal.

In the late 1980s, fish kills were observed in the V.C. Summer discharge bay in the late summer
and early fall. Monitoring by SCE&G identified high discharge temperatures combined with
Monticello Reservoir drawdowns as the probable cause of the fish kills. At lower reservoir
levels, the flow of cooler water along the bottom of the discharge canal into the discharge bay
was restricted, and temperatures rose to lethal levels for fish. From 1991 to 1993, SCE&G
undertook several measures to resolve this problem, including removing a hump in the
discharge canal (1992), limiting drawdown of Monticello Reservoir (1992), and dredging the
entire length of the canal (1993). Monitoring in 1994 and 1995 verified that fish kills in the
discharge channel had ceased (SCE&G 2002a). l

Heat shock to fish from thermal discharges has been investigated by SCE&G. In the
Monticello Reservoir, the major factor of plant operations affecting heat-related deaths of fish is
the temperature of water in the discharge bay and the discharge canal (SCE&G 2002a). The
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current NPDES permit limits the daily maximum discharge temperature to 45 0C (113 0F) and
monthly average plume temperature to 32 0C (90 OF). As discussed in Section 2.2.5, in the late
1980s, periodic fish kills were observed in the discharge bay during the summer. Thermal
effects from combined operations of V.C. Summer and drawdown of the reservoir for pumped
storage operations were the suspected cause of mortality of fish congregating in this area.
These thermal effects were mitigated by dredging in the discharge canal in 1993. Subsequent
monitoring demonstrated that the modifications were successful in reducing the temperature
regimes and eliminating the conditions believed responsible for the fish kills. Further fish kills
have not been observed (SCE&G 1994, 1996).

The staff has reviewed the available information and, based on the conditions of the NPDES
permit, the operating history of V.C. Summer, the staff's site visit, public comments, and other
public sources, the staff concludes that the potential impacts of discharging heated water from
V.C. Summer to Monticello Reservoir are SMALL. When preparing this SEIS, the staff
considered the potential impacts to aquatic resources due to heat shock for an additional 20
years of operation and maintenance of V.C. Summer, mitigation measures, and the cumulative
impacts of operations of the FPSF. Based on assessments to date, the staff expects that the
measures in place at V.C. Summer will provide mitigation for all impacts related to heat shock,
and no new mitigation measures are warranted.

4.1.5 Microbiological Organisms (Public Health)

For plants discharging cooling water to cooling ponds, lakes, canals, or small rivers with annual
average flow rates less than 9 x 1010 m3/yr (3.15 x 1012 ft3lyr), the effects of microbiological
organisms on human health are listed as a Category 2 issue and require plant-specific
evaluation before license renewal. This issue is applicable to V.C. Summer because the station
uses a cooling pond (Monticello Reservoir) that discharges to Parr Reservoir, which is part of
the Broad River. The Broad River has an average annual flow of 6 x 109 m3/yr (2.1 x 101" ft3/yr)
and is categorized as a small river in the GEIS (NRC 1996).

The Category 2 designation is based on the potential for public health impacts associated with
the enhancement of thermophilic organisms such as Naegleria fowleri, a pathogenic amoeba,
that could not be determined generically. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
noted that impacts of nuclear plant cooling towers and thermal discharges are considered to be
of small significance if they do not enhance the presence of microorganisms that are
detrimental to water quality and public health (NRC 1996). The assessment criteria relate to
thermal discharge temperature, thermal characteristics, thermal conditions for the enhancement
of these microorganisms, and impact to public health. Thermophilic bacteria generally occur at
temperatures of 25 0C to 80 0C (77 0F to 176 OF), with maximum growth at 50 °C to 60 0C

(122 0F to 140 OF) (SCE&G 2002a).
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SCE&G monitors water temperature at an uuplake' location, near the water intake, and at a
location near the discharge canal. The maximum temperature observed by SCE&G during the
years 1995 to 2000 was 39.8 0C (103.7 OF), which occurred in July 1999 (SCE&G 2000a).
Maximum temperatures for the other years ranged from 35.1 CC to 38.4 0C (95.2 OF to
101.2 OF). All of these maximum temperatures were observed in July and August at the
surface. Temperatures at 1 m (3 ft) or deeper in the vicinity of the discharge canal were
generally 2 0C to 5 'C ( 3.0 0F to 9.0 OF) lower during the summer months. Maximum
temperatures in Monticello Reservoir outside of the discharge canal are below the optimal
temperature range for growth and reproduction of thermophilic organisms.

In addition to reactor cooling water discharges,- V.C. Summer releases turbine building
closed-cycle cooling water system discharges to Monticello Reservoir. V.C. Summer adds a
bromine compound to the open side of this cooling system during normal operations. The
bromine compound is used to eliminate microorganisms that would be a potential human health
problem. Another factor that affects the survival and growth of thermophilic organisms in
Monticello Reservoir is the disinfection of V.C. Summer sewage treatment plant effluents. This
treatment reduces the potential for introducing or enhancing existing populations of these
organisms in the discharge canal or the reservoir.

There is public access to Monticello Reservoir, including recreational fishing, boating, and
waterfowl hunting. Some subsistence fishing may also occur along the eastern shore, where all
the lakeshore residences are located. Public use of the reservoir creates the potential for
human exposure to thermophilic organisms.' However, given the thermal characteristics of
Monticello Reservoir in the vicinity of the discharge outfall and the disinfection of non-reactor
cooling tower water and sewage effluents, these organisms would not be expected to pose a
threat to recreational or subsistence users of the reservoir or downstream users.

SCE&G requested that the SCDHEC provide information on any studies the agency might have
conducted concerning thermophilic microorganisms in Monticello Reservoir and any concerns
the agency might have relative to these organisms (SCE&G 2002a). SCDHEC's response
indicated that public health hazards from thermophilic organisms are largely theoretical and do
not represent a significant health threat to offsite users of Monticello Reservoir's waters.

Based on its review of the above information, the staff concludes that the potential impacts to
public health from microbiological organisms resulting from operation of V.C. Summer's cooling
water discharge system to the aquatic environment on or in the vicinity of the site area are
SMALL, and additional mitigation is not warranted.
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4.2 Transmission Lines

SCE&G built eight transmission lines for the specific purpose of connecting V.C. Summer to the
transmission system. Two additional transmission lines were built by Santee Cooper, co-owner
of V.C. Summer, to connect the station to the regional grid.

In total, for the specific purpose of connecting V.C. Summer to the transmission system,
SCE&G and Santee Cooper have constructed approximately 250 km (160 mi) of transmission
lines (over 190 km [120 mi] of corridor) that occupy approximately 800 ha (2000 ac) of corridor.
The corridors pass through land that is primarily rolling hills covered in forests or farmland. The
areas are mostly remote, with low population densities. The longer lines cross numerous State
and U.S. highways, including Interstate 26 and Interstate 20.

The transmission corridors are maintained by mowing, trimming of undesirable vegetation from
the sides of the corridors, and by applying nonrestricted-use herbicides. Under normal
circumstances, the mowing and herbicide schedule follows a three-year cycle. Trees are side-
trimmed every 10 years by helicopters carrying hydraulically operated saws. Aerial patrols of
transmission corridors are conducted four times a year by SCE&G and twice a year by Santee
Cooper. Dead and diseased trees at the edges of corridors are removed if they could fall and
strike the transmission lines or support structures.

Category 1 issues in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, that are applicable to
transmission lines from V.C. Summer are listed in Table 4-4. SCE&G stated in its ER that it is
not aware of any new and significant information associated with the renewal of the
V.C. Summer OL. The staff has not identified any significant new information during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site visit, public comments,
or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no impacts related to these issues beyond those discussed in the GEIS. For all of those issues,
the staff concluded in the GEIS that the impacts are SMALL, and additional plant-specific
mitigation is not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

A brief description of the staff's review and GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1, for each
of these issues follows.

Power line right-of-way management (cutting and herbicide agolication). Based
on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

The impacts of right-of-way maintenance on wildlife are expected
to be of small significance at all sites.
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Table 4-4. Category 1 Issues Applicable to the V.C. Summer Transmission Lines During
the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Sections

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Power line right-of-way management (cutting and herbicide application) 4.5.6.1

Bird collisions with power lines 4.5.6.2

Impacts of electromagnetic fields on flora and fauna (plants, agricultural crops, 4.5.6.3
honeybees, wildlife, livestock)
Flood plains and wetlands on power line right-of-way 4.5.7

AIR QUALITY

Air quality effects of transmission lines 4.5.2

LAND USE

Onsite land use 4.5.3

Power line right-of-way 4.5.3

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the SCDNR, or staff evaluation of other information.
Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of power line right-of-way
maintenance during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Bird collisions with power lines. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission
found that

Impacts are expected to be of small significance at all sites.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, consultation with the USFWS and
SCDNR, or staff evaluation of other information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there
are no impacts of bird collisions with power lines during the renewal term beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.

* Imoacts of electromagnetic fields on flora and fauna (plants. agricultural crops.
honeybees, wildlife, livestock). Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission
found that

I,

I
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No significant impacts of electromagnetic fields on terrestrial flora and fauna
have been identified. Such effects are not expected to be a problem during the
license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of electromagnetic
fields on flora and fauna during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Flood plains and wetlands on power line right-of-way. Based on information in the
GEIS, the Commission found that

Periodic vegetation control is necessary in forested wetlands underneath power
lines and can be achieved with minimal damage to the wetland. No significant
impact is expected at any nuclear power plant during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, consultation with the USFWS and
SCDNR, or staff evaluation of other information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there
are no impacts of power line rights-of-way on flood plains and wetlands during the renewal
term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Air quality effects of transmission lines. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

Production of ozone and oxides of nitrogen is insignificant and does not
contribute measurably to ambient levels of these gases.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review
of the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no air quality impacts of
transmission lines during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Onsite land use. Based on the information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Projected onsite land use changes required during ... the renewal period would
be a small fraction of any nuclear power plant site and would involve land that is
controlled by the applicant.
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The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review
of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff
evaluation of other information.' Therefore,'the staff concludes that there are no onsite
land-use impacts during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Power line right-of-way (land use). Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission
found that

Ongoing use of power line right of ways would continue with no change in
restrictions. The effects of these restrictiors are of small significance.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of power line
rights-of-way on land use during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

There is one Category 2 issue related to transmission lines, and another issue related to
transmission lines is being treated as a Category 2 issue. These issues are listed in Table 4-5
and are discussed in Sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2.

Table 4-5. Category 2 and Uncategorized Issues Applicable to the V.C. Summer
Transmission Lines During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(11) SEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Section Subparagraph Section

HUMAN HEALTH

Electromagnetic fields, acute effects 4.5.4.1 H 4.2.1
(electric shock)
Electromagnetic fields, chronic 4.5.4.2 NA 4.2.2.
effects

4.2.1 Electromagnetic Fields-Acute Effects

In the GEIS (NRC 1996), the staff found that, without a review of the conformance of each
nuclear plant transmission line with National Electrical Safety Code (NESC) criteria (IEEE
1997), it was not possible to determine the' significance of the electric shock potential.
Evaluation of individual plant transmission'lines is necessary because the issue of electric
shock safety was not addressed in the licensing process for some plants. For other plants, land
use in the vicinity of transmission lines may have changed, or power distribution companies
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may have chosen to upgrade line voltage. To comply with 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(H), the
applicant must provide an assessment of the potential shock hazard if the transmission lines
that were constructed for the specific purpose of connecting the plant to the transmission
system do not meet the recommendations of the NESC for preventing electric shock from
induced currents.

SCE&G built eight transmission lines for the specific purpose of connecting V.C. Summer to the
transmission system (NRC 1981, Section 3.2.7). Two additional transmission lines were built
by Santee Cooper, co-owner of V.C. Summer, to connect the station to the regional grid. A
total of 10 transmission lines connect V.C. Summer to the transmission system. SCE&G and
Santee Cooper have constructed approximately 257 km (160 mi) of transmission lines (193 km
[120 mi] of corridor) that occupy approximately 800 ha (2000 ac) of corridor. SCE&G and
Santee Cooper designed and constructed all V.C. Summer transmission lines in accordance
with the NESC and industry guidance that was in effect when the lines were built (SCE&G
2002a).

To support its conclusion that the transmission lines at V.C. Summer are in compliance with the
NESC 5-mA, electric-field-induced current limit, SCE&G conducted a computer-model-based
analysis evaluating the conformance of the transmission lines at V.C. Summer with the NESC
requirement that transmission lines be designed to limit the steady-state current due to
electrostatic effects to 5 mA in a tractor-trailer parked under the lines (SCE&G 2002a). SCE&G
calculated electric field strength and induced current for both Santee Cooper- and
SCE&G-owned lines using a computer code called AC/DCLINE, produced by the Electric Power
Research Institute (EPRI 1991). The results of this computer program have been field-verified
through actual electric field measurements by several utilities. The input parameters included
the limiting case configuration for each line, that line sag be determined at 48.9 0C (120 OF)
conductor temperature, and the maximum vehicle size under the lines is a tractor-trailer.

The analysis determined that none of the transmission lines has the capacity to induce as much
as 5 mA in a tractor-trailer parked beneath the lines. Therefore, V.C. Summer transmission line
designs conform to the NESC provisions for preventing electric shock from induced or
steady-state current.

The staff has reviewed the available information, including that provided by the applicant, the
staff's site visit, public comments, and other public sources. Using this information, the staff
evaluated the potential impacts for electric shock resulting from operation of V.C. Summer and
associated transmission lines. The staff considered the cumulative impacts of past, current,
and foreseeable future actions at the site regardless of which agency (Federal or non-Federal)
or person undertakes such other actions. It is the staff's conclusion that the potential impacts
for electric shock during the renewal term are SMALL.
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During the course of the SEIS preparation, the staff considered mitigation measures for the
continued operation of V.C. Summer. When continued operation for an additional 20 years is
considered as a whole, all of the specific effects on the environment (whether or not
"significant") were considered. Based on the assessment to date, the staff expects that the
measures in place at V.C. Summer (e.g., transmission lines are in compliance with the NESC)
provide mitigation for all impacts related to acute effects of electromagnetic fields, and no new
mitigation measures are warranted.

4.2.2 Electromagnetic Fields-Chronic Effects

In the GEIS, the chronic effects of 60-Hz electromagnetic fields from power lines were not
designated as either Category I or Category 2, and will not be until a scientific consensus is
reached on the health implications of these fields.

The potential for chronic effects from these fields continues to be studied and is not known at
this time. The National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS) directs related
research through the U.S. Department of Energy. A recent report (NIEHS 1999) contains the
following conclusion:

The NIEHS concludes that ELF-EMF [extremely low frequency-electromagnetic
field] exposure cannot be recognized as entirely safe because of weak scientific
evidence that exposure may pose a leukemia hazard. In our opinion, this finding
is insufficient to warrant aggressive regulatory concern. However, because
virtually everyone in the United States uses electricity and therefore is routinely
exposed to ELF-EMF, passive regulatory action is warranted such as a
continued emphasis on educating both the public and the regulated community
on means aimed at reducing exposures. The NIEHS does not believe that other
cancers or non-cancer health outcomes provide sufficient evidence of a risk to
currently warrant concern.

This statement is not sufficient to cause the staff to change its position with respect to the
chronic effects of electromagnetic fields. The staff considers the GEIS finding of "not
applicable" still appropriate and will continue to follow.developments on this issue.

4.3 Radiological Impacts of Normal Operations

Category 1 issues in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, that are applicable to
V.C. Summer in regard to radiological impacts are listed in Table 4-6. SCE&G stated in its ER
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(SCE&G 2002a) that it is not aware of any new and significant information associated with the
renewal of the V.C. Summer OL. No new and significant information on these issues has been
identified by the staff during its independent review of the V.C. Summer ER, the staff's site visit,
public comments, discussions with other agencies, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts related to these issues
beyond those discussed in the GEIS. For these issues, the staff concluded in the GEIS that the
impacts are SMALL, and additional plant-specific mitigation is not likely to be sufficiently
beneficial to be warranted.

Table 4-6. Category 1 Issues Applicable to Radiological Impacts of Normal Operations
During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Sections
HUMAN HEALTH

Radiation exposures to public (license renewal term) 4.6.2
Occupational radiation exposures (license renewal term) 4.6.3

A brief description of the staff's review and the GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1, for
each of these issues follows:

* Radiation exposures to public (license renewal term). Based on information in the GEIS,
the Commission found that

Radiation doses to the public will continue at current levels associated with normal
operations.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or other staff evaluations of other
available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of radiation
exposures to the public during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Occupational radiation exposures (license renewal term). Based on information in the
GEIS, the Commission found that

Projected maximum occupational doses during the license renewal term are
within the range of doses experienced during normal operations and normal
maintenance outages, and would be well below regulatory limits.
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The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available
information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of occupational
radiation exposures during the renewal term beyond those'discussed in the GEIS.

There are no Category 2 issues related to radiological impacts of routine operations.

4.4 Socioeconomic Impacts of Plant Operations During the License Renewal
Term

Category 1 issues in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, that are applicable to
socioeconomic impacts during the renewal term are listed in Table 4-7. SCE&G stated in its ER
(SCE&G 2002a) that it was not aware of any new and significant information associated with
the renewal of the V.C. Summer OL. The staff has not identified any significant new
information during its independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site
visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts related to these issues beyond those discussed in the GEIS (NRC
'1996). For these issues, the staff concluded in the GEIS that the impacts are SMALL, and
additional plant-specific mitigation is not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

Table 4-7. Category 1 Issues Applicable to Socioeconomics During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Sections
SOCIOECONOMICS

Public services: public safety, social services, and tourism and recreation 4.7.3; 4.7.3.3; 4.7.3.4;
4.7.3.6

Public services: education (license renewal term) 4.7.3.1
Aesthetic impacts (license renewal term) 4.7.6

Aesthetic impacts of transmission lines (license renewal term) 4.5.8

A brief description of the staff's review and the GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1, for
each of these issues follows:

Public services: Dublic'safetv. social services. and tourism and recreation. Based on
information in the GEIS, the Commigsiohn'found that

February 2004 4-27 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Environmental Impacts of Operation

Impacts to public safety, social services, and tourism and recreation are
expected to be of small significance at all sites.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of
other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts on
public safety, social services, and tourism and recreation during the renewal term beyond
those discussed in the GEIS.

Public services: education (license renewal term). Based on information in the GEIS,
the Commission found that

Only impacts of small significance are expected.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of
other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts on
education during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Aesthetic impacts (license renewal term). Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

No significant impacts are expected during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of
other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no aesthetic
impacts during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Aesthetic impacts of transmission lines (license renewal term). Based on information in
the GEIS, the Commission found that

No significant impacts are expected during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any significant newv information during its independent review of
the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of
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other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no aesthetic
impacts of transmission lines during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Table 4-8 lists the Category 2 socioeconomic issues, which require plant-specific analysis, and
environmental justice, which was not addressed in the GEIS. These issues are discussed in
Sections 4.4.1 through 4.4.6.

Table 4-8. Environmental Justice and GEIS Category 2 Issues Applicable to
- - - Socioeconomics During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS - 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(i)
Appendix B, Table B-i Sections Subparagraph SEIS Section

SOCIOECONOMICS

Housing impacts 4.7.1 1 4.4.1

Public services: public utilities 4.7.3.5 1 4.4.2

Offsite land use (license renewal term) 4.7.4 1 4.4.3

Public services, transportation 4.7.3.2 J 4.4.4

Historic and archaeological resources 4.7.7 K 4.4.5

Environmental justice Not Not addressed(8) 4.4.6
addressed(a)

(a) Guidance related to environmental justice was not In place at the time the GEIS and the associated revision
to 10 CFR Part 51 were prepared. Therefore, environmental justice Is to be addressed in the licensee's ER
and the staff's environmental impact statement.

4.4.1 Housing Impacts During Operations

Housing impacts is a Category 2 issue (10 OFR 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1). In
determining housing impacts, the applicant chose to follow Appendix C of the GEIS
(NRC 1996), which presents a population characterization method that is based on two criteria,
"sparseness" and "proximity" (GEIS Section C.1.4 [NRC 1996]). Sparseness measures
population density within 32 km (20 mi) of the site, and proximity measures population density
and city size within 80 km (50 mi).' Each factor has categories of density'and size
(GEIS Table C.1), and a matrix is used to rank the population category as low, medium, or high
(GEIS Figure C.1).

I
I
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SCE&G used 2000 census data from the U.S. Census Bureau website (USCB 2000) and
geographic information system software to determine demographic characteristics in the
V.C. Summer vicinity. As derived from Census Bureau information, an estimated 136,842
people live within 32 km (20 mi) of V.C. Summer. Applying the GEIS sparseness measures,
V.C. Summer has a population density of 109 persons per square mile within 32 km (20 mi) and
falls into a less sparse category, Category 3 (having 60 to 120 persons per square mile).

As derived from U.S. Census Bureau information, an estimated 1.02 million people live within
80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer. This equates to a population density of 131 persons per
square mile within 50 miles. Applying the GEIS proximity measures, V.C. Summer is classified
as Category 3 (having one or more cities with 100,000 or more persons and less than
190 persons per square mile within 50 mi). According to the GEIS sparseness and proximity
matrix, the V.C. Summer ranks of sparseness Category 3 and proximity Category 3 result in the
conclusion that V.C. Summer is located in a medium-population area.

Refurbishment activities and-continued operations could result in housing impacts due to
increased staffing. However, SCE&G does not plan to perform refurbishment and concluded
that there would be no refurbishment-related impacts to area housing. Accordingly, the
following discussion focuses on impacts of continued operations on local housing availability.
The maximum impact to area housing is calculated using the following assumptions: (1) all
direct and indirect jobs would be filled by in-migrating residents; (2) the residential distribution of
new residents would be similar to current employee distribution; and (3) each new job created
(direct and indirect) represents one housing unit. As described in Section 2.2.8, approximately
95 percent of V.C. Summer employees reside in Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and Richland
Counties. Therefore, the focus of the housing impact analysis is on these areas in
Section 2.2.8.

10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, states that impacts on housing availability
are expected to be of small significance at plants located in a medium-population area where
growth-control measures are not in effect. This conclusion is supported by the following
site-specific housing analysis. The GEIS assumes that an additional staff of 60 permanent
SCE&G employees per unit might be needed during the license renewal period to perform
routine maintenance and other activities, and Section 3.4 of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a)
conservatively estimates that 60 additional employees during the license renewal period could
generate demand for 237 housing units (60 direct and 177 indirect jobs). If it is assumed that
95 percent of the 237 new employees would locate in these four counties, consistent with
current employee trends, then approximately 225 housing units would be required in Fairfield,
Lexington, Newberry, and Richland Counties. The V.C. Summer site is located in a
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medium-population area and neither Fairfield nor the adjacent Central Midlands Counties are
subject to growth-control measures that would limit housing development. There are ample
housing options to absorb this increase in all four counties as detailed in Table 2-5 with nearly
248,000 units and almost 22,000 vacant units in 2000.

Based on the NRC criteria, the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a) expects housing impacts to be
SMALL during continued operations at V.C. Summer. SMALL impacts result when no
discernible change in housing availability occurs, changes in rental rates and housing values
are similar to those occurring statewide, and no housing construction or conversion is required
to meet new demand (NRC 1996).

The staff reviewed the available information relative to housing impacts and SCE&G's
conclusions. Based on this review and because the bounding number of new housing units
needed is a very small percentage of the available units, the staff concludes that the impact on
housing during the license renewal period would be SMALL, and additional mitigation is not
warranted.

4.4.2 Public Services: Public Utility Impacts During Operations

Impacts on public utility services are considered SMALL if there is little or no change in the
ability of the system to respond to the level of demand, and thus there is no need to add capital
facilities. Impacts are considered MODERATE if overtaxing service capabilities occurs during
periods of peak demand. Impacts are considered LARGE if existing levels of service (e.g.,
water or sewer services) are substantially degraded and additional capacity is needed to meet
ongoing demands for services. The GEIS indicates that, in the absence of new and significant
information to the contrary, the only impacts on public utilities that could be significant are
impacts on public water supplies (NRC 1996).

Analysis of impacts on the public water supply system considered plant demand and
plant-related population growth. Section 2.2.2 describes the V.C. Summer permitted withdrawal
rate and actual use of water. V.C. Summer does not use water from a municipal system and is
planning no major refurbishment, so plant demand would not change beyond current demands
(SCE&G 2002a).

The NRC considers both plant demand and plant-related population growth demands on local
water resources. The impact to the local water supply systems from plant-related population
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growth can be determined by calculating the amount of water that would be required by these
individuals. The average American uses between 190 and 300 L (50 and 80 gal) per day for
personal use (Fetter 1980).

In Section 3.4 of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a), the applicant uses a conservative estimate of
60 additional employees during the license renewal period who could generate a total of
237 new jobs, which could result in a population increase of 640 in the area [237 jobs multiplied
by 2.7, which is the average number of persons per household in the area (CMCOG 1999)].
Using this consumption rate, the plant-related population increase could require an additional
192,000 Lid (51,200 gaVd) (640 people multiplied by 300 Ud [80 gaVd]) in an area where the
public water supply capacity is more than 570 million Ud (150 million gaVd). If it is assumed
that this increase is distributed across the four potentially affected counties, consistent with
current employee trends, the increase in water demand would not create shortages in capacity
of the water supply systems in these communities.

The staff has reviewed the available information and the SCE&G analysis discussed above.
Because the increase in water use is such a small percentage of the available capacity in the
region, the staff concludes that the impact of the increase in water use is SMALL, requiring no
additional mitigation.

4.4.3 Offsite Land Use During Operations

Offsite land use during the license renewal term is a Category 2 issue (10 CFR 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B, Table B-1). Table B-1 of 10 CFR 51 Subpart A, Appendix B, notes that "significant
changes in land use may be associated with population and tax revenue changes resulting from
license renewal.'

Section 4.7.4 of the GEIS defines the magnitude of land-use changes as a result of plant
operation during the license renewal term as follows:

SMALL - Little new development and minimal changes to an area's land-use pattem.

MODERATE - Considerable new development and some changes to the land-use
pattern.

LARGE - Large-scale new development and major changes in the land-use pattem.
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SCE&G has identified a maximum of 60 additional employees during the license renewal term
plus an additional 177 indirect jobs (total 237) in the region (SCE&G 2002a). In Section 3.7.5 of
the GEIS (NRC 1996), the staff found that if plant-related population growth is less than
five percent of the study area's total population,-then offsite land use changes would be small.
This is especially pertinent if the study area has established patterns of residential and
commercial development, a population density of at least 23 persons/km2 (60 persons/mi 2), and
at least one urban area with a population of 100,000 or more within 80 km (50 mi). In the case
of V.C. Summer, population growth will be less than five percent of the four-county area's total
population, each county in the area has established patterns of residential and commercial
development guided by comprehensive plans, there is a population density of 131 persons per
square mile within a 50-mi radius, and there is one urban area (Columbia) with a population of
116,278 in the city and a metropolitan area population of 536,691 (USCB 2000). Consequently,
the staff concludes that population changes resulting from license renewal are likely to result in
SMALL offsite land use impacts.

Tax revenue can affect land use because it enables local jurisdictions to be able to provide the
public services (e.g., transportation and utilities) necessary to support development. In
Section 4.7.4.1 of the GEIS, the staff states that the assessment of tax-driven land-use impacts
during the license renewal term should consider (1) the size of the plant's payments relative to
the community's total revenues, (2) the nature of the community's existing land-use pattern, and
(3) the extent to which the community already has public services in place to support and guide
development. If the plant's tax payments are projected to be small relative to the community's
total revenue, tax-driven land-use changes during the plant's license renewal term would be
small, especially where the community has pre-established patterns of development and has
provided adequate public services to support and guide development. In Section 4.7.2.1 of the
GEIS, the staff states that if tax payments by the plant owner are less than 10 percent of the
taxing jurisdiction's revenue, the significance level would be SMALL. If the plant's tax payments
are projected to be medium to large relative to the community's total revenue, new tax-driven
land-use changes would be MODERATE. If the tax payments are projected to be a dominant
source of the community's total revenue, new tax-driven land uses would be LARGE
(NRC 1996a).

Fairfield County is the only local jurisdiction that taxes V.C. Summer directly. V.C. Summer tax
payments to Fairfield County represented aporoximately 47 percent of total annual property tax
revenues and 47 percent of the County's annual operating budget between 1995 and 2000.
Continued operation of V.C. Summer over the license renewal term would be important to
maintaining the current level of development and public services, but would not result in
changes to local land-use and development patterns or result in additional costs for public
services. V.C. Summer has been, and would probably continue to be, the dominant source of
tax revenue for Fairfield County. However, despite having this income source since the early
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1980s, Fairfield County has not experienced large land-use changes, especially on the west
side near V.C. Summer. The V.C. Summer environs have remained largely rural, County
population growth rates after V.C. Summer construction have been minimal, and County
planners are not projecting large changes (SCE&G 2002a).

SCE&G does not anticipate major refurbishment or construction during the license renewal
period and, therefore, does not anticipate any increase in the assessed value of V.C. Summer
due to refurbishment-related improvements nor any related tax-increase-driven changes to
offsite land-use and development patterns. If the OL for V.C. Summer was not renewed and
the station was decommissioned, then impacts to the tax base of the surrounding communities
and their economic structures could be significant, as discussed in Section 8.4.7 of the GEIS
(NRC 1996). However, based on the information presented above, the staff concludes that
tax-related land-use impacts related to renewing the OL for V.C. Summer are likely to be
SMALL.

4.4.4 Public Services: Transportation Impacts During Operations

On October 4, 1999, 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(J) and 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B,
Table B-1 were revised to clearly state that "Public Services: Transportation Impacts During
Operations" is a Category 2 issue (see NRC 1999 for more discussion of this clarification). The
issue is treated as such in this SEIS for V.C. Summer.

As described previously, no major refurbishment is planned and no refurbishment impacts to
local transportation are therefore anticipated. The V.C. Summer workforce includes
approximately 600 SCE&G and between 130 and 140 contract employees. On an 1 8-month
cycle, 600 to 800 additional contractor employees join the permanent workforce during refueling
outages. The SCE&G projection of 60 additional employees associated with license renewal
for V.C. Summer represents a conservative estimate that would result in no more than a
10 percent increase in the current number of permanent employees and an even smaller
percentage of employees present onsite during a typical refueling outage. This increase in
employees and consequent trips generated by renewing the OL would not impact the roadway
system that serves V.C. Summer. The area surrounding the station is essentially rural, low-
density residential and there is adequate roadway network capacity even though these are rural
roads. Roadway improvements are proposed in the vicinity of V.C. Summer to SC 213 and the
Peak Bypass and are shown on the Long-Range Rural System Upgrades Map maintained by
the Central Midlands Council of Governments.

The staff has reviewed the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a) and other information made available
during interviews with local officials and observation of the transportation conditions around
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V.C. Summer and concludes that impacts of V.C. Summer license renewal on transportation
would be SMALL and mitigation would not be warranted.'

4.4.5 Historic and Archaeological Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, requires Federal
agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The
historic preservation review process mandated by Section 106 of the NHPA is outlined in
regulations issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation at 36 CFR Part 800.
Renewal of an OL could potentially affect historic properties that may be located at the site.
Therefore, in accordance with the NHPA, the NRC must make a reasonable effort to identify
historic properties in the areas- of potential effects.' If no historic properties are present or
affected, the NRC is required to notify the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before
proceeding. If It is determined that historic properties are present, the NRC is required to
assess and resolve possible adverse effects of the undertaking.

In January 2001, SCE&G requested that the South Carolina SHPO provide comments on the
V.C. Summer license renewal process. In this letter, SCE&G determined that the continued
operation of V.C. Summer will have no impact on historic properties (SCE&G 2001). In a
response dated January 29,2001, the South Carolina SHPO stated that license renewal for the
continuing operation of plants such as this one typically has no effect on historic properties
(SHPO 2001). On June 13, 2003, NRC sought concurrence from the South Carolina SHPO
regarding license renewal at V.C. Summer that this undertaking would have no effect on
historic properties (NRC 2003b). On July 9, 2003, the South Carolina SHPO responded to the
NRC letter and recommended that additional information be provided in a revised cultural
resources report in order to make an assessment of the effect. On October 22, 2003, NRC
provided the additional information in a revised cultural resources report (NRC 2003c). The
South Carolina SHPO concluded that the undertaking will have no adverse effect on historic
properties on November 19, 2003 (SHPO 2003). Copies of these correspondence and reports
are provided in Appendix E.

Major refurbishment of V.C. Summer is'not required during the license renewal period, so there
will be no need to use currently undeveloped portions of the site for operations during the
renewal period. Operation of V.C. Summer, as planned under the application for license
renewal, would protect undiscovered historic or archaeological resources on the site because
the undeveloped natural landscape and vegetation would remain undisturbed, and access to
the site would remain restricted.
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SCE&G established a land use and shoreline management plan. The purpose of this plan is to
help maintain and conserve the area's natural and human-made resources as well as assist in
providing a balance between recreational use and development and environmental preservation
and control. This management plan addresses environmental policies including the exclusion
zone, public access, public fishing, and boating and hunting, as well as shoreline activities.
Erosion control measures are identified as well as restrictions on the removal of under brushing
(SCE&G 2002b).

SCE&G operating procedures take into account the inadvertent discovery of historic and
archaeological remains at V.C. Summer. However, care should be taken during normal
operational and maintenance conditions to ensure that historic properties are not inadvertently
impacted. These activities may include not only operation of V.C. Summer itself but also land
management-related actions such as recreation, wildlife habitat enhancement, or
maintaining/upgrading V.C. Summer access roads through the site and on transmission line
rights-of-way.

Based on the staff's cultural resources analysis and consultation, on SCE&G conclusions that
major refurbishment activities will not be undertaken related to the license renewal of
V.C. Summer, and on the fact that operation will continue within the bounds of station
operations as evaluated in the Final Environmental Statement (AEC 1973), the staff concludes
that there are no adverse effects on historic properties; therefore the potential impacts are
SMALL, and no additional mitigation is warranted.

4.4.6 Environmental Justice

Environmental justice refers to a Federal policy that requires that Federal agencies identify and
address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of its actions on minorityca) or low-income populations. The memorandum accompanying
Executive Order 12898 (59 Federal Register7629) directs Federal executive agencies to
consider environmental justice under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The
Council on Environmental Quality has provided guidance for addressing environmental justice
(CEQ 1997). Although the Executive Order is not mandatory for independent agencies, the
NRC has voluntarily committed to undertake environmental justice reviews. Specific guidance
is provided in NRC Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Office Instruction LIC-203, Procedural

(a) The NRC Guidance for performing environmental justice reviews defines uminority" as American
Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black not of Hispanic Origin, or Hispanic (NRC
2001).
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Guidance for Preparing Environmental Assessments and Considering Environmental Issues
(NRC 2001). The Commission has since issued draft guidance on environmental justice
(68 Federal Register 62642 [NRC 2003d]).

The staff examined the geographic distribution of minority and low-income populations within
80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer, using the 2000 Census (USCB 2000) for minority and low-
income populations. The radius within 80 kmr! (50 mi) of V.C. Summer encompassed 21 South
Carolina counties' and a small portion of one county in North Carolina. The analysis was
supplemented with interviews with local governments and social service agencies in Fairfield
County and the Central Midlands Region.,'

For the purpose of the staff's review, a minority population is defined to exist if the percentage
of each minority and aggregated minority category within the census block groups potentially
affected by the license renewal of V.C. Summer exceeds the corresponding percentage of
minorities in the entire State of South Carolina by 20 percent, or if the corresponding
percentage of minorities within the census block group is at least 50 percent. A low-income
population is defined to exist if the percentage of low-income population within a census block
group(a) exceeds the corresponding percentage of low-income population in the entire State of'
South Carolina by 20 percent, or if the corresponding percentage of low-income population
within a census block group is at least 50 percent.

The U.S. Census Bureau data characterize South Carolina as 0.3 percent American Indian or
Alaskan Native; 0.9 percent Asian; 0.0 percent Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander;
29.5 percent Black races; 1.0 percent all other single minorities; 1.0 percent multiracial;
32.8 percent aggregate of minority races; and 2.4'percent Hispanic ethnicity (USCB 2000).
U.S. Census Bureau data characterize North Carolina as 1.2 percent American Indian or
Alaskan Native; 1.4 percent Asian; 0.0 percent Native Hawaiian or'other Pacific Islander;
21.6 percent Black races; 2.3 percent all other single minorities; 1.3 percent multiracial;
27.9 percent aggregate of minority races;'and 4.7 percent Hispanic ethnicity (USCB 2000).

(a) A census block group is a combination of census blocks, which are statistical subdivisions of a
census tract. A census block is the smallest-geographic entity for which the U.S. Census Bureau
collects and tabulates decennial census information.' A census tract is a small, relatively permanent
statistical subdivision of counties delineated by local committees of census data users in accordance
with U.S. Census Bureau guidelines for the purpose of collecting and presenting decennial census
data. Census block groups are subsets of census tracts (USCB 2001).
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The SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a) reported that aggregate minority populations exist in
230 block groups based on the more than 20 percent criterion. Figure 4-1 displays the location
of these minority block groups distributed among the counties in the geographic area. The
African American minority population exists in 209 block groups based on the more-than-20-
percent criterion. Based on the more-than-20-percent criterion, American Indian or Alaskan
Native minority populations exist in a single block group in York County. The Catawba Indian
Nation has tribal lands (approximately 283 ha [700 ac]) in the Rock Hill, South Carolina, area
(EDA 2000). Total tribal membership is believed to be around 3000, with approximately half of
this number living in York County and Lancaster County (EDA 2000; EPA 2001). Based on the
more-than-20-percent criterion, Hispanic ethnicity minority populations exist in two block groups
that are in Saluda County and Greenwood County. Based on the more-than-20-percent
criterion, the Asian minority population exists in a single block group in Richland County. No
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, other single minorities, or multiracial minorities exist
in the geographic area based on the more-than-20-percent or the exceeds-50-percent criteria.

The U.S. Census Bureau had not yet released 2000 census data for low-income households
when the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002a) was prepared. Therefore, SCE&G used 1990 census
data from the U.S. Census Bureau website (USCB 1991) in reporting the percentage of the
total households within the States of North Carolina and South Carolina that are deemed
low-income households and in identifying low-income households within 80 km (50 mi) of
V.C. Summer. The 2000 census data for low-income households has since been made
available by the U.S. Census Bureau and, subsequently, the staff assessed this matter using
the more recent data.

NRC guidance defines low-income using U.S. Census Bureau statistical poverty thresholds
(NRC 2001, Appendix D). The low-income household numbers for each census tract were
divided by the total households for that census tract to obtain the percentage of low-income
households per census tract. U.S. Census Bureau data (USCB 1991) characterize
15.8 percent of South Carolina and 14.0 percent of North Carolina households as low income..
Based on the more-than-20-percent criterion, 15 1990-census tracts contained a low-income
population. Eleven of these tracts were found in Richland County, two in York County, and one
each in Lexington and Sumter Counties. Figure 4-2 displays the locations of low-income
household tracts among the counties in the geographic area.

With the locations of minority and low-income populations identified, the staff proceeded to
evaluate whether any of the environmental impacts of the proposed action could affect these
populations in a disproportionately high and adverse manner. Based on staff guidance
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(NRC 2001), air, land, and water resources within about 80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer were
examined. Within that area, a few potential environmental impacts could affect human
populations; all of these were considered SMALL for the general population.

The pathways through which the environmental impacts associated with V.C. Summer license
renewal can affect human populations are discussed throughout this SEIS. The staff evaluated
whether minority and low-income populations could be disproportionately affected by these
impacts. The staff found no unusual resource dependencies or practices, such as subsistence
agriculture, hunting, or fishing, through which the populations could be affected in a
disproportionately high and adverse way. In addition, the staff did not identify any location-
dependent disproportionately high and adverse impacts affecting these minority and low-
income populations. The staff concludes that offsite impacts from V.C. Summer to minority and
low-income populations would be SMALL, and no special mitigation is warranted.

It is evident from staff consultations with local officials and research that Fairfield and Newberry
Counties demonstrate many of the hallmarks of communities likely to be impacted by
environmental justice issues. There are many indicators that this is a valid observation that can
be supported by the reports of local social service agencies (United Way of the Central
Midlands 2002). It can also be concluded that the presence of V.C. Summer may counteract
and mitigate some of these socioeconomic issues and concems.

4.5 Groundwater Use and Quality

The single Category 1 issue in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 that is
applicable to V.C. Summer groundwater use and quality is listed in Table 4-9. SCE&G stated in
its ER that it is not aware of any new and significant information associated with the renewal of
the V.C. Summer OL (SCE&G 2002a). The staff has not identified any significant new
information during its independent review of the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that

Table 4-9. Category 1 Issue Applicable to Groundwater Use and Quality During the
Renewal Term

I. - GEIS
ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections

GROUNDWATER USE AND QUALrTY

Groundwater-use conflicts (potable and service water; plants that use <100 gpm). 4.8.1.1

February 2004 4-41 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Environmental Impacts of Operation

there are no impacts related to this issue beyond those discussed in the GEIS. For this issue,
the GEIS concluded that the impacts are SMALL, and additional plant-specific mitigation is not
likely to be sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

A brief description of the staff's review and the GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1,
10 CFR 51, follows.

Groundwater-use conflicts (notable and service water: plants that use <100
gp12l.

Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Plants using less than 100 gpm are not expected to cause any
groundwater-use conflicts.

The V.C. Summer groundwater use is less than 100 gpm. The staff has not identified
any significant new information during its independent review of the SCE&G ER, the
staff's site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available information.
Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no groundwater-use conflicts during the
renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Category 2 issues related to groundwater use and quality during the renewal term that are
applicable to V.C. Summer are discussed in the sections that follow. These issues, which
require plant-specific analysis, are listed in Table 4-10.

Table 4-10. Category 2 Issues Applicable to Groundwater Use and Quality During the
Renewal Term

I

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(i) SEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections Subparagraph Section

GROUND-WATER USE AND QUALITY

Groundwater-use conflicts (plants using 4.8.1.3 A 4.5.1
cooling towers or cooling ponds that 4.4.2.1
withdraw make-up water from a small
river)
Groundwater quality degradation (cooling 4.8.3 D 4.5.2
ponds at inland sites)
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4.5.1 -Groundwater Use Conflicts (Plants Using Cooling Towers or Cooling
Ponds that Withdraw Make-up Water from a Small River)

The issue of groundwater use conflicts applies to V.C. Summer because it withdraws from and
discharges to a cooling pond, Monticello Reservoir, which receives its make-up water from Parr
Reservoir on the Broad River. The Broad River is considered a small river, based on an
average flow of 5.9 x 109 m3/yr (2.1 x 10' ft3/yr).

Daily mean flow in the Broad River in the vicinity of V.C. Summer (at Alston, South Carolina,
1.9 km [1.2 mi] downstream of the Parr Shoals dam) ranged from 6.65 m3/s (235 to 130,000
cfs) over the period of record, with an annual average of 185.05 m3/s (6535 cfs). According to
the Final Environmental Statements for construction (AEC 1973) and operation (NRC 1981) of
Summer Station, the lowest recorded daily mean flow at a gauging station in the vicinity of
V.C. Summer was 4.22 m3/s (149 cfs) at Richtex, South Carolina, 11.26 km (7 mi) downstream
of the Parr Shoals dam. This U.S. Geological Survey station was taken out of service in 1983.
Monticello Reservoir water lost to evaporation is replaced with water from Parr Reservoir as
part of the normal operation of the FPSF. Water is cycled between the reservoirs daily. The
V.C. Summer water use reports for 1998 and 1999 indicate that evaporative losses as high as
0.62 m3/s (22 cfs) are associated with V.C. Summer operations (SCE&G 1998,1999). This
loss represents approximately 1.7 percent of the cooling water removed from the reservoir
(37.04 m3/s [1308 cfs]) and approximately 0.3 percent of the average annual natural stream
flow of 185.05 m3/s (6535 cfs). The potential evaporative loss represents 14.8 percent of the
lowest recorded daily mean stream flow of 4.22 m3/s (149 cfs) reported in the Final
Environmental Statement (NRC 1981).

Water used for cooling at the facility is not removed from a stream with natural flow, but from
Parr Reservoir, an impounded section of the Broad River. The flow is regulated to maintain a
minimum downstream release of 4.25 m3/s (150 cfs) (NRC 1981). The site is located within the
Piedmont Physiographic Province of South Carolina. Rivers in the South Carolina Piedmont
typically are high-energy, shallow, rocky-bottomed streams that tend not to develop extensive
alluvial flood plains. The Broad River is typical of the area. With the construction of Parr
Reservoir, the upstream river flood plain was inundated. The surrounding area is characterized
by a surficial water table aquifer in saprolitic soils and shallow fractures in rocks (SCE&G
2002a). With the construction of Parr Reservoir, the water in the surf icial aquifer adjacent to
the reservoir rose. Water flow within saprolitic soil is typically very slow due to the relatively
impermeable natural soils, and the flow direction follows the surface topography within drainage
basins toward discharge points along the stream valleys. These soils release water slowly back
to reservoir during extreme low-level periods. The fact that Broad River water is pumped (via
FPSF) to Monticello Reservoir for condenser cooling has had no significant impact on the
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alluvial aquifer in the vicinity of the site during periods of low natural stream flow. The water in
Parr Reservoir itself and the surrounding surficial aquifer distributes any loss in reservoir water
level in such a way as to be considered insignificant to the alluvial aquifer. Impacts of V.C.
Summer operation on the alluvial aquifer over the license renewal term would likewise be
SMALL and would not warrant mitigation.

The staff has reviewed the available information including the discharge history of the Broad
River, maintenance of minimum flow conditions on the Broad River, the physiographic and
hydrogeologic setting, and the demands placed on the Broad River during low-flow conditions
to compensate for evaporative losses. Based on this evaluation, any impacts from
V.C. Summer on the Broad River flow conditions or associated, sparsely distributed alluvial
groundwater that would affect instream and riparian communities in Parr Reservoir or the Broad
River over the license renewal term would be SMALL and would not warrant mitigation.

4.5.2 Groundwater Quality Degradation (Cooling Ponds at Inland Sites)

The issue of groundwater degradation applies to V.C. Summer because the station uses a
cooling pond. V.C. Summer employs a once-through cooling system, but withdraws from and
discharges to a cooling pond, Monticello Reservoir. Monticello Reservoir provides once-
through cooling water to V.C. Summer and acts as the upper reservoir for the FPSF. Parr
Reservoir, created by the damming of the Broad River, serves as the lower reservoir for the
FPSF. Make-up water for Monticello Reservoir is supplied from Parr Reservoir. As part of
FPSF operations, water is released from Monticello Reservoir through FPSF and discharged to
Parr Reservoir during the day. Water is then pumped at night from Parr Reservoir to Monticello
Reservoir to maintain the level of the upper reservoir. Over time, the water quality of Monticello
Reservoir due to the constant cycling and mixing of water is basically that of the Broad River
(NRC 1981).

Water quality monitoring data indicate that Monticello Reservoir waters are relatively low in
concentrations of common ions, low in hardness, and low in dissolved solids/conductivity
(Dames and Moore 1985). Groundwater in the vicinity of the site is highly mineralized, due to
prolonged contact with, and solution of, rock minerals, and as a result is generally higher than
local surface waters in hardness, dissolved solids, and conductivity (Dames and Moore 1985,
Table 2.2.2; SCE&G 2002a). There is no indication that evaporative losses associated with
operation of V.C. Summer have increased concentrations of common ions, minerals, or solids
in Monticello Reservoir water, and no indication that groundwater quality in the area has been
affected by this cooling pond. Therefore, there appears to have been little or no negative
impact on groundwater quality as a result of the operation of V.C. Summer. Impacts of
continued operation would be SMALL and would not warrant mitigation.
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The staff has reviewed the available information including the physiographic and hydrogeologic
setting and the water quality of Monticello Reservoir and the regional groundwater. Based on
this evaluation, overall groundwater quality is likely to be improved by the presence of
Monticello Reservoir and any negative impacts from V.C. Summer on the groundwater in the
vicinity of the Station over the license renewal term would be SMALL and would not warrant
mitigation.

4.6 Threatened or Endangered Species

Threatened or endangered species are listed as a Category 2 issue in 10 CFR Part 51,
Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1. This issue is listed in Table 4-11.

Table 4-11. Category 2 Issue Applicable to Threatened or Endangered Species
During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-1 0 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii) SEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Section Subparagraph Section

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Threatened or endangered species 4.1 E 4.6

This issue requires consultation with appropriate agencies to determine whether threatened or
endangered species are present and whether they would be adversely affected by continued
operation of the nuclear plant during the license renewal term. The presence of threatened or
endangered species in the vicinity of V.C. Summer is discussed in Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6.

4.6.1 Aquatic Species

No Federal-listed threatened or endangered aquatic species or their habitats are known to
occur at the V.C. Summer site, including Monticello/Parr Reservoir system or in streams that
are crossed by a V.C. Summer transmission line corridor (SCE&G 2002a).

Aquatic species that may have historically inhabited the Broad River include the shortnose
sturgeon (Acipenserbrevirostnum), a Federal-listed endangered species of fish, and a mussel,
the Carolina heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorata).' The shortnose sturgeon is currently not known
from the Broad River; the nearest documented populations are in Lakes Marion and Moultrie in
the Santee Cooper system. The upstream migration of this species is prevented by dams.
Although the Carolina heelsplitter is known from several creeks in the western portion of
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Edgewood County, this mussel is not known from the watersheds of creeks in the northeastern
portion of the county that is crossed by a V.C. Summer transmission line corridor.
The staff has prepared an assessment evaluating the potential impacts on aquatic threatened
or endangered species resulting from the operation of V.C. Summer for an additional 20 years
during the renewal period. The staff concluded that V.C. Summer license renewal will have no
effect on the shortnose sturgeon or the Carolina heelsplitter. In a letter dated June 26, 2003,
the staff transmitted its biological assessment to the USFWS and requested concurrence on its
determination. The letter to USFWS and the staff's biological assessment are included in
Appendix E to this SEIS.

The staff has reviewed the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002a), visited the site, reviewed the
current NPDES permit (SC003856, issued 9/29/97) and related operational and biological
information, and consulted with the USFWS. The staff concludes that license renewal will not
impact Federal-listed aquatic threatened or endangered species or their critical habitat. During
the course of its evaluation, the staff considered whether further mitigation for continued
operation of V.C. Summer was warranted. Based on this evaluation, the staff determined that
mitigation in place at V.C. Summer is appropriate and no additional mitigation is warranted.

4.6.2 Terrestrial Species

There are 10 Federal-listed or candidate terrestrial species that are known to occur in the
vicinity of V.C. Summer or in counties crossed by the transmission lines (see Section 2.2.6).
However, of these species, the bald eagle (Haifaeetus leucocephalus) is the only terrestrial
species known to occur at V.C. Summer or along its transmission line corridors. There have
been no reports of collisions or electrocutions of bald eagles along the transmission lines.
SCE&G and Santee Cooper participate with the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural
Resources Conservation Service, SCDNR, and other organizations in a wildlife management
program for transmission line corridors. The "Power for Wildlife" program is designed to help
landowners whose property is crossed by transmission lines convert transmission corridors into
productive habitat for wildlife. In addition, SCE&G's procedures require that it follow the
USFWS habitat management guidelines for the bald eagle in the Southeast Region (USFWS
1987) and submit a raptor incident report in the event that an electrocuted eagle is found.

The staff has prepared an assessment evaluating the potential impacts on terrestrial
threatened, endangered, or candidate species resulting from the operation of V.C. Summer for
an additional 20 years during the renewal period. The staff concluded that V.C. Summer
license renewal will have no effect on the wood stork, red-cockaded woodpecker, pool sprite,
Georgia aster, smooth coneflower, rough-leafed loosestrife, Canby's dropwort, harperella, or
relict trillium. The license renewal may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the bald
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eagle. In a letter dated June 26, 2003, the staff transmitted its biological assessment to the
USFWS and requested concurrence on its determination. The USFWS concurred with the
staff's conclusions in a letter dated October.17, 2003. The letter to USFWS, the staff's
biological assessment, and the letter from USFWS are included in Appendix E to this SEIS.

The staff has reviewed the information provided by the applicant, met with the SCDNR, and has
consulted with the USFWS. Based on the site visit, review of the ER, other reports, and
consultation with the USFWS and the SCDNR, the staff concludes that the impacts on
terrestrial endangered, threatened, or candidate species of an additional 20 years of operation
and maintenance of V.C. Summer and its associated transmission lines would be SMALL, and
further mitigation is not warranted.

4.7 Evaluation of Potential New and Significant Information
on Impacts of Operations During the Renewal Term

The staff has not identified significant new information on environmental issues listed in 10 CFR
Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, related to operation during the renewal term. The
staff reviewed the discussion of environmental impacts associated with operation during the
renewal term in the GEIS and has conducted its own independent review, including public
scoping meetings, to identify issues with significant new information. Processes for
identification and evaluation of new information are described in Section 1.2.2, License
Renewal Evaluation Process.

4.8 Evaluation of Cumulative Impacts of Operations During
the Renewal Term

The staff considered potential cumulative impacts during the evaluation of information
applicable to each of the potential impacts identified within the GEIS. The impacts of the
proposed license renewal are combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
actions to determine whether cumulative impacts exist.' For the purposes of this analysis, past
actions were those related to the resources at the time of the plant licensing and construction.
Current actions are the operation of the j6wer plant "and future actions are considered to be
those that are reasonably foreseeable through the end of plant operation. 'Therefore, the
analysis considers potential impacts through' the end of the current license term, as well as the
20-year renewal license term. The geographica 'area over which past, present, and future
actions that could contribute to cumulative impacts depends on the type of action considered,
and is described below for each impact area.
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4.8.1 Cumulative Impacts Resulting from Operation of the Plant Cooling System

For the purposes of this analysis, the geographic area considered is the Broad River. As
described in Section 4.1, the staff found no new and significant information indicating that the
conclusions regarding any of the cooling system-related Category 1 issues as related to
V.C. Summer are inconsistent with the conclusions in the GEIS. Additionally, the staff has
determined that none of the cooling system-related Category 2 issues were likely to have
greater than a SMALL impact on local water quality or aquatic resources.

Cumulative impacts to the Broad River involve water use conflicts. As described in
Section 2.1.3, V.C. Summer utilizes the Monticello Reservoir as a source of cooling water for its
condenser. Monticello Reservoir is connected hydrologically to the Broad River by the Parr
Reservoir and the Fairfield Pumping Station. Even through severe drought conditions,
operations at V.C. Summer did not exceed any FERC-mandated flow restrictions. There are no
known or planned activities on the Broad River that could potentially produce additional water
conflicts. Therefore, the cumulative impact is SMALL and no mitigation measures are
warranted.

4.8.2 Cumulative Impacts Resulting from Continued Operation of the
Transmission Lines

The continued operation of the V.C. Summer electrical transmission facilities was evaluated to
determine if there is the potential for interactions with other past, present, and future actions
that could result in adverse cumulative impacts to terrestrial resources such as wildlife
populations and the size and distribution of habitat areas, aquatic resources such as wetlands
and floodplains, and both the acute and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields. For the
purposes of this analysis, the geographic area that encompasses the past, present and
foreseeable future actions that could contribute to adverse cumulative effects is the area within
80 km (50 miles) of the V.C. Summer site, as depicted in Figure 2-1.

As described in Section 4.2, the staff found no new and significant information indicating that
the conclusions regarding any of the transmission line-related Category 1 issues related to
V.C. Summer are inconsistent with the conclusions in the GEIS. For the category 2 issue
related to electromagnetic fields-acute effects (electric shock), the impact is small and the
uncategorized issue of chronic effects is still considered "not applicable." There are no known
or planned activities within the 80 km (50 miles) radius area of consideration that could
potentially produce additional impacts associated with transmission lines. Therefore, the
cumulative impact is SMALL and no mitigation measures are warranted.
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4.8.3 Cumulative Radiological Impacts,

The radiological exposure limits for protection of the public and for occupational exposures
have been developed assuming long-term exposures, and therefore incorporate cumulative
impacts. As described in Section 2.2.7, the public and occupational doses resulting from V.C.
Summer are well below regulatory limits, and as described in Section 4.3, the impacts of these
exposures are SMALL. For the purposes of this analysis, the geographical area is the area
included within a 80 km (50 miles) radius of the V.C. Summer site (Figure 2-1). The NRC would
regulate any reasonably foreseeable future actions in the vicinity of V.C. Summer that could
contribute to cumulative radiological impacts.

Therefore, the staff has determined that the cumulative radiological impacts of continued
operation of V.C. Summer will be SMALL, and that additional mitigation is not warranted.

4.8.4 Cumulative Socioeconomic Impacts

Much of the analyses of socioeconomic impacts presented in Section 4.4 of this SEIS already
incorporate cumulative impact analysis because the metrics used for quantification only make
sense when placed in the total or cumulative context. For instance, the impact of the total
number of additional housing units that may be needed can only be evaluated with respect to
the total number that will be available in the impacted area. Therefore, the geographical area of
the cumulative analysis varies depending on the particular impact considered, and may depend
on specific boundaries, such as taxation jurisdictions or may be distance related, as in the case
of Environmental Justice.

The continued operation of V.C. Summer is not likely to add to any cumulative socioeconomic
impacts beyond those already evaluated in Sections 4.4. In other words, the impacts of issues
such as transportation or offsite land use are likely to be non-detectable beyond the regions
previously evaluated and will quickly decrease with increasing distance from the site. The staff
has determined that the impacts on housing, public utilities, public services, and environmental
justice would all be SMALL. The staff has determined that the impact on offsite land use is
SMALL because, even though V.C. Summer provides greater than 10 percent of the property
tax revenue for the Fairfield County School District, there are no refurbishment actions planned
at V.C. Summer. There are no reasonably foreseeable scenarios that would alter these
conclusions in regard to cumulative impacts.

Related to historic resources, there are no structures eligible for the inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places on the V.C. Summer site or along the transmission lines. The staff
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has concluded that the impacts of license renewal would be SMALL. There is no reason to
believe that the continued operation and maintenance of the V.C. Summer site and
transmission line rights-of-way would impact any properties beyond the site or right-of-way
boundaries, and therefore the contribution to a cumulative impact on historic resources would
be negligible.

Based on these considerations, the staff concludes that continued operation of V.C. Summer is
not likely to make a detectable contribution to the cumulative effects associated with any of the
socioeconomic issues discussed in Section 4.4, and therefore, the cumulative impacts will be
SMALL and no additional mitigation measures are warranted.

4.8.5 Cumulative Impacts on Groundwater Use and Quality

There are no known or planned projects that would require withdrawal of groundwater that, if
implemented in addition to license renewal, would potentially cause an adverse impact on
groundwater. The V.C. Summer groundwater use is less than 100 gpm. The current impact on
the alluvial aquifer due to plant operations and current groundwater withdrawals is small as
discussed in Section 4.5. Therefore, the cumulative impact is SMALL and no mitigation
measures are warranted.

4.8.6 Cumulative Impacts on Threatened or Endangered Species

The geographic area considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts to threatened or
endangered species includes V.C. Summer project area and the associated transmission line
right-of-way. As discussed in Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6, there are several threatened or
endangered species that occur within this area. However, the staff determined in Section 4.6
that continued operation of V.C. Summer would have no effect or is not likely to adversely affect
any of these species. Therefore, the continued operation of V.C. Summer will not contribute to
a regional cumulative impact to these species, regardless of whether or not other actions occur
that could have adverse impacts.

Therefore, the staff has determined that the cumulative impacts to threatened or endangered
species due to continued operation at the V.C. Summer site and associated transmission line
will be SMALL, and that additional mitigation measures would not be warranted.
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4.9 Summary of Impacts of Operations During the
Renewal Term

Neither SCE&G nor the staff is aware of information that is both new and significant related to
any of the applicable Category 1 issues associated with the V.C. Summer operation during the
renewal term. Consequently, the staff concludes that the environmental impacts associated
with these issues are bounded by the impacts described in the GEIS. For each of these issues,
the GEIS concluded that the impacts would be SMALL and that additional plant-specific
mitigation is not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

Plant-specific environmental evaluations were conducted for 14 Category 2 issues applicable to
V.C. Summer operation during the renewal term and for chronic effects of electromagnetic
fields and environmental justice. For all issues, the staff concluded that the potential
environmental impact of renewal term operations of V.C. Summer would be of SMALL
significance in the context of the standards set forth in the GElS and that additional mitigation
would not be warranted.
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Environmental issues associated with postulated accidents are discussed in the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437,
Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996; 1 999).(a) The GEIS includes a determination of whether the
analysis of the environmental issue could be applied to all plants and whether additional
mitigation measures would be warranted. Issues are then assigned a Category 1 or a
Category 2 designation. As set forth in the GEIS, Category 1 issues are those that meet all of
the following criteria:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply
either to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system
or other specified plant or site characteristic.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to
the impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and
from high-level waste 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 mitigation measures
are likely not to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

For issues that meet the three Category 1 criteria, no additional plant-specific analysis is
required unless new and significant information is identified.

Category 2 issues are those that do not meet one or more of the criteria for Category 1, and
therefore, additional plant-specific review of these issues is required.

This chapter describes the environmental impacts from postulated accidents that might occur
during the license renewal term.

5.1 Postulated Plant Accidents

Two classes of accidents are evaluated in the GEIS. These are design-basis accidents (DBAs)
and severe accidents, as discussed in the following sections.

(a) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999.
Hereafter, all references to the OGEIS' include'the GEIS and Addendum 1.
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5.1.1 Design-Basis Accidents

To receive U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) approval to operate a nuclear power
facility, an applicant for an initial operating license (OL) must submit a Safety Analysis Report
(SAR) as part of its application. The SAR presents the design criteria and design information
for the proposed reactor and comprehensive data on the proposed site. The SAR also
discusses various hypothetical accident situations and the safety features that are provided to
prevent and mitigate accidents. The NRC staff reviews the application to determine whether
the plant design meets the Commission's regulations and requirements and includes, in part,
the nuclear plant design and its anticipated response to an accident.

The DBAs are evaluated by both the licensee and the NRC staff to ensure that the plant can
withstand normal and abnormal transients, and a broad spectrum of postulated accidents
without undue hazard to the health and safety of the public. A number of these postulated
accidents are not expected to occur during the life of the plant, but are evaluated to establish
the design basis for the preventive and mitigative safety systems of the facility. The
acceptance criteria for DBAs are described in 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 50
and 10 CFR Part 100.

The environmental impacts of DBAs are evaluated during the initial licensing process, and the
ability of the plant to withstand these accidents is demonstrated to be acceptable before
issuance of the OL. The results of these evaluations are found in license documentation such
as the applicant's Final SAR, the staff's Safety Evaluation Report, and the NRC's Final
Environmental Statement (NRC 1981). The licensee is required to maintain the acceptable
design and performance criteria throughout the life of the plant including any extended-life
operation. The consequences for these events are evaluated for the hypothetical maximum
exposed individual; as such, changes in the plant environment will not affect these evaluations.
Because of the requirement that aging management programs be in effect for license renewal
and the requirement that the consequences of any DBA remain below specified acceptable
levels at all times during plant operation, the environmental impacts as calculated for DBAs
should not differ significantly from initial licensing assessments over the life of the plant,
including the license renewal period. Accordingly, the design of the plant relative to DBAs
during the period of extended operation is considered to remain acceptable and the
environmental impacts of those accidents were not examined further in the GEIS.

The Commission has determined that the environmental impacts of DBAs are of SMALL
significance for all plants because the plants were designed to successfully withstand these
accidents. Therefore, for the purposes of license renewal, design-basis events are designated
as a Category 1 issue in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1. The early
resolution of the DBAs makes them a part of the current licensing basis of the plant; the current
licensing basis of the plant is to be maintained by the licensee under its current license and,
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therefore, under the provisions of 10 CFR 54.30, is not subject to review under license renewal.
This issue, applicable to the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) is listed in
Table 5-1.

Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

The NRC staff has concluded that the environmental impacts of design basis accidents
are of small significance for all plants.

South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) stated in its Environmental Report (ER)
(SCE&G 2002) that it is not aware of any new and significant information associated with the
renewal of the V.C. Summer OL. The staff has'not identified any significant new information
during its independent review of the ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public comments,.
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no
impacts related to design basis accidents beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Table 5-1. Category 1 Issue Applicable to Postulated Accidents During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Section
POSTULATED ACCIDENTS

Design-basis accidents (DBAs) 5.3.2; 5.5.1

5.1.2 Severe Accidents ''

Severe nuclear accidents are those that are more severe than DBAs because they could result
in substantial damage to the reactor core, wheth-er or not there are serious offsite
consequences. In the GEIS, the staff assessed the impacts of severe accidents during the
license renewal period, using the results of existing analyses and site-specific information to
conservatively predict the environmental impacts of severe accidents for each plant during the
renewal period.

Severe accidents initiated by external phenomena such as tornadoes, floods, earthquakes,
fires, and sabotage have not traditionally been discussed in quantitative terms in Final
Environmental Statements and were not specifically considered for the V.C. Summer site in the
GEIS (NRC 1996). However, in the GEIS, the staff did evaluate existing impact assessments
performed by the NRC and by the industry'f6r 44 nuclear plants in the United States. 'As set
forth in the GEIS, the staff concluded that the risk from sabotage and beyond design basis
earthquakes at existing nuclear power plants is' SMALL Additionally, the staff concluded that
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the risks from other external events are adequately addressed by a generic consideration of
internally initiated severe accidents.

Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

The probability weighted consequences of atmospheric releases, fallout onto open
bodies of water, releases to groundwater, and societal and economic impacts from
severe accidents are small for all plants. However, alternatives to mitigate severe
accidents must be considered for all plants that have not considered such alternatives.

Therefore, the Commission has designated mitigation of severe accidents as a Category 2
issue in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1. This issue, applicable to
V.C. Summer, is listed in Table 5-2.

The staff has not identified any significant new information with regard to the consequences
from severe accidents during its independent review of the ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site
visit, public comments, or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff
concludes that there are no impacts of severe accidents beyond those discussed in the GEIS.
However, in accordance with 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(L), the staff has reviewed severe accident
mitigation alternatives (SAMAs) for V.C. Summer. The results of its review are discussed in
Section 5.2.

Table 5-2. Category 2 Issue Applicable to Postulated Accidents During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS 10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(11) SEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections Subparagraph Section

POSTULATED ACCIDENTS
Severe Accidents 5.3.3; 5.3.3.2; L 5.2

5.3.3.3; 5.3.3.4;
5.3.3.5; 5.4; 5.5.2

5.2 Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives (SAMAs)

10 CFR 51.53(c)(3)(ii)(L) requires that license renewal applicants consider alternatives to
mitigate severe accidents if the staff has not previously evaluated SAMAs for the applicant's
plant in an environmental impact statement or related supplement or in an environmental
assessment. The purpose of this consideration is to ensure that plant changes (i.e., hardware,
procedures, and training) with the potential for improving severe accident safety performance
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are identified and evaluated. SAMAs have not been previously considered for V.C. Summer;
therefore, the remainder of Chapter 5 addresses those alternatives.

5.2.1 Introduction

This section presents a summary of the SAMA evaluation for V.C. Summer conducted by
SCE&G and described in'the ER (SCE&G 2002) and of the NRC's review of that evaluation.
The details of the review are described in the NRC staff evaluation that was prepared by the
staff with contract assistance from Information Systems Laboratories, Inc. The entire
evaluation is presented in Appendix G.

The SAMA evaluation for V.C. Summer was'a multi-step process. In the first step, SCE&G
quantified the level of risk associated with potential reactor accidents using the plant-specific
probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) and other risk models.

The second step involved the development of a list of potential measures to reduce plant risk.
This list was compiled based on information included in the V.C. Summer Individual Plant
Examination (IPE) (SCE&G 1993), V.C. Summer Individual Plant Examination and External
Events (IPEEE) (SCE&G 1995), previously submitted SAMA analyses, and NRC/industry
documentation discussing potential plant improvements. The proposed risk reduction measures
were subsequently compared against PRA results to ensure the major risk contributors were
addressed by the proposed enhancements. Common ways of reducing risk are changes to
components, systems, procedures, and training. SCE&G identified 268 potential SAMAs.
Using a set of screening criteria, the number of SAMAs warranting further consideration was
reduced to 32. Of these remaining SAMAs, 20 were screened from further analysis because,
based on plant-specific PRA Insights, they did not provide a significant safety benefit, or because
the cost of implementation would be greater than the benefits associated with implementing the
SAMA.

In the third step, the benefits and costs for the 12 remaining candidate SAMAs were estimated.
Estimates were made of how much each proposed SAMA could reduce risk. Those estimates
were developed in terms of dollars in accordance with NRC guidance for performing regulatory
analyses (NRC 1997). The costs of implementing the proposed SAMAs were also estimated.

Finally in the fourth step, the costs and benefits of each of the 12 final SAMAs were compared
to determine whether the SAMA was cost-beneficial, meaning the benefits of the SAMA were
greater than the costs (a positive cost-benefit). 1-In the final analysis, none of these 268 SAMAs
were determined to be cost-beneficial for V.C. Summer.

Each of these four steps is discussed in more detail in the sections that follow.
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5.2.2 Estimate of Risk

SCE&G submitted an assessment of SAMAs for V.C. Summer as part of the ER (SCE&G
2002). This assessment was based on the most recent V.C. Summer PRA available at that
time, a plant-specific offsite consequence analysis performed using the MELCOR Accident
Consequence Code System 2, and insights from the V.C. Summer IPE (SCE&G 1993) and
IPEEE (SCE&G 1995). The baseline core damage frequency (CDF) for the purpose of the
SAMA evaluation is approximately 5.6 x 10-5 per year, and the baseline large early release
frequency is approximately 7.0 x 10i7 per year. The CDF and large early release frequency are
based on the risk assessment for internally-initiated events. The CDF represents a sizeable
change from the original IPE CDF value of 2.0 x 1 0-4per year. SCE&G did not include the
contribution of risk from external events within the V.C. Summer risk estimates, but in response
to a request for additional information, SCE&G applied a factor of two multiplier to the estimated
internal events benefits to account for additional benefits in external events. The breakdown of
CDF by initiating event/accident class is summarized in Table 5-3. Transients and loss of
offsite power events are the dominant contributors to the CDF.

Table 5-3. V.C. Summer Core Damage Frequency

CDF Contribution to
l Initiating Event/Accident Class (Per Year) CDF (percent)

Loss of Offsite Power (LOOP) 3.9 x 1 05 70

Transients 7.5 x 104 13

Special Initiators 4.4 x 1 04 8

Loss-of-Coolant Accident (LOCA) 1.7 x 104o 3

Steam Generator Tube Rupture (SGTR) 1.7 x 10'7 <1

Interfacing Systems LOCA (ISLOCA) 1.8 x 10-7 <1

Others 2.6 x 104 5
Total CDF (from Internal events) 5.6 x 1i05 100

SCE&G estimated the dose from all postulated accidents to the population within 80 km (50 mi)
of the V.C. Summer site to be approximately 0.01 person-Sv (1.0 person-rem). The breakdown
of the population dose by containment release mode is summarized in Table 5-4. Bypass
events (steam generator tube rupture [SGTR], interfacing system loss-of-coolant accident
[ISLOCA]) dominate the population dose.
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Table 5-4. Breakdown of Population Dose-Risk by Containment Release Mode

Population Dose Contribution
Containment Release Mode (Person-Rem(") Per Year) (percent)

SGTR 0.27 27

Interfacing Systems LOCAs 0.63 63

Containment isolation failure 0.05 5

Early containment failure 0.00 0

Late containment failure 0.05 5

Total 1.0 100
(a) One person-Rem = 0.01 person-Sv

SCE&G's determination of offsite risk at V.C. Summer is based on the following three major
elements of analysis:

* the Level 1 and 2 risk models that form the bases for the 1993 IPE and 1995 IPEEE
submittals (SCE&G 1993 and SCE&G 1995),

* the major modifications to the IPE model that have been incorporated in the V.C. Summer
PRA, and

* the MELCOR Accident Consequence Code System 2 analysis performed to translate fission
product release frequencies from the Level 2 PRA model into offsite consequence
measures.

The staff has reviewed SCE&G's data and evaluation methods and concludes that the quality of
the risk analyses is adequate to support an assessment of the risk reduction potential for the
candidate SAMAs. Specifically, the staff concludes that the Level 1 and Level 2 PRA models
are of sufficient quality, SCE&G's consideration of external events is acceptable, and the
methods, assumptions, and analyses applied in the estimation of offsite consequences are
reasonable and acceptable for the purposes of SAMA evaluation. Accordingly, the staff based
its assessment of offsite risk on the CDF and offsite doses provided by SCE&G.

5.2.3 Potential Plant Improvements ;

Once the most risk significant parts of the plant design and operation were identified,- SCE&G
searched for ways to reduce those risks. To identify potential plant improvements, SCE&G's
process consisted of the following elements:
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* review of plant-specific improvements identified in the V.C. Summer IPE and IPEEE and
subsequent PRA revisions

* review of SAMA analyses submitted in support of original licensing and license renewal
activities for other operating nuclear power plants

* review of other NRC and industry documentation discussing potential plant improvements,
e.g., NUREG-1560.

SCE&G identified 268 potential risk-reducing improvements to plant components, systems,
procedures, and training (SAMAs).

All but 69 of these SAMAs were removed from further consideration because: (1) the SAMA
was not applicable at V.C. Summer due to design differences, (2) the SAMA had already been
implemented at V.C. Summer, (3) the SAMA was sufficiently similar to another SAMA such that
they could be combined, or (4) the SAMA would not provide a significant safety benefit. A
preliminary cost estimate was prepared for each of the remaining 69 SAMAs.

The preliminary cost estimate of each of these 69 remaining SAMAs was compared to the
maximum attainable benefit (MAB) of 1.2 million dollars. The MAB is the dollar value of the
benefit that would be achieved if the plant risk and population dose from postulated accidents
could be reduced to zero. If the cost of a SAMA exceeded the MAB, it could not be cost-
beneficial because no single SAMA could eliminate all the risk. Using this comparison, 37 of
the candidate SAMAs were eliminated from further consideration, leaving 32 candidate SAMAs
for further evaluation in Phase 2. Of these remaining SAMAs, 20 were screened from further
analysis because, based on plant-specific PRA insights, they did not provide a significant safety
benefit, or because the cost of implementation would be greater than the benefits associated
with implementing the SAMA. This culminated in identification of 12 candidate SAMAs.

The staff questioned SCE&G about lower cost alternatives to several of the SAMAs evaluated,
including the use of: (1) portable battery chargers to supply power to the steam generator
instrument panels, (2) a cross-tie to the existing non-safety station batteries, (3) a direct-drive
diesel emergency feedwater pump, and (4) an automatic safety injection pump trip on low
refueling water storage tank level as an alternative to an automatic swap to recirculation (NRC
2003). In response, SCE&G provided estimated benefits and implementation costs for each
alternative (SCE&G 2003a). These are discussed further in Appendix G.

The staff concludes that SCE&G used a systematic and comprehensive process for identifying
potential plant improvements for V.C. Summer, and that the set of potential plant improvements
identified by SCE&G is reasonably comprehensive and therefore acceptable. This search
included reviewing insights from the IPE and IPEEE, and plant improvements considered in
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previous SAMA analyses. While explicit treatment of external events in the SAMA identification
process was limited, the staff recognizes that the absence of external event vulnerabilities
reasonably justifies examining primarily the internal events risk results for this purpose.

5.2.4 Risk Reduction Potential of Plant Improvements

SCE&G evaluated the risk-reduction potential of the 12 Phase 2 SAMAs applicable to
V.C. Summer, as well as several additional SAMAs suggested by the staff. In response to a
staff request, SCE&G further examined several SAMAs including those closest to being cost
beneficial to determine the extent to which the SAMAs might reduce external event risk
(SCE&G 2003b). The SAMAs considered include: Phase 2 SAMA 3, Phase 2 SAMA 10, use
of portable 1 20V DC generator to supply power to steam generator level instrumentation,
installation of direct-drive diesel emergency feedwater pump, and use of the fire service water
for make-up to steam generators. ' This assessment included consideration of both seismic and
fire risk.

Based on this assessment, SCE&G concluded that although some credit may be taken for
these SAMAs in external events, the benefit is more limited than in the internal events analysis.
For example, power recovery in fire events may create additional difficulties not present for the
initiators addressed in the internal events model. Also, the low cost alternatives would not be
required to meet the rigors of a seismically-qualified component, and therefore, may not be
useable following a seismic event. Nevertheless, SCE&G conservatively increased the benefit
for these SAMAs by a factor of two to account for external events. In addition, the estimated
benefit for all SAMAs was increased by 15 percent to account for the resolution of peer review
comments.

The staff has reviewed SCE&G's bases for calculating the risk reduction for the various plant
improvements and concludes that the rationale and assumptions for estimating risk reduction
are reasonable and, for the above reasons, are gerierally conservative (i.e., the estimated risk
reduction is higher than what would actually be'realized). Accordingly, the staff based its
estimates of averted risk for the various SAMAs on SCE&G's risk reduction estimates.

5.2.5 Cost Impacts of Candidate Plant Improvements

SCE&G estimated the costs of implementing the 12 SAMAs which were not initially screened
out. The cost estimates conservatively did not include the cost of replacement power during
any extended outages that might be needed to'implement the modifications. Estimates that
were taken from prior SAMA analyses were not'adjusted to present-day dollars. For many of
the SAMAs considered, the cost estimates Were'significantly greater than the benefits
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calculated such that a detailed evaluation was not necessary and a specific dollar value was not
reported.

The staff reviewed the basis for the applicant's cost estimates. For certain improvements, the
staff also compared the cost estimates (presented in Table F.6-1 of Appendix F to the ER) to
estimates developed elsewhere for similar improvements, including estimates developed as
part of other licensees' analyses of SAMAs for operating reactors and advanced light-water
reactors. A majority of the SAMAs were eliminated from further consideration on the basis that
the expected implementation cost would be much greater than the estimated risk reduction
benefit.

The staff notes that the cost to implement a direct-drive diesel emergency feedwater pump at
another plant was estimated to be about $200K. However, SCE&G estimated the cost of the
modification at V.C. Summer to be about $800K based on the following: $200K for design,
$200K for evaluations, $1 00K for materials, $200K for implementation, $30K for training, and
$80K for documentation and closeout (SCE&G 2003c). To verify the validity of the $800K cost,
the staff reviewed the costs for similar modifications evaluated in other plants' SAMA analyses.
These costs ranged from $300K to $2M.

Although SCE&G's cost estimate is significantly greater than $200K, it does not appear to be
unreasonable relative to the cost estimates for similar modifications. The staff concludes that
the cost estimates provided by SCE&G are sufficient and appropriate for use in the SAMA
evaluation.

5.2.6 Cost-Benefit Comparison

The methodology used by SCE&G was based primarily on NRC's guidance for performing cost-
benefit analysis, i.e., NUREG/BR-01 84, Regulatory Analysis Technical Evaluation Handbook
(NRC 1997). The staff reviewed the SCE&G SAMA analysis and questioned the treatment of
uncertainties associated with the calculated CDF. SCE&G revisited the cost-benefit analyses
for the 12 Phase 2 SAMAs and found SAMAs 3 and 10 potentially cost beneficial (SCE&G
2003a). SAMA 3 was further evaluated and SCE&G estimated the total benefit to be
approximately $24K and the cost of implementation to be approximately $1 50K to $1 70K.
Accordingly, this SAMA is not cost-beneficial. Similarly, SAMA 10 was evaluated further.
SCE&G noted that this SAMA would require modification to controls in the main control room.
Costs associated with this aspect were not considered in the original cost estimate provided,
nor were costs associated with the engineering analysis needed to support the modification.
When these additional costs factors are included, the implementation costs would be
substantially greater than $50K. The total benefit for this SAMA was estimated to be
approximately $48K, accordingly, this SAMA is not cost-beneficial.
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The staff questioned SCE&G about lower cost alternatives to several of the SAMAs evaluated,
including the use of: (1) portable 120V DC generator to supply power to the steam generator
instrument panels, (2) a cross-tie to the existing non-safety station batteries, (3) a direct-drive
diesel emergency feedwater pump, and (4) an automatic safety injection pump trip on low
refueling water storage tank level as an alternative to an automatic swap to recirculation (NRC
2003). SCE&G provided estimated benefits and implementation costs for each alternative.
Based on these estimates, none of these alternatives appear cost beneficial.

The staff concludes that the costs of all of the SAMAs assessed would be higher than the
associated benefits. This conclusion is supported by sensitivity analysis and upheld despite a
number of additional uncertainties and non-quantifiable factors in the calculations, summarized
as follows:

* Uncertainty in the internal events CDF was not initially included in the calculations, which
employed best-estimate values to determine the benefits. Even upon considering benefits
at the 95th percentile value, no SAMAs were judged to be cost-beneficial.

* External events were similarly not included in the V.C. Summer risk profile. However, given
that the expected external events contribution to CDF is calculated in a conservative fashion
and is expected to be on the same order of magnitude as the internal events contribution to
CDF, a factor of two increase in the estimated internal events benefits to account for the
external events should be conservative

* Risk reduction and cost estimates are reasonable, and generally conservative. As such,
uncertainty in the costs of any of the contemplated SAMAs would not likely have the effect
of making them cost beneficial.

Based on its review of the SCE&G SAMA analysis, as set forth above, the staff finds that none
of the candidate SAMAs is cost-beneficial.

5.2.7 Conclusions

SCE&G compiled a list of 268 SAMA candidates using the SAMA analyses as submitted in
support of licensing activities for other nuclear power plants, NRC and industry documents
discussing potential plant improvements, and the plant-specific insights from the V.C. Summer
IPE, IPEEE, and current PRA model. A qualitative screening removed SAMA candidates that
(1) were not applicable at V.C. Summer due to design differences, (2) had already been
implemented at V.C. Summer, (3) were sufficiently similar to another SAMA such that they
could be combined, or (4) did not provide a significant safety benefit. A total of 199 SAMA
candidates were eliminated based on the above criteria, leaving 69 SAMA candidates for further
evaluation.
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Using guidance in NUREG/BR-0184 (NRC 1997d), the current PRA model, and a Level 3
analysis developed specifically for SAMA evaluation, a maximum attainable benefit of about
$1 .2M was calculated, representing the total present dollar value equivalent associated with
completely eliminating severe accidents at V.C. Summer. Thirty-seven of the 69 SAMAs were
eliminated from further evaluation because their implementation costs were greater than this
maximum attainable benefit. An additional 20 SAMAs were eliminated because, based on
plant-specific PRA insights, they did not provide a significant safety benefit, or because the cost
of implementation would be greater than the benefits associated with implementing the SAMA.
For the remaining 12 SAMA candidates and several additional alternatives identified by the
staff, more detailed conceptual designs and cost estimates were developed. The cost-benefit
analyses showed that none of the candidate SAMAs were cost-beneficial.

The staff reviewed the SCE&G analysis and concluded that the methods used and the
implementation of those methods were sound. The treatment of SAMA benefits and costs, the
generally large negative net benefits, and the small baseline risks support the general
conclusion that the SAMA evaluations performed by SCE&G are reasonable and sufficient for
the license renewal submittal. The unavailability of a seismic and fire PRA model precluded a
quantitative evaluation of SAMAs specifically aimed at reducing risk of these initiators; however,
improvements have been realized as a result of the IPEEE process at V.C. Summer that would
minimize the likelihood of identifying further cost-beneficial enhancements in these areas. To
assess the potential impact of uncertainties in the analysis or the inclusion of additional benefits
in external events, SCE&G applied a factor of two multiplier to the estimated benefits based on
internally-initiated events, and confirmed that even when considering the increase in the
benefits, none of the SAMAs become cost beneficial.

Based on its review of the SCE&G SAMA assessment, and as explained above, the staff finds
that none of the candidate SAMAs are cost beneficial. This is based on conservative treatment
of costs and benefits. This conclusion is consistent with the low residual level of risk indicated in
the V.C. Summer PRA and the fact that V.C. Summer has already implemented plant
improvements identified from the IPE and IPEEE processes.

5.3 References

10 CFR Part 50. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 50, uDomestic Licensing
of Production and Utilization Facilities."

10 CFR Part 51. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 51, "Environmental
Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions."

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 5-12 February 2004



Postulated Accidents

10 CFR Part 54. Code of Federal Regulations; Title 10, Energy, Part 54, Requirements for
Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plant."

10 CFR Part 100. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 100, "Reactor Site
Criteria."

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). 1993. Letter from John L. Skolds (SCE&G)
to Nuclear Regulatory Commission Document Control Desk. "Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
(VCSNS) Docket No. 50-395 Operating License No. NPF-12 Transmittal of IPE Report; Generic
Letter 88-20, LTR 880020," June 18, 1993.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). 1995. Letter from Gary J. Taylor (SCE&G)
to Nuclear Regulatory Commission Document Control Desk. "Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
Docket No. 50-395 Operating License No. NPF-12 Transmittal of IPEEE Report; Generic Letter
88-20, Supplement 4, (LTR 880020-4)," June 30, 1995.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). 2002. Applicant's Environmental
Report-Operating License Renewal Stage, Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station. South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company, Columbia, South Carolina. August 2002.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). 2003a. Letter from Stephen Byrne,
SCE&G to Gregory F. Suber, USNRC. Subject: Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Docket No.
50/395, Operating License No. NPF-12, Response to SAMA Request for Additional Information,
March 19,2003.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). 2003b. Letter from Stephen Byme,
SCE&G to Gregory F. Suber, USNRC. Subject: Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, Docket No.
50/395, Operating License No. NPF-12, Response to Request for Additional Information,
Supplement II, May 21,2003.

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). 2003c. Letter from Ronald Clary, SCE&G
to Gregory F. Suber, USNRC. Subject: Estimate for Verification Pkg (direct drive diesel),
May 30, 2003.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1981. Final Environmental Statement Related to
the Operation of Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Unit 1, South Carolina Electric and Gas
Company. Docket No. 50-935. Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, Washington, DC.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 1988. Generic Letter 88-20, "Individual Plant
Examination for Severe Accident Vulnerabilities," November 23, 1988.

February 2004 5-13 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Postulated Accidents

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1996. Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants. NUREG-1 437. Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research.
Washington, D.C.

| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1997. Regulatory Analysis Technical Evaluation
Handbook. NUREG/BR-0184, Washington, D.C.

| U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 2003. Letter from Gregory F. Suber, US NRC to
| Stephen Byrne, SCE&G. Subject: Request for Additional Information Related to the Staff's

Review of Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives for Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station,
January 17, 2003.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 5-14 February 2004



6.0 Environmental Impacts of the Uranium
Fuel Cycle and Solid Waste Management

Environmental issues associated with the uranium fuel cycle and solid waste management are
discussed in the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996; 1999).(a) The GEIS includes a
determination of whether the analysis of the environmental issue could be applied to all plants
and whether additional mitigation measures would be warranted. Issues are then assigned a
Category 1 or a Category 2 designation. As set forth in the GEIS, Category 1 issues are those
that meet all of the following criteria:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristics.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned 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 mitigation measures are not likely
to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

For issues that meet the three Category 1 criteria, no additional plant-specific analysis is
required unless new and significant information is identified.

Category 2 issues are those that do not meet one or more of the criteria for Category 1, and
therefore; additional plant-specific review of these issues is required.

This chapter addresses the issues that are related to the uranium fuel cycle and solid waste
management during the license renewal term that are listed in Table B-1 of 10 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, and are applicable to the Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer). The generic potential impacts of the radiological and
nonradiological environmental impacts of the uranium fuel cycle and transportation of nuclear
fuel and wastes are described in detail in the GEIS based, in part, on the generic impacts
provided in 10 CFR 51.51(b), Table S-3, 'Table of Uranium Fuel Cycle Environmental Data,"

(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.
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and in 10 CFR 51.52(c), Table S-4, "Environmental Impact of Transportation of Fuel and Waste
to and from One Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Reactor." The GEIS also addresses the
impacts from radon-222 and technetium-99. There are no Category 2 issues for the uranium
fuel cycle and solid waste management.

6.1 The Uranium Fuel Cycle

Category 1 issues in 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 that are applicable to
V.C. Summer from the uranium fuel cycle and solid waste management are listed in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1. Category 1 Issues Applicable to the Uranium Fuel Cycle and Solid Waste
Management During the Renewal Term

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Section

URANIUM FUEL CYCLE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Offsite radiological impacts (individual effects from other than the 6.1; 6.2.1; 6.2.2.1; 6.2.2.3;
disposal of spent fuel and HLW) 6.2.3; 6.2.4; 6.6

Offsite radiological impacts (collective effects) 6.1; 6.2.2.1; 6.2.3; 6.2.4; 6.6

Offsite radiological impacts (spent fuel and HLW disposal) 6.1; 6.2.2.1; 6.2.3; 6.2.4; 6.6

Nonradiological impacts of the uranium fuel cycle 6.1; 6.2.2.6; 6.2.2.7; 6.2.2.8;

Low-level waste (LLW) storage and disposal

6.2.2.9; 6.2.3; 6.2.4; 6.6

6.1; 6.2.2.2; 6.4.2; 6.4.3;
6.4.3.1; 6.4.3.2; 6.4.3.3;
6.4.4; 6.4.4.1; 6.4.4.2;
6.4.4.3; 6.4.4.4; 6.4.4.5;
6.4.4.5.1; 6.4.4.5.2;
6.4.4.5.3; 6.4.4.5.4; 6.4.4.6;
6.6

Mixed waste storage and disposal

Onsite spent fuel

6.4.5.1; 6.4.5.2; 6.4.5.3;
6.4.5.4; 6.4.5.5; 6.4.5.6;
6.4.5.6.1; 6.4.5.6.2;
6.4.5.6.3; 6.4.5.6.4; 6.6

6.1; 6.4.6; 6.4.6.1; 6.4.6.2;
6.4.6.3; 6.4.6.4; 6.4.6.5;
6.4.6.6; 6.4.6.7; 6.6

6.1; 6.5; 6.5.1; 6.5.2; 6.5.3;
6.6

6.1; 6.3.1; 6.3.2.3; 6.3.3;
6.3.4; 6.6, Addendum 1

Nonradiological waste

Transportation
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South Carolina Electric and Gas Company stated in its Environmental Report (ER) (SCE&G
2002) that it is not aware of any new and significant information associated with the renewal of
the V.C. Summer operating license (OL). The staff has not identified any significant new
information on these issues during its independent review of the V.C. Summer ER
(SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments, or staff evaluation of other available information.
Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts related to these issues beyond those
discussed in the GEIS. For these issues, the staff concluded in the GEIS that the impacts are
SMALL except for the collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from HLW
and spent fuel disposal, as discussed below, and that additional plant-specific mitigation
measures are not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

A brief description of the staff review and the GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1,
10 CFR Part 51, for each of these issues follows:

Offsite radiological impacts (individual effects from other than the disposal of spent fuel
and HLW). Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Offsite impacts of the uranium fuel cycle have been considered by the
Commission in Table S-3 of this part [10 CFR 51.51 (b)]. Based on information in
the GEIS, impacts on individuals from radioactive gaseous and liquid releases
including radon-222 and technetium-99 are small.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no offsite radiological impacts (individual effects from other than the disposal of spent fuel
and HLW) of the uranium fuel cycle during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the
GEIS.

* Offsite radiological imDacts (collective effects). Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

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 [148 person Sv], or 12 cancer fatalities, for each
additional 20-year power reactor operating term. Much of this, especially the.,
contribution of radon releases from mines and tailing piles, consists of tiny doses
summed over large populations.- This same dose calculation can theoretically be
extended to include many tiny doses over additional thousands of years as well
as doses outside the U.S. The result of such a calculation would be thousands of
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cancer fatalities from the fuel cycle, but this result assumes that even tiny doses
have some statistical adverse health effect which will not ever be mitigated (for
example no cancer cure in the next thousand years), and that these doses
projected over thousands of years are meaningful. However, these assumptions
are questionable. In particular, science cannot rule out the possibility that there
will be no cancer fatalities from these tiny doses. For perspective, the doses are
very small fractions of regulatory limits and even smaller fractions of natural
background exposure to the same populations.

Nevertheless, despite all the uncertainty, some judgement as to the regulatory
NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act] implications of these matters should
be made and it makes no sense to repeat the same judgement in every case.
Even taking the uncertainties into account, the Commission concludes that these
impacts are acceptable in that these impacts would not be sufficiently large to
require the NEPA conclusion, for any plant, that the option of extended operation
under 10 CFR Part 54 should be eliminated. Accordingly, while the Commission
has not assigned a single level of significance for the collective effects of the fuel
cycle, this issue is considered Category 1.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no offsite radiological impacts (collective effects) from the uranium fuel cycle during the
renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Offsite radiological impacts (sDent fuel and HLW disposal). Based on information in the
GEIS, the Commission found that

For the high level waste and spent fuel disposal component of the fuel cycle,
there are no current regulatory limits for offsite releases of radionuclides for the
current candidate repository site. However, if we assume that limits are
developed along the lines of the 1995 National Academy of Sciences (NAS)
report, 'Technical Bases for Yucca Mountain Standards," and that in accordance
with the Commission's Waste Confidence Decision, 10 CFR 51.23, a repository
can and likely will be developed at some site which will comply with such limits,
peak doses to virtually all individuals will be 100 millirem [1 mSv] per year or
less. However, while the Commission has reasonable confidence that these
assumptions will prove correct, there is considerable uncertainty since the limits
are yet to be developed, no repository application has been completed or
reviewed, and uncertainty is inherent in the models used to evaluate possible
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pathways to the human environment. The NAS report indicated that 100 millirem
[1 mSv] per year should be considered as a starting point for limits for individual
doses, but notes that some measure of consensus exists among national and
international bodies'that the limits should be a fraction of the 100 millirem
[1 mSv] per year. The lifetime individual risk from 100 millirem [1 mSv] annual
dose limit is about 3 x 10'3.

Estimating cumulative doses to populations over thousands of years is more
problematic. The likelihood and consequences of events that could seriously
compromise the integrity of a deep geologic repository were evaluated by the
U.S. Department of Energy in the Final Environmental Impact Statement:
Management of Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste, October 1980
[DOE 1980]. The evaluation estimated the 70-year whole-body dose
commitment to the maximum individual a'nd to the regional population resulting
from several modes of breaching a reference repository in the year of closure,
after 1000 years, after 100,000 years, and after 100,000,000 years.
Subsequently, the NRC and other Federal agencies have expended
considerable effort to develop models for the'design and for the licensing of a
high level waste repository, especially for the candidate repository at Yucca
Mountain. More meaningful estimates of doses to'population may be possible in
the future as more is understood about the performance of the proposed Yucca'
Mountain repository. Such estimates'would involve very great uncertainty,
especially with respect to cumulative population doses over thousands of years.
The standard proposed by the NAS is'a limit on maximum individual dose. The
relationship of potential new regulatory requirements, based on the NAS report,
and cumulative population impacts has not been determined, although the report
articulates the view that protection'of individuals will adequately protect the
population for a repository at Yucca Mountain. However, the EPA's generic
repository standards in 40 CFR part 191 generally provide an indication of the
order of magnitude of cumulative risk to population that could result from the
licensing of a Yucca Mountain repository, assuming the ultimate standards will
be within the range of standards now under consideration. The standards in
'40 CFR part 191 protect the population by imposing "containment requirements"
that limit the cumulative amount of radioactive material released over
10,000 years. Reporting performance standards that will be required by EPA are
expected to result in releases and associated health consequences'in the range
between 10 and 100 premature cancer deaths with an upper limit of 1000
premature cancer deaths worldwide for a 100,000 metric tonne (MTHM)
repository.
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Nevertheless, despite all the uncertainty, some judgement as to the regulatory
NEPA implications of these matters should be made and it makes no sense to
repeat the same judgement in every case. Even taking the uncertainties into
account, the Commission concludes that these impacts are acceptable in that
these impacts would not be sufficiently large to require the NEPA conclusion, for
any plant, that the option of extended operation under 10 CFR part 54 should be
eliminated. Accordingly, while the Commission has not assigned a single level of
significance for the impacts of spent fuel and high level waste disposal, this issue
is considered Category 1.

Since the GEIS was originally issued in 1996, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has published radiation protection standards for Yucca Mountain, Nevada, at
40 CFR Part 197, "Public Health and Environmental Radiation Protection Standards for
Yucca Mountain, Nevada," on June 13, 2001 (66 Federal Register 32074 [EPA 2001]). The
Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S. Code 10101 et seq.) directs that the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) adopt these standards into its regulations for reviewing and
licensing the repository. NRC published its regulations at 10 CFR Part 63, "Disposal of
High-Level Radioactive Wastes in Geologic Repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada" on
November 2, 2001 (66 Federal Register 55792). These standards include the following:
(1) 0.15 mSv/year (15 mrem/year) dose limit for members of the public during the storage
period prior to repository closure, (2) 0.15 mSv/year (15 mrem/year) dose limit for the
reasonably maximally exposed individual for 10,000 years following disposal,
(3) 0.15 mSv/year (15 mrem/year) dose limit for the reasonably maximally exposed
individual as a result of a human intrusion at or before 10,000 years after disposal, and
(4) a groundwater protection standard that states for 10,000 years of undisturbed
performance after disposal, radioactivity in a representative volume of groundwater will not
exceed (a) 0.19 Bq/L (5 pCVL) for radium-226 and radium-228, (b) 0.56 Bq/L (15 pCVL) for
gross alpha activity, and (c) 0.04 mSv/year (4 mremlyear) to the whole body or any organ
(from combined beta and photon-emitting radionuclides, assuming consumption of 2 Ud of
the affected water).

On February 15, 2002, subsequent to receipt of a recommendation by the Secretary,
U.S. Department of Energy, the President recommended the Yucca Mountain site for the
development of a repository for the geologic disposal of spent nuclear fuel and HLW. The
U.S. Congress approved this recommendation on July 9, 2002, in House Joint
Resolution 87. On July 23, 2002, the President signed into law House Joint Resolution 87.
This development does not represent new and significant information with respect to the
offsite radiological impacts related to spent fuel and HLW disposal during the renewal term.
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The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there
are no offsite radiological impacts related to spent fuel and HLW disposal during the
renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Nonradiological impacts of the uranium fuel cycle. Based on information in the GEIS,
the Commission found that

The nonradiological impacts of the uranium fuel cycle resulting from the renewal
of an operating license for any plant are found to be small.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no nonradiological impacts of the uranium fuel cycle during the renewal term beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.

* Low-level waste storage and disposal. Based on information in the GEIS, the
Commission found that

The comprehensive regulatory controls that are in place and the low public
doses being achieved at reactors ensure that the radiological impacts to the
environment will remain small during the term of a renewed license. The
maximum additional on-site land that may be required for low-level waste
storage during the term of a renewed license and associated impacts will be
small. Nonradiological impacts on air and water will be negligible. The
radiological and nonradiological environmental impacts of long-term disposal of
l low-level waste from any individual plant at licensed sites are small.. In addition,
the Commission concludes that there is reasonable assurance that sufficient low-
level waste disposal capacity will be made available when needed for facilities to
be decommissioned consistent with NRC decommissioning requirements.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no impacts of LLW storage and disposal associated with the renewal term beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.
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* Mixed waste storage and disposal. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission
found that

The comprehensive regulatory controls and the facilities and procedures that are
in place ensure proper handling and storage, as well as negligible doses and
exposure to toxic materials for the public and the environment at all plants.
License renewal will not increase the small, continuing risk to human health and
the environment posed by mixed waste at all plants. The radiological and
nonradiological environmental impacts of long-term disposal of mixed waste from
any individual plant at licensed sites are small. In addition, the Commission
concludes that there is reasonable assurance that sufficient mixed waste
disposal capacity will be made available when needed for facilities to be
decommissioned consistent with NRC decommissioning requirements.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no impacts of mixed waste storage and disposal associated with the renewal term beyond
those discussed in the GEIS.

* Onsite spent fuel. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

The expected increase in the volume of spent fuel from an additional 20 years of
operation can be safely accommodated on site with small environmental effects
through dry or pool storage at all plants if a permanent repository or monitored
retrievable storage is not available.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no impacts of onsite spent fuel associated with license renewal beyond those discussed in
the GEIS.

* Nonradiolopical waste. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

No changes to generating systems are anticipated for license renewal. Facilities
and procedures are in place to ensure continued proper handling and disposal at
all plants.
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The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public comments,
or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no nonradiological waste impacts during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the
GEIS.

Transportation. Based on information contained in the GEIS, the Commission found
that

The impacts of transporting spent fuel enriched up to 5 percent uranium-235 with
average bumup for the peak rod to current levels approved by NRC up to
62,000 MWd/MTU and the cumulative impacts of transporting HLW to a single
repository, such as Yucca Mountain, Nevada, are found to be consistent with the
impact values contained in 10 CFR '51.52(c), Summary Table S-4
-Environmental Impact of Transportation of Fuel and Waste to and from One
Light-Water-Cooled Nuclear Power Reactor. If fuel enrichment or burnup
conditions are not met, the applicant must submit an assessment of the
implications for the environmental impact values reported in § 51.52.

V.C. Summer meets the fuel-enrichment and bumup conditions set forth in Addendum 1 to
the GEIS. The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue
during its independent review of the V.C. Summer ER (SCE&G 2002), its site visit, public
comments, or its evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts of transportation associated with license renewal beyond those
discussed in the GEIS.

6.2 References

10 CFR Part 51. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 51, "Environmental
Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions."
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Renewal of Operating Licenses for Nuclear Power Plants."

10 CFR Part 63. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 63, "Disposal of High-
Level Radioactive Wastes in a Geologic Repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada."

40 CFR Part 191. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Protection of Environment, Part 191,
"Environmental Radiation Protection Standards for Management and Disposal of Spent Nuclear
Fuel, High-Level and Transuranic Radioactive Waste."
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7.0 Environmental Impacts of Decommissioning

Environmental issues associated with decommissioning, which result from continued plant
operation during the renewal term are discussed in the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1 437, Volumes 1 and 2
(NRC 1996; 1 999).(a) The GEIS includes a determination of whether the analysis of the
environmental issue could be applied to all plants and whether additional mitigation would be
warranted. Issues are then assigned a Category 1 or a Category 2 designation. As set forth in
the GEIS, Category 1 issues are those that meet all of the following criteria:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristic.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to the
impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from
high-level waste 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 mitigation measures are likely not
to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

For issues that meet the three Category 1 criteria, no additional plant-specific analysis is
required unless new and significant information is identified.

Category 2 issues are those that do not meet 6ne'or more of the criteria for Category 1 and
therefore, additional plant-specific review of these issues isrequired. There are no Category 2
issues related to decommissioning.

Category 1 issues in Table B-1 of 10 Code of Federal Regulations- Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B that are applicable to decommissioning of the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
(V.C. Summer) following the renewal term are listed in Table 7-1. South Carolina Electric and
Gas (SCE&G) stated in its Environmental Report (ER) (SCE&G 2002) that it is aware of no new
and significant information regarding the environmental impacts of V.C. Summer license
renewal. The staff has not identified any significant new information on these issues during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public comments,

(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.
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Table 7-1. Category 1 Issues Applicable to the Decommissioning of V.C. Summer
Following the Renewal Term

I ISSUE-10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B, Table B-1 GEIS Section

DECOMMISSIONING

Radiation Doses 7.3.1; 7.4

Waste Management 7.3.2; 7.4

Air Quality 7.3.3; 7.4

Water Quality 7.3.4; 7.4

Ecological Resources 7.3.5; 7.4

Socioeconomic Impacts 7.3.7; 7.4

or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are
no impacts related to these issues beyond those discussed in the GEIS. For all of these issues,
the staff concluded in the GEIS that the impacts are SMALL, and additional plant-specific
mitigation is not likely to be sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

A brief description of the staff's review and the GEIS conclusions, as codified in Table B-1, for
each of the issues follows.

Radiation doses. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Doses to the public will be well below applicable regulatory standards regardless
of which decommissioning method is used. Occupational doses would increase
no more than 1 man-rem [0.01 person-Sv] caused by buildup of long-lived
radionuclides during the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no radiation doses associated with decommissioning following license
renewal beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Waste management. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Decommissioning at the end of a 20-year license renewal period would generate
no more solid wastes than at the end of the current license term. No increase in
the quantities of Class C or greater than Class C wastes would be expected.
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The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts of solid waste associated with decommissioning following the
license renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

Air quality. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Air quality impacts of decommissioning are expected to be negligible either at
the end of the current operating term or at the end of the license renewal term.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts of license renewal on air quality during decommissioning beyond
those discussed in the GEIS.

Water quality. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

The potential for significant water quality impacts from erosion or spills is no
greater whether decommissioning occurs after a 20-year license renewal period
or after the original 40-year operation period, and measures are readily available
to avoid such impacts.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts of the license'renewal term on water quality during
decommissioning beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

* Ecological resources. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Decommissioning after either the initial operating period or after a 20-year
license renewal period is not expected to have any direct ecological impacts.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts of the license renewal term on ecological resources during
decommissioning beyond those discussed in the GEIS.
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. Socioeconomic imracts. Based on information in the GEIS, the Commission found that

Decommissioning would have some short-term socioeconomic impacts. The
impacts would not be increased by delaying decommissioning until the end of a
20-year relicense period, but they might be decreased by population and
economic growth.

The staff has not identified any new and significant information on this issue during its
independent review of the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002), the staff's site visit, public
comments, or staff evaluation of other available information. Therefore, the staff concludes
that there are no impacts of license renewal on the socioeconomic impacts of
decommissioning beyond those discussed in the GEIS.

7.1 References

10 Part CFR 51. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Energy, Part 51, "Environmental
Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions."

South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G). 2002. Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
License Renewal Application. "Appendix E, Environmental Report." Docket Number 50/395;
License Number NPF-12. Jenkinsville, South Carolina.

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-1 437, Volume 1, Addendum 1. Washington, D.C.
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8.0 Environmental Impacts of Alternatives

This chapter examines the potential environmental impacts associated with denying the renewal
of an operating license (OL) (i.e.,'the no-action alternative); the potential environmental impacts
from electric generation sources other than the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
(V.C. Summer); the possibility of purchasing electric power from other sources to replace power
generated by V.C. Summer and the associated environmental impacts; the potential
environmental impacts from a combination of generation and conservation measures; and other
generation alternatives that were deemed unsuitable for replacement of power generated by
V.C. Summer. The environmental impacts are evaluated using the U.S. Nuclear Regulatoiry
Commission's (NRC) three-level standard of significance-SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE-
developed using the Council on Environmental Quality guidelines and set forth in the footnotes
to Table B-1 of 10 Code of Federal Regulations (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 sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to
destabilize, important attributes of the resource.

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

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 I and 2 (NRC 1996; 1 999)(a) with the additional impact category of environmental
justice.

8.1 No-Action Alternative

The NRC's regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 specify that
the no-action alternative be discussed in an NRC environmental impact statement [10 CFR
Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix A(4)]. For license renewal, the no-action altermative refers to a
scenario in which the NRC would not renew the V.C. Summer OLi and South Carolina Electric
and Gas Company (SCE&G) would then decommission V.C. Summer when plant operations
cease.

(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.
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SCE&G will be required to comply with NRC decommissioning requirements whether or not the
OL is renewed. If the V.C. Summer OL is renewed, decommissioning activities may be
postponed for up to an additional 20 years. If the OL is not renewed, SCE&G would conduct
decommissioning activities according to the requirements in 10 CFR 50.82.

The environmental impacts associated with decommissioning 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 environmental impact statement (SEIS), and
Supplement 1 to the Final Generic Environmental Impact Statement on Decommissioning of
Nuclear Facilities, NUREG-0586 (NRC 2002). 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 of the no-action alternative are summarized in Table 8-1 and are
discussed in the following paragraphs. Implementation of the no-action alternative would also
have certain positive impacts in that adverse environmental impacts associated with current
operation of V.C. Summer (e.g., solid waste impacts and adverse impacts on aquatic life) would
be eliminated.

The no-action alternative is a conceptual alternative resulting in a net reduction in power
production, but with no environmental impacts assumed for replacement power. In actual
practice, the power lost by not renewing the V.C. Summer OL would likely be replaced by
(1) demand-side management (DSM) and energy conservation, (2) power purchased from other
electricity providers, (3) generating alternatives other than V.C. Summer, or (4) some
combination of these options. This replacement power would produce additional environmental
impacts as discussed in Section 8.2 of this report.

* Land Use

Temporary changes in onsite land use could occur during decommissioning. Temporary
changes may include addition or expansion of staging and laydown areas or construction of
temporary buildings and parking areas. No offsite land-use changes are expected as a
result of decommissioning. Following decommissioning, the V.C. Summer site would likely
be retained by SCE&G for other corporate purposes. Eventual sale or transfer of land
occupied by V.C. Summer, however, could result in changes to land use. Notwithstanding
this possibility, the impacts of the no-action alternative on land use are considered SMALL.
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Table 8-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts of the No-Action Alternative

Impact Category Impact Comment
Land Use SMALL Onsite impacts expected to be temporary. No offsite Impacts

expected.

Ecology SMALL Impacts to ecology are expected to be temporary and largely
mitigatable using best management practices.

Water Use and Quality SMALL Water use will decrease. Water quality unlikely to be adversely
affected unless onsite disposal of demolition debris is utilized.

Air Quality SMALL Greatest Impact is likely to be from fugitive dust; impact can be
mitigated by good management practices.

Waste SMALL Low-level radioactive waste (LLW) will be disposed of in
licensed facilities. A permanent disposal facility for high-level
waste is not currently available.

Human Health SMALL Radiological doses to employees and members of the public
are expected to be within regulatory limits and comparable to,
or lower than, doses from operating plants. Occupational
injuries are possible, but injury rates at nuclear power plants are
below the U.S. average industrial rate.

Socioeconomics SMALL to Decrease in employment in Fairfield County and surrounding
LARGE counties and tax revenues in Fairfield County.

Aesthetics SMALL Positive impact from eventual removal of buildings and struc-
tures. Some noise impact during decommissioning operations.

Historic and SMALL Minimal impact on land used during plant operations. Land
Archaeological occupied by V.C. Summer would likely be retained by SCE&G
Resources for other corporate purposes.

Environmental Justice SMALL to Some loss of employment opportunities and social programs is
- MODERATE expected.

Ecology

I

I

At V.C. Summer, impacts on aquatic ecology could result from removal or the filling of the
intake structures discharge canal. Impacts to aquatic ecology would likely be short-term
and could be mitigated. The aquatic environment is expected to recover naturally. Impacts
on terrestrial ecology could occur as a result of land disturbance for additional laydown
yards, stockpiles, and support facilities. Land disturbance is expected to be minimal and to
result in relatively short-term impacts that can be mitigated using best management
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practices (dust suppression and erosion control). The land is expected to recover naturally.
Overall, the ecological impacts associated with decommissioning are considered SMALL.

* Water Use and Quality

Cessation of plant operations would result in a reduction in water use because reactor
cooling will no longer be required. As plant staff size decreases, the demand for potable
water is expected to also decrease. Overall, water use and quality impacts of
decommissioning are considered SMALL.

* Air Quality

Decommissioning activities that can adversely affect air quality include dismantlement of
systems and equipment, demolition of buildings and structures, and the operation of internal
combustion engines. The most likely adverse impact would be the generation of fugitive
dust. Best management practices, such as seeding and wetting, could be used to minimize
the generation of fugitive dust. Overall, air quality impacts associated with
decommissioning activities are considered SMALL.

* Waste

Decommissioning activities would result in the generation of radioactive and non-radioactive
waste. The volume of LLW could vary greatly depending on the type and size of the plant,
the decommissioning option chosen, and the waste treatment and volume reduction
procedures used. LLW must be disposed of in a facility licensed by NRC or a state with
authority delegated by NRC. Recent advances in volume reduction and waste processing
have significantly reduced waste volumes.

A permanent repository for high-level waste is not currently available. The NRC has made
a generic determination that, if necessary, spent fuel generated in any reactor can be stored
safely and without significant environmental impacts for at least 30 years beyond the
licensed life for operation (which may include the term of a revised or renewed license) of
that reactor in its spent fuel pool or at either onsite or offsite independent spent fuel storage
installations [10 CFR 51.23(a)]. Overall, waste impacts associated with decommissioning
activities are considered SMALL.

* Human Health

Radiological doses to occupational workers during decommissioning activities are estimated
to average approximately five percent of the dose limits in 10 CFR Part 20, and to be similar
to, or lower than, the doses experienced by workers in operating nuclear power plants.
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Collective doses to members of the public and to the maximally exposed individual as a
result of decommissioning activities are estimated to be well below the limits in 10 CFR
Part 20, and to be similar to, or lower than, the doses received from operating nuclear
power plants. Occupational injuries to workers engaged in decommissioning activities are
possible. However, historical injury and fatality rates at nuclear power plants have been
lower than the average U.S. industrial rates. Overall, the human health impacts associated
with decommissioning activities are considered SMALL.

Socloeconomics

If V.C. Summer ceased operation at the end of its current OL, there would be a decrease in
employment and tax revenues associated with the closure. Employment (primary and
secondary) impacts and impacts on population would occur over a wide area. Employees
working at V.C. Summer reside in a number of South Carolina counties; however,
approximately 95 percent of employees live in Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry, and Richland
Counties. The no-action alternative would result in the loss of plant payrolls 20 years earlier
than if the OL were renewed.

Tax-related impacts would occur in Fairfield County and, to a much lesser extent, to other
surrounding counties. Property tax payments made by SCE&G to Fairfield County for
V.C. Summer constitute about 41 percent to 50 percent of the County's total property tax
revenues (SCE&G 2002). The no-action alternative would result in the loss of the taxes
attributable to V.C. Summer. There could also be an adverse impact on housing values and
the local nearby economy if V.C. Summer were to cease operations.

Both Chapter 7 of the GEIS and Supplement 1 to NUREG-0586 (NRC 2002) note that
socioeconomic impacts would be expected as a result of the decision to close a nuclear
power plant, and that the direction and extent of the overall impacts would depend on the
state of the economy, the net change in workforce at the plant, and the changes in local
government tax receipts. The socioeconomic impacts of decommissioning activities
themselves are expected to be SMALL. Appendix J of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0586
(NRC 2002) shows that the overall socioeconomic impact of plant closure plus
decommissioning could be greater than SMALL.

The staff has concluded that when the property tax revenue from a nuclear power plant
comprises over 20 percent of the tax revenue of a local jurisdiction, the socioeconomic
impacts associated with the loss of the plant's tax revenue as a result of plant closure are
considered LARGE. The property, taxes that SCE&G pays for V.C. Summer comprise more
than 40 percent of total revenue of Fairfield County; consequently, the socioeconomic
impacts resulting from loss of this revenue are considered LARGE.
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SCE&G employees working at V.C. Summer currently contribute time and money toward
community involvement, including school, churches, charities, and other civic activities. It is
likely that, with a reduced presence in the community following decommissioning,
community involvement efforts by SCE&G and its employees in the region would be less.

* Aesthetics

Decommissioning would result in the eventual dismantlement of buildings and structures at
the site resulting in a positive aesthetic impact. Noise would be generated during
decommissioning operations that might be detectable offsite; however, the impact is unlikely
to be of moderate or large significance. Overall, the aesthetic impacts associated with
decommissioning are considered SMALL.

* Historic and Archaeological Resources

The amount of undisturbed land needed to support the decommissioning process will be
relatively small. Activities conducted within operational areas are not expected to have a
detectable effect on important cultural resources because these areas have been impacted
during the operating life of the plant. Minimal disturbance of land outside the licensee's
operational area for decommissioning activities is expected. Historic and archaeological
resources on undisturbed portions of the site are not expected to be adversely affected.
Following decommissioning, the site would likely be retained by SCE&G for other corporate
purposes. Eventual sale or transfer of the site, however, could result in adverse impacts to
cultural resources if the land-use pattern changes dramatically. Notwithstanding this
possibility, the impacts of the no-action alternative on historic and archaeological resources
are considered SMALL.

* Environmental Justice

Current operations at V.C. Summer have no disproportionate impacts on the minority and
low-income populations of Fairfield County and surrounding counties. It is evident from staff
research and consultations with local officials that Fairfield and Newberry Counties have
benefitted from V.C. Summer in ways that counteract and mitigate negative socioeconomic
trends. Closure of V.C. Summer would result in decreased employment opportunities and
tax revenues in Fairfield County and surrounding counties, with possible negative and
disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. Therefore, because
V.C. Summer is located at the expanding boundary of the Columbia Metro Area with many
employment opportunities, the environmental justice impacts under the no-action alternative
are considered SMALL to MODERATE.
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8.2 Alternative Energy Sources

This section discusses the environmental impacts associated with alternative sources of electric
power to replace the power generated by V.C. Summer, assuming that the OL is not renewed.
The order of presentation of alternative energy sources in Section 8.2 does not imply which
alternative would be most likely to occur or to have the least environmental impacts. The
following generation alternatives are considered in detail:

* coal-fired power generation at the V.C. Summer site and at an alternate South
Carolina/greenfield site(a) (Section 8.2.1),

* natural gas-fired power generation at the V.C. Summer site and at an alternate South
Carolina/greenfield site (Section 8.2.2), and

* nuclear power generation at the V.C. Summer site and at an alternate South
Carolina/greenfield site (Section 8.2.3).

The alternative of purchasing power from other sources to replace power generated at
V.C. Summer is discussed in Section 8.2.4. Other power generation alternatives and
conservation alternatives considered by the'staff and found not to be reasonable replacements
for V.C. Summer are discussed in Section 8.2.5. Section 8.2.6 discusses the environmental
impacts of a combination of generation and conservation alternatives.

Each year the Energy Information Administration (EIA), a component of the U.S. Department of
Energy, issues an Annual Energy Outlook. The Annual Energy Outlook 2002 With Projections
to 2020, was issued in December 2001 (DOE/EIA 2001a). In this report, EIA projects that
combined-cycle~b) or combustion turbine technology fueled by natural gas is likely to account for
approximately 88 percent of new electric generating capacity between the years 2000 and
2020. Both technologies are designed primarily to supply peak and intermediate capacity, but
combined-cycle technology can also belused to meet baseload(c) requirements. Coal-fired
plants are projected by EIA to account for approximately nine percent of new capacity during
this period. Coal-fired plants are generally used to meet baseload requirements. Renewable

(a) A greenfield site is assumed to be an undeveloped site with no previous construction.
(b) 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.

(c) 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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energy sources, primarily wind, geothermal, and municipal solid waste units, are projected by
EIA to account for the remaining three percent of capacity additions. EIA's projections are
based on the assumption that providers of new generating capacity will seek to minimize cost
while meeting applicable environmental requirements. Combined-cycle plants are projected by
EIA to have the lowest generation cost in 2005 and 2020, followed by coal-fired plants and then
wind generation (DOEIEIA 2001 a).

EIA projects that oil-fired plants will account for very little of new generation capacity in the
United States during the 2000 to 2020 time period because of higher fuel costs and lower
efficiencies (DOEIEIA 2001 a).

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/EIA 2001 a). In spite of this
projection, a new nuclear plant alternative for replacing power generated by V.C. Summer 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 applications for certification indicates continuing
interest in the possibility of licensing new nuclear power plants. In addition, the staff received
three early site permit applications under 10 CFR Part 52 Subpart A in September and October
2003, further indicating continued interest in building and operating nuclear power facilities.

V.C. Summer has a maximum net electrical output of 966 MW(e). For the coal and natural gas
alternatives, SCE&G assumes two standard units in its Environmental Report (ER)
(SCE&G 2002), each a maximum 408-MW(e) net electrical output. This approach is followed in
this SEIS, although it results in some environmental impacts that are roughly 16 percent lower
than if full replacement capacity were constructed. Although customized unit sizes can be built,
use of standardized sizes is more economical. In addition, using three 408-MW(e) units for the
analysis would overestimate environmental impacts and tend to make the fossil alternatives
less attractive.

For purposes of analysis, SCE&G identified Cope Station near Bamberg, South Carolina, as the
location for the coal-fired alternative (SCE&G 2002). Cope Station is the site of a new
state-of-the-art coal-fired unit. Similarly, for purposes of analysis, SCE&G identified the
V.C. Summer site as the location for the gas-fired alternative. This SEIS has been prepared
taking account of these preferred and potential sites, but the analyses were not limited to these
particular sites.
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8.2.1 Coal-Fired Power Generation

The coal-fired alternative is analyzed for both V.C. Summer and an alternate site in South
Carolina. As discussed in Section 8.2, the staff assumed construction of two 408-MW(e) units.
Co-location with an existing coal-fired unit would preclude the need to construct additional
transmission lines and other facilities needed to support coal-fired units.

Coal and lime or limestone for a coal-fired plant sited at V.C. Summer most likely would be
delivered via the existing rail line.: Lime(a) or limestone is used in the scrubbing process for
control of sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions. Rail delivery also would be the most likely option for
delivering coal and lime/limestone to an altemative site for the coal-fired plant. 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 alternative site could necessitate the construction of a new transmission line
to connect to existing lines and a rail spur to the plant.

The coal-fired plant would consume approximately 2.4 million MT (2.60 million tons) per year of
pulverized bituminous coal with an ash content of approximately 8.8 percent (SCE&G 2002).
SCE&G assumes a heat rate of 3.0 J of fuel /J of electricity (10,200 Btu/kWh) and a capacity
factor(>) of 0.85 in its ER (SCE&G 2002). After combustion, 99.9 percent of the ash
(approximately 209,000 MT/yr [230,000 tons/yr]) would be collected and disposed of at the plant
site. In addition, approximately 154,000 MT (170,000 tons) of scrubber sludge would be
disposed of at the plant site based on annual lime usage of approximately 86,000 MT
(95,000 tons).

Unless otherwise indicated, the assumptions and numerical values used in Section 8.2.1 are
from the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002). 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).

(a) 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 and is
removed in sludge form.

(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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8.2.1.1 Once-Through Cooling System

For purposes of this SEIS, the staff assumed that a coal-fired plant located at V.C. Summer
would use the existing once-through cooling system. The staff also assumed that a greenfield
site would use a once-through cooling system. In Section 8.2.1.2 of this SEIS, the staff
discusses the environmental impact differences between closed-cycle and once-through
cooling systems.

The overall impacts 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 South Carolina/greenfield
site would depend on the location of the particular site selected.

Land Use

The V.C. Summer site is approximately 909 ha (2245 ac). Construction of the power
block and coal storage area would impact some land area and associated terrestrial
habitat. The existing facilities and infrastructure at V.C. Summer would be used to the
extent practicable, limiting the amount of new construction that would be required.
Specifically, the staff assumed that the coal-fired replacement plant alternative would
use the cooling system, switchyard, offices, rail spur, and transmission line rights-of-
way.

The coal-fired generation alternative would necessitate converting some of the unused
land at V.C. Summer to coal storage and ash scrubber sludge disposal. SCE&G
estimates that ash and scrubber waste disposal over a 40-year plant life would require
approximately 85 ha (210 ac) (SCE&G 2002). There is sufficient space at V.C. Summer
to accommodate the coal-fired plant, about 560 ha (1390 ac) based on estimates in the
GEIS [NRC 1996], and the waste disposal area. 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. In the GEIS, the staff estimated 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). Partially offsetting this offsite land use
would be the elimination of the need for uranium mining to supply fuel for V.C. Summer.
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Table 8-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Coal-Fired Generation at V.C. Summer
and an Alternate Greenfield Site Using Once-Through Cooling

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site

Impact
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Land Use SMALL to
MODERATE

Use of existing Infrastructure.
Uses about 560 ha (1390 ac) for
plant, waste disposal of coal ash
and scrubber sludge over 40-
year plant life. Additional offsite
land impacts for coal and
limestone mining.

SMALL to
LARGE

Uses approximately,860 ha
(1390 ac), for plant, offices,
parking and waste disposal;
additional land impacts for coal
and limestone mining; possible
Impacts for transmission line
and rail spur. Degree of Impact
dependent on whether
alternative site is disturbed:
SMALL to MODERATE impact
to previously developed site;
LARGE Impact to greenfield
site.

Ecology SMALL to
MODERATE

Uses mainly previously
disturbed areas at current
V.C. Summer site, plus rail
corridor. However, some
additional areas at the site will
be affected. :

SMALL to Impact depends whether site is
LARGE previously developed (SMALL

to MODERATE) or greenfield
(MODERATE to LARGE).
Factors to consider Include
location and ecology of site,
surface water body used for
intake and discharge, and
transmission line and/or rail
spur route; potential habitat
loss and fragmentation;
reduced productivity and
biological diversity.

Water Use and
Quality

Groundwater
Use and Quality

SMALL

SMALL

Once-through cooling would use SMALL to
existing intake structures; MODERATE
surface water use should remain
the same as current uses for
V.C. Summer.

Impact will depend on the
volume of water withdrawn and
discharged and the
characteristics of the surface
water body.

Groundwater use similar to
impacts at V.C. Summer,
impacts depend on
groundwater use and
availability.

Groundwater not used,
remaining the same as currently
for V.C. Summer.

SMALL
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Table 8-2. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site

Impact
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Air Quality MODERATE Sulfur oxides
* 5669 MT/yr (6249 tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides
* 582 MT/yr (642 tons/yr)

Particulates
* 102 MT/yr (113 tons/yr) of

total suspended particulates
which would include 24 MT/yr
(26 tonslyr) of PM,,.
Carbon monoxide

* 582 MT/yr (642 tons/yr)
Small amounts of mercury and
other hazardous air pollutants
and naturally occurring
radioactive materials-mainly
uranium and thorium.

MODERATE Potentially same impacts as the
V.C. Summer site, although
pollution-control standards may
vary.

I Waste MODERATE Total waste volume would be
approximately 363,000 MT/yr
(400,000 tons/yr) of ash and
scrubber sludge requiring
approximately 85 ha (210 ac) for
disposal during the 40-year life
of the plant.

MODERATE Potentially same impacts as the
V.C. Summer site.

I Human Health SMALL Impacts are uncertain, but
considered SMALL in the
absence of more quantitative
data.

SMALL Potentially same impacts as the
V.C. Summer site.
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Table 8-2.- (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Socloeconomics SMALL to
LARGE

During construction, impacts
would be SMALL to
MODERATE. Up to 2500
additional contractor employees
during the peak period of the 5-
year construction period,
followed by reduction from
current V.C. Summer workforce
of 740 to 70. Tax base
preserved. Impacts during
operation would be SMALL to
MODERATE.

SMALL to Construction impacts depend
LARGE on location, but could be

LARGE If plant Is located In a
rural area. Fairfield County
would experience loss of tax
base and employment with
potentially LARGE Impacts.
Impacts during operation at
alternative site would be
SMALL to LARGE, depending
upon the economy at the
alternate site.

I

Transportation impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees could be
MODERATE to LARGE.
Transportation Impacts during
operation would be SMALL due
to decreased workforce.

For rail transportation of coal
and lime/limestone, the impact Is
considered SMALL to'
MODERATE.

Transportation impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees could be
MODERATE to LARGE.
Transportation Impacts during
operation would be SMALL.

For rail transportation of coal
and lime/limestone, the impact
Is considered SMALL to
MODERATE. For barge
transportation, the Impact is
considered SMALL.

I

Aesthetics SMALL to Two coal-fired power plant units
MODERATE and exhaust stack would be

visible In daylight hours from
offsite. Outside lighting at the
plant would also be visible at
night. Rail transportation of coal
and lime/limestone would also
have a MODERATE Impact.
Mechanical sources of noise
would be audible 6ffsite. These
Impacts are SMALL to
MODERATE.

SMALL to Impact would depend on the
LARGE site selected and the sur-

rounding land features and
could be LARGE if a greenfield
site Is selected. If needed, a
new transmission line or rail
spur would add to aesthetic
impact. Rail transportation of
coal and lime/limestone would
be SMALL to MODERATE,
depending on the characteris-
tics of the alternative site.
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Table 8-2. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfleld Site

Impact
Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Historic and SMALL to Some construction would affect SMALL to Alternate location would
Archaeological MODERATE previously developed parts of MODERATE necessitate cultural resource
Resources V.C. Summer; cultural resource studies. Studies would likely

inventory should minimize any be needed to identify, evaluate,
impacts on undeveloped lands. and address mitigation of the
Studies would likely be needed potential impacts of new plant
to identify, evaluate, and construction on undeveloped
address mitigation of the sites on cultural resources.
potential Impacts of new plant
construction on undeveloped
sites on cultural resources even
at a developed site.

Environmental SMALL to Impacts on minority and low- SMALL to Impacts at alternate site will
Justice MODERATE Income communities should be LARGE vary depending on population

similar to those experienced by distribution and makeup. Could
the population as a whole. be SMALL to LARGE. Fairfield
Some impacts on housing may County would lose significant
occur during construction; loss revenue, which could have
of 600 operating jobs MODERATE to LARGE impacts
(permanent and contractor) at on minority and low-income
V.C. Summer could reduce populations in terms of services
employment prospects for the County could provide with
minority and low-income the smaller property tax and
populations. Dependent, to employment base.
some extent, on the economic
growth of Columbia and
surrounding area.

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 V.C. Summer is best characterized
-as SMALL to MODERATE. The impact would definitely be greater than the OL renewal
altemative.

In the GEIS, the staff estimated that a 1 000-MW(e) coal-fired plant would require
approximately 700 ha (1700 ac) (NRC 1996). Construction of a 816-MW(e) coal-fired
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generation alternative at an alternative site could impact proportionately less land (about
560 ha [1390 ac]). The degree to which the land use would be impacted depends on
whether the alternative site is a greenfield site or a previously developed industrial site (such
as Cope Station). Additional land could be needed for a transmission line and 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 V.C. Summer would alter ecological resources because of the
need to convert approximately 85 ha (210 ac) (SCE&G 2002) for ash and scrubber sludge
disposal. In addition, construction of the power block and coal storage area would impact
about 475 ha (1190 ac) and associated habitat. Some of this area would have been
previously disturbed. Operation of the coal-fired plant would use the existing cooling
system, which would have adverse impacts to aquatic resources. In summary, because the
coal-fired alternative is developed on a mainly previously disturbed area 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
V.C. Summer OL.

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 would alter the ecology. Impacts could include wildlife habitat
loss, reduced productivity, habitat fragmentation, and a local reduction in biological diversity.
Once-through cooling water withdrawal and discharge could have adverse aquatic resource
impacts. If needed, construction and maintenance of the transmission line and a rail spur
would have ecological impacts. Overall, the ecological impacts at an alternate site would be
SMALL to MODERATE (previously developed site) or MODERATE to LARGE (greenfield
site).

* Water Use and Quality

Surface water. The coal-fired generation alternative at V.C. Summer is assumed to use the
existing once-through cooling system, which would minimize incremental water-use and
quality impacts. 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.

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 make-up water, the discharge volume, and the
characteristics of the receiving body of water. Intake from and discharge to any surface
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body of water would be regulated by the State of South Carolina. The impacts would be
SMALL to MODERATE.

Groundwater. The staff assumed that the two groundwater removal wells would
continue to be used to alleviate water seepage into the below-grade portions of coal-
fired plant buildings located at V.C. Summer. Groundwater withdrawals would be equal
to or less than the no-action and license renewal alternatives. Hence, impacts are
considered SMALL. Use of groundwater for a coal-fired plant located at an alternative
site is a possibility. Groundwater withdrawals at an alternative site would likely require a
permit from the State of South Carolina. The impacts are considered SMALL.

Air Quality

The air-quality impacts of coal-fired generation vary considerably from those of nuclear
generation due to emissions of sulfur oxides (SOJ), nitrogen oxides (NOJ), particulates,
carbon monoxide, hazardous air pollutants such as mercury, and naturally occurring
radioactive materials.

V.C. Summer is located within the Columbia Intrastate Air Quality Control Region
(40 CFR 81.108). The air quality in this region is designated as better than national
standards, in attainment, or unclassified for all criteria pollutants, in 40 CFR 81.341.
However, on August 23, 2002, the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental
Control (SCDHEC) published a uNotice of Drafting' in the State Register for an Early Action
Plan for measures to attain the 8-hour standard prior to any non-attainment designation.
The State intends to implement control measures in anticipation of future
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) actions. It is likely that the Columbia
Intrastate Air Quality Control Region will be designated as a non-attainment area under the
8-hour ozone standard.

A new coal-fired generating plant located in V.C. Summer would likely need a prevention of
significant deterioration permit and an operating permit under the Clean Air Act. 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), SO2 (40 CFR 60.43a), and NO, (40 CFR 60.44a).

The 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 Clean Air Act. The air quality in
this region is designated as better than national standards, in attainment, or unclassified for
all criteria pollutants, in 40 CFR 81.341.
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Section 169A of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S. Code' USC] 7491) establishes a national goal of
preventing future and remedying existing impairment of visibility in mandatory Class I
Federal areas when impairment results from human-made air pollution. EPA issued a new
regional haze rule on July 1, 1999 (64 Federal Register (FR) 35714 [EPA 1999]). The rule
specifies that for each mandatory Class I 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)]. If a coal-fired plant were located close to a mandatory Class I
Federal area, additional air pollution control'requirements could be imposed.

South Carolina has only one area (Cape'Romain Wildlife Area) designated in
40 CFR 81.426 as a mandatory Class-I Federal area in which visibility is an important
value. This Class I Federal area is not within 80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer.

In 1998, the EPA issued a rule requiring 22 eastern states, including South Carolina, to
revise their state implementation plans to reduce NO, emissions. Nitrogen oxide emissions
contribute to violations of the national ambient air quality standard for ozone. The total
amount of NOQ that can be emitted by each of the 22 states in the year 2007 ozone season
(May 1 to September 30) is set out at 40 CFR 51.121 (e). For South Carolina, the amount is
111,656 MT (123,105 tons). Any new coal-fired plant sited in South Carolina would be
subject to this limitation.

Impacts for particular pollutants are as follows:

Sulfur oxides emissions. SCE&G states in its ER that an alternative coal-fired plant located
at Cope Station would use dry scrubber-calcium hydroxide for flue gas desulfurization
(SCE&G 2002).

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 S02 and NOR, the two
principal precursors of acid rain, by restricting emissions of these pollutants from power
plants. Title IV caps aggregate annual p6wer plant S emissions and imposes controls
on S emissions through a system of marketable allowances. The EPA issues one
allowance for each ton of SO2 that a unit is allowed to emit., New units do not receive
allowances, but are required to have allowances to cover their S02 emissions. Owners
of new units must therefore'accuire allowances'from owners of other power plants by
purchase or reduce SO2 emissions at other power plants they own. Allowances can be
banked for use in future years. Thus, ainew c6al-fired power plant would not add to net
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regional SO2 emissions, although it might do so locally. Regardless, SO2 emissions
would be greater for the coal alternative than the OL renewal alternative.

SCE&G estimates that by using the best technology to minimize SO, emissions, the
total annual stack emissions would be approximately 5669 MT (6249 tons) of SO,
(SCE&G 2002).

Nitrogen oxides emissions. Section 407 of the Clean Air Act establishes technology-based
emission limitations for NOX emissions. The market-based allowance system used for SO2
emissions is not used for NOX emissions. A new coal-fired power plant would be subject to
the new source performance standards for such plants at 40 CFR 60.44a(d)(1). This
regulation, issued on September 16,1998 (63 FR 49453 [EPA 1998]), limits the discharge
of any gases that contain nitrogen oxides (expressed as NO2) in excess of 200 ng/J of
gross energy output (1.6 lb/MWh), based on a 30-day rolling average.

SCE&G estimates that by using NOx burners with overfire air and selective catalytic
reduction the total annual NO, emissions for a new coal-fired power plant would be
approximately 582 MT (642 tons) (SCE&G 2002). This level of NOx emissions would be
greater than the OL renewal alternative.

Particulate emissions. SCE&G estimates that the total annual stack emissions would
include 102 MT (113 tons) of filterable total suspended particulates (particulates that range
in size from less than 0.1 pm up to approximately 45 pm). The 102 MT (113 tons) would
include 24 MT (26 tons) of PM10 (particulate matter having an aerodynamic diameter less
than or equal to 10 pm). Fabric filters or electrostatic precipitators would be used for
control. In addition, coal-handling equipment would introduce fugitive particulate emissions.
Particulate emissions would be greater under the coal alternative than the OL renewal
alternative.

During the 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. SCE&G estimates that the total carbon monoxide emissions
would be approximately 582 MT (642 tons) per year (SCE&G 2002). 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 2000a]). The EPA determined that coal- and oil-fired electric utility
steam-generating units are significant emitters of hazardous air pollutants. Coal-fired power
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plants were found by EPA to emit arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, dioxins,
hydrogen chloride, hydrogen fluoride, lead, manganese, and mercury (EPA 2000a). The
EPA concluded that mercury is the hazardous air pollutant of greatest concern. The 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 2000a).
Accordingly, EPA added coal- and oil-fired electric utility steam-generating units to the list of
source categories under Section 112(c) of the Clean Air Act for which emission standards
for hazardous air pollutants will be issued (EPA 2000a).

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
uranium and thorium releases and daughter products produced by the decay of these
isotopes has been calculated to be significantly higher than that from nuclear power plants
(Gabbard 1993).

Summary. The GEIS analysis did not quantify emissions from coal-fired power plants, but
implied that air-quality impacts would be substantial. The GEIS also mentioned global
warming from unregulated carbon dioxide emissions and acid rain from SO, and NO,
emissions as potential impacts (NRC 1996). Adverse human health effects such as cancer
and emphysema have been associated with the products of coal combustion. The
appropriate characterization 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 V.C. Summer would not significantly
change the air-quality impacts identified in this section, although it could result in installing
more or less stringent pollution-control equipment to meet applicable local requirements.
Therefore, the impacts would be MODERATE.

* 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. Two 408-MW(e) coal-fired plants would generate approximately 363,000 MT
(400,000 tons) of this waste annually for'40 years. The waste would be disposed of onsite,
accounting for approximately 85 ha (210 ac) of land area over the 40-year plant life. Waste
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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. Construction-related debris would
also be generated during construction activities.

In May 2000, the EPA issued a Notice of Regulatory Determination on Wastes From the
Combustion of Fossil Fuels (65 FR 33213 [EPA 2000b]). The 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 percent to 70 percent of landfills and
surface impoundments without reasonable controls in place, particularly in the area of
groundwater monitoring; and (4) EPA identified gaps in state oversight of coal combustion
wastes. Accordingly, the EPA announced its intention to issue regulations for disposal of
coal combustion waste under Subtitle D of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of
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 V.C. Summer 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 fuel and limestone mining and
worker and public risks from fuel 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
emphysema) from inhalation of toxins and particulates, but did 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).
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Regulatory agencies, including the 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 health. As previously discussed, the EPA has
recently concluded that certain segments of the United States 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 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.

Socloeconomics

Construction and operation. Construction of the coal-fired alternative would take
approximately five years. The staff assumed that construction would take place while
V.C. Summer continues operation and would be completed by the time V.C. Summer
permanently ceases operations. The workforce would be expected to vary between 1200
and 2500 contractor employees during the five-year construction period (NRC 1996).
These employees would be in addition to the approximately 740 SCE&G employees at
V.C. Summer. During construction of the new coal-fired plant, communities near V.C.
Summer would experience demands on housing and public services that could have SMALL
to MODERATE impacts. These impacts would be tempered by construction contractor
employees commuting to the site from outside the immediate area of the site, including
Columbia, South Carolina. After construction, the communities would be impacted by the
loss of the construction jobs.

If the coal-fired replacement plant were constructed at V.C. Summer and the nuclear unit
were decommissioned, there would be a loss of approximately 670 permanent and contract
employees, as SCE&G estimates that the completed coal-fired plant would employ
approximately 70 employees (SCE&G 2002). 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 unit. For all of these reasons, the appropriate
characterization of nontransportation socioeconomic impacts for a coal-fired plant
constructed at V.C. Summer 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 Columbia metropolitan area and might be additionally
offset if economic growth in Columbia and surrounding areas continued as it has 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. Fairfield County would
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experience the brunt of V.C. Summer 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 five to 10 years following plant
closure). Communities around the new site would have to absorb the impacts of a large,
temporary workforce (up to 2500 employees at the peak of construction) and a permanent
workforce of approximately 70 employees. 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 workforce would need to move to the area to work. Alternative 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 would be MODERATE to LARGE, depending on the relative location of the site to towns
and cities that might be able to accommodate such impacts.

Transportation. During the five-year construction period of replacement coal-fired units, up
to 2500 construction contractor employees would be working at the site in addition to the
740 SCE&G employees at V.C. Summer. The addition of these contractor employees could
place significant traffic loads on existing highways near V.C. Summer. Such impacts would
be MODERATE to LARGE.

For transportation related to commuting of plant operating personnel, the impacts are
considered SMALL. The maximum number of plant operating personnel would be
approximately 70. The current V.C. Summer workforce is approximately 740. 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 V.C. Summer operations.

Coal and lime/limestone would likely be delivered to V.C. Summer by trains. Each train
would have approximately 115 open-top rail cars, each holding about 90 MT (100 tons) of
coal. Additional cars would be needed for lime/limestone delivery. In all, approximately
224 trains per year would deliver the coal and lime/limestone for the two units. An average
of nine 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 would
be two to three trains per day using the rail spur to V.C. Summer. Socioeconomic impacts
associated with rail transportation, such as delays at rail crossings, would likely be SMALL
to MODERATE.

Transportation-related impacts associated with commuting construction contractor
employees 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 due to a smaller workforce.
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At an alternate site, coal and lime/limestone delivery would likely be 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 two coal-fired power plant units would be visible in daylight hours from offsite. The
exhaust stack would be about 160 m (525 ft) high. The stack would be visible for several
miles in every direction during daylight hours. The units and associated stacks would also
be visible at night because of outside lighting. Visual impacts could be mitigated by
landscaping and color selection for buildings that are consistent with the environment.
Visual impacts at night could be mitigated by reduced use of lighting and appropriate use of
shielding or directional lighting.

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 delivery, use
of outside loudspeakers, and the commuting of plant employees. The incremental noise
impacts of a coal-fired plant compared to existing V.C. Summer operations are considered
to be SMALL to MODERATE.

At an alternate site, there would be an aesthetic impact from the buildings 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 were needed.
Noise impacts associated with rail delivery of coal and lime/limestone 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. Overall, the
aesthetic impacts associated with locating at'an alternative site can be categorized as
SMALL to LARGE, depending on the characteristics of the alternative site.
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* Historic and Archaeological Resources

At the V.C. Summer 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 the V.C. Summer site or 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 corridors where new
construction would occur (e.g., roads, transmission corridors, rail lines, or other
rights-of-way). Historic and archaeological resource impacts need to be evaluated on a
site-specific basis. The impacts can generally be effectively managed, and as such,
impacts would vary between SMALL to MODERATE, depending on the historic and
archaeologic resources that may be present, and whether mitigation is necessary.

. Environmental Justice

No environmental pathways or locations have been identified that would result in
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority and low-income
populations if a replacement coal-fired plant were built at the V.C. Summer site. 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
V.C. Summer would result in a decrease in employment of approximately 600 permanent
and contract employees at the site. Resulting economic conditions could reduce
employment prospects for minority or low-income populations. Overall, impacts would be
SMALL to MODERATE, and may be mitigated by the economic vitality/expansion of the
Columbia metropolitan and surrounding area.

Impacts at other sites would depend upon the site chosen and the nearby population
distribution. If a replacement coal-fired plant were constructed at an alternative site,
Fairfield County would experience a loss of tax revenue that could affect their ability to
provide services and programs. Fairfield County and surrounding counties would also lose
670 jobs. These impacts would be MODERATE to LARGE. Impacts at the alternative site
would vary between SMALL and LARGE, depending on population makeup and distribution
and the economy.
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8.2.1.2 Closed-Cycle Cooling System

This section discusses the environmental impacts of constructing a coal-fired generation
system at an alternate location site using a closed-cycle cooling system with cooling towers.
The impacts (SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) of this option are the same as the impacts for a
coal-fired plant using the once-through cooling system. However, there are some
environmental impact differences between the closed-cycle and once-through cooling systems.
Table 8-3 summarizes the incremental differences.

Table 8-3. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Coal-Fired Generation at an Alternate Site
with Closed-Cycle Cooling System

Change In Impacts from
Impact Category Closed-Cycle Cooling System

Land Use 10 to 12 additional ha (25 to 30 ac) required for cooling
towers and associated infrastructure.

Ecology Impact would depend on ecology at the site. Additional
impact to terrestrial biota 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 Quality No change.

Air Quality No change.

Waste No change.

Human Health No change.

Socioeconomics No change.

Aesthetics 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 Resources No change.

Environmental Justice No change.
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8.2.2 Natural Gas-Fired Power Generation

The environmental impacts of the natural gas-fired alternative are examined in this section for
both the V.C. Summer site and an alternate site. For the V.C. Summer site, the staff assumed
that the plant would use the existing once-through cooling system.

V.C. Summer is not served by natural gas pipelines. A dedicated, 0.6-m (2-ft) diameter pipeline
would have to be constructed to V.C. Summer from Aiken, South Carolina, a distance of about
113 km (70 mi). The pipeline right-of-way would require 298 ha (737 ac).ca)

The staff assumed that a replacement natural gas-fired plant would use combined-cycle
technology (SCE&G 2002). 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.

If a new natural gas-fired plant were built at an alternate site from V.C. Summer, a new
transmission line may be needed to connect to existing lines. In addition, construction or
upgrade of a natural gas pipeline from the plant to a supply point where an adequate and
reliable supply of gas would be available also may be required.

The following additional assumptions are made for the natural gas-fired plants (SCE&G 2002):

. two 408-MW(e) net electrical units would be needed, each consisting of a 135-MW
combustion turbine and a 138-MW heat recovery boiler,

* natural gas with an average heating value of 37 MJ/m3 (1037 Btu/fI) will be the primary fuel,

* natural gas consumption will be 1.4 billion m3/yr (50 billion ft3/yr).

Unless otherwise indicated, the assumptions and numerical values used in Section 8.2.2 are
from the SCE&G ER (SCE&G 2002). 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 (as
a reasonable projection of the operating life of a natural gas-fired plant).

(a) Calculated as follows: 70 mi x 100 ft easement = 298 ha or 737 ac.
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8.2.2.1 Once-Through Cooling System

The overall impacts of the natural gas-generating 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.

Table 8-4. Summary of Environmental Impacts of Natural Gas-Fired Generation at
V.C. Summer and an Alternate Greenfield Site Using Once-Through Cooling

V.C. Summer Site - Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Land Use SMALL to
MODERATE

45 ha (110 ac) of previously
disturbed land needed for plant
site. Additional impact of up to
approximately 295 ha (729 ac)
for construction of an
underground gas pipeline.
Maximum use of existing
infrastructure at the site.

SMALL to
LARGE

SMALL if Infrastructure is In
place, 45 ha (110 ac) for
powerblock, offices, roads, and
parking areas. MODERATE if
additional land needed for
transmission line and/or natural
gas pipeline. LARGE If
greenfield site and transmission
lines required.

Ecology SMALL to Uses some undeveloped areas
LARGE at V.C. Summer site, plus gas

pipeline.

SMALL to Impact depends on greenfield
LARGE or previously developed site.

Also impact depends on biota
of the site, surface water body
used for Intake and discharge,
and transmission and pipeline
routes; potential habitat loss
and fragmentation; reduced
productivity and biological
diversity.

Water Use and
Quality

SMALL Uses existing once-through SMALL to
cooling system. - - MODERATE

Impact depends on volume of
water withdrawal and discharge
and characteristics of surface
water body.
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Table 8-4. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Groundwater
Use and Quality

SMALL Groundwater not used,
remaining the same as currently
for V.C. Summer.

SMALL Groundwater use similar to
impacts at V.C. Summer,
impacts depend on
groundwater use and
availability.

Air Quality

Waste

MODERATE

SMALL

Sulfur oxides
* 80 MT/yr (88 tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides
* 301 MT/yr (332 tons/yr)

Carbon monoxide
* 395 MT/yr (435 tons/yr)

PM,, particulates
* 118 MT/yr (130 tons/yr)

Some hazardous air pollutants.
Small amount of ash produced.

MODERATE

SMALL

Same emissions as
V.C. Summer site.

Small amount of ash produced.

Human Heaith

Socioeconomics

I

SMALL Impacts considered to be minor.

SMALL to During construction, impacts
MODERATE would be SMALL to

MODERATE. Up to 1200 addi-
tional contractor employees
during the peak of the three-year
construction period, followed by
reduction from current
V.C. Summer workforce of 740
to 150; tax base preserved.
Impacts during operation would
be SMALL to MODERATE, due
to loss of employment in
Fairfield County and surrounding
counties, which may be offset by
proximity to Columbia economy.

Transportation impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees would be
SMALL to MODERATE.

SMALL

SMALL to Impact depends on site
LARGE characteristics. During

construction, impacts on
receiving County could be
SMALL to MODERATE. Up to
1200 additional contractor
employees during the peak of
the three-year construction
period. Fairfield County would
experience loss of
V.C. Summer tax base.
Fairfield County and
surrounding counties would
experience loss of employment
with potentially MODERATE to
LARGE associated impacts.

Transportation impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees would be
SMALL to LARGE.

Impacts considered to be
minor.
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Table 8-4. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Aesthetics SMALL Some visibility of structures
offsite.

SMALL to 'Impact would depend on the
LARGE site selected and the

surrounding land features.
SMALL if previously developed
site and site disturbance
minimal. MODERATE to
LARGE if a greenfield site is
selected.

Historic and
Archaeological
Resources

Environmental
Justice

SMALL to
MODERATE

SMALL to
MODERATE

Some construction would affect
previously developed parts of
V.C. Summer; cultural resource
inventory should minimize any
Impacts on undeveloped lands.
Studies would likely be needed
to identify, evaluate, and
address mitigation of the
potential impacts of new plant
construction on undeveloped
sites on cultural resources even
at a developed site. Any
potential impacts can likely be
effectively managed.

Impacts on minority and low-
income communities should be
similar to those experienced by
the population as a whole.
Some Impacts on housing may
occur during construction; loss
of 590 operating jobs at
V.C. Summer could reduce
employment prospects for
minority and low-income
populations. Proximity to
Columbia mav mitinate Imnacts.

SMALL to
MODERATE

SMALL to
LARGE

Alternate location would
necessitate cultural resource
studies. Studies would likely
be needed to Identify, evaluate,
and address mitigation of the
potential impacts of new plant
construction on undeveloped
sites on cultural resources.

Impacts at alternate site vary
depending on population
distribution and makeup at site
could be SMALL to LARGE.
Fairfield County would lose
significant revenue, which
could have MODERATE to
LARGE impacts on minority
and low-income populations.
Proximity to Columbia may
mitigate Impacts.

I

* Land Use
..1

For siting at V.C. Summer, existing facilities and infrastructure would be used to the extent
practicable, limiting the amount'of'new construction that would be required. Specifically, the
staff assumed that the natural gas-fired replacement plant alternative would use the once-
through cooling system,' switchyard, offices, and transmission line right(s)-of-way. Much of
the land that would be used has been previously disturbed. In the GEIS, staff estimated
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that 45 ha (110 ac) are needed for a natural gas-fired plant site (NRC 1996). At
V.C. Summer, this much previously disturbed land is available within the boundaries of the
plant site (SCE&G 2002). There would be an additional impact of up to approximately
295 ha (729 ac) for construction of a natural gas pipeline to the V.C. Summer site
(SCE&G 2002). SCE&G states that it would apply best management practices during
construction of the pipeline such as minimizing soil loss and constructing the pipeline along
existing utility corridors, if possible (SCE&G 2002). Land-use impacts at V.C. Summer
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
characterized 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, in which case the impacts could be MODERATE. Land use impacts at a
greenfield site could be considered LARGE.

Offsite of V.C. Summer or alternative site, additional land would be required for natural gas
wells and collection stations. NRC staff estimated in the GEIS that approximately 1500 ha
(3600 ac) would be needed for a 1 000-MW(e) plant. A replacement gas-fired plant for
V.C. Summer would be 816 MW(e) and would affect proportionately less land. Partially
offsetting these offsite land requirements would be the elimination of the need for mining the
uranium and processing it during the operating life of a 1 000-MW(e) nuclear power plant.
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 1 000-MW(e)
nuclear power plant. Because the two assumed replacement units for V.C. Summer would
generate 408 MW(e) each, the land needed for gas wells and collection stations (and the
land not needed for nuclear fuel) would be proportionately lower. Overall, land-use impacts
would be MODERATE to LARGE.

Ecology

At the V.C. Summer site, there would be ecological, land-related impacts for siting of the
gas-fired plant; however the impacts would be SMALL considering the smaller footprint of
the new facility (compared to the existing nuclear facilities) and the fact that the land at the
site is previously disturbed. There would be ecological impacts associated with bringing a
new gas pipeline to V.C. Summer. Impacts would include losses of less mobile animals
such as mice, which are common throughout the area. Aquatic impacts could include
habitat disturbance at stream crossings, removal of shading vegetation, and erosion and
sedimentation. Habitat of State- or Federal-listed mussel species might be affected. Noise
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and movement from employees would also disturb wildlife. SCE&G expects the impacts to
be minor and temporary (SCE&G 2002). Overall, the ecological impacts are considered
SMALL to LARGE.

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
greenfield 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 include impacts on threatened or endangered species.
There could be wildlife habitat loss and reduced productivity, habitat fragmentation, and
a local reduction in biological diversity. Once-through cooling water withdrawal and
discharge could have aquatic resource impacts. Aquatic impacts could include habitat
disturbance at stream crossings, removal of shading vegetation, and erosion and
sedimentation. Habitat of State- or Federal-listed mussel species might be affected.
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 terrestrial
ecological impacts would be SMALL if the required infrastructure is already in place.
Aquatic impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE, depending on the site location and
aquatic habitats affected. Overall, the ecological impacts at an alternative site are
considered SMALL to LARGE, depending on the characteristics of the site selected.

Water Use and Quality

Surface water. The gas-fired plant sited at V.C. Summer is assumed to use the existing
once-through cooling system. Each of the gas-fired units would include a heat-recovery
boiler from which steam would turn an electric generator. Steam would be condensed and
circulated back to the boiler for reuse. Overall, water use and quality impacts at
V.C. Summer are considered 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 notes that operational water quality impacts would be similar to,
or less than, those from other generating technologies.

For alternative sites, the impacts 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 State of South Carolina. Water use and quality impacts at an alternative site are
considered SMALL to MODERATE, depending on the characteristics of the alternative site.
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Groundwater. The staff assumed that the two groundwater removal wells would continue to
be used to alleviate water seepage into the below-grade portions of buildings located at
V.C. Summer. Groundwater withdrawals would be equal to the no-action and license
renewal alternatives. Hence, impacts are considered SMALL. Use of groundwater for a
natural gas-fired plant located at an alternative site is a possibility. Groundwater
withdrawals at an alternative site would likely require a permit from the State of
South Carolina. 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.

Air Quality

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

A new gas-fired generating plant located at V.C. Summer would likely need a prevention of
significant deterioration permit and an operating permit under the Clean Air Act. A new
combined-cycle natural gas power plant would also be subject to the new source
performance standards for such units at 40 CFR Part 60, Subparts Da and GG. These
regulations establish emission limits for particulates, opacity, SO2, and NO,. Obtaining air
permits for construction of a combined-cycle plant would potentially require emission offsets
from other generating facilities.

Section 169A of the Clean Air Act (42 USC 7491) establishes a national goal of preventing
future and remedying existing impairment of visibility in mandatory Class I Federal areas
when impairment results from human-made air pollution. 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 attainment
or unclassified under the Clean Air Act. EPA issued a new regional haze rule in 1999
(64 FR 35714; July 1,1999 [EPA 1999]). The rule specifies that for each mandatory Class I
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)]. If a natural gas-fired plant were
located close to a mandatory Class I Federal area, additional air pollution control
requirements could be imposed. South Carolina has only one area (Cape Romain Wildlife
Area) designated in 40 CFR 81.426 as a mandatory Class I Federal area in which visibility is
an important value. This Class I Federal area is not within 80 km (50 mi) of V.C. Summer.
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In 1998, the EPA issued a rule requiring 22 eastern states, including South Carolina, to
revise their state implementation plans to reduce NO, emissions. Nitrogen oxide emissions
contribute to violations of the national ambient air quality standard for ozone. The total
amount of NO, that can be emitted by each of the 22 states in the year 2007 ozone season
(May 1 to September 30) is set out at 40 CFR 51.121 (e). For South Carolina, the amount is
111,656 MT (123,105 tons).

SCE&G projects the following emissions for the natural gas-fired alternative (SCE&G 2002):

Sulfur oxides - 80 MT/yr (88 tons/yr)
Nitrogen oxides - 301 MT/yr (332 tons/yr)
Carbon monoxide - 395 MT/yr (435 tons/yr)
PM10 particulates - 118 MT/yr (130 tons/yr)

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

In December 2000, the EPA issued regulatory findings on emissions of hazardous air
pollutants from electric utility steam-generating units (EPA 2000a). Natural gas-fired power
plants were found by the EPA to emit arsenic, formaldehyde, and nickel (EPA 2000a).
Unlike coal and oil-fired plants, the EPA did not determine that emissions of hazardous air
pollutants from natural gas-fired power plants should be regulated under Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act.

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 workforce.

The preceding emissions would likely be the same at V.C. Summer or at an alternate site.
Impacts from the above 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 V.C. Summer or at an alternate site is considered MODERATE.

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
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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 V.C. Summer or at an alternate site.

In the winter it may become necessary for a replacement baseload natural-gas fired plant to
operate on fuel oil due to lack of gas supply. 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 type and quantity of
fuel oil combusted, Number 2 fuel oil doesn't produce any appreciable ash, while the
heavier Number 6 fuel oil does. 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. NOX emissions from a gas-fired
plant in South Carolina would be regulated by SCDHEC. Human health effects are not
expected to 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 sited at V.C. Summer or at an alternate site are
considered SMALL.

* Socloeconomics

Construction and Operation. Construction of a natural gas-fired plant would take
approximately three years. Peak employment would be approximately 1200 construction
contractor employees (NRC 1996). The staff assumed that construction would take place
while V.C. Summer continues operation and would be completed by the time it permanently
ceases operations. During construction, the communities surrounding the V.C. Summer
site would experience demands on housing and public services that could have SMALL to
MODERATE impacts. These impacts would be tempered by construction contractor
employees commuting to the site from cities such as Columbia. After construction, the.
communities would be impacted by the loss of jobs. The current V.C. Summer workforce
(740 permanent and contractor employees) would decline through a decommissioning
period to a minimal maintenance size. Approximately 150 employees would be needed to
operate the natural gas-fired plant (a loss of about 590 jobs). The new natural gas-fired
plant partially would replace the nuclear tax base in Fairfield and surrounding counties. The
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impacts could be SMALL to MODERATE and may be moderated by Fairfield County's
proximity to Columbia.

Siting at an alternative site would result in the loss of the V.C. Summer tax base and
associated employment in Fairfield and surrounding counties with potentially MODERATE to
LARGE socioeconomic impacts. Socioeconomic impacts from locating the facilities at an
alternative 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 workforce), 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 socioeconomic impacts from constructing a natural
gas-fired plant would not be very noticeable and that the small operational workforce would
have the lowest socioeconomic impacts of any nonrenewable technology. Compared to the
coal-fired and nuclear alternatives, socioeconomic impacts would be mitigated by the
smaller construction workforce, the shorter construction time frame, and the smaller
operations workforce.

Overall socioeconomic impacts resulting from construction of a natural gas-fired plant at
V.C. Summer would be SMALL to MODERATE, and may be offset by the continued
growth of the economy in the Columbia and surrounding area. For construction at an
alternate site, socioeconomic impacts would be'SMALL to LARGE, depending on the
characteristics of the alternative site.

Transportation. Transportation impacts associated with construction and operating
personnel commuting to the V.C. Summer site would be SMALL to MODERATE. The
impacts can be classified as SMALL to LARGE for siting at an alternative site and would be
dependent on the characteristics of the alternative site, including transportation
infrastructure.

Aesthetics

The turbine buildings and exhaust stacks would be visible during daylight hours from offsite
creating incremental visual impacts to those from existing V.C. Summer facilities. The gas
pipeline compressors would also be visible. Noise and light from the plant would be
detectable offsite. At V.C. Summer, 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 an alternate site
are categorized as SMALL. The impacts would be greater if a new transmission line is
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needed and could be considered MODERATE. The impacts could be LARGE if a greenfield
site is developed.

Historic and Archaeological Resources

At both V.C. Summer 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
possible mitigation of adverse effects from subsequent ground-disturbing actions related to
physical expansion of the plant site.

Before construction at V.C. Summer or 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 corridors where new
construction would occur (e.g., roads, transmission and pipeline corridors, or other
rights-of-way). Historic and archaeological resource impacts need to be evaluated on a
site-specific basis. The impacts can generally be effectively managed, and as such,
impacts would vary between SMALL to MODERATE, depending on the historic and
archaeologic resources that may be present, and whether mitigation is necessary.

Environmental Justice

No environmental pathways or locations have been identified that would result in
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority and low-income
populations if a replacement natural gas-fired plant were built at the V.C. Summer site.
Some impacts on housing availability and prices during construction might occur, which
could disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations. Closure of
V.C. Summer would result in a decrease in employment of approximately 590 permanent
and contract operating employees. Resulting economic conditions could reduce
employment prospects for minority or low-income populations in Fairfield County. The
impacts could be offset by projected economic growth and the ability of affected employees
to commute to other jobs in Columbia or eastern Fairfield County. Overall, impacts are
expected to be SMALL to MODERATE.

Impacts at an alternate site would depend upon the site chosen and the nearby
population distribution. Minority and low-income populations at the alternative 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
alternative site, Fairfield County would experience a significant loss of property tax

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 8-36 February 2004



Alternatives

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 Fairfield County could be
MODERATE to LARGE, again potentially offset by other economic growth in the area
not related to V.C. Summer.

8.2.2.2 Closed-Cycle Cooling System

This section discusses the environmental impacts of constructing a natural gas-fired generation
system at an alternate location using closed-cycle cooling. The impacts (SMALL, MODERATE,
or LARGE) of this option are the same as the impacts for a natural gas-fired plant using the
once-through system. However, there are minor environmental impact 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 Site with Closed-Cycle Cooling

Change In Impacts from
Impact CategorV Closed-Cycle Cooling System

Land Use 10 to 12 additional ha (25 to 30 ac) required for cooling
towers and associated infrastructure.

Ecology Impact would depend on ecology at the site. Additional
impact to terrestrial biota 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.
Decrease water withdrawal and less thermal load on
receiving body of water. Consumptive use of water due
to evaporation.

Groundwater Use and Quality No change.

Air Quality No change.

Waste ; 'No change.

Human Health No change.

Socioeconomics No change.

Aesthetics Introduction of cooling towers and associated plume.
Possible noise Impact from operation of cooling towers.

Historic and Archaeological Resources No change.

Environmental Justice No change.
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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 1300-MW U.S. Advanced Boiling Water
Reactor (10 CFR Part 52, Appendix A), the 1300-MW System 80+ Design (10 CFR Part 52,
Appendix B), and the 600-MW 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
submission of the design certification applications indicates continuing interest in the possibility
of licensing new nuclear power plants. In addition, recent escalation in prices of natural gas
and electricity have made new nuclear power plant construction more attractive from a cost
standpoint. Consequently, construction of a new nuclear power plant at the V.C. Summer site
using the existing once-through cooling system and at an alternate site, using both closed- and
open-cycle cooling, are considered in this section. The staff assumed that the new nuclear
plant would have a 40-year lifetime.

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 V.C. Summer or an alternate site. The impacts shown in Table S-3 are for a 1 000-MW(e)
reactor and would need to be adjusted to reflect replacement of V.C. Summer, which has a
capacity of 966 MW(e). The environmental impacts associated with transporting fuel and waste
to and from a light-water cooled nuclear power reactor are summarized in Table S-4 of
10 CFR 51.52. The summary of NRC's findings on National Environmental Policy Act issues
for license renewal of nuclear power plants in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51 Subpart A,
Appendix B, is also relevant, although not directly applicable, for consideration of environmental
impacts associated with the operation of a replacement nuclear power plant. Additional
environmental impact information for a replacement nuclear power plant using once-through
cooling is presented in Section 8.2.3.1 and using closed-cycle cooling 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 particular site selected.
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Table 8-6. Summary of Environmental Impacts of New Nuclear Power Generation at
V.C. Summer and an Alternate Greenfield Site Using Once-Through Cooling

I

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Land Use MODERATE. Requires approximately 200 ha
(500 ac) for the plant.

MODERATE
to LARGE

Requires approximately
200 ha (500 ac) for the plant.
Possible additional land If a
new transmission line needed.

Ecology SMALL to
MODERATE

Uses undeveloped areas at
current V.C. Summer site.
Potential habitat loss and
fragmentation, and reduced
productivity and biological
diversity.

MODERATE
to LARGE

Water Use and
Quality

SMALL Uses existing once-through
cooling system.

SMALL to
MODERATE

Impacts depend on location
and ecology of the site, surface
water body used for intake and
discharge, and transmission
line route; potential habitat loss
and fragmentation; reduced
productivity and biological
diversity.

Impacts will depend on the
volume of water withdrawn and
discharged and the characteris-
tics of the surface water body.

Groundwater use similar to
Impacts at V.C. Summer;
impacts depend on
groundwater use and
availability.

Same impacts as
V.C. Summer site.

I

I

Groundwater
Use and Quality

SMALL Groundwater not used,
remaining the same as currently
for V.C. Summer.

SMALL

Air Quality SMALL Fugitive emissions and
emissions from vehicles and
equipment during construction.
Small amount of emissions from
diesel generators and possibly
other sources during operation.

SMALL
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Table 8-6. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Waste SMALL Waste Impacts for an operating
nuclear power plant are set out
In 10 CFR Part 51, Appendix B,
Table B-1. Debris would be
generated and removed during
construction.

SMALL Same Impacts as
V.C. Summer site.

Human Health

Socloeconomics

l

SMALL Human health impacts for an
operating nuclear power plant
are set out In 10 CFR Part 51,
Appendix B, Table B-1.

SMALL to During construction, impacts
LARGE would be SMALL to

MODERATE. Up to 2500
contractor employees during
peak period of the five-year
constructIon period. Operating
workforce assumed to be similar
to V.C. Summer, base
preserved. Impacts during
operation would be SMALL
Transportation Impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees could be
MODERATE to LARGE.
Transportation impacts of
commuting plant personnel
would be SMALL.

SMALL

SMALL to Construction impacts depend
LARGE on location. Impacts at a rural

location could be LARGE.
Fairfield County would
experience loss of tax base and
employment, potentially offset
by economic growth of
Columbia area. Operation
impacts at an alternate site
would be SMALL to MODER-
ATE. Transportation impacts of
construction contractor
employees could be
MODERATE to LARGE. Trans-
portation impacts of commuting
plant personnel could be
SMALL to MODERATE

Same impacts as
V.C. Summer site

Aesthetics SMALL No exhaust stacks or cooling
towers would be needed.
Daytime visual impact could be
mitigated by landscaping and
appropriate color selection for
buildings. Visual impact at night
could be mitigated by reduced
use of lighting and appropriate
shielding. Noise impacts would
be relatively small and could be
mitigated.

SMALL to Impact would depend on the
LARGE site selected and the

surrounding land features.
SMALL if previously developed
site or adjacent to existing
industrial area. LARGE if a
greenfield site is selected. New
transmission lines would add to
the impact and would be
MODERATE depending on the
alternate site's characteristics.
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Table 8-6. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Historic and SMALL to Some construction would affect SMALL to Alternate location would
Archaeological MODERATE previously developed parts of MODERATE necessitate cultural resource
Resources V.C. Summer, cultural resource studies. Studies would likely

Inventory should minimize any be needed to Identify, evaluate,
impacts on undeveloped lands. and address mitigation of the
Studies would likely be needed potential impacts of new plant
to Identify, evaluate, and construction on undeveloped
address mitigation of the sites on cultural resources.
potential Impacts of new plant
construction on undeveloped
sites on cultural resources even
at a developed site.

Environmental SMALL Impacts on minority and low- SMALL to Impacts will vary depending on
Justice income communities should be LARGE population distribution and

similar to those experienced by makeup at the site. Impacts to
the population as a whole. minority and low-income
Some impacts on housing may residents of Fairfield County
occur during construction. associated with closure of

V.C. Summer - MODERATE to
LARGE. Impacts to receiving
County Is site-specific and
could range form SMALL to
LARGE.

* Land Use

The existing facilities and infrastructure at the V.C. Summer site would be used to the extent
practicable, limiting the amount of new construction that would be required. Specifically, the
staff assumed that a replacement nuclear power plant would use the existing once-through
cooling system, switchyard, offices, and transmission line right-of-way. Much of the land
that would be used has been previously disturbed. A replacement nuclear power plant at
the V.C. Summer site would alter approximately 200 ha (500 ac) of land, which likely would
be previously disturbed. V.C. Summer would continue to operate as the new nuclear power
facilities'are being constructed.

There would be no net change in land needed for uranium mining because land needed
for the new nuclear plant would offset land needed to supply uranium for fuel for the
existing V.C. Summer reactor.
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The impact of a replacement nuclear generating plant on land use at the existing
V.C. Summer site is best characterized as MODERATE. The impact would be greater than
the OL renewal alternative.

Land-use requirements at an alternative site would be approximately 200 ha (500 ac) plus
the possible need for a new transmission line (NRC 1996). In addition, it might be
necessary to construct a rail spur to an alternative site to deliver equipment during
construction. Depending on new transmission line routing, siting a new nuclear plant at an
alternative site could result in MODERATE to LARGE land-use impacts, and probably would
be LARGE for a previously undisturbed greenfield site.

Ecology

Locating a replacement nuclear power plant at the V.C. Summer site would alter ecological
resources because of the need to convert roughly 200 ha (500 ac) of land to industrial use.
Potential habitat loss and fragmentation and reduced productivity and biological diversity
could result. Most of this land, however, has been previously disturbed. Siting at
V.C. Summer would have a SMALL to MODERATE ecological impact that would be greater
than renewal of the V.C. Summer OL.

At an alternate site, there would be construction impacts and new incremental operational
impacts. The impacts would be 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. Once-through cooling water withdrawal and discharge
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 would be MODERATE to LARGE.

* Water Use and Quality

Surface water. The staff assumed that a replacement nuclear power plant at V.C. Summer
would use the existing once-through 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 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 State of South Carolina. The impacts would be SMALL to MODERATE.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 8-42 February 2004



Alternatives

Groundwater. No groundwater is currently used for operation of V.C. Summer. Two
groundwater removal wells may be used to alleviate water seepage into the below-grade
portions of the new nuclear plant buildings located at V.C. Summer. It is unlikely that
groundwater would be used for an alternative nuclear power plant sited at V.C. Summer.
The impacts are considered SMALL.

A nuclear power plant sited at an alternate site may use groundwater. Groundwater
withdrawal at an alternative 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 plant sited at V.C. Summer or an alternate site would result in
fugitive emissions during the construction. Exhaust emissions would also come from
vehicles and motorized equipment used during the construction. An operating nuclear plant
would have minor air emissions associated with diesel generators. Emissions would be
regulated by the SCDHEC. Overall, emissions and associated impacts are considered
SMALL.

* Waste

The radiological 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. Construction-related debris
would be generated during construction activities and removed to an appropriate disposal
site. Overall, waste impacts are considered SMALL.

Siting the replacement nuclear power plant at a site other than V.C. Summer would not alter
waste generation. Therefore, the impacts would be SMALL.

* 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, human health impacts are considered SMALL.

Siting the replacement nuclear power plant at a site other than V.C. Summer would not alter
human health impacts. Therefore, the impacts would be SMALL.

* Socioeconomics ; '

Construction and Oreration.- The construction period and the peak workforce associated
with new nuclear power plant construction are currently unquantified (NRC 1996). In the
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absence of quantified data, a construction period of five years and a peak workforce of
2500 is assumed. The staff assumed that construction would take place while the existing
nuclear unit continues operation and would be completed by the time V.C. Summer
permanently ceases operations. During construction, the communities surrounding the
V.C. Summer site would experience demands on housing and public services that could
have SMALL to MODERATE impacts. These impacts would be tempered by construction
contractor employees commuting to the site from outside Fairfield County. After
construction, the communities would be impacted by the loss of the construction jobs.

The replacement nuclear unit is assumed to have an operating workforce comparable to the
740 permanent and contractor employees currently working at V.C. Summer. The
replacement nuclear unit would provide a new tax base to offset the loss of tax base
associated with decommissioning of V.C. Summer. For all of these reasons, the
appropriate characterization of nontransportation socioeconomic impacts for replacement
nuclear units constructed at V.C. Summer 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. In the 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 workforce
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. The communities around the V.C. Summer site would still experience the impact of
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 workforce (up to 2500 contractor
employees at the peak of construction) and a permanent workforce of approximately
740 SCE&G employees. For Fairfield County, the socioeconomic impacts could be LARGE.
The 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. During the five-year construction period, up to 2500 construction contractor
employees would be working at the V.C. Summer site in addition to the 740 employees
already employed there. The addition of the construction contractor employees could place
significant traffic loads on existing highways, particularly those leading to the V.C. Summer
site. 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 V.C. Summer and are considered SMALL.

Transportation-related impacts associated with commuting construction contractor
employees at an alternate site are site dependent, but could be MODERATE to LARGE.
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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 V.C. Summer and
other associated buildings would likely be visible in daylight hours primarily from the
Monticello Reservoir along SC 215. Visual impacts could be mitigated by landscaping and
selecting a color for buildings that is consistent with the environment. The replacement
nuclear units would also likely be visible at night because of outside lighting. Visual impact
at night could be mitigated by reduced use of lighting and appropriate use of shielding. No
exhaust stacks would be needed.

Noise from operation of a replacement nuclear plant potentially could be heard offsite under
calm wind conditions or when the wind is blowing in the direction of the listener. Mitigation,
such as reduced or no use of outside loudspeakers, can be employed to reduce noise levels
and maintain the impact of noise to SMALL.

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

* Historic and Archaeological Resources

At both V.C. Summer 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
possible mitigation of adverse effects from subsequent ground-disturbing actions related to
physical expansion of the plant site.

Before construction at V.C. Summer or another 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 corridors where new
construction would occur (e.g., roads, transmission corridors, rail lines, or other
rights-of-way). Historic and archaeological resource impacts need to be evaluated on a
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site-specific basis. The impacts can generally be effectively managed, and as such,
impacts would vary between SMALL to MODERATE, depending on the historic and
archaeologic resources that may be present, and whether mitigation is necessary.

Environmental Justice

No environmental pathways or locations have been identified that would result in
disproportionately high and adverse environmental impacts on minority and low-income
populations if a replacement nuclear plant were built at the V.C. Summer site. Some
impacts on housing availability and prices during construction might occur, and this could
disproportionately affect the minority and low-income populations. However, this is
expected to be mitigated by V.C. Summer's proximity to Columbia. After completion of
construction, it is possible that the local government's ability to maintain social services
could be reduced at the same time as diminished economic conditions reduce employment
prospects for the minority and low-income populations. However, Fairfield County's
economic health should be improved as the tax base of the older nuclear unit is 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, impacts are expected to be SMALL.

Impacts at an alternate site would depend upon the site chosen and the nearby population
distribution. If a replacement nuclear plant were constructed at an alternate site, Fairfield
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 Fairfield County could be MODERATE to LARGE but potentially offset by
economic growth in Columbia. 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 location site using closed-cycle cooling. The impacts (SMALL, MODERATE, or
LARGE) of this option are the same as the impacts for a nuclear power plant using the
once-through system. However, there are environmental differences between the closed-cycle
and once-through cooling systems. Table 8-7 summarizes the incremental differences.
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Table 8-7. Summary of Environmental Impacts of a New Nuclear Power Plant at an Alternate
Site with Closed-Cycle Cooling

Change In Impacts from
Impact Category Closed-Cycle Cooling System

Land Use 10 to'12 additional ha (25 to 30 ac) required for cooling
towers and associated infrastructure.

Ecology 'Impact would depend on ecology at the site. Additional
Impact to terrestrial ecology from cooling tower drift.
Reduced Impact to aquatic ecology.

Surface Water Use and Quality

Groundwater Use and Quality

Air Quality

Waste

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.

Human Health No change.

Socioeconomics No change.

Aesthetics

Historic and Archaeological Resources

Environmental Justice

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.

No change.

No change.

8.2.4 Purchased Electrical Power

If available, purchased power from other sources could potentially obviate th'e need to renew
the V.C. Summer OL. SCE&G stated that power did not need to be purchased from
out-of-state importers (SCE&G 2002).
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Imported power from Canada or Mexico is unlikely to be available for replacement of
V.C. Summer capacity. In Canada, 62 percent of the country's electrical generation capacity is
derived from renewable energy sources, principally hydropower (DOE/EIA 2002). Canada has
plans to continue developing hydroelectric power, but the plans generally do not include
large-scale projects (DOEIEIA 2002). Canada's nuclear generation is projected to increase by
1.7 percent by 2020, but its share of power generation in Canada is projected to decrease from
14 percent currently to 13 percent by 2020 (DOE/EIA 2001b). EIA projects that total gross
United States imports of electricity from Canada and Mexico will gradually increase from
46.5 billion kWh in year 2000 to 68.7 billion kWh in year 2005 and then gradually decrease to
28.6 billion kWh in year 2020 (DOEIEIA 2002). Consequently, it is unlikely that electricity
imported from Canada or Mexico would be able to replace V.C. Summer capacity.

If power to replace V.C. Summer 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 the V.C. Summer OL. 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 considered by NRC are discussed in the following paragraphs.

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 during the 2000 to 2020 period because of higher fuel costs and lower
efficiencies (DOE/EIA 2001 a). 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. In Section 8.3.11 of the GEIS, the staff estimated that
construction of a 1000-MW(e) oil-fired plant would require about 50 ha (120 ac). Additionally,
operation of oil-fired plants would have environmental impacts (such as impacts on the aquatic
environment and air) that would be similar to those from a coal-fired plant.

8.2.5.2 Wind Power

Most of South Carolina is in a wind power Class 1 region (average wind speeds at 1 0-m [30-ft]
elevation of 0 to 4.4 m/s [9.8 mph]). Class 1 has the lowest potential for wind energy
generation (DOE 2001 a). Wind turbines are economical in wind power Classes 4 through 7
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(average wind speeds of 5.6 to 9.4 m/s [12.5 to 21.1 mph] [DOE 2001 a]). Consequently, the
staff concludes that locating a wind-energy facility on or near the V.C. Summer site would not
be economically feasible given the current state of wind energy generation technology.

8.2.5.3 Solar Power

Solar technologies use the sun's energy and light to provide heating and cooling, light, hot
water, and electricity for homes, businesses, and industry. Solar power technologies,
photovoltaic and thermal, currently cannot compete with conventional fossil-fueled technologies
in grid-connected applications due to 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 percent to 40 percent (NRC 1996). Energy storage requirements
limit the use of solar-energy systems as 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
requirements are high- 14,000 ha (35,000 ac) per 1000 MW(e) for photovoltaic and
approximately 5700 ha (14,000 ac) per 1000 MW(e) for solar thermial systems. Neither type of
solar electric system would fit at the V.C. Summer site, and both would have large
environmental impacts at a greenfield site.

The V.C. Summer site receives approximately 4 to 5 kWh of solar radiation per square meter
per day, compared to 7 to 8 kWh of solar radiation per square meter per day in areas of the
western United States, such as California, which are 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 V.C. Summer OL. Some solar power may substitute for
electric power in rooftop and building applications. Implementation of non-rooftop solar
generation on a scale large enough to replace V.C. Summer would likely result in LARGE
environmental impacts.

8.2.5.4 Hydropower

South Carolina has an estimated 480 MW of undeveloped hydroelectric resources (INEEL
1997). This amount is less than the amount needed to replace the 966-MW(e) capacity of
V.C. Summer. As stated in Section 8.3.4 of the GEIS, hydropower's percentage of United
States 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.
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In the GEIS (NRC 1996), the staff estimated that land requirements for hydroelectric power are
approximately 400,000 ha (1 million ac) per 1000 MW(e). Replacement of V.C. Summer
generating capacity would require flooding nearly this amount of land. Due to the relatively low
amount of undeveloped hydropower resource in South Carolina and the large land use and
related environmental and ecological resource impacts associated with siting hydroelectric
facilities large enough to replace V.C. Summer, the staff concludes that local hydropower is not
a feasible alternative to V.C. Summer OL renewal on its own. Any attempts to site hydroelectric
facilities large enough to replace V.C. Summer would result in LARGE environmental impacts.

8.2.5.5 Geothermal Energy

Geothermal energy has an average capacity factor of 90 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 is no feasible eastern location for geothermal
capacity to serve as an alternative to renewal of the V.C. Summer OL. The staff concludes that
geothermal energy is not a feasible alternative to renewal of the V.C. Summer OL.

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 percent to 80 percent and with 20 percent 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 built 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.

Fairfield County is roughly 177,414 ha (438,400 ac) and developed or urban land comprises
just two percent of the County. The largest land use category is forest, accounting for
87 percent of the total acreage. This includes public, commercial, and noncommercial forests,
as well as farm woodlands. Timber harvesting is a major agricultural sector in Fairfield County
where the 1999 delivered value of timber was $32.2 million, placing the County third out of 46 in
the state. The Clemson Agricultural Extension Service in Winnsboro estimates that tree
harvesting has increased considerably during the past 20 years while the labor needed has
decreased considerably.
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However, due to uncertainties associated with obtaining sufficient wood and wood waste to fuel
a baseload 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 V.C. Summer OL.

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 processes raw municipal solid waste "as is," with little or no
sizing, 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-separation and waste-handling equipment for
municipal solid waste (NRC 1996).

Growth in the municipal 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 alternative
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 landfills that might have
had lower fees; and (3) increasingly stringent environmental regulations that increased the
capital cost necessary to construct and maintain municipal waste combustion facilities
(DOE/EIA 2002).

Municipal solid waste combustors generate an ash residue that is buried 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 generally
removed from flue-gases using fabric filters andlor scrubbers (DOEIEIA 2001 b).

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
966 MW(e) of V.C. Summer and, consequently, would not be a feasible alternative to renewal
of the V.C. Summer OL.
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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 states that none of these
technologies has progressed to the point of being competitive on a large scale or of being
reliable enough to replace a baseload plant such as V.C. Summer. For these reasons, such
fuels do not offer a feasible alternative to renewal of the V.C. Summer OL.

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
technology. 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.

The U.S. Department of Energy projects that 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 2001 b). 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 1 00-MW range are projected
to become available (DOE 2001 b). Presently, fuel cells are not economically or technologically
competitive with other alternatives for baseload electricity generation. Fuels cells are,
consequently, not a feasible alternative to renewal of the V.C. Summer OL.

8.2.5.10 Delayed Retirement

SCE&G has no current plans to retire any existing generating units. For this reason, delayed
retirement of other SCE&G generating units would not be a feasible alternative to renewal of
the V.C. Summer OL.
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8.2.5.11 Utility-Sponsored Conservation

SCE&G has developed residential, commercial, and industrial programs to reduce both the
peak demands and daily energy consumption. These programs are commonly referred to as
DSM. SCE&G currently operates the following DSM programs: standby generator program,
interruptible service program, and real time pricing (SCE&G 2002). SCE&G stated that DSM
programs and activities have been scaling back and that the trend is expected to continue
(SCE&G 2002). However, SCE&G will continue their DSM.

Historic and projected reduction in generation needs as a result of DSM programs have been
credited in SCE&G's planning to meet projected customer demand. Because these DSM
savings are a part of the long-range plan for meeting projected demand, they are not available
offsets for V.C. Summer. Therefore, the conservation option is not considered a reasonable
replacement for the OL renewal alternatives.

8.2.6 Combination of Alternatives

Although individual alternatives to renewing the V.C. Summer OL might not be sufficient on
their own to replace the capacity of this unit due to the small size or cost, it is conceivable that a
combination of alternatives might be cost-effective.

As discussed in Section 8.2, V.C. Summer has a net electrical rating of 966 MW(e). For the
coal and natural gas alternatives, SCE&G assumes in its ER two standard 408-MW(e) units as
potential replacements for V.C. Summer (SCE&G 2002). This approach is followed in this
SEIS, although it results in some environmental impacts that are roughly 16 percent lower than
if full replacement capacity were constructed.

There are many possible combinations of alternatives to replace that power. Table 8-8 contains
a summary of the environmental impacts of an assumed combination of alternatives consisting
of one 408-MW(e) combined-cycle, natural gas-fired unit at V.C. Summer using the existing
once-through cooling system, and at an alternate location using a once-through cooling system.
Purchase from other power generators could account for 204 MW(e) of power, and 204 MW(e)
could be gained from additional DSM measures. The impacts associated with the
combined-cycle, natural gas-fired units are based on the impact assumptions discussed in
Section 8.2.2, adjusted for the reduced generating capacity.
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Table 8-8. Summary of Environmental Impacts for an Assumed Combination of Generating
and Acquisition Alternatives

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Land Use SMALL to
MODERATE

Nine ha (23 ac) for powerblock,
offices, roads, and parking areas.
Additional impact of up to
approximately 295 ha (729 ac) for
construction of an underground
gas pipeline.

SMALL to
LARGE

23 ha (34 ac) for powerblock,
offices, roads, and parking
areas. Additional impact for
construction and/or upgrade of
an underground gas pipeline
and transmission lines.

Ecology SMALL to Uses some undeveloped areas at SMALL to
LARGE current V.C. Summer site, plus LARGE

land for a new gas pipeline.

Impact depends on location
and ecology of the site,
surface 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.

Impact depends on volume of
water withdrawal and
discharge and characteristics
of surface water body.

Water Use and
Quality

SMALL Uses existing once-through
cooling system.

SMALL to
MODERATE

Groundwater
Use and Quality

SMALL Groundwater not used, remaining
the same as currently for
V.C. Summer.

SMALL Groundwater use similar to
impacts at V.C. Summer,
impacts depend on
groundwater use and
availability.

Air Quality MODERATE Natural Gas-Fired Units MODERATE Same as siting at
V.C. Summer.

Some hazardous air pollutants
Sulfur oxides
* 40 MT/yr (44 tons/yr)

Nitrogen oxides
* 151 MT/yr (166 tons/yr)

Carbon monoxide
* 197 MT/yr (217 tons/yr)

PM, 0 particulates
* 59 MT/yr (65 tons/yr)

Some hazardous air pollutants.
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Table 8-8. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Alternate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Waste SMALL Small amount of ash produced. SMALL Same as siting at
V.C. Summer.

Human Health SMALL Impacts considered to be minor. SMALL Impacts considered to be
minor.

Socioeconomics SMALL to
MODERATE

During construction, Impacts
would be SMALL to MODERATE.
Up to 1200 additional contractor
employees during the peak of the
three-year construction period,
followed by reduction from current
V.C. Summer workforce of 740 to
75; tax base preserved. Impacts
during operation would be SMALL
to MODERATE due to loss of
employment to Fairfield County.

Transportation Impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees would be
SMALL to MODERATE.
Transportation Impacts during
operation would be SMALL due to
smaller workforce.

SMALL to Construction impacts depend
LARGE on location, but could be

significant If location is In a
more rural area than
V.C. Summer. Fairfield
County would experience loss
of tax base and employment,
potentially offset by potential
economic growth in Columbia
area. Impacts during
operation at an alternate site
would be SMALL to
MODERATE depending on
economy at alternate site and
relative impact of plant to tax
base.

Transportation impacts
associated with construction
contractor employees would
be SMALL to LARGE and
dependent on population
density at alternate site.
Transportation Impacts during
operation would be SMALL
due to smaller workforce.

Aesthetics SMALL Some visibility of structure offsite.
- - : ' I

-SMALL to SMALL If alternate site
LARGE previously developed.

* MODERATE impact from
plant, stack, cooling tower
plume, and new transmission
lines. LARGE if greenfield
site.
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Table 8-8. (contd)

V.C. Summer Site Altemate Greenfield Site
Impact

Category Impact Comments Impact Comments

Historic and SMALL to Some construction would affect SMALL to Alternate location would
Archaeological MODERATE previously developed parts of MODERATE necessitate cultural resource
Resources V.C. Summer, cultural resource studies. Studies would likely

inventory should minimize any be needed to identify,
impacts on undeveloped lands. evaluate, and address
Studies would likely be needed to mitigation of the potential
identify, evaluate, and address impacts of new plant
mitigation of the potential impacts construction on undeveloped
of new plant construction on sites on cultural resources.
undeveloped sites on cultural
resources even at a developed
site.

Environmental SMALL to Impacts on minority and low- SMALL to Impacts at alternate site vary
Justice MODERATE income communities should be LARGE depending on population

similar to those experienced by distribution and makeup at
the population as a whole. Some site. Fairfield County would
impacts on housing may occur lose significant revenue, which
during construction; loss of 595 could have MODERATE to
operating jobs at V.C. Summer LARGE impacts to minority
could reduce employment pros- and low-income populations.
pects for minority and low-income Impacts to receiving County
populations. Impacts could be could be SMALL to
offset by projected economic MODERATE.
growth and the ability of affected
employees to commute to other
lobs.

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
V.C. Summer OL.
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8.3 Summary of Alternatives Considered

The environmental impacts of the proposed action, license renewal, are SMALL for all impact
categories (except collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from high-level
waste and spent fuel disposal, for which a single significance level was not assigned). 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,
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 require the replacement of electrical generating capacity by
(1) DSM and energy conservation, (2) power purchased from other electricity providers,
(3) generating alternatives other than V.C. Summer, or (4) some combination of these options
and would result in the decommissioning of V.C. Summer. 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 and aesthetics impacts
resulting from construction of any new facility would be greater than the impacts of continued
operation of V.C. Summer. 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 V.C. Summer OL.

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.
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9.0 Summary and Conclusions

By letter dated August 6, 2002, South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) submitted
an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to renew the operating
license (OL) for the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) for an additional 20-year
period (SCE&G 2002a). If the OL is renewed, State regulatory agencies and SCE&G will
ultimately decide whether the plant 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 OL
is renewed, the schedule is to issue the renewed license by June 2004. 'The renewed license
would supersede the current license. The renewed license would expire on August 6, 2042,
which is 20 years after the original license expiration date. If the OL is not renewed, the plant
must be shut down at or before the expiration of the current OL, which expires on
August 6,2022.

Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S. Code 4321) directs that
an environmental impact statement (EIS) is required for major Federal actions that significantly
affect the quality of the human environment. The NRC has implemented Section 102 of the
National Environmental Policy Act in 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 51. Part 51
identifies licensing and regulatory actions that require an EIS. In 10 CFR 51.20(b)(2), the
Commission requires preparation 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 License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GElS),
NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996; 1999).(a)

Upon acceptance of the SCE&G 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 in the Federal Register(67 Federal Register65612 [NRC 2002]) on October 25,2002.
The staff visited the V.C. Summer site in December 2002 and held public scoping meetings on
December 11, 2002, in Jenkinsville, South Carolina '(NRC 2002). The staff reviewed the
SCE&G Environmental Report (SCE&G 2002b) and compared it to the GEIS, consulted with
other agencies, and conducted an independent r'eview of the issues following the guidance set
forth in NUREG-1 555, Supplement 1, the Standard Review Plans for Environmental Reviews
for Nuclear Power Plants, Supplement 1: Operating License Renewal (NRC 2000). The staff
also considered the public comments received during the scoping process for preparation of
this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for V.C. Summer. The public
comments received during the scoping process that Were considered to be within the scope of
the environmental review are provided in Appendix A, Part I, of this SEIS.

(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.
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The staff held two public meetings in Jenkinsville, South Carolina, in August 2003 to describe
the preliminary results of the NRC environmental review and to answer questions to provide
members of the public with information to assist them in formulating their comments. All the
comments received on the draft SEIS were considered by the staff in developing this final SEIS
and are presented in Appendix A, Part II.

This SEIS includes the NRC staff's analysis that 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 criterion implicitly acknowledge that
there are factors, in addition to license renewal, 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 determination in § 51.23(a) and in accordance with
§ 51.23(b).ca)

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
environmental 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 the footnotes 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 sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to
destabilize, important attributes of the resource.

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

For 69 of the 92 issues considered in the GEIS, the staff analysis in the GEIS shows the
following:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply either
to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or other
specified plant or site characteristic.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to the
impacts (except for collective off site 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 mitigation measures are likely not
to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

(a) The title of 10 CFR 51.23 is "Temporary storage of spent fuel after cessation of reactor
operations-generic determination of no significant environmental impact."

February 2004 9-3 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Summary and Conclusions

These 69 issues were identified in the GEIS as Category I issues. In the absence of new and
significant information, the staff relied on conclusions as amplified by supporting information in
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 consideration of all 92 environmental issues identified 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 OL for V.C. Summer) and alternative methods of power generation. These
alternatives were evaluated assuming that the replacement power generation plant is located at
either the V.C. Summer site or some other unspecified greenfield location.

9.1 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action-
License Renewal

SCE&G 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
SCE&G 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
public comments, SCE&G, nor the staff have identified any new issue applicable to
V.C. Summer that has a significant environmental impact. Therefore, the staff relies upon the
conclusions of the GEIS for all Category 1 issues that are applicable to V.C. Summer.

SCE&G's license renewal application presents an analysis of the Category 2 issues that are
applicable to V.C. Summer, plus environmental justice and chronic effects from electromagnetic
fields. The staff has reviewed the SCE&G analysis for each issue and has conducted an
independent review of each issue. Three Category 2 issues are not applicable because they
are related to plant design features or site characteristics not found at V.C. Summer. Four
Category 2 issues are not discussed in this SEIS because they are specifically related to
refurbishment. SCE&G (SCE&G 2002b) has stated that its evaluation of structures and
components, as required by 10 CFR 54.21, did not identify any major plant refurbishment
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activities or modifications as necessary to support the continued operation of V.C. Summer, 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 Operation of Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
Unit 1 (AEC 1973) and the Final Environmental Statement Related to the Operation of
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station Unit No. I (NRC 1981).

Fifteen 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. Four of the Category 2 issues and environmental justice apply
to both refurbishment and to operation during the renewal term and are only discussed in this
SEIS in relation to operation during the renewal term. For all 15 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 V.C. Summer, and the plant improvements
already made, the staff concludes that none of the candidate SAMAs are cost-beneficial.

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 adverse impacts, irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources, and the relationship between local short-term use of the
environment and long-term productivity. ,

9.1.1 Unavoidable 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.
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The adverse impacts of continued operation identified are considered to be of SMALL
significance, and none warrant implementation of additional mitigation measures. The adverse
impacts of likely alternatives if V.C. Summer ceases operation at or before the expiration of the
current OL will not be smaller than those associated with continued operation of this unit 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 V.C. Summer during the
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 storage space. V.C. Summer replaces approximately one-third of
the fuel assemblies during every refueling outage, which occurs on an 1 8-month cycle.

The likely power generation alternatives if V.C. Summer ceases operation on or before the
expiration of the current OL 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
V.C. Summer site was set when the plant was approved and construction began. That balance
is now well established. Renewal of the OL for V.C. Summer and continued operation of the
plant will not alter the existing balance, but may postpone the availability of the site for other
uses. Denial of the application to renew the OL will lead to shutdown of the plant and will alter
the balance in a manner that depends on subsequent uses of the site. For example, the
environmental consequences of turning the V.C. Summer site into a park or an industrial facility
are quite different.
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9.2 Relative Significance of the Environmental Impacts of
License Renewal and Alternatives

The proposed action is renewal of the OL for V.C. Summer. Chapter 2 describes the site,
power plant, and interactions of the plant with the environment. As noted in Chapter 3, no
refurbishment and no refurbishment impacts are expected at V.C. Summer. Chapters 4
through 7 discuss environmental issues associated with renewal of the OL. Environmental
issues associated with the no-action alternative and alternatives involving power generation and
use reduction are discussed in Chapter 8.

The significance of the environmental impacts from the proposed action (approval of the
application for renewal of the OL), the no-action alternative (denial of the application),
alternatives involving nuclear or coal- or gas-fired generation of power at the V.C. Summer site
and an unspecified ugreenfield site," and a combination of alternatives are compared in
Table 9-1. Continued use of a once-through cooling system for V.C. Summer is assumed for
the V.C. Summer site alternatives.

Table 9-1 shows that the significance of the environmental effects of the proposed action 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 categories that reach MODERATE or
LARGE significance.

9.3 Staff Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on (1) the analysis and findings in the GEIS (NRC 1996; 1999), (2) the Environmental
Report submitted by SCE&G (SCE&G 2002b), (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 staff recommends that the Commission determine that the adverse
environmental impacts of license renewal for V.C. Summer are not so great that preserving the
option of license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be unreasonable.
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Appendix A

Comments Received on the Environmental Review

Part I - Comments Received During Scoping

On October 25, 2002,'the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) published a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register (67 Federal Register 65612), 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-1 437, Volumes 1 and 2, to support the
renewal application for the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) operating license
and to conduct scoping. The plant-specific supplement to the GEIS has been prepared in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and 10 Code of Federal Regulations (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, Tribal, and local government
agencies; local organizations; and individuals to participate in the scoping process by providing
oral comments at the scheduled public meetings and/or submitting written suggestions and
comments no later than January 6, 2003.

The scoping process included two public scoping meetings, which were held at the White Hall
A.M.E. Church in Jenkinsville, South Carolina, on December 11, 2002. Approximately
20 members of the public attended the meetings. Both sessions began with NRC staff
members providing a brief overview of the license renewal process and the NEPA process.
After the NRC's prepared statements, the meetings were open for public comments. Attendees
provided either oral or written statements that were recorded and transcribed by a certified court
reporter. The meeting transcripts are an attachment to the Scoping Meeting Summary dated
January 14, 2003.

At the conclusion of the scoping period, the NRC staff and its contractor reviewed the
transcripts and all written material to identify individual'comments. All comments and
suggestions received orally during the scopingr meetings or in writing were considered. Each
set of comments from a given commenter was given a unique identifier (Commenter ID
number), so that each set of comments from'a commenter could be traced back to the
transcript or letter by which the comments were submitted. Several commenters submitted
comments through multiple sources (e.g., afternoon and evening scoping meetings).

Table A.1 identifies the individuals who provided comments and the Commenter ID number
associated with each person's set(s) of comments.-The individuals 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 Comment Source and
ID Commenter Affiliation (If Stated) ADAMS Accession Number

SU-A Pearson Afternoon Public Meetingsa)
SU-B Marcharia Fairfield County Council Afternoon Public Meeting
SU.C Bursey Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-D Coleman Representative Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-E Robinson Fairfield County Council Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-F Wilder Fairfield County Schools Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-G Murphy Fairfield County Council Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-H Harmon Pomaria-Garmany Elementary School Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-l Byme V.C. Summer Nuclear Station Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-J Summer SCANA Services Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-K White South Carolina Public Service Commission Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-L Bowlers Irma/Chapin Recreation Commission Afternoon Public Meeting.
SU-M Vickers Fairfield County Chamber of Commerce Afternoon Public Meeting
SU-N Cannon Pastor Evening Public Meeting~'
SU-O Pearson Evening Public Meeting
SU-P Sprott Fairfield County School System Evening Public Meeting
SU-Q Byrne V.C. Summer Nuclear Station Evening Public Meeting
SU-R Summer SCANA Services Evening Public Meeting
SU-S White South Carolina Public Service Commission Evening Public Meeting
SU-T Rabb Evening Public Meeting
SU-U Caldwell Evening Public Meeting
SU-V Spratt United States House of Representatives Letter, December 11, 2002

(ML023540416)

(a) The afternoon transcript can be found under accession number ML030030808.
(b) The evening transcript can be found under accession number ML030030848.

Comments were consolidated and categorized according to the topic within the proposed
supplement to the GEIS or according to the general topic if outside the scope of the GEIS.
Comments with similar specific objectives were combined to capture the common essential
issues that had been raised in the source comments. Once comments were grouped according
to subject area, the staff and contractor determined the appropriate action for the comment.
The staff made a determination on each comment that it was one of the following:

* A comment that was actually a question and introduced no new information

• A comment that was either related to support for or opposition to license renewal in general
(or specifically, V.C. Summer) or that made a general statement about the licensing 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 did not pertain to 10 CFR
Part 54.
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* A comment about a Category 1 issue that

- provided new information that required evaluation during the review

- provided no new information.

* A comment about a Category 2 issue that

- provided information that required evaluation during the review

- provided no such information.

* A comment regarding alternatives to the proposed action

* A comment that raised an environmental issue that was not addressed in the GEIS

* A comment outside the scope of license renewal, which includes comments regarding the
need for power

* A comment outside the scope of the environmental review on safety issues pertaining to
10 CFR Part 54.

Each comment applicable to this environmental review is summarized in this section. This
information, which was extracted from the V.C. Summer Scoping Summary Report, is provided
for the convenience of those interested in the scoping comments applicable to this
environmental review. As part of its ongoing review, the staff has clarified some of the
responses included in the Scoping Report. The comments that are general or outside the
scope of the environmental review for V.C. Summer are not included here. More detail
regarding the disposition of general or inapplicable comments can be found in the summary
report. The Agencywide Document Access and Management System (ADAMS) accession
number for the summary report is ML030520583. This accession number is provided to
facilitate access to the document through the Public Electronic 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.
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Comments in this section are grouped in the following categories:

1. Comments Concerning Socioeconomic Issues
2. Comments Concerning Air Quality Issues
3. Comments Concerning Human Health Issues
4. Comments Concerning Terrestrial Resource Issues
5. Comments Concerning Threatened and Endangered Species Issues
6. Comments Concerning Water Resources Issues
7. Comments Concerning Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues

Part 1. Comments Received During Scoping

1. Comments Concerning Socioeconomic Issues

Comment: We also provide jobs for about 625 SCE&G employees and in excess of 100
long-term contract employees. (SU-1-5)

Comment: We also are the largest employer in the county now. (SU-Q-7)

Comment: Summer Station's operations provide jobs for nearly a thousand people. (SU-V-3)

Response: The comments are noted, Information regarding impacts resulting from
employment of plant workers during the 20-year renewal term is discussed in Chapter 4 of this
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

Comment: SCE&G is a wonderful partner for our county. Because they came online, we now
have some of the finest school facilities in the state. We also are able to offer, because of their
tax dollars, services to the people of this county that otherwise we could not afford because our
people cannot pay taxes to provide those services. (SU-E-3)

Comment: As far as an economic development impact on this county, this to me is a very
clean lake that they have provided. We then have people who are able to fish in this lake, and
we now have people who are selling property around this lake, which to us is an economic
development tool. And these people are coming in and building homes, which add to our tax
base. (SU-E-6)

Comment: ... that the plant has been a very vital part of the tax base in our county. (SU-F-2)
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Comment: So if the plant were not to be licensed and, in my personal opinion, the industry
was not here to replace the plant that not relicensed, it would be devastating on the county.
And for the county to have a $16 million impact from one plant, that's a big impact into our
economic base on the county level. (SU-F-3)

Comment: The school district is fortunate that the V.C. Nuclear Summer Plant is the largest
tax base in the county. We get in excess 11 million dollars per year in taxes from the plant.
(SU-F-4)

Comment: The benefits of the taxes that's been b[r]ought in, over $17 million to the county.
Where would we be if it wasn't for V.C. Summer? (SU-G-3)

Comment: We're also the largest taxpayer in the county. You've heard a lot about that. We
pay about 17-1/2 million dollars in taxes and represent about 67 percent of the tax base.
(SU-1-6)

Comment: Aside from being the largest employer, we're also the largest taxpayer. Prior to -
Mack's closing, we were 67 percent of the tax base. ... V.C. Summer pays about 17-1/2 million
dollars a year in property taxes to the county. (SU-Q-8)

Comment: There is a big tax check that keeps our schools going. (SU-T-5)

Comment: There are many things I could touch on that SCE&G has done in this community
but just to give you an overall picture of how they became our neighbors and how good they are
and the things that they have done. My husband had a vision many years ago for a fire
department.... And so SCE&G said, No problem, we will come up with the building.... Then
came EMS, which is a vital part of the community,-very much needed, through SCE&G.
(SU-T-3)

Comment: Then they became customers of the Jenkinsville Water Company, very good
customers, for that we appreciate. They keep us going, they keep the post office going,
because we're a small community. 'We're just thankful for the things that they have done.
(SU-T-4)

Comment: SCANA owned companies pay more than 17.5 million in taxes to Fairfield County,
money that helps support vital public services and provides for a better quality of life. (SU-V-4)

Response:' The comments are noted. Public services, offsite land use, taxes, and education
are discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of this SEIS.
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2. Comments Concerninq Air Quality Issues

Comment: ... want to make certain that SCE&G continue to follow guidelines to ensure that we
are subjected to clean air and a safe environment. (SU-F-1)

Comment: Reliable operation of the Summer Station, a non-greenhouse gas emitter,
precludes the requirement to use greenhouse gas from any generation and is economical for
our customers. (SU-K-4)

Comment: Reliable operation of Summer Station, a non-greenhouse gas emitter, precludes
the requirement to use greenhouse gas from any generation and is economical for our
customers. (SU-S-5)

Response: The comments are noted. Air emissions are regulated through the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and the State of South Carolina. Issues associated with air
quality are discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of this SEIS. The impacts resulting from the use of
fossil fuel to generate electricity are discussed in Chapter 8 of this SEIS. The comments
provide no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

3. Comments Concerning Human Health Issues

Comment: I've had constituencies ask me over the last 15 years -- there appears to be a
substantial increase in different types of cancer, particularly with our senior citizens. What can
you say to assure the community that this plant has no direct impact in regards to these
questions? (SU-B-3)

Comment: ...does your agency also check environmentally any of the medical records to see
whether or not these perceptions of increase of different types of cancers, ... do you also check
whether or not there is an increase of health risk to citizens in the area? (SU-B-4)

Comment: I did get asked the question about the perception of cancer. Fairfield County leads
the state in terms of diabetes, ... and the perception that the environment might complicate
these conditions. So I'm just raising this because we do need an independent study. That's
why I asked for a medical explanation. Have DHEC or other folks, the agency for this area, and
just for the public safety to make sure that these conditions and perceptions, that they are not
found, they're not authentic, and I think that will go a long ways to some uncertainties. (SU-B-6)

Comment: As far as health issues, we have a lot of health issues in Fairfield County, and a lot
of contributory things that have been done. We're unique in different things. We have a fault
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line that runs right through here. We also have a great deposit of granite in the county that lets
off radon gas and all these other things that's not attributed to the Summer plant. (SU-G-2)

Response: The NRC's regulatory limits for radiological protection are set to protect workers
and the public from the harmful effects of radiation. The limits are based on the
recommendations of standards-setting organizations. Radiation standards reflect extensive
study by national and international organizations (Intemational Commission on Radiological
Protection [ICRPJ, 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 ICRP 30. Emissions and effluents that are below the limits set by the NRC are
not considered to pose any significant risk to public health or safety. V. C. Summer monitors its
radiological emissions and effluents to ensure that any radioactive releases are within allowable
limits. South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) reports the results of its monitoring
program on an annual basis in two documents that are available to the public and are provided
to the NRC. These reports are (1) Annual Effluent and Waste Disposal Report, Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station, and (2) Radiological Environmental Monitoring Report, Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station.

The NRC does review the annual amounts of radiological emissions and effluents released into
the environment by V.C. Summer and has found them to be well within the acceptable limits. In
the past, the State of South Carolina independently monitored the environment around
V.C. Summer for radioactive contamination and its results were consistent with those reported
by SCE&G. To ensure that the exposure limits to the public are met, NRC sets limits on
radiological effluents, requires monitoring of effluents and foodstuffs. SCE&G monitors its
effluents and calculates potential offsite doses caused by radioactive liquid and gaseous
effluents. These calculations are performed to demonstrate the licensee's compliance with its
technical specifications and the NRC regulations. Based on the information provided by
SCE&G, radiological emissions and effluents from the station have been well below the limits
set by the NRC and, therefore, pose no significant risk to public health or safety.

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 on 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.
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The NRC does not routinely evaluate medical records. The NRC is not aware of any increase
in health risk to citizens in the area around V.C. Summer that could be linked to station
operations or emissions and effluents.

Radiation exposures to the public and workers were evaluated in the GEIS and determined to
be Category 1 issues. Information regarding the expected radiological impacts on human
health is discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of this SEIS. The comments provide no new
information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

4. Comments Concerning Terrestrial Resource Issues

Comment: We're a haven for wildlife. (SU-1-9)

Comment: On our site, you will hear a little bit more about this [haven for wildlife], but you will
find deer, turkeys, obviously fish, eagles and more buzzards than I can count, and an
occasional arrowhead. (SU-Q-10)

Response: The comments are noted. Information regarding aquatic and terrestrial biological
resources and cultural resources is discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of this SEIS. The comments
provide no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

5. Comments Concerning Threatened and Endangered Species Issues

Comment: The creation of Summer Station and its companion generating plant, Fairfield
Pumped Storage Facility, have provided an environment which has been conducive to the
expansion of the bald eagle population. (SU-J-2) (SU-R-2)

Comment: This survey found no evidence of threatened or endangered species on the plant
site or the transmission corridors. (SU-J-5)

Comment: This survey found no evidence of threatened or endangered species on the plant
site or the transmission corridors, with the exception of the eagles that are not nesting on the
site now, but they do come onto the site. (SU-R-7)

Response: The comments are noted. Information regarding threatened and endangered
species at the V.C. Summer site is discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of this SEIS.
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6. Comments Concerninq Water Resources Issues

Comment: ...it's just very important for me to know that we're protecting those lakes, because
at some point, that may be the only source of drinking water we're going to have. So water is
just a very important element to each of our lives. (SU-E-1)

Response: The comment is noted. Information regarding water resources is discussed in
Chapters 2 and 4 of this SEIS. The comment provides no new information and, therefore, will
not be evaluated further.

7. Comments Concerninc Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues

Comment: As stewards of the environment, management of Summer Station has reduced the
tri-annual cycle volume of low-level radioactive waste by 90 percent over the last six cycles for
18 years, recycling items previously disposed of and training the workforce to exercise prudent
utilization and materials have accomplished the significant reduction. (SU-K-2) (SU-S-3)

Response: The comment is noted. Information regarding low-level waste management is
discussed in Chapters 2 and 6 of this SEIS. The comment provides no new information and,
therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Part II - Comments Received on the Draft SEIS

Pursuant to 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 51, the staff transmitted the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Regarding Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station, Draft Report for Comment (NUREG-1437, Supplement 15, referred to
as the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement [SEIS]) to Federal, State, and local
government agencies; certain Indian tribes; and interested members of the public. As part of
the process to solicit public comments on the draft SEIS, the staff:

* placed a copy of the draft SEIS into the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC's)
Public Electronic Recording Room, its license renewal website, and at the Fairfield County
Library and at the Thomas Cooper Library,~ University of South Carolina

* sent copies of the draft SEIS to the applicant, members of the public who requested copies,
representatives of certain Indian tribes,'and certain Federal,'State, and local agencies

* published a notice of availability of the draft SEIS in the Federal Register on July 17, 2003
(68 Federal Register 42431)
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* issued 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 Jenkinsville, South Carolina, on August 26,
| 2003, 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 an email address to receive comments on the draft SEIS through the Internet.

| During the comment period, the staff received a total of three comment letters in addition to the
| comments received during the public meetings.

I The staff has reviewed the public meeting transcripts and the three 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 II, Section A.1 contains a summary of the comments
I and the staff's responses. Related issues are grouped together. Appendix A, Part II, Section
| A.2 contains excerpts of the August 26, 2003, public meeting transcripts and comment letters.

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. Public testimony and written comments are identified by the letters USU-D"
followed by a number that identifies each comment in approximate chronological order in which
the comments were made.

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

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

(2) a comment that was either related to support or opposition of license renewal in
general (or specifically Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station) 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 10 CFR Part 54.
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(3) a comment about a Category 1 issue that -
(b) provided new information that required evaluation during the review, or l
(c) provided no new information -

(4) a comment about a Category 2 issue that
-(d) provided information that required evaluation during the review, or l
(e) provided no such information '

(5) a comment that raised an environmental issue that was not addressed in the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) or the draft SEIS

(6) a comment on safety issues pertaining -to 10 CFR Part 54 l

(7) a comment outside the scope of the license renewal (not related to 10 CFR Parts 51 l
or 54), or I

(8) a comment that was editorial in nature. I

There was no significant new information provided on Category 1 issues l(3)(a) above] or
information that required further evaluation on Categ'ory 2 issues [(4)(a)]. Therefore, the
conclusions in the GEIS and draft SEIS remained valid and bounding, and no further evaluation
was performed. I

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 Public Document Room. I

Within each section of Part II of this appendix (A.1.1 through A.1.9), similar comments are l
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 I
designated by vertical lines beside the text.
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Table A-2. Comments Received on the Draft SEIS

Comment Commenter Source Comment Section(s)

ID Location Where
Addressed

SU-D-A-1 Marcharia Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-38 A.1.9

SU-D-A-2 Marchara Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-39 A.1.2

SU-D-A-3 Marcharia Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-39 A.1.9

SU-D-A-4 Marcharia Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-39 A.1.9

SU-D-A-5 Marcharia Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-39 A.1.9

SU-D-A-6 Marcharia ftemoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-40 A.1.3

SU-D-A-7 Marcharia Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-40 A.1.4

SU-D-A-8 Marcharia Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-40 A.1.1

SU-D-B-1 Moniak ftemoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-40 A.1.9

SU-D-B-2 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-40 A.l.5

SU-D-B-3 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-41 A.1.5

SU-D-B-4 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-43 A.1.9

SU-D-B-5 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-44 A.1.9

SU-D-B-6 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-4 A.1.9

SU-D-B-7 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-44 A.1 .2

SU-D-B-8 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-45 A.1.2

SU-D-B-9 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-45 A.1.9

SU-D-B-80 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-45 A.1.9

SU-D-B-1 9 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-45 A.1 .6

SU-D-B-12 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-45 A.l .4

SU-D-B-13 Moniak Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-46 A.1.4

SU-D-B-1 4 Moniak fternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-46 A.1.4
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Table A-2.- (contd)

Comment Commenter ' Source Comment Section(s)
ID Location Where

Addressed

SU-D-C-1 Cannon Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-41 A.1.9

SU-D-C-2 Cannon Afternoon'Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-43 A.1.1

SU-D-D-1 Pearson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-41 A.1.5

SU-D-D-2 Pearson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-42 A.1.9

SU-D-D-3 Pearson Aftemoon Meeting Transcript (08/26103) A-42 A.1.1

SU-D-D-4 Pearson Evening Meeting Transcript (08126/03) A-47 A.1.5

SU-D-E-1 Robinson Aftemoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-41 A.1.1

SU-D-F-1 Brown Afternoon'Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-41 A.1.1

SU-D-F-2 Brown Afternoon Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-42 A.1.4

SU-D-G-1 Hubbard Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-47 A.1.9

SU-D-G-2 Hubbard Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-47 A.1.2

SU-D-H-1 Murphy Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-48 A.1.4

SU-D-H-2 Murphy Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-48 A.1.4

SU-D-H-3 Murphy Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03)' A-48 A.1.1

SU-D-H-4 Murphy Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-48 A.1.2

SU-D-H-5 Murphy Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-48 A.1.4

SU-D-H-6 Murphy Evening Meeting Tra'nscript (08/26/03) A-48 A.1.1

SU-D-H-1 McKinley Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-49 A.1.2

SU-D-1-2 McKinley Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-49 A.1.9

SU-D-1-3 McKinley Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03)' A-49 A.1.4

SU-D-1-4 McKinley Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-49 A.1.1

SU-D-1-5 McKinley Evening Meeting Transcript (08/26/03) A-5O A.1.1

SU-D-J-1 - Mueller September 2,2003, Letter A-51 A.1.3
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Table A-2. (contd)

Comment Commenter Source Comment Section(s)
ID Location Where

Addressed

SU-D-K-1 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-2 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-3 Byme September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

U-D-K-4 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-5 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-6 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-7 Byme September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-8 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-9 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-10 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-1 1 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-12 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-54 A.1.8

SU-D-K-13 Byme September 29, 2003, Letter A-55 A.1.8

SU-D-K-14 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-55 A.1.8

SU-D-K-15 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-55 A.1.8

SU-D-K-16 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-55 A.1.8

SU-D-K-17 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-55 A.1.8

SU-D-K-1 8 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-55 A.1.8

SU-D-K-1 9 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A.1.8

SU-D-K-20 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A.1.8

SU-D-K-21 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A..8

SU-D-K-22 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A.1.8

SU-D-K-23 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A.1.8

I
I
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Table A-2. (contd)

Comment Commenter Source Comment Section(s)

ID Location Where
Addressed

SU-D-K-24 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A.1.8.

SU-D-K-25 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-56 A.1.8

SU-D-K-26 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-27 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-28 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1 .8

SU-D-K-29 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-30 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-31 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-32 Byrne eptember 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-33 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-34 Byrne September 29,2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-35 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-36 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1 .8

SU-D-K-37 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-38 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-39 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-40 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-57 A.1.8

SU-D-K-41 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1.8

SU-D-K-42 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1.8

SU-D-K-43 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1.8

SU-D-K-44 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1 .8

SU-D-K-45 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1.8

SU-D-K-46 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1.8

I
I

: I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

: I

I

I

I

i
I

� I
I
I
I
I
I
I
.1
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Table A-2. (contd)

Comment Commenter Source Comment Section(s)
ID Location Where

Addressed

SU-D-K-47 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-58 A.1.8

SU-D-K-48 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-59 A.1.8

SU-D-K-49 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-59 A.1.8

SU-D-K-50 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-59 A.1.8

SU-D-K-51 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-59 A.1.8

SU-D-K-52 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-59 A.1.8

SU-D-K-53 Byrne September 29, 2003, Letter A-59 A.1.8

SU-D-L-1 Eudaly October 17, 2003, Letter A-61 A.1.7

I

I

A.1 Comments and Responses

Comments in this section are grouped in the following categories:

A.1.1 General Comments in Support of License Renewal at Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station

A.1.2 Comments Concerning Human Health Issues

A. 1.3 Comments Concerning Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues

A.1.4 Comments Concerning Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice Issues

A.1.5 Comments Concerning Postulated Accident Issues

A.1.6 Comments Concerning Alternatives Issues

A.1.7 Comments Concerning Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecology Issues

A.1.8 Editorial Comments

A.1.9 Other Comments Including Out of Scope Issues, Operational Safety, and Emergency
Preparedness
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A.1.1 General Comments in SUDpOrt of License Renewal at Virgil C. Summer Nuclear |
Station

Comment: I think in the last year most -- if not you, most of the folks over at the plant have |

been very open. We have started a dialogue and I think that's going to get us over some of the
humps and try to look at more strategically how do we make this community more safe. |

(SU-D-A-8) -

Comment: We have felt all along, as council members, that this was a very safe agency for I
our county and as council members, we encourage you to give them the okay for relicensing I
because it is an enormous economic development for our county and we all as citizens who live
here realize the various benefits from the taxes that are paid. We often talk about that, ,
especially during the budget process, and what would happen if it should be closed. I look
forward to having it extended for 20 additional years. (SU-D-E-1) .1

Comment: I want to go one step further and just thank SCE&G and SCANA and Santee-
Cooper for doing such a good job over the past 20 years as far as picking and choosing good
people to run their plant and keep it safe. I want to thank NRC for being the watchdog to make |
sure they run it safe - I want to thank y'all. (SU-D-F-1) l

Comment: We do thank you and we're proud to have you in the community. (SU-D-D-3) l

Comment: I too want to reiterate the fact that we are happy to have good neighbors. The |
plant has done so much for the community and I can look right around and I see someone who
is employed in taking care of the building for us and he works for the plant, so it has had a
tremendous impact on the county and we get good reports that they are safe ... (SU-D-C-2) l

Comment: So I'm here in full support of this, because they are good corporate neighbors, they
look at all the safety issues and we also look at safety issues and question those things. But to
have a resource such as this one and one of the safest plants in America and they are willing to
operate an additional 20 years with the consent of the federal agencies that have them here,
the room should be filled saying let's get this done. This room should be filled. Because |

without that, we can't even improve on the different things that we have in this county. I
(SU-D-H-3) - - l

Comment: ... they're good corporate citizens. They work with the schools, not only with tax
dollars, but they have programs, they donate books and all of these things to the county. }

They're just a good, good corporate citizen that we in Fairfield County treasure and hope they
stay here and relicense for an additional 20 years. (SU-D-H-6) l
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Comment: ... I just really want to say thank you to them and I hope that the government will
see fit to do the license ... (SU-D-1-4)

| Comment: So let's do look at some other information maybe before we make that
determination. But the nuclear plant I hope is here to stay for another 20 years ... (SU-D-1-5)

Response: 777e comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal at the
I Vrgil C. Summer Nuclear Station and are general in nature. The comments provide no new

information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. No changes were made to
the SEIS.

A.1.2 Comments Concerning Human Health Issues

Comment: I think some of the health issues -- the last time we talked, we asked what would
be the impact of health issues around the plant, given the perception -- not the perception,
given the fact that a lot of our senior citizens are dying from unknown cancers. That's not a

I perception, that's a fact But there is a perception that it might be related to the plant. That has
| not been proven and I think the question asked what steps do you take or methodology that you

use to determine that this plant does not have a negative impact on the quality of life or health
| of the local residents -- was one of the questions. (SU-D-A-2)

| Comment: ... what about health impacts in the area, because there were concerns over rising
cancer rates and other illnesses which would be extremely difficult to trace back to Summer

| Nuclear Power Plant even if it was Summer Nuclear Power Plant causing these problems,
because environmental epidemiology as a discipline is almost impossible. ... So it would be

| very difficult to find this out, but nonetheless, it seems to be incumbent upon the NRC and
I SCE&G to at least address this issue and identify what sources of hazards, contaminants in
| general in this area there are. (SU-D-B-7)

Comment: ... I lived here for many years and I moved away and am just coming back after 47
years ... I'm just relocating and I'm wondering about so much cancer in this area. They say that

| Fairfield County has - what is it, 75 percent deaths from cancer. Does this nuclear plant have
anything anywhere that you know of or don't know of and somebody else knows, that causes it.
I don't know if the plant causes it, but I know there's a lot of deaths around here. (SU-D-G-2)

} Comment: You can point to issues all over the place, but Fairfield County has a lot of health
issues, but they have a whole lot of other issues too. Some of those issues are being solved by
the funding of the power plant. (SU-D-H-4)
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Comment: ... the one thing I think about V.C. Summer out here, would all these folks be |
working out here if they thought there was a danger to this? (SU-D-1-1) l

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 NRC's regulatory limits i
for radiological protection are set to protect workers and the public from the harmful health I
effects of radiation on humans. The limits were based on the recommendations of
standards-setting organizations. Radiation standards reflect extensive scientific 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 l
are protected. The 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
ICRP 30.

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

Regarding health effects to populations around nuclear power plants, NRC relies on the studies I
performed by the National Cancer Institute at the request of the U.S. Congress. The Institute |
conducted a study in 1990, "Cancer in Populations Living Near Nuclear Facilities," to look at l
mortality rates around 52 nuclearpowerplants, nine Department of Energy facilities, and one |
former commercial fuel reprocessing facility (NIH Publications No. 90-874). The study l
concluded that there is no evidence that an excess occurrence of cancer has resulted from
living near nuclear facilities. Additionally, the American Cancer Society had concluded that,
although reports about cancer case clusters in such communities have raised public concern,
studies show that cancer clusters do not occur more often near nuclear plants than they do [

elsewhere in the population.

The comments provide no new information. Therefore, the comments were not evaluated I
further. No changes were made to the SEIS. -|

Comment: There's a very high frequency of electrical power lines here and radio frequency -- I
electromagnetic radiation from these is harmful. ... The National Academy of Sciences comes
out and says that oh, power lines don't cause leukemia. Well, sure, maybe they don't, but'
there's a lot of other impacts, especially neurological, that it could be causing. (SU-D-B-8) l
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| Response: The chronic effects of 60-Hz electromagnetic fields from power lines have been
studied at length, but studies failed to uncover consistent experimental and epidemiological

| evidence linking harmful effects with field exposures. Consequently, as documented in the
I GEIS and in the NRC 10 CFR Part 51 rule regarding license renewal, the NRC will monitor the

issue to determine whether a consensus has been reached by appropriate Federal health
agencies that there are adverse health effects from electromagnetic fields. Section 4.2.2 of the
SEIS already reflects the conclusion of a more recent report by a Federal agency, the National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences. The comment provides no new information;

| therefore, it will not be evaluated further. No changes were made to the SEIS.

A..1.3 Comments Concernina Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues

Comment: The other thing is that technically I don't know if I know all the technical terms
dealing with nuclear waste and nuclear energy and what you must do to provide safety or any
other kinds of strategies around that. (SU-D-A-6)

Comment: Based on the review of the DSEIS, the project received a rating of "EC-1,N meaning
that some environmental concems exist regarding aspects of the proposed project. Specifically,
protecting the environment involves the continuing need for appropriate storage, and ultimate

I disposition, of radioactive wastes generated on-site. (SU-D-J-1)

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

X NRC, as set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule (10 CFR 51.23). In the Waste Confidence
I 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
I 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 rule its belief that there is reasonable assurance that
at least one mined geological repository will be available within the first quarter of the twenty-
first century, and sufficient repository capacity will be available within 30 years beyond the
licensed life for any reactor to dispose of the spent fuel generated in such reactor up to that

| time. The Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants
a (GEIS)," (NUREG- 1437) is based on the assumption that storage of the spent fuel onsite is not

permanent. The plant-specific supplement to the GEIS regarding license renewal for the Virgil
C. Summer Nuclear Station is 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
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waste onsite during the license renewal term. The comments provide no new information;
therefore, the comments will not be evaluated further. No changes were made to the SEIS. |

A.1.4 Comments Concerning Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice Issues I

Comment: It has been tremendous economic benefit to our community and we are obviously |
enjoying the partnership that we have with you and we thank you for that. (SU-D-A-7) l

Comment: But the impact that this plant has made on Fairfield County, you cannot really sum
it all up other than it really has brought us into the 21 st century and without it, Fairfield County |

would be in dire straits. (SU-D-F-2) l

Comment: What would be that socioeconomic impact? What would be the impact of early I
closure, especially if the governments plan on this operating another 20 years, local I
governments. (SU-D-B-12) l

Comment: And I also read that inside of the 10-mile radius, I guess the evacuation area, the
population has not enjoyed the same level of growth'as the other parts of the county. This is
not a county that experiences a lot of growth, which can-be a good thing too, but does this plant |
affect the ability of the county to bring In other industries, both this and Newberry? Are there
industries that would think about moving here, smaller scale ones that will not because there's a
nuclear power plant nearby? Are the people not moving to within the 10-mile radius because of I
the plant? What is the reason for the exodus of people from that 1 0-mile radius? And' I
somewhere in there it said that it either decreased -- a lot of people have left, something like I
220 people left in a 20-year period in an area where there's only 1000 to begin with.
(SU-D-B-13) -

Comment: So my point is because in the south, a lot of these power plants are located in very |
rural areas, they all seem to be put 25 to 30 miles away from a population center. I guess that
was the siting criteria back in the '60s, '70s. And some of these places just have the worst |
poverty in the country, never mind in South Carolina. (SU-D-B-1 4) l

Comment: V.C. Summer this year put over $17 million into the tax base of this county. What |

does that mean to Fairfield County? Over 60 some percent of the total budget. What would it I
mean if V.C. Summer would leave? They put moderate and large. That's not the word. I
Neither one of those words are suitable'to what would happen to Fairfield County if V.C. I
Summer would leave. (SU-D-H-1) l
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Comment: ... if V.C. Summer leaves this county, it's going to be hard for this county to
| breathe. (SU-D-H-2)

Comment: Our schools, our county, all of these things we run on are funded by this
I organization. (SU-D-H-5)

Comment: I just want to say nothing but positives for them. We thank them for their help with
the county - $17 million. And guess who'd have to pay that if they didn't? The citizens of our

| county. (SU-D-1-3)

I Response: Socioeconomic issues specific to the plant are Category 2 issues and are
addressed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. The comments generally support license renewal at the

I Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station. Environmental justice refers to a Federal policy under which
I 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 NRC is cognizant of the presence of minority and
low income populations in the vicinity of the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station. However, the
staff did not find any adverse human health or environmental effects from license renewal on
minority and low income populations. Environmental justice issues and indings are discussed
in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. Th7e comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments
will not be evaluated further. No changes were made to the SEIS.

A.1.5 Comments Concernina Postulated Accident Issues

Comment: You said that cost and risk analysis were the screening criteria for reducing the
number of potential SAMAs, and what I was wondering is, is it cost and risk or is it cost and/or

| risk? Does cost by itself ever result in removing a possible improvement or does it also have to
be a risk reduction? ... How are those two weighed, how are cost versus risk weighed?

| (SU-D-B-2)

Comment: Is risk reduction based on the total population in the area and what the impacts on
I population and environment would be - not the impacts, but what the effects would be, or is it
| based on what the actual impacts would be, say for radiation release in terms of curies? ... The

risk reduction itself, is it based on the actual impact to the environment and, therefore, possibly
to people like in terms of curies, which is concrete, or is it based upon the potential effect upon

| the environment, which is more of an abstraction? ... (SU-D-B-3)

Comment: I just wanted to ask a question about that last statement up there, additional plant
improvements to further mitigate severe accidents are not required at V.C. Summer as part of
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license renewal.' ... Are you saying that irrespective of how many accidents are going to be
down there, it is not required, or what are you saying? (SU-D-D-1) l

Comment: I have a concern over the last statement, overall conclusion, "additional plant
improvements to further mitigate severe accidents are not required at V.C. Summer as part of I
license renewal." .-.. Why was that statement even brought up? (SU-D-D-4) l

Response: In the GEIS, the NRC staff evaluated the likelihood and consequences of severe
accidents. Existing severe accident analyses were reviewed and used to predict consequences I
at all of the nuclearpowerplant sites. The staff concluded that

The probability weighted consequences of atmospheric releases, fallout onto open I
bodies of water, releases to groundwater, and societal and economic impacts from I
severe accidents are small at all plants. However, alternatives to mitigate severe
accidents must be considered for all plants that have not considered such alternatives.

For Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, the staff performed an independent assessment and #

review of information related to postulated accidents to determine whether there was new and
significant information. The staff concluded that there were no impacts from postulated
accidents beyond those discussed in the GEIS. However, because the National Environmental I
PolicyAct of 1969 (NEPA) requires the consideration of altematives, and the NRC I
environmental protection rule specifically requires the consideration of mitigation alternatives to.
reduce the impacts of severe accidents, the applicant and the NRC staff consider severe I
accident mitigation alternatives (SAMAs) to determine whether any improvements would I
substantially reduce the risk even further such that the benefits of an improvement outweigh the |
costs of implementation. As part of this evaluation, the staff considered the likelihood - I
(probability) of various postulated accidents, the associated releases of radioactive material, the
dispersal of that material into the environment, and the impacts (consequences) to the public
and the environment. For Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station, the NRC staff found that South
Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) had already implemented all of the cost-effective
improvements. Therefore, the staff concluded and reported in this Supplement that none of the
remaining candidate SAMAs identified during the review needed to be implemented because
they were not cost-beneficial. I

The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated I
further. No changes were made to the SEIS. -I
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A.1.6 Comments Concerning Alternatives Issues

Comment: And in all of these relicensings, there doesn't seem to be much analysis on what
| the impact would be of an operator suddenly closing a plant because the energy is not needed,

it's too expensive, there's been new technology. In the next 20 years, who knows what's going
to happen in terms of energy technology. Nuclear power could be obsolete in 20 years, as we

| currently know it. (SU-D-B-1 1)

Response: The comment is noted. The GEIS included extensive discussions of alternative
I energy sources. Environmental impacts associated with alternatives to the renewal of the
| operating license for Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station were discussed in detail in Chapter 8 of

this Supplement; energy technologies are expected to evolve, but the NRC must focus on the
reasonable range of alternatives and is not expected to speculate in considering alternatives.
As part of the alternatives discussion, the NRC staff considered the No-Action Alternative,
which describes the environmental effects resulting from a decision not to renew the operating
license. If the operating license is not renewed, then SCE&G would decommission the nuclear
station. SCE&G will be required to comply with NRC decommissioning requirements whether
or not the operating license is renewed. If the operating license is renewed under this action,
decommissioning activities may be postponed for up to an additional 20 years. If the operating
license is not renewed or if the operators elect to cease operations prior to the expiration date
of the operating license, SCE& G would conduct decommissioning activities according to the

X requirements of 10 CFR 50.82. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the
comment will not be evaluated further as part of the environmental review for license renewal.

| No changes were made to the SEIS.

A..1.7 Comments Concerning Terrestrial and Aquatic Ecoloqy Issues

Comment: Erosion and sedimentation problems are likely to be exacerbated at areas where
| clearing removes deep-rooted vegetation. Therefore, to maintain the integrity of these aquatic

resources during transmission line corridor maintenance, we recommend that at least a 25-foot
buffer be left on both sides of any stream crossed or paralleled by a transmission line.
(SU-D-L-1)

| Response: The comment is noted. NRC understands U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concerns
I regarding protection of the wetlands and waters in the vicinity of Virgil C. Summer Nuclear

Station. SCE&G's general practice is to mow the transmission line rights-of-way, which leaves
the root mat intact. Mowing minimizes soil disturbance andprotects against accelerated
erosion. Herbaceous vegetation is quickly re-established, and erosion is minimized. Trees
above a certain height must be trimmed or cut to maintain overhead clearance for the
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transmission line conductors; however, the stumps are left in place. Also, vegetation in
wetlands is hand-cut to avoid rutting the soil with mowing machinery. Following these
practices, SCE&G has been successful in preventing erosion and sedimentation problems over
the last 30 years.

The NRC notes that its National Environmental Policy Act review performed for license renewal
satisfies the requirements of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

The NRC staff has determined that no further evaluation of this comment is necessary;
however, the comment has been forwarded to SCE&G for consideration. No changes were
made to the SEIS.

A.1.8 Editorial Comments

Comment: Tables, page xii, line 7; Correct title of Table 2-3 is "Aquatic Species Listed or
Candidates for Listing as Endangered ... by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or State of South |
Carolina..." Delete reference to National Marine Fisheries Service. (SU-D-K-1) l

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Executive Summary, page xviii, line 38; Should be 'U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission's FES Related to Operation...' rather than U.S. Atomic Energy Commission's FES, |

etc. (SU-D-K-2) I

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Abbreviations/Acronyms, page xxii, line 38; SCANA Corp. is a completely separate
entity from the S.C. Public Service Authority. SCANA Corp. is a holding company with a
number of subsidiaries, including SCE&G. The S.C. Public Service Authority is also known as
"Santee Cooper.n (SU-D-K-3) I

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 1-1, line 21; Delete 'Power." (SU-D-K-4) l

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

. . ..
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Comment: Page 2-1, line 17 and 18; Grade elevation at Summer Station is approximately 436
feet above sea level. Monticello Reservoirs full pool elevation is 425 feet above sea level.

(SU-D-K-5)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-4, line 14; Delete 'State Park.' Lake Murray is an SCE&G hydroelectric
reservoir. (SU-D-K-6)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-4, lines 17 and 18; The southern boundary of the 161,000-acre Enoree
Ranger District of the Sumter National Forest is only 6 or 7 miles north of VCSNS. Note that
the Sumter NF consists of 3 ranger districts, one in the mountains, one in the western
Piedmont, and one (the Enoree) in the central Piedmont of S.C. (SU-D-K-7)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-4, lines 19-21; The Congaree Swamp National Monument is on the
Congaree River near, but several miles upstream of, the confluence of the Congaree and the
Wateree Rivers (not the Broad and Saluda Rivers). It would be more accurate to say that it
contains one of" the last significant tracts of old-growth bottomland hardwood forest in the
southeastern U.S. (SU-D-K-8)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-9, line 26; Summer Station also uses the Envirocare facility in Clive, Utah
for disposal of solid waste (as noted in Section 2.1.4.3). (SU-D-K-9)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-10, line 5; In some circumstances, liquid wastes may be monitored during
release, rather than being sampled and analyzed prior to release. (SU-D-K-10)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-10, line 7-10; Change wording to the following: *The LWPS consists of 5
collection systems which are provided by the waste holdup tank, floor drain tank, the laundry
and hot shower tank, the excess liquid waste processing system (the excess waste holdup tank
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and the decon pit collection tank) and the laboratory drain system. The LWPS does not
process secondary system wastes.' (SU-D-K-1 1)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-10, line 14; Replace the words "Drain Channel A processes' with "The
waste holdup tank is provided to process" ... (SU-D-K-1 2)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-10, lines 17-21; Reword: "... may be directed to the recycle holdup tanks for
processing." Delete the sentences: Administratively controlled equipment drains are the major
contributors of water to Drain Channel A. Valve and pump leakoffs outside the Reactor Building
are also collected in the waste holdup tank for processing and recycling. Abnormal liquid
sources include leaks that may develop in the reactor coolant and auxiliary systems.
(SU-D-K-1 3)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-10, lines 24-33; Change wording to the following: 'Liquid in this tank is
normally processed through the Durotek demineralizers and released to the environment under
controlled conditions. Alternatively, the liquid may be recycled for use in the plant. Liquid
wastes are released from the waste monitor tanks through the penstocks of the Fairfield
Pumped Storage Facility. The discharge valve is interlocked with a process radiation monitor' |
and closed automatically when the radioactivity concentration in the liquid discharge exceeds a
preset limit. The waste monitor tank acts as a reservoir for holding waste which is to be
released from the LWPS to the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility. Prior to entering these
tanks, the liquid may pass through a waste monitor tank demineralizer and a waste monitor
tank filter. A sample is taken and, after analysis, the results are logged and the liquid is
discharged or recycled. Liquid waste discharge flow and volume are recorded.' (SU-D-K-14)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-10, lines 35-39; Change the wording to the following: 'The floor drain tank
is provided to collect and process non-reactor grade (non-recyclable) liquid wastes. These
include floor drains, equipment drains containing non-reactor grade water, and other non-
reactor grade sources.: If the activity in the floor drain tank is such that the discharge limits
cannot be met without cleanup, the liquid is processed through the Duratek demineralizers and
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released under controlled conditions via the penstocks of the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility.
| Non-recyclable reactor coolant..." (SU-D-K-1 5)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-11, line 1; Change the wording to the following: " ...via the floor drains."
| (Delete remainder of sentence.) (SU-D-K-1 6)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-11, lines 2-10; Delete these lines and replace with: 'Laundry and hot
shower drains normally need no treatment for removal of radioactivity. This water is transferred
to waste monitor tank number 2 via the laundry and hot shower filter. A sample is taken, and

| after analysis, the results logged and the water is discharged if the activity level is below
| acceptable limits." (SU-D-K-17)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-11, lines 12-21; The Excess Liquid Waste Processing System (ELWS)
consists of two storage tanks, the excess liquid waste holdup tank and the decon pit holdup
tank. The excess waste holdup tank is used to accept waste from the floor drain tank, laundry
and hot shower tank, and waste holdup tank when these tanks are filled to capacity. The liquid

# from this tank can be recycled back to these tanks, released directly to the environment via the
| waste monitor tank, or processed through the Duratek demineralizers and released under
I controlled conditions via the penstocks of the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility. The decon pit
| collection tank collects liquid from the Fuel Handling Building sumps, the Radiological

Maintenance Building drains, excess waste holdup area sump, and decon pit drains. If the
| activity in this tank liquid is such that the discharge limits cannot be met without cleanup, the

liquid is processed through the Duratek demineralizers and released under controlled
conditions via the penstocks of the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility.

The Laboratory Drain System consists of three sinks in the radiochemical laboratory and two
sinks in the sample room. In the radiochemical laboratory, spent reactor coolant samples,

I equipment rinse water and other non-reactor grade fluids are disposed of in the two sinks that
drain to the floor drain tank. No liquids or wastes are intentionally disposed of in the sink that
drains to the chemical drain tank. In the sample room, excess sample purges of reactor grade

| water and excess reactor coolant samples are drained form one sink to the waste holdup tank
I for processing. The other sink is used for draining nonreactor grade fluids to the nuclear

blowdown holdup tank. (SU-D-K-18)
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Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-12, line 38; Purge is limited to 1,000 hours per year by Tech Spec.
(SU-D-K-1 9)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-13, lines 7-11; Condenser Air Removal System is normally released
through the Charcoal Exhaust System, not only under primary to secondary leakage conditions.
(SU-D-K-20)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-14, line 4; Delete the words nevaporator concentrates". (SU-D-K-21)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-14, lines 8-11; Delete these lines. (SU-D-K-22) l

Response: The comment was considered, but no changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-17, line 12; Since submittal of the ER, SCE&G has modified a transmission I
line connection. As a result, transmission line descriptions have changed. Replace MDenny I
Terrace 1 Tie Linet with Summer-McMeekin-Edenwood segment (a 2.5 mile section of the line
that now connects Summer Station to the pre-existing Parr-McMeekin-Edenwood line).
(SU-D-K-23) I

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

Comment: Page 2-17, Table 2-1, line 28; Replace nDenny Terrace 1 Tie Linem with 'Summer- I
McMeekin-Edenwood" (SU-D-K-24) ;

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. l

Comment: Page 2-19, lines 10-12; Replace current wording with the following: 'Summer-
McMeekin-Edenwood segment. This 230 kV line provides power to SCE&G's Edenwood
Substation by way of a 2.5 mile line running from Summer Station to the pre-existing Parr- |

McMeekin-Edenwood line (total of 32.5 miles between Summer Station and the Edenwood l
substation). This line occupies a 100' right-of-way." (SU-D-K-25)

February 2004 A-29 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Appendix A

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-20, line 26; Insert Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility" for "Parr Hydro".
I (SU-D-K-26)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-21, line 6; Power boating is permitted on Monticello Reservoir, but the use
I of gasoline-powered motors is not allowed on the Monticello Sub-Impoundment. (SU-D-K-27)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-21, line 7; Change wording to: "water level varies daily up to 1.3 m (4.5
| feet) to service Fairfield Pumped Storage." (or "the Parr Project.") (SU-D-K-28)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: Page 2-30, lines 25-26; Suggest that wording be changed to indicate that
shortnose sturgeon are found in rivers that flow into Winyah Bay, rivers that flow into Lake

| Marion, the Santee, Cooper, and Savannah Rivers, and the ACE Basin (Ashepoo, Combahee,
| and Edisto Rivers). (SU-D-K-29)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 2-31, line 15; Scientific name is Lasmiaona decorata. (SU-D-K-30)

| Response: The comment was consideredandappropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: Page 2-31, line 16; Scientific name is Pvyanodon cataracta. (SU-D-K-31)

I Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: Page 2-32, line 20; Scientific name is Pvganodon cataracta. (SU-D-K-32)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: Page 2-31, lines 29-30; Incomplete sentence. (SU-D-K-33)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.
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Comment: Table 2-5, page 2-40; Adding the percentages for Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry
and Richland Counties yields a total of 96%. Approximately 95% is used on page 2-39, line 37. |
The difference is assumed to be due to rounding of percentages. (SU-D-K-34)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: 'Table 2-6, page 2-42; Problems with table format, left-hand column (at least in
printed version). (SU-D-K-35)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Table 2-9, page 2-47; To be consistent with text on preceding page and the table
heading, suggest that numbers in right-hand column be presented as whole numbers, i.e., 87
(percent) rather than 0.87, 3 (percent) rather than 0.03, etc. (SU-D-K-36) l

Response: The comment was consideredandappropriate changes were made to the SEIS. I

Comment: Table 2-10, page 2-50; Problems with table format, header section (at least in
printed version). (SU-D-K-37) I

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

Comment: Page 2-52, lines 25 and 26; Suggest re-wording to reflect that there are 5 public I
boat ramps related to the Parr Project (two on Monticello Reservoir, one on the Monticello Sub- |
impoundment, and two on Parr Reservoir.). Gasoline-powered boat use is only restricted on
the Monticello Sub-impoundment. (SU-D-K-38) I

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

Comment: Section 2.2.8.6, page 2-54; It might be helpful to give dates here for the data I
presented (unemployment rates, families below poverty level, and median household income) in
Table 2-13. Are the data from 1999,2000, 2001, or 2002? As is, the discussion lacks a
context, particularly the remark about Fairfield County's declining unemployment rate, which |

was 10 percent in 1997. (SU-D-K-39) I

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

Comment: Page 2-60, lines 19-23; The Parr Project did not include the construction of V.C. |

Summer Nuclear Station. (SU-D-K-40) -
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| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 4-18, line 3; Recommend that "cooling bay" and "cooling discharge be
I changed to "discharge bay" and "discharge canal", the terminology used later in this paragraph

and in other sections of the DSEIS. (SU-D-K-41)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: Section 4.3, page 4-26; The draft SEIS states, "The staff has not identified any new
I and significant information. Therefore, the staff concludes that there are no impacts of radiation

exposures to the public during the renewal term beyond those discussed in the GEIS." For
| other Category 1 issues, the Staff's review states, "The staff has not identified any significant

new information during its independent review of the SCE&G ER, the staff's site visit, the
scoping process, or staff evaluation of other available information." If this is in fact the case for

I radiological impacts, then similar language should be used in Section 4.3. (SU-D-K-42)

| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 4-30, line 37; The value 90 percent (from the ER) is used here, but 95
percent is used earlier, page 2-39. The higher percentage, based on a more recent SCE&G
review of employees' addresses, should be used throughout. (SU-D-K-43)

# Response: 7he comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SE/S.

| Comment: Section 4.6.1, page 4-45; Regarding aquatic species, the draft concludes that
I license renewal will not impact Federally listed aquatic threatened or endangered species, or

their critical habitat, and determined that mitigation in place at Summer is appropriate and no
additional mitigation is warranted. The Staff neglects to make a conclusion that the impacts on
aquatic species are SMALL. (This conclusion is drawn in Section 4.8.6, but should be made

I here as well.) (SU-D-K-44)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Section 5.2.1, first two sentences of the third paragraph; The description of the
SAMA development process provided here makes it sound as though SCE&G initially identified

I SAMAs from the PRA importance listings. In other sections the NRC has correctly described
I the process, but these particular sentences do not appear to reflect the actual steps used in the
| VCSNS SAMA analysis. A more accurate description would be something like, "The second

step involved the development of a list of potential measures to reduce plant risk. This list was
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compiled based on information included in the VCSNS IPE, VCSNS IPEEE, previously
submitted SAMA analyses, and NCR/industry documentation discussing potential plant
improvements. The proposed risk reduction measures were subsequently compared against
PRA results to ensure the major risk contributors were addressed by the proposed I
enhancements." (SU-D-K-45)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Table 5-4, page 5-7; Because this table reports dose-risk rather than dose, the |
table heading should be Breakdown of Population Dose-Risk by Containment Release Mode. |
(SU-D-K-46) l

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

Comment: Page 8-5, line 16; As noted before, need to use the same percentage that's used in
Chapter 2 and 4, 95 percent (see comment on page 4-30). (SU-D-K-47) l

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 8-6, line 36; Not familiar with word contra-act" (counteract?). (SU-D-K-48) l

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. |

Comment: Page 8-16, lines 22-26; NRC indicates that SCDHEC published a 'Notice of
Drafting" in August 2002 for an Early Action Plan for measures to attain the 8-hour (ozone)
standard prior to any non-attainment designation. The NRC should be advised that SCDHEC I
submitted an Implementation Plan for the 8-hour ozone standard to EPA in July 2003 (after the '
DSEIS had been completed). Under that plan, the Columbia Intrastate AQCR would be
designated a non-attainment area under the 8-hour ozone standard. (SU-D-K-49)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS. I

Comment: Page 8-17, line 13; Correct name is Cape Romain (not 'Romaine') National l
Wildlife Refuge. (SU-D-K-50) I

Response: 7he comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 8-32, line 35; Correct name is Cape Romain (not "Romaine') National l
Wildlife Refuge. (SU-D-K-51) -
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| Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: Page 8-35, lines 9 and 10; Note that this text is not consistent with the analysis in
the preceding pages, which assumes that 150 workers would be required to operate the gas-
fired plant (2 units), while only 70 (page 8-22) would be required to operate the coal-fired plant

X (one unit). Although this has no real bearing on the section's conclusions, it may produce
confusion in the reader. (SU-D-K-52)

Response: The comment was considered, but no changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: Page A-2, line 23; Commenter Stephen Summers affiliation is SCANA Services
(as in line 15). (SU-D-K-53)

Response: The comment was considered and appropriate changes were made to the SEIS.

| A.1.9 Other Comments Including Out of Scope Issues, Operatlonal Safety, and
Emeraencv Preparedness

Operational Safety and Emeraency Preparedness

Comment: ... in the event there was a terrorist act here, what do the citizens do, what's the
I plan? Because that has not been shared by the local emergency preparedness. For the

citizens, senior citizens, what would be the route? (SU-D-A-1)

Comment: I know it's mandatory ... that we had to have the EMS station, which we have right
there [in Jenkinsvillel. We also have a fire station that's adjacent to the EMS station. ... We are
concerned because ... [Tihere has been one incident we had several years ago, a truck took off
and didn't have water to one of the fires. ... If we have a relationship and something happens at
the plant, how will we be able to help? (SU-D-A-3)

| Comment: So we're asking is there any kind of way for ... the nuclear plant to help us get a
fire truck. We haven't been successful with the local government and our fire trucks will not
withstand a serious anything over at that plant. (SU-D-A-4)

Comment: One other question was asked by the community -- has this plant ever been in
violation of anything, and what, and what was the nature of it, and when. (SU-D-A-5)

Comment: You mentioned on one of the slides [regarding the SAMA evaluation] about human
error being considered. ... Is there a larger analysis of how well - of how they're going to

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 A-34 February 2004



Appendix A

manage human reliability 20 years from now? How are they going to maintain expertise and
that kind of thing? ... I want to know what is going to be done during the relicensing period and
in preparation for that to ensure that the current levels of human reliability are maintained or
improved, so that - to ensure that there will be ample amount of qualified people working there,
because as you know, there's a war for talent in this country right now and it's difficult for a lot
of industries to recruit exactly what they want..,.. ; (SU-D-B-1)

Comment: The more I hear about safety, the sounder I sleep. (SU-D-D-2)

Comment: [Referring to the severe accident mitigation alternatives analysis of postulated
accidents,] [Mhere were three phases there, so that last one -- could you repeat that [referring l
to the cost-benefit analysis]? ... What I'm interested in is the fact what if something does l
happen. You're saying it could or could not, but what is the final result [referring to a real,
rather than postulated, accident]? (SU-D-G-1) -

Comment: They have some top notch employees. I've spoken so much about them, I've |
worked with a lot of these gentlemen. I'm also public relations at the hospital in Winnsboro and
we always pick up the phone and call and we ask for help and they are ready to help us. I told
John Kadina, whoever their HR person is, is doing a darned good job hiring the folks out there
because they are really caring, they are dependable, they follow through when you ask them to
do things for you. I could just cite so many of them, but I'm scared I'd leave some out. I
(SU-D-1-2) l

Response: Operational safety, reactor operator and other employee qualifications, training, I
security and emergency preparedness are important elements of the NRC's regulatory
program, but 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, including the capability to respond to offnormal
events or malevolent acts and including operational safety, will be addressed underprocesses
currently available for existing operating licenses absent a license renewal application. The
comments provide no new information, and do not pertain to the scope of license renewal as
set out in 10 CFR Parts 51 and 54. Therefore, the comments will not be evaluated further as
part of the environmental review for license renewal. No changes were made to the SEIS.

License Renewal Process Issues -

Comment: As they were talking about the environmental impact, they kept saying that it's a
small impact. I need to know or could you define small impact for me. (SU-D-C-1)
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Response: As described in the Supplement (see Section 1.2.1), the NRC's standard of
| significance of impacts considers both context and intensity. SMALL effects indicate that they

are not detectable or so minor that they will not destabilize nor noticeably alter any important
attribute of the resource. MODERATE effects indicate that they are sufficient to alter
noticeably, but not to destabilize, important attributes of the resource. LARGE effects are

| clearly noticeable and sufficient to destabilize important attributes of the resource. The
comment provides no new information and will not be evaluated further as part of the
environmental review for license renewal. No changes were made to the SEIS.

| Comment: ... this relicensing process is so complex and so difficult for people to grasp exactly
I what is being evaluated and what is being proposed, that it almost makes no sense to have
| public participation because everybody comes in confused and they leave confused. Even the
I licensing board judges seem very frustrated by the rules and one of the NRC lawyers stated
| during a prehearing that the rules are perplexing, they're difficult to understand and at times

they're confusing. This is NRC's own lawyers. (SU-D-B-4)

Comment: ... the rules are written in a way that essentially excludes the public. ... the
I adjudication process is an extra step towards - you know, adding to that safety margin. And

it's not just because people are - the public is arguing it, but it's because also when you get the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board panel going, they're very sharp people and they really hold

| the NRC staff's feet to the fire and the licensee's feet to the fire. They are very difficult to pull
one over on and they really are effective, they're a good third step to make sure that things are
going to happen as SCANA and NRC say. ... When you remove that third step, you're actually

| cheating the system, which nuclear power is a high consequence industry, which means it's a
dangerous industry, which means it has to be safer than other industries because the

I consequences of the accidents are so severe. (SU-D-B-5)

Comment: But the timing was also raised, they said that it would be better to have this on a
Saturday when more people are off than during the week, but it's not a Wednesday now when
more people go to church at night, they have moved it to Monday, so I don't know if that was

| done - today's Tuesday actually, right? Yes, Tuesday. (SU-D-B-6)

| Response: The comments are with regard to license renewal and its processes in general.
The Commission has established a process, by rule, for the environmental and safety reviews
to be conducted to review a license renewal application. The comments also express a
concern with the long-established NRC adjudicatory practices and notifications required to
inform stakeholders of opportunities to participate in the licensing process so that can make

| informed decisions of whether and how they wish to participate. As for the environmental
review for license renewal, the public can participate during the scoping process to assist the
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NRC staff in framing the appropriate scope of its review and can participate in commenting on
the NRC staff assessment. During these phases of the project, the NRC staff has elected to
conduct public meetings to provide yet another opportunity for stakeholder interaction; in
addition, these meetings have been held at various times of the day to be sensitive to the
scheduler needs of participants. The comments provide no new information, and do not pertain
uniquely to the scope of license renewal as set out in 10 CFR Parts 51 and 54. Therefore, the
comments will not be evaluated further as part of the environmental review for license renewal.
No changes were made to the SEIS.

Comment: What is the bottom line motivation for getting a relicensing 20 years ahead of time?
And I just want to know, does this improve the ledger, the books for SCANA and Santee-
Cooper? It's just a yes or no question. If it helps their financial situation by making their books
look a little more presentable, having less liability, less capital investment per year; you know,
just come out and say that because that may be a socioeconomic impact, but I don't remember
seeing it. (SU-D-B-9)

Comment: Does license renewal mean that the plant will operate another 20 years or that it
will even operate up until the end of the 40 years? (SU-D-B-1 0)

Response: The Commission has established a process, by rule, for the environmental and
safety reviews to be conducted to review a license renewal application. As outlined in Section
1.4 of this Supplement, the NRC's purpose and need for the Federal action is to provide an
option that allows for power generation capability beyond the term of the current nuclear power
plant operating license to meet future systemi generating needs, as such needs may be
determinedby decisionmakers. The fact that energy planning to satisfy future needs may
involve significant lead times has been factored into the NRC rules that permit the submittal of a
license renewal application 20 years prior to the expiration date of the operating license. If
granted, the 'renewal of an operating license preserves the option to continue to operate, but it
does not mandate that the plant operate for the term of the renewal period or even the term of
the initial license; that is within the purview of the operator and other decisionmakers. The
comments provide no new information, and do not pertain to the scope of license renewal as
set out in 10 CFR Parts 51 and 54. Therefore; the comments will not be evaluated further as
part of the environmental review for license renewal. No changes- were made to the SEIS.
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A.2 Public Meeting Transcript Excerpts and Comment Letters

A.2.1 Transcript of the Afternoon Public Meetin- on Auqust 26. 2003. in Jenkinsville.
I South Carolina

| [Introduction by Mr. Cameron]
[Presentation by Mr. West]

| [Presentation by Dr. Auluck]
I [Presentations by Mr. Suber]

[Presentation by Dr. Doerr]

| [Prior to the public comment portion of the meeting, because of a scheduling conflict a local
Councilman requested the opportunity to offer comments early and other questions were raised

| that could be inferred as comments. These have been extracted below.]

I COUNCILMAN MARCHARIA: Good afternoon, everyone. Welcome to Jenkinsville, South
I Carolina. To the NRC staff, I don't know everyone by name, but thank you very much for being

here today. And to my two distinguished colleagues, Vice President Brown and Councillady
Robinson, thanks for coming. And those who live in the immediate area - how many folks live

I right here in western Fairfield? Raise your hands. Three? We matched last year.
I Unfortunately, you know, at this time of day, a lot of our residents are working. I'm sure they

would be here if they could.

Last year I was here and I shared some comments from the community and once again, I want
to reiterate some of those comments and I want to thank Mr. Suber in particular. Since last
year, the many phone calls that he tried to run me down, he said I want to make sure that

| people know it this time and he really stepped up. And all the times that I missed you, I
i apologize for that, but you worked hard to get this information out to the community. So thank
I you very much for that.

I That being said, I wanted - some of the things that the community had to ask that's on
everyone's mind is in the event there was a terrorist act here, what do the citizens do, what's
the plan? Because that has not been shared by the local emergency preparedness. For the

I citizens, senior citizens, what would be the route? (SU-D-A-1) I think the community wanted to
| know that and that might be a local issue that we have to address but I'll address it also to you.

I think some of the health issues -- the last time we talked, we asked what would be the impact
| of health issues around the plant, given the perception -- not the perception, given the fact that

a lot of our senior citizens are dying from unknown cancers. That's not a perception, that's a
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fact. But there is a perception that it might be related to the plant. That has not been proven
and I think the question asked what steps do you take or methodology that you use to
determine that this plant does not have a negative impact on the quality of life or health of the
local residents -- was one of the questions. (SU-D-A-2)

The other thing I would like to ask for, the community asked for, which I hadn't read was could
we - I -- have a copy of the original agreement with V.C. Nuclear Power Plant with Jenkinsville
or the county, whichever, what was written in that initial agreement. And I raise that question
simply because I know it's mandatory in some readings that I had that we had to have the EMS
station, which we have right there. We also have a fire station that's adjacent to the EMS
station. Hopefully we can also put a substation in there at some point in time.

We are concerned because - I'm asking for help of how we can upgrade our fire station. It's
less than three minute walking distance from here. Our fire trucks - I'm not a firefighter, but
this community is in serious danger. There has been one incident we had several years ago, a
truck took off and didn't have water to one of the fires. How that could possibly happen, I don't
know, but the trucks are old and even if they did have water, I don't know if they can go 10 or
15 miles. That is a serious problem. If we have a relationship and something happens at the
plant, how will we be able to help? (SU-D-A-3)

The other issue that we have, in terms of volunteer firefighters, it's my understanding that you
would need somewhere in the proximity of at least 11 people trained to be able to do this. We
fall far short of that right now and we're trying to encourage younger people male and female, to
get involved locally and learn and train to be at the local fire station.

So we're asking is there any kind of way for you or the nuclear plant to help us get a fire truck.
We haven't been successful with the local government and our fire trucks will not withstand a
serious anything over at that plant. (SU-D-A-4) So if you could be helpful with that or l
instructive as what direction we can go to acquire funds or an avenue to make this community
more secure. I

If you have any ideas of how we can encourage some of our younger people in the community |
to get this training and be available to help us in the event that something happened, it would
be appreciated.

One other question was asked by the community -- has this plant ever been in violation of
anything, and what, and what was the nature of it, and when. (SU-D-A-5) I probably could l
have'gotten that answer somewhere else, but that was asked of me yesterday and I just wrote it
down. I
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| The other thing is that technically I don't know if I know all the technical terms dealing with
nuclear waste and nuclear energy and what you must do to provide safety or any other kinds of
strategies around that. (SU-D-A-6) I'll confess my ignorance, I don't know all the technical

| terms. But we are concerned that it's in our community. It has been a tremendous economic
benefit to our community and we are obviously enjoying the partnership that we have with you
and we thank you for that. (SU-D-A-7)

| Those were some of the questions that I had. I'm sure that other citizens are going to have
questions and does anyone have a question of me? (No response.)

I COUNCILMAN MARCHARIA: Hearing none, I think I've said all I could say and I certainly wish
all of you a safe journey back home and I thank you for the opportunity for the dialogue. I think
in the last year most -- if not you, most of the folks over at the plant have been very open. We
have started a dialogue and I think that's going to get us over some of the humps and try to

| look at more strategically how do we make this community more safe. (SU-D-A-8)

Thank you very much for listening to me and I hope -- I wish us all luck in our endeavor to make
| this happen. Thank you very much.

MR. MONIAK: Yes, my name is Don Moniak and I'm from Aiken, South Carolina, here to write
an article about this process.... You mentioned on one of the slides [regarding the SAMA
evaluation] about human error being considered. ... Is there a larger analysis of how well -- of
how they're going to manage human reliability 20 years from now? How are they going to
maintain expertise and that kind of thing? ... I want to know what is going to be done during the

I relicensing period and in preparation for that to ensure that the current levels of human
reliability are maintained or improved, so that -- to ensure that there will be ample amount of

| qualified people working there, because as you know, there's a war for talent in this country
right now and it's difficult for a lot of industries to recruit exactly what they want.... (SU-D-B-1)

MR. MONIAK: ... You said that cost and risk analysis were the screening criteria for reducing
| the number of potential SAMAs, and what I was wondering is, is it cost and risk or is it cost

and/or risk? Does cost by itself ever result in removing a possible improvement or does it also
have to be a risk reduction? ... How are those two weighed, how are cost versus risk weighed?

| (SU-D-B-2)

MR. MONIAK: ... Is risk reduction based on the total population in the area and what the
| impacts on population and environment would be - not the impacts, but what the effects would

be, or is it based on what the actual impacts would be, say for radiation release in terms of
curies? ... The risk reduction itself, is it based on the actual impact to the environment and,
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therefore, possibly to people like in terms of curies, which is concrete, or is it based upon the
potential effect upon the environment, which is more of an abstraction? ... (SU-D-B-3)

REVEREND CANNON: As they were talking about the environmental impact, they kept saying
that it's a small impact. I need to know or could you define small impact for me. (SU-D-C-1) -

MS. PEARSON: I just wanted to ask a question about that last statement up there, "additional
plant improvements to further mitigate severe accidents are not required at V.C. Summer as
part of license renewal.' ... Are you saying that irrespective of how many accidents are going to
be down there, it is not required, or what are you saying? (SU-D-D-1)

MR. CAMERON: ... Now we're going to go out to you and hear perhaps a little bit more formal
comments or concerns about these issues. As I mentioned earlier, I was going to see first if
Councilwoman Robinson and then Councilman Brown had anything to say. ... Would you like
me to bring you this or do you want to come up front? It's totally up to you, wherever you feel |

more comfortable.

COUNCILWOMAN ROBINSON: I just wanted to say thank you for coming and performing the
environmental impact study for us. ;

We have felt all along, as council members, that this was a very safe agency for our county and
as council members, we encourage you to give them the okay for relicensing because it is an
enormous economic development for our county and we all as citizens who live here realize the
various benefits from the taxes that are paid. We often talk about that, especially during the
budget process, and what would happen if it should be closed. ...,I look forward to having it I
extended for 20 additional years. (SU-D-E-1) l

COUNCILMAN BROWN: I'm David Brown. 1 want to reiterate what Ms. Robinson said, but I
want to go one step further and just thank SCE&G and SCANA and Santee-Cooper for doing
such a good job over the past 20 years as far as picking and choosing good people to run their |
plant and keep it safe. I want to thank NRC for being the watchdog to make sure they run it
safe -- I want to thank y'all. (SU-D-F-1) l

At the beginning we were talking about people with the NRC that have been with the NRC for
20 some odd years. Twenty years ago, I was on council when the hydro plant just came on line
and saw the impact just the hydro made on Fairfield County. And then when the nuclear power I
plant tax base came on line, Fairfield County was able to go from a farming community into the I
20th century because of the tax base trickle down effect. School teachers were paid more
money, I remember when Sheriff Gunby didn't have 'enough money to buy bullets for his -
officers and I think he had 10 officers and now we've' got 50. |
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But the impact that this plant has made on Fairfield County, you cannot really sum it all up other
than it really has brought us into the 21 st century and without it, Fairfield County would be in

| dire straits. (SU-D-F-2)

Thank y'all for being here.

| MR. CAMERON: Thank you both. Don Moniak, Mr. Don Moniak, do you want to come up here
or do you want to speak from your seat?

| MR. MONIAK: Who was the last speaker?

| MR. CAMERON: That is Councilman George Brown - David Brown, sorry.

| MR. MONIAK: Are there other speakers?

I MR. CAMERON: We might. Do you want to wait until the end?

MR. MONIAK: Yes.

| MR. CAMERON: All right. Ms. Pearson, do you want to say something?

| MS. PEARSON: I just want to say a few words of thanks for you all coming out and giving us
I the information that we do have.

It is a privilege and opportunity to come and sit and listen. As I stand here, I have a son who is
X quality control manager at the V.C. Summer Nuclear Plant. ... The more I hear about safety, the
| sounder I sleep. (SU-D-D-2)

| We truly do want to thank you all for the information. We do know that it's your job to do this
I and it appears that you put a lot of time in it. Otherwise, it wouldn't be as informative as it is.

| We do thank you and we're proud to have you in the community. (SU-D-D-3)

| MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Ms. Pearson.

Do we have anybody else? Reverend, do you want to say anything at this point or did we
answer all your questions?

REVEREND CANNON: I too want to reiterate the fact that we are happy to have good
neighbors. The plant has done so much for the community and I can look right around and I
see someone who is employed in taking care of the building for us and he works for the plant,
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so it has had a tremendous impact on the county and we get good reports that they are safe
(SU-D-C-2) and therefore we can look across the lake and see the glory of God and the wonder
of technology working hand in hand, and therefore, we are happy and we praise God.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Reverend Cannon. I
Anybody else have a statement that they want to make before we go to Mr. Moniak? (No |
response.) -

MR. CAMERON: Don, would you like to give us your comments?

MR. MONIAK: Sure. Because you'd hate to have a meeting, Chip, right, where somebody I
doesn't speak from the podium -- isn't that true? I

MR. CAMERON: I do like it when someone comes up and speaks from the podium. I

MR. MONIAK: I'm glad I can oblige.

MR. CAMERON: Good.

MR. MONIAK: My name is Don Moniak, I live in Aiken, South Carolina, I'm a free lance writer
and independent technical and environmental consultant. I used to work for the Blue Ridge |

Environmental Defense League and I wrote the only contention -- wrote and argued the only
contention on reactor relicensing that is going to be argued before the Atomic Safety and |

Licensing Board panel. I

I want to say that this relicensing process is so complex and so difficult for people to grasp
exactly what is being evaluated and what is being proposed, that it almost makes no sense to
have public participation because everybody comes in confused and they leave confused.
Even the licensing board judges seem very frustrated by the rules and one of the NRC lawyers |
stated during a prehearing that the rules are perplexing, they're difficult to understand and at
times they're confusing. This is NRC's own lawyers. (SU-D-B-4) l

So the rules are written in a way that essentially excludes the public. And I know at the last
meeting, I read the transcript from the meeting in December that was held here and Brett
Bursey talked about how the adjudication process is an extra step towards - you know, adding |
to that safety margin. And it's not just because people are -- the public is arguing it, but it's |
because also when you get the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board panel going, they're very
sharp people and they really hold the NRC staff's feet to the fire and the licensee's feet to the
fire. They are very difficult to pull one over on and they really are effective, they're a good third l
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I step to make sure that things are going to happen as SCANA and NRC say.... When you
remove that third step, you're actually cheating the system, which nuclear power is a high
consequence industry, which means it's a dangerous industry, which means it has to be safer

| than other industries because the consequences of the accidents are so severe. (SU-D-B-5) If
I you don't believe me, Sandia National Laboratory and most other NRC contractors say this
| matter of factly.

[ So it's unfortunate that there is no - not more questions, especially out of Columbia, because
| quite a few environmentalists from Columbia come down to Aiken, North Augusta, to discuss
| Savannah River Site issues - they're 60 miles from there, they're 28 miles from here.

At the last meeting, somebody asked how many people with NRC staff, how many are SCE&G,
| SCANA - you know, how many people in here are not being paid to be here and are just

members of the public. I was just curious. (Show of hands.)

| MR. MONIAK: Five.

There was also a discussion about public involvement and I'm not sure, there was an elected
official who said that the notice was - it was insufficient notice and Chip Cameron admitted that
we can always improve on our notice. I'm not sure if there was any improvement here or not,
somebody else can decide that.

| But the timing was also raised, they said that it would be better to have this on a Saturday when
more people are off than during the week, but it's not a Wednesday now when more people go
to church at night, they have moved it to Monday, so I don't know if that was done - today's

| Tuesday actually, right? Yes, Tuesday. (SU-D-B-6)

There was a third question that was asked, is what about health impacts in the area, because
there were concerns over rising cancer rates and other illnesses which would be extremely

| difficult to trace back to Summer Nuclear Power Plant even if it was Summer Nuclear Power
Plant causing these problems, because environmental epidemiology as a discipline is almost
impossible. As a friend of mine once said to the Centers for Disease Control people who were

| conducting a community health assessment, he said you all couldn't find an exposure pathway
if you had gone to Bhopal, India. And they just said well, we think we could have. You know,

I they weren't offended by this, they may have had some difficulties, believe it or not, in their
mind. ... So it would be very difficult to find this out, but nonetheless, it seems to be incumbent

I upon the NRC and SCE&G to at least address this issue and identify what sources of hazards,
contaminants in general in this area there are. (SU-D-B-7)
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There's a very high frequency of electrical power lines here and radio frequency --
electromagnetic radiation from these is harmful. (SU-D-B-8) How much is harmful is under
debate, but the former Soviet Union held that much, much less - their standards were well
below ours. In fact, I read somewhere that their standard was anything above zero was an
impact. And the former Soviet Union, now the Russians, they have a strange economy and it's
a different place, but the one thing they do know is radio frequency and electromagnetic
technology. They are way ahead of us in terms of developing electromagnetic bombs. ... So I
didn't see that anywhere, maybe I missed it. What other factors are there that could be causing
health impacts in the area. It doesn't mean that you have to say whether Summer is or not, just
say that these other things could be causing it. The National Academy of Sciences comes out
and says that oh, power lines don't cause leukemia. Well, sure, maybe they don't, but there's a
lot of other impacts, especially neurological, that it could be causing. If you've ever met
anybody who lives next to a substation, listening to that drone all day long and it's in their house
and it's in their mind and they can't get it out -- people who live next to substations are often
times a different breed. I would never live that close to one.

So the second set of things I had was questions. What is the bottom line motivation for getting
a relicensing 20 years ahead of time? And I just want to know, does this improve the ledger,
the books for SCANA and Santee-Cooper? It's just a yes or no question. If it helps their
financial situation by making their books look a little more presentable, having less liability, less
capital investment per year; you know, just come out and say that because that may be a socio-
economic impact, but I don't remember seeing it. (SU-D-B-9)

Does license renewal mean that the plant will operate another 20 years or that it will even
operate up until the end of the 40 years? (SU-D-B-1 0)

And in all of these relicensings, there doesn't seem to be much analysis on what the impact
would be of an operator suddenly closing a plant because the energy is not needed, it's too
expensive, there's been new technology. In the next 20 years, who knows what's going to
happen in terms of energy technology. Nuclear power could be obsolete in 20 years, as we
currently know it. (SU-D-B-1 1)

What would be that socioeconomic impact? What would be the impact of early closure,
especially if the governments plan on this operating another 20 years, local governments.
(SU-D-B-1 2)

And I also read that inside of the 1 0-mile radius, I guess the evacuation area, the population
has not enjoyed the same level of growth as the other parts of the county. This is not a county
that experiences a lot of growth, which can be a good thing too, but does this plant affect the
ability of the county to bring in other industries, both this and Newberry? Are there industries
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that would think about moving here, smaller scale ones that will not because there's a nuclear
power plant nearby? Are the people not moving to within the 10-mile radius because of the
plant? What is the reason for the exodus of people from that 1 0-mile radius? And somewhere
in there it said that it either decreased - a lot of people have left, something like 220 people left
in a 20-year period in an area where there's only 1000 to begin with. (SU-D-B-13)

So my point is because in the south, a lot of these power plants are located in very rural areas,
they all seem to be put 25 to 30 miles away from a population center. I guess that was the
siting criteria back in the '60s, 70s. And some of these places just have the worst poverty in
the country, never mind in South Carolina. (SU-D-B-14) I'm speaking specifically about Plant
Vogtle in Georgia, where the poverty rate is almost 30 percent in Burke County.

So South Carolina is dominated by nuclear power and yet its schools are behind and it has
higher poverty rates than the rest of the country and essentially it's a state, unlike North
Carolina, that went a separate way. It relied upon government subsidies and large corporations
to do its work rather than going after a high tech boom.

So anyway, I just would like to hear those questions kind of addressed in the EIS. Thank you.

MR. CAMERON: Thank you, Don, for those comments and the staff is going to have to
consider those to see whether they're within scope and to see how to address them.

I guess just for the record, I just would add one thing - and thanks for taking us back to
scoping, it's always important to make that tie-in. And you raised the comment about the
notice, and indeed, we realized that notice for this community had to be done in a different way
and Councilman Marcharia, the person who raised that the last time, before he left today, he in
fact gave the NRC staff compliments for how they did and particularly Mr. Greg Suber, the
project manager, for how the notice was conducted for this particular meeting. So I just let the
record note that.

Is there anybody else who wants to make a comment at this point?

MR. CAMERON: Okay, we're going to be back tonight at 6:00 for open house, 7:00 meeting for
anybody who cares to join us again, but most importantly, I think that for all of you who are
here, the NRC staff is here, our expert consultants are here and I would just ask the NRC staff
to talk to people who raised issues, to perhaps give them some more information.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 A-46 February 2004



Appendix A

A.2.2 Transcript of the Evening Public Meetina on August 26.2003. in Jenkinsville,
South Carolina

[Introduction by Mr. Cameron] l
[Presentation by Mr. West] -
[Presentation by Dr. Auluck] -
[Presentations by Mr. Suber] l
[Presentation by Dr. Doerr] l

[Prior to the public comment portion of the meeting other questions were raised that could be l
inferred as comments. These have been extracted below.] -

MS. HUBBARD: ... [Referring to the severe accident mitigation alternatives analysis of l
postulated accidents, ] [Tihere were three phases there, so that last one - could you repeat
that [referring to the cost-benefit analysis]? ... What I'm interested in is the fact what if l
something does happen. You're saying it could or could not, but what is the final result I
[referring to a real, rather than postulated, accident]? (SU-D-G-1)

MS. HUBBARD: ... I lived here for many years and I moved away and am just coming back |
after 47 years ... I'm just relocating and I'm wondering about so much cancer in this area. They
say that Fairfield County has -- what is it, 75 percent deaths from cancer. Does this nuclear I
plant have anything anywhere that you know of or don't know of and somebody else knows,
that causes it. I don't know if the plant causes it, but I know there's a lot of deaths around here.
(SU-D-G-2) 'I

MS. PEARSON: I have a concern over the last statement, overall conclusion, *additional plant
improvements to further mitigate severe accidents are not required at V.C. Summer as part of
license renewal." ... Why was that statement even brought up? (SU-D-D-4) l

MR. CAMERON: ... There may be other questions that we can get to throughout the evening,
but I'd like to go to Councilman Murphy, who is the chair of the County Council, and I think that I
he wants to refer to a slide. We're going to get that up there for you. Do you want to use this '
or come on up here? All right. I

COUNCILMAN MURPHY: Good afternoon. There's a slide I'd like for you to put up there now.
Money isn't everything. To sacrifice health concerns for money would be bad. But when you I
don't have definitive proof that what's happening is bad and you have money, it's good. .
Now let me just kind of outline that a little bit. When V.C. Summer first came with an interest I
here, Fairfield County budget for the whole county was less than a million dollars. Our schools |
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were 93 percent federal'or state funded. A mill was worth less than $10,000. The quality of life
as far as the average salary in the county and quality of life was one of the lowest in the state.

1 V.C. Summer this year put over $17 million into the tax base of this county. What does that
mean to Fairfield County? Over 60 some percent of the total budget. What would it mean if

| V.C. Summer would leave? They put moderate and large. That's not the word. Neither one of
those words are suitable to what would happen to Fairfield County if V.C. Summer would leave.
(SU-D-H-1)

In 1997, I had a tumor in my throat and I couldn't breathe. They didn't know what it was and
finally they located it. So I know what it is when it's hard to breathe. Well, if V.C. Summer
leaves this county, it's going to be hard for this county to breathe. (SU-D-H-2)

So I'm here in full support of this, because they are good corporate neighbors, they look at all
| the safety issues and we also look at safety issues and question those things. But to have a

resource such as this one and one of the safest plants in America and they are willing to
operate an additional 20 years with the consent of the federal agencies that have them here,

| the room should be filled saying let's get this done. This room should be filled. Because
without that, we can't even improve on the different things that we have in this county.

| (SU-D-H-3)

| And as I was reminded, Greenbriar is a way from here and they're number one in the state
when it comes to cancer. I live in Ridgeway and cancer is taking people out down there too....

| You can point to issues all over the place, but Fairfield County has a lot of health issues, but
I they have a whole lot of other issues too. Some of those issues are being solved by the
I funding of the power plant. (SU-D-H-4) Our schools, our county, all of these things we run on

are funded by this organization. (SU-D-H-5)

If they were a bad organization, I would be up here saying close them up, regardless of what it
was. But they're not, they're good corporate citizens. They work with the schools, not only with

| tax dollars, but they have programs, they donate books and all of these things to the county.
I They're just a good, good corporate citizen that we in Fairfield County treasure and hope they
| stay here and relicense for an additional 20 years. (SU-D-H-6)

Thank you.

# (Applause.)

MR. CAMERON: Thank you very much, Councilman.
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Next we're going to go to Councilwoman McKinley.

COUNCILWOMAN McKINLEY: Good evening. It's good to see all of you out here. Sometimes
it's hard to get a crowd out, so you gentlemen did well getting a good crowd out tonight too. l

I'm just getting over a knee replacement, so I'm sorry for the slowness getting up here.

I just want to comment, I live two blocks from a wonderful corporation that moved to Fairfield
County back in 1917 -- Uniroyal. There were a lot of problems with them. I remember I couldn't
hang my clothes out on the clothesline because of the soot. And we went and talked with them, C
they fixed the problem. Then we had a problem with the smoke coming out with the hot stretch |
where they were making the tires. We went and talked with them, they took care of the
problem. They were a very good corporate neighbor also, they cared about the community. |

And the one thing I think about V.C. Summer out here, would all these folks be working out l

here if they thought there was a danger to this? (SU-D-1-1) They have some top notch
employees. I've spoken so much about them, I've worked with a lot of these gentlemen. I'm |
also public relations at the hospital in Winnsboro and we always pick up the phone and call and
we ask for help and they are ready to help us. I told John Kadina, whoever their HR person is,
is doing a darned good job hiring the folks out there because they are really caring, they are
dependable, they follow through when you ask them to do things for you. I could just cite so
many of them, but I'm scared I'd leave some out. (SU-D-1-2) l

So my hat is off to them, what job they do. And Mr. Murphy is right. And you didn't use your
definition of what you told them when we were at the state meeting a couple of weeks ago. He
said you know how it is if you have to be on a respirator? He said that's what we'd be on in
Fairfield County if the nuclear plant left. And he's right. So I really appreciate what they do for |
us and the benefits that they draw. And Mr. Murphy is right, Greenbriar is number one with |

cancer. Dr. Gaddy and I have often talked about why Fairfield County has so much heart
disease, cancer. But look at all this granite we're sitting on. And we can't do a thing about it,
can we? But we love Fairfield County and we deal with it.

I just want to say nothing but positives for them. We thank them for their help with the county -
$17 million. And guess who'd have to pay that if they didn't? The citizens of our county. l
(SU-D-1-3) l

So I just really want to say thank you to them and I hope that the government will see fit to do
the license (SU-D-1-4) and this gentleman and I had lunch at the hospital and discussed this
about a year ago, didn't we, Gregory? |
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MR. SUBER: Right.

| COUNCILWOMAN McKINLEY: So we just had a good conversation. I want it to be safe for all
of us, I want it to be safe for even the ducks out here. You know, we've got -- it's a beautiful
area. I almost ran off the road awhile ago coming out looking at the sunset coming out over
that water. So you folks are very blessed out here.

But I don't want us to blame something on them that might not be responsible for that. So let's
do look at some other information maybe before we make that determination. But the nuclear

| plant I hope is here to stay for another 20 years (SU-D-1-5) and we appreciate you and thank
I you very much.

I (Applause.)

MR. CAMERON: Thank you very much, Councilwoman.

Are there others who want to say anything to us tonight?

| (No response.)

| MR. CAMERON: Ok, the NRC staff is going to be here, our expert consultants are going to be
here after the meeting if you want to talk to them further, and I'm hoping that we have the
address straightened out so we can get some more information on that.

A.2.3 Correspondence on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
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O At4, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4(ia) ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER

61 FORSYTH STREET
'mlL ~ ATLANTA GEORGIA 30303-8960

September 2,2003

Rules Review and Directives Branch Q PJ a
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .
Mail Stop T6-D59 67)
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

RE: EPA Review and Comments on
Draft Generic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DGSEIS)
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 15
Regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station
CEQ No. 030322

Dear Sir:

EPA Region 4 reviewed the Draft Generic Supplemental EIS (DGSEIS) pursuant to
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102 (2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). Tbe purpose of this letter is to provide the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
with EPA's commernts regarding potential impacts of the proposed renewal of the Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station Operating License (OL).

South Carolina Electric and Gas Company submitted an application to renew the
Operating License (OL) for the V.C. Sumnmer Nuclear Station for an additional 20 years. The
proposed action, (license renewal), would provide for continued operation and maintenance of
existing facilities and transmission lines.

SU-D-J-1 Based on the review of the DGSEIS, the project received a rating of '"EC-I," meaning that
some environmental concerns exist regarding aspects of the proposed project. Specifically,
protecting the environment involves the continuing need for appropriate storage, and ultimate
disposition, of radioactive wastes generated on-site.

The DGSEIS acknowledges that OL renewal of the V.C. Sumner Nuclear Station will
require continuing radiological monitoring of all plant effluents. Continuing to appropriately store
spent fuel assemblies and radioactive wastes on-site is required, in order to prevent impacts.
Ultimately, long-term radioactive waste disposition will require transportation of wastes to a
permitted repository site. Further, the DGSEIS states that renewal of the OL would result in
fewer environmental impacts than the feasible alternatives for generating power, and the NRC
considers impacts of OL renewal to be small. Overall, the impacts as defined in the DGSEIS
appear to be within acceptable limits. 5

Internet Address (URL) * httpJ1www..Pa.gav
Recycled/Recyclabto * Ponied witr Vegetable 01 Based inks on Recyded Pap. (Mhunum 30%. Poecnsvwnner
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Thank you for the opportunity to corniunt on this document. We look forward to
reviewing the Final GSEIS. If we can be of further assistance, please contact Ramona McConney
of my staff at C404) 562-9615.

Sincerely,

Heinz J. Mueller. Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment
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Stephen A. Byrne
Senior Vce President. Nuclear Operations

803345.4622

A SCANA COMPAN'
September 29, 2003

Chief, Rules & Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T6-D59
Washington. DC 20555-0001

arFW</

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Subject: VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION
DOCKET NO. 50/395
OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-12 . ..*

NUREG-1437. SUPPLEMENT 15, DRAFT ,

Attached is a table containing South Carolina Electric & Gas Company's comments on
draft Supplement 15 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants regarding V.C.' Summer Nuclear Station. If you have any
questions concerning the comments, please contact Stephen Summer at (803) 345-
4252.

Very truly yours,

Stephen A. Byme

SAB/SS/mbb
Attachment

c: N. 0. Lorick
N. S. Cams
T. G. Eppink (w/o attachment)
R. J. White
R. B. Clary
L. A. Reyes
K. R. Cotton
NRC Resident Inspector

R. C. Auluck
T. P. O'Kelley
P. Ledbetter
K. M. Sutton
NSRC
File (821.00)
DMS (RC-03-0210)

2 .Z.... -.9

-S ~- a. (}

saizo I V-.01C nerIl tlucks Siutim, * P.lox Icz SI * Jnsvite, Sout ( o 290S- .1(8031345.209- wwwono.tom
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SU-D-K-1

SU-D-K-2

SU-D-K-3

SU-D-K-4

SU-D-K-5
SU-D-K-6

U'
SU-D-K-7

Location Commnt
Tables, page xii, line 7 Correct tile of Table 2-3 is "Aquatic Species Listed or Candidotws for listig as Endangered...by U.S.

Fsh and Wildlife Scnice or State of South Carolina..." Dclcrefeece to National Marine Fisheries
Service.

Exccuzdvc Sunmary, page Should be 'US. Nudcear Regaoiy Comwist n's FES Related to Operation..." rather than U.S.xviii, line 38 Atomic Eaa Commission's FES, ec.
AbbreviationslAcrooyms, SCANA Corp. is a completely separate entity from the S.C. Public Service Authority. SCANA Corp ispage xxii, line 38 a holding company with a number of subsidiaries, including SC M The S.C. Public Service Authority

_ Is also known a "Santec ."

Pago 1.1, linE 21 Delete'Powet"
Page 2-1, line 17 and 18 Grade elevation at Summern Station is approximately 436 feet above sca level. Monticello Resavoles

lI pool elevation Is 425 feet above sea level.
Page 2.4, line 14 Delete 'State Park1' Lake Murray is an SCE&G hydroelectric rsesvoir.
Page 24. lines 17 and 18 The southern boundary of the 161,000-we Enore Rager District of the Sumter National Formst is only

6 or 7 miles anorth of VCSNS. Note tiat the Sumter NP consis of 3 rangerdiscs, Pe in the
mountains, one in the western Piedmont, and one (the Enorec) in the central Piedmont of S.C

Page 24. lincs 19-21 11e Congare. Swamp National Monument Is on the CoW= River nar, but several miles upstream o£,
the conflucece of the Cougarse and the Wateree Rivers (no the Broad and Salada Rivrs). It would be
more acurate to say that it contains "one of' the last sinicant tracts of old-growth bouomland
hardwood forest in the southeasteran U.S.

Page 2-9, ine 26. Sum=er Siation also uses thc Eavircar facility in Cliv. Utah for disposal of solid waste (asn oted in
Section 2.A.3).

Page 2-10. HUneS nl some circumstance, liquid wastes may be monitored during release, rather than being sampled and
analyzed prior to release.

Page 2-10, line 7-10 Change wording to the following "Ihe LWPS consists of 5 collection systems which are provided bythe waste holdup tank, floor drain tank, the laundry and hot showr tank, thc excess liquid waste
pocessing system (the xccs waste hold tank and the decon pit colloction tank) and the laboratory

_____2_10,_Unc_14 __ ldrain system. TIh LWPS does ntA pucess secondary Mtge waste pu"'
Page 2.10, line 14 Replace the words "Drain Channe A processes with wMh waste holdup tank is provded to poes.
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, V.C. Summer Nuclear Statlon
Comments on the GEIS Supplement 15, regarding the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, Draft Report for Comment.

SU-D-K-1 3

SU-D-K-14

2>
nT

Location Comment I
Page 2-10. line 17-21 Reword: "...may be directed to the recycle holdup tanks for processing." Delete the sentences:

`Administrafively controlled equipment drains are the major contributors of water to Drain Channel A.
Valve and pump leakoffs outside the Reactor Building are also collected in the waste holdup tank for
processing and recycling. Abnormal liquid sources include leaks that may develop in the reactor coolant
and auxiliary sr tems."*

Page 2-10, line 24-33 Change wording to the following: "Liquid in this tank is normally processed thruough the Duroick
demineralizers and released to the environment undercontrolled conditions. Alternatively, the liquid
may be recycled for use in the plant. Liquid wates are released from the waste monitor tanks through the
penstocks of the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility. The discharge valve is interlocked with a process
radiation monitor and closed automatically when the radioactivity concentration in the liquid discharge
exceeds a preset limit. The waste monitor tank acts as a reservoir for holding waste which is to be
released from the LWPS to the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility. Prior to entering these tanks, the
liquid may pass through a waste monitor tank demineralizer and a waste monitor tank filter. A sample is
taken and, after analysis, the results are logged and the liquid is discharged or recycled. Liquid waste
discharge flow and volume are recorded."'*

Page 2-10. line 35-39 Change the wording to the following: -The floor drain tank is provided to collect and process non-reactor
grade (non-Tecyclable) liquid wastes. These include floor drains, equipment drains containing non-
reactor grade water, and other non-reactor grade sources. If the activity in the floor drain tank is such
that the discharge limits cannot be met without cleanup, the liquid is processed through the Duratek
demineralizers and released under controlled conditions via the penstocks of the Fairfield Pumped
Storage Facility. Non-recyclable reactor coolant...".*

Page 2-Il11 line I Change the wording to the following-. "...via the floor drains." (Delete remainder of sentence.)'
Page 2-11. line 2-10 Delete these lines and replace with: "Laundry and hot shower drains normally need no treatment for

removal of radioactivity. This water is trinsferred to waste monitor tank number 2 via the laundry and
hot shower filter. A sample is taken. and after analysis, the results logged and the water is discharged if
the activity level is below acceptable limits."*

Page 2-11, line 12-21 The Excess Uquid Waste Processing System (ELWS) consists of two storage tanks, the excess liquid

waste holdup tank and the decon pit holdup tank. The excess waste holdup tank is used to accept wastc
from the noor drain tank, laundry and hot shower tank, and waste holdup tank when these tanks arc filekd
to capacity. The liquid from this tank can be recycled back to these tanks released directly to the
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, V.C. Summer Nuclear Station
Comments on the GEIS Supplement 15, regarding the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, Draft Report for Comment.

CD
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Location (Comment
environment via the waste monitor tank, or processed through the Duratek demineralizers and released
under controlled conditions via the penstocks of the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility. The decon pit
collection tank collects liquid from the Fuel Handling Building sumps, the Radiological Maintenance
Building drains, excess waste holdup area sump, and decon pit drains. If the activity in this tank liquid is
such that thc discharge limits cannot be met without cleanup, the liquid is processed through thc Duratek
demineralizers and released under controlled conditions via the penstocks of tie Fairfield Pumped
Storage Facility.*

The Laboratory Drain System consists of three sinks in the radiochemical laboratory and two sinks in the
sample room. In the radiochemical laboratory, spent reactor coolant samples, equipment rinse water and
other non-reactor grade fluids are disposed of in the two sinks that drain to the floor drain tank. No
liquids or wastes are intentionally disposed of in the sink that drains to the chemical drain tank. In thc
sample room, excess sample purges of reactor grade water and excess reactor coolant samples are
drained form one sink to the waste holdup tank for processing. The other .ink is used for draining non-
reactor grade fluids to the nuclear blowdown holdup tank.*

SU-D-K-19 Page 2-12, line 38 Purge is limited to 1,000 hours per year by Tech Spe.
Page 2-13, line 7-11 Condenser Air Removal System is normally released through the Charcoal Exhaust System, not only

SU-D-K-20 under primary to secondary leakage conditions.
SU-D-K-21 Page 2-14, line 4 Delete the words "evaporator concentrates".*
SU-D-K-22 Page 2-14, lines 8-l 1 Delete these lines.*

Page 2-17, line 12 Since submittal of the ER, SCE&G has modified a transmission line connection. As a result,
SU-D-K-23 transmission line descriptions have changed. Une 12 - Replace Dcnny Terrace I Tie Line" with

"Summer-McMeekin-Edenwood segment" (a 2.5 mile section of the line that now connects Summer
Station to the pre-existing Parr-McMeekin-Edenwood line).

SU-D-K-24 Page 2-17, Table 2-l, line Replace "Denny Terrace I Tic line" with "Summer-McMeekin-Edenwood",

SU-D-K-25 Page 2-19, lines 10 Replace current wording with the following: "Summer-McMeckin-Edenwood segment. This 230 kV
through 12 line provides power to SCE&G's Edenwtxoo Substation by way of a 2.5 mile line running from Summer

Station to the pre-existing Parr-McMeekin-Edenwood line (total of 32.5 miles between Summer Station

:1
Q)

-T
CD
2

W
0
0

Page 3



C!)

2
IN

01-
0

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, V.C. Summer Nuclear Station
Comments on the GEIS Supplement 15, regarding the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, Draft Report for Comment.

SU-D-K-:

SU-D-K-:

SU-D-K-

SU-D-K-

SU-D-K-
SU-D-K-
SU-D-K-
SU-D-K*

Location Comment
and the Edenwood substation). This line occupies a 100' right-of-way."

26 Page 2-20. line 26 Insert "Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility" for "ParT lydro".

27 Page 2-21, line 6 Power boating is permitted on Monticello Reservoir, but the use of gasoline-powered motors is notallowed on the Monticcllo Sub-Impoundment.
28 Page 2-21, line 7 Change wording to: "water level varies daily up to 1.3 m (4.5 feet) to service Fairfield Pumped Storage".

(or 'the Parr Project").
Page 2-30, lines 25-26 Suggest that wording be changed to indicate that shortnose sturgeon are found in rivers that flow into

29 Winyah Bay, rivers that flow into Lake Marion, the Santee, Cooper, and Savannah Rivers, and the ACE
Basin (Ashepoo, Combahec, and Edisto Rivers).

.30 Page 2-3 1, line 15 Scientific name is Lasmigona decorata.
-31 Page 2-31. line 16 Scientific name is iviganodon catara eta.
.32 Page 2-32, line 20 Scientific name is Pyganodon catrarrta.
.33 Page 2-31, line 29-30 Incomplete sentence.

Table 2-5, page 2-40 Adding the percentages for Fairfield, Lexington, Newberry and Richland Counties yields a total of 96 %.
-34 Approximately 95o is used on page 2-39, line 37. The difference is assumed to be due to rounding of

percentages.
-35 Table 2-6, page 242 Problems with table format, left-hand column (at least In printed version).

Table 2-9, page 247 To be consistent with text on preceding page and the table heading, suggest that numbers in right-hand
-36 column be presented as whole numbers, i.e., 87 (percent) rather than 0.87. 3 (percent) rather than 0.03,

etc.
-37 Table 2-10, page 2-50 Problems with table format, header section (at least in printed version).

Page 2-52, lines 25 and 26 Suggest re-wording to reflect that there are S public boat ramps related to the Parr Project (two on
-38 Monticello Reservoir, one on the Monticello Sub-impoundment, and two on Parr Reservoir.). Gasoline-

powered boat use is only restricted on the Monticello Sub-impoundment.
Section 2.2.8.6. page 2-54 It might be helpful to give dates here for the data presented (unemployment rates, families below poverty

l39 level, and median household income) in Table 2-13. Are the data from 1999,2000,2001, or 2002? As
,-39 is, the discussion lacks a context, particularly the remark about Fairfield County's declining

unemployment rate, which was IO percent in 1997.
-40 Page 2-60, lines 19 The Parr Proiect did not include the constniction of V.C. Summer Nuclear Station.
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, V.C. Summer Nuclear Station
Comments on the GEIS Supplement 15, regarding the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, l)ratl Report for Comment.
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SU-D-K-41

SU-D-K-42

SU-D-K-40

SU-D-K-44

Location Comment
through 23
Page 4-18, line 3 Recommend that "cooling bay" and "cooling dischargc" be changed to "discharije bay' and "discharge

canal", the terminology used later in this paragraph and in other sections of the DSEIS.
Page 4-26, Section 4.3 The draft SEIS stales, "Tbe staff has oot identified any new and significant information. Therefore the

staff concludes that there arc no impacts of radiation exposures lo the public during the renewal term
beyond those discussed in the GEIS." For other Category I issues, the Staff's review states, "The staff
has not identified any significant new information during its independent review of the SCE&G ER. the
staff's site visit, the scoping process, or staff evaluation of other available information." If this is in fact
the case for radiolog ical impacts, then similar language should be used in Section 4.3.

Page 4-30, line 37 The value 90 percent (from the ER) is used here, but 95 percent is used earlier, page 2-39. The higher
percentage, based on a more recent SCE&G review of employees' addresses, should be used throughout.

Page 4-45, Section 4.6.1 Regarding aquatic species, tie draft concludes that license renewal will not impact Federally-listed
aquatic threatened or endangered species, or their critical habitat, and determined that mitigation in place
at Summer is appropriate and no additional mitigation is warranted. The Staff neglects to make a
conclusion that the impacts on aquatic species are SMALL (This conclusion is drawn in Section 4.8.6,
but should be made here as well.)

Section 5.2.1, first two The description of the SAMA development process provided here makes it sound as though SCE&G
sentences of the third initially identified SAMAs from the PRA importance listings. In other sections the NRC has correctly
paragraph: described the process, but these particular sentences do not appear to reflect the actual steps used in the

VCSNS SAMA analysis. A more accurate description would be something like, 'The second step
involved the development of a list of potential measures to reduce plant risk. This list was compiled
based on information included in the VCSNS lPE, VCSNS IPEEE, previously submitted SAMA
analyses, and NCR/industry documentation discussing potential plant improvements. The proposed risk
reduction measures were subsequently compared against PRA results to ensure the major risk
contributor.s were addressed by the proposed enhancemenL%."

Table 54, page 5-7 Because this table reports do-risk rather than dose, the table heading should be 'Breakdown or
Population Dose-Risk hy Containment Release Mode."

7 Page 8-5, line 16 As noted before, need to use the same percentage that's used in Chapter 2 and 4, 95 percent (see
comment on page 4-30).
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South Carolina Electric & Gas Company, V.C. Summer Nuclear Station
Comments on the GEIS Supplement 15, regarding the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station, Draft Report for Cormment.

Location _Comment
Page 8-6, line 36 Not familiar with word "contra-act" (counteract?).SU-D-K-48
P'age 8- 16, lines 22-26

SU-D-K-49

NRC indicates that SCDHEC published a "Notice of Drafting" in August 2002 for an Early Action Plan
for measures to attain the 8-hour (ozone) standard prior to any non-attainment designation. The NRC
should be advised that SCDHEC submitted an Implementation Plan for the 8-hour ozone standard to
EPA in July 2003 (after the DSEIS had been completed). Under that plan, the Columbia Intrastate
AOCR would be desigmated a non-attainment area under the 8-hour ozone standard.

ISU-D-K-1
SU-D-K-!

SU-D-K-'

SU-D-K-

501 Page 8-17. line 13 Correct name is Cape Romain (not "Romaine") National Wildlife Refuge.
51 Page 8-32, line 35 Correct name is Cape Romain (not "Romaine") National Wildlife Refuge.

Page 8-35, lines 9-10 Vote that this text is not consistent with the analysis in the preceding pages, which assumes that 150
52 workers would be required to operate the gas-fired plant (2 units), while only 70 (page 8-22) would be

. required to operate the coal-fired plant (one unit). Although this has no real bearing on the section's
-conclusions, it may produce confusion in the reader.

53 Page A-2. line 23 - Commenter Stephen Summer's affiliation is SCANA Services (as in lineIS).
*Note Comments in this table followed by an asterisk describe current plant operations that may not be

consistent with the FSAR. The differences have been identified and changes to the FSAR are in process.
.__ _ -_ _ Changes will be submitted to the NRC in a subsequent FSAR amendment.CD
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Appendix A

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WIDLI SERVICE

176 Croghan Spur Road. Suite 200
Charlestoa, South Carolina 29407

October 17,2003

Mr. Pao-Tsin Kuo
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Re: License Renewal at V.C. Sumnmer Nuclear Station
TAC No. MB5227, Docket No. 50-395
FWS Log No. 4-03-1-490

Dear Mr. Kuo:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Biological Assessment and your
letter requesting our concurrence regarding the above referenced action in Fairfield, Newberry,
Saluda, Aiken, Richland, and Edgefield Counties, South Carolina. We are submitting the
following comments under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 etseq.) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 etseq.).

According to the information provided, the renewed operating license would allow 20 additional
years of plant operation beyond the current V.C. Summer licensed operating period of 40 years.
No major refurbishment or replacement of important systems, structures, or components are
expected during the V.C. Summer license renewal period. In addition, no construction activities
are expected to be associated with the license renewal.

A threatened and endangered species survey was conducted on the V.C. Summer site and
associated transmission corridors in late spring and summer 2002 for II federally-listed species
that may occur within the action area. Survey results concluded that only one species (bald
eagle) was observed to be present within a five mile radius of the site.

Based on our review and the information provided. the Service concurs with your determination
that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the federally-listed bald eagle. We also
concur with your determination that the proposed action will have no effect on the additional
federally-listed species that were identified to have potential to occur within the project area.
Therefore, the requirements of Section 7 of the Act have been fulfilled relative to the proposed
action, and no further consultation is necessary at this time. However, obligations under Section
7 of the Act must be reconsidered if: (I) new information reveals that the proposed project may
affect listed species in a manner or to an extent not previously considered, (2) the proposed
project is subsequently modified to include activities which were not considered during this
consultation; or (3) new species are listed or critical habitat designated that might be affected by
the proposed project.

This Is your future. Don't leave it blank. -Support the 2000 Census.
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SU-D-L-1 In accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Service has also

reviewed the subject project with regard to the effects the proposed action may have on waters of

the U.S. and related fish and wildlife resources. Information provided revealed the presence of
several streams within the proposed area. Erosion and sedimentation problems are likely to be

exacerbated at areas where clearing removes deep-rooted vegetation. Therefore, to maintain the

integrity of these aquatic resources during transmission line corridor maintenance, we

recommend that at least a 25-foot buffer be left on both sides of any stream crossed or paralleled
by a transmission line.

The above views and recommendations constitute the report of the Department of the Interior. If

you require additional assistance, please contact Phil DeGarmo of my staff at 843-727-4707 x21.

Sincerely yours,

Edwin M. Eudaly
Acting Field Supervisor

EME/PMD/km
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Appendix B

Contributors to the Supplement

The overall responsibility for the preparation of this supplement was assigned to the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The statement was
prepared by members of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation with assistance from other
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission organizations and the Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, and Argonne
National Laboratory.

I

Name Affiliation Function or Expertise

U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

William Dam Nuclear Reactor Regulation Project Manager
Gregory Suber Nuclear Reactor Regulation Project Manager
John Tappert Nuclear Reactor Regulation Section Chief
Barry Zalcman Nuclear Reactor Regulation Technical Monitor
Michael Masnik Nuclear Reactor Regulation Aquatic Ecology
James Wilson Nuclear Reactor Regulation Ecology
Tom Kenyon Nuclear Reactor Regulation Socloeconomics, Alternatives
Robert Palla Nuclear Reactor Regulation Severe Accident Mitigation
Richard Emch, Jr. Nuclear Reactor Regulation Radiological Safety
Robert Schaaf Nuclear Reactor Regulation Project Management
Jack Cushing Nuclear Reactor Regulation Altematives
Stacey Fox Imboden Nuclear Reactor Regulation Principal Project Support
Tomy Nazarlo Nuclear Reactor Regulation Principal Project Support
Christina Guerrero Nuclear Reactor Regulation General Scientist

Los ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY(")

Ted Doerr Task Leader
Ellen Taylor Deputy Task Leader
Tim Haarmann Terrestrial Ecology
Tony Ladino Radiation Protection
Dan Pava Socioeconomics
Hector HinoJosa Editor
Teresa Hiteman Document Design

ARGONNE NAnONAL LABORATORY>'

David Miller Water Use, Hydrology
Elisabeth Stull Aquatic Ecology

PACIFIc NORTHWEST NATIONAL LABORATORYM

Tara Eschbach Cultural Resources

February 2004 B-1 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15
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LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY"'

David Armstrong Air Quality

INFORMATION SYSTEMS LABORATORY

Kim Green Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives
Jim Meyer Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

(a) Los Alamos National Laboratory is operated for the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) by the University of
California.

(b) Argonne National Laboratory Is operated for DOE by the University of Chicago.
(c) Pacific Northwest National Laboratory is operated for DOE by Battelle Memorial Institute.
(d) Lawrence Uvermore National Laboratory is operated for DOE by the University of California.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 B-2 February 2004
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Appendix C

Chronology of NRC Staff Environmental Review Correspondence
Related to South Carolina Electric and Gas Company's

Application for License Renewal of
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station

This appendix contains a chronological listing of correspondence between the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) and
other correspondence related to the NRC staff's environmental review, under 10 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 51, of SCE&G's application for renewal of the Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) operating license. All documents, with the exception of those
containing proprietary information, have been placed in the Commission's Public Document
Room, at One White Flint North,11555 Rockville Pike (first floor), Rockville, MD, and are
available electronically from the Public Electronic Reading Room found on the Intemet at the
following web address: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. From this site, the public 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 number for each document is
included below.

I
I

I
I

August 6, 2002

August 20, 2002

August 20, 2002

August 26, 2002

Letter from Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G to NRC, submitting the
application for the renewal of the operating license for V.C. Summer
(Accession No. ML022280018).

Letter from NRC to Ms. Sara McMaster, Fairfield County Library,
regarding the maintenance of reference material for the V.C. Summer
license renewal application (Accession No. ML022340250).

Letter from NRC to Mr. William Suddeth, Thomas Cooper Library,
University of South Carolina, regarding the maintenance of reference
material for the V.C. Summer license renewal application
(Accession No. ML022340274).

Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, regarding the receipt
and availability of the license renewal application for V.C. Summer
(Accession No. ML022390066).

February 2004 C-1 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15
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August 27, 2002 NRC press release announcing the availability of the license renewal
application for V.C. Summer (Accession No. ML022390116).

I September 3, 2002 Federal Register Notice of receipt of application for renewal of Facility
Operating License No. NPF-1 2 for an additional 20-year period
(67 FR 56316) (Accession No. ML022390066).

September 27, 2002 Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, forwarding
determination of acceptability and sufficiency for docketing, proposed
review schedule, and opportunity for a hearing regarding an application
from SCE&G for renewal of the operating license for V.C. Summer
(Accession No. ML022730054).

I October 4, 2002 Federal Register Notice of acceptance for docketing of the application
and notice of opportunity for a hearing regarding renewal of Facility
Operating License No. NPF-12 for an additional 20-year period
(67 FR 62272) (Accession No. ML022730054).

October 23, 2002 Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, forwarding notice of
intent to prepare an environmental impact statement and conduct scoping
process for license renewal for V.C. Summer
(Accession No. ML022960556).

October 25, 2002 Federal Register Notice of intent to prepare an environmental impact
statement and conduct scoping process for V.C. Summer (67 FR 65612)
(Accession No. ML022960605).

November 27, 2002 NRC press release announcing public meetings on V.C. Summer license
renewal (Accession No. ML023310303).

November 27, 2002 Letter from NRC to Catawba Indian Nation inviting participation in
scoping process for V.C. Summer license renewal
(Accession No. ML023380747).

November 27, 2002 Letter from NRC to Cherokee Indian Nation inviting participation in
scoping process for V.C. Summer license renewal
(Accession No. ML023380701).

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 C-2 February 2004
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November 27, 2002

November 27, 2002

December 10, 2002

December 11, 2002

December 11, 2002

December 11, 2002

December 11, 2002

December 23, 2002

January 9, 2003

January 14, 2003

January 17,2003

Letter from NRC to Eastern Band of the Cherokee Indian Nation inviting
participation in scoping process for V.C. Summer license renewal
(Accession No. ML023380734).

Letter from NRC to United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indian Nation
inviting participation in scoping process for V.C. Summer license renewal
(Accession No. ML023380754).

.,I

Notice of public meeting to discuss the environmental scoping process for
V.C. Summer license renewal (Accession No. ML023440208).

Letter from Mr. John M. Spratt, Jr., to the NRC providing scoping
comments on the V.C. Summer license renewal
(Accession No. ML023540416).

Placement of presentation slides from December 11, 2002, scoping
meeting in the public domain (Accession No. ML023470019).

Transcript of December 11, 2002, afternoon public meeting in
Jenkinsville, South Carolina on scoping process
(Accession No. ML030030808).

Transcript of December 11, 2002, evening public meeting in Jenkinsville,
South Carolina on scoping process (Accession No. ML030030848).

Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, forwarding revision of
schedule for the review of the V.C. Summer license renewal application
(Accession No. ML023580338).

Letter from Mr. Stephen A. Byme, SCE&G, transmitting additional
information requested during site audit in support of V.C. Summer license
renewal (Accession No. ML030300730).

Summary of public scoping meetings to support review of V.C. Summer
license renewal application (Accession No. ML030140468).

Request for additional information regarding severe accident mitigation
alternatives for V.C. Summer (Accession No. ML030230467).

I
I
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January 27, 2003

February 21, 2003

March 19, 2003

April 2, 2003

April 16,2003

May 19, 2003

May 21, 2003

June 13, 2003

June 26, 2003

July 3, 2003

Note to File: Summary of teleconference between NRC and SCE&G in
support of the staff's review of the V.C. Summer license renewal
application (Accession No. ML030270182).

Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, regarding issuance of
the environmental scoping summary report associated with the staff's
review of the application for renewal of the operating license for
V.C. Summer (Accession No. ML030520531).

Letter from Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, providing a response to a
NRC request for additional information regarding severe accident
mitigation alternatives (Accession No. ML030920551).

Letter from SCE&G to NRC transmitting a copy of a modification to the
V.C. Summer NPDES permit (Accession No. ML030920169).

Letter from NRC to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service providing summary of
conversation regarding protected species within the area under
evaluation for the V.C. Summer plant license renewal
(Accession No. ML031060341).

Note to File: Summary of teleconference between NRC and SCE&G in
support of the staff's review of the V.C. Summer license renewal
application (Accession No. ML0311390642).

Letter from Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, providing a response to a NRC
request for additional information regarding severe accident mitigation
alternatives (Accession No. ML031500656).

Letter from NRC to South Carolina Department of Archives and History
regarding National Historic Preservation Act and the Section 106 Review
Process (Accession No. ML031710717).

Letter from NRC to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service transmitting biological
assessment for V.C. Summer plant license renewal (Accession No.
ML031770358).

Letter from NRC to South Carolina Department of Archives and History
transmitting map as part of June 13, 2003 letter (Accession No.
ML031890468).
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July 9, 2003

July 9, 2003

July 9, 2003

July 28, 2003

August 6,2003

August 15, 2003

August 26, 2003

August 26, 2003

September 2, 2003

Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, transmitting Draft
Supplement 15 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement regarding
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station and Requesting Comments (Accession
No. ML031900780).

Letter from NRC to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency transmitting
Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement
regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (Accession No.
ML031900797).

Letter from South Carolina Department of Archives and History to NRC
regarding National Historic Preservation Act and the Section 106 Review
Process (Accession No. ML032040315).

Notice of public meeting to receive comments on the Draft Supplement
15 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement regarding
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (Accession No. ML032100071).

Press Release announcing public meetings on Draft Supplement 15 to
the Generic Environmental Impact Statement regarding Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station (Accession No. ML032180367).

Letter from NRC to St. Peters A.M.E Church announcing public meetings
on Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement
regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (Accession No.
ML032270599).

Transcript of August 26, 2003, afternoon public meeting in Jenkinsville,
South Carolina regarding Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear
Station (Accession No. ML033020153).

Transcript of August 26, 2003, evening public meeting in Jenkinsville,
South Carolina regarding Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear
Station (Accession No. ML033020181).

Letter from Mr. Heinz J. Mueller, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
providing comments on Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic

I
I
I
I
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I
I

Environmental Impact Statement regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear
Station (Accession No. ML032661180).

September 25, 2003 Letter from NRC to Mr. Kamau Marcharia, Fairfield County Council,
providing information on diabetes and cancer rates in the vicinity of the
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station following concerns raised at public
meeting (Accession No. ML032730427).

September 29, 2003 Letter from Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, providing comments on Draft
Supplement 15 to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement regarding
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (Accession No. ML032790356).

October 6, 2003 Letter from NRC to Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, regarding new
environmental project manager for the License Renewal Application for
Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (Accession No. ML032810135).

October 17, 2003 Letter from Mr. Edwin M. Eudaly, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
providing comments on Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic
Environmental Impact Statement regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear
Station (Accession No. ML033090341).

October 22, 2003 Letter from NRC to South Carolina Department of Archives and History
regarding a request for additional information related to the National
Historic Preservation Act and the Section 106 Review Process
(Accession No. ML033000579).

November 6, 2003 Summary of public meetings to obtain comments on Draft Supplement 15
to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement regarding Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station (Accession No. ML03316059).

November 12, 2003 Letter from Mr. Stephen A. Byrne, SCE&G, providing clarification of
comments sent on Draft Supplement 15 to the Generic Environmental
Impact Statement regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (Accession
No. ML033160547).

November 19, 2003 Letter from South Carolina Department of Archives and History regarding
concurrence on Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station license extension
(Accession No. ML033360616).
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Organizations Contacted

During the course of the staff's independent review of environmental impacts from operations
during the renewal term, the following Federal, State, regional, and local agencies were
contacted:

Catawba Indian Nation, Catawba, South Carolina

Central Carolina Economic Development Alliance, Columbia, South Carolina

Central Midlands Council of Govemments, Columbia, South Carolina

Cherokee Nation, Tahlequah, Oklahoma

Clemson University Agricultural Extension Service, Winnsboro, South Carolina

Eastern Band of the Cherokee, Cherokee, North Carolina

Fairfield School District, Winnsboro, South Carolina

Fairfield County Planning, Winnsboro, South Carolina

Fairfield County Finance Director, Winnsboro, South Carolina

Holmes Realty, Winnsboro, South Carolina

Institute for South Carolina Archaeology, Columbia, South Carolina

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Columbia, South Carolina

South Carolina Department of Archives and History, Columbia, South Carolina

South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, Land and Water, and Conservation Division

South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, Columbia, South Carolina

United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee, Tahlequah, Oklahoma

United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Nashville, Tennessee

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Charleston, South Carolina

United States Forest Service, Francis Marion & Sumter National Forests, South Carolina

United Way of the Central Midlands, Columbia, Columbia, South Carolina

Town of Winnsboro, South Carolina

February 2004 D-1 NUREG 1437, Supplement 15
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V.C. Summer Compliance Status and Consultation Correspondence

The list of licenses, permits, consultation, and other approvals obtained from Federal, State,
regional, and local authorities for Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) are shown in
Table E-1. Following Table E-1 are reproductions of correspondence prepared and sent during

I the evaluation process of the application for renewal of the operating license for V.C. Summer.
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Table E-1. Federal, State, and Local Licenses, Permits, and Consultations and other Approvals for V.C. Summer

Expiration
Agency(' Authority Description Number Issue Date Date Remarks

NRC Atomic Energy Act, Operating NPF-12 8/6/1982 8/6/2022 Authorizes operation of V.C.
10 CFR Part 50 license Summer.

USFWS and NMFS Endangered Species Consultation NA Consultation Requires a Federal agency to
Act, Section 7 initiated consult with USFWS regarding
(16 USC 1536) whether a proposed action will

affect endangered or threatened
species. Depredation and
salvage permit. Renewal
annually.

USFWS Migratory Bird Treaty Depredation MB040209-0 Annual Annual Removal and relocation of
Act Permit migratory bird nests.
(16 USC 703-712) Salvage Permit MB83793-0 Retrieve dead birds.

SCDHEC-Bureau of Clean Water Act, NPDES SC0030856 12/3/2002 4/30/2007 Discharges to Monticello
Water Section 402 wastewater Reservoir and Broad River.

permit

SCDHEC-Bureau of Clean Air Act Air emissions CM-1000- 8/10/1999 7/31/2004 Establishes emissions limits
Air Quality permit 0012 from diesel emergency

generators, miscellaneous
diesel engines, and other
miscellaneous units.

SCDHEC-Division Atomic Energy and Radioactive No. 517, 9/30/1999 9/30/2004 Authorizes storage of
of Radioactive Radiation Control Act Material Amendment radioactive material in three
Waste (S.C. Code of Laws, Ucense 02 steam generators removed from
Management, Sections 13-7-40, et service in 1994.
Bureau of Land and seq.)
Waste Management
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Table E-1. (contd)

Expiration
Agency Authority Requirement Number Issue Date Date Remarks
SCDHEC-Divislon South Carolina Radioactive 0163-39-02 Annual Annual Authorizes shipment of
of Waste Radioactive Waste Waste radioactive waste to licensed
Management Transportation and Transport collecting/processing facilities

Disposal Act (S.C. Permit within State of South Carolina.
Code of Laws 13-7-
110 et seq.)

Tennessee Dept. of Tennessee Code Ucense to Ship T-SCOO1-L02 Annual Annual Authorizes shipment of
Environment and Annotated 68-202- Radioactive radioactive waste to licensed
Conservation- 206 Material disposallprocessing facilities
Division of within State of Tennessee.
Radiological Health -

SCDAH National Historic Consultation NA Consultation The National Historic
Preservation Act,` Initiated Preservation Act requires
Section 106 Federal agencies to take Into
(16 USC 4701) account the effect of any

undertaking on any district, site,
building, structure, or object that
Is Included In or eligible for
inclusion In the National
Register of Historic Places.

(a) NRC - U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations
USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
NMFS - National Marine Fisheries Service
USC - United States Code
NA - Not applicable
SCDHEC - South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
S.C. - South Carolina
SCDAH - South Carolina Department of Archives and History

(Ti
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I Table E-2. Consultation Correspondence

Source Recipient Date of Letter

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service April 16, 2003
(P.T. Kuo) (S. Abbot)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission South Carolina Department of June 13, 2003
(P.T. Kuo) Archives and History

(R.E. Stroup)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service June 26, 2003
(P.T. Kuo) (S. Abbot)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory September 2,
Region 4 Comisio 2003
(H.J. Mueller)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service U.S. Nuclear Regulatory October 17,
(E.M. Eudaly) Commission 2003

(P.T.Kuo)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission South Carolina Department of October 22,
(P.T. Kuo) Archives and History 2003

(R.E. Stroup)

South Carolina Electric and Gas U.S. Nuclear Regulatory November 12,
(S.A. Byme) Commission 2003

South Carolina Department of Archives U.S. Nuclear Regulatory November 19,
and History Commission 2003
(C.C. Long) (P.T. Kuo)
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April 16,2003

Ms. Sandy Abbot
Field Supervisor. Ecological Services . *
US Fish and Wildlife Service * .*
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200 . . .
Charleston. SC 29407

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF CONVERSATION REGARDING PROTECTED SPECIES
WITHIN THE AREA UNDER EVALUATION FOR THE V.C. SUMMERS PLANT
LICENSE RENEWAL . *

Dear Ms. Abbot:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Is prepanng a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (SEIS) for the proposed license renewal for the Virgil C. Summer Nudeai.
Station (V.C. Summer) which expires August 2022. To support the SEIS preparation process
and to ensure compliance with Section 7 of the'Endangered Species Act, NRC met with your
office on December 12.2002, to disdusfhe current list of species and Information on
protected, proposed, and candidate fpecies ind critical Jiabtat that may be within the area of
the proposed action per 50 CFR 40212. . .

The plant Is located in Fairfield County, South Carolina, approxImately 15 miles west of the
county seat of Winnsboro and 26 miles northwest of Columbia, the state capital. The Broad
River flows In a northwest-to-southeast direction approximately one mile west of the site and
serves as the boundary beten Fairfied County {toithe east) and Newberry County (to the.
west). The sie covers approximately 2,245 acres,aan area that Includes potions of Monticello
Reservoir. Beginning at the V.C; Summer Station, the South Carolina Electric and Gas
Company (SCE&G) transmission lines generally run In a southerly direction, with five .
terminations very near V.C. Summer Statlonr..one iear Alen South Carolina, and two near
Columbia. South Carolina. The SAgtee Cooper tines run appoxlmately east and west io *
substations near Blythewood and Newberry, SouthCarolina,.respectlvey.In total, forthe
specific purpose of connecting to the transmission system, approxliratelyi.60 miles of
transmission lines (120 miles of corridor) that sccupy approximately 2.000 acres of corridor
were constructed. .

License renewal would incdude use and continued fnialtenence of existing facilities and
transmission lines for an additojal 20 years of operation, The proposed action would not result
In new construction or disturbance.

SCE&G contacted your office by letter dated Janiuary,19, 2001,requesting infom atnon
threatened, endangered, and candidate spedes that potentially occur In the vicinity of the plant
Your office responded on March 15, 2001 with a v of species.. During the course of our
December l2e discussion regarding threatened and endangered (T&E) species and other
species of Interest within the area, It was noted that the plrnary species of Interest Is the Bald
Eagle that is found near the plant. it was also noted fhit the list provided on March 15. 2001,
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S.Abbot - . .2

Is still the. current list.' It is our Intent to use this information as we Infflate'and write' our.
Biolo~gcal Assessrnent and prepare our licepse. renewal SEIS..

* ioogca ',:sinn a. . - . .P."*'
The NRC looks forward to continuing t6 work with tho U.S. Fihi and. Widlife Servl6e to ensure

. that'the.SEIS and Section 7 conpDlace activiesaquate*y evaluat'e pofeniai effects to-
bIologlcki resources. if you have any questions concering this matter please contact Gregory
-Sber by phone at 301451 124 or by eralil at GXS @nrc.gov. : , -'.

Sincerely,

Pao-Tsin Kuo, Program DIrector ;.. '
L*cense Renewal and Environmentaiilrmpacts Program
DMslon of Regulaiory Irmprovement Programs
Office of Nucliear Reactor. Regulatlon'.-

Docket No.: 50-395

'cc See'next page.

4- 4%. l ,. 1-, . .

.. I..
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* :June 13'2.

Dr.'Rodger E. Stroup, Director
South Carollna Department of Archives

- and History '
Archives iand History Center

* 8301 Parldane Road ..
Columbia. SC 29223

SUBJECT: 'V. C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION iCENSE RENEWAL;REVIEW'AND
NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT, SECTION 106 REVIEW
PROCESS

. Dear Dr. Stroup: .

The U. S. Nucear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Is.revauating an application submitted by
South Carolina Electric and Gas Company (SCE&G) foithe'renewal of .the operating license for
the V. C. Summer Nuclear Station (V. C. Sumrner), located hI the southeastem.corner of rural
Fairfield County, Souith Carolbna, approximately 26 miles northwest of ColumbiaSooUth
Carolina. 'Apspart'of Its review of the prop3sed aotlon.lthe NAC staff Is preparing 'i site specdfkc
Suppliemnrtal Environmental Impact Statermier4 (SEIS),o its- Genelc Envrionmenmta, impact -

Statement for Llcense Renewal of Nuclear PlantsGEIS),'NUIW G-1437. .The SEIS. win..
indude analyses of rievant erMroninenttal iassese,"1irudkig potential impacts on histo'ricand *-

' cultural resources from refurbishment acIMies and for th '6enedperiod of operatibn. The "

application for renewal was subinitted by SCE&G on'August 6,2002. pursuant to NRC:
requirements of TiiT 10'of the Code of edeiPRegaons, Part 54(10 CFR Part.54). SCE&G
has Indicated that It oes not plan on any major rofurblshment activity.that would result In
additonal lad disturbance In the site area.. .

Foryour referience, the Agency offcial (the DIrector, Office of Nuclear Reator Reguiathn) nas
determined that the area of potential effect (APE) for a icense6reeriwal adtloi'is the area at the
power plant site end ts Irmediate environs 'which may be hmpadctd by post-liinse renewal
land disturbitib opdration or projected refurbishment activiis asi6clated with the proposed

* action. The APE may extend beyond the immedlate environs in thbse Instances where post-
license renewai iand disturbing operatlion or projected iifinbishtnenit actMites sp~difcally
related to license renewal 61 the'nuclear power plant potentially have an effect h known or.
proposed historic sle'. ThIs determination is made Irrespacive of ownership or control of the
lands of Interest.'

On January 19,2001. SCE&G sought feedbacklfroin the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation OffIce (SHPO) regarding ikense renewal at V. C. Sunimer, In Its lefter SCE&G.
stated that there are no plans to alter current operations, no plans to expiand existing facintles.
no plans to implenerit rnaor structural modficaons, no piais to Inliate new construction, and
no plans for additional land disturbancw ih support of license renewal. On January 29. 2001,
the South'Cirolna SHPO responded to the SCE&G letter and stated that license renewal for.
the continuing operation of plants such as this one typically has no effect on historicpropoertles.'
The SHPO encouraged SCE&G to search theSHEIO's Geographical Information System (GIS)
database for a more accurate, up-to-date source of Information. * . .
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During our Indeperident review, the NRC staff met with rypresentalve ot your office on
December 12, 2O02toldIscuss the potential Impacts bf the proposed V. C. Summer Ecense
renewal. Enclosed Is the NRCs cultural resourcees review for this action.. This 'reWew reports
the results of the literature review conducted by the, staff and Infoormaton from histddo and
cultural re.ords,'Which Includes Inf6mation fromr the SHPO GIS datpbase (Enclosure 1). The
results Indicate thi this undertaldng vAII have no effect on historc ioportles...

We plan to Issue th Draft SEIS for the V. C. Summer en renewal'acton for pubice ' .:
comment In Juh' 2003; It wIn reflect our Interactions to date. 1f you have any questions or,
require additional Information, please contact Gregory Suber, the NRC Environmental Project
Manager for the V. C. Summer license renewal proect, at 30141561124 or GXSOnrice.

Slncerely.

Docket No.- 50-395
.. ;- *,*-: .. )

Enciosr -As stated

cc wo encL.: See next page

Pao-TsIn Kuo, Program DIrector
Ucense Renewal and Ermdronmental Impacts
Divslon of Regulator Iniyprovement Programs
Offie of Nudcear Reactor Regulatlbn

,~j . . ; -

... 1.

. I
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*U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION (NRC)
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

DIVISION OF REGULATORY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE
VIRGIL'C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION LICENSE RENEWAL

.. i I ,I. -

May2003
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*CULTURAL RESOURCE REPORT NARRAIV
VIRGIL C. SUUM~t NUCdLEARSTATION UICENSE RENEWAL ~

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

. .. . .

The 3.S. uclar Regujlaldry Comrnrnsslbn (NRC) Ucenis the operaionr Of doniestlo nud -ear
powr pans I acoranc wth heAtomic Energy Act of -1954, as amended and NRC..-

Implmeningreguatins.The ropsedFederal action Is the reriewall of the Operuting License
.(V. C. Summer.which Isiop'erated by South Caro.. .a

Elecric Ga Comany(SCEG)~The current operating license Will explre August S6`:2022Z
The eneed lcene wold ~d~sniethe remaining time of the current lIcense and permnit an.

adtoa20yasof plant p beyonc$ the e~lrto n of the curn operating license.

This report presents the findings of the Section 106 review conducted to establis whether ary
hIstor. prperie wil b affecte bytheiceneiehewaof t.C. Summer.

AREA OF POTE C TAL EFFECT

vC. Suim.r Is located CI Fairfield County, South Carolhna. aUCr6ENSately 15 miles west of
Winnsboro and 26 ilResguorthwesyof Conlu bal The site Is Ih n a rsly-populatcd, largely
rural arean wt foinsti andA swiat s comprising thedorl9ni landusae. TheBroad River
flowshi arnorthwest-to-soud.thes dreon approalihteione rmerewest of the sptera . t; es

An exclusion area must be defined by the applicant wherein It can control access inrthe event ofan emergencysituation Inthisb tce, texcu areasownr coroen e an et

an altenyative routine us such as leased fanin) t anid encompasses the area withinlc
appormatplyonet mile of the reactSr buildln thev e wcluson arte Is posted &id acces's t land
portions of this area icontrolled at all tirmes. l. V. C. Sunmer property covers approximately
2245 acres, and Includes the southern portion f Mn ticello sReervoir and parts of the Fairfield
Punipead Stori a ciiy

In conjaor with tgfeasdys an newdacoprisn aCE oG 6 r n ian use. ah maoa r

teubwshrb. n anothwest-to-sotheasite vicinlyor alpong tha tra nemislen west eotesl tho nstrii a to

anaectivplant to hel usectricalegrid when the plant was iftilly licned. Therefore, the area'
of potential effect(APE) for this license reea'o al actioris the area t the power plant site and Its
Immeonse environs whichnmaybed npattimd. TSpeV.cal; tS e aroeta conrslts ofthe exclusion.
areacresanday(1 -mile radius) and the- Monticel ero seline.

NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On Januaryl19,2001. SCE&G wrote the South Carolln~ State Hisoric Preservation Office
(SHPO) regardngi license renewal at V. C. Surie&. dOn January 29 2001e the South Carolina

ot resn eto SCE lettr and tsoted that lenen renewal for the pcontinue pd operation
opltants sucviroas this onetypically has inpted.fct o historic proearties. The SHPO

oreahical Inforoation System (GIS) database be searched for a
, p e Informatio-
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On Decembier 12, '02, NRC staff met with Marta and Chad Ltong at the South'
Carolina SHPiOs.office, and Keith Derding and Dianb Soyd at the South Carolina Institute of
Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA). Archaeological site file searches were conducted at.
SCIAA. The GIS database and files atihe South Carolina SHPO's office were searched for
cultural resource' Inormation that may pertain to:the proposed action. At the time of this visit,
Dr. Matthews and Mr,'L-o raisd the Issue of iotentiaI npiadcts to cuttural resources caused by
erosion on the Monticello shoreline. This report addresses. those concerns that were raised
during the sie visit In the section called identiicaoion 6f Historic Properties.

Four Native Amierican Tribes Were'sent letters on November27, 2002, providing them an
opportunity to have Input regarding cultural resource issues in the viinity of V. C. Summer and
Inviting them to pirticipate I the Nationai Erivironm~entallPolicy Act (NEPA) scoping process.
The Tribes were the Catawbi Indian Nation, Eastem B6nd bf the Cherokee, Cherokee Nation
(Westem Cherokee in Okdahoma), and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee (Attachment 4.
contains an exam tre'of this letter)..

.The NRC public Ivolvement process Is conducted In accordance with NEPA principles; In
general, the NRC actively pursues stakeiholder engagement hI excess of the minimum
requirements. The Commission has determined that the NRC will prepare an environmental .
Impact statement (EIS) as that discussed In Section 102 of NEPAf42 USC 4332) to assess
whether the license renewal action would signifketlyaffact the'qiallty.cif the human

Avlia .environment The NRC staff will prepare a.iS and, :i the case of lceose renewal, it is a sie-
specific supplement (SEIS) to the NRC Generic EIS for UWense Renewal of Nuclear Power
Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437. for tht reneW of areatorOperating Ukcense (OL). NUREG-
1437 considerecd trnbst 100 onvironmental Issues across ai nucdear power plants to determine
whether Issues could be resolved genericilly. The'potential nilpact to cuitumal resources cannot

* be resolved genetically and, therefore, must be'addressed on a site-specific basis In each
SEIS. -

On October 24.2002, the-NRC published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Regtsterto notify the
public of the staffs Intent to prepare a site-spbclfic sipolemerit to the GEIS to assess the'
environmental impacts of the proposed action (reirwal of tihe OLfor the V. C. Summer plant)
and to conduct scoping. The NRC Invited the appllcant. FedsraL State. and local government
agencies; Tribes: local organizations; and Individuals to participate In the scoping process by
providing oral comments at the-scheduled public meetings andlor'submitting written
suggestions and .comments to the NRC no later than January 6,2003. Two public scoping
meetings were hold on December 11; 2002. at the FellowVshp Hall at the Whitehall A.M.E.
Church In Jenklnsvile, South Carolina,'to afford the public yet another opportunity to provide
comments.

The draft Supplemental.Environniental Impact Statement (SEIS) regarding Jiense renewal at
V. C. Summer Is scheduled to be Issued In July 2003. The NRC staff plans to conduct two
public meetings on August 25, 2003, to preseit an 6vervIew o. the draft V. C. Summer site-
specific supplement to the GEIS, and to accept publc commeits on the document. The public
comment period will end on September 15; 2003. .The Final SEIS will be Issued In February
2004.
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InformatIon regarding Iense rendwal and do ts associated with 5icense renewal at V. C.
Summer can' be viewed at the NRCs website wwwin.g.

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Historic and archaeological site file searches wer conducted at the South Carcini Master Ftb
In the South Carolina Department of Archives and HIstory and the Institute of Archaeology and
Anthropology at the University 61 South Carolina to Identify cultural resources that might be.
present at V C. Summer. in addition, record searches were conducted for nearby locations to
gain perspective on the types of historic resources that may be present In the previously
undeveloped and unswveydd portions of V. C. Summer..

* The Final Envirornental Statement (FES) (AEC 1973) for the ionstnJction of V. C. Summer
listed three historic sites In the vicinity of the station.. At that tine, it was determined that none
of the sites were 'endangered' by the conrstruction and operation of the proposed
V. C. Summer plant' Four arc haeological sites were discovered within or near the site
boundary and Dr. Robert L Stephenson, State Archae'bogisl, recommended that the area be
surveyed and that two of the known sites be excavated (AEC 1973:. '

In 197Z2 SCE&G supported an archaeological survey th was conduidid by a team from the
University of South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (Teague 1979). The
archaeological survey was con -ced to assess the riaturi and distribution of the sites present
and to assess the effect of the PairHydroelectric Project on historic anid archaeological
resources. The Parr Hydroelectrkc Project included raising the level of the Parr Reservoir by
elevating the Parr Reservoir Dam;. construdton of a series of darns on Frees Creek to create
the upper reservoir for a new pumped-storage facility and supply cooling water for V. C.
Surrimer; and construction of the Fairfield Purmp'd Storage Facility and V. C. Summer.

The Institiute of Archaeology and Anthropology team Identified 27 additional sites and
excavated two others. Four of the five sites were inundated by waterwhen Monticello Reservoir
was fined In' 1978 and are now Inaccessible. The renialning sites Be along the banks of
Montlcello and Parr Reservoirs. Periods represented included the Early Archa-; Middle
Archaic, Woodfand, Mlkslsslopian. an Early Historic (SCE&Q 2002).-.

Since the publlation of the 1973 FES, 41 sites have 6den added to the National Register of
Historic Places f6r Fairfield County. Ten of these sites fal within a 6mile radius of
V. C. Summer. Twenty-eight sites have been added tothe National Register for Newberry
County. Four of these sites fail within a -mile radius of V. C. Summer. 'No sites lited on the
National Register of Historic Places fail within a 1-mile radius of V. C; Summer.

Two other historic sites exist within a 6-maie radius of V. C. Summer that are not listed on the
National legister of Historic Places but are protected by SCE&G r Orib Is the Mayo family
cemetery, which is In a wooded area approximately 2.5 miles south of V; C. Summer on land
that Is owned by SCE&G. but Is not within the exclusior areabouindary of the V.C. Summer
site. This small family plot contains headstones dating back to 1895.' The other historic site,

approxdnately 1.5 mfles southwest 'ofV. C; Summer, Is a large monument erected In 1943 by
the Daughters of the American Revolution making the grav of 'General John Pearson, a
Fairileld County native who served with distinction in the Revolutionary War. This monument Is
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In a wooded area on land that Is not wihin the exclion area of the V. C. Summer site, but is
maintained as a buffer zone around the site. SCE&G'sForestry Operations group Is familiar
with these two other historic sies, which are marked on Itstimber Iiventory and land cover
maps, and takes appropriate measures to protect them when conducting forest management
actiities h the vkity of either historic site (SCE&G 2002).

Properties within the APE

The following table provides a summary of selected sites within the APE. No sites listed on the
* National Register fail within a 1-mile radius of V. C. Summer.

Site Description NatIonal Location
Number . .egister Status .

38-FA-33 Savannah River and Morow 'Not Evaluated Monticello Lake east
Mountain projectile points. several shoreline - outside I
pottery shards - all materials were mile radius of
collected *_*-:_._. _V. C. Summer

38-FA-37 50 pieces of quartzlte chipift Not Evaluated Monticello Lake *
debris were dispersed over 500 west shoreline.
squarewneters.., flakes were: .,. outside I mle:
collected. radius of

V. C. Summer

38-FA-41 McMeeldn Rock Shelter- * Nominated for Underwater - Lake
excavated. This site Is currently the National Monticeflo
under water. Register of '

*Hlistoric Places
In 1974 Sie*
#74001854 *

38-FA-42- Located along a road cut through Not Evaluated North of-Montllo -
a plowed field. 25 quartzite flakes, outside 1 mile
I blface, 1 Guilford projectile point radius of
base were found. The biface and V. C. Summer
proJectile point were collected.

38-FA-43 1 Savannah River proJectlle point Not Evaluated Underwater- Lake
base, 1 biface fragment, and 25 . Monticello'
quartzlte flakes were conected.
This site is currently under water. '_ .

38-FA-46 25 flakes and broken stone tois. Not'Evaluated* Underwater - Like
3 flakes and 2 Savannah River Monticello
prblectile points were'collected.
_This she is currentlyunderwaler. -

as51. - .
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38-FA-47 -12 quartzite flakes (5 wore
collected)., The sio has been -

d=urbed bya oad'cut and no -
Intact archaeologcal de~ its

,renialn..' ' ' '

NM Evariated '.

. .. .; . .. .

WtAin.1 mile of
V. C. Summer ' .

I .. .

38-FA-41 S quasrzlte flikes were collected. Not Evaluated,' Underwater- Lake
. This site Is currently under water. , * Monticello

38.FA:5j 50 quaitzrte flakes and 2 projeodll Not Evaluateod. '- dlrwater - Lake
points were seen. The proJectile Montcelo

: polnts were collected. This, ste fs "
rcurrently under water.

38-FA-55 Davis Plantation -two slory house Nonilnated for South of Monticello
bultiabout 1840-50 the Natlonal - 'o SC 215 - outside

,ieg rstrof - 1' nile radiusof
. Historic Places V. C. Summer,

. -, . ! * J~~n 197f Ske ': :-
._ _ .__._ ._._ ,,_ .;.,_ ,_ *7400077*

38-FA-125 Guiford proJectlle p nts of quartz; Not Evaluated: Unoerwa'ter- Lake -
1 Klrk ohlnt 1 Savannah Riverz- Monticello
' olnt 1 flnely shaed flint blade. : ,'

,This site Is currently under water. ._,_._ .

38-FA-298 2 steatlte bowl fragments. Not Evaluted Boat Rarn - north
Artfacts were collected.; Site form . end of Lake
suggests If associated with an Monticello - outside

- archaeological site It would ba' 1 mnfe radius of
under water. V. C. Summer

I . . .

I

Only one archaeoogkcal site (38-FA-47) Is located within a 1-mIle radius of .V. C. Summer.. This
site has not been evaluated for Inclusion on tha National R'gIster of Historic Places. At the-
tUme of recording the site consisted of 12 quartzite flakes (5 were collected)., Upon reviewing
tha Natonal Register Cnterla for Evaluation, site 38-FA47 Is nof lkely to be eligibl for the
Natfonai Register.

Several of the archaeological sites were flooded by the Irnpoundment of Monticello Lake. The
majority of these sites have not been evaluated for Inclusion on the NatIonal Register of Historic
Places. These 'sies are not likely to be eligible for Inclusion whe Wapplying the criteria for
evaluatim -

-The McMeeklin Rock Sheiter (38-FA-41) was evaluatedand nomtnated to the National Register
In 1974. The sie was recorded, excavated and evauated. Resuts are documented I the 1972
archaeoiogical survey that was conducted by a-team from tha tlnive~rsty of South Carolina
Institute of Archaeologj ant Anthropioli (Teaguw 1979). The. MdMeekln Rock Shelter Is
currently underwater and is located outside of the 1-mile radius of V: C. Summer.
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The Davis Plantation (38-FA-56j was evaluated and nominated to the National Register hI
1971. The she Is a two-story house built In approximately 1845, and Is io"ted south of the

. town of Monticello on SC 215.-The Davis Plantatlon Is located outside the 1.mile Vadlus of V. C.
'Summer. The Davis Plantation Is not located on the shoreline of Monticello Lake.

Several archaeological sites were considered rduring the cultural resources review due to their
proximity to the shoreline of Monticello Lake arid the potential concern of Impacts assoclated
with erosion. During the environmental site audit conducted for the NEPA review In December
2002,lhe NRC team of environmental speciists toured V.C. Summer and the surrounding -
area. The team walked portons of the Monticello Lake shoreline. Erivironmental Impacts that.-
could be associated with erosionr were not observed. The team Included specialists hi. *
archaeology, aquatic and terrestrial biology. end hydrology. The team visited several locations
of known archaeological sifes In the area. No cultural materials were observed at any of the:
locations-

SCE&G has estaklished a land use and shoreline management plan (SCE&G 2002). The** -
purpose of this plan is to help maintain and conserve the area's natural end man-made
resources as well as assist hI providing a balance between recreational use, development.
environmental preservation, and control. This management plan addresses environmental
policies induding the exclusion area and public access for fishing, boalng, hunting, and other ..-
shoreline activities. Erosion control measures are Identified, as are restrlctions on the removal
of underbrush. .--

FINDINGS

In October 1972, upon reviewing the cultural resources literature associated with the
construction of V. C. Summer, the S6ukh Carolina SHIPO (Attachment 3) determined that no
adverse effects to historic properties would result from SCE&G Constnxcton Project #1894.

Major refurbishment of V. C. Summer Is not anticipated for continued operation during the
lcense renewal period; therefore, therels no expectation that land in the undeveloped portions
of the she will be disturbed for operations during thie renewal period. Operation of V. C.
Summer, as planned under the applcation for license renewal, would protect undlsc69bred
historic or archaeological resources ori the site because the undeveloped natural landscape
and vegetation would remain undisturbed, and access to the site would remain restricted.

In January 2001, SCE&G wrote the South Carolina SHPO (Attachment 1), requesting their
comments on the V.C. Summer license renewal process. In Its letter, SCE&G suggested that
the continued operation of V. C. Summer will have no effect on historic properties (SCE&G
2001); In s response dated January 29, 2001, the South Carolina SHPO (Attachment 2) stated
that license renewal for the continuing operation of plants such as this one typically has no
effect on historic properties (SHPO 2001).

Operating procedures of SCE&G consider actions upon the inadvertent discovery of historic
and archaeological remains'at V .C. Summer; Bised on the cultural resources analysis, the
representation by SCE&G that it does not plan to undertake major refurbishment activhtes
related to the renewal of V. C. Summer, and the expectation that operations will continue within
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*7.

the bounds of previously analyzed condltions, as evaluated In the FES (AEG 1973) and
subsequent environmental assessments, the NRC staff condudes that there will be no effect on
historic properties within the APE and no addiffonal mitigation Is warranted.

... . ... . , v z gr-
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ATTACHME -

1. Letter -January 19, 2001 SCE&G wrotethb South Carolina SHPO regarding license
renewal at V. C. Summer. Includes Maps of V.C Summer and surrounding
'environment.

2. Letter - January 29,2001 South Carolina SHPO responded to SCE&G letter'- agreed
that license renewal for the continuing operation of plants such as this ohe typically has
no effect on historic properties. - ,

3. Letter - October 20, 1972 SHPO wrote letter to lederal Power Commission regarding
*'the-SCE&G construction Pji6ect 1894 -,determijred that no adverse effects to historic

properties would result from this project. ,

4. : Letter -November 27, 2002 the NRC wrote ietters to the fourTribes - example of the
letter ,that was sent to the Cataiiba Indian Nation.'

February 2004 E-1 7 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Appendix E

-9.

CERTIFICATION OF RESULTS

I cerUfy that I conducted the Investigation reported here, that my observations and methods are
fully documented, and that this report Is complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Tara O. Eschbach
Reporter,
Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory on behalf of the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commisslor

Signature
. . _

Date

larhv C. AtanonPh D RPA
_._; i. Ha. I I.V.. lNl-A . . ---

.

Reviewer, C
Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory on behalf of the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

;oncurrence (Signature) Date
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION.

WASHINGTON D.C. 20555-i1

June 26, 2003

Ms. Sandy Abbot
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

- Ecological. Services Office-
.176 Crogham Spur Road.
Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29407 -'

SUBJECT: BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT FOR LICENSE RENEWAL AT-V.1C. SUMMER
'NUCLEAR STATION AND REQUEST FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION
:(TAO NO. MB5227)

Dear Ms. Abbot:.

-The U.S.'Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff has prepared the enclosed Biological
Assessment to evaluate whether the proposed renewal of the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station-
(V.C. Summer) bperatlng license for a perod of an additional 20'years would have adverse:
effects on listed species.' Thls Biological Assessment covers'the site, which is approximately
909 hectares (2,245 acres) and Includes portions of Monticello Reservoir as well as the
193-ki- (120-mi-) long transmission' line corridor. '

'The NRC has identified eleven species listed'as threatened or endangered under the Federal
Endangered Species Act and one Candidate species With the potential to be affected by this
action. The primary'species of concern Is the bald eagle, which has been found within an 8-km
(5-mi) radius of V.C. Summer. The staff has determined that the proposed action Is not a major
construction actvity and that It may affect, but Is not likely to adversely affect, the bald eagle.
No designated critical habitat for any listed species Is l6cated near the prioject area. We are
placing this Biological Assessment In our prboect files and are requesting your concurrence with
our determination.

In reaching its conclusion,' the NRC staff relied on the information available through local; State,
and Federal agencies, on research'perf mied by the NRC staff and contractors, and a current
listing of species provided by the South Carolina field office of the Fish'and Wildlife Service.
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S. Abbot -2-

-If you have any questions regardinrg this Biological Assessment or the staffs request, please
contact the license renewal project manager, Gregory Suber, by telephone at (301)'415-1124 or
by e-mail at GXS~nrc.gov.

.
.

.Sincerely,

P -Tin uo Director
nse Rene a and Environmental Impacts'

Divisfonof Regulatory Improvement Programs
Of ice of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.

Docket No.: 50-395

*Enclosure: As stated .

. cc wlencl: See next page
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Biological Assessment of the Effects of the'V.C. Summer Power Plant Ucense
*: Renewal on Threatened or Endangered Species

Executive Summalrv 8

This Biologieil Assessmentevaluates lhe potential impacts of the license renewal of the Virgil:
C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C:Sumer)o'n Federilly listed threatened or endangered
species. There will be no major costruction4 refubisbient, or replacement activities
associated with this iction.. The U.S. Nuclear Replatory Coizmiission (NRC) has deteined
that license renewal for V.C. Summer will have no effect on the wo6d stork, red-cockaded
woodpecker, shortnose sturgeon, Carolia'helsplitier pool sprite, Georgia aster, smooth
coneflowver, roughleavd loosestrife,'Canb's dropwort, harperella, orrelict trilliun .The.
license renewal may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the bald eagle..

The NRC licenses the operation of domesti nuclear powerplants in accordance with the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and NRC implementing regulations. South Carolina
Electric & Gas Coimpany (SCE&G) operates V.C. Summer Unit 1 pursuant to NRC Operating
license Numls NPF-12, which expires August 6,2022.

'SCE&G has prepared an environmental report in conjunction with its application to NRC to
renew the V.C.Snmnmer operating license, as provided by the following NRC regulations:-

* Title 10, Energy, Code of Federal Regulatons (CFR), Part 54, Requirements for Renewal
of Operating licenses for Nuclear Power'Piants, Section 54.23, Contents of Application-
Environmental Information (10 CFR 54.23) and.

* Title 10, Energy; CFR, Part Sl, Environmrental Prmfection Requirements for Domestic
Ucensing and Related Regulatory Functions, Section 51S3, Postconstruction

'Environmental Reports, Subsection 513(c . Operating licenkseReinewal Stage [10 CFR
51.53(c)]. *.*'-.'

The renewed operating license would allow 20 additional years' of plant operation beyond the
current V.C. Summer licensed operating period of 40 yeass* .

No major refurbishment or replacement of important systesms, structuires, or components are
expected during the V.C. Summer license renewal period. In addition, no construction
activities are expected to be associated with the V.C. Summer lieense renewal.

Descriution of Profect Area.

V.C. Sumrner is located in Fairfield County, South Carolina, approximately 24 km (15 mi)
west of the county seat'of Winnsboro and 42 kmn (26 mi) northwest of Columbia, the State
capital (Figure 1). V.C. Sumrnmer is ajoint project between SGE&G, operator and two-thirds
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owner, and the South Carolina Public Service Authority (Santee Cooper); owner of the
remaining one-third . he site' is in a sparsely populaied, largely`rbal area, with forests and
small farms comprising ihe dominant land uVse. The Broad River flows in anorthwest-to-.
southeast direction approximateiy 1.6 im (1 mi) west of the site and saves.as the boundary'
between Fairfield County (to the east>'and Newberry County (to'the west).'

The V.C Summe site covers noxiay 909 ha 2245 ac). an area that includes'portions
of Monticello Reservoir and the Fairfield Pumped Storage F aci"1t (:FPS).' Approxinately
348 ha (860- ac) are covered by the waters of Monticello Reservoir. 'Aofijnificant portiqq~of
the property (appioximately 150 ha (370 ac]) consists of generation and maintenance facilities,
laydown areas, parking lots, roads, and mowed 'grass.. Some. SOha (125 ac) are dedicated to
transmission line rights-of-'way; However, much of the V.C Summnerproperty consists of
forested areas (approxiately:360 ha (890 acD.' The primary terrestrial.habitats at.V.C.
Surmmer are pine fofest, deciduous foest, and mixed pine-hardwood forest (SCANA 2000).
The pine forests at' V. C. Simrnt include planted pines and nturally vegetated pines. Most of
the deciduous forests at the site'are locatedon stream bottoms and surrounding slopes.

Forested areas within the V.C. Summer site are rmanaged b) SCANA Services' Forestry
Operations group, but tidmber is rnot routinely har iL@ParrRisevoirprovid some limited
freshwater marsh habitat in shallow backwaters, arcund low-lying islands, and in an area east
of the FPSF tailrace that was used in the 1970s for the'disposal of dredge spoil.h eine
*mazes and adjacent shaltiows amre usd bymigrating dabbling ducks,'inc uding mallard, black
duck, and teaL Monticello Reservi6ir and its subimpoundrnent alio provide resting areas for
wintering waterfowl and provide y'ear-round habitat for ion-migatory. Canada geese.

Terrestrial wildlife species found in the forested portions of the V.C Suminer property are
those typicaly fouind in the Piedmont forests of South Carolini 'Wildlife characteristicaly'
found in the pine forests and mixed pine-hardwood6 of the P1 edtuint include toads (e.g.,
Fowler's toad), Mia (e.g., Carolina anole, fence lizaia, variou-Iskiiils), snakes (e g., black
racer, rat snDakiringneck snake), songbirds (eg; cardinaL bluejay, towliee, various warblers),
birds of (eg., ted-tailed hawk red-shouldered hawk), and a niunber of mammal species

*(e.g.; gray squirrel, eastern cottontail, raccoon, white-tailed der).'. *

In total, for the specific purpose of connecting V.C. Surimer to.the transmission system .
SCE&G and S'antee Cooper constructed approximately 257 knli(160 mi) of transmission lines
(193 km (120 mij bf corridor) that occupy. approximately 809 ha(2000 ac7.bfcdrridor.'These
transmission lines cross the counties of Fairfield, Newberry, Sahida, Aiilu Richland, and .
Edgefield (Figure 2).. T.he areas are mostly remote, with low population densities. The lonIger
lines cross numerous state and U.S; higways, including Interstate 26 ahdhiterstate 20.
SCE&G and Santee Cooper plan to'maintain these ftinsmissio'n lines, which are integral to the
larger transmission system, indefinitely.' These transmission lines are expected toremai a
permanent part of the regional transmission system even after V.C. Summer is
decommissioned .' ':

2
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Figure 1. Location of V.C. Summer 8D-Ian (50-mi) Region
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Figure 2. Location of V.C. Summer Transmission Lines
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Most of the trinsmission corridors are situated within the Piedmont Physiographic Region, but'
the southernmost portions of the Suinmer-Graniteylle, Sunmrer-Deany Terrace No. 2, and
Summtcr-Pineland corridors are situated w'ithin the Sandhills Physiographic Region. Most of
the areas crossed by the transmission corridors are foistlAitds or igrieultuil lands (in pasture
or row crops). Forest habitats along transmission corridors consist primarily of pine forest,
pinehardwood forest, aind bottoml[and hardwood forest. Transmnission corridors that irn *est
from V.C. Sui er cross more goiiculta lands (iostly pastore) than corridors that run to
the east. Conversely, corridors that run to the east cross more forested lands and residential
areas (northern suburbs of Columnbia) ihan corridors that run to the west.

No areas designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as critical habitat for
endangered species exist at the Y.C Summer site or on or adjacent to associated transmission
lines. In addition, the transmission corridors do not cross any State or Federal parks, wildlife
refuges, or wildlife management arm.

The transmission corridors are maintained by mowing, by trimming of undesirable vegetation
from the aides of the corridors, and by use of approved herbicides. Under pormal
circumstances, the mowing and herbicide sciedlefollows a three-ye ycle. Trees are
'side-trimmed" every 10 years by helicopters carrying bydriulically operated saws. Aerial
patrols of transmission corridors are conducted yfou mies a yeby'SCE&G and twice ayear
by Santee Cooper. -Dead and diseased trees at the edges of corridors are removed if it appears
that they cjuld fall and strike the transmission lines or support structures.*

Periodic mowing in dry, irplandportidns of tranission corridors creates sunny, open
conditions favorable for plants and'animals norimlay found in fire-maintained ecosystems,.
such as successional 'grasslands and longeaf jine-wiregrass communities. Permanent and
seasonal wetlandsalong transmission corridors hold pjotential for harboring a number of other
plant species currently listed by the USFWS aind South Ca3l1inaDepartment of Natural
Resources (SCDNR), including the rough-leavedloosestHfe and Canby's dropwort. Wetlands
also provide habitat for several listed aiml species, 'nad some species (e.g., the wood stork)
are found only in wetlands. Many animal speci hs,however, are highly mobile and utilize
more than one habitat type. The transmission corridors provide an open canopy and offer an
abundance of herbaceous ground cover. Therefore, they can be natural avenues for movement
and foraging by some animals.

Aquatic and ri an communities in'the vicinity of V.C. Summer are influenced by the
hydrology and water quality of the Broad Wivei and movement of water between the Broad
River/Par Reservoir and Monticello Reservoir.1 T.eroadRiver originates on the eastern
slope of the Blue Ridge Mountains near Lake Iiie, North parolina, and flows 354 km
(220 mn) southeast into South Carolina before joining the SaluIId River at Columbia, South
Carolina, to form the Congaree River. The Congaree kiverj6ins thaWateree River
approximately 80km (50 mi) southeast of Colmbia, SC to beome' the Santee River. The
Santee Riverfloswisoutheast 230kmr'(143 mi) toempty intt'the Atlantic Ocean. In South
Carolina. theBroad Riverbasin encompasses an approximate.y7242-kim (4500-in2)

5.
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waterihed drained by.7594 ki (4719 ml) ofstreams (SCDHEC 1998). Major tnitaries
include the Pacolet,.Tygei, and Enree nivers, all of which enter the BroadRivir from the
West The Broad River Basin in South Carolina is entirely within the Piedmont region, which
is an area of gently rolling to hilly terrain with relativelybroad streani valleys; elevations'
range from 1 i5to 305 m (376 to 1000 fit) above mean sea feel (SCDHEC 1998). For most of
its length in South Cirolina. the Broad River fios through agricultutal and forested land,
including the Sumter Narioual Forest, ivhich bounds'the river for some 48 kn (30 ml) above
Parr Reservoir. *

* Parr Reservoir was created in i914 by damming the Broad River at Parr Shoals,
approximately 42 km (26 mi) upstreamof the c6ifluence of t'h Broad and Saluda riven for
Parr Hydro, a small (15 megawatt) nrn-of-the-nve hydrohtric faclity. Pior to 1977, the

* reservoirs surface area was 749 ha (1850 ac) (SCE&G 1978) In 1977, the level of Parr
Reservoir was raised by 3 m (9 A), which iftnreased its surface a'=a to approximately 1781 ha

* (4400 ac). This modification wis necessary to support the development of FPSF, which was
built on Frees Creek, a small tributarzy of the Broad River., ri addition. Monticello Reservoir
was created to serve as the upper reservoir ftr FPSF and'the cooling water source for V.C.>
Summer. Parr Reservoir, which had historically been the source of water for Parr Hydro,
assumed a dual funltibn, providing aheadwaterpool forPairHydro and atailwaterpool for
FPSF. The daily cycle 6f operation at the FPSP transfers up to 35,771,181'ma (29,000 acre-
feet) per day of water from ParriRseroir to Monticello 1Aerioir snd back (NRC 18 1).
Operations vary,' deending O 'the seisim and sstenneeds. In summ aeFPSF generaly
pumps wate'rfrom ParrReservoirnt Mondcelo Reservoirbetween the honrs'of.ll pm and 8
am and generates powe (by releasing water) between the hours'of 10 am and 11 pm. In
* winter, FPSF ge pirallyupiwaetr from Parr Rei~oir to Modtcello Reservoir between 11
pm and 6-am and,generates betweenthe hocnrs of 6 aM anid I pm. The ievel of generatIon

* varies from one Aeneratorup to the n!iaximum output of eight dpning ondemand.
* Maximum output may not be necessary on all days,' Pimping is normally done at maximum
capacity. FPSF is normally operated seven days a week.

As a result of FPSF operations, Parr Reservoir is subject to daily fluctuations in water level of
as much as 3 m (10 ft) (NRC 1981), but the dailyaverage is approximately 1 m (4 A) (Mimes
& Moore 1985). Thiese water level fluctuations can expose arid then reinundate up to 1032 ha
(2550 ac) of Parr Reservoir with each cycle of pumpbaci and generation (release of water).
The amount of vater pumped from and returned to Parrt Reservoir'daily represents as much as

* 88 percent of its total volume (NRC 1981).

V.C. Summer is on the south shore of Monticello Reservoir (Figure 3); which servne as its
cooling water source and heat sink. Monticello Resnvoir was formed by damming Frees
Creek, a small tributary of the Broad River that flowed into Parr Reservoir about 1.9 km (1.2
mi) upstream of the Parr Shoali daii.As previously discussed. Montlcllo Reservoir was
designed to serve both as a cooliig pond for V.C. Summer and the upper pool for the FPSF,

, . 5
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with an enlarged Parr Reservoir serving as the lower pooL' Water flow fr6om the Frees Creek
wateished into the newly created.Mnticillb Reservoir was negligible, and FPlSFs purps were
used initialj to fill the rescrvoir with water from Parr Rervoir (NRC 198i). Monticello
Reservoir's small watershed diains an aira of only 4452 hi(ll,000 nc), including the reservoir

* and its subimpoundment (discussed later in this section). *,

* . Monticello Reservoir is iapproi ely 10 lm (6 mi) long with asface area of 2630 ha
(6500 acl. The 'verag¢ depth is 18 n (59 Il) and the maximum dejth is approximately 38m
(126 ft) (SCDHBC 1998). FPSF operations can cause waterlevcli iriMonticelo Reservoiro
fluctuate as much as 'A m (4.5 ft) daily. Daily water leve changes'varydejending'on system

* needs' It is currently rated as one of the least eutrphic reservoirs in South Carolina, and is
characterized by low nutrient (total phosphorus'and total nitrogen)'concentrations.

In preparing forrencwal of its opeatiicensV.C. Sum assessedai wide variety of
* potential impacts, including those to ecological resources, in an envuunmentai report that was
submitted to the NRC on August 6, 2002, as part'of aLicens' ReiewaliApplicafouoL Theo
Threatened and Edgeied1pecid Field SuiVey (SCE&2i02a) presents the results of field
surveys of the V.C. Summer site an4 associated transmission corridors conducted in late spring
(May) and summer (June, July, andiAigust) 2002 to updaie information in the S9CE&G
enivromnentsl report (SCE&G 2002b) on ecologicl resoarcei, emphing threatened and
endangered species. Information obtzinid during the surveys was usedby the NRC in its
assessment of the potekndt impict of the V.C. Summer operation over the license renewal term
on threatened and endangered species This Biologicsal'Assessmenz describes the.survey areas,
presents alist of potcntially occurring speces, describes survey techniques, and discusses the
results of the surveys..

The NRC has identified I I species (Table l) listed as threatened or endangered under the Federal
EndangeredSpecies Act and one Candidate species with tbe potential to be affected by this

. action based on information received from USFWS during a meeting of NRC and USFWS staff
held at the USFWS Charleston FieldOfficcin South Carolini on December. 1, 2002. The list
was again confirmed in a letter'from NRC to USFWS A*ril 16, 2003 (NRC 2002). The South

* Carolina counties included in the NRC assessment are Fairfield, Newberiy, Saluda, Aiken,
Richland, and Edgefield..

Additionisly, SCE&G conducted field sunreys'ot verify the presence or absence of these species
(SCE& G2002a4.. Before going into the field, project biologists conducted a literaiure review to
ideritify species known to occur in the countics crossed by *V.C. Summer transmission lincs.
Previous reseirch for the V.C. Sumnier environmental report had shown that 6nly one listed
species, the bald eagle, was known to occur on the V.C. Summer site and there were no records
of threatened and endangered species'occutring along the V.C. Summer rnsmission corridors.

8
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Table 1. Federal Endangered, Threatened, and Candidate.Specles hat potentially occur In the
viciniy of the V.C. Summier site orthe Courntes Ossed by transmisslon lines.

.~~~~~~~~~~eea Determination........... . . ...........

Sclentific Name

Invertebrates;

Lasmsrions ddcoroata

Fish
Adpenserbreviwostrn

Birds
Ha ilneetus
leurcocephalus :
Myceteria amedcana
PFc6Ides'borealfs

Plants

Arnphlanthus pusllus
Aster eria~nus -
Edinacha -iaay gia
Lysimascilla;spehiqol
oxporls car
Ptinmnlurn nrodosumr

Triliumn reluum:

C .o ... .. : . - .

* Common Name

Carollna heeldpltter-

n shortnose sturgeon

bald eagle

wood stork

*rede'dc*ad.d
* woodpecker

'-poo sprite
; Georgia aster:

'."smooth coneflower'
a rough-leaved`Qo!self

*Ciibys dropwor'
harperella -

react tnillium

' Federbi ' Deterrnination
Status'

E No Effect,

E -No Effect

.. Not Wely to adversely
affect

E NoEffect-

E No Effect

.E .

* T . N:Effct
C T. 'N QEffect
E .No Effect

E No Effect

E' No Effect

E . No.Effect'

E, No Effect

* E = Endangered;- TEThreateried; C =-tCandidate for Us-n'
Source: USFWS'g02 '

The federally listed species known to occur in the counties crossed by V.C Summer-associated
transmission corridors are shown in Table 1. Althou this species lstwas b d irn on
information obtained from the USMWS, a nunber of other sources and authorities were.
consulted, including Manual ofthe Vascular Flora of she Caroltnas (Radford et ai. 1973),
Endangei&d, 7hieatened, ind Rare Vaicular Plora of the Savanntih Rivcr Ste (Knox and Sharitz
1990), Aipihibuans'and Reptiks of the Carolinas and Virgqi (Martof et iL 1980):'Gud to the
Reptilesand!Amphibfans of the Savannah RiverSite (Gibbons and Semlitsch 1991), South
Carolina Bird Life (Sprunt and Chamberlain 1970)i and Mamnuals ofthe Savannah River Site
(Cothrafi et al. 1991).

.9
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Speckes Survey

The undeveloped portions of the V.C Simunmer site weresurveyed on foot. The transmission
corridors, because of their size, were surveyed by concentrating efforts in areas offering 'the
greatest potential for harboring listed species. Areasof interest were identified using U.S..
Geologic Survey. (USGS) 7.5 minute topographic maps, county soil maps, and aerial photographs
prior to coiiducting grouhd sueys. This initial desklop" swvey allowed biolegiks to rapidly.
eliminate from consideration cropland. pastures, and other areas of poor-quality habitia~or.listed

* species. Following this phase of the survey, biologists drove to areas of potential interestpd
conducted surveys on foot The survey of the V.C.Suimierd site va conducted in late**
May 2002; Surveys of the corridors were Conducted over the May-August 2002 period (SCE&G
2002a). . .

* Survey techniques are described in detail in the 77raiened and Endngered Species Field.
Survey (SCE 5&G 2002a). 'The survey techniques fo'r birds', armmasI reptiles, and amphibians
were designed to ptovide informiidon on the occurenc' and potential for occurrence of listed
species at V.C. Summer and along the transmission corridors. 'Biologists conducted the survey.
of the V.C. Summer site 6y sysienatic-widkovei withiii all riatual habitats, iuch that each habitat
type was thoroughly searched Surveys cndiicted along the transmission corridors were focused
on areas identified.thirogh the examination of aerial photographa and topogiaphidmijs as
providing potential habitat for listed animal species. During ch survey, wildlife species were
identified through actual observations; as well as from tracks, scat;'and birdcalls: '..'.

Notes regarding species observed, as well as pertinent data regarding habitat quality'weather '
conditions, time of day, etc., were recorded 4a field notebook. No trapping or other colecting
activities were conductel except where slow-moving reptiles or amphibians were captured by
hand and released after identification. Because many animal species are mobile and secretiveb,:
the absence of a species during a survey is not necessarily conclusive evidence thatthe species
does not use the erea in' question. Therefore, thepotcmi41 for use of V.C.Sumiier afid
transmission corridors by listed wildlife species was also evaluated, based on the quality of
habitats observed.

The V.C. Summer site contains substantial acreage of intact forestland (exclusive of'planted
pines), and an attempt was nade to visitdal forested sites, espe itallyjthose featiring steep
topography and stream drainages, since these would be expected to support the highest diversity
of vascular species. Similarly, portions of transmission corridors with intact forsts on one or :
both sides were presiied mosthlikelyto hirbdrara'plants6. A total of 7 locations representing
more than 97 kmn (6Q i) of transmission corridor were surveyed on foot Most of these sites
were chosen based on terrain featuresi(from topo maps), sols (from county soil surveys), land
use in the area (from aerial photographs), and existing vegetation (from anrial photographs).
Other sites were added due to proximity to mnown populations of threatened and endangered
species. Several access points were locked/gated and thus inaccessible; these sites generally
feature pastureland that otherwise offer little in the way of habitat for rare species..

10
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Enlarged topographic maps developed from'USGS quadsheets '(7.5 minute series) and a hand-
held global positioning system inuit wiisd to record the locations of arcas that weft.searchn .d.
Noies were taken at'each area searcbed acxibing habitats and plant species present. 4Frid
surveys involved carefil study of all vegetation in each target area In the casc of pioblcmatic
genera, speciemns were collected for further study and placed in a plant press.Specimens
collected and preserved during thi'situdy are storpd at the AC. Moore Herbarium of the
University'of South Carolina. * '

Before fieldwork began, the transmis6ion corridors were evfluated using USGS topograplhic
maps, aerial photographs, soil maps, and other resources. :Lengths 6f corridor that appeared to
have potential for supporting a high level of biolopical divrsit.or barboring one or nore rare
species were identified and surveyed. . .'' .

S*eIes Evahiated
* ,, ~~~~. . .A

liivertebrates: .

*a hid nd dJco^ta Carollna hedsplitter

Before a 1987 USFWS survey, the Carolina heelsplitter had not been recorded in the state
. since the tnid-19th century (Keferl and Shelly.1988 as cited in USFWS *1993, Keferl 1991

as citedjn USFWS 1993). This listed (Eudngeed) freshwater mussel was historically
..found inSouth Calina in the Pee DecRiversystem (Cla.ke 1985 as cited inUSFWS

r1993, Ktri and Shelly.1988 as cited in U&FWYS 1993, keferi 1991 as cited in.USFWS
1993). The USFWS conducted intensive surveys beiween 1987 and 1990 and found only
two surviving populations of&e Calina heelsplitter in the Pee Dfc Riher system; the,
Goose Ciek and Lyncbes RiverFlitCreekpoptions (Keferi 1991 as cited in'USFWS
1993). Duringthe USFWS surveys,"atotaltofonly.'12Uveindividualstwerefoundin Flat
CrBec(1987-1990) and toinaeviduals'pt erefopundiniocLynhch be verb uh found oh
Cl990).::Becaus n the Carolna ieelsplttereopulations have been found only ii of ier
tributaries to ihe Pee Iee River and not in the Broad River systernnear the V.C. Summer
site'or tansmission lines. the NRC staff has dterined that the p cense renewal
would have no effect on the Carolina heelsplitter.:

Flsh: .

A4cpenserrevirosruim, shortnose stirgeon

The shortnose sturgeon is listed as Endangered. .lbe shortnose sturgeon historically
occurred in the Broad River in Lexington and Newbery counties, but was likey
*extripated from that stretch of the Broad River. Passage of this species up the Broad
River is blocked by dams (SCE&G 2002a); 'In South Carolina, the primary factors .
affecting populations of this species are habitat alteration, due to diedging and dam
construction, ind pollution.- CurrentIy, in South Carolina they inhabit Winyah Bay.

. . .11
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Rivers, those that drain into Lake Marion, the Santee, Cooper, and Savannah rivers, and
the ACE (Ashepoo, Combahee, and Edisto Rivers)Basin. In the latter, shortnose
sturgeon are typicall fotmd at the freshwater-saltv~aterinterface. The shortnose sturgeon
has not beern found near the V.C. Summer site ortrinsmission lines. Therefore, the NRC
staff has'determined that the proposed license renewal would have no effect on the
shortnose sturge6n.

Birds:

HalBaeeis keucocephalaw, bald eagle

The bald eajle is generally associated with lakes, rivers, and coastal areas (USACE'
2002). Bald'eagles are commonly observed foraging around Monticello Reservoir, the
FPSF tailrae canal, Parr Reservoir and on the Broad River downstream of Parr Shoals
dam. The bald eagle is listed is Threatened under the provisions of the Endangered
Species Act. The bald eagle wasithe only listed species observed during the SCE&G field
surveys.

There are no recorded bald eagle nests at the V.C. Sunimer site, but there are six nests
within 8 Ikm (5'mi) of the V.C. Summer site, the nearest being approximately 32 kmn
(2 mi) from the site (Holling 2001); Four df these six nests are believed to be active
nesting sites, vhile the status of two nests is unkiiown (SCDNR 2001). Tiere are four
bald eagle nesting sites oi Parr Reservoir. Three (one active, two unknown status) are
withid 0.8 km (0.5 mi)'of one another, on the western shore of the reservoir,
approximately'3.2 km (2 ml) west of V.C. Summer.. The fourth is on the Heller's Creek
arm of Parr Reservoir, approximately 6 km (4 Imi) northwest of V.C Siummer. There is a
single bald eagle nesting site on the eastemn shore of Monticello Reservoir, approximately
5.6 km (3.5 mi) north of V.C. Summer. There is also anesting site approximately 3.2 kn
(2 ml) east of Monticello Reservoir (6 kmn (4 mifr nouthest of*V.C. Su'mmer) on a
tributary of the little River. One active bald eagle nest in Saluda County is
approximatey. 0.8 Ikm (0.5 ml) west of the Summer-Griniteville transmission line, and
one bald eagle nest in Richland County is located approiimately 1.4 km (0.9 mi) south of
the Summer-Denny Terrace transmission liHe (SCDNR 2001). The current status of the
Richland County nestfis unknown, but the nest was viable as recently as 1995 (SCDNR
2001).

The Habitat Managment Guidelinesfor the Bald Fagle in the Southeast Region (USFWS
1987) prescribes two management zones around eaile nests, night roosts, and shoreline
use areas in which the provisions of various laws and their implementing regulations may
apply. The two management zones prescribed in the report are primary" (from 229 to
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457 m[750to 1500 ftD'and "semoudary'(from 23tin [75 ft] to.1.6 kmn [I mi]) (USFWS
197.TeHbtat mmna9eu~iei1 Gudlnsp~irecommendations, excluding cecai

activities wiithinie~se zones, t~o ri iot ldege The V.C. Summer
site is located 1?eyond tblisecondary mnanageet boeuffers of tbi active 'nests.

Coseuetlthe pot D~iao activiites it the.V.C:'Sum'm-'r sit'e to disturb
*breedinnetig. at these'best sites is mininmal~

.

Lehman (2001) summariized the literaur regardingrpo electrocutions on pqwer lines

and emphaizdthat nearly all electrocution mn the Uniited States occur on comparatively

.ovotgdsnuonlines supplying individuail'user~s an uiese.no.trinsmissioin

lines B.cause of thir icute vision, maneuveraIlity. and the fact that t.iy

ne-ither in fl6cks nor at night. the likelihood of transmission line collisiofis involving'h

. ... ~ . . ..

4al S7 m pS'Ot. lS 7brtar and k."s e~~t ofro 23md ep5 ft] tol. wit the mi) US
.i987).rabe HabitatiManaget structinti.provide &ai r woos texclrudaaiog thero '

actvnst on aithoinstofte eooct, i eagsenestscielative to heche V. Summer st .
insisoated betransmsondiesthe potential fqor diseturne durfng nestivng/rent hr

fromlo activities at..thegVyummer Iteeoermthr'ans'misnm lite mdintenane, i hil.
.unke SCE&'gs prcedues rquire that a Rap theUsF zs tat eimn"t:

Lehman(2 the bad~a the, literaiture r gioen. ~ ii opwe ie

foagnd m at the ncfPns t tan afcertions er io oma esroi r to onticlln reseraoir.
klyswvothe diiantiozn lincsbep baldeiagles indivi erbirds fouingathes'es, nottransP.is.

indiaes; chitthe da thpricumpe r csitneof aoerace tes a ef e facing ia the bigrdh ,y

ispsilphttecr~dren aer circuaigsse fVC Summer moreta spnaeicaly

': neitherFF increases noe ava~ilatbi lityoffish.t trensmisfo bson thoe aalainle

* inforation, te. substy afar n ot likeyto ald dverseile coaffectb see
thnmer bdagsthe f lorhes prpse ernses.BrearrK sed to Mofnticel ervoir.

* . : abseos~~~, te of anyeoted elnier ofuiu baldiai~ed it'otber bV.C Sumf anrsso: '
lina, the staf cocideeta poetil:Plioss'i t nsisinliere

Melcctertioan are digely sutnk' In th w at an'elrcute aleagwr to be

:feoond, stork«Glstped as Enagred, is thtim toocr licdnt Riep ounty., Thed Summer- .

is 8asedon theaotir ofthe urn actie euatgl nststembfYi .toummer mo Srner speifi and *.

thiSociateeillreainission line taermites ntial fo terbn part of edAin Countytmore r

woo the bald easfrte riele ln t easlt , geori o i shallow
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wetlands on the US. Departmept of Energy's Savannah River*Site and in specially
* constructed ponds on theNational Audubon Society's SilverBiuff Sanctuary, near

Jackson, South Carolina (DOE 1997:;NAS undated); Notrinsmission corridors
associated with V.C. Summer cross or approacli the Savannab River Site or the Silver
Bluff Sanctuary; and wood storks have not been recorded ncar the V.C. Summer site or
its transmission line corridors. Tberefore, tha1NRC staff has determined that the
proposed licens 'renewal would have no effecct on tie wOod stork.

Picoides beolir, red.ockaded woodpecker.

The red-cockaded woodpecker, listed as Endangered, is known to occur in Aiket,
Edgefield, Saluda, and Richland counties (SCDNJi 2002). Activenest cavities of this
cooperatve breedcr occur in open, mature pine Mtands with sparse midstory vegetation
(USFWS 2002). Wbin the haidwood midstory grows above S m (1 ft), cavity
abandonment usually occurs (Hotper et aL; 1980Y...Preferred habitat for this species is
not found at the V.C Summer site, noris it foi along the trasmission corridors.
TeIre is one point bithe Si=er-Gianit cilloiddor whare the Summer transmission
corridor passes thughiiature, marginalls open pine forests; At this location, however,
numerous oaks of considerable height are scattIred. among the pines, significantly
decreasing the probability that red-cochkded woodp'eck'ers wotld occur here. Although
the forest adjacent to that ltcaion was thoroughli' searched ddiring the 2002 field surveys,..
no active or abandoned nest cavities were found. Because suitable habitat does not occur
at the V.C Summer site ot associated transmission lixnes, dic NRC staff has determined
that the prposed license renewal would have no effect on thc red-cockaded woodpecker.

Plants: .

Aster georgianus, Georgia aster.

The Georgia aster, a Candidate for listing, is found m dry, * woodlands and disturbed
areas, such as roadsides and utility rights-of-way that arer-egularly mowed.. Populations
have been found in Edgefield, Fairfield, and Richland counties'(SCDNR 2002).
However, there have been no recorded occunrences of this speeies in or adjacent to the
transmission corridors or at the V.C. Summer site (SCDNR 2001).. Furthermore, the
Georgia aster was not fo6ndduring the 2002 field surveys. Therefore, the NRC staff has
determined that the proposed license renewal would have no effect on the Georgia aster.

14
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Echiuaca Idevigata, smooth coreflower

The smooth coneflower, listed as Endangered. lalnownito occur in Aiken and Ri:hland
.counties, There is no known record of smooth coneflower in Fairfield County (SCDNR
2002). Habitat for this perennial herb is open woods daibarrens, roadsides, clear cuts;
limestone bluffs, and transiission line corrdors 'ire or o iher'disturbance, such as well-

* timed mowing or'clearing, is essential to maintaining the openM bitat requirfor this
species (USFWS 2002). Considering the ibsence.of ry cirumneutral soils on the
transmission corridors studied, the absenceof apiiarent habitat on neighboring lain, and
the fact that fires are practcadly nonexistent in the troisn corridors, it is highly . .
unikely-that smooth coneflower ever has been a resident of these areas. Although it was
sought on opaen corridors featuring steep, rockyr terrain throughout this project area during
the 2002 fid surveys; itere have been no recorded ofunuces of this species in or- .
adjacen to the trismissic ine corn ris ssociated vith V.C, Summer or at the site.
(SCDNR 2001). 'Threfrethe NRC sitff has ditriined that the proposed license
renewal would have no 'effect o'nthe'smooth coneflowver.'''

Lys*hia i'j Uarugh-eaied *seit., .'. .';

...The rough-leaved loosestrife is listed as Endanire& Habitat for this perennial herb
consists of Carolina bays and the'ecotones between iougleaf pine uplands and pond pine
pocosins. Thle onl Inownr locati6n of the rough-leaved loosestiife within South Carolina
is at Fort Jackson in Richland Codnty.(USFWS 2002); 'the are no recorded occurrences

. of this species in or adjacent to the transmission line corridors associated with V.C
Summer or at the site .(SCDNR 2001). .Soinepjossibility exists that this species could
survive on biggy~plac under power lines studied in the field survey, but there ar-c only
two sites that 6ould reasonably be considered, and neither of then is burned. Portions of

* t~e Granitev ille transmission corridor would be thought 'op-otentially support loosestrife,
but no sanrhill seepage bogs *were discoVeir lt ishigblj nikely that rouleafed'
loosestrife has ever grown anywhere within the study area. Furthermore, rough-leaved
loosestrife was not found during the 2002 field surveys.-.Therefqre, the NRC staff has
determined'that the proposed license renewal would have'rio efftec on the rough-leaved
I oosestrife. : . .

OxypoiS catibyl, Canby's dropwort

Canby's dropwort is listed as Endangered This perenpial plant is known to occur in 1 i
counties within South Carolina, one of which (Richiand) is &ossed by V.C. Summer
transmission lines (SCDNR 2002). This coastal plaM specie grows in wet meadows, wet
pineland savannas, ditches, sloughs, and aloig the edges of cypress-pine ponds (USFWS

5 .. .
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2002). Therm have been no recorded ocacurences of this specieu in or adjacent to the
transmission line corridors associatea with V.C. Suzimer or at thc site (SCDNR 200i).
No Canby's wi4pwortw ount diing tih2C02 fleld surveys. .Therefore, the NRC
staff has d'etmin&1 that the proposed license renewal would have no effect on the
Canby's dropwor. .

PdLMinium nodosum, harpere'la

Harperelli is listed as endangeredf Typical habitat forithis annual herb is rocky or gravel
shoals; margins of swiR-flowing streams, and edges (bays) of interrittent'pineland ponds
(USFWS 2002). Hariere1a is kiown in South Cairolina firm Alkcen and Saluda counties
(SCDNR 2002). TMTe is one recorded population of harpereDli approximatel 0.8 kni
(0.5 unq westfth SumMer-Granivili transmission line-corridor in Salita County.*
The most recent obi vation oft ii poplation in the SCDNR database was from 1985
(SCDNR 2001). ;There are no reccrdd occurencsof this species in or adjacent to the
V.C Smnmer-associated tra6si~iss-ion corridors or the site (SCDNR 2001).: Itis of
potential occuir ce; therefore, ii suitabic habitat along portions of the Summer-
Granitelle lmne, partclarly around Ridge Sping High ponds occur around State
Hghwiy SC 23 in thc vicinity of the Graniteville line;but these bays are highly altered,
and littt resiaent native vegetation remains. Oi'tbe otber lind, the Graniteville line does
not spedfically cross an Carolinabays in theregion. Thnifobr, the NRC staff his.
determined thai the poposed license renewal would have no effect on the haperella.

T.iliUm reisqun relct trillium .

The relict tnitlium is listed as Endangered. Habitat for tbis pernnial herb is matur,
moist, ujidisturbed hardwood forests (USFWS 2002) 'Relict trillium is'known from
*4iken and Edgefield counties (SCDNR 2002). Relict trillium is restricted to'sites over

afc rock, within old-growth, intact forest syste] They do respond somewhat
posidivety to distubance, and'rnsy be expected to survive in openings under powerlines if
present in adjacent forests. No relict trillium, was seen during this siirvey; The Aiken
County locatons for this species are much unlime anithing.else seen inAiken County
under theGranitevillo transmission:line; it is extremely unlicely that this species ever
occurred.id the project area. There have been ro reorded occurrences of this species in
or adjacent to the transmission line corridos associated with V.C. Snmmer or at the site
(SCDNR 2001).' Therefore, the NRC sitaff has determined thatl'ihe proposed license
renewal would }ive no effect on' the relict trillium.

is
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.. Amphinthu pus , pool sprite .

The pooi spnte, also cknown as litle amphianthis,is listed as Threatened. This aquatic
.. plant occurs in smal (usually less than one square miet~r) shallow pools on tbe crests and

flattened slopes of granite outcrops (USFWS 2002): nbese pools completely dxy out in -
su.lmmer droughts. The p6ol spnte Is known to occur within Saluda County (USFWS

* 2002; SCDNR.2002), which is crossed by te insmission lie associated with V.C
Summer. This plant is endemic to open flat gilte.jrclcs, with enough surface areato
allow the development of shallow pools tlit fill with water during spring ainy periods,.
when the seeds -germinate, followed by apid grobth fowering, and fuit scL
Transmission criidors featuniggranitic irck any v6hietwithia this project were
exanmined for the slightest possibility of oc'cu-rece; the best devdoped Tflatrocks' are
just south of V.C. Summer. Some boulders were seen eliewbire along power lines in
*Fairfeldd County, but none was ade oe for su p=rting this species. It is highly unlkely *
thaf pool sprite ever occred anywhere witnthestudy arai Only one occurrence of
this plit is known from Saluad County (USFWS 2dO2), but there are no rcoded. ::
a occthesite oradjact thotbe V.CS nrnier-assbciated trthsrnission line corridors or

*ie SCDNR101). Therefore, the NRC staff bas detennined that the proposedat thepSi propos.d
license renewal would have no on the pcspct .

Conelusions .-

*The NRC has identified 11 species listed as Threatened-orEndange'ed underthe Federal
Endangered Species Act and one Candidate species' Witith'ihe pokfitial to be affected by the.
license renewal of V.C. Summer. There will be no mnjo refuribishment, construction, or
replacement activities associated with this action. The NRC has determined that license renewal

. for V.C. Summer will have no effect on the wood stork, red.bocladed -woodpeier, shortnose
*sturgeon. Carolina heelsplitter, pool sprite, Georgia asiter. semooth coneflower, rough-leaved
loosesirife. Canby'sdropwot harpzrdlla. and relict trill-nm and may affect, but is not likly to
adversely affect, the Wd eagle- : *. -
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RE: EPA Review and Comments on
Drft Genea c Supplemental Environmental impact Statement (DGSEIS)
Lce Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 15
Regarding Virgil C. Summer Nuldear Station
CEQ No. 030322

PI,

Dear Sin

EPA Region 4 reviewed the Draft Generic Supplemental EIS (DGSEIS) pursuant to
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and Section 102 (2)(C) of the National Enviromental Policy
Act (NEPA). Tbe purpose of this letter Is to provide the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
with EPA's conts regarding potential Impacts of the proposed renewal of the Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station Operating License (OL).

South Carolina ectric and Gas Company submnitted an application to renew the
Operating License (OL) for the V.C. Summer Nuclear Station for an additional 20 years. The
proposed action, (license rnewal), would provide for continued operation and rmintenance of
existing facilities and transmission lies.

Based on the review of the DOSEIS, the project receened a rating of 'EC-1," mraing that
sore environmental concerns exist regarding aspects of the proposed project. Specifically,
protecting the environment involves the continuing need for appropriate storage, and ultimate
disposition, of radioactive wastes generated on-site.

The DGSEIS acknowledges that CL renewal of the V.C Stunre Nuclear Station will
require continuing radiological ronitoring of all plant effluents. Continuing to appropriately store

spent fuel assemblies and radioactive wastes on-site is required, in order to prevent impacts.
Ultimately, long-term radioactive waste disposition will require transportation of wastes to a

pemitted repository site. Further, the DGSEIS states that renewal of the OL would result in
fewer environmental impacts than the feasible alternatives for generating power, and the NRC

considers impacts of OL renewal to be smalL Overall, the impacts as defined in the DGSEIS
appear to be within acceptable limits. 55 , OA? -

or, - 4-S G& r~c A-
CtomIt Address (URPI * hftp11wwwspa.gov
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Thank you for the oppornmity to comrzrn on this document. We look forward to
reviewfng the Fmal GSEIS. If we can be of frther assistance, please contact Ramena McConney
of my staff at (404) 562-9615.

Stcely,

Heinz L. Mueller, Chief
* Office of Environmsntal Assessnt
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United States Department of the Interior

MMS AnD WIL)IME SERVICE
176 Croghan SprRad. Sidle 200
Chuaestaa, South CWlina 29407

October 17, 2003

Mr. Pao-Tsin K}uo
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Re: Ucense Renewal at V.C. SummnerNuclear Station
TAC No. M915227, Docket No. 50-395
FWS Log No. 4403-1490

Dear Mr. Kuo:

Thc U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Biological Assessment and your
letter requesting our concurrence regarding the above referenced action in Fairfield, Newvberry,
Saluda. Aiken, Richland, and Edgefleld Counties, South Carolina. We are submitting the
following comments under provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 StaL 401, as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16
U.S.C. 1531 etseq.).. *, . . .

According to the information provided, there'sncved operating license would allow 20 additional
years of plant operation beyond the current V.C. Summer licensed operating period of 40 years.
No major refurbishment or replacement of important systems, structures, or components are
expected during the V.C. Summer license renewal period. In addition, no construction activities
ame expected to be associated with the license renewal.

A threatened and endangered species survey was conducted on the V.C. Summer site and
associated transmission corridors In late spring and summer 2002 for 11 federally-listed species
that may occur within the action area. Survey results concluded that only one species (bald
eagle) tvas observed to be present within a fivc mile radius of the site.

Based on our review and the information provided, the Service concurs with your determination
that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affcct the federally-listed bald eagle. We also
concur vith your determination that the proposed action will have no effect on the additional
federally-listed species that were identified to have potential to occur within the project area.
Thereforc, the requirements of Section 7 of the Act have been fulfilled relative to the proposed
action, and no further consultation Is necessazy at this time. Howevcr, obligations under Section
7 of the Act must be reconsidered If: (1) hmve information reveals that the proposed project may
affect listed species in a manner or to an extent not previously considered, (2) the proposed
project is subsequentlymodified to include activities %which were not considered during this
consultation; or (3) nev species are listed or critical habitat designated that might be affected by
the proposed project

This Is your fulurm Don't leave It blankL - Support the 2000 Censei.
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In accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Service has also
reviewed the subject project with regard to the effects the proposed action may have on waters of
the U.S. and related fish and wildlife resources Infonnation provided revealed the presence of
several streams within the proposed area Erosion and sedimentation problems are likely to be
exacerbated at areas where cleating removes deep-rooted vegetation. Therefore, to maintain the
integrity of these aquatic resources during tUrmnission line corridor maintenance, we
recommend that at east a 25-foot buffer be left on both sides of any stream crossed or paralleled
by a transmission line.

The above views and recommendations constitute the report of the DcparMent of the Interior. If
you require additional assistance, please contact Phil DeGarmo of my staffat 843-727-4707 x2l.

Sincerely yours,

Edrin M Eudaly
Acting Field Supervisor

EMEIPMDlokn
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p(l;O33000575

October 22, 2003

Dr. Rodger E. Stroup, Director
South Carolina Department of Archives
and History

Archives and History Center
8301 Parklane Road
Columbia. SC 29223

SUBJECT: V. C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION LICENSE RENEWAL REVIEW AND
NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT, SECTION 106 REVIEW
PROCESS

Dear Dr. Stroup:

This letter serves to follow up your July 9, 2003, request for additional information regarding the
V. C. Summer Nuclear Station (V. C. Summer). Based on a teleconference between
Mr. Chad Long of your office and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff, all
requested Items are satisfied. The results indicate that renewing the license at V. C. Summer
will have no effect on historic properties.

On June 13. 2003. In accordance with Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 800
(36 CFR 800). the NRC sought concurrence from the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding license renewal at V. C. Summer that the proposed
undertaking will have no effect on historic properties. Enclosed with our letter was our Cultural
Resources Narrative. Your office responded on July 9,2003, and recommended that additional
information be provided In a revised report In order to make an assessment of effect. The
SHPO's recommendations were as follows:

1. The revised report should Include a topographic map (USGS 7.5 minute
quadrangle) that clearly shows the location of all known and recorded
sites within the Area of Potential Effects (APE).

2. The report needs to discuss seasonal and daily lake level fluctuations
that are directly and Indirectly related to the generation of power at the
V.C. Summer Nuclear Station.

3. The report should Include representative photographs of the shoreflne
that substantiate the claims that no environmental Impacts associated
with erosion were observed or are actively taking place.
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R. Stroup 2

4. We are concerned about potential adverse effects to archaeological sites
38FA33, 38FA37. and 38FA298. These sites are located along the
reservoir shoreline and have not been evaluated for the National
Register. Potential effects Include erosion and artifact collecting. Were
these sites visited during your inspections? (See page 6). Can you
provide photographs of these three sites? Provide more justification that
these sites are not being Impacted by power generation on Lake
Monticello.

NRC staff and the staff from Pacific Northwest National Laboratory partIcipated in a conference
call with Mr. Chad C. Long, Staff Archaeologist of the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office on August 15, 2003, to discuss the SHPO Information requests listed
above. Due to the sensitivity of the information. It was agreed by all parties that the topographic
map depicting the known sites and APE (Item 1 above) would not be submitted to the SHPO's
office with the revised report.

The other information requests and additional technical comments were incorporated Into the
revised Cultural Resources Review Report (Enclosure 1). The results Indicate that this
undertaking will have no effect on historic properties. Pursuant to 38 CFR 800.4(d)(1). we are
providing documentation to support these findings, and we request your concurrence with our
determination.

The Draft SEIS for the V. C. Summer license renewal action was published for public comment
in July 2003; it reflects our interactions to date. If you have any questions or require additional
information, please contact Bill Dam. the NRC Environmental Project Manager for the
V. C. Summer license renewal project, at 301-415-4014 or WLD~nrc.aov.

Sincerely,
IRAI

Pao-Tsin Kuo, Program Director
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No.: 50-395

Enclosures: As stated

cc w/o end. 5: See next page
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R. Stroup 3

5. We are concerned about potential adverse effects to archaeological sites
38FA33, 38FA37. and 38FA298. These sites are located along the
reservoir shoreline and have not been evaluated for the National
Register. Potential effects Include erosion and artifact collecting. Were
these sites visited during your Inspections? (See page 6). Can you
provide photographs of these three sites? Provide more justification that
these sites are not being impacted by power generation on Lake
Monticello.

NRC staff and the staff from Pacific Northwest National Laboratory participated In a conference
call with Mr. Chad C. Long, Staff Archaeologist of the South Carolina State Historic
Preservation Office on August 15, 2003, to discuss the SHPO Information requests listed
above. Due to the sensitivity of the information. It was agreed by all parties that the topographic
map depicting the known sites and APE (Item 1 above) would not be submitted to the SHPO's
office with the revised report.

The other Information requests and additional technical comments were Incorporated into the
revised Cultural Resources Review Report (Enclosure 1). The results indicate that this
undertaking will have no effect on historic properties. Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1), we are
providing documentation to support these findings, and we request your concurrence with our
determination.

The Draft SEIS for the V. C. Summer license renewal action was published for public comment
in July 2003; it reflects our interactions to date. If you have any questions or require additional
Information, please contact Bill Dam. the NRC Environmental Project Manager for the
V. C. Summer license renewal project, at 301.415-4014 or WLD nrc.aov.

Sincerely,
/RAI

Pao-Tsin Kue. Program Director
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket No.: 50-395
Enclosures: As stated Cvr. Letter wlAmended Cultural Resources Rpt.

Narrative & Svc. List: ML033000575
cc w/o end. 5: See next page Ltr Dated January 19.2001: ML031690234
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U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION (NRC) I
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION

DIVISION OF REGULATORY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS

CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE
VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION LICENSE RENEWAL

AMENDED REPORT I

September 2003 1
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CULTURAL RESOURCES REPORT NARRATIVE
VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION LiCENSE RENEWAL

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licenses the operation of domestic nuclear
power plants In accordance with the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended and NRC
implementing regulations. The proposed Federal action Is the renewal of the Operating License
for the Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V. C. Summer), which Is operated by South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G). The current operating license will expire August 6. 2022.
The renewed license would subsume the remaining time of the current license and permit an
additional 20 years of plant operation beyond the expiration of the current operating license.

This report presents the findings of the Section 106 review conducted to establish whether any
historic properties will be affected by the license renewal of V. C. Summer.

AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT

V. C. Summer Is located In Fairfield County. South Carolna, approximately 15 miles west of
Winnsboro and 26 miles northwest of Columbia. The site is In a sparsely-populated, largely
rural area, with forests and small farms comprising the dominant land use. The Broad River
flows in a northwest-to-southeast direction approximately one mile west of the site.

An exclusion area must be defined by the applicant wherein It can control access In the event of
an emergency situation. In this case, the exclusion area Is owner controlled (i.e., not subject to
an alternative routine use such as leased farming) and encompasses the area within
approximately one mile of the reactor building; the exclusion area Is posted and access lo land
portions of this area is controlled at all times. The V. C. Summer property covers approximately
2245 acres, and Includes the southern portion of Monticello Reservoir and parts of the Fairfield
Pumped Storage Facility.

In conjunction with this license renewal action, SCE&G does not plan to undertake a major
refurbishment activity In the site vicinity or along the transmission lines expressly constructed to
connect the plant to the electrical grid when the plant was Initially licensed. Therefore, the area
of potential effect (APE) for this license renewal action Is the area at the power plant site and Its
Immediate environs which may be Impacted. Specifically, this area consists of the exclusion
area boundary (1 -mile radius) and the Monticello reservoir shoreline.

NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On January 19,2001, SCE&G wrote the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) regarding license renewal at V. C. Summer. On January 29,2001, the South Carolina
SHPO responded to the SCE&G letter and stated that license renewal for the continued
operation of plants, such as this one, typically has no effect on historic properties. The SHPO
encouraged that the SHPO Geographical Information System (GIS) database be searched for a
more accurate, up-to-date source of Information.
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On December 12, 2002, NRC staff met with Marta Matthews and Chad Long at the South
Carolina SHPO s office, and Keith Derting and Diane Boyd at the South Carolina Institute of
Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA). Archaeological site file searches were conducted at
SCIAA. The GIS database and files at the South Carolina SHPO's office were searched for
cultural resource Information that might pertain to the proposed action. At the time of this visit,
Ms. Matthews and Mr. Long raised the issue of potential Impacts to cultural resources caused
by erosion on the Monticello shoreline. This report addresses those concerns that were raised
during the site visit in the section called Identification of Historic Propertiese.

Four Native American Tribes were sent letters on November 27, 202, providing them an
opportunity to have Input regarding cultural resource Issues In the vicinity of V. C. Summer and
inviting them to participate in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) scoping process.
The Tribes were the Catawba Indian Nation, Eastern Band of the Cherokee, Cherokee Nation
(Western Cherokee in Oklahoma). and the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee (Attachment 4
contains an example of this letter).

The NRC public involvement process is conducted in accordance with NEPA principles; in
general, the NRC actively pursues stakeholder engagement In excess of the minimum
requirements. The Commission has determined that the NRC will prepare an environmental
impact statement (EIS) as that discussed in Section 102 of NEPA (42 USC 4332) to assess
whether the license renewal action would significantly affect the quality of the human
environment. The NRC staff will prepare an EIS and, In the case of license renewal, it is a site-
specific supplement (SEIS) to the NRC Generic EIS for Ucense Renewal of Nuclear Power
Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, for the renewal of a reactor Operating Ucense (OL). NUREG-
1437 considered almost 100 environmental issues across all nuclear power plants to determine
whether issues could be resolved generically. The potential Impact to cultural resources cannot
be resolved generically and, therefore, must be addressed on a site-specific basis in each
SEIS.

On October 24, 2002, the NRC published a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register to notify the
public of the staffs Intent to prepare a site-specific supplement to the GEIS to assess the
environmental impacts of the proposed action (renewal of the OL for the V. C. Summer plant)
and to conduct scoping. The NRC invited the applicant. Federal. State, and local government
agencies: Tribes; local organizations; and Individuals to participate in the scoping process by
providing oral comments at the scheduled public meetings and/or submitting written
suggestions and comments to the NRC no later than January 6. 2003. Two public scoping
meetings were held on December 11, 2002, at the Fellowship Hall at the Whitehall A.M.E.
Church in Jenkinsvinle, South Carolina, to afford the public yet another opportunity to provide
comments.

The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) regarding license renewal at
V. C. Summer was published In July of 2003. The NRC staff conducted two public meetings on
August 26, 2003, to present an overview of the draft V. C. Summer site-specific supplement to
the GEIS, and to accept public comments on the document. The public comment period ended
on October 3,2003. The Final SEIS will be issued in February 2004.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 E-52 February 2004



Appendix E

3

Information regarding llcense renewal and documents associated with license renewal at V. C.
Summer can be viewed at the NRC s website www.nrc.oov.

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Historic and archaeological site file searches were conducted at the South Carolina Department I
of Archives and History and the Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology to identify cultural I
resources that might be present at V. C. Summer. In addition, record searches were conducted
for nearby locations to gain perspective on the types of historic resources that may be present
In the previously undeveloped and unsurveyed portions of V. C. Summer.

The Final Environmental Statement (FES) (AEC 1973) for the construction of V. C. Summer
fisted three historic sites In the vicinity of the station. At that time. it was determined that none
of the sites were endangered by the construction and operation of the proposed
V. C. Summer plant. Four archaeological sites were discovered within or near the site
boundary and Dr. Robert L Stephenson, State Archaeologist, recommended that the area be
surveyed and that two of the known sites be excavated (AEC 1973).

In 1972, SCE&G supported an archaeological survey that was conducted by a team from the
University of South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (Teague 1979). The
archaeological survey was conducted to assess the nature and distribution of the sites present
and to assess the effect of the Parr Hydroelectric Project on historic and archaeological
resources. The Parr Hydroelectric Project Included: raising the level of the Parr Reservoir by
elevating the Parr Reservoir Dam; construction of a series of dams on Frees Creek to create
the upper reservoir for a new pumped-storage facility and supply cooling water for V. C.
Summer, and construction of the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility and V. C. Summer.

The Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology team Identified 27 additional sites and
excavated two others. Four of the five sites were Inundated by water when Monticello Reservoir
was filled In 1978 and are now Inaccessible. The remaining sites lie along the banks of
Monticello and Parr Reservoirs. Periods represented included the Early Archaic. Middle
Archaic, Woodland, Mississippian, and Early Historic (SCE&G 2002).

Since the publication of the 1973 FES. 41 sites have been added to the National Register of
Historic Places for Fairfield County. Ten of these sites tall within a 6-mile radius of
V. C. Summer. Twenty-eight sites have been added to the National Register for Newberry
County. Four of these sites fall within a 6-mile radius of V. C. Summer. No sites listed on the
National Register of Historic Places fall within a 1-mile radius of V. C. Summer.

Two other historic sites exist within a 6-mile radius of V. C. Summer that are not listed on the
National Register of Historic Places but are protected by SCE&G. One Is the Mayo family
cemetery, which Is in a wooded area approximately 2.5 miles south of V. C. Summer on land
that Is owned by SCE&G, but is not within the exclusion area boundary of the V.C. Summer
site. This small family plot contains headstones dating back to 1895. -The other historic site,
approximately 1.5 miles southwest of V. C. Summer, is a large monument erected In 1943 by
the Daughters of the American Revolution marking the grave of General John Pearson, a
Fairfield County native who served with distinction in the Revolutionary War. This monument Is
In a wooded area on land that is not within the exclusion area of the V. C. Summer site, but is
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maintained as a buffer zone around the site. SCE&G's Forestry Operations group Is familiar
with these two other historic sites, which are marked on its timber inventory and land cover
maps, and takes appropriate measures to protect them when conducting forest management
activities In the vicinity of either historic site (SCE&G 2002).

Properties within the APE

The following table provides a summary of sites within the APE. No sites listed on the National
Register fall within a 1-mile radius of V. C. Summer.

Site Description National Location
Number Register Status

38-FA-33 Savannah River and Morrow Not Evaluated Monticello Lake east
Mountain projectile points, several shoreline - outside 1
pottery shards - all materials were mile radius of
collected V. C. Summer

38-FA-37 I Guilford midsection and 3 Qtzte Not Evaluated Monticello Lake
flakes were collected when west shoreline -
recorded In 1972. West Fork outside 1 mile
Mound. Described In 1972 as radius of
125ff In diameter at the base and V. C. Summer. Site
about 12 to 15 feet high and Is located
having a flat top. In 1979 site approximately 20 -
described as 50 pieces of 30 meters from lake
quartzite chipping debris shoreline.
dispersed over 500 square
meters. 3 flakes and 1 probable
Guilford projectile point
midsection were collected.

38-FA-41 McMeekin Rock Shelter - Nominated for Underwater - Lake
excavated. This site Is currently the National Monticello
under water. Register of

Historic Places
In 1974 Site
#74001854

38-FA-42 Located along a road cut through Not Evaluated North of Monticello -
a plowed field. 25 quartzite flakes, outside 1 mile
1 biface, 1 Guilford projectile point radius of
base were found. The biface and V. C. Summer
projectile point were collected.

38-FA-43 1 Savannah River projectile point Not Evaluated Underwater - Lake
base, 1 biface fragment and 25 Monticello
quartzite flakes were collected.
This site is currently under water.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 E-54 February 2004



Appendix E

5

38-FA-46 25 flakes and broken stone tools. Not Evaluated Underwater - Lake
3 flakes and 2 Savannah River Monticello
projectile points were collected.
This site Is currently under water.

38-FA-47 12 quartzite flakes (5 were Not Evaluated Within 1 mile of
collected). The site has been V. C. Summer
disturbed by a road cut and no
Intact archaeological deposits
remain.

38-FA-51 5 quartzite flakes were collected. Not Evaluated Underwater - Lake
This site Is currently under water. Monticello

38-FA-53 50 quartzite flakes and 2 projectile Not Evaluated Underwater - Lake
points were seen. The projectile Monticello
points were collected. This ste Is
currently under water.

38-FA-56 Davis Plantation - two story house Nominated for South of Monticello
SHPO Site built about 1840-50 the National on SC 215 - outside
#39-0009 Register of 1 mile radius of

Historic Places V. C. Summer
In 1971 Site
#74000776

38-FA-125 Guilford projectile points of quartz, Not Evaluated Underwater - Lake
1 Kirk point, 1 Savannah River Monticello
point, 1 finely shaped flint blade.
This she Is currently under water.

38-FA-298 2 steatite bowl fragments. Not Evaluated Boat Ramp - north
Artifacts were collected. Site form end of Lake
suggests If associated with an Monticello - outside
archaeological site it would be 1 mile radius of
under water. V. C. Summer

I

Only one archaeological site (38-FA-47) Is located within a 1-mile radius of V. C. Summer. This
site has not been evaluated for Inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. At the
time of recording, the site consisted of 12 quartzite flakes (5 were collected). Upon reviewing
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, site 38-FA-47 Is not likely to be eligible for the
National Register.

Several of the archaeological sites were flooded by the Impoundment of Monticello Lake. The
majority of these sites have not been evaluated for Inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places. These sites are not likely lo be eligible for Inclusion when applying the criteria for
evaluation.

The McMeekin Rock Shelter (38-FA-41) was evaluated and nominated to the National Register
In 1974. The site was recorded, excavated and evaluated. Results are documented In the 1972
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archaeological survey that was conducted by a team from the University of South Carolina
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (Teague 1979). The McMeekin Rock Shelter is
currently underwater and is located outside of the 1-mile radius of V. C. Summer.

The Davis Plantation (38-FA-56) was evaluated and nominated to the National Register in
1971. The site is a two-story house built in approximately 1845. and Is located south of the
town of Monticello on SC 215. The Davis Plantation is located outside the 1-mile radius of V. C.
Summer. The Davis Plantation is not located on the shoreline of Monticello Lake.

SCE&G has established a land use and shoreline management plan (SCE&G 2002). The
purpose of this plan is to help maintain and conserve the area's natural and man-made
resources as well as assist in providing a balance between recreational use, development.
environmental preservation, and control. This management plan addresses environmental
policies including the exclusion area and public access for fishing, boating, hunting. and other
shoreline activities. Erosion control measures are identified, as are restrictions on the removal
of underbrush.

In response to the SHPO's comments in a letter dated July 9, 2003 to the NRC, NRC staff
visited archaeological sites 38FA33. 38FA37. and 38FA298 on Wednesday, August 27.2003.
Attachment 5 contains photographs of sites and Lake Monticello shoreline.

Field notes taken on August 27. 2003

Site Land Public Access Description of Site ErosIon
Number Owner

38FA37 SCE&G Within security Rise in ground No signs of erosion
controlled area - observable (mound). on the site itself.
public not permitted High point about 20- Erosion at shoreline

30 meters from about 20 -30 meters
shoreline. Ground from site.
cover dominated by
grasses, native
shrubs and planted
lezpedeza. Loblolly
pines planted about
20 years ago.

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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38FA33 Privately
owned

Public not permitted Assumed site Is next
to shoreflne based
on topography of
area and location
identified on the site
description map.
Could not determine
exact location of site.
Ground cover
dominated by
grasses and sedges.
An old (currently
unused) SCE&G
dosimetry sampling
location was about
100 - 200 meters
south of location. No
visible cultural
resources.

Erosion not evident,
however 200 meters
south parts of
shoreline were
eroded. Parts of
shoreline closer to
the site appeared to
have soil deposit
buildup occuring.

38FA298 Public - Public access - boat Riprap, no No erosion.
access - launch vegetation, no visible,
boat cultural resources
aclaunch

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Water-use at Lake Monticello

This section was added in response to the SHP O s comments in a letter dated July 9, 2003,
regarding seasonal and daily lake level fluctuations that are directly and Indirectly related to the
generation of power at V.C. Summer. The following Information is from the draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) regarding iUcense Renewal at V. C. Summer published
in July of 2003.

Water use conflicts have been determined to be a site-specific Issue (Category 2 issue)
because consultations with regulatory agencies Indicate that water use conflicts may be a
problem at some plants because consumptive water loss associated with closed-cycle cooling
systems may represent a substantial proportion of the flows in small rivers.

V.C. Summer operates as a once-through cooling plant that withdraws from and discharges to
a cooling pond, Monticello Reservoir. Monticello Reservoir receives its make-up water from the
Broad River. which has an annual mean flow of approximately 6 x 109 m2/yr (2.1 x lol ft"/yr)
(185 m3Is [6,535 cfs]). MonUcello Reservoir was built to supply cooling water to the station and
to provide an upper reservoir for the Fairfield Pumped Storage Facility (FPSF), located on Parr
Reservoir. Parr Reservoir was created (1913-1914) by impounding the Broad River
approximately 42 km (26 mi) upstream of the confluence of the Broad and Saluda Rivers.

The Federal Power Commission (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's predecessor
agency) licensed the Parr Hydroelectric Project In 1974, contingent upon a minimum
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Instantaneous release at the Parr Powerhouse of 4.2 m3/s (150 cfs) during most months of the I
year and a minimum instantaneous release of 28 m3Is (1000 cfs) during the March-April-May I
striped bass (Morone saxatlfis) spawning period. For the periods 1896 to 1907 and 1980 to I
2000, the lowest daily mean flow of the Broad River at the Alston, South Carolina. gauging I
station was 6.6 m3/s (235 cfs). The lowest recorded daily mean flow of 4.2 m3Is (149 cfs) was I
measured at the Richtex Station, approximately 11.3 km (7.0 mi) downstream of Parr Reservoir. I

The 1981 Final Environmental Statement Indicated that approximately 0.37 m3/s (13 cds) of the I
33 m3/s (1180 cfs) of water withdrawn from Monticello Reservoir for condenser cooling would I
be lost to evaporation. This water loss was to be made up by pumping back from Parr I
Reservoir. The projected evaporative loss of 0.37 m3/s (13 cfs) from condenser cooling I
represented approximately 9 percent of the minimum allowable Instantaneous flow of 4.2 m3/s I
(150 cfs), 5.5 percent of the lowest daily mean flow (6.6 m3/s [235 dsj), and approximately I
0.2 percent of the annual mean flow (185 m3ts 16535 cfs]) of the Broad River at Alston, South I
Carolina. The daily cycle of operation at the FSPF transfers up to 11,736 ha-ft (29,000 ac-ft) of I
water (equivalent to 416 m3/s [14,700 cfs]) from Parr Reservoir to Monticello Reservoir and I
back on a daily basis.

Based on a higher (theoretical maximum) cooling water withdrawal rate of 37 m3Is (1308 cfs), I
V.C. Summer Quarterly Water Use Reports Indicate that 0.62 m3/s (22 cfs) is lost to I
evaporation. This loss represents 14.7 percent of the minimum allowable instantaneous flow of I
4.2 m Is (150 ds). 9.4 percent of the lowest daily mean flow (6.6 m3/s (235 cfs)), and I
approximately 0.3 percent of the annual mean now (185 m'ls [6535 cfsD of the Broad River at I
Alston. South Carolina. Under normal circumstances, evaporative losses from Monticello I
Reservoir represents less than one percent reduction In Broad River flows. Any impacts to I
cutural resources or riparian ecological communities In the Monticello Reservoir and Parr I
Reservoir would be small. I

I
Severe drought conditions were experienced throughout the summer of 2002. However, no I
situations were encountered where make-up water for the evaporative losses due to I
V.C. Summer operations affected the flow conditions in the Broad River so as to Impinge upon I
any of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission- (FERC-) mandated flow restrictions. A I
discussion with the FERC oversight staff member of the Parr Hydropower facility confirmed that I
the operation of V.C. Summer causes no discemable Impacts to maintaining minimum flow I
conditions in the Broad River. There is no concern on the part of the FERC concerning this I
issue. The water level changes in Monticello Reservoir are primarily driven by the hydropower I
requirements on the hydroelectric plant (Parr Hydro) and their FERC license for requiring I
minimum flows in the Broad River and Parr Reservoir. The hydroelectric plant is not part of the I
V.C. Summer license renewal action. I

I
FINDINGS

In October 1972. upon reviewing the cultural resources literature associated with the
construction of V. C. Summer, the South Carolina SHPO (Attachment 3) determined that no
adverse effects to historic properties would result from SCE&G Construction Project #1894.
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Major refurbishment of V. C. Summer is not anticipated for continued operation during the
license renewal period; therefore, there Is no expectation that land in the undeveloped portions
of the she will be disturbed for operations during the renewal period. Operation of V. C.
Summer. as planned under the application for license renewal, would protect undiscovered
historic or archaeological resources on the site because the undeveloped natural landscape
and vegetation would remain undisturbed, and access to the site would remain restricted.

In January 2001, SCE&G wrote the South Carolina SHPO (Attachment 1), requesting their
comments on the V. C. Summer license renewal process. In its letter, SCE&G suggested that
the continued operation of V. C. Summer will have no effect on historic properties (SCE&G
2001). In a response dated January 29. 2001, the South Carolina SHPO (Attachment 2) stated
that license renewal for the continuing operation of plants such as this one typically has no
effect on historic properties (SHPO 2001).

Operating procedures of SCE&G consider actions upon the Inadvertent discovery of historic
and archaeological remains at V .C. Summer. Based on the cultural resources analysis, the
representation by SCE&G that It does not plan to undertake major refurbishment activities
related to the renewal of V. C. Summer, and the expectation that operations will continue within
the bounds of previously analyzed conditions, as evaluated In the FES (AEC 1973) and
subsequent environmental assessments, the NRC staff concludes that there will be no effect on
historic properties within the APE and no additional mitigation Is warranted.
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ENCLOSURES

1. Letter - January 19, 2001 SCE&G wrote the South Carolina SHPO regarding license
renewal at V. C. Summer. Includes Maps of V.C. Summer and surrounding
environment

2. Letter - January 29. 2001 South Carolina SHPO responded to SCE&G letter - agreed
that license renewal for the continuing operation of plants such as this one typically has
no effect on historic properties.

3. Letter - November 27. 2002 the NRC wrote letters to the four Tribes - example of the
letter that was sent to the Catawba Indian Nation.

4. Letter - October 20, 1972 SHPO wrote letter to Federal Power Commission regarding
the SCE&G construction Project 1894 - determined that no adverse effects to historic
properties would result from this project.

5. CD containing photographs of 38FA33. 38FA37. and 38FA298 and Monticello shoreline.
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Stephen A. Byrne

Sendor Mace PresfdeMn MAh$w Opwadrm
803.345.4622
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November 12, 2003

Chief, Rules & Directives Branch
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commlssl6n
Mall Stop T6-D59
Washington. DC 20555-0001

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Subject VIRGIL C. SUMMER NUCLEAR STATION
DOCKET NO. 501395
OPERATING LICENSE NO. NPF-12
NUREG-1437, SUPPLEMENT 15. DRAFT

On September 29. 2003, SCE&G submitted comments on the draft Supplement 15 to
the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for LIcense Renewal of Nuclear Plants
regarding V. C. Summer Nuclear Station. Several of the comments referred to the
Liquid Waste Processing System. These comments (as listed in the September 29,
2003 letter from Stephen A. Byrne) represent the current design and/or operation of this
system. Irrespective of the current description In the FSAR.

If you have any questions regarding the comments submitted on September 29. 2003,
or this letter, please contact Steve Summer at (803) 345-4252.

Very truly yours,

Stephen A. Byrne

SS/SAB/mbb

c: N. 0. Lorick
N. S. Cams
T. G. Eppink
R. J. White
R. B. Clary
L A. Reyes
K R. Cotton
NRC Resident Inspector
W. R. Dam

RF C. Auluck
T. P. O'Kelley
P. Ledbetter
K. M. Sutton
NSRC
RTS
File (821.00)
DMS (RC-03-0233)

SCaLo I 1C5 u Sioa to zf J jul.Swi En 29065.118 34S5;O9-su

NUREG-1437, Supplement 15 E-62 February 2004



Appendix E

November 19, 2003

Mr. P-TaIn Kuo
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
United States Nuckar Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

RE, V. C. Sumnier NuclearStation 5Lcense Ranewal Review and National Historic Preservation Act.
Section 106 Review Process (Revised Report)

Den Mr. Kuw:

Thank you for providing us with additional information related to the proposed undertat in Fairfield
County. South Caolina. We have reviewed the report and have a few comments that need to be addressed
in a fnal report.

The description of archaeological site 33FA37 (Pec 6) statcs that eision was observed along the shoreline
about 20-30 meters from the ite A review of our Coltural Re rce Information System (CRIS) using
serial pbologaphy clearly indicates thaithis site Is located aong t ruervors eline and that erosion is
tdog place. The description of the site that appears on the original site frm however, stats that theme are
no intcti archaeological deposits t the site The se is locted slong s4t eroded bndform andras minimal
integrity. Our office therefore considers archaeological 3BFA37 not ellglbe for lirting in the National
Register of Historic Places. In the future. we recommend that you include a copy of the original site form
with the report. The findl report should indiate that this site is not eligible for the National Register.

The images provided on CD supported the observation that nio erosion was taking place at archaeological
sres 38FA33 and 3FA29B. Ouroffice considers these rite potenotialy eligible forthe National Register
of -listoric Places We appreciate the effott that went into providing us with the photographs of thes two
sites.

Finally, we do not c ncurith your agency's recommendation that "there will be no effect on historic
properties within the APE." Based on the amended Section 106 regulaions, we feel that the proposed
undertaking will have 'no adverse effect on historic properties.

These comments have been provided to assist you with your responsibilities under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and the regulations codified at 36 CFR Part W00. Please
contact me at 803-896-61S1 ifyyou have any questions or comments regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

(1~dC. Long -
Staff Archaeologist
State Hiatoric Prcscrvation Office

cc, Keith Dcaing, SCIAA

S.C. Deparuntt of Archives ilfistM 08301 Parkclsne Road * Columbia * South caroli * 19223-49o5 * a03-896-4100 * ww.rute.c.ur/d.th
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GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable
to V.C. Summer I

Table F-1 lists those environmental issues listed in the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS) (NRC 1996; 1 999)(a) and 10 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, that are not applicable to the Virgil C. Summer
Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) because of plant or site characteristics.

i!

Table F-1. GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable to V.C. Summer

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Category GEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections Comment

SURFACE WATER QUALITY, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)

Altered salinity gradients 1 4.2.1.2.2 V.C. Summer cooling system
4.4.2.2 does not discharge to an

estuary.

AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR PL ANTS WITH COOLING TOWER BASED HEAT-DISSIPATION SYSTEMS)

Entrainment of fish and shellfish in early 1 4.3.3 This issue is related to heat-
life stages dissipation systems that are

not installed at V.C. Summer.

Impingement of fish and shellfish 1 4.3.3 This issue is related to heat-
dissipation systems that are
not Installed at V.C. Summer.

Heat shock 1 4.3.3 This issue is related to heat-
dissipation systems that are
not Installed at V.C. Summer.

GROUNDWATER USE AND QUALITY

I

Groundwater-use conflicts (Ranney
wells)

Groundwater quality degradation
(Ranney wells)

2 4.8.1.4

1 - - 4.8.2.2

V.C. Summer does not have
or use Ranney wells.

V.C. Summer does not have
or use Ranney wells.

(a) The GEIS was originally issued In 1996. Addendum I to the GEIS was issued In 1999. Hereafter, all references
to the 'GEIS" include the GEIS and Its Addendum 1.
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Table F-1. (contd)

I
I

I

ISSUE-10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Category GEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Sections Comment

GROUNDWATER USE AND QUALITY

Groundwater quality degradation 1 4.8.2.1 V.C. Summer is not in a
(saltwater intrusion) coastal area.

Groundwater quality degradation (cooling 1 4.8.3 This issue is related to salt
ponds in salt marshes) marshes, which are not

present at V.C. Summer.

Groundwater-use conflicts (potable and 2 4.8.1.1 V.C. Summer uses less than
service water, and dewatering; plants 4.8.1.2 (100 gpm) groundwater.
that use >[1 00 gpm])

Groundwater-use conflicts (plants using 2 4.8.1.3 This issue is related to heat-
cooling towers withdrawing makeup 4.4.2.1 dissipation systems that are
water from a small river) not installed at V.C. Summer.

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Cooling tower impacts on crops and 1 4.3.4 This issue is related to a
ornamental vegetation heat-dissipation system that

is not installed at
V.C. Summer.

Cooling tower impacts on native plants 1 4.3.5.1 This issue is related to a
heat-dissipation system that
is not installed at
V.C. Summer.

Bird collisions with cooling towers 1 4.3.5.2 This issue is related to a
heat-dissipation system that
is not installed at
V.C. Summer.

HUMAN HEALTH

I Microbiological organisms (occupational
health)

1 4.3.6 V.C. Summer does not have
or use a cooling tower for
condenser cooling.
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Appendix G

NRC Staff Evaluation of Severe
Accident Mitigation Alternatives for

V.C. Summer in
Support of License Renewal Application

G.1.0 Introduction

South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (SCE&G) submitted an assessment of severe accident
mitigation alternatives (SAMAs) for Virgil C. Summer Nuclear Station (V.C. Summer) as part of
the Environmental Report (ER) (SCE&G 2002). This assessment was based on the most
recent V.C. Summer Probabilistic Risk Analysis (PRA) available at that time, a plant-specific
offsite consequence analysis performed using the MELCOR Accident Consequence Code
System 2 (MACCS2), and insights from the V.C. Summer Individual Plant Examination (IPE)
(SCE&G 1993) and Individual Plant Examination of External Events (IPEEE) (SCE&G 1995). In
identifying and evaluating potential SAMAs, SCE&G considered SAMA analyses performed for
other operating plants which have submitted license renewal applications, as well as industry
and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) documents that discuss potential plant
improvements, such as NUREG-1560 (NRC 1997a). SCE&G identified 268 potential SAMA
candidates. This list was reduced to 12 unique SAMA candidates by eliminating SAMAs that
were not applicable to V.C. Summer due to design differences, had already been implemented,
are related to changes that would be made during the .design phase of a plant rather than to an
existing plant, or had high implementation costs. SCE&G assessed the costs and benefits
associated with each of the potential SAMAs and concluded that none of the candidate SAMAs
evaluated would be cost-beneficial for V.C. Summer.

Based on a review of the SAMA assessment, the NRC issued requests for additional
information (RAI) to SCE&G by letter dated January 17, 2003 (NRC 2003a), and by facsimile
dated April 28, 2003 (NRC 2003b). Key RAls concerned: dominant risk contributors at
V.C. Summer and the SAMAs that address these contributors, the impact on dose
consequences if all release categories are considered rather than just large early release
categories, the potential impact of uncertainties and external event initiators on the assessment
results, and detailed information on several specific candidate SAMAs. SCE&G submitted
additional information by letters dated March 19, 2003, and May 21, 2003 (SCE&G 2003a and
2003b). In these responses, SCE&G provided tables containing importance measures for
various events and their relationship to evaluated SAMAs, results of a revised screening based
on consideration of uncertainties, an assessment of risk reduction benefits for external events,
and the costs and benefits associated with several lower cost alternatives. SCE&G's responses
addressed the staff's concerns and reaffirmed that none of the SAMAs evaluated would be cost
beneficial.
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An assessment of SAMAs for V.C. Summer is presented below.

G.2.0 Estimate of Risk for V.C. Summer

SCE&G's estimates of offsite risk at V.C. Summer are summarized in Section G.2.1. The
summary is followed by the staff's review of the SCE&G risk estimates in Section G.2.2.

G.2.1 SCE&G's Risk Estimates

Two distinct analyses are combined to form the basis for the risk estimates used in the SAMA
analysis: (1) the V.C. Summer Level 1 and 2 PRA model, which is an updated version of the
IPE (SCE&G 1993), and (2) a supplemental analysis of offsite consequences and economic
impacts (essentially a Level 3 PRA model) developed specifically for the SAMA analysis. The
SAMA analysis is based on the most recent Level I and 2 PRA model available at the time of
the ER, referred to as model UP3a. The scope of the V.C. Summer PRA does not include
external events.

The baseline core damage frequency (CDF) for the purpose of the SAMA evaluation is
approximately 5.6 x 1 i0 per year, and the baseline large early release frequency (LERF) is
approximately 7.0 x 1 0- per year. The CDF and LERF are based on the risk assessment for
internally initiated events. The CDF represents a sizeable change from the original IPE CDF
value of 2.0 x 1 04 per year. SCE&G did not include the contribution of risk from external events
within the V.C. Summer risk estimates, nor did it account for the potential risk reduction benefits
associated with external events in the SAMA screening process described in the ER. SCE&G
concluded the existing fire and IPEEE programs have already addressed potential plant
improvements related to these areas (SCE&G 2002). In response to RAls, SCE&G performed
separate assessments of the impact on the results if the 95th percentile value of the internal
events CDF was used in the SAMA evaluation, or if the additional risk reduction benefits in
external events were included in the analysis. This is discussed further in Sections G.4.0 and
G.6.2.

The breakdown of CDF by initiating event/accident type is provided in Table G-1. As shown in
this table, loss of offsite power and transients (such as loss of feedwater, reactor and turbine
trips, and main steam line breaks) are dominant contributors to the CDF. Bypass events (i.e.,
interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident [ISLOCA] and steam generator tube rupture
[SGTR]) contribute less than one percent to the total internal events CDF.

The Level 2 PRA model has been updated since the IPE. SCE&G implemented a simplified
LERF methodology as described in NUREG/CR-6595 (NRC 1999). The source terms are the
same as those used in the IPE (SCE&G 1993). The conditional probabilities, fission product
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Table G-1. V.C. Summer Core Damage Frequency -

Percent
CDF Contribution

Initiating Event/Accident Class (Per Year) to CDF

Loss of Offsite Power 3.9 x 10 5 70 l

Transients 7.5x106  13

Special Initiators 4.4 x 10 4 8

Loss-of-Coolant Accident 1.7 x 1 04 3 l

SGTR 1.7x 10-7  <1

ISLOCA 1.8x 10-7  <1

Others 2.6x I04 5

Total CDF (from Internal events) 5.6 x 105 100 l

release fractions, and release characteristics associated with each release category were
provided in response to an RAI (SCE&G 2003a).

The offsite consequences and economic impact analyses use the MACCS2 code to determine
the offsite risk impacts on the surrounding environment and public. Inputs for this analysis
include plant-specific and site-specific input values for core radionuclide inventory, source term
and release characteristics, site meteorological data, projected population'distribution (within a
80 km [50-mi radius) for the year 2042, emergency response evacuation modeling, and
economic data.

In the ER, SCE&G estimated the dose to the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the
V.C. Summer site to be approximately 0.0095 person-Sv (0.95 person-rem) per year based on
consideration of only those release categories that would contribute to LERF (SGTR, ISLOCA,
and containment isolation failure). Late containment failures would not contribute to LERF but
could still have offsite consequences. In response to a'staff request, SCE&G estimated the
offsite doses from late containment failures, and included this contribution in their estimate of
total offsite dose. The total offsite dose is estimated to be approximately 0.01 person-Sv (1.0
person-rem) per year, with 0.0095 person-Sv (0.95 person-rem) per year from LERF-related
release categories and 0.0005 person-Sv (0.05 person-rem) per year from the late release
category. This total offsite dose estimate was used in the subsequent SAMA evaluation. The
breakdown'of the total population dose by containment release mode is summarized in Table
G-2.
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Table G-2. Breakdown of Population Dose by Containment Release Mode
Population Dose Percent

l Containment Release Mode (Person-Rem(') Per Year) Contribution
SGTR 0.27 27

l ISLOCAs 0.63 63
Containment isolation failure 0.05 5
Early containment failure 0 0
Late containment failure 0.05 5

Total 1.0 100
(a) One person-Rem = 0.01 person-Sv

G.2.2 Review of SCE&G's Risk Estimates

SCE&G's determination of offsite risk at V.C. Summer is based on the following three major
elements of analysis:

. the Levels 1 and 2 risk models that form the bases for the 1993 IPE and 1995 IPEEE
submittals (SCE&G 1993 and SCE&G 1995),

the major modifications to the IPE model that have been incorporated in the
V.C. Summer PRA, and

the MACCS2 analysis performed to translate fission product release frequencies from
the Level 2 PRA model into offsite consequence measures.

Each of these analyses was reviewed to determine the acceptability of SCE&G's risk estimates
for the SAMA analysis, as summarized below.

The staff's review of the V.C. Summer IPE is described in an NRC report dated May 8, 1997
(NRC 1 997b). In that review, the staff evaluated the methodology, models, data, and
assumptions used to estimate the CDF and characterize containment performance and fission
product releases. The staff concluded that SCE&G's analyses met the intent of Generic Letter
88-20 (NRC 1988); that is, the IPE was of adequate quality to be used to look for design or
operational vulnerabilities. The staff's review primarily focused on the licensee's ability to
examine V.C. Summer for severe accident vulnerabilities and not specifically on the detailed
findings or quantification estimates. Overall, the staff believed that the V.C. Summer IPE was
of adequate quality to be used as a tool in searching for areas with high potential for risk
reduction and to assess such risk reductions, especially when the risk models are used in
conjunction with insights, such as those from risk importance, sensitivity, and uncertainty
analyses. However, the staff did note that the elimination of early containment failure modes
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from containment failure quantification limits the use of the Level 2 analysis for systematic
evaluations of the relative importance of these failure modes and the investigation of potential
benefit of recovery actions on overall containment performance. The impact of this deficiency
on the SAMA analysis is discussed below.

A comparison of internal events risk profiles between the IPE and the PRA used in the SAMA
analysis indicates a decrease of approximately 1.4 x 104 per year in the total CDF (from
2.0 x 10" per year to 5.6 x 10- per year). The reduction is attributed to plant and modeling
improvements that have been implemented at V.C. Summer since the IPE was submitted. A
summary listing of those changes that resulted in the greatest impact on the total core damage
frequency was provided in the ER and in response to an RAI (SCE&G 2003a), and include:

* Changed the cooling medium for the component cooling water (CCW) pumps and
charging pumps from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning chilled water to CCW to
eliminate chilled water dependencies,

* Developed an abnormal operating procedure for use following a loss of both trains of
chilled water,

* Developed a procedure for local operation of the power-operated relief valve (PORV)
dominating failure to re-establish instrument air,

* Eliminated six check valves in the emergency feedwater (EFW) system as well as
incorporated associated modeling changes,

* Updated initiating event frequencies using data in NUREG/CR-5750, "Rates of Initiating
Events at U.S. Nuclear Power Plants: 1987 - 1995," and updated loss of offsite power
frequency with information from EPRI TR-1 06306, "Loss of Off-Site Power at U.S.
Nuclear Power Plants-Through 1995", and

* Updated common cause failure probability modeling and the human reliability analysis.

The CDF changes from the IPE version to the current PRA are significant. For example, an
initial data and modeling update, plant modifications to change the cooling medium for the
CCW pumps and charging pumps from heating, ventilation, and air conditioning chilled water to
CCW, and plant modifications to eliminate check valves in the EFW system, collectively
resulted in about a factor of two reduction in the CDF. A second data update involving the use
of initiating event frequencies from NUREG/CR-5750 and EPRI TR-106306 resulted in an
additional factor of two reduction. Given the magnitude of the plant and model changes, the
overall reduction in CDF appears to be reasonable.
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The IPE CDF value for V.C. Summer is within the range of the CDF values reported in the IPEs
for other pressurized water reactors with large dry containments. Figure 11.6 of NUREG-1560
shows that the IPE-based total internal events CDF for three-loop Westinghouse plants ranges
from 7 x 10i5 to 4 x 104 per year (NRC 1997a). It is recognized that other plants, in addition to
V.C. Summer, have reduced the values for CDF subsequent to the IPE submittals, due to
modeling and hardware changes. The current CDF results for V.C. Summer remain
comparable to other plants of similar vintage and characteristics.

In the ER, SCE&G states that there would be no early containment failures at V.C. Summer, as
reflected in Table 5-4. In a response to an RAI, SCE&G further supports that position by stating
that the most important feature of the V.C. Summer containment with respect to fission product
retention is the ability to remain intact for several tens of hours following core damage. The
position that the early containment failure probability is zero is supported by a site-specific
evaluation performed by Westinghouse in January 2003 which, according to SCE&G, shows
that it is appropriate to assign a zero containment failure probability for direct containment
heating and hydrogen burns, steam explosions and induced steam generator tube rupture. The
staff did not review the Westinghouse study, which is referenced by SCE&G in its response to
RANs (SCE&G, 2003b). The staff does note, however, that SCE&G did perform a sensitivity
analysis that assumed that the containment would fail early with a 10% probability for the high-
pressure core melt events. This assumption is consistent with insights from severe accident
assessments for large dry containments, which in general, have shown the conditional
probability of early containment failure (excluding the contribution from ISLOCA, SGTR, and
containment isolation failures) to be very small. The analysis yielded an increase in the
maximum averted cost-risk of about $4,000. This additional averted cost-risk is small and will
have a negligible impact on the SAMA conclusions, particularly since modifications to reduce
early containment failure (e.g., enhancing reactor depressurization or hydrogen control
capabilities) would generally involve hardware or procedure modifications with implementation
costs much greater than this estimated benefit. The staff concludes that while the assumption
that the early containment failure probability is zero is optimistic, the sensitivity analysis
provided by SCE&G nevertheless demonstrates that inclusion of early containment failures
within the risk analysis would have a negligible impact on the SAMA conclusions for
V.C. Summer.

The staff considered the peer reviews performed for the V.C. Summer PRA, and the potential
impact of the review findings on the SAMA evaluation. In response to an RAI (SCE&G 2003a),
SCE&G described the previous reviews, the most significant of which were the Westinghouse-
review in March 2001 and the Westinghouse Owners Group (WOG) Peer Review of August
2002. The Westinghouse review of model UP3a concluded that the technical elements of the,
PRA were such that the PRA is generally suitable for plant risk-informed applications. Specific
recommendations from this review were reflected in a subsequent PRA update, referred to as
model UP3h, which formed the basis for the WOG Peer Review. Three observations from the
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WOG Peer Review were noted as extremely important and necessary to address in order to
ensure the technical adequacy of the PRA. One of these was in the area of initiating events
(specifically the ISLOCA) and the other two were in the systems analysis technical element (the
diesel generator model and the EFW mission times). The PRA model (UP3h) has not yet been
updated to address these weaknesses in the PRA, since the WOG Peer Review Report was
not issued until December 2002. However, SCE&G provided the results of sensitivity analyses
in which they assessed the impact of anticipated modeling changes in these areas on the
SAMA evaluations. SCE&G estimated that changes to address the WOG Peer Review
comments could potentially increase the CDF by about 15% relative to PRA model UP3a, with a
corresponding but smaller increase in LERF. This increase is accounted for in the
consideration of averted risk for the candidate SAMAs, as described in Section G.6.2.

Given that the V.C. Summer PRA had been peer reviewed and the potential impact of the peer
review findings on the SAMA evaluation has been assessed, that SCE&G satisfactorily
addressed staff questions regarding the PRA, including concerns related to omission of early
containment failure modes (SCE&G 2003a and 2003b), and that the CDF falls within the range
of contemporary CDFs for Westinghouse three-loop plants, the staff concludes that the Level 1
and Level 2 PRA models are of sufficient quality to support the SAMA evaluation.

SCE&G submitted an IPEEE in June 1995 (SCE&G 1995) in response to Supplement 4 of
Generic Letter 88-20. SCE&G did not identify any fundamental weaknesses or vulnerabilities to
severe accident risk in regard to the external events related to seismic, fire, or other external
events. The V.C. Summer hurricane, toinado and high winds analyses show that the plant is
adequately designed or procedures exist to cope with the effects of these natural events.
Additionally, the V.C. Summer IPEEE demonstrated that transportation and nearby facility
accidents were not considered to be significant vulnerabilities at the plant. However, a number
of areas were identified for improvement in both the seismic and fire areas. In a letter dated
June 14, 2000 (NRC 2000), the staff concluded that the submittal met the intent of
Supplement 4 to Generic Letter 88-20, and that the licensee's IPEEE process is capable of
identifying the most likely severe accidents and severe accident vulnerabilities.

The IPEEE uses a focused scope EPRI seismic margins analysis. This method is qualitative
and does not provide the means to determine numerical estimates of the CDF contributions
from seismic initiators. However, since V.C. Summer has a plant-level "high confidence of low
probability of failure" (HCLPF) value significantly greater than its design basis, it can be
qualitatively expected from the seismic margins analysis that the seismic CDF is relatively low
(NRC 2002). SCE&G estimated the plant's HCLPF to be greater than 0.3g peak ground
acceleration, with the exception of service water pond dams that have a 0.22g HCLPF. As
noted in the IPEEE Safety Evaluation Report (NRC 2000), there is no cost effective solution for
increasing the seismic capacity of the service water pond dams. A number of actions were
taken by SCE&G as part of the IPEEE evaluation of seismic risk. These included bolting
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together adjacent electrical cabinets at 17 locations throughout the plant to remove interaction
concerns, providing lateral support for an isolation valve where the support was missing, and
performing an analysis to show an adequate HCLPF value for a neutral grounding resistor that
uses ceramic components. No additional outliers or potential areas for improvement were
identified in the IPEEE.

The licensee's overall approach in the IPEEE fire analysis is similar to other fire analysis
techniques, employing a graduated focus on the most important fire zones using qualitative and
quantitative screening criteria. The fire zones or compartments were subjected to at least two
screening stages. In the first stage, a zone was screened out if it was found to not contain any
safety-related equipment. In the second stage, a CDF criterion of 1 x I04 per year was applied.
Plant information gathered for Appendix R compliance was extensively used in the fire IPEEE.
The licensee used the IPE model of internal events to quantify the CDF resulting from a fire
initiating event. The conditional core damage probability was based on the equipment and
systems unaffected by the fire. All fire event sequences were quantified assuming all
equipment/cables in the area would fail by the fire. The CDF for each zone was obtained by
multiplying the frequency of a fire in a given fire zone by the conditional core damage probability
associated with that fire zone. The screening methodology applied by the licensee makes less
and less conservative assumptions until a fire zone is screened out, the results do not indicate
a vulnerability, or a vulnerability is identified and addressed. If applied correctly, this type of
analysis will always produce a conservative result.

Using the Fire Induced Vulnerability Evaluation Method, the IPEEE fire CDF was estimated to
be about 4 x 1 0-4per year. In response to IPEEE RAls, this was reduced to
8.5 x 10 5 per year (NRC 2002b). After the CDF was lowered to 8.5 x 10i5 per year, only five
compartments contributed more than the screening value of 1.0 x 1 04; these are:

Zone Description CDF
Control Room 3.44 x 10-5
1 DA Switchgear Room 2.44 x 1 05
Relay Room 1.28 x 10-5
Turbine Room 7.09 x 104
1 DB Switchgear Room 2.75 x 1 04

In a response to an RAI, SCE&G discussed the potential for cost-effective hardware changes to
address the five fire-related matters listed above (SCE&G, 2003a). This included consideration
of the major fire contributors assumed in the analysis, and existing plant features and
detection/mitigation capabilities. SCE&G concluded that no hardware modifications aimed at
reducing risk were cost-effective for any of the zones. However, SCE&G, did describe several
procedural and training enhancements that have been implemented to address fire-related
issues.
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The staff notes that additional SAMAs to reduce the fire risk contributors might be viable at
V. C. Summer. However, given that the original fire CDF has already been reduced by over a
factor of seven through a combination of hardware and procedure changes, that the updated
fire CDF is conservative (since it is based on the IPE model which is over a factor of 3.6 greater
than that of the current PRA), and that the plant meets Appendix R fire requirements, it is
unlikely that further modifications would both substantially reduce risk and remain cost
beneficial.

The risk associated with other external events at V.C. Summer is small. The CDFs due to high
winds, floods and other events were not estimated since they were screened out using the
NUREG-1407 approach.

For purposes of the SAMA evaluation, the contribution of external events to total risk would be
bounded by the sensitivity assessment on internal events CDF (discussed in Section G.6.2) if:
(1) the total contribution from external events is on the same order of magnitude as the
contribution from internal events, and (2) there are no external event vulnerabilities that can be
eliminated or mitigated by cost-effective SAMAs. As discussed above, the seismic CDF is
relatively low given the high HCLPF value at V.C. Summer, and the contribution from fires is
comparable to that from internal events. SCE&G has previously made modifications specifically
addressing external event vulnerabilities, and further improvements are not expected to be cost
effective. Furthermore; for several SAMAs that were close to being cost beneficial, SCE&G
considered the additional risk reduction that might be achieved in external events. Accordingly,
the staff finds SCE&G's consideration of external events to be acceptable.

The staff reviewed the process used by SCE&G to extend the containment performance
(Level 2) portion of the PRA to an assessment of offsite consequences (essentially a Level 3
PRA). This included consideration of the source terms used to characterize fission product
releases for the applicable containment release category and the major input assumptions used
in the offsite consequence analyses. The MACCS2 code was utilized to estimate offsite
consequences. Plant-specific input to the code includes the V.C. Summer reactor core
radionuclide inventory, source terms for each release category, emergency evacuation
modeling, site-specific meteorological data,-and projected population distribution within a 80 km
(50 mile) radius for the year 2042. This information is provided in Appendix F of the ER
(SCE&G 2002).

In the ER, SCE&G estimated the dose consequences based on consideration of only those
release categories that would contribute to LERF (SGTR, ISLOCA, and containment isolation
failure). Late containment failures would not contribute to LERF but could still have offsite
consequences. In response to a staff request,-SCE&G estimated the offsite doses from late
containment failures, and included this contribution in their estimate of total offsite dose. This
total offsite dose estimate was used in the subsequent SAMA evaluation. Table 1.f-1 of the
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response to the RAI provides a break out of the source term by release category (SCE&G
2003a). The source terms used for the SAMA evaluation are taken from the IPE. Accordingly,
the staff concludes that the assignment of release categories and source terms is acceptable
for use in the SAMA analysis.

The core inventory input used in the MACCS2 was obtained from the MACCS2 Users Guide,
and corresponds to the end-of-cycle values for a 3412 MW(t) pressurized water reactor plant.
A scaling factor of 0.85 was applied to provide a representative core inventory of 2900 MW(t)
for V.C. Summer. Release frequencies for three sequences and release fractions were
analyzed to determine the 80-km (50-mi) population dose. In response to an RAI, SCE&G
re-evaluated the dose after including a non-LERF sequence to account for any contribution
from late releases (SCE&G 2003a). All releases were modeled as occurring at ground level.
The staff questioned whether this assumption was conservative for energetic releases and
requested an assessment of the impact of alternative assumptions (e.g., releases at a higher
elevation). In response to the RAI, SCE&G assessed the sensitivity of the assumption by
analyzing a release from the steam generator release valves with a release height as high as
22 m (72 ft). The results showed that the increase in the 80-km (50-mi) population dose would
be only about one percent (SCE&G 2003a). Additionally, SCE&G analyzed the sensitivity of the
assumption that all releases have a thermal content the same as ambient. This was done by
analyzing the releases with a heat content of 0, 3, 30, and 300 MW. The results showed an
increase in the population dose as high as four percent. These small increases have a
negligible impact on the analysis and its results.

SCE&G used site-specific meteorological data, obtained from the plant meteorological tower,
processed from hourly measurements for the 1997 calendar year as input to the MACCS2
code. Data from this year was selected because it was found to result in the largest doses
based on the analysis of data from 1996 through 2000. Therefore, the staff considers use of
the 1997 data in the base case to be conservative.

The population distribution the applicant used as input to the MACCS2 analysis was estimated
for the year 2042, based on the NRC geographic information system, an analysis of
U.S. Census Bureau data for 1990 (NRC 1997c), and the population growth rates were based
on 1990 and 2000 county-level census data (USCB 2001). The staff considers the methods
and assumptions for estimating population reasonable and acceptable for purposes of the
SAMA evaluation.

The emergency evacuation model was modeled as a single evacuation zone extending out
16 km (10 mi) from the plant. It was assumed that 95 percent of the population would move at
an average speed of approximately 0.43 m/s (0.96 mph) with a delayed start time of 30 minutes
(SCE&G 2003a). This assumption is conservative relative to the NUREG-1 150 study (NRC
1990), which assumed evacuation of 99.5 percent of the population within the emergency
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planning zone. The evacuation assumptions and analysis are deemed reasonable and
acceptable for the purposes of the SAMA evaluation.

Much of the site-specific economic data were provided from SECPOP90: Sector Population
Land Fraction and Economic Estimation Program (NRC 1 997c) by specifying the data for each
of the 22 counties surrounding the plant, to a distance of 80 km (50 mi). In addition, generic
economic data that are applied to the region as a whole were revised from the MACCS2 sample
problem input when better information was available.. The agricultural economic data were
updated using available data from the 1997 Census of Agriculture (USDA 1998). These
included per diem living expenses, relocatioi 'costs, value of farm and non-farm wealth, and
fraction of farm wealth from improvements (e.g., buildings).

SCE&G did not perform sensitivity analyses for the MACCS2 input parameters, such as
evacuation and population assumptions. However, sensitivity analyses performed as part of
previous SAMA evaluations for other plants have shown that the total benefit of the candidate
SAMAs would increase by less than a factor of 2 (typically about 20 percent) due to variations in
these parameters. This change is small and would not alter the outcome of the SAMA analysis.
Therefore, the staff concludes that the methodology used by SCE&G to estimate the offsite
consequences for V.C. Summer provides an acceptable basis from which to proceed with an
assessment of risk reduction potential for candidate SAMAs. Accordingly, the staff based its
assessment of offsite risk on the CDF and offsite doses reported by SCE&G.

G.3.0 Potential Plant Improvements

The process for identifying potential plant improvements, an evaluation of that process, and the
improvements evaluated in detail by SCE&G are discussed in this section.

G.3.1 Process for Identifying Potential Plant Improvements

SCE&G's process for identifying potential plant improvements (SAMAs) consisted of the
following elements:

* review of plant-specific improvements identified in the V.C. Summer IPE and IPEEE and
subsequent PRA revisions

* review of SAMA analyses submitted in support of original licensing and license renewal
activities for other operating nuclear power plants

* review of other NRC and industry documentation discussing potential plant
improvements, e.g., NUREG-1560.
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Based on this process, an initial set of 268 candidate SAMAs was identified, as reported in
Table F.4-1 in Appendix F to the ER. In Phase 1 of the evaluation, SCE&G performed a
qualitative screening of the initial list of SAMAs and eliminated SAMAs from further
consideration using the following criteria:

* the SAMA is not applicable at V.C. Summer due to design differences,

* the SAMA has already been implemented at V.C. Summer,

* the SAMA is sufficiently similar to another SAMA such that they may be combined, or

* the systems/items associated with the SAMA have no significant safety benefit.

Based on this screening, 199 SAMAs were eliminated leaving 69 for further evaluation. Of the
199 SAMAs eliminated, 55 were eliminated because they were not applicable to V.C. Summer,
83 were eliminated because they already had been implemented at V.C. Summer, 56 were
similar to another SAMA and were combined, and five were determined not to provide a
significant safety benefit.

A preliminary cost estimate was prepared for each of the 69 remaining candidates to focus on
those that had a possibility of having a net positive benefit. A screening cutoff of $1.2M (the
maximum attainable benefit [MAB], corresponding to eliminating all severe accident risk) was
then applied to the remaining candidates (see discussion in Section G.6.1 for a derivation of the
MAB). Thirty-seven of the 69 SAMAs were eliminated because their estimated cost exceeded
this MAB, leaving 32 candidate SAMAs for further evaluation in Phase 2. Of these remaining
SAMAs, 20 were screened from further analysis because, based on plant-specific PRA insights,
they did not provide a significant safety benefit, or because the cost of implementation would be
greater than the benefits associated with implementing the SAMA. The screening process
resulted in identification of 12 candidate SAMAs.

In response to an RAI, SCE&G re-evaluated the Phase 1 SAMAs using the 95k" confidence
level. The screening cutoff for this analysis was $2.8M. When applied, seven additional Phase
1 SAMAs were identified for further consideration. Table 4.b-1 of the response to the RAI
contains the additional SAMAs and their subsequent disposition. None of the newly identified
SAMAs were judged to be cost beneficial (SCE&G 2003a), as discussed in Section G.6.2.

The 12 remaining SAMAs were further evaluated and subsequently eliminated in the Phase 2
evaluation, as described in Sections G.4.0 and G.6.0 of this appendix.
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G.3.2 Staff Evaluation

SCE&G's efforts to identify potential SAMAs focused primarily on areas associated with internal
initiating events. The initial list of SAMAs generally addressed the accident categories that are
dominant CDF contributors or issues that tend to have a large impact on a number of accident
sequences at V.C. Summer.

The preliminary review of SCE&G's SAMA identification process raised concerns regarding the
completeness of the set of SAMAs identified and the inclusion of plant-specific risk contributors.
The staff requested clarification regarding the portion of risk represented by the dominant risk
contributors. Because a review of the importance ranking of basic events in the PRA could
identify SAMAs that may not be apparent from al'review of the top cut sets, the staff also
questioned whether an importance analysis was used to confirm the adequacy of the SAMA
identification process. In response to the RAI, SCE&G provided a tabular listing of the
contributors with the greatest potential for reducing risk as demonstrated by the risk reduction
worth (RRW) assigned to the event (SCE&G 2003a). SCE&G used a cutoff of 1.025, and
stated that events below this point would influence the CDF by less than 2.5 percent. This
equates to an averted cost-risk (benefit) of approximately $30,000. SCE&G also reviewed the
LERF-based RRW events to determine if there were additional equipment failures or operator
actions that should be included in the provided table. In addition, SCE&G correlated the top
RRW events with the SAMAs evaluated in'the ER (SCE&G 2003a). Based on these additional
assessments, SCE&G concluded that the set of 268 SAMAs evaluated in the ER addresses the
major contributors to CDF and LERF, and that the review of the top risk contributors does not
reveal any new SAMAs.

The staff questioned SCE&G about lower cost alternatives to several of the SAMAs evaluated,
including the use of: (1) portable battery chargers to supply power to the steam generator
instrument panels, (2) a cross-tie to the existing non-safety station batteries, (3) a direct-drive
diesel emergency feedwater pump, and (4) an automatic safety injection pump trip on low
refueling water storage tank (RWST) level as an alternative to an automatic swap to
recirculation (NRC 2003a). In response, SCE&G'provided estimated benefits and
implementation costs for each alternative (SCE&G 2003a). These are discussed further in
Section G.6.2 of this appendix.

The staff notes that the set of SAMAs submitted is not all inclusive, since additional, possibly
even less expensive, design alternatives can always be postulated. However, the staff
concludes that the benefits of any additional modifications are unlikely to exceed the benefits of
the modifications evaluated and that the alternative improvements would not likely cost less
than the least expensive alternatives evaluated; when the subsidiary costs associated with
maintenance, procedures, and training are considered.
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The staff concludes that SCE&G used a systematic and comprehensive process for identifying
potential plant improvements for V.C. Summer, and that the set of potential plant improvements
identified by SCE&G is reasonably comprehensive and therefore acceptable. This search
included reviewing insights from the IPE and IPEEE, and plant improvements considered in
previous SAMA analyses. While explicit treatment of external events in the SAMA identification
process was limited, the staff recognizes that the absence of external event vulnerabilities
reasonably justifies examining primarily the internal events risk results for this purpose.

G.4.O Risk Reduction Potential of Plant Improvements

SCE&G evaluated the risk-reduction potential of the 12 Phase 2 SAMAs applicable to
V.C. Summer, as well as several additional SAMAs proposed by the staff.

SCE&G used model re-quantification to determine the potential benefits. The CDF and
population dose reductions were estimated using version UP3a of the V.C. Summer PRA. The
changes made to the model to quantify the impact of each SAMA are detailed in Sections 5.1
through 5.11 of Appendix F to the ER (SCE&G 2002).

In response to a staff request, SCE&G further examined several SAMAs including those closest
to being cost beneficial to determine the extent to which the SAMAs might reduce external
event risk (SCE&G 2003b). The SAMAs considered include: Phase 2 SAMA 3, Phase 2
LSAMA 10, use of a portable 1 20V bC generator to supply power to the steam generator level
instrumentation, installation of a direct-drive diesel emergency feedwater pump, and use of the
fire service water for make-up to the steam generators. This assessment included
consideration of both seismic and fire risk. Based on this assessment, SCE&G concluded that
although some credit may be taken for these SAMAs in external events, the benefit is more
limited than in the internal events analysis. For example, power recovery in fire events may
create additional difficulties not present for the initiators addressed in the internal events model.
Also, the low cost alternatives would not be required to meet the rigors of a seismically-qualified
component, and therefore, may not be useable following a seismic event. Nevertheless,
SCE&G conservatively increased the benefit for these SAMAs by a factor of two to account for
external events. Table G-3 lists the assumptions used to estimate the risk reduction for each of
the 12 SAMAs and several alternatives suggested by the staff (SCE&G 2003a), the estimated
risk reduction in terms of percent reduction in CDF and population dose, and the estimated total
benefit (present value) of the averted risk. The estimated benefit for all SAMAs was increased
by 15% to account for the resolution of peer review comments. The determination of the
benefits, and the impact of uncertainties and external events is discussed in Section G.6.2.

The staff has reviewed SCE&G's bases for calculating the risk reduction for the various plant
improvements and concludes that the rationale and assumptions for estimating risk reduction
are reasonable and, for the above reasons, are generally conservative (i.e., the estimated risk
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2 Table G-3. SAMA Cost-Benefit Screening Analysis

o Percent Risk Reduction Total Benefit(S)
Phase 2 SAMA Assumptions

Population
CDF Dose Baseline RevisedIs)

2 -Add redundant DC control power for Reduce CDF by lowering the failure probability of 0.2 -0 1200 1400
service water pumps the service water system. Reduce the loss of

service water initiating event frequency.

3 - Use existing hydro-test pump for Reduce CDF by providing an alternate source of 9 0.5 10,300(b) 23 700(c)
reactor coolant pump (RCP) seal seal cooling when component cooling water has
injection failed. Add CNU_8 event to account for cold water

Injection shock.

9 - Refill the refueling water storage Reduce CDF during extended station blackout 2 1.5 23,800 27,400
tank (RWST) (SBO) or LOCAs which render the residual heat

removal (RHR) system Inoperable

O 10 - Improve the 7.2 kV bus cross-tle Reduce CDF from loss of offsite power events with 1 0.1. 20,600 47,400(c)
3 capability through emergency one failed diesel generator In combination with

procedure and hardware change failure of required equipment on the remaining
- - *. powered emergency bus

11 - Install relief valves In the Decrease ISLOCA frequency by providing 0.2 65.9 39,700 45,700
component cooling system overpressure protection for the component cooling

system

12 - Ensure all ISLOCA releases are Reduce the radionuclide release to the environment 0.2 65.9 39,700 45,700
Z scrubbed given that an ISLOCA has occurred
C 13 - Improved main steam Isolation Impact Isolation capability In accident response 0.4 0.1 5800 6700

C) valve design scenarios as well as for spurious closures that would
2A be classified as Initiating events. The failure to close

Xh probability is reduced by a factor of 10 as Is the loss
^4 of condenser initiating event.

CC

CD rC

_ X

nV
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C Table G-3. (contd) 'M CDm
G)aPercent Risk Reduction Total Benefit ()L
24 Phase 2 SAMA Assumptions -X

Population )
4 CDF Dose Baseline Revised("

20 - Replace current PORVs with Change success criteria for feed and bleed from two 1.6 0.2 17,800 20,400
CD larger ones so that only one Is of three to one of three PORVs.

required for successful feed and
CD bleed

24 - Create automatic swap over to Improve the reliability of the transition to 31 30.1 377,800 434,500
recirculation on RWST depletion - recirculation mode after depletion of the RWST. Add
charging pump suction swap to new logic to control the RWST and charging pump
RHR heat exchanger discharge suction valves.

24a - Create automatic swap over This is a sensitivity case which assumes the 9 28.2 117,800 135.400
to recirculation on RWST depletion operator always falls to align and establish cold leg
- RHR suction swap to the sump recirculation.
from the RWST

25 - Improved low pressure system, Use current RHR piping as Injection path for fire 9.3 19.9 117,500 135,100
C) .e., use of the fire service system pumps. Operator action to align pumps is required.

pumps for low-pressure injection to Use lumped event to represent hardware and
the reactor pressure vessel operator action.

26- Replace old air compressors Increase reliability of the instrument air system. 1.1 0.3 13.100 15,100
with more reliable ones Reduce initiating event frequency for loss of

instrument air, and the failure to start and run
probabilities of the air compressors.

27 - Install motor generator set trip Increase the reliability of manual RCP trip In 1.6 0.1 18,600 21,300
breakers In control room anticipated transient without scram. Eliminates all

l anticipated transient without scram risk as a
bounding estimate.

2

wo
0o



Table G-3. (contd)

Percent Risk Reduction - Total Benefit (S)
Phase 2 SAMA Assumptions

O Population
A CDF Dose Baseline Revised() l

Low Cost Alternatives [not originally part of the Phase 2 SAMA process]

A-1 - Use portable 120V DC generator Provide power to EFW Instrumentation during an 0.2 -0 3300 7600(c)
to supply power to steam generator SBO event to aid the operators In controlling SG
(SG) level instrumentation level after battery depletion at 4 hours.

A-2 - Add a cross-tie to existing non- Permit successful operation of the turbine-driven 0.2 -0 3300 3800
safety station batteries EFW pump (TDEFWP) during an SBO following

battery depletion.

A-3 - Use direct-drive diesel EFW pump Provide flow to the SGs during an SBO event given 13.1 0.9 152,600 351 .000(c)
the failure of the TDEFWP. The direct-drive diesel
EFW pump will be available as an alternate motive
source for the TDEFWP. Use Independent start and
run failure term for the direct-drive diesel. Use

-L shared test and maintenance terms as failure modes
* for direct-drive diesel.

A-4 - Create automatic safety Injection Prevent pump damage due air entrainment or 0.02 -0 300 350
pump trip on low RWST level cavitation upon a loss of suction source. Provide an

-~ addition cue for control room operators to complete
alignment of recirculation mode cooling.

A-5 - Use fire service water for makeup Provide flow to SGs during an SBO event. <0.1 -0 1100 2600(c) -
to steam generators Secondary side depressurizatlon has succeeded.

Z Further SG depressurizatlon (from 240 psig to 100
C psig) Is necessary as part of the alignment of the fire
m service system to the SGs.

(a) The reported benefit for all SAMAs Includes a 15 percent Increase to account for an expected Increase in CDF when PRA peer review comments are
.N addressed.
4 (b) In the ER, the benefit was estimated to be $103,000 (SCE&G 2002). In response to an RAI, the benefit was reduced to $10,300 when using more

CD realistic assumptions (SCE&G 2003a).
'a (c) The reported benefit Includes a 15 percent increase to account for an expected Increase In CDF when PRA peer review comments are addressed,
a plus an additional factor of two Increase to account for benefits from external events (SCE&G 2003b).
tCD
CD

- a
(C)
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reduction is higher than what would actually be realized). Accordingly, the staff based its
estimates of averted risk for the various SAMAs on SCE&G's risk reduction estimates.

G.5.0 Cost Impacts of Candidate Plant Improvements

SCE&G estimated the costs of implementing the 12 SAMAs which were not initially screened
out. The cost estimates conservatively did not include the cost of replacement power during
any extended outages that might be needed to implement the modifications. Estimates that
were taken from prior SAMA analyses were not adjusted to present-day dollars. For many of
the SAMAs considered, the cost estimates were significantly greater than the benefits
calculated such that a detailed evaluation was not necessary and a specific dollar value was not
reported. Cost estimates were provided for the following SAMAs:

SAMA Description Cost Estimate ($)

3 Use existing hydro-test pump for RCP seal injection 150K - 170K

10 Improve 7.2 kV bus cross-tie capability >50K

24 Create automatic swap over to recirculation on RWST 1.2M
depletion

25 Install additional diesel-driven fire pump to provide low- 565K
pressure injection to the reactor pressure vessel from the
RWST through existing RHR piping

A-1 Use portable 120V DC generator to supply power to steam 84K
generator level instrumentation

A-2 Add a cross-tie to existing non-safety station batteries 59K

A-3 Add direct-drive diesel EFW pump 800K

A-4 Create automatic safety injection pump trip on low RWST 750K
level

A-5 Use fire service water for makeup to steam generators 28K

The staff reviewed the bases for the applicant's cost estimates. For certain improvements, the
staff also compared the cost estimates (presented in Table F.6-1 of Appendix F to the ER) to
estimates developed elsewhere for similar improvements, including estimates developed as
part of other licensees' analyses of SAMAs for operating reactors and advanced light-water
reactors. A majority of the SAMAs were eliminated from further consideration on the basis that
the expected implementation cost would be much greater than the estimated risk reduction
benefit. This is reasonable for the SAMAs considered given the relatively small estimated
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benefit for the SAMAs (a maximum benefit of about $378K based on the analyses contained in
the ER), and the large implementation costs typically associated with major hardware changes
and hardware changes that impact safety-related systems. In previous SAMA evaluations the
implementation costs for such hardware changes were generally estimated to be $1 million or
more.

The staff notes that the cost to implement a direct-drive diesel EFW pump at another plant was
estimated to be about $200K. SCE&G estimated the cost of the modification to be about
$800K based on the following: $200K for design, $200K for evaluations, $1 00K for materials,
$200K for implementation, $30K for training, and $80K for documentation and closeout
(SCE&G 2003c). To verify the validity of the' $800K cost, the staff reviewed the costs for similar
modifications evaluated in other plants' SAMA analyses as summarized below:

* $460K for installation of a safety-related SW pump (Calvert Cliffs)

* $300K - $600K to provide capability for diesel-driven, low pressure vessel makeup
(adding a line from the firewater header, a post indicator valve in the yard and safety-
related double isolation valves to the connection with the LHSI) (Surry)

* >$890K to replace two of the four safety injection pumps with diesel pumps (Turkey
Point). Assuming that one pump would be half of this cost, the value would be >$445K.

* >$2M to install a motor-driven feedwater pump (Peach Bottom).

* $480K to install a suppression pool jockey pump (Peach Bottom).

Although SCE&G's cost estimate is significantly greater than $200K, it does not appear to be
unreasonable relative to the cost estimates'for similar modifications. The staff concludes that
the cost estimates provided by SCE&G are sufficient and appropriate for use in the SAMA
evaluation.

G.6.0 Cost-Benefit Comparison

SCE&G's cost-benefit analysis and the staff's review are described in the following sections.

G.6.1 SCE&G Evaluation

The methodology used by SCE&G was based primarily on NRC's guidance for performing cost-
benefit analysis, i.e., NUREG/BR-01 84, RegulatoryAnalysis Technical Evaluation Handbook
(NRC 1997d). The guidance involves determining the net value for each SAMA according to
the following formula:

February 2004 G-1s9 NUREG-1437, Supplement 15



Appendix G

Net Value = (APE + AOC + AOE + AOSC) - COE

where,

APE = present value of averted public exposure ($)
AOC = present value of averted offsite property damage costs ($)
AOE = present value of averted occupational exposure costs ($)
AOSC = present value of averted onsite costs ($)
COE = cost of enhancement Cs).

If the net value of a SAMA is negative, the cost of implementing the SAMA is larger than the
benefit associated with the SAMA and it is not considered cost beneficial. SCE&G's derivation
of each of the associated costs is summarized below.

Averted Public Exposure (APE) Costs

The APE costs were calculated using the following formula:

APE = Annual reduction in public exposure (Aperson-rem/year)
x monetary equivalent of unit dose ($2000 per person-rem)
x present value conversion factor (10.76 based on a 20-year period with a
7-percent discount rate).

As stated in NUREG/BR-01 84 (NRC 1 997d), it is important to note that the monetary value of
the public health risk after discounting does not represent the expected reduction in public
health risk due to a single accident. Rather, it is the present value of a stream of potential
losses extending over the renewal period for the facility. Thus, it reflects the expected annual
loss due to a single accident; the possibility that such an accident could occur at any time over
the renewal period, and the effect of discounting these potential future losses to present value.
For the purposes of initial screening, SCE&G calculated an APE of approximately $20,500 for
the 20-year license renewal period, which assumes elimination of all severe accidents.

Averted Offsite Property Damaae Costs (AOC)

The AOCs were calculated using the following formula:

AOC = Annual CDF reduction
x offsite economic costs associated with a severe accident (on a per-event basis)
x present value conversion factor.
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For the purposes of initial screening which assumes all severe accidents are eliminated,
SCE&G calculated an annual offsite economic risk of about $2,700 based on the Level 3 risk
analysis. This results in a discounted value of approximately $29,500 for the 20-year license
renewal period.

Averted Occupational Exposure (AOE) Costs

The AOE costs were calculated using the following formula:

AOE = Annual CDF reduction
x occupational exposure per core damage event
x monetary equivalent of unit dose
x present value conversion factor.

SCE&G derived the values for averted occupational exposure from information provided in
Section 5.7.3 of the regulatory analysis handbook (NRC 1 997d). Best estimate values provided
for immediate -occupational dose (33 person-Sv [3300 person-rem]) and long-term occupational
dose (200 person-Sv [20,000 person-rem] over a 10-year cleanup period) were used. The
present value of these doses was calculated using the equations provided in the handbook in
conjunction with a monetary equivalent of unit dose of $2000 per person-rem, a real discount
rate of seven percent, and a time period of 20 years to represent the license renewal period.
For the purposes of initial screening, which assumes all severe accidents are eliminated,
SCE&G calculated an AOE of approximately $21,300 for the 20-year license renewal period.

Averted Onsite Costs (AOSCs)

AOSCs include averted cleanup and decontamination costs and averted power replacement
costs. Repair and refurbishment costs are considered for recoverable accidents only and not
for severe accidents. SCE&G derived the values for AOSC based on information provided in
Section 5.7.6 of the regulatory analysis handbook (NRC 1 997d).

SCE&G divided this cost element into two parts - the Onsite Cleanup and Decontamination Cost,
also commonly referred to as averted cleanup and decontamination costs (ACCs), and the
replacement power cost.

ACCs were calculated using the following formula: -

ACC = Annual CDF reduction
x present value of cleanup costs per core damage event
x present value conversion factor.
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The total cost of cleanup and decontamination subsequent to a severe accident is estimated in the
regulatory analysis handbook to be $1.5 x 109 (undiscounted). This value was converted to present
costs over a 1 0-year cleanup period and integrated over the term of the proposed license extension.
For the purposes of initial screening, which assumes all severe accidents are eliminated, SCE&G
calculated an ACC of approximately $663,000 for the 20-year license renewal period.

Long-term replacement power costs (RPCs) were calculated using the following formula:

RPC = Annual CDF reduction
x present value of replacement power for a single event
x factor to account for remaining service years for which replacement power is

required
x reactor power scaling factor

SCE&G based its calculations on the value of 966 MW(e). Therefore, SCE&G applied a power
scaling factor of 966 MW(e)/91 0 MW(e) to determine the replacement power costs. For the
purposes of initial screening, which assumes all severe accidents are eliminated, SCE&G
calculated an RPC of approximately $469,000 for the 20-year license renewal period.

Using the above equations, SCE&G estimated the total present dollar value equivalent associated
with completely eliminating severe accidents at V.C. Summer to be about $1.2M.

SCE&G's Results

If the implementation costs were greater than the MAB of $1.2M, then the SAMA was screened
from further consideration. Thirty-seven of the 69 SAMAs surviving the Phase 1 screening were
eliminated from further consideration in this way. Twenty additional SAMAs were eliminated
because, based on plant-specific PRA insights, they did not provide a significant safety benefit, or
because the cost of implementation would be greater than the benefits associated with
implementing the SAMA, leaving 12 for final analysis. A more refined look at the costs and benefits
was performed for the remaining 12 SAMAs, plus several altemative SAMAs identified by the staff.
The cost-benefit results for these SAMAs are presented in Table G-3. As a result, all SAMAs that
were evaluated were eliminated because the cost was expected to exceed the estimated benefit

SCE&G performed sensitivity analyses to evaluate the impact of parameter choices on the analysis
results (SCE&G 2002, 2003a). The sensitivity analyses included the calculation of candidate SAMA
benefits using a 3-percent real discount rate as recommended in NUREG/BR-01 84 (NRC 1997d).
This sensitivity case resulted in less than a factor of 1.2 increase in the benefit calculation.
Additionally, SCE&G considered the impact on results if the 952 percentile value of the CDF were
utilized in the cost-benefit analysis instead of the mean CDF. This analysis resulted in about a
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factor of 2.3 increase in the benefit calculation. These analyses did not change SCE&G's
conclusion that none of the candidate SAMAs would be cost beneficial.

G.6.2 Staff Evaluation

The cost-benefit analysis performed by SCE&G was based primarily on NUREG/BR-01 84 (NRC
1997d) and was executed consistent with that guidance.

In response to an RAI, SCE&G considered the uncertainties associated with the calculated CDF
(Table G-4). If the 95" percentile values of the CDF were utilized in the cost-benefit analysis
instead of the mean CDF value cited above, the estimated benefits of the SAMAs would increase by
about a factor of 2.3. SCE&G revisited the set of SAMAs screened out in Phase 1 of the evaluation
and identified seven additional SAMAs that could be cost-beneficial using the 95W percentile value of
the CDF. In' Table 4.b-1 of the response to the RAI, SCE&G discusses the cost of implementation
and the benefit for each of these additional SAMAs (SCE&G 2003a). The averted cost-risk (benefit)
was estimated by utilizing RRWs or the averted cost-risk for similar SAMAs, and then scaling this
value by a factor of 2.3 in order to account for the 95W percentile PRA results. All seven SAMAs
were found to have implementation costs greater than their averted cost-risk (benefit), and thus,
were eliminated from further consideration. The staff reviewed the information provided by the
applicant in response to this RAI and agrees with the conclusion that none of the newly identified
Phase 2 SAMAs would be cost beneficial.

Table G-4. Uncertainty in the calculated Core Damage
Frequency for V.C. Summer

Percentile CDF (per year)

5th 1.87x 105

median 4.44 x 1 05

mean 5.63 x 10,5

95th 1.32 x 104

SCE&G revisited the cost-benefit analyses for the 12 Phase 2 SAMAs and found that when the
95th confidence level is used, SAMAs 3 and 10 potentially become cost beneficial (SCE&G
2003a). These SAMA were further evaluated and dispositioned as summarized below:

SAMA 3 involves use of the existing hydro-test pump for RCP seal injection. This would
reduce the CDF by providing an alternate source of cooling when CCW has failed. A
benefit of $103K was initially calculated for this SAMA based on internal events, as
described in Response 4c to the RAI. In their RAI response (SCE&G 2003a), SCE&G
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noted that the evaluation used a lumped event in the model which did not account for
power dependencies, and assumed an optimistic reliability value (a failure probability of
0.001). Additionally, the benefit estimate did not consider that the RCP seals may heat
up and fail while the alternate cooling method is being aligned, or could fail as a result of
thermal shock when cold water is eventually reintroduced. When power dependencies
and thermal effects are included in the model, the benefit of this SAMA is reduced to
about $1OK. The staff agrees that these modeling considerations are valid and that the
benefits associated with this SAMA would be small, given that it derives from low
probability sequences in which CCW is lost in conjunction with the charging pumps. This
benefit was subsequently increased by 15 percent to account for an expected increase
in CDF when PRA peer review comments are addressed, plus an additional factor of
two to account for benefits from external events, resulting in a total benefit of about
$24K. Using the 951 percentile CDF for internal events, the benefit would also be about
$24K. SCE&G estimated the cost of implementation to be approximately $150K to
$170K. Accordingly, this SAMA is not cost-beneficial.

SAMA 10 involves improvements to the 7.2 kV bus cross-tie via the development of
emergency procedures that contain step-by-step instructions for performing the cross-
tie. An averted cost-risk (benefit) of $20.6K was initially calculated for this SAMA based
on internal events, as described in response 4c to the RAI (SCE&G 2003a). The
estimated benefit was subsequently increased by 15 percent to account for an expected
increase in CDF when PRA peer review comments are addressed, plus an additional
factor of two to account for benefits from external events, resulting in a total benefit of
about $48K (SCE&G 2003b). Using the 951 percentile results in conjunction with the
internal events CDF, the benefit would also be about $48K (SCE&G 2003a). In the ER,
SCE&G estimated the cost of implementation to be approximately $25,000 to $50,000.
However, in their RAI response (SCE&G 2003a), SCE&G noted that this SAMA would
require modification to controls in the main control room. Costs associated with this
aspect were not considered in the original cost estimate provided, nor were costs
associated with the engineering analysis needed to support the modification. When
these additional costs factors are included, the implementation costs would be
substantially greater than $50K. Accordingly, this SAMA is not cost-beneficial.

The staff questioned SCE&G about lower cost alternatives to several of the SAMAs evaluated,
including the use of: (1) a portable 120V DC generator to supply power to the steam generator
instrument panels, (2) a cross-tie to the existing non-safety station batteries, (3) a direct-drive
diesel EFW pump, and (4) an automatic safety injection pump trip on low RWST level as an
alternative to an automatic swap to recirculation (NRC 2003a). In response, SCE&G provided
estimated benefits and implementation costs for each alternative. Based on these estimates,
none of these alternatives appear cost beneficial. Specifically, SCE&G estimated that the
portable 120V DC generator alternative would have a benefit of $7.6K (including impact of
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external events) and an implementation cost of $84K (SCE&G 2003a, 2003b). The cross-tie to
the existing non-safety station batteries would have a benefit of $3300 and an implementation
cost of $59K. The direct-drive EFW would have a benefit of $351 K (including impact of external
events) and a revised implementation cost of $800K (SCE&G 2003a, 2003b). The fourth
alternative would have a benefit of $300, which is far less than the estimated implementation
cost of $750K (SCE&G 2003a). SCE&G determined that none of the alternative SAMAs
suggested in the RAI would be cost beneficial.

For the portablel20V DC generator alternative, a key factor in the evaluation is the human error
probability associated with the operation of the turbine driven EFW pump after battery .
depletion. SCE&G assumed a value of 0.0041 in the baseline analysis, and provided
supporting justification for this value in response to RAls (SCE&G 2003a and 2003b). The
rationale includes consideration of the long time period available for operator and technical
support center staff to achieve specified steam generator levels prior to battery depletion, the
relatively minor adjustments to feed rates that would be necessary following battery depletion,
and the available procedures and local indications associated with the necessary human
actions. Although it is SCE&G's position that the value of 0.0041 is appropriate, they provided
a sensitivity case in which the baseline human error probability for operation of the turbine
driven EFW was increased to a nominal value of 0.1. Given this assumption, the benefit
increases to about $51 K. If a factor of two is added to account for benefits from external
events, as was done for the baseline case, the benefit would become $102K. When compared
to the implementation cost of $84K, this SAMA appears to be cost beneficial. However, as
noted in Section G.4.0, the benefit of this SAMA in external events would be limited by factors
such as equipment operability after a seismic event. The staff concludes that given more
realistic assumptions regarding risk reduction achievable in external events, and a somewhat
lower nominal human error probability that might be justified based on the rationale provided by
SCE&G, this SAMA would not be cost beneficial.

SCE&G estimated the benefit of the direct-drive diesel EFW pump to be $153K. The staff,
noting that the estimated cost to implement this modification at another plant was about $200K,
issued a supplmental RAI regarding the estimated benefits. In response to the supplemental
RAI, SCE&G provided a revised risk reduction estimate of about $350K, which included both a
15 percent increase to account for the resolution of peer review comments and a factor of two
increase to account for additional benefits that might be achieved in external events. However,
SCE&G also estimated the plant-specific cost to implement this modification to be about $800K
for V.C. Summer. The cost estimates are discussed further in Section G.5.0. Based on the
revised cost and benefit estimates, the staff finds that the applicant's assessment is
reasonable, and concludes that this SAMA is not cost-beneficial.

In addition, the staff requested a cost-benefit assessment for using the fire protection system as
a backup for maintaining steam generator inventory. This alternative was estimated to have a
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benefit of $2.6K (including impact of external events) and an implementation cost of $28K, and
would therefore not be cost beneficial (SCE&G 2003b).

SCE&G also performed a sensitivity analysis that addressed variations in discount rate. The
use of a three-percent real discount rate (rather than seven percent used in the baseline)
results in an increase in the maximum attainable benefit of approximately 13 percent. The
results of the sensitivity study are bounded by the uncertainty assessment described above,
which considered an increase of a factor of 2.3.

The staff concludes that the costs of all of the SAMAs assessed would be higher than the
associated benefits. This conclusion is supported by sensitivity analysis and upheld despite a
number of additional uncertainties and non-quantifiable factors in the calculations, summarized
as follows:

* Uncertainty in the internal events CDF was not initially included in the calculations,
which employed best-estimate values to determine the benefits. The 9WI percentile
CDF for internal events is approximately 2.3 times the mean value. Even upon
considering the benefits at the 9 5WI percentile value, no SAMAs were judged to be cost-
beneficial. Therefore, the staff does not expect the consideration of CDF uncertainty to
alter the conclusions of the analysis.

* External events were similarly not included in the V.C. Summer risk profile. However,
given that the expected external events contribution to CDF is calculated in a
conservative fashion and is expected to be on the same order of magnitude as the
internal events contribution to CDF, a factor of two increase in the maximum attainable
benefits to account for the external events should be conservative. In response to an
RAI, SCE&G re-evaluated several SAMAs that were closest to being cost beneficial by
increasing the benefits by 15 percent to account for PRA peer review comments, plus
an additional factor of two to account for external events. This equates to a factor of 2.3
which is the same as the factor considered in the uncertainty assessment. As a result,
none of the evaluated SAMAs were cost beneficial. Therefore, the staff concludes that
a more detailed assessment would not yield any new SAMAs.

* The staff finds the risk reduction and cost estimates to be reasonable, and generally
conservative. As such, uncertainty in the costs of any of the contemplated SAMAs
would not likely have the effect of making them cost beneficial.
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G.7.0 Conclusions

SCE&G compiled a list of 268 SAMA candidates using the SAMA analyses as submitted in
support of licensing activities for other nuclear power plants, NRC and industry documents
discussing potential plant improvements, and the plant-specific insights from the V.C. Summer
IPE, IPEEE, and current PRA model. A qualitative screening removed SAMA candidates that
(1) were not applicable at V.C. Summer due to design differences, (2) were sufficiently similar
to another SAMA such that they could be combined, (3) had already been implemented at
V.C. Summer, or (4) did not provide a significant safety benefit. A total of 199 SAMA
candidates were eliminated based on the above criteria, leaving 69 SAMA candidates for further
evaluation.

Using guidance in NUREG/BR-0184 (NRC 1997d), the current PRA model, and a Level 3
analysis developed specifically for SAMA evaluation, a maximum attainable benefit of about
$1 .2M was calculated, representing the total present dollar value equivalent associated with
completely eliminating severe accidents at V.C. Summer. Thirty-seven of the 69 SAMAs were
eliminated from further evaluation because their implementation costs were greater than this
maximum attainable benefit. An additional 20 SAMAs were eliminated because, based on plant-
specific PRA Insights, they did not provide a significant safety benefit, or because the cost of
implementation would be greater than the benefits associated with implementing the SAMA. For
the remaining 12 SAMA candidates and several additional alternatives identified by the staff,.
more detailed conceptual design and cost estimates were developed as shown in Table G-3.
The cost-benefit analyses showed that none of the candidate SAMAs were cost-beneficial.

The staff reviewed the SCE&G analysis and concluded that the methods used and the
implementation of those methods were sound. The treatment of SAMA benefits and costs, the
generally large negative net benefits, and the small baseline risks support the general
conclusion that the SAMA evaluations performed by SCE&G are reasonable and sufficient for
the license renewal submittal. The unavailability of a seismic and fire PRA model precluded a
quantitative evaluation of SAMAs specifically aimed at reducing risk of these initiators; however,
improvements have been realized as a result of the IPEEE process at V.C. Summer that would
minimize the likelihood of identifying further cost-beneficial enhancements in these areas. To
assess the potential impact of uncertainties in the analysis or the inclusion of additional benefits
in external events, SCE&G applied a factor of two multiplier to the estimated benefits based on
internally-initiated events, and confirmed that even when considering the increase in the
benefits, none of the SAMAs become cost beneficial.

Based on its review of the SCE&G SAMA assessment and as explained above, the staff finds
that none of the candidate SAMAs are cost beneficial. This is based on conservative treatment
of costs and benefits. This conclusion is consistent with the low residual level of risk indicated in
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the V.C. Summer PRA and the fact that V.C. Summer has already implemented plant
improvements identified from the IPE and IPEEE processes.
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