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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch / I

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 U

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that 'since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. [it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of Rs EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Beverly Cohen
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concemed Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site Is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake.' However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It Is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental ElS.* I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Will Yeager
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that Nsince it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation! efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Paul Stein
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found'NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation! efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

D.A. Wagner



i c \temoD\GW}O00001.TMP Page 1
c:\temrAGW}QOOQ1 .TMP Page �

Mail Envelope Properties (4295C2BF.364: 17: 58212)

Subject:
Creation Date:
From:

Created By:

Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Thu, May 26, 2005 8:36 AM
"D.A. Wagner" <dw38@drexel.edu>

dw38 @ drexel.edu

Recipients
nrc.gov
owf4_po.0WFNDO

ClintonEIS

Post Office
owf4_po.0WFNDO

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
Reply Requested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
5238
6287

Date & Time
Thursday, May 26,2005 8:36 AM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard



ClintonEiS - Commnents on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1815) Pagei 1
ClintonElS - Comments on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1815) Page 1 ii

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

George Gore <geo-gore~yahoo.com>
<ClintonEIS @ nrc.gov>
Thu, May 26, 2005 12:56 AM
Comments on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1 815)

From: George Gore, 702 W Washington St, Urbana, IL 61801
To: Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch, US NRC
Subj: Comments on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1815)
Date: 25 May 2005

Please include these comments in the public record:

INTRODUCTION

Dr. Sandra Steingraber recently spoke in Champaign/Urbana about the
Illiopolis PVC plant explosion last year. Turns out when the plant
exploded, power was lost, which shut off the water pumps, so fighting a
major fire became extremely difficult. In addition, the emergency
warning sirens also didn't work since there wasn't any backup power.
The winds shifted several times, blowing a toxic cloud of dioxin in
multiple directions. There were also rains that pulled the toxins down
to surrounding lands and homes. A nuclear accident or attack would be
similar, but the consequences would be even more devastating.

The recent National Academy of Science report on nuclear fuel pool
storage hazards found the storage pools at the Dresdan and Lasalle
plants (downwind of Chicago) are particularly vulnerable, meaning a
radioactive fire with blowing smoke are realistic risks:
http://www.nap.edu/books/0309096472/html

New York has already been attacked, Los Angeles may be next, but
Chicago is the third largest city with vulnerable fuel rod storage
nearby. Both Chicago and nuclear facilities were discovered to be
terrorist targets. National attention is already highly focused on
nuclear issues with Iran and North Korea, as well as dirty bombs.

One major accident or attack anywhere in the world will derail nuclear
for another two decades, if not longer. More Importantly, public
pressure to immediately shut down power plants would be very strong and
possibly undeniable, resulting in a huge economic impact from the
sudden loss of electricity. Diversification away from nuclear is
critical, especially in Illinois where 50 percent Is nuclear.

If we end government subsidies, including reactor insurance the market
refuses to bear, and create a level playing field for investors, then
decentralized energy efficiency and renewable energy can readily
compete and save taxpayers a lot of money.

We need to face up to the reality that nuclear power plants are not
safe in an age of terrorism.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA)
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Dividing the project into multiple parts (Early Site Permit,
Construction and Operating License, and Site Safety Analysis Report) to
limit the scope of each part and telling the public that comments on
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environmental impacts of safety or operation are not being considered
for this EIS is arbitrary and capricious.

NEPA requires a comprehensive assessment of the impact of the entire
project on the local environment and this Draft EIS was only intended
for a nuclear reactor (based on the application and NRC's lead), so the
comprehensive impacts of an operating nuclear reactor must be
considered.

The plant parameter envelope (section 1.1.1) is another example of
trying to limit the scope of the entire project to a vague set of
parameters for the reactor and claiming the environmental impacts of
higher water use to remove wasted heat energy can't be considered.
Yet, higher water use may require raising the height of the dam,
flooding a bigger area, which is definately a significant environmental
impact of the project.

Site preparation (section 1.1.2) refers to 10 CFR 50.1 0(e)(1), which
says activities permitted under an ESP include part (v): "the
construction of structures, systems and components which do not prevent

or mitigate the consequences of postulated accidents that could cause
undue risk to the health and safety of the public." The last part of
the sentance was left out of the draft EIS. This carefully worded NRC
code would allow construction of the entire reactor, so long as nothing
radioactive is installed.

This allows a huge initial investment into the plant, creating a
potentially very costly white elephant if the final construction and
operating license were not approved. Approving the ESP approves a new
nuclear reactor that will be under tremendous pressure to start
operating so it can repay investors for the portion not subsidized by
government.

The purpose and need for the proposed action (section 1.3) does not
address why we need more nuclear power.

In section 1.4, NRC falsely claims that NEPA does not require a
detailed statement about alternatives to the proposed action. The
application is to build a nuclear reactor on this site, so reasonably
foreseeable future actions and alternatives must be considered.
Furthermore, alternative sites in other states were not considered.

Section 2.2 defines the region as within 50 miles without any
justification, making it appear arbitrary and capricious, especially
since the major cities of Springfield and Peoria are not fully within
the boundry, resulting in those cities not being included in the draft
EIS for impact analysis.

Section 2.2.1 defines the vicinity as 6 miles without any
justification, making it appear arbitrary and capricious, especially
since several species are evaluated at 10 mile ranges (end of section
2.7.11 and others). If 10 miles is proper to evaluate endangered or
threatened species, it should also be used for every other evaluation,
especially those affecting humans. A 10 mile vicinity would certainly
include all of Clinton and perhaps Farmer City, whereas a 6 mile
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vicinity does not.

At the end of this section geological information references Exelon
2003a to claim there are no known significant mineral resources. This
should reference a Geological Survey report and define "significant" as
economically viable for extraction.

Section 2.2.3 ends with the Governor's "Opportunity Returns" goals that
specify "investing in renewable energy and the environment." There's a
limited supply of uranium, which is expected to run out in a few
decades, so nuclear power is clearly not renewable.

Another Governor goal is "encouraging investment and opening markets."
Nuclear power in an age of terrorism is far too expensive to encourage
investment without huge taxpayer subsidies. Otherwise, no rational
investor would put money into nuclear power, just as the experts of
risk management, insurance companies, would not fully insure nuclear
power plants.

Another Governor goal is "investing in entreprenuership and
innovation." New products for energy efficiency would accomplish this
goal at significantly less cost and the Governor recently proposed at
standard of improving statewide efficiency 25 percent. Some energy
experts believe 50 percent savings are possible from energy efficiency
alone, eliminating the need for any nuclear reactors in Illinois and
providing us with a far more affordable, efficient, and sustainable
economy. These cost savings would allow us to meet the Governor's
other two
goals of improving transportation and education/job training.

At the public hearing, we were told that the comparison of alternatives
to nuclear at Exelon's ESP was based on the present situation. Yet, a
nuclear reactor isn't expected to operate earlier than 2014, possibly
later, making the rationale arbitrary. The comparison should be based
on when the alternative is both realistic and most cost effective.

Detailed tables that project both megawatt potential and future costs
are needed for the proposed nuclear plant and for alternatives
including biofuels, biomass, biogas, mechancial solar, methane
hydrates, micro water turbines, natural gas pipeline from Alaska,
energy efficienct products and appliances, insulation, wind power,
ground source energy, combined heat and power, micro CHP by Honda &
Toyota, solar metal alloys, coal gasification, fuel cells, time-based
metering, DSM, wave/tide turbines, more accurate or higher mileage
standards and hybrid vehicles freeing energy for electricity
generation, and higher energy prices decreasing consumption and
improving efficiency.

Section 8.2.1.1 says NRC reviewed Exelon's assumptions and analysis to
reach a conclusion without sharing any of those same numbers or data in
the EIS to allow the public to reach its own conclusions.

Section 8.2.3.1 fails to mention that Illinois could easily get 15
percent of its energy from wind, which is much more scalable than
nuclear. Wind is base load energy because once it's operating the fuel
is free, so it's always used first.



Cl1intonEIS - Comnments on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1815) Pabe 4Clintn~lS Commnts o Draf EIS (rnr#NRGii.Pa

Section 8.2.3.2 fails to address ground-source heat pumps or earth
tubes that extract free energy from the earth to heat/cool homes at a
tiny fraction of the cost of using electricity or burning fossil fuels.

8.2.3.10 fails to provide each alternative with estimated megawatts of
production or savings, along with costs of each compared to nuclear.
The Governor proposed 3,000MW of wind because it's realistic, so only
using 60 MW is unfairly arbitrary.

In section 10.3, it says "The benefit is the production of
electricity." This fails to address why we even need more energy.

NEPA requires a detailed statement on "the relationship between local
short-term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity." Productivity is the key word
for energy because we want to maximize the amount of energy we squeeze
out of every source to save money. Conservation is always the
cheapest, followed by energy efficiency, then producing electricity,
where wind has become very cost effective.

CC: Dave Kraft <neis~neis.org>
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From: Joyce Blumenshine <joblumen@yahoo.com>
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, May 26, 2005 12:56 AM
Subject: Comments regarding the Exelon Clinton Reactor/Early Site Permit

8

Nanette Gilles
Clinton Site Safety Project Manager y /YX /' ? A- I
New Reactor Licensing Project Office
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555 y I

Thomas Kenyon
Clinton Environmental Project Manager
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts Program
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Ms. Gilles and Mr. Kenyon:

This letter is to state my concerns regarding the
proposed new nuclear reactor at Clinton, Illinois, and
to ask the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to deny the
Early Site Permit Application requested by Exelon
Corporation. I have several major site concerns with
this project and believe that granting an Early Site
Permit is not appropriate.

1) Concern for area water resources:
I question the impact of a second nuclear reactor on
local water resources and the long-term water needs of
the community of Clinton. I question the impact of a
second reactor releasing water into Clinton Lake, and
the impact on the health of the lake.

2) Concern for storage of nuclear waste at the Exelon
Clinton plant site:
I question the nuclear waste storage at the site and
the adequacy of the nuclear waste storage. I question
the stockpiling of nuclear waste in the heartland of
America, where prime agricultural lands grow part of
our nation's food supply. Central Illinois can be
subject to earthquakes, and I urge that the people and
agricultural lands of central Illinois not be put at
additional risk from nuclear contamination by the
construction of a second nuclear reactor.

3) Concern for economic viability of the reactor:
I am concerned about the economics of this plant and
costs that would occur to the public for
decommissioning, dealing with a terrorist attack, or
being burdened with future rate hikes to pay for this
plant. Illinois has other energy options and is moving H e -1' =
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toward a renewable energy portfolio. The power
generated from this plant will most likely be sent to
states outside of Illinois, and it is not appropriate
to inflict the residents of central Illinois with the
attending risks and hazards of another nuclear
reactor.

I am opposed to the construction of a new nuclear
reactor at Clinton, Illinois. Illinois is making
progress toward sustainable and renewable energy
sources and a new nuclear reactor is in total conflict
with the direction of clean and non-hazardous energy
sources for the future of Illinois. It is not
appropriate to inflict the residents of central
Illinois with the attending risks and hazards of
another nuclear reactor. Renewable and sustainable
energy sources, energy efficiency, and energy
conservation should be the focus of America's energy
future, and not additional nuclear power. The hazards,
risks and costs to American taxpayers for nuclear
power are too great for consideration of a new nuclear
reactor at Clinton, Illinois.

Sincerely,
Joyce Blumenshine
Conservation Chair
Illinois Chapter Sierra Club
2419 E. Reservoir
Peoria, IL 61 614-8029

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Small Business - Try our new Resources site
http:l/smallbusiness.yahoo.com/resources/

Paae 2
.. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~- . .. -. ... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Cr. C<joblumen ©yahoo.com>
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From: "David Turnoy" <turnoyl @comcast.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS @ nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, May 26, 2005 12:49 AM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

David Turnoy
811 Wendy Court CA /
West Linn, OR 97068

May 26, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission <%
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch -A
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

L JC C

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-181 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

e -9 13 Q _-3
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

David Turnoy
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Craig Pohlod <craigspohlod@yahoo.com>
<ClintonEIS @ nrc.gov>
Thu, May 26, 2005 12:00 AM
Exelon Early Site Permit (draft EIS)

To whom It May Concern:
The following comments are a compilation of my

written and verbal statements offered at the Clinton
Public Meeting held on the 19th of April at Clinton
Junior High School and sponsored by the USNRC.

First, I'd like to say that 1, as well as many
others in the audience here tonight, do not consider
the USNRC to be the bad guys in this process. The
USNRC isn't perfect, but most people here tonight
recognize that the USNRC is professional, competent,
and its actions are in good faith.

I am pleased to speak in favor of approval of the
Draft EIS as part of the ESP for the Clinton Power
Station (CPS). I was involved with public information
efforts associated with permits and licensing of CPS
Unit #1.

I came to this area in 1974, out of the US Navy
to pursue a degree in Nuclear Engineering. Like many
of my contemporaries from the US Navy, I was appalled
by the low level of the public's knowledge about
nuclear power. Thirty years ago very few people spoke
in favor of building the CPS.

It is very gratifying to see so many people speak
in favor of taking this important first step in
energizing nuclear construction. It is particularly
encouraging to see so many students here to night. To
them, I say "Keep up the good work". The public is
hungry to learn about nuclear issues.

I know that the Commission is very knowledgeable
about these issues and those that the people who speak
against approval of the Draft EIS and the ESP raise.
But some of what I have heard and read here tonight
compels me to offer some corrections.

One of the anti-nuclear groups is handing out a
pamphlet that claims high level reactor waste will be
turned into consumer products for distribution for
home use. This is outrageous and unbelievable. It
sounds like the claims made during the hearings about
the siting of a low level waste desposal site,
claiming that Commonwealth Edison would fill it with
spent fuel as soon as the site was opened.

A grandmother condemned the fission process as
being manmade and therefore evil, especially since it
produces plutonium. This claim is refuted by the
evidence found at the Oklo natural reactor sites
discovered in the Republic of Gabon in Africa.

One woman appealed to the USNRC to abandon the
letter of the law and embrace her interpretation of
the spirit of the law. Her example of this was to
cite Christ healing on the Sabbath. She then claimed
he did this 3,000 years ago.
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The question of nuclear liability was so
distorted, I hardly recognized the Price Anderson Act
as it was presented.

It is also sad that I did not hear a new idea
about assuring a reliable source of electricity. The
people who spoke against approval of the draft EIS
seemed to have visions and agendas which places
decision making less accessible than it is already. It
also places it in their hands as they seem to think
that they know better than anyone else the direction
society should take.

Thirty years ago solar energy was the alternative
of choice. Wind power seems to have replaced it
without serious analysis.

I'll close by showing my favorite ANS tee shirt
which has "know nukes on the back.

Craig S. Pohlod
PO Box 252
Thomasboro III 61878

1-217-643-6605 home
1-217-278-7561 work

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Small Business -Try our new Resources site
http://smallbusiness.yahoo.com/resources/
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From: George Gore <geo.gore@yahoo.com>
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 11:59 PM
Subject: Comments on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1 81 5)

From: George Gore, 702 W Washington St, Urbana, IL 61801
To: Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch, US NRC
Subj: Comments on Draft EIS (report # NUREG-1 815)
Date: 25 May 2005

Please include these comments in the public record:
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INTRODUCTION

Dr. Sandra Steingraber recently spoke in Champaign/Urbana about the
Illiopolis PVC plant explosion last year. Turns out when the plant
exploded, power was lost, which shut off the water pumps, so fighting a
major fire became extremely difficult. In addition, the emergency
warning sirens also didn't work since there wasn't any backup power.
The winds shifted several times, blowing a toxic cloud of dioxin in
multiple directions. There were also rains that pulled the toxins down
to surrounding lands and homes. A nuclear accident or attack would be
similar, but the consequences would be even more devastating.

The recent National Academy of Science report on nuclear fuel pool
storage hazards found the storage pools at the Dresdan and Lasalle
plants (downwind of Chicago) are particularly vulnerable, meaning a
radioactive fire with blowing smoke are realistic risks:
http:/lwww.nap.edu/books/0309096472/html

New York has already been attacked, Los Angeles may be next, but
Chicago is the third largest city with vulnerable fuel rod storage
nearby. Both Chicago and nuclear facilities were discovered to be
terrorist targets. National attention is already highly focused on
nuclear issues with Iran and North Korea, as well as dirty bombs.

One major accident or attack anywhere in the world will derail nuclear
for another two decades, if not longer. More importantly, public
pressure to immediately shut down power plants would be very strong and
possibly undeniable, resulting in a huge economic impact from the
sudden loss of electricity. Diversification away from nuclear is
critical, especially in Illinois where 50 percent is nuclear.

If we end government subsidies, including reactor insurance the market
refuses to bear, and create a level playing field for investors, then
decentralized energy efficiency and renewable energy can readily
compete and save taxpayers a lot of money.

We need to face up to the reality that nuclear power plants are not
safe in an age of terrorism.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA)

Dividing the project into multiple parts (Early Site Permit,
Construction and Operating License, and Site Safety Analysis Report) to
limit the scope of each part and telling the public that comments on
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environmental impacts of safety or operation are not being considered
for this EIS is arbitrary and capricious.

NEPA requires a comprehensive assessment of the impact of the entire
project on the local environment and this Draft EIS was only intended
for a nuclear reactor (based on the application and NRC's lead), so the
comprehensive impacts of an operating nuclear reactor must be
considered.

The plant parameter envelope (section 1.1.1) is another example of
trying to limit the scope of the entire project to a vague set of
parameters for the reactor and claiming the environmental impacts of
higher water use to remove wasted heat energy can't be considered.
Yet, higher water use may require raising the height of the dam,
flooding a bigger area, which is definately a significant environmental
impact of the project.

Site preparation (section 1.1.2) refers to 10 CFR 50.1 0(e)(1), which
says activities permitted under an ESP include part (v): "the
construction of structures, systems and components which do not prevent

or mitigate the consequences of postulated accidents that could cause
undue risk to the health and safety of the public." The last part of
the sentance was left out of the draft EIS. This carefully worded NRC
code would allow construction of the entire reactor, so long as nothing
radioactive is installed.

This allows a huge initial investment into the plant, creating a
potentially very costly white elephant if the final construction and
operating license were not approved. Approving the ESP approves a new
nuclear reactor that will be under tremendous pressure to start
operating so it can repay investors for the portion not subsidized by
government.

The purpose and need for the proposed action (section 1.3) does not
address why we need more nuclear power.

In section 1.4, NRC falsely claims that NEPA does not require a
detailed statement about alternatives to the proposed action. The
application is to build a nuclear reactor on this site, so reasonably
foreseeable future actions and alternatives must be considered.
Furthermore, alternative sites in other states were not considered.

Section 2.2 defines the region as within 50 miles without any
justification, making it appear arbitrary and capricious, especially
since the major cities of Springfield and Peoria are not fully within
the boundry, resulting in those cities not being included in the draft
EIS for impact analysis.

Section 2.2.1 defines the vicinity as 6 miles without any
justification, making it appear arbitrary and capricious, especially
since several species are evaluated at 10 mile ranges (end of section
2.7.11 and others). If 10 miles is proper to evaluate endangered or
threatened species, it should also be used for every other evaluation,
especially those affecting humans. A 10 mile vicinity would certainly
include all of Clinton and perhaps Farmer City, whereas a 6 mile
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vicinity does not.

At the end of this section geological information references Exelon
2003a to claim there are no known significant mineral resources. This
should reference a Geological Survey report and define "significant" as
economically viable for extraction.

Section 2.2.3 ends with the Governor's "Opportunity Returns" goals that
specify 'investing in renewable energy and the environment." There's a
limited supply of uranium, which is expected to run out in a few
decades, so nuclear power is clearly not renewable.

Another Governor goal is "encouraging investment and opening markets."
Nuclear power in an age of terrorism is far too expensive to encourage
investment without huge taxpayer subsidies. Otherwise, no rational
investor would put money into nuclear power, just as the experts of
risk management, insurance companies, would not fully insure nuclear
power plants.

Anothe Governor goal is "investing in entreprenuership and innovation."
New products for energy efficiency would accomplish this goal at

significantly less cost and the Governor recently proposed at standard
of improving statewide efficiency 25 percent. Some energy experts
believe 50 percent savings are possible from energy efficiency alone,
eliminating the need for any nuclear reactors in Illinois and providing
us with a far more affordable, efficient, and sustainable economy.
These cost savings would allow us to meet the Governor's other two
goals of improving transportation and educationrjob training.

CC: Dave Kraft <neis~neis.org>
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Joseph Malherek" <jmalherek@citizen.org>
<ClintonEIS @ nrc.gov>
Wed, May 25, 2005 11:54 PM
Comments on EIS for Exelon ESP (NUREG-1815; 70 FR 12022)

Dear Mr. Lesar:

Attached you will find the comments of Public Citizen on the NRC's
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Early Site Permit
(ESP) at Exelon's ESP site at the Clinton Power Station near Clinton,
Illinois. These comments are presented in response to a notice
published in the March 10, 2005 issue of the Federal Register (Vol. 70,
No. 46, pg. 12022).
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Please enter these comments into the official record on this
proceeding.

Sincerely,

Joseph P. Malherek
Policy Analyst, Public Citizen's Critical Mass Energy Program

(3//V/a -

Joseph P. Malherek

Policy Analyst
Critical Mass Energy and Environment Program
PUBLIC CITIZEN
215 Pennsylvania Ave SE
Washington, DC 20003
Phone: 202-454-5109
Fax: 202-547-7392
E-mail: jmalherek~citizen.org
www.energyactivist.org

i555p &/

r Pge _e- Dq / D

"e- A )- �5 -r-- O�Z) -0 -3>

-2, , C-- T � � k --a)-



c-.temp\GW)00001 .TMP Page 1 D1
c:\temp\GWIOOOO1 .TMP Paae 1

Mail Envelope Properties (42954866.1E6:18: 49638)

Subject:
Creation Date:
From:

Created By:

Comments on EIS for Exelon ESP (NUREG-18 15; 70 FR 12022)
Wed, May 25, 2005 11:53 PM
"Joseph Malherek" <jmalherek@citizen.org>

jmalherek@citizen.org

Recipients
nrc.gov

owf4_po.OWFN_DO
ClintonEIS

Post Office
owf4_po.OWFN_DO

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
clintondeiscomments.pdf
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
Reply Requested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
803
115791
160590

Date & Time
Wednesday, May 25, 2005 11:53 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard



I ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page i12022 Page 1 X4
ClintonElS - Re: Federal Reaister: March 10. 2005. Pane 12022 Paae 1 �I

From: "Brian Lutenegger" <blutenegger@yahoo.com>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonElS@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 10:41 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Brian Lutenegger A
102 E. Gorham Street
Madison, WI 53703

I.

May 25, 2005

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch/
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Ls)
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation! efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are Incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Brian J. Lutenegger
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May 25, 2005 X 'i-,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission f' )
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch I%
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 AJI

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS.N I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Thomas Lyle Phillips
(423) 875-0130
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To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission <ClintonEIS nrc.gov>
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Catherine Miller 8
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission W I

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch p q
Nuclear Regulatory Commission *11
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Catherine Milirt
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From: 'James Clarke" <j.b.clarke_690@msn.com>
To: - "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Jun 10, 2005 7:44 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

James Clarke C_
18907 Point Lookout Road 3 I
Lexington Park, Md 20653 // l cr

June 10, 2005 2 z

Nuclear Regulatory Commission F-O
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch CZJ J .n

Nuclear Regulatory Commission co
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

5r5/ -i 113 673

And~ - 018w3



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 Page 21

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that *the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

James B Clarke
(301) 737-1261
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch ( /.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission vi
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that Nthe consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Gwenn Carver
(951)369-3240
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From: "Rosalie Hewitt" <rosalieg@citlink.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 8:05 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Rosalie Hewitt
13 Brown St., Apt. 12 A _3
Norwich, NY 13815

May 25, 2005 7r

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch /LF&
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors.- Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactors effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Rosalie Hewitt
607-334-3413
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Dear NRC Staff, I was unable to attend the public meeting discussing the EIS of the Exelon
early site permit in Clinton, IL on 4/19/05 and, so, wanted to submit my comments now. I have
grown up in Central Illinois, having lived in Decatur, Urbana, and Normal all of my life. My
wife, 2 children and I now live in Normal, IL ..... only 30 minutes from Clinton. After all that I
have heard and read over the years, I do not believe that nuclear power is safe. I am against the
building of a new reactor in Clinton for the following reasons: 1) With the terrorist risk in our
country, a new reactor becomes a new target. Too risky. 2) There is a risk of a potentially
serious accident, which would endanger most of Central Illinois, let alone areas east of
Illinois. 3) There is no safe means to store spent nuclear fuel. It is not acceptable to bury
radioactive nuclear waste on site or anywhere. Doing so creates an enormous health risk for
all living creatures (including people) that could contact the material for thousands of years.

If these arguments don't constitute reasons to deny the early site permit, I can't imagine what
would. Another reactor in Clinton would be unsafe, and therefore, you should make the right
decision to deny the permit. Sincerely, Marty Greenberg



c:\term$GWG00001.TMP
.. .. .. . . - . . _ A

e .

Mail Envelope Properties (429507 1F.4ED: 22: 46317)

Page 1 ~

Subject:
Creation Date:
From:

Created By:

Clinton EIS Comment
Wed, May 25,2005 7:15 PM
"Marty/LaNell G" <mlgreenb@hotmail.com>

mlgreenb@hotmail.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

owf4_po.OWFN_DO
ClintonEIS

Post Office
owf4_po.OWFN_DO

Route
nrc.gov

Files
TEXT.htm
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
Reply Requested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
2186
3157

Date & Time

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard



ClintonElS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 -.Page

From: "Faith Vis" dfvis~nep.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 7:12 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Faith Vis
RR 1 Box 65D
New Milford, PA 18834 U3 S

May 25, 2005 ,

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactors effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Faith Vis
570 434 9372
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From: <aroundabout@ route24.net>
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
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Subject: Comments on NUREG-1815

Comments on NUREG-1815

From: Elizabeth Burns, RR # 3 Box 221, Clinton, IL 61727
To: ClintonEIS~nrc.gov
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In response to Exelon's proposed Clinton II ESP.

There are many issues surrounding the appropriateness of placing a second
nuclear reactor on the Clinton, Illinois site. I will address each of these in
turn. In short, I do not agree with the NRC's evaluation and recommendation
that the ESP be approved and permitted. It appears that all too often the
overriding reason given for approval was that this is a "low risk" area. As a
resident within the 5 mile zone of the current plant, I do not consider myself
or my neighbors "not detectable or are so minor that they will neither
destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource" if
some major incident should occur at the plant site and we "disappear" due to
illness or death from a radiological event.

Site Access:

Exelon states in the ESP, "access to the site is limited primarily by
Illinois Route 54." If access in either direction were limited via Route 54,
then Emergency Responders would be unable to access the plant. Clinton I
relies heavily on the volunteer emergency responders in the outlying
communities. Even the closest community would have to take time to reach the
plant, clear security, and reach the scene. To have both an operating plant
and construction of a new plant being done concurrently would be of much more
than a small or medium risk. It simply places too much of a burden on local
law and emergency responders.

Roads:

Most of the bridges leading to and from the plant either on Route 54 or 10
are posted with weight limits. This is of major concern when considering the
nuclear waste that will have to transported out of DeWitt County at sometime
in the future (unless our neighborhood is going to become a designated
high-level nuclear waste dump). Both highway and railroad bridges are more
likely than not going to be unable to support the waste casks weights.
Upgrades may be a possibility, but then again, access to the plant for
emergency measures will be limited by lane closures and repairs making it a
more attractive target for either foreign or domestic terrorism.

And township roads are not up to the task of handling heavy traffic weights
or flows. The road which runs directly north of the entrance to the plant (for
instance) is barely a two-lane road, and has many twists and turns. It
definitely would not be a suitable alternate route for either construction
equipment or waste removal as some parties have stated.

This is a rural area, and the transportation system was built as such. This,
in turn, creates a funnel effect both into and out of the plant. It is not a
suitable situation for security in today's global climate. Exelon would be
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depending on federal troops to help "defend" the site, and this will cost
taxpayers dearly.

Lake:

Since Clinton Lake may be used for cooling, both the temperature effects and
the draw down amounts should be considered more seriously than has been done.
One needs only look back to 1988 to witness the effects drought can have on
the Lake. In the North Fork, Salt Creek dried up completely for nearly half a
mile, cutting off water supply near the transmission pole crossing. I do have
pictures to attest to this.

The dam is not allowing for the normal "flushing out" of silt from the creek
that used to occur, thus silt deposition occurs in the lake. Dredging may be
an answer, but it also carries with it some negative environmental
consequences.

The lake itself has been placed on the IEPA's list of impaired waters and
even received a violation due to temperature increases. Fish kills have
happened repeatedly, one of the most recent during a routine shutdown of the
current plant.

Following September 11, 2001, the lake was shut down to all visitors. "There
were 972,616 visitors
to the lake in 2000 (Exelon 2003a)". It seems that there would be a
significant economic problem should this have to done again. It would appear
that it might have to be done if construction is ongoing at an active plant. I
would hope that lake access would be tightly controlled to limit access by
water. For the months that the lake was shutdown through 2002, DeWitt County
and the surrounding communities claimed major economic impacts.

There are many other problems with this ESP, but because of the way the laws
are written to "support" nuclear energy, I am sure they will be glossed over,
ignored, or considered "Low Risk". Time and again the NRC has stated that we
can't consider the waste, we can't consider the type of reactor to be built,
we can't consider the actual need for this type of energy production. We
can't. But what it will boil down to, one way or another, is that we SHOULD.

This country has a sad history of waiting and reacting to situations instead
of being proactive on issues that will affect more people down the road, not
just those within the "dead zone". According to the current analysis of this
project, DeWitt County is an expendable county, as are the people within that
geographic region. That is what "Low Risk" means. Approval of this ESP is
simply a license for exploitation of human, economic, and natural resources.
Exelon may still make money, but we will be paying the bill.
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From: "Vic & Cindy" <V.Connor~insightbb.com> ra t Ads L Z-
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 5:07 PM
Subject: Questions about NUREG-1815

May 25, 2005
Dear Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

I've finished skimming thru the ESP site document, NUREG-1815, for the
Clinton Nuclear Power Plant #2. The following are my questions and
comments.

The first thing that bothers me about this 650 page document is that R
there is no index. Today, it is a trivial matter for anyone using word
processors like Microsoft Word and others to add an index to any
document. Why wouldn't they put in an index of major topics in such an
important document?

The following are my questions listed by ascending page number:

1-2 lines 9-21 State that Exelon does not have to specify what type of
reactor it will design and will use a composite of different
possibilities for its "Plant Parameter Envelope." Doesn't this mean it
must use the worst characteristics of the possible reactors it may build
to make any estimates?

2-4 Has a map of the Clinton area and it is clearly outdated, by at
least ten years. For example, Highway 51 no longer goes thru Clinton.
Why use such outdated information?

2-11 lines 31-38 state the prevailing wind at the Clinton Power Plant in
ALL months is from the South? But isn't it really from the West or
Southwest? Did they make a mistake?
Also, wind speeds are 8mph in summer and 11 mph in winter. Are these
averages?

2-53 lines 26-35 shows the assessed value for CPS (Clinton Power
Station) dropping dramatically from $558 million in 1996 to $165 million
in 2003. This means that the tax base for this power plant has dropped
to less than 30% of its value 7 years earlier and it shows no indication
of stopping there. Will the new plant also end up quickly reducing tax
revenue for DeWitt County?

4-38 lines 14-26 talk about thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs) that
measure gamma radiation as far as 5 kilometers (3 miles) from the power
plant and their measurements are from 13 to 21 mrems and yet a dosimeter
is much smaller than a person. This brings up two disturbing items.
First, on page 2-17 above, they state that a member of the public will
get a maximum of only 0.003 mrem per year and yet 5 kilometers away from
the power plant, they are measuring over 13 mrems per year. Second, they
are specifically talking about gamma radiation that the TLDs measure;
however, it is the alpha radiation that is more damaging to people and
animals. Why aren't they talking about alpha radiation? Gamma radiation
falls off at the rate of the inverse square law, alpha particles can be
breathed in or ingested and damage your body tremendously!
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5-19 lines 24-28 show that the average temperature of Lake Clinton has
gone up 14 degrees Fahrenheit since the CPS became operational. Won't a
second reactor heat up the lake to dangerous bacteria producing levels?

5-21 lines 1-5 show that because of this increase in temperature, the
dissolved oxygen (DO) in the lake has gone down from 10.2 mg/L to 7.8
mg/L. Further, they state that 5.0 mg/L of DO is necessary for a healthy
aquatic community. In other words, the oxygen content of the lake has
gone down 23% and if it goes down 27% more of its pre-CPS level, then
the aquatic life will be seriously impacted. Is this going to happen?

5-34 lines 23-24 state that up to 580 employees will be permanently
employed at the CPS. Is this really true? The CPS was fully operational
in 1987, but by 1996 the CPS was closed for two and a half years. Did
those permanent employees stay in the area for two and a half years
while it was non-operational?

5-35 lines 32-34 state that everyone, state of Illinois, DeWitt County
and the city of Clinton, would get taxes from the CPS for at least 60
years. First, how do they know this? Page 2-53 above shows how the
assessed value of CPS has gone down dramatically in less than 7 years.

5-44 lines 3-22 state that "lake temperatures from the plant intake to
the discharge appear to be about 5 degrees Fahrenheit warmer on
average," however, they stated in 5-19 that "the average temperature of
Lake Clinton has gone up 14 degrees." This means that the water by the
discharge must be more than 20 degrees above normal. In addition, they
state that increased temperatures can greatly increase the number of
thermophilic microorganisms, which can be "causative agents of
potentially serious human infections." Won't the second nuclear
reactor's heat cause for the growth of more of these microorganisms?

5-52 lines 24-27 talk about gamma and beta radiation. However, it is the
alpha radiation that is more worrisome and incredibly damaging to
biological organisms. Why don't they talk about alpha radiation?

6-3 shows that 118,000 metric-tons (2,200 pounds per metric-ton) of
coal, 323,000 mega-Watt-hours of electricity and 135,000,000 cubic feet
of natural gas are used to make the nuclear fuel. This is not a
greenhouse gas-free process.

6-4 shows that 240,000 metric-tons of tailings and 91,000 metric-tons of
solids are generated making the nuclear fuel. In terms of radiation
producing elements created, 18,000 Curies of Tritium and 400,000 Curies
of Krypton-85 are produced per year.
6-4 shows that 240,000 metric-tons of tailings and 91,000 metric-tons of
solids are generated making the nuclear fuel. In terms of radiation
producing elements created, 18,000 Curies of Tritium and 400,000 Curies
of Krypton-85 are produced per year. And yet this is listed in the
effluents. Isn't this a tremendous amount of radioactive material to be
vented into the surrounding atmosphere?

6-6 shows a figure that draws an object that represents the "proposed
Federal Waste Repository.! This is now known to be the Yucca Flats
Repository in Nevada that is also known to be non-functional. So the
spent nuclear fuel has no place to go. Where are you going to put it?



i ClintonEIS - Questions about NUREG-1815 Paae 3 d

Thanks for considering these comments.

Victor Connor
302 Melody Lane
Normal, IL 61761
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From: "Samuel Galewsky" <sgalewsky~malI.millikin.edu>
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 4:54 PM
Subject: Statement

Thank you for allowing me to comment on the Draft Environmental impact
statement for the proposed new reactor at the Clinton Power Station. I a,
am a concerned citizen who lives within 25 miles of the reactor. Before 8
the NRC approves this impact statement I demand the following additional ,..
information be obtained and evaluated. Q:

1) Public health records dramatically show a decrease in infant 0.

mortality rates in downwind counties when the reactor was non functional
from 1996-1999. The rates jumped back to their current higher levels ill
when the reactor was re-started. No such change in mortality levels
was observed in the upwind counties. I demand that before an impact CD

statement can be approved a complete epidemiological study of the
surrounding counties be carried out that establishes rates of leukemia,
autism, childhood cancers, infant mortality and compares these data with
all counties within a 50 mile radius. I further insist that an
independent scientific review board be established to analyze this
data..

2) In order to have adequate data to clearly asses the
environmental impact of the proposed and current nuclear power station I
insist that a real time radiation monitoring system showing effluent
releases, amounts, radiation levels and wind direction be implemented
for all perimeter detector systems. This data must be made available to
the public at all times via the internet. The NRC's current effluent
data collection methods and availability for public analysis is totally
inadequate.

3) It is impossible to develop an accurate impact assessment
without a reactor design specified. Just the issue of reactor cooling
alone makes the generic aspect of this statement worthless. I demand
that a reactor design type be specified before this environmental impact
statement be approved.

Samuel Galewsky, Ph.D.
2009 E. Taylor St.
Bloomington IL, 61701
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From: Dave Kraft <neis neis.org>
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 2:56 PM
Subject: NEIS comments ion Clinton EIS

May 25, 2005

TO: Nuclear Regulatory Commission
RE: Comments of NEIS on the Clinton ESP, Clinton ESP Site Docket No.
52-007-ESP o

The following are additional comments from Nuclear Energy Information
Service concerning the Draft EIS Statement for the Early Site Permit at a
Exelon's Clinton reactor site. We ask that these be entered into the
formal record.

Document General Comments:

The entire DEIS review is developed, analyzed and written in such a
manner as to divorce it from the real world. It may represent a
"necessary" slavish adherence to regulatory details. However, it is
totally insufficient to protect the public health and safety.

Frequently, the assumptions put forth by Exelon are simply those that
serve its narrow interests. Whether they are accurate or not is rarely
if ever challenged. The NRC staff seem to accept most of these
uncritically; if there were any criticisms, these are not well
documented or provide rationale. What we end up with is a largely
self-serving set of GIGO inputs from Exelon, to which NRC staff seem to
nod positively as if they were dash-board dollies. Significant matters
are often left out of the discussion, because they are "regulatorily"
outside the scope of these proceedings.

We would submit that, for example, while the crash of a 500+ton Airbus
A-380 Jumbo jet loaded with 300,000 litres of aviation fuel coming out
of the world's busiest airport only 27 minutes away into the poorly
protected spent fuel pool of the Clinton-1 reactor might have some
environmental significance worth analyzing. But is seems, regulations
preclude this possibility.

So, what we end up with here is a process that largely satisfies the
regulatory "necessities" of conducting these proceedings, without
sufficiently contributing to providing environmental protection. We do
hope that NRC abandons this practice in the future.

Section Specific Comments:

Section 8.00 - Alternatives:

General Comments: The scenarios and positions of Exelon, and those of
NRC staff analyzing the Impacts of Renewables are selectively narrow and
self-serving; and totally incomplete. They further fail to examine and
therefore take into account very realistic scenarios of aggressive
growth in the renewable energy sector in the next 15 years, the period
during which new reactors might be contemplated for the Clinton site.
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One such realistic factor is the intention of the State of Illinois to
institute a renewable energy portfolio standard as soon as 2006. This
change on the law would require utilities to achieve real, on the ground
targeted additions to capacity coming exclusively from the renewables
sector. Benchmarks and timelines are already publicly available for
analysis.

It should also be noted that in Illinois, the bulk of such capacity is
likely to come from expansion of wind energy. The State notes that
3,119 MW of installed wind capacity has been proposed for Illinois -
roughly three times the size of the single reactor proposed for the
Clinton site. Further, the entire capacity projected for the Midwest
amounts to 11,759 MW of proposed installed wind capacity alone - nearly
12 times the size of the proposed Clinton reactor. Addition of such
large amounts of State mandated renewables capacity totally eviscerates
the proposed need for the Clinton site reactor, either as a baseload
generator providing for in-state power, or as a merchant plant selling
to region about to experience a further glut of power.

The facts that both Exelon and NRC staff failed to take this into
account calls into serious question their assumptions and methodology
used for reaching their conclusions.

NEIS staff has examined their conclusions, and find them erroneous and
without adequate justification. We do not concur with their findings.

Sec. 8.2.1.3
It is stated that, "Exelon did not consider nuclear power plants license
renewal in its ER." NRC staff concurs with this position, stating that
license renewal does not add additional generating capacity.

This has already been proven wrong historically. The power up-rate
process HAS already resulted in added capacity from existing plants.
Using the staff and Exelon assumption that the plant at the Clinton site
would be a merchant plant, it must therefore take into account the
possibility of added capacity coming from other already existing
reactors within the region in which the merchant plant would compete.
To fail to take this into account demonstrates the lack of thoroughness
on the part of Exelon and NRC staff in developing and analyzing
scenarios based on demonstrated historic and potential industry
operation. This erodes confidence in their conclusions significantly.

NEIS staff has examined their conclusions, and find them erroneous and
without adequate justification. We do not concur with their findings.

Sec. 8.2.2 Alternatives Requiring New Generating Capacity (Introductory
paragraph)
The premises put forth by Exelon and endorsed by NRC staff in the
introductory statements of this section are flawed and unnecessarily
restrictive. They do not reflect adequately realistic possibilities in
the area of renewables. Further, what is "technically reasonable and
commercially viable" is totally in the hands of those with a clear
agenda to build more nuclear plants, making this and the following
statements and analysis a self-fulfilling prophecy, not an objective
analysis of the realistic possibilities.

Page 2I



I ClintonEIS - NEIS comments ion Clinton EIS IPage 3 I
ClintonElS - NEIS comments ion Clinton EIS Page 3 jI

NEIS staff has examined their premises, and find them erroneous and
without adequate justification. We do not concur with their initial
premise, and therefore do not accept the erroneous conclusions emanating
from them.

Sec. 8.2.3.1 Wind
The examination of the potential of wind capacity both in Illinois and
in the region in which a merchant plant would sell power is seriously
flawed and understated, so much so as to be a worthless conclusion.

Sec. 8.2.3.8 Fuel Cells
The examination of the potential for fuel cells is much too cursory and
quickly dismissed. Again it suffers from the same self-fulfilling
prophecy thinking that characterizes much of the renewables section.

Sec. 8.2.3.10 Combination of Alternatives
This section also suffers from significant lack of detail, and
willingness on the part of either Exelon or NRC staff to think outside
of the box. What may be "acceptableN to Exelon for analysis as
potential Npartnering" combinations of alternatives may not be
acceptable to the State of Illinois as part of the Renewables Portfolio
Standards, or to local people who may have other energy assets that are
being ignored.

Section 3.3 Transmission System

While the formal details of filing for interconnection to the grid are
noted, the section fails to examine in any realistic manner the
implications of and lessons learned from the Canadian and East Coast
blackout of 2004. This is especially egregious an omission, given that
a formal Task Force headed by the Lt. Govemor of Illinois examined
these transmission issues in detail. Failure to even acknowledge this
formal, well-publicized and readily available report indicates a lack of
thoroughness on the part of both Exelon and NRC staff indicating that
their examination of transmission issues were largely perfunctory, and
not based on real world conditions. If the population lived inside
regulatory manuals, we'd all be safe. Out here, it's a different story.

This perfunctory treatment fails to acknowledge the real world
interaction between grid reliability and reactor operation. No mention
is made that grid failure jeopardizes onsite power for reactors, a
matter of high safety and environmental significance. The Section fails
to provide meaningful or public examination into Exelon's record of
back-up diesel generator failure, significant during grid blackouts; nor
of NRC"s unwillingness to allow for PV solar panels to power offsite
sirens and EWS devices in the event of offsite grid failure, also of
high safety and environmental significance.

The opposite is equally true - reactor malfunctions like SCRAMS affect
grid reliability as well. No discussion of this is present in this section.

Exelon speaks of the need for 4 new transmission lines, resulting in
broadening - nearly doubling the size of -- the rights of way through
the surrounding land. While this may be within some abstract regulatory
guidelines and limits, it is of significant consequences to the
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immediate land use in the area. Further, once these alterations are
made, they are more or less permanent depending on terrain, whether the
reactor gets finished or not; or whether the reactor lives out is
expected useful life. The environmental degradation is not easily
reversed or mitigated.

CONCLUSION:

NEIS has chosen to focus on two narrow aspects of the DEIS process for
the proposed Clinton reactor. While the specific criticisms certainly
apply, they also demonstrate the "generic" flaw in the whole process
that calls its entire validity and reliability into question: while it
is necessary to be in regulatory compliance, merely being in compliance
should not be mistaken for being sufficient to protect the public. We
believe that the aggregate of the criticisms, if thoroughly, genuinely
and objectively examined would lead a reasonable person to conclude "no
need" for the proposed Clinton reactor. Terminating the process early
will save everyone - the public, NRC, even Exelon - significant amounts
of time and money, both better spent on a sustainable and renewable
energy future. We therefore urge NRC to reject the Exelon request for
an Early Site Permit at the Clinton site.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments from NEIS

Submitted, this day,

David A. Kraft
Director
NEIS

Dave Kraft, Director
Nuclear Energy Information Service
P.O. Box 1637
Evanston, IL 60204-1637
Evanston: (847)869-7650; -7658 fax
Hamburg: +49-40-430-7332
Neis~neis.org
www.neis.org
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Nuclear Energy Information Service
"Illinois' Nuclear Power Watchdogfor 24 years"

Box 1637, Evanston, IL 60204 office: 845 Chicago Avenue, #207, Evanston. IL 60202
(847)869-7650; -7658 fax www.neis.org neis~neis.org

May 25, 2005

TO: Nuclear Regulatory Commission
RE: Comments of NEIS on the Clinton ESP, Clinton ESP Site Docket No. 52-007-ESP

The following are additional comments from Nuclear Energy Information Service concerning the Draft
EIS Statement for the Early Site Permit at Exelon's Clinton reactor site. We ask that these be entered
into the formal record.

Document General Comments:

The entire DEIS review is developed, analyzed and written in such a manner as to divorce it from the
real world. It may represent a "necessary" slavish adherence to regulatory details. However, it is totally
insufficient to protect the public health and safety.

Frequently, the assumptions put forth by Exelon are simply those that serve its narrow interests.
Whether they are accurate or not is rarely if ever challenged. The NRC staff seem to accept most of these
uncritically; if there were any criticisms, these are not well documented or provide rationale. What we end
up with is a largely self-serving set of GIGO inputs from Exelon, to which NRC staff seem to nod positively
as if they were dash-board dollies. Significant matters are often left out of the discussion, because they
are "regulatorily" outside the scope of these proceedings.

We would submit that, for example, while the crash of a 500+ton Airbus A-380 Jumbo jet loaded with
300,000 litres of aviation fuel coming out of the world's busiest airport only 27 minutes away into the poorly
protected spent fuel pool of the Clinton-1 reactor might have some environmental significance worth
analyzing. But is seems, regulations preclude this possibility.

So, what we end up with here is a process that largely satisfies the regulatory "necessities" of
conducting these proceedings, without sufficiently contributing to providing environmental protection. We
do hope that NRC abandons this practice in the future.

Section Specific Comments:

Section 8.00 - Alternatives:

General Comments: The scenarios and positions of Exelon, and those of NRC staff analyzing the
Impacts of Renewables are selectively narrow and self-serving; and totally incomplete. They further fail to
examine and therefore take into account very realistic scenarios of aggressive growth in the renewable
energy sector in the next 15 years, the period during which new reactors might be contemplated for the
Clinton site.

One such realistic factor is the intention of the State of Illinois to institute a renewable energy portfolio
standard as soon as 2006. This change on the law would require utilities to achieve real, on the ground
targeted additions to capacity coming exclusively from the renewables sector. Benchmarks and timelines
are already publicly available for analysis.
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It should also be noted that in Illinois, the bulk of such capacity is likely to come from expansion of wind
energy. The State notes that 3,119 MW of installed wind capacity has been proposed for Illinois - roughly
three times the size of the single reactor proposed for the Clinton site. Further, the entire capacity
projected for the Midwest amounts to 11,759 MW of proposed installed wind capacity alone - nearly 12
times the size of the proposed Clinton reactor. Addition of such large amounts of State mandated
renewables capacity totally eviscerates the proposed need for the Clinton site reactor, either as a baseload
generator providing for in-state power, or as a merchant plant selling to region about to experience a
further glut of power.

The facts that both Exelon and NRC staff failed to take this into account calls into serious question their
assumptions and methodology used for reaching their conclusions.

NEIS staff has examined their conclusions, and find them erroneous and without adequate justification.
We do not concur with their findings.

Sec. 8.2.1.3
It is stated that, "Exelon did not consider nuclear power plants license renewal in its ER." NRC staff

concurs with this position, stating that license renewal does not add additional generating capacity.

This has already been proven wrong historically. The power up-rate process HAS already resulted in
added capacity from existing plants. Using the staff and Exelon assumption that the plant at the Clinton
site would be a merchant plant, it must therefore take into account the possibility of added capacity coming
from other already existing reactors within the region in which the merchant plant would compete. To fail
to take this into account demonstrates the lack of thoroughness on the part of Exelon and NRC staff in
developing and analyzing scenarios based on demonstrated historic and potential industry operation. This
erodes confidence in their conclusions significantly.

NEIS staff has examined their conclusions, and find them erroneous and without adequate justification.
We do not concur with their findings.

Sec. 8.2.2 Alternatives Requiring New Generating Capacity (Introductory paragraph)
The premises put forth by Exelon and endorsed by NRC staff in the introductory statements of this

section are flawed and unnecessarily restrictive. They do not reflect adequately realistic possibilities in the
area of renewables. Further, what is technically reasonable and commercially viable" is totally in the
hands of those with a clear agenda to build more nuclear plants, making this and the following statements
and analysis a self-fulfilling prophecy, not an objective analysis of the realistic possibilities.

NEIS staff has examined their premises, and find them erroneous and without adequate justification.
We do not concur with their initial premise, and therefore do not accept the erroneous conclusions
emanating from them.

Sec. 8.2.3.1 Wind
The examination of the potential of wind capacity both in Illinois and in the region in which a merchant

plant would sell power is seriously flawed and understated, so much so as to be a worthless conclusion.

Sec. 8.2.3.8 Fuel Cells
The examination of the potential for fuel cells is much too cursory and quickly dismissed. Again it

suffers from the same self-fulfilling prophecy thinking that characterizes much of the renewables section.

Sec. 8.2.3.10 Combination of Alternatives
This section also suffers from significant lack of detail, and willingness on the part of either Exelon or

NRC staff to think outside of the box. What may be macceptable" to Exelon for analysis as potential
"partnering" combinations of alternatives may not be acceptable to the State of Illinois as part of the
Renewables Portfolio Standards, or to local people who may have other energy assets that are being
ignored.
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Section 3.3 Transmission System

While the formal details of filing for interconnection to the grid are noted, the section fails to examine in
any realistic manner the implications of and lessons learned from the Canadian and East Coast blackout of
2004. This is especially egregious an omission, given that a formal Task Force headed by the Lt.
Governor of Illinois examined these transmission issues in detail. Failure to even acknowledge this formal,
well-publicized and readily available report indicates a lack of thoroughness on the part of both Exelon and
NRC staff indicating that their examination of transmission issues were largely perfunctory, and not based
on real world conditions. If the population lived inside regulatory manuals, we'd all be safe. Out here, it's a
different story.

This perfunctory treatment fails to acknowledge the real world interaction between grid reliability and
reactor operation. No mention is made that grid failure jeopardizes onsite power for reactors, a matter of
high safety and environmental significance. The Section fails to provide meaningful or public examination
into Exelon's record of back-up diesel generator failure, significant during grid blackouts; nor of NRC"s
unwillingness to allow for PV solar panels to power offsite sirens and EWS devices in the event of offsite
grid failure, also of high safety and environmental significance.

The opposite is equally true - reactor malfunctions like SCRAMS affect grid reliability as well. No
discussion of this is present in this section.

Exelon speaks of the need for 4 new transmission lines, resulting in broadening - nearly doubling the
size of -- the rights of way through the surrounding land. While this may be within some abstract
regulatory guidelines and limits, it is of significant consequences to the immediate land use in the area.
Further, once these alterations are made, they are more or less permanent depending on terrain, whether
the reactor gets finished or not; or whether the reactor lives out is expected useful life. The environmental
degradation is not easily reversed or mitigated.

CONCLUSION:

NEIS has chosen to focus on two narrow aspects of the DEIS process for the proposed Clinton reactor.
While the specific criticisms certainly apply, they also demonstrate the "genericw flaw in the whole process
that calls its entire validity and reliability into question. We believe that the aggregate of the criticisms, if
thoroughly, genuinely and objectively examined would lead a reasonable person to conclude "no need" for
the proposed Clinton reactor. Terminating the process early will save everyone - the public, NRC, even
Exelon - significant amounts of time and money, both better spent on a sustainable and renewable energy
future. We therefore urge NRC to reject the Exelon request for an Early Site Permit at the Clinton site.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments from NEIS

Submitted, this day,

David A. Kraft
Director
NEIS
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From: Tom Lutze <tlutze @titan.iwu.edu>
To: <ClintonElS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 1:53 PM
Subject: Concerns about EIS

To the Commission members who worked on the Clinton EIS,

I attended the meeting at the Junior High Schoool in Clinton on April tal
19. I had to leave the meeting before I was able to speak, but I would
like to take this moment to make one general observation and then focus on
one aspect of the meeting was VERY troublesome to me. 0

As to my general observation: Several people spoke up at the meeting
saying things like, "I grew up within a short distance of a nuclear power
plant and I'm ok; it proves that it's safe. Ilwould like to reply to :
them. As a 53 year-old, I grew up not having any seat belts or child
restraints in my car and I survived. Does that mean that I should support
not wearing seat belts? The fact of the matter is that while I DID survive
childhood without seat belts, I have not survived adulthood without
cancer. 18 months ago, I was diagnosed with a life-threatening pancreatic
cancer. Doctors don't know why I developed the tumor, but what I do know
is that no one in my family ever had this kind of cancer, and here in
Illinois we are all subjected to a vast array of carcinogens, including not
only agricultural chemicals but also radiation from nuclear power
plants. I want to know whether my cancer--and the growing numbers of
cancers in our area--have been in any way triggered by nuclear power plant
"venting" before we go ahead with more exposure. Taking such chances with
our health, especially when other options--like wind--appear viable, seems
unreasonable at best, and--if you've suffered through cancer, you know what
I mean--inhuman at worst.

This brings me to my main concern about the April 19 meeting: When the
issue of the wind alternative to a new nuclear generator was raised, the
initial comment from the one member of the NRC team who was the "expert" on
the subject (his name escapes me) was that the Draft EIS had not concluded
one way or another on the viability of wind as an alternative energy
source. It seemed that as the discussion proceeded and the wind
alternative was again raised, he became more agitated until he personally
concluded that "you'd have to cover the whole state of Illinois with
windmills!', implying that wind is in fact NOT a viable choice.

There seemed to me to be two very serious problems with his comments:

First, he was implying that the electric generating capacity of the one new
reactor at Clinton would equal the generating capacity of wind-farms
covering the whole state--and that seems grossly inaccurate, no?

Second, and most importantly, he seemed--on the spot, and personally, with
no scientific data--to be drawing a conclusion in defense of nuclear power
and against the wind alternative, a conclusion that he himself had admitted
earlier in the meeting the commission report (EIS) had not addressed one
way or the other.

I think his remarks are an egregious example of pro-nuclear bias trumping a
thorough study of alternatives--and an especially obvious bias at a time
when the largest wind-farm in the world is planned for construction just 25
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miles away from Clinton! One of the speakers at the meeting, Sandra
Lindberg, voiced her concern--mine, too--that the ESP process is a
sham. This committee member's action was a perfect example of what Sandra
was talking about. It was very troubling.

I would like to think that with the best interests of the environment--most
especially human health--in mind, the EIS would look much more closely at
alternatives to nuclear power that are renewable, have zero emissions, and
do not create radioactive waste that we and our kids and their kids will
have to contend with.

Sincerely,

Tom Lutze
Normal, IL
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From: "angela mccomb" <angela...mccomb~ccsn.nevada.edu>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission' <ClintonElS @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 1:09 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 1202

angela mccomb
1900 merze ave
henderson, nv 89015

0-
May 25, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission I
CahieftRule Reie and0iretivs0Banc

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... [Eit] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of Interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

angela mccomb
702 651 4520
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From: "Joyce Long" <joyslong~att.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 12:30 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Joyce Long
7 Marine Street (3/hO/'O 8 \
Huntgtington, NY 11743 \

May 25, 2005 ° }

Nuclear Regulatory Commission / I
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch 'l)t

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.
Amen!

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Joyce Long
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From: "Barbra Tompkins" <evanb8@earthlink.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEiS@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 12:02 PM 8
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 8 IV

Barbra Tompkins
192 A Kapuahi St.
Makawao, hi 96768 0

May 25, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation! efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Barbra Tompkins
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May 25, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... [it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of Interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Marie Overall
801-484-9893
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May 25, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission UC i
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch //
Nuclear Regulatory Commission -,

Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These Issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are Ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS.* I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Katherine Jenkins-Murphy
772-336-8041



I c:\tempAGW)00001.,TMP Page 1 is
c:\temp\GW}OO001 .TMP Page 1 d

Mail Envelope Properties (42948F74.717: 17: 30487)

Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Creation Date: Wed, May 25,2005 10:44 AM
From: "Katherine Jenkins-Murphy" <SnowLeopard44@webtv.net>

Created By: SnowLeopard44@webtv.net

Recipients
nrc.gov

owf4_po.OWFNDO
ClintonEIS

Post Office Route
owf4_po.0WFNDO nrc.gov

Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE 5286 Wednesday, May 25, 2005 10:44 AM
Mime.822 6360

Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
Reply Requested: No
Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No
Security: Standard



ClintonElS - Re: Federal Register March 10, 2005, Page 12022 Page 1

From: "Alan Carlson" <discernQvisi.com>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission' <ClintonEIS nrc.gov> '

Date: Wed, May 25,2005 7:39 AM .

Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Alan Carlson
2301 Long Avenue
Saint Paul, MN 55114

May25, 2005 2 / /2; L Ha

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that Nsince it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development ... [it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power. -o-
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that uthe consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS.0 I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Alan Carlson
651-646-2536
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission a,
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch H i / -0

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 CD

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Sue Wedzel
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission /
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concemed Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Don Cramer
(620) 398-2332



I c:\temp\GWOOOO1 .TMP _ Page 1

Mail Envelope Properties (42940573.AE6: 4: 19174)

Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Creation Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 12:56 AM
From: "Don Cramer" <dwcramer@st-tel.net>

Created By: dwcramer@st-tel.net

Recipients
nrc.gov

owf4_po.OWFNDO
ClintonEIS

Post Office Route
owf4_po.OWFNDO nrc.gov

Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE 5249 Wednesday, May 25, 2005 12:56 AM
Mime.822 6303

Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
Reply Requested: No
Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No
Security: Standard



Cqlinton~lIS - Re: Federal Register- March 10, 2005, Page 12022~
z ., . , . _

Pa-qe i 14
.. .. ... .. . . . . . < . = . . ... .. .. . ... .. . . . .. . .. .. .. .

Clinton�IS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, ?005, Page 12022 Pacie 1 II

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Thomas Connor" <TConnor~hvc.rr.com>
"Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <CIintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Wed, May 25, 2005 12:22 AM
Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Thomas Connor
17 Dubois Street
WalIkill, NY 12589

May 25, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

/ ig /d S/-

S-.

I I

"O
: .j1

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power. - , _- 9 in _D^
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of Interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that Nthe consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that Othe twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS.0 I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Thomas Connor
8458955471
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From: Professor Sandra Lindberg <slindber@iwu.edu>
To: <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, May 25, 2005 12:12 AM
Subject: Statement on Clinton Draft EIS

5/24/05 6/
Copied into this email, and attached as RTF documents, are my 2 C
statements regarding the NRC's draft EIS for the proposed Clinton
Reactor #2. Please include them in the public record on this site and GTS
submit them for NRC consideration.

Sincerely, It
9

Sandra Lindberg C)
Founding Member
No New Nukes

NRC Regulations and Licensing Process Hopelessly Flawed:
EIS Not Accurate Way to Judge Site Suitability for Second Reactor in
Clinton
Prepared by Sandra Lindberg
2009 E. Taylor St.
Bloomington, IL 61701
309-664-0403

Two years ago the NRC and Exelon first announced the possibility of a
second reactor in Clinton. I asked at a meeting like this one how many
protesters and how much critical information would be needed to stop
this project. I was told that it didn't matter if there was one
protester or 1,000, the reactor would be built as long as the NRC could
prove it was following federal regulations in the site approval and
licensing process.1

Two years have gone by. I've read and studied nuclear engineering
textbooks mostly intent on prolonging a beleaguered industry.2 I've
also found the scientists, physicians and epidemiologists not on the
nuclear industry payroll, whose research I find more convincing.3 The
experts in this room don't appeal to me much. Nor does this sham of a
process. And here's the 'core' of my complaint.

On the NRC's website4 they proclaim their statement of purpose: they
exist to safeguard the health and safety of U.S. citizens. In fact, the
NRC was created to end the abuse of its predecessor, the Atomic Energy
Commission, which became a cheerleader for the civilian reactor, rather
than its watchdog. The spirit with which the NRC was created was a good
one--it was supposed to put citizen interests first, though it's always
had trouble sticking to this assignment. In the 1970's, for example,
ex-commissioners of the NRC were testifying at congressional hearings
about the NRC's rush to license new plants regardless of safety
concerns being raised about them.5

Unfortunately, the NRC has a bad habit of forgetting why it was
created. It's become a letter-of-the-law commission. Current NRC

5:e~~~~ ~ ~ ~ C~ Y ,.Ze,+ nzpre c2)Sa-
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regulations are written to favor the nuclear industry, not U.S.
citizens. For example, the Early Site Permit process is not supposed to
examine radioactive waste issues or reactor design. The NRC also
refuses to analyze studies that challenge existing radiation standards,
instead trotting out its favorite pro-nuke studies without examining
new data in a substantive way.6 These regulations stymie the NRC's
ability to fulfill its mandate. Approving generic designs and what it
calls the "plant parameter envelope" does not protect the people in
this room, no matter what trappings the NRC uses to dress up its
opinions.

This new reactor in Clinton, by necessity will include the equivalent
of a waste dump. How can the NRC evaluate the site without researching
how Exelon plans to handle its waste?

This new reactor may or may not include a containment building for its
radioactive core. How can the NRC evaluate the site's suitability
without knowing what kind of a reactor Exelon intends?

A study of populations downwind of the Clinton reactor, as well as
similar studies of people living downwind of eight other reactors,
strongly suggest that current radiation emission standards are unsafe.7
How does the NRC protect us when it dismisses critical studies by
quibbling about sample size or by citing a flawed study by the National
Cancer Institute that concludes there is no danger for citizens who
live near nuclear reactors? How many infants are to die, and how many
people are to contract cancer before the NRC decides the incidence
numbers are high enough to warrant further study?

The NRC's slavish adherence to its carefully engineered regulations
flies in the face of its own mission statement.

A couple thousand years ago the notion of the importance of a law's
spirit emerged out of the Middle East. There, a very brave Jew dared to
break holy laws; he healed a man on the Sabbath. When he was
criticized, he replied that he was observing the spirit of the holy
laws. That idea has wound its way into western culture--for the good, I
believe. Martin Luther King, Jr8. and many U. S. Supreme Court
Justices9 have championed the spirit of the law, condemning those who
sought to wrap their unjust actions in the minutiae or 'letter' of the
law.

I demand that the NRC re-embrace the spirit of the laws that brought it
into existence. I insist they wait to give Exelon this Early Site
Permit until everyone in this country knows if there is a truly viable
way to handle radioactive waste. I insist they go beyond their own
regulations, which are minimum standards after all0, and deny an ESP
until Exelon reveals what kind of a reactor it intends to build on
Clinton Lake. I call for Exelon to pay for Clinton School District
shortfalls, caused by the devaluation of the first reactor, as a
demonstration of good faith to this community that Exelon is promising
to enrich with a second reactor. I cry out along with many other
scientists and activists that the time has come for the reactor staff
and NRC to release for independent scientific scrutiny the radiation
emission data they have been gathering for 30 years or more. And I
insist that the NRC and Exelon fund independent, extensive,

Page 2 I|
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epidemiological studies of Illinois populations that are in part
designed by those critical of current radiation emission standards.

If the NRC wants me to retract my characterization of this process as a
sham, then I want some proof that it is taking criticism of its process
seriously. The NRC must become a watchdog, not a lapdog of the nuclear
industry.

And if there are still people of conscience working at the NRC, I offer
this final quote for their consideration, "The hope of a secure and
livable world lies with disciplined nonconformists who are dedicated to
justice, peace and brotherhood." (Martin Luther King, Jr.)

Endnotes

1This comment was made by NRC moderator, Chip Cameron, at an NRC
meeting in Clinton in April, 2003.

2The lack of what might be called critical thinking evinced by W. R.
Hendee and F. M Edwards' Health Effects of Exposure to Low-Level
Ionizing Radiation (Bristol and Philadelphia: Institute of Physics
Publishing, 1996), and John R. Lamarsh and Anthony J. Baratta's
Introduction to Nuclear Engineering, Third Edition (Upper Saddle River
NJ: Prentice Hall, 2001) is staggering. All concerns about nuclear
energy's deleterious effects on health are dismissed as emotional rants
by those who are not rational enough to see how beneficial nuclear
energy could be. All issues surrounding waste storage are dismissed
with equal ease.

3Here I am referring to Alice Stewart, Ernest Stemglass, John Goffman,
Chris Busby, Jay Gould, Rosalie Bertell, and the many other scientists
whose studies and books raise countless questions about nuclear
energy's effects on humans, animals, plants and the larger ecosystems
in which they exist.

4The NRC banner on their home page reads, Protecting public health and
safety through regulation of nuclear power and the civilian use of
nuclear materials." (http://www.nrc.gov)

5"Most of the nuclear energy's real problem situations would tend to
support the proposition that, if anything, the NRC process of nuclear
surveillance has been too lax rather than too stringent ... the U.S.
has licensed and made large financial commitments to too many plants
too quickly.' (Former NRC Commissioner Peter A. Bradford testifying to
Congress in 1983). I would add here that ex-Commissioner Bradford's
comments are just as apropos today, when the so-called nuclear energy
consortia are creating ever-longer lists of proposed sites for new U.S.
reactors, even as the NRC plays the encouraging partner to their
efforts.

6For example, the NRC likes to cite the National Cancer Institute study
that supposedly found citizens living near nuclear reactors were
suffering no ill health effects. It has been pointed out by Sternglass
and others that the NCI study managed to bury nuclear reactor's
negative health effects on surrounding populations by examining
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populations living within a 50 mile radius of the plants, thereby
diluting the negative effects suffered by those citizens who live in
counties downwind or down-river from the reactors.

7Dr. Samuel Galewsky and Joe Mangano examined State of Illinois Health
Department (IPLAN) data on infant mortality from 1996 to 1998 for the
Clinton reactor downwind populations. They found statistically
significant decreases in infant mortality rates for counties downwind
(due east) of the Clinton plant for those years when the Clinton
reactor was shut down due to safety problems. The infant mortality
rates climbed upward once more when the Clinton plant went back
on-line. And this pattern is not a Clinton anomaly; Jay Gould describes
similar patterns in his book Deadly Deceit. Reactors whose troubled
safety records meant they were shut down for two years or more provide
the statistical opportunities for Gould to examine changes in health
trends for populations living downwind of the reactors. If the Clinton
numbers were the only ones showing this disturbing trend, they might be
considered a fluke. However, when multiple reactors are showing similar
trends, it is infuriating that the NRC does not see these patterns as
red flags that warrant further epidemiological study.

8 Don't they understand that when I say the law must be challenged, I'm
doing it always in the spirit of the law? I'm doing it always on the
assumption that we must have law. But we must challenge law to be what
law ought to be." (Martin Luther King, "Letter from Birmingham Jail").

9See Chief Justice Warren's opinion in Loving Et Ux. v. Virginia,
Supreme Court of the United States, 388 U.S. 1. Also note the Supreme
Court majority opinion in Lawrence v. Texas.

1 OPerhaps the NRC should read, "A Time for Courage. A Time to Act. Let
the Real Corporate Leaders Step Up", prepared by the Council of Public
Relations Firms
(http://www.prfirms.org/resources/research/courage.asp). Beginning by
reminding readers of the murky maneuvers of Enron, the CPRF goes on to
exhort corporations to observe the spirit of the law rather than the
letter of the laws and regulations that seek to govern their
activities--if they hope to restore "investor confidence and public
trust in American business and its leaders."

CC: <clinton @ lists.nonewnukes.org>
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NRC Regulations and Licensing Process Hopelessly Flawed:

EIS Not Accurate Way to Judge Site Suitability for Second Reactor in Clinton
Prepared by Sandra Lindberg

2009 E. Taylor St.
Bloomington, IL 61701

309-664-0403

Two years ago the NRC and Exelon first announced the possibility of a second reactor in

Clinton. I asked at a meeting like this one how many protesters and how much critical

information would be needed to stop this project. I was told that it didn't matter if there

was one protester or 1,000, the reactor would be built as long as the NRC could prove it

was following federal regulations in the site approval and licensing process.'

Two years have gone by. I've read and studied nuclear engineering textbooks mostly

intent on prolonging a beleaguered industry.2 I've also found the scientists, physicians and

epidemiologists not on the nuclear industry payroll, whose research I find more

convincing? The experts in this room don't appeal to me much. Nor does this sham of a

process. And here's the 'core' of my complaint.

On the NRC's website4 they proclaim their statement of purpose: they exist to safeguard

the health and safety of U.S. citizens. In fact, the NRC was created to end the abuse of its

predecessor, the Atomic Energy Commission, which became a cheerleader for the civilian

reactor, rather than its watchdog. The spirit with which the NRC was created was a good

one--it was supposed to put citizen interests first, though it's always had trouble sticking

to this assignment. In the 1970's, for example, ex-commissioners of the NRC were
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testifying at congressional hearings about the NRC's rush to license new plants regardless

of safety concerns being raised about them.5

Unfortunately, the NRC has a bad habit of forgetting why it was created. It's become a

letter-of-the-law commission. Current NRC regulations are written to favor the nuclear

industry, not U.S. citizens. For example, the Early Site Permit process is not supposed to

examine radioactive waste issues or reactor design. The NRC also refuses to analyze

studies that challenge existing radiation standards, instead trotting out its favorite pro-

nuke studies without examining new data in a substantive way.6 These regulations stymie

the NRC's ability to fulfill its mandate. Approving generic designs and what it calls the

"plant parameter envelope" does not protect the people in this room, no matter what

trappings the NRC uses to dress up its opinions.

This new reactor in Clinton, by necessity will include the equivalent of a waste dump.

How can the NRC evaluate the site without researching how Exelon plans to handle its

waste?

This new reactor may or may not include a containment building for its radioactive core.

How can the NRC evaluate the site's suitability without knowing what kind of a reactor

Exelon intends?

A study of populations downwind of the Clinton reactor, as well as similar studies of
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people living downwind of eight other reactors, strongly suggest that current radiation

emission standards are unsafe.' How does the NRC protect us when it dismisses critical

studies by quibbling about sample size or by citing a flawed study by the National Cancer

Institute that concludes there is no danger for citizens who live near nuclear reactors?

How many infants are to die, and how many people are to contract cancer before the NRC

decides the incidence numbers are high enough to warrant further study?

The NRC's slavish adherence to its carefully engineered regulations flies in the face of its

own mission statement.

A couple thousand years ago the notion of the importance of a law's spirit emerged out of

the Middle East. There, a very brave Jew dared to break holy laws; he healed a man on

the Sabbath. When he was criticized, he replied that he was observing the spirit of the

holy laws. That idea has wound its way into western culture--for the good, I believe.

Martin Luther King, Jr8. and many U. S. Supreme Court Justices9 have championed the

spirit of the law, condemning those who sought to wrap their unjust actions in the

minutiae or 'letter' of the law.

I demand that the NRC re-embrace the spirit of the laws that brought it into existence. I

insist they wait to give Exelon this Early Site Permit until everyone in this country knows

if there is a truly viable way to handle radioactive waste. I insist they go beyond their own

regulations, which are minimum standards after all"0, and deny an ESP until Exelon
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reveals what kind of a reactor it intends to build on Clinton Lake. I call for Exelon to pay

for Clinton School District shortfalls, caused by the devaluation of the first reactor, as a

demonstration of good faith to this community that Exelon is promising to enrich with a

second reactor. I cry out along with many other scientists and activists that the time has

come for the reactor staff and NRC to release for independent scientific scrutiny the

radiation emission data they have been gathering for 30 years or more. And I insist that

the NRC and Exelon fund independent, extensive, epidemiological studies of Illinois

populations that are in part designed by those critical of current radiation emission

standards.

If the NRC wants me to retract my characterization of this process as a sham, then I want

some proof that it is taking criticism of its process seriously. The NRC must become a

watchdog, not a lapdog of the nuclear industry.

And if there are still people of conscience working at the NRC, I offer this final quote for

their consideration, "The hope of a secure and livable world lies with disciplined

nonconformists who are dedicated to justice, peace and brotherhood." (Martin Luther

King, Jr.)
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Endnotes

'This comment was made by NRC moderator, Chip Cameron, at an NRC meeting in
Clinton in April, 2003.

2The lack of what might be called critical thinking evinced by W. R. Hendee and F. M
Edwards' Health Effects of Exposure to Low-Level Ionizing Radiation (Bristol and
Philadelphia: Institute of Physics Publishing, 1996), and John R. Lamarsh and Anthony J.
Baratta's Introduction to Nuclear Engineering, Third Edition (Upper Saddle River NJ:
Prentice Hall, 2001) is staggering. All concerns about nuclear energy's deleterious effects
on health are dismissed as emotional rants by those who are not rational enough to see
how beneficial nuclear energy could be. All issues surrounding waste storage are
dismissed with equal ease.

3Here I am referring to Alice Stewart, Ernest Sternglass, John Goffman, Chris Busby, Jay
Gould, Rosalie Bertell, and the many other scientists whose studies and books raise
countless questions about nuclear energy's effects on humans, animals, plants and the
larger ecosystems in which they exist.

4The NRC banner on their home page reads, "Protecting public health and safety through
regulation of nuclear power and the civilian use of nuclear materials."
(http://www.nrc.gov)

5"Most of the nuclear energy's real problem situations would tend to support the
proposition that, if anything, the NRC process of nuclear surveillance has been too lax
rather than too stringent ... the U.S. has licensed and made large financial commitments
to too many plants too quickly." (Former NRC Commissioner Peter A. Bradford
testifying to Congress in 1983). I would add here that ex-Commissioner Bradford's
comments are just as apropos today, when the so-called nuclear energy consortia are
creating ever-longer lists of proposed sites for new U.S. reactors, even as the NRC plays
the encouraging partner to their efforts.

6For example, the NRC likes to cite the National Cancer Institute study that supposedly
found citizens living near nuclear reactors were suffering no ill health effects. It has been
pointed out by Sternglass and others that the NCI study managed to bury nuclear reactor's
negative health effects on surrounding populations by examining populations living
within a 50 mile radius of the plants, thereby diluting the negative effects suffered by
those citizens who live in counties downwind or down-river from the reactors.

'Dr. Samuel Galewsky and Joe Mangano examined State of Illinois Health Department
(IPLAN) data on infant mortality from 1996 to 1998 for the Clinton reactor downwind
populations. They found statistically significant decreases in infant mortality rates for
counties downwind (due east) of the Clinton plant for those years when the Clinton
reactor was shut down due to safety problems. The infant mortality rates climbed upward
once more when the Clinton plant went back on-line. And this pattern is not a Clinton
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anomaly; Jay Gould describes similar patterns in his book Deadly Deceit. Reactors whose
troubled safety records meant they were shut down for two years or more provide the
statistical opportunities for Gould to examine changes in health trends for populations
living downwind of the reactors. If the Clinton numbers were the only ones showing this
disturbing trend, they might be considered a fluke. However, when multiple reactors are
showing similar trends, it is infuriating that the NRC does not see these patterns as red
flags that warrant further epidemiological study.

8 Don't they understand that when I say the law must be challenged, I'm doing it always in
the spirit of the law? I'm doing it always on the assumption that we must have law. But
we must challenge law to be what law ought to be." (Martin Luther King, "Letter from
Birmingham Jail").

9See Chief Justice Warren's opinion in Loving Et Ux. v. Virginia,
Supreme Court of the United States, 388 U.S. 1. Also note the Supreme Court majority
opinion in Lawrence v. Texas.

'0Perhaps the NRC should read, "A Time for Courage. A Time to Act. Let the Real
Corporate Leaders Step Up", prepared by the Council of Public Relations Firms
(http://www.prfirms.org/resources/research/courage.asp). Beginning by reminding readers
of the murky maneuvers of Enron, the CPRF goes on to exhort corporations to observe
the spirit of the law rather than the letter of the laws and regulations that seek to govern
their activities--if they hope to restore "investor confidence and public trust in American
business and its leaders."



ClintonwlIS - Building Permit Page 1 11
Clintor'.�IS - Buildinci Permit Paae 1 �I

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Jost <jost(shout.net>
<ClintonEIS © nrc.gov>
Wed, May 25, 2005 12:06 AM
Building Permit

To whom it may concern,

Due to safety concerns today and lack of effective long-term
storage for waste tomorrow I would like to see the existing power plant
at Clinton de-comissioned.
Instead of building another nuclear plant effort should be re-directed
to developing large scale solar and wind sources.

0%:1 ~

0t1
0

Sincerely,

Scott Jost
Urbana, IL
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From: "Patricia Aguirre" <patriaciaaguirre~webtv.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonElS@nrc.gov>
Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 11:03 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Patricia Aguirre
4835 Buchanan St. 4c
Los Angeles, CA 90042

I

May 24, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission wX
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch J/
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Ca
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

C- -- a ~o Fr, SA,:Wo D,
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Patricia Aguirre
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To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonElS©nrc.gov>
Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 10:03 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 8

Eric Bourgeois
888 Massachusetts avnue 614-A -
Cambridge, MA 02139 SdI/1 $

-o

May 24, 2005 7r /t ,2U A
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Eric Bourgeois
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch CD
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to*
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,.

William E Kowatch
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To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
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May 24, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission U1 I
Washington, DC 20555-0001 /C

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... [it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are Incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Faith Sadley
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Brent Barnes
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission =,
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch CD
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

G.Hande
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

We write to you because the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for Exelon's Early Site Permit (ESP) application is Incomplete (for a
variety of reasons).

First, it avoids consideration of important siting factors.

Specifically, the need for power in the central Illinois region was not
examined, nor did NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination
*of renewable energy technologies to meet any power needs.

These issues will supposedly be dealt with at a later permitting stage,
but they are more properly examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."

According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind.

If sufficiently distributed geographically, and combined with other forms
of renewable energy generating technologies and conservation/ efficiency
measures, there are economic alternatives to nuclear power that can meet
our energy needs without falling victim to the intermittency problem cited
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in the DEIS.

An analysis by the Union of Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has
the technical potential to generate up to eight times its current
electricity needs through renewable sources; NRC should examine UCS's
methodology and perhaps modify its conclusion that renewable energy
resources are incapable of providing reliable power.

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether.

Given that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration.

No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite storage of
high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets.

However, the Clinton plant, like all Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by
the private security firm Wackenhut.

Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest.

Without an unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of
preparation by guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should
be enough to preclude further reactor construction.

If the NRC will not remove Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take
this conflict of interest-and the security questions it raises-into
account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors.

The DEIS does note that the consumptive water loss to the atmosphere from
the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit could lower the water levels of
the lake significantly during times of drought.

This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing (lower
water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake."

However, it fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are
predicted to become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate
change.

This must be factored into the lake impact analysis.

It is also unacceptable that the new reactor's effect on lake temperature
remains undetermined; temperature has a direct impact on water levels,
enjoyment of the lake for recreational purposes, and its acceptability as
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habitat for various animal species. This should be rectified before
granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years.

The EPA noted in recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted
under the proposed ESP does not have any protective assurance that
unforeseen population growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or
Water resources will be accounted for.

Typically an action that has not occurred within three years of an EIS
requires at minimum a supplemental EIS."

We urge NRC to take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering our comments; we do look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Jim & Virginia Wagner



c:\temP.\GW)00001 .TMP Page l 1
c:\temp\GWIOOQO1 .TMP Paae 1 ii

Mail Envelope Properties (4293BB46.A8E: 20:14990)

Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Creation Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 7:39 PM
From: "Jim & Virginia Wagner" <JimWagner@safe-mail:net>

Created By: JimWagner@safe-mail.net

Recipients
nrc.gov
owf4-po.0WFNDO

ClintonEIS

Post Office Route
owf4_po.OWFNDO nrc.gov

Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE 5319 Tuesday, May 24, 2005 7:39 PM
Mime.822 6418

Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
Reply Requested: No
Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No
Security: Standard



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 120" - . � JPaqe 1
ClintonElS - Re: Fede�aI Register: March 1 0, 2005, Page 12022 Pane 1 d

From: 'Elena Day" <elenaday@ aol.com>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonElS~nrc.gov>
Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 7:30 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Elena Day
151 Buckingham Circle
Charlottesville, VA 22903 &h2 /2

r--3

a-
r-o

I I1

May 24, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
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Washington, DC 20555-0001
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that wthe twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Elena Day
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission ,.
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch / -.0
Nuclear Regulatory Commission /17
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

As a concerned American citizen I thank you for considering my comments on
NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit
at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that 'the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Mha Atma S. Khalsa
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power.'
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

g-/~ LL- 0) /

e-lr T72>:S--'9t -69 3

g Ho He C) B--k



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 -- Page 2

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Katy Nicholson
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it) biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation! efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are Incapable of providing
reliable power.

//3



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Reciister: March 10, 2005, Paae 12022 Pane 2 11
= -: t -n -i- - F .d- -isr M 1-. 20 0. 1 2 11

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site Is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake., However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Dr. Robin Lorentzen
208-454-3250
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that Nsince it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Mark E. Smith
619-702-7251
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Sarah Lanzman
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that mthe twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Donald and Connie Roux
217-355-6506



c:\temt - W)06001.TMP Page 1 1
c:\tem�GW)OOQO1 .TMP Page iii

Mail Envelope Properties (42937D2F.FF2: 8: 8178)

Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Creation Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 3:14 PM
From: "Donald and Connie Roux" <c.roux@insightbb.com>

Created By: c.roux@insightbb.com

Recipients
nrc.gov
owf4_po.OWFNDO

ClintonEIS

Post Office Route
owf4_po.0WFNDO nrc.gov

Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE 5275 Tuesday, May 24, 2005 3:14 PM
Mime.822 6343

Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
Reply Requested: No
Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No
Security: Standard



I Clintoni--S - Re: Federal Regis~ter: Mearch 10, 20.05, Page 12022 1-I.- - .�- ---- -7 - 9

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Linda Zoblotsky" <lzoblotsky~ yahoo.com>
"Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonElS ~nrc.gov>
Tue, May 24, 2005 2:49 PM
Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Linda Zoblotsky
5300 keller springs rd
dallas, tx 75248 s//Dl /~-

C- JN

0-

-0
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .1it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 1 8% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are Incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Linda Zoblotsky
972-726-7800
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

John M Lischalk
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:
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Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

5.j--5/ is
Zc - d )- &/ -f

CDL 7&'1 u)



CfintonlS - Re: Federal Register. Mach 10, 2005, Page 12022 _ Page 2

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake.' However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Beki Lischalk
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."1
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 1 8% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

15 -T-5/1 15

-rx--� 7 -- -9 �> /-,( - a / :3

6&: ~



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 ?Ige2

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Linda Ferris
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS.H I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Michael Laird
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Washington, DC 20555-0001 /

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since It ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Giveri
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Susan Emge Milliner
512-336-0613
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Giveri
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Barbara Henderson
561-582-5464
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that Nsince it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Sandra Blackburn
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission A d3
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that 'since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear, power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

William C. Brigman
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission 7 D /
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake.' However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that wthe twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Timothy L. Stebler
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Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Joe Salazar
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

jeanne Thatcher
530-342-9249



I c:\temnp\GW)O0001.TMP c:\temp\ .~OOO1 .TMP .. Page 1

Mail Envelope Properties (4296B43F.D2E: 3: 15662)

Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Creation Date: Fri. May 27, 2005 1:46 AM
From: "Jeanne thatcher " <chicocreek @sunset.net>

Created By: chicocreek@sunset.net

Recipients
nrc.gov

owf4_po.OWFN_DO
ClintonEIS

Post Office Route
owf4_po.OWFN_DO nrc.gov

Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE 5256 Friday, May 27, 2005 1:46 AM
Mime.822 6318

Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
Reply Requested: No
Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No
Security: Standard



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 Page 1

From: 'Walter Bailin" <wallyjballin@sbcglobal.net>
To: 'Nuclear Regulatory Commission' <ClintonEIS nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, May 27, 2005 2:02 AM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Walter Bailin
251 Rio Lindo Ave. #7
Chico, CA 95926 3 53f

May 27, 2005 ok of /2;z j

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission c 7
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that 'since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Walter Ballin
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 /-

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Clark Mleynek
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch t

Nuclear Regulatory Commission //
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development&#8230;[it]
biases the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Marguerite Joan Galimitakis
860-669-0879
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission s 0

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission *V
Washington, DC 20555-0001 /

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development&#8230;[it]
biases the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

21

!



i ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 Page 21
ClintonElS - Re: Fed�raI Register: March 10,2005, Page 12022 Page 2�j

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Lydia Garvey
580-323-2327
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From: "David and Jennifer Nolfi" <davidnolfi@hotmail.com>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS @nrc.gov>
Date: Mon, May 30, 2005 12:24 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

David and Jennifer Nolfi
6119 SW Corbett Avenue
Portland, OR 97239-3601

May 30, 2005 E3

Nuclear Regulatory Commission c
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission / )o
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that 'the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

David and Jennifer Nolfi
503-244-4182
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From: "James Scurrab" <vlggrn~charter.net>
To: "Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Jun 1, 2005 7:42 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

James Scurrah
P.O. Box 395
Hollis, nh 03049 o. /

June 1,2005 6 / I
%.n -

Nuclear Regulatory Commission OfJt
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

James Scurrah
603-465-3732
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From: Wally Taylor <Walter.Taylor@ Honeywell.com>
To: <infocollects nrc.gov>
Date: 5/26/05 3:10PM
Subject: Response from "Comment on NRC Documents"

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by

Wally Taylor (Walter.Taylor @Honeywell.com) on Thursday, May 26, 2005 at 15:10:11
-- -- - -- -- --- -- - -- -- - -- - -- -- - -- -- - -- -- - -- -- --_-

/ _

JYCd /--~

Document_Title: nureg 1815

Comments: Question. On page 6-4 line 25 it seems to state that this reactor will have an effluent of
400,000 curies per year of Kr-85.

I thought Kr-85 was a fission product and that it was captured in the fuel rod, not released as an effluent.
Am I reading this right??

Wally Taylor

organization: Concerned and knowledgeable individual

addressl: 105 Riss Drive

address2:

city: Normal
C-

state: IL
0-

zip: 61761

country: USA

phone: 309-888-9616 I'

--- -.--...........................--- -- -- --- -- --- -- --
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From: - - Joyce Blumenshine <joblumen@yahoo.com> 72f/2cA
To: <infocollects~nrc.gov>
Date:,/ 5126/05 1:06AM
Subject: Response from "Comment on NRC Documents" /D i

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by

Joyce Blumenshine joblumeneyahoo.com) on Thursday, May 26, 2005 at 01:05:58

DocumentTitle: Clinton Exelon Nuclear Reactor Early Site Permit

Comments: Comment in Oposition to the Clinton Exelon Nuclear Reactor
Early Site Permit

Heart of Illinois Sierra Club, representing its 900 members within central Illinois, is opposed to the Early
Site Permit
for the proposed second reactor at the Exelon Clinton site.
Concerns for groundwater safety, costs to the public both ratepayers and taxpayers, inadequate storage
for radioactive waste at the site, and the fact that wind energy and other sources of sustainable and safe
energy are being developed should take precidence for Illinois.
Joyce Blumenshine
Board Member
Heart of Illinois Sierra Club
P.O. Box 3419
Peoria, IL 61614

organization: Heart of Illinois Sierra Club

addressl: P.O. Box 3419

address2:

city: Peoria

state: IL

zip: 61614

country: US

phone: 309-688-0950
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From: Irichard linsenbert" <ral1124@hotmail.com>
To: "Clinton Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS©nrc.gov>
Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 10:32 AM
Subject: Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement foran Early Site
Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

8 Ha

richard linsenberg
1901 walnut st
phila, pa 19103

May 24,2005 2

Clinton Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Clinton Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Giveri
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

richard linsenberg
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Smoky Mountain <smountain©convio.com>
"Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS @ nrc.gov>
Thu. May 26, 2005 3:55 PM
Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Smoky Mountain
207 Reveille Rd
Austin, TX 78746

May 26, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated In the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of Interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Smoky Mountain
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Tammie Haugen" <bkranig~mn.rr.com>
"Nuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS ~nrc.gov>
Tue, May 24, 2005 12:17 PM
Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

Tammie Haugen
10007 Emerson
Bloomington, mn 55431

May 24, 2005

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

N
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l.A.
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Comments on NUREG-i181 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct Impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Tammie Haugen
952-881-1293
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues'will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development...[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Christine M. Roane
413-733-3045
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

iz ha( - /-3
c�-� C-71EK:



ClintonEIS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 120922 Pge 2

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of Interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Barbara Fike
734-426-4832
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

YOU KNOW VERY WELL that the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for Exelon's Early Site Permit (ESP) application Is incomplete for a
variety of reasons. First, it avoids consideration of important siting
factors. Specifically, the need for power in the central Illinois region
was not examined, nor did NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a
combination of renewable energy technologies to meet any power needs.
These issues will supposedly be dealt with at a later permitting stage,
but they are more properly examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less DANGEROUS energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to EIGHT TIMES its current electricity needs through RENEWABLE
sources; WE INSIST NRC examine UCS's methodology and modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power. . I> _ _ , in ^ *
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Other important factors, such as WASTE, are IGNORED ALTOGETHERI Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will NOT HAVE THE CAPACITY to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, WASTE CONCERNS must be taken into
consideration. NO analysis of whether the site is SUITABLE for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also FAILS to consider the SECURITY implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
PRIME TERRORIST TARGETS. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a TREMENDOUS CONFLICT of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the <a style='text-decoration: none; border-bottom: 3px
double;'
href="http://www.serverlogic3.comllm/rtl3.asp?si=24&k=water%/2Olevels"
onmouseover="window.status='water levels'; return true;"
onmouseout=mwindow.status="; return true;">water levels<la> of the lake
significantly during times of drought. This could impact both boating
(lower water levels) and fishing (lower water levels and elevated
temperatures) at the lake." However, it fails to note that drought
conditions in the Midwest are predicted to become more prevalent in coming
decades due to climate change. This must be factored into the lake impact
analysis. It is also unacceptable that the new reactor's effect on lake
temperature remains undetermined; temperature has a direct impact on water
levels, enjoyment of the lake for recreational purposes, and its
acceptability as habitat for various animal species. This should be
rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that mthe twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Cheryl Hines-Dronzkowski
586-247-6929



c:\tem0'.GWI00001 .TMP Page 1 1
c:\temD\GWIQOOO1 .TMP Pane 1 II

Mail Envelope Properties (429356C5.7B1 24:1969)

Subject:
Creation Date:
From:

Created By:

Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
Tue, May 24, 2005 12:30 PM
"Cheryl Hines-Dronzkowski" <cherylruth2@hotmail.com>

cherylruth2@hotmail.com

Recipients
nrc.gov
owf4_po.OWFNDO

ClintonEIS

Post Office
owf4_po.0WFNDO

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
Reply Requested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
5549
6627

Date & Time
Tuesday, May 24, 2005 12:30 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard



ClintonElS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022
. ]

-. ----- Page I

From: "H. Elaine Engel" <elaine~asisna.com>
To: ONuclear Regulatory Commission" <ClintonEIS~nrc.gov>
Date: Tue, May 24, 2005 12:46 PM
Subject: Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022

H. Elaine Engel
2229 N6th St. Apt. 100
Cheney, Wa 99004

May 24, 2005 7w At Fraz.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission '
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Nuclear Regulatory Commission //
Washington, DC 20555-0001 1

Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1815, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development.. .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.
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Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that Othe consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake., However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that Nthe twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

H. Elaine Engel
509 559 5311
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Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

Comments on NUREG-1 81 5, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit at the Exelon ESP Site

The draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Exelon's Early Site
Permit (ESP) application is incomplete for a variety of reasons. First,
it avoids consideration of important siting factors. Specifically, the
need for power in the central Illinois region was not examined, nor did
NRC do a proper analysis of the ability of a combination of renewable
energy technologies to meet any power needs. These issues will supposedly
be dealt with at a later permitting stage, but they are more properly
examined early in the siting process.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found NRC's
approach flawed, claiming that "since it ignores the justification for the
power plant addition in the early stage of project development... .[it] biases
the subsequent energy alternative analysis toward nuclear power."
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, Illinois already exports
approximately 18% of the electricity generated in the state; additional
generating capacity is unwarranted.

As for alternatives, it is unacceptable to allow Exelon to define the
project goals so narrowly that only nuclear power can achieve them; for
instance, requiring that any alternative be constructed in the immediate
vicinity of the proposed ESP site and provide baseload power unfairly
precludes consideration of less polluting and less dangerous energy
sources such as wind. If sufficiently distributed geographically, and
combined with other forms of renewable energy generating technologies and
conservation/ efficiency measures, there are economic alternatives to
nuclear power that can meet our energy needs without falling victim to the
intermittency problem cited in the DEIS. An analysis by the Union of
Concerned Scientists found that Illinois has the technical potential to
generate up to eight times its current electricity needs through renewable
sources; NRC should examine UCS's methodology and perhaps modify its
conclusion that renewable energy resources are incapable of providing
reliable power.

ST, YJ'73

: -- -2D :�,

-, 777,15 Cy--5 --,)



ClintonEJS - Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022- .. . Pace 2~ I
S . . ... . . x ....... , . , .. ... . .. .... ... . . . .. . . .. _ . ... .. .

ClintonEiS- Re: Federal Register: March 10, 2005, Page 12022 Paae2i

Other important factors, such as waste, are ignored altogether. Given
that the proposed Yucca Mountain repository is a long way from ever
opening, and that even if it does it will not have the capacity to accept
waste from a new reactor at Clinton, waste concerns must be taken into
consideration. No analysis of whether the site is suitable for indefinite
storage of high-level waste is included in the DEIS.

NRC also fails to consider the security implications of expanding the
Clinton nuclear site. It is well known that nuclear plants are considered
prime terrorist targets. However, the Clinton plant, like all
Exelon-owned plants, is guarded by the private security firm Wackenhut.
Wackenhut also has a contract to test security at all the country's
nuclear plants, posing a tremendous conflict of interest. Without an
unbiased system for testing security, the actual level of preparation by
guards is unknowable, and this gap in our knowledge should be enough to
preclude further reactor construction. If the NRC will not remove
Wackenhut from testing duty, it should take this conflict of interest-and
the security questions it raises-into account.

The DEIS is also incomplete in its analysis of the effects a new reactor
will have on Clinton Lake, the only source of cooling water for the
existing and proposed reactors. The DEIS does note that "the consumptive
water loss to the atmosphere from the cooling tower of a new nuclear unit
could lower the water levels of the lake significantly during times of
drought. This could impact both boating (lower water levels) and fishing
(lower water levels and elevated temperatures) at the lake." However, it
fails to note that drought conditions in the Midwest are predicted to
become more prevalent in coming decades due to climate change. This must
be factored into the lake impact analysis. It is also unacceptable that
the new reactor's effect on lake temperature remains undetermined;
temperature has a direct impact on water levels, enjoyment of the lake for
recreational purposes, and its acceptability as habitat for various animal
species. This should be rectified before granting the ESP.

Finally, NRC should reconsider the validity of its EIS in the context of
its decision to grant an ESP valid for twenty years. The EPA noted in
recent comments that "the twenty year horizon allotted under the proposed
ESP does not have any protective assurance that unforeseen population
growth and/or additional stressor on the Air or Water resources will be
accounted for. Typically an action that has not occurred within three
years of an EIS requires at minimum a supplemental EIS." I urge NRC to
take EPA's advice.

Thank you for considering these comments; I look forward to your
substantive response.

Sincerely,

Dean Foss
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7)1F /b57Mr. Michael T. Lesar
Chief Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services, Office of Administration
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T-6D59
Wahington, D.C. 20555-0001

-7Re:-Comments-on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for and Early Site
Permit (ESP) at Exelon's ESP Site at the Clinton Power Station (NUREG-1815)

Dear Mr. Lesar,

_- It is our view that building more nuclear reactors at the existing Clinton site poses far
more risks than benefits to Illinois residents. An early site permit for the reactors there
should be denied.

Illinois-based Exelon has applied for a site permit, which would allow the company to
"bank" the site for 20 years, during which time it can choose a reactor type and apply for a
combined construction and operating license.

A new reactor in Clinton is unnecessary unsafe and expensive. Nuclear power is not a
good deal for the residents of Clinton . Illinois. or America.

1) One pressing issue is how the additional nuclear capacity would affect the health and
vitality of Clinton Lake. The Clinton nuclear reactor relies on water from the lake to cool
it, but additional generation capacity would require more water and may overtax and

-deplete'the ldke, 6pecially-in dr6ught years when water levels are low. Such overuse may
force the plant to shut down, since the loss of coolant is a serious safety problem that
could lead to meltdown, and could make the lake less desirable as a source of recreation
due to high water temperatures. The precise impact is unclear, since neither Exelon nor
NRC has done a full analysis of how a new reactor would affect the lake temperature.

This environmental review which was done, is notable for what it doesn't address. It
seems that the early site permit process is designed to give the appearance that important
problems are being considered and resolved, when the difficult questions are simply
postponed or ignored altogether.

2) The NRC's environmental impact statement also fails to evaluate the security threat of
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indefinitely storing onsite the additional nuclear waste that would be generated by the
proposed new nuclear unit. Another nuclear reactor at Clinton could create 20 to 30
metric tons of high-level radioactive waste, annually. To date, there is no feasible
solution to safely and permanently dispose of this waste, which must cool onsite for five
years before it can be moved. Moreover, the environmental impact statement does not
adequately consider the possibility and consequences of severe accident scenarios resulting
from the transportation of spent nuclear fuel.

3) NRC regulations do require consideration of the need for the plant and a detailed
consideration of need is absent from the agency's impact statement.

4) Federal law does require a consideration of alternative energy sources, but the NRC's
v~ie id i smis-srenewable energy as iiianternative source of power saying that such - -

sources are not "environmentally preferable" to nuclear power, despite acknowledging that
Illinois has the untapped potential to produce as much electricity from wind as from nine
additional nuclear reactors.

5) These early site permits are costing taxpayers millions of dollars because the
government has subsidized the process to encourage big energy companies to invest in
nuclear power. We should be investing in renewable and energy-efficient technologies, not
2 0&l century technologies that suffer from the same fatal flaws now as they have for the
past 50 years."

Taxpayers foot half the bill for license applications, vet Exelon is not a very good
corporate citizen in return. Because it has taken advantage of new electricity deregulation
rules, its property tax payments have declined from 80 percent of DeWitt County's total
property tax revenue in 1996 to 53 percent in 2002. This resulted in an annual revenue
loss of $8.8 million to the county: local officials report that their economy has "reached
bottom." and Clinton School District 15 has been forced to cut its budget by $3 million
and spend reserves over the past several years.

-For all of the above r6esons,ainEarlfSite Permit for the Cliniton, Illinois reactor should
be emphatically denied.

Sincerely,

Connie and Donald Roux
Illinois Citizens


