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WASHINGTON
OFFICE:
329 CANNONHOUSE OFFICEBUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515
(202) 225-2815
FAX: (202) 225-0011

ERIC CANTOR
7T1 DISTRICT,VIRGINIA

CHIEF DEPUTY MAJORITY WHIP

Congrr!2 of

COMMITTEE:

WAYS AND
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MEANS

be UnIteb 6-tato.

OFFICE:
RICHMOND
5040 SADLERPLACE,SUITE 110
GLENALLEN,
VA 23060
(804) 747-4073
FAX:(804) 747-5308

SUBCOMMITTEES;
SELECT REVENUE MEASURES

M 20515-4607
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OVERSIGHT

OFFICE:
CULPEPER
763 MADISONROAD, SUIE 207
CULPEPER,
VA 22701
(540) 825-8960
FAX:(540) 825-8964

August 7, 2006
Mr. Mike Lesar
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration, Mailstop T-6D61
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

httpit/cantor.house.gov
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Dear Mr. Lesar:
On behalf of my constituents, Dominion Power and its 8,968 Virginia employee s, I am
writing in support of Dominion's early site permit (ESP) application for the North Anna
Power Station site, and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staffs preliminary
recommendation that the ESP should be issued [Federal Register, July 12, 2006,
Volume 71, Number 133, page 39372-39373].
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Nuclear enerigy is important to the Commonwealth of Virginia and my constituents in
Virginia's.7t Congressional District. Dominion's nuclear stations in Virginia provide 34
percent of the electricity used by customers and play a significant role in providing safe.-and reliable electricity that is important to Virginia's growing economy.
Dominion has safely operated the North Anna Power Station since 1978 and the Power:
Station is an efficient, low cost nuclear generation facility. Because more baseload
electricity will be required in the future, it is important that nuclear energy remains an
option to meet this growing demand.
Dominion has also demonstrated that it is an environmentally conscious neighbor by
agreeing to spend $200 million on a cooling tower system to cool a potential third reactor
at the'North Anna site Dominirh- made thiscbommitment to Satisfy corcerns expr~ssed
by state regulatory agencies and local citizens about the potential thermal impacts on
Lake Anna and the Waste Heat Treatment Facility from using the lake for once-through
cooling.
The NRC staff has performed a rigorous review of the potential environmental impacts
associated with operation of additional reactors at the North Anna site. I commend the
agency staff for its meticulous review of Dominion's ESP application and support its
conclusions contained in the supplemental draft environmental impact statement.

EFir& Cantor-i-...
Member.of Congress
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Comments of Brad Wike
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
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Local Union 50
Comments to the NRC
August 15, 2006
Louisa, Virginia
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My name is Brad Wike. I am a Business Representative for the i imationa-F
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local Union 50. Local 50 repr'esents
approximately 255 hourly and craft workers at The Dominion North Anna
Nuclear generating station here in Louisa, Virginia and thousands more
nuclear workers nation wide.
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The IBEW is a Labor organization that is dedicated to insuring that our
members enjoy secure, well paying jobs while protecting their safety and the
health of the environment.
We constantly stress the importance of excellence in training and industrial
knowledge as it relates to our competence in the workplace for our
employers, the health, welfare and safety of our members as well as our
stewardship of the environment.
We realize that the overall strength and well being of Virginia's economy is
vital to supporting secure employment, not only for our members but also
for all workers. The IBEW is a firm believer that a rising tide lifts all boats.
With these tenants in mind, we strongly support Dominion's efforts to bring
more Nuclear Generation to Virginia, and specifically, Louisa.
Nuclear generation is the cheapest and cleanest dependable source of
electricity in Virginia. As Virginia continues to grow, cheap and reliable
power will be needed. Affordable electricity helps drive the economy.
Construction and operation at North Anna will increase the tax base of the
County allowing it to improve education and other core public services.
Businesses seek locations with reliable energy sources and educated
workforces.
50g~sf7A
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More workers with good jobs also drive the economy. Proposed
construction at North Anna is said to provide 2000 jobs. There will be 750
permanent, secure, well paying jobs with an average salary of $67,000
annually. There will be the additional benefit of these new workers
spending their money with local businesses and providing a better life for
their families.
Dominion has been a good corporate neighbor and a good steward of the
environment. It's workers and our members are highly trained and motivated
professionals. They view their own health and safety and the health and
well being of our environment as priority one. Safety is more than a word to
them. It is a culture of focus, and persistence, and continuous improvement.
Safety is a process and the only acceptable product is excellence.
The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers believe that Corporate
America, the American Worker and our precious American Environment
can all co-exist and prosper. That is why we believe that expansion at North
Anna is good for Louisa, good for The Commonwealth, and good for the
Nation. It should be permitted to go forward if the need for additional
generation arises.

NORTH ANNA COMMENTS

August 15,2006
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To:
Mr. Jack Cushing
Environmental Project Manager for the North Anna ESP Application
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555
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Ms. Ellie Irons
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main St.
Richmond, Virginia 23219
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And

Mr. Eugene S. Grecheck
Vice President Nuclear Support Services
Dominion Resources, Inc.
5000 Dominion Blvd
Glen Allen VA. 23060
From:
The Lake Anna Civic Association, LACA
P.O.Box 217
Mineral, Virginia 23117
i-v.LakeAnnaVirginia.ora
Point of Contact:
William M. Murphey
449 Lakeway Rd.
Mineral VA 23117
540 894 0024
murphcv2ndnaiAOL.com
There are over 700 families which are members of The LACA.
The LACA Board of Directors has passed a resolution to present the following
remarks and requests to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality.
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Dominion Nuclear North Anna LLC (Dominion) has been a responsible, good
neighbor over the years. The Dominion staff has worked with the LACA on a
number of issues to our mutual benefit. Dominion has met with us a number of
times with regard to the Early Site Permit to build two additional nuclear reactors,
has provided briefings to us, and has answered a number of our inquiries.
Although, as in any group of hundreds of people, we have members with differing
opinions, we, as a whole, are strongly in favor of proceeding with the third and
fourth units. We have had no fundamental, unanswered concerns relating to the
nuclear portions of the units or the accident safety of the total plant.
We believe, however, that there are several correctable adverse effects. We request
that the adverse effects be corrected. In fact, the effects relate both to the current
and the proposed units. We also recognize that the authority and responsibility to
correct these effects are distributed between the NRC, VA DEQ, other Virginia
State Agencies, and Dominion Resources, but they are all effects of the power plants.
The effects we address are
Discharge water temperature
Lake Level
Application of Virginia Law
Evacuation
Noise
Amebic Contamination
TEMPERATURE. We request that the water temperature at the end of the
discharge canal be limited to 104 degrees F. Limit on heat transfer to the Main
Lake could remain at Dike 3. There needs to be an effective means of prompt
enforcement.
The above might be achieved through a requirement in the Dominion permit
under the Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES).
The temperature issue is a matter of public safety for people swimming in the,
first Lagoon. As is well documented in hot tub literature, swimming in water
temperatures above 104 degrees is life threatening. Thus the temperature should be
limited at 104 degrees.
LAKE LEVEL. The third unit will use some lake water through evaporative loss.
The current units use a considerable amount of water through evaporative loss. We
request that simple, obvious steps be taken to manage the available Lake water to
maximize the lake level during times of low rainfall.
RELEASE AT THE DAM. We request that the release over the dam be
changed to
Lake above 250 - release not limited

Lake below 250 - release limited to 5 cfs (cubic feet per second)
This change is to make a major improvement of the management and
conservation of the very limited flow of water into the Lake. It would keep the Lake
at higher levels during periods of low rainfall. This can be implemented through a
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provision in the VPDES Permit No. VA005245 currently under review. This
limitation will have minimal effect on down stream users due to other stream
inflows to the North Anna River below the Lake Anna dam.
USE OF LAKE WATER FOR PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY. We request
that Lake Anna not be considered as a source for future municipal water supply.
This is because the stream inflow is too small.
USE OF THE LAKE FOR SEWAGE EFFLUENT. We request that the
discharge of sewage effluent into Lake Anna be prohibited.
This is because the flow through Lake is so slow that any sewage effluent will
build up over years time. It is technically wrong to apply to Lake Anna the Virginia
discharge criteria which are based on a flowing stream. Any sewage effluent should
be discharged downstream from the Lake Anna Dam.
APPLICATION OF VIRGINIA LAW.
APPLICATION OF MONITORING AND REGULATION. The Agencies
of the State of Virginia apply a number of regulations to public water bodies. There
are regulations which relate to the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens living
around and recreationally using public water. We request that the State Agencies
be legally required to apply these health and safety regulations to the Cooling
Lagoons.
There are many State regulations which effect the people and which do not effect
the operation of the plant. We request that the people have the protection and
benefit of these health, safety, and welfare regulations. At the present time, because
the Cooling Lagoons are not public water, the laws may not be applied to protect the
health and safety of the people enjoying the Cooling Lagoons. If necessary,
variances could be granted for aspects of the regulations which might hinder
operation of the plant and which do not endanger the safety, health, or welfare of
the people utilizing the Cooling Lagoons.
DESIGNATE THE COOLING LAGOONS AS QUASI PUBLIC WATERS.
We request that the cooling lagoons be designated as "quasi public water". This
designation would recognize that North Anna Power Plant is unlike power plants in
Virginia that discharge heated waters into ocean's or major free flowing rivers. It is
unique in that Dominion Resources permits and encourages people to enjoy the
recreational use of the water before it is released into the "public waters" of Lake
Anna. Changing the designation would require that the State of Virginia treat the
Lake Anna Cooling Lagoons as public waters for the purpose of application of
Virginia regulations relating to the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens living
around and using the Cooling Lagoons.
NOMENCLATURE. We request that the Waste Heat Treatment Facility
(WHTF) should be referred to as the "Cooling Lagoons".
Names immediately generate mental images when people hear them. The
reference to the clean water in the Cooling Lagoons as "WASTE" in the leading
word of WHTF immediately gives a bad and misleading image of the clean water
and recreational use of the Cooling Lagoons. The WHTF was referenced in 1970
Virginia Electric Power Company (VEPCO) literature as the "Cooling Lagoons".
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We believe that the "Cooling Lagoons" nomenclature is more accurately descriptive
of their attractive nature and recreational use.
EVACUATION. We request that VDOT upgrade the roads at the Lake so that they
are adequate for the evacuation. of the current and expected population. We request
that VDOT, Dominion and the Public develop a traffic management plan relevant
to evacuation.
The population around the lake has changed in 30 years and the roads and traffic
management should reflect this change with regard to evacuation.
NOISE. Noise from the plant should meet the Louisa County Noise Ordinance as
measured at adjacent non-Dominion properties. It is recognized that this will be a
"white" noise.
PAM. Primary Amebic Meningoencephalitis (PAM) is a rare and usually deadly
disease caused by infection with the ameba (a single-celled organism that constantly
changes shape) Naegleriafowleri. PAM should be tested for and monitored in Lake
Anna Main Reservoir and the Cooling Lagoons.
There have been several hundred cases worldwide in the last 30 years, no cases
in the 35 year history of Lake Anna, but one case in the State of Virginia. This is a
public safety issue.
REQUEST.
The LACA asks that the above requests and recommendations be
implemented.
Thank you,

William M. Murphey

For the Lake Anna Civic Association
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County of Louisa
Post Office Box 160
Louisa, VA 23093
540-967-0401 FAX 540-967-3411
www.louisacounty.com
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The Louisa County Board of Supervisors considered a list of concerns raised by some
residents of the Lake Anna area. As directed, I made Dominion Virginia Power aware of these:
concerns in a letter dated June 15, 2006. A copy of this letter is enclosed. On July 7, 2006, I met
with officials of Dominion Virginia Power and reviewed the concerns raised. Enclosed with my
letter is Dominion Virginia Power's response to those concerns. The Board of Supervisors voted
to pass these concerns and Dominion Virginia Power's responses.
The motion to pass these concerns and responses to these concerns also directed me to
state that the Louisa County Board of Supervisors is in support of the Early Site Permit being
sought by Dominion Virginia Power.

C: Lee Lintecum
County Administrator
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LOUISA
540-967-0401

A~
GOOCHLAND
804-556-3732

RICHMOND
804-648-4115

CHARLOTTESVILLE
434-979-0479

GORDONSVILLE
.540-832-3112

PALMYRA
434-589-3090
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FITZGERALD A. BARNES, Chairman
Patrick Henry District

RICHARD A. HAVASY
Green Springs District

WILLIE L GENTRY, Vice Chairman

ERIC F. PURCELL

Cuckoo District

Louisa District I

WILLIE L. HARPER

JACK T. WRIGHT
Mountain Road Dlstrict

Mineral District

I

County of Louisa

ALLEN B. JENNINGS
Jackson District

C. LEE UNTECUM

County Administrator

Post Office Box 160
Louisa, VA 23093
540-967-0401 FAX 540-967-3411
wwwiotxisacounty.coin
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June 15, 2006
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Alexander Smith, Manager
External Affairs
7500 West Brdad Street

F75'

Richmond, VA 23294
C/'>

Dear Al:
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At its meeting on June 5, 206.th..Boahd was teqluested, to&submit items of concerns to
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality regarding the proposed addition of the
two new reactors at the North Amna Power Station, The Board declined to do so but
requested that I share these concerns with Dominion-Virginia Power. The c6ncerms the
County-received.arp.li§tedbel~ow (please adlte.the concems.have-beeoVtypedyerbatim as
.
:
..
•. "
" .
th:ey Wre re c i d)-• ."..
Issue #One: Too many workers & residents, with a small 2-lane road (Route 652
Kentucky Springs Road)
-Dominion plans to bring in 5,000 construction workers for a five (5) year period for the
new plant.
-They currently bring "inabout 1,000 o.isitruction workers twice a year for planned
maintenance on the existing two reactors and currently employ about 800 permanent
workers. They wili add about an additional 720 permarnent workers when the new third
reactor is

activated.

-Cut-A-Long Development is about .1,00.0 home's development is a few miles away on..
Route 652
-The Waters Development is about 400 homes development is a few miles away on
Route 652
-Othe .developmients also use Route 652 (Biandywood, Tall Pines, Tara Woods, Aspen
Wrrs Bear Castle Oak Landing PineHarbor., P,.iePo1in -Ovedon.Fork,
1i'.B•,I+.
. .. •..,....v-•... .
..
. ,. .-.
..
. ..
,":- . ... '.
..

LOUISA.
540-967-0401
4.,rl•fl
I'¢•"LHJ

GOOCHI..A1D
804-556-3732

•RICHMOND
804-648.,411

"
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CHARLOTTEVILLE
434-979-0479

•.

GORDONSVILLE
540-832-3112
7C.77
7tCCQ)b:

PAWAYWA
434-589-3090
OqAV7/OTi10¢

Seclusion Shores, Lakewood Landing, Oakleigh 1 &2, Cuckoo's Nest, Plum Tree, Long
Acres, Edgewood Bay, Noah's Landing, etc)
-New truck facility for stonelconcrete on Route 700 (adjoining route) will also use Route
652.
-Discussion: Pro-offers should be made by Dominion and/or Federal Government to
widen Route 652. Prior to beginning of construction or we will experience a traffic
nightmare. Emergency evacuation would be impossible on this small 2-lane road if there
was a nuclear disaster or terrorist attack.
Issue No. 2 Major influx of new person to county will result in need for new schools
-See issue number one for new worker numbers. A major portion of new construction or
permanent workers, plus all the new residents in the adjoining'new subdivisions will
reside in Louisa County.
-Discussion: This major influx of new Louisa residents will have a major impact on
schools requirements. Since the nuclear plan may be a national priority, then possibly
school construction grants can be provided by the Federal government to assist with new
school construction.
Issue No. 3 Dominion is planning on constructing cooling towers that will be
between 150 and 180 feet (15-18 stories) in height. These cooling towers will have
hug fa1s that are planned to emit noise levels at about 65 decibels 24 hours a day, 7
days a week. These cooling towers will emit plumes of steam fog formation, which
can create fog/icing conditions in the vicinity an average of 70. hours per year (or ff.
three hours per day this equates to 23 extra days of year of fog and/or icing
condition on the adjoining roadways)
-Discussion: Current trees in area are approximately 50 to 75 feet in height, with a few
going up to about 100 feet. Noise travels long distances if not distorted by various
barriers (trees, buildings, ete). Louisa Noise Ordinance says no more than 55DP (at night
in residential neighborhoods, IAis desirable to have cooling towers no higherthen 80feet
(equivalentof an 8 story building)to mitigate the noise and alsoprovide an esthetically
pleasingprofileof the adjoiningsiyhine. A 180-foot (about an 18 story building) would
be an eyesore. What type of mitigation can be done to avoid any traffic problems on
adjoining roadways?
Issue No 4. Using the North Anna River/Lake Anna for any future water needs of
Louisa County
Discussion: Louisa County is now the 7 3rd fastest growing county in the U.S. If there is
ever any though of using the North Anna River or Lake Anna water for future Louisa
County water needs, now is the time to put the request into VDEQ and identify the need,
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As we discussed in our telephone conversation please contact me so we can discuss
concerns after you have had a chance to review them.
Sincerely yours,

C. Lee Lintecum
County Administrator
CLL/bjhm
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Issue 1. There would be too many workers and residents impacting Route 652
[Kentucky Springs Road], a two-lane country road.
The construction of a potential third nuclear unit at the North Anna Power Station site
would be an economic boon to the county and provide millions of dollars in additional tax
revenue to the county. This revenue could be used by Louisa County to make
improvements to the local infrastructure and community services.
If a decision is made by Dominion to move forward with a third nuclear unit, decisions on
what, if any, improvements are necessary for local roads would be a decision for state
and county governments to make. Dominion would work cooperatively with the state and
county governments to facilitate planning decisions to minimize transportation impacts to
avoid congestion. Dominion would develop a construction management traffic plan prior
to the start of construction. This plan would include methods for enhancing the use of
multi-person vans by the construction workforce. Typically, such a plan involves
providing offsite parking areas from which workers can be bused to the site and ways to
encourage the use of vanpools and carpools
With regard to the construction work force referenced in the Early Site Permit
application, these are estimates for a two-reactor project. Multiple shifts and single unit
construction over a several year period of time will limit peak construction traffic.
Refined construction estimates approach a maximum shift load at the peak of the
construction period at closer to 2,000 workers, not 5,000.
Issue 2. There would be a major influx of new people to the county resulting in
need for new schools.
Dominion believes that because of the nature of construction, with a variety of employee
skill sets required at various stages of work, many of the employees required to build a
third nuclear unit would leave the site once they have fulfilled their function. Indeed,
given the number of new nuclear units that are now being proposed, it is very likely that
skilled construction workers will rotate through projects. This will result in a transient
work force that may not put permanent down roots in Louisa County, or other
surrounding communities. After construction, North Anna could see a permanent
workforce of up to 750 additional employees to operate the unit.
Louisa County has a strong public school system, and decisions about expanding or
adding new schools to meet the needs of its citizens will have to be made by county
government. A new nuclear unit at North Anna would add substantially to the county tax
base, providing additional revenue for the local school system. The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission evaluated socio-economic impacts in its November 2004 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and declared that if local counties continue their
current trends, accommodations for education and other services would be met.

Issue 3. Dominion is planning on constructing cooling towers that will be between
150 and 180 feet (15-18 stories) in height. These cooling towers will have huge
fans that are planned to emit noise levels at 65 decibels - 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week. These cooling towers will emit plumes of water vapor, which can create
fogging/icing conditions in the vicinity an average of 70 hours per year (or if three
hours per day this equates to 23 extra days per year of fog and/or icing condition
on the adjoining roadways).
Dominion agreed in October 2005 to change its approach to cooling a potential third
nuclear unit from one-through cooling using Lake Anna to a cooling tower system that
does not rely on Lake Anna. This was done to be responsive to concerns expressed by
the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality and local residents about thermal
impact on Lake Anna and the Waste Heat Treatment Facility. The company has
committed to spending some $200 million to build the cooling tower system, which would
have a low profile and a low noise level. Noise emission of towers would be less than 65
dB[A] at the site boundary, which meets regulatory and public health guidance.
Dominion's early site permit application evaluated bounding characteristics of different
types of cooling towers that could be used, including hybrid cooling towers that would
minimize land use, and lower profile cooling towers that would use more land but be less
visible. The actual design has not yet been selected.
A benefit of the hybrid tower is the ability to reduce or eliminate any plume emission from
the tower. The hybrid concept incorporates wet and dry cooling sections with the dry
section above the wet section. The warm dry air from the dry coolers is mixed with the
moist wet air from the wet section before leaving the tower, resulting in very little if any
plume. This tower would not be much taller than the other buildings associated with the
new unit, and they would be in proportion to the existing plant buildings, depending on
the topography.
The statements regarding plume formation were for non plume-abated towers. As
discussed above, the single hybrid cooling tower would have plume abatement features
that would almost eliminate the visible plume exiting the tower. The lower profile towers
would incorporate water saving features that would tend to reduce, but not eliminate, the
plume.
Fogging/icing and road conditions were evaluated for the early site permit. It was
concluded that no cooling tower induced icing is predicted to occur at any distance from
the cooling tower. Most fogging would be confined to the site, typically about 300 meters
from the towers.
Issue 4. What impact would adding another nuclear unit have on the future water
needs of Louisa County from the North Anna River and Lake Anna?
Dominion and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission each independently examined the
surrounding county five-year plans and projections as they relate to population growth
and utility needs for local residents and businesses, tourism and a temporary workforce
to build the nuclear unit. NRC also evaluated future population growth impacts.
Conclusions were that if current trends continue, the overall needs could be

accommodated by regional county planning. This included drinking water supply, of
which Lake Anna is not a source.
For recreational and property value perspective, Lake Anna levels and downstream
flows will be maintained through continued effective lake management and water
discharge permit requirements under Virginia law. Dominion's changed approach from
using Lake Anna for cooling to adding a cooling tower system will result in virtually
unnoticeable impacts on water levels, flows and temperatures in Lake Anna and the
Waste Heat Treatment Facility. Recent Lake Anna Civic Association reporting showed
very good water quality in the Waste Heat Treatment Facility.

IMPORTANT POINTS ABOUT DOMINION'S EFFORT TO MAINTAIN THE
NUCLEAR OPTION AT NORTH ANNA POWER STATION
Nuclear Importance to Louisa County and Virginia
The North Anna Power Station generates 17 percent of the electricity used by
Virginia customers. Together with Surry Power Station, Dominion's two nuclear stations
provide about 34 percent of the electricity consumed in Virginia.
Louisa County, as host to the North Anna Power Station, plays a major role in the
state's overall economy. As the lowest-cost source of baseload electricity on our system,
nuclear is important to the economic well-being of Virginians and to the economy of the
Commonwealth.
Affordable electricity attracts new industry and fosters growth in the existing
business sector, raising the economic standard of Virginians and boosting the state's
competitive edge nationally.
Nuclear generation helps protect Virginia's environment. Nuclear energy does not
produce any of the air emissions associated with fossil-fueled units, such as nitrogen
oxide or sulfur dioxide.
Dominion expects electricity demand will grow significantly in Virginia in the next
20 years. That is why we are demonstrating the new U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) licensing process for new plants.
Financial Impact on Local Community
North Anna Power Station is important to the economy of Louisa County. In 2005,
Dominion paid $10.94 million in taxes to Louisa County. Dominion has paid more than
$200 million in taxes to Louisa County since North Anna was sited.
Potential operation of North Anna Unit 3 would be an economic boon for Louisa
County, both in terms of tax revenue and jobs. Currently the existing North Anna units
provide Louisa County with more than $10 million annually in tax revenue. North Anna
Unit 3, if built, could provide millions more dollars a year in tax revenue.
Dominion estimates that approximately 2,000 construction workers would be
needed to build North Anna Unit 3 over a 5-year period. The 5,000 construction workers
referenced in our Early Site Permit Application is a bounding limit for construction of two
nuclear units. Work shift schedules would reduce the number of construction employees
to about 2,000 at the site at any one time. After construction, we could expect that a
permanent work force of 750 employees would be required to operate the unit.
North Anna currently provides employment for more than 900 employees. Roughly
one-third of these employees live in Louisa County, while the rest live in Richmond,
Fredericksburg/Spotsylvania County, Charlottesville and other surrounding communities.

The average salary of a Dominion nuclear worker is about $67,000. The total payroll
for North Anna Power Station exceeds $62.2 million.
Dominion's nuclear workforce in Virginia totals more than 2,155 employees. Our
total payroll for these employees is nearly $144 million.
Louisa County should support North Anna Power Station and the potential
construction of a third nuclear unit. There is overwhelming public support for nuclear
energy in the Louisa and Spotsylvania counties.
Excellent Nuclear Operations and Good Neighbor
Dominion is a safe and efficient nuclear operator. North Anna Power Station has
been recognized by the NRC, the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations, and the World
Association of Nuclear Operators as a top performing nuclear station.
Dominion is a good steward of Lake Anna and has a strong commitment to the
environment. Environmental monitoring at Lake Anna began before power station
operations started in 1978 and remains one of the most extensive of any Virginia body of
water. Monitoring includes water temperatures in the lake and waste heat treatment
facility, plus sampling of fish and other aquatic life.
For more than 20 years, North Anna Power Station has been a good corporate
citizen in Central Virginia. Many of the station's more than 900 employees contribute in
meaningful ways to help make their communities better places to live.
North Anna Power Station employees demonstrate their commitment to their
communities through an Adopt-a-Highway program to keep Virginia Route 700 free of
litter, Habitat For Humanity projects, providing Thanksgiving baskets for the needy,
conducting blood drives and sending mentally and physically challenged children to
camps. They also support area Boy Scouts by providing opportunities to stay overnight
at the station and earn merit badges.
Over the past three years [2003-2005], North Anna Power Station employees have
donated more than $148,500 to United Way charities.
Over the past decade Dominion has donated more than $100,000 in support of the
Louisa community. Organizations and activities receiving financial support included the
Louisa County library, LinkAges of Louisa, after prom school parties, the 4-H Council,
Crime Solvers, and the Lake Anna Civic Association.
Dominion cooperates with its stakeholders to achieve win-win solutions. In October
2005, the company addressed concerns raised by the Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality and local residents on Lake Anna and the Waste Heat Treatment
Facility when it agreed to change its approach to cooling a potential third nuclear unit. In
doing so, we would remove additional thermal impact to the lake by committing to build a
low-profile cooling tower system, if we decide to build the reactor. This cooling tower
system would have a minimal impact on the local population. We have committed to
spend more than $200 million on this cooling tower system to be a good neighbor.
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NRC Public Hearing on North Anna's Early Site Permit - Louisa, VA 8-15-2006
I am here tonight to voice my support for one of the most misunderstood technologies of today's time - the
generation of electricity using nuclear energy. .. and specifically for my support of the Early Site Permit at
North Anna. I first became fascinated with nuclear science as an undergraduate studying physics. My interest
led me to graduate school where I studied nuclear engineering at the University of Virginia located less than
40 miles west of where I am standing tonight. I later began my career as a Nuclear Engineer, where it was,
and still is, our job to ensure the safe operation of the reactor core, the reactor coolant system, engineered
safeguards, and all the safety-related equipment and systems of the Dominion nuclear units.
The more I learn about nuclear power generation, the more I am assured that it is safe, reliable, and clean.
The track record of the industry and Dominion speaks for itself. Although I come to you tonight as a proud
employee of Dominion, as a past-Chairman of the VA Section of the American Nuclear Society, and as a
active member of the North American Young Generation in Nuclear, I am compelled to speak tonight, not to
my allegiance to these organizations, but as a reassured citizen.
I am reassured because our nation needs more base-load energy generation and tonight's hearing is one step
to a process that brings us closer to resolving our need for more clean, economical, and reliable power. I
emphasize base-load generation because many opponents to nuclear power seem to miss this significant
factor.
I agree that solar and wind power should continue to provide more and more power as a percentage share of
the total power generated. Although these technologies are maturing, getting a large concentration of energy
is not possible due to the distributed natureofthe ultimate energy source (the sun and the Wind). I also
believe in conserving energy, and believe that we need to continuously make efforts to reduce our energy
consumption. However, even when solar and wind power is applied to its fullest extent, these sources
-coupled with conservation cannot meet the country's overall demand for electricity.
The only environmentally conscious solution to adding base-load generation is nuclear power. I am an
environmentalist, and I cannot comprehend how some people, who claim to be environmentalists, are still
debating nuclear energy's environmental value.
Of all energy sources, nuclear energy has the lowest impact on the environment, including water, land,
habitat, species and air resources. Nuclear energy is the most eco-efficient of all energy sources because it
produces the niost electricity in relation to its minimal environmental impact.
Nuclear energy is efficient and cost-effective due to its high plant performance coupled with modernized
plants, low production cost, future price stability, and clean air compliance value. New nuclear plants at
North Anna will ensure nuclear energy's continued contribution to both our economy and the protection of
our environment.
I agree with the draft Environmental Impact Statement that concludes that are no environmental impacts
from the possible future construction and operation of a nuclear power plant at North Anna that should
prevent issuing an Early Site Permit (ESP). I applaud Dominion for taking the~stjps~necessary, toejespre
k.-I/\I . U E1
nuclear energy remains an option.
Thank you.
•

Todd Flowers
Richmond, Virginia
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Dear Sir/Madam:
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I am speaking this evening to register the support of the Virginia Chamber of
Commerce for Dominion's early site permit (ESP) application for the North Anna
Power Station site, and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff's preliminary
recommendation that the ESP should be issued [FederalRegister,July 12, 2006,
Volume 71, Number 133, page 393 72-39373].
The Virginia Chamber of Commerce is Virginia's largest and most diverse
business organization. Its membership includes Fortune 500 firms that do business
worldwide to small family firms doing business right here in Louisa County.
Nuclear energy is extremely important to the citizens and businesses in the
Commonwealth of Virginia. Dominion's nuclear stations in Virginia have provided and
continue to provide a significant portion (34 percent) of the electricity used in the state.
The low cost energy produced from these generating facilities has enhanced the state's
economic climate and enabled Virginia to attract new business growth. Existing
companies have also benefited from a lower cost energy environment that has allowed
them to remain competitive and expand operations in the Commonwealth.
Dominion is among the very top nuclear operators in the country. The North
Anna Power Station is one of the nation's most efficient nuclear generation facilities.
The lack of affordable, reliable energy in other parts of the U.S. has already had a
negative impact on the economies of those areas. Because more baseload electricity will
be required in the future, it is important that nuclear energy remains an option to meet
this growing demand. Virginia businesses must have access to reliable, low cost energy
if they are to remain competitive in a global marketplace.
The construction and operation of an additional unit at North Anna would
also result in significant economic benefits for the region and for the
Commonwealth. Dominion estimates that 700 permanent employees will be required to
operate the new facility. These are high paying jobs with annual salaries over twice the
average salary level in the region. The Virginia Economic Development Partnership
(VEDP) estimates that 1,500 additional jobs would be created due to economic activity
associated with the plant. The permanent-workforce and a construction workforce

9 South Fifth Street - Richmond, Virginia 23219 - 804-644-1607 - Fax 804-783-6112 - www.vachamber.cor
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Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
August 15, 2006
Page 2 of 2
estimated at 2,000 will provide significant opportunities for local, regional and state
businesses to grow and prosper. Additionally, the direct and indirect tax revenues
generated by the project will provide over $70 million per year to local and state coffers
as estimated by VEDP. This will provide much needed funding for schools and other
critical infrastructure.
Dominion's nuclear facilities have an excellent safety record. North Anna
Power Station has been recognized by the NRC, the Institute of Nuclear Power
Operations, and the World Association of Nuclear Operators as a top performing nuclear
station in the areas of safety and efficiency.
Dominion also is an excellent environmental steward and has demonstrated
that it is a good neighbor by agreeing to spend $200 million on a cooling tower system to
cool a potential third reactor at the North Anna site. Dominion made this commitment to
satisfy concerns expressed by state regulatory agencies and local citizens about the
potential thermal impacts on Lake Anna and the Waste Heat Treatment Facility from
using the lake for once-through cooling.
The NRC staff has performed a rigorous review of the potential environmental
impacts associated with operation of additional reactors at the North Anna site. The
Virginia Chamber commends the agency staff for its meticulous review of Dominion's
ESP application and supports its conclusions contained in the supplemental draft
environmental impact statement.
Sincerely,

Keith D. C
Vice President
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GEOLOGIC FAULTING UNDER THE
NORTH ANNA NUCLEAR POWER PLANT
THE HISTORY OF DOMINION-VIRGINIA POWER's SEISMIC. COVER-UP

An Investigative Report
October 8, 2005
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BLUE RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
ww.BREDLorg - PO Box 88 Glendale Springs, North Carolia 28629 ~ Phone (336) 982-2691 - Fax (336) 982-2954 - BREDL@skyhest.com

North Anna's Nuclear Reactors are Built on Unstable Ground
Virginia Electric and Power Company (Vepco), now Dominion Energy, was at the center
of a decade-long struggle which ended in two nuclear reactors being built on top of an earthquake
fault. Vepco withheld documents and lied to federal regulators during license application
proceedings for Units 1 and 2 in 1973. Ultimately, Vepco was found guilty of lying and a coverup in its efforts to obtain a construction license for the North Anna nuclear station near Louisa,
Virginia. Despite the deceptions, the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission granted Vepco a
license but fined the company $32,000 for seven materially false statements about the geologic
fault under North Anna. Today, the evidence shows that Dominion Energy is attempting a
similar cover up in pursuit of two or more additional reactors at North Anna.
The First Cover Up
The story begins in 1967, the year Vepco awarded the initial contract of $446 million for
the North Anna Nuclear Station on the banks of the Pamunkey River in Louisa County. Vepco
hired Dames &.Moore, an environmental consulting firm, to do geology studies in support of the
license application. Within a year evidence of seismic faults were found but Vepco resisted the
findings. The truth would not remain hidden for long.
In February 1970 the construction excavation wall for Reactor Unit 1 collapsed. A month
later, three independent geologists visited the site, identified.a major fault zone, took pictures and
reported their finding to Vepco's resident engineer. Disregarding this evidence, Vepco
representatives who testified before the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board later that year
omitted any mention of these problems. Vepco's compiehensive Safety Analysis report for

North Anna stated: "Faulting at the site is neither known nor suspected."
Three years later, on May 17, 1973, the Atomic Energy Commission received notification
from Vepco about faulting under North Anna. On that same day the Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board closed the license hearing record on public comment. On June 21, 1973 an
Atomic Energy Commission memo confirmed faults beneath all four reactor sites.
Inexplicably, in 1974 the Atomic Energy Commission deemed the site acceptable. On
April 1, 1978 the agency granted an operating license to Vepco for North Anna Units 1 and 2, the
only nuclear plants in the nation located on top of a geologic fault.
Citizens' Lawsuit Reveals the Truth
The details of the violations and cover-up did not come to light until a lawsuit was

brought by a group of citizens living in the Charlottesville area, the North Anna Environmental
Coalition, which was organized in 1973. The group enlisted the expertise of a geology professor
who testified that geologic faults did in fact underlay the proposed reactor site. The group waged
a long and expensive legal campaign which resulted in both the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
and the Virginia's Attorney General's office joining the coalition in pressing charges against
Vepco. 1 The case revealed that Vepco had failed to tell the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
of the faulting problem at construction permit hearings on North Anna units 3 and 4 held on May
7-10, 1973.
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Vepco's competence and management were called into question by the NRC. The
ASLB's order asked the NRC's staff to evaluate Vepco's performance "in depth to determine
whether additional monitoring of the licensee is needed beyond that employed in routine followups to violations and infractions."'
On September 11, 1975 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the successor to the Atomic
Energy Commission, imposed fines on Vepco for making false statements in its licensing
documents. The violations were critical because the North Anna nuclear power station site is on
top of a geologic fault. Judge Lester Komblith termed Vepco's failure "entirely inexcusable."
He added, "Such blatant disregard of the need of the commission, its staff and its hearing board
to have the information necessary to carry out its duty to protect the health and safety of the
public is almost entirely beyond belief and is indicative of, at best, extremely poor and unsound
judgment on the part of Vepco management."
One of the violations cited was Vepco's report to the AEC which stated that the North
Anna site had no geologic faults. On July 31, 1973 Vepco filed a document with the agency's
licensing board; maps which indicated faulting were deleted from the Stone & Webster licensing
report. 2
Regarding the Department of Justice investigation of wrongdoing, Assistant Attorney
General Peter Taft said,
"...VEPCO and its consultants knowingly and willfully filed false statements of material fact with
the AEC and conspired to conceal from the public and the Board the existence of a fault
underlying its nuclear reactor site..." 3
Vepco officials attempted to deny the charges, saying that they "promptly notified" NRC
personnel. However, amemorandum by Bradford F. Whitmain, assistant chief of the US
Department of Justice pollution control section, does not bear this out. Newspaper investigations
in 1977 revealed that:
High-ranking staff members of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission knew the Virginia Electric and
Power Co. was building two nuclear plants on potentially unsafe ground at North Anna, but failed
for several months to alert the NRC board which had theauthority to stop the construction, .
according to a Justice Department memorandum released yesterday.... Whitman's memo, based on
interviews with 12 Vepco officials and one former official, details phone calls and memos that

indicate Vepco was told of the fault by its engineer, Stone & Webster Engineering Co., on April

25, 1973-more than three months before the licensing board was told. 2
Ultimately, civil penalties but no criminal sanctions were levied; the case was tainted by
the actions of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission itself. Because NRC condoned Vepco's
actions, criminal prosecution was considered all but impossible by the Justice Department. On
November 12, 1976 the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission fined Vepco $32,000 for making
seven materially false statements about the geologic fault at North Anna. 2
Virginia Electric and Power Company should never have received approval to build and
operate the reactors at North Anna. In 1977 June Allen testified before the Senate Subcommittee
on Nuclear Regulation:
...At North Anna, a construction permit should have been denied in 1970, and it isno more
Page 2

defensible now just because this is seven years and close to two billion dollars later. A major
siting mistake was made in 1968....By February of 1970, the site was in trouble. The wall of the

excavation for Reactor I was collapsing. 4

Vepco's deception worked long enough to allow the company to obtain construction and
operating permits from the NRC.

The Second Cover Up
In 2003 Dominion Energy submitted an application for an Early Site Permit for new
reactors at North Anna. The company appears be avoiding a comprehensive investigation of the
geology at the first new reactor sites in 30 years. Dominion has again failed to adequately

address the seismic history of the proposed ESP site.
The current E
Early Site Permit draft Environmental Impact Statement says that
seismological data will be addressed in the safety evaluation report. But the draft EIS contains
only one page on the geology of the ESP site at North Anna. Section 2.4 alludes to two pievious
environmental reports prepared for North Anna Units 1 & 2 (done by Dames and Moore for
VEPCo in 1969) and the never constructed North Anna Units 3 & 4 (Dames and Moore, 1971).
In March 2005 written testimony to the NRC by the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense
League requested that the EIS include and consider all documents in the case filed by North
Anna Environmental Coalition during the litigation brought during the 1970's. Much of the
evidence about Vepco's deceit was recorded in hearings conducted by the US Senate in 1975 and
1977. The hearing record includes the testimony of Chairman Joseph Hendrie and other Nuclear
Regulatory Commission officials; June Allen, President of the North Anna Environmental
,
Coalition; and Bradford F. Whitman, Assistant Chief, Pollution Control Section, US Department
of Justice.
The ongoing Early Site Permit process for two or more additional nuclear reactors at
North Anna can and should prompt the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation: and the Atomic
Safety and Licensing Board to use their authority to do whatever they can to avoid the errors
made in the 1970's. The draft EIS plainly omits critical information about seismology in the
central Virginia area. The geology under the reactors has not changed in 30 years; new studies
cannot alter the facts. The proposed construction of two or more reactors in close proximity to
two existing nuclear reactors in an active earthquake zone must not be permitted.
*

Louis Zeller, October 8, 2005
End notes
1.
2.
3.
4.

"Vepco Fined; NRC Imposes Licensing Conditions," The Daily Progress,September 12, 1975,
"Was N-Plant Danger Covered UpT' Sheilah Kast, Washington Star,October 1, 1977
Statement before the Virginia State Corporation Commission, June Allen, North Anna Environmental Coalition
Hearing before the Senate Subcommitiee. on Nuclear Regulation of the Committee on Environment and Public Works, 95"h
Congress, October 13, 1977.

Thanks to JuneAllen for providing importantdocuments.
The photo on the cover of this reportshows the fault underNorth Anna, indicatedby arrow number 3. Note also arrows I and 2
indicatingpeoplefor size reference.
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
0 We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the EtSP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Name
John Doe

City, State Zip
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na.ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345.
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North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on thefollowing
grounds:
*
*
•
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, While ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
.
We commend Dominion for-being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases*in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation In Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
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North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW

NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental.
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Name
John Doe

City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345

Signature

Under age 18?
check here
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuciear @ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW

NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
• We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
• We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Underage 18?
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na.ygn.org

North American Young Generation In Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
0 We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Under age 18?

Signature
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City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
• We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the origin fs to North American

Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4 nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*
*
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process. ......
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.
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.

We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion'customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
0
*
*

,

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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John Doe
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City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuingan ESP for the North Anna site.
• We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North Amercan Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

JUL.17.2006

11:55AM
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
Issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit, We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Name
John Doe

City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's,.
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail tfe originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear @na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's.application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental:
:%
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental,.
.
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a c~opy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.naoygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear @ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
= We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's.,
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental:.
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
9 We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Under age 18?
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn'org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW

NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant.Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Under age 18?

Name

City, State Zip

John Doe

Any town, USA 12345

Signature

check here

E!
0

Xy,

,.AC "

iosU~j1JV

34p T

0

1o

~ 4- OLJI1Vr

....

c~ V AL-

I~o,,
L, Pa-rrv •-iat,

(-15C

JA.ZsIR7

F~

.

01

Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4ruclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804 .273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
0 We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.

Name
John Doe

City, State Zip

L.f.z^

-- Xc-, K

I,;IA

Under age 18?
check here

Signature

01

Any town, USA 12345

's Li

PCV-

~

6

(

4L

,V

"loz

Va~f 4

&

Z

•

0

Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American

Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

virginia4nuclear @na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion'to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*
*
*

•

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
• We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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John Doe

. City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345

Underage 18?
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Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

08/15/2006
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DOMINION POWER:

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an Important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP end mail the originals to North American
Young Generation In Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Alien, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygm.org

tNorlh Amierican Young Generation In Nudear (NA-YGN)
virginla4nudlear~na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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08-10-2006

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
•

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation In Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW

NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*
*
*
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evalu~ation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American

Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn .org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)

virginia4nucl3ar@ na-ygn.org

1.877.52t.2946
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08-11-2006

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy Is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
-1
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

*
*

*

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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North American Young Generation In Nuclear (NA-YGN)
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
0

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
• We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
& We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while. ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear @ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Underage 18?
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mall the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation In Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Underage 18?
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Any town, USA 12345

~A~kuv~IL

()w~Je-.i &vryo"

l_

!2

~

(61101

%r.I

-big&,,

/

Signature
John2 S. Doe

19ET

t

check here

Q

/

0zt

L (Pl010

,-'-,t.,),3lx

-ii--,,

1

-

/l

Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, aswell as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
•

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
,

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4 nuclear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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08-07-2006

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at Its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
& We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
0 We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
Under age 18?
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
Issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, .and as
such, itshould continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
0 We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases Inenergy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
City, State Zip
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 6844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation In Nuclear (NA-YGN)
Www.na-ygn.org

virginIa4nucIear@na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

12:58:42 p.m.
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08-15-2006

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW

NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
= We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
*.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

virginia4nuciear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
City, State Zip
Any town, USA 12345
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP~and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please lax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear@ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
• We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix..
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
* We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the origirials to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
0 We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear @na-ygn.org
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
'NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy Is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such,.it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden'to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation In Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear~na-ygn.org
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
• We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
0
a
0
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
eýUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
Underage 18?

Name

City, State Zip

John Doe

Any town, USA 12345

", y*,,',
,

c6J L,44A--

DI E

0o

.

Signature
A,-,,,-

q4,(
3

/

03

A,

0

1 ' II

-z' "

I n-

.

-

check here

0

771k.- V7 I?-

L3
•,,.

EA1
L16

CT

.

Aiz.ifi/-,

2 4.Ll
s5

.

,

nz

/./

IIIJA 1Uc,/

0

4le i: 7J
5-'

www.na-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
virginia4nuclear @ na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
"
*
*
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy, sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

*
*
*

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
*
*
•
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expectedincreases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.

Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
Name
Hyman G. Rickover

City, State Zip

Under age 18?
check here

. Signature

Arlington, VA:22211

0

0eU.SL

1

I,,'c#

vCA &l:ý

(-k

d

vw

0

Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
www.na-ygn.org

1.877.526.2946

2

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA

Underage 18?

Signature
Mmwe. Mar-e Cu-rie

City, State Zip
Paris, France 75004

Name
Marie Curie

-<~c,4 JA±-k.245

Jcrcrn, Gu!+afsoon

MSOI

0

01
0

.

Cy4I
e
4V--.
.• / i- •, ,v$
ýf.-tie t4mc,& A"A AS6-ý
NJ Ico

-To

r

ZO•

'
J'+

y

V

0

vii5,,14
.

.V4LS5

Lyn Aur'j, V'A

check here

i DAI&

.

-.g 1

z,'•

0
o/

E,)-..

i

0

0

0
0
0

www.ne-ygn.org

North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
1.877.526.2946

PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
• We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we uFge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as-consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in 'energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals, many of us being customers and shareholders of Dominion
Resources, as well as residents of Louisa County or other areas neighboring the North Anna
site, SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site Permit (ESP) to construct new
nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as the means to guarantee an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality and other associated Commonwealth agencies to endorse the project as consistent
with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the o /nals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
• We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
• We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
= We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
• We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
" We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
"

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
* We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
" We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden.to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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Please fax a copy to 804.273.3543 ASAP and mail the originals to North American
Young Generation in Nuclear, P.O. Box 5844, Glen Allen, VA 23058-5844
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North American Young Generation in Nuclear (NA-YGN)
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PETITION SUPPORTING DOMINION'S NEW
NUCLEAR REACTORS AT NORTH ANNA
We, the undersigned individuals SUPPORT plans by Dominion to secure an Early Site
Permit (ESP) to construct new nuclear reactors at its North Anna facility, on the following
grounds:
*

We concur with the NRC's conclusion that environmental impacts would not prevent
issuing an ESP for the North Anna site.
" We believe that nuclear energy is safe, clean, reliable and cost effective, and as
such, it should continue to be an important part of a balanced energy mix.
* We support the ESP process as a means to facilitate an open and thorough
evaluation of future nuclear projects, while ensuring the timeliness and predictability
of the process.
" We commend Dominion for being proactive and farsighted when looking for reliable
methods of addressing expected increases in energy demand over the coming
years, while minimizing the environmental footprint of the selected energy sources,
as well as the economic burden to Dominion customers.
Therefore, we urge the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to GRANT Dominion's
application for an Early Site Permit. We urge Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality to grant Coastal Zone Certification for Dominion's Early Site Permit.
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SLIDE 4. What is an ESP
Jack: Before we go into any of the issues, I would like to explain what an ESP is and
what is allowed under an ESP. An ESP is a site suitability review. The staff evaluates
if the site is suitable for the construction and operation of a nuclear power plant or in
this case two proposed units 3 and 4. It does not give Dominion permission to build or
operate a nuclear power plant. In order to actually build an operate a plant Dominion
would have to submit another application and the staff would have to perform another
safety and environmental review. Dominion can conduct site prepa.ration activities and
limited construction activities under the ESP provided the staff finds.that the applicant's
site redress plan would not result in any significant adverse impacts that could not be
redressed. The staff made that preliminary conclusion in its draft EIS. The purpose of
the site redress plan is in case site preparation is started and the plant is never built
then the site redress plan would be activated to return the ESP site to an
.environmentally stable and aesthetically acceptable condition suitable for future.
alternative use, thus minimizing the long-term environmental impacts. Some of the
activities allowed are construction of access roads, support facilities, however no
construction of components important to nuclear safety is allowed under an ESP..
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

HOUSE

or

DELEGATES

/f{.

RICHMOND

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS:

BILL JANIS
GLEN

COURTS OF

POST OFFICE BOX 3703
ALLEN. VIRGINIA 23058-3703

FIFTY-SIXTH

JUSTICE

FINANCE

August 14, 2006

DISTRICT

HEALTH. WELFARE AND INSTITUTIONS
MILITIA. POLICE AND PUBLIC SAFETY

C__

T.-

Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration, Mailstop T-6D59
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
. Washington, DC-20555-0001

.17)
.0

co

Dear Sir:

As the elected Delegate representing the 72,000 residents of Louisa, Goochland and northwestern
Henrico counties in the Virginia General Assembly, I am writing to express my support for
Dominion's early site permit (ESP) application for the North Anna Power Station site. It is my
understanding that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff's preliminary recommendation
was that the ESP should be issued, and I concur in that recommendation.
As a former Navy officer who served in nuclear submarines, I know that nuclear power plants such
as North Anna provide safe, reliable and affordable electricity that is important to our economy, and
helps our Commonwealth and Nation achieve greater energy independence. Dominion's North
Anna and Surry power stations provide 34 percent of the electricity used by customers in Virginia.
North Anna Power Station is one of the nation's most efficient and cost-effective nuclear generation
facilities. Because our Nation's demand for affordable electricity continues to grow, at a time when
we face growing competition from China and India for the world's finite petroleum reserves, it is
critically important to our economy and national security that nuclear energy remain an option to
meet this growing demand. Although Dominion has reportedly made no decision as yet to actually
build a third reactor at NorthAnna, approval of the ESP would preserve such an option.
Dominion is an excellent corporate neighbor and has demonstrated a longstanding commitment to
work with its Louisa County neighbors. Dominion has built up significant community goodwill by
its willingness to listen and respond to the concerns of those who live on Lake Anna.
Specifically, in response to concerns voiced by Lake Anna residents regarding the thermal impact
on the lake of the "once-through" cooling method of the existing reactors, Dominion has agreed to
spend $200 million on a cooling tower system for any potential third reactor at the North Anna site,
thereby obviating the need for using lake water for cooling, despite the lack of any scientific
evidence of any adverse public health or environmental impact of the existing Waste Heat
Treatment Facility.

DISTRICT: (804)

7"O-585,•

CAPITOL: (804)

(08-1056

" E-MAIL: DELBJANIS@HOUSE.STATE.VA.US

The NRC staff has performed a rigorous review of the potential environmental impacts associated
with operation of additional reactors at the North Anna site. I support the NRC staff's preliminary
conclusions contained in the supplemental draft environmental impact statement and urge the NRC
to issue the early site permit.
With kind regards, I remain

W. R. "Bill" Janis

3512 Maple Court
Falls Church, VA 22041
August 16, 2006
j3'Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration, Mailstop T-6D59
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
Dear Sir or Madam,
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I am writing to express my support for Dominion's early site permit (ESP) application for
the North Anna Power Station site, and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff's
preliminary recommendation that the ESP should be issued [Federal Register, July 12, 2006,
Volume 71, Number 133, page 39372-393733.
Nuclear energy is important to Virginia. Dominion's North Anna and Surry power
stations provide 34 percent of the electricity used by customers in this state. These stations
provide safe, reliable and affordable electricity that is important to our growing economy.
Dominion is an excellent nuclear operator, and the North Anna Power Station is one of
the nation's most efficient nuclear generation facilities. Because more electricity will be required
in the future, it is important that nuclear energy remains an option to meet this growing demand.
Dominion is also an excellent environmental steward and has demonstrated that it is a
good neighbor by agreeing to spend $200 million on a cooling tower system to cool a potential
third reactor at the North Anna site. Dominion made this commitment to satisfy concerns
expressed by state regulatory agencies and local citizens about the potential thermal impacts on
Lake Auinaraidd the Waste Heat Treatihenit. Facility from using the lake for once-through cooling.
The NRC staff has performed a rigorous review of the potential environmental impacts
associated with the operation of additional reactors at the North Anna site, I support the NRC
staff's preliminary cofinclugibni's contained'in the'supplemental draft environmental impact
statement And urge theNRC to issue the early site permit'.
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TO: The United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

and

khI -

All parties with an interest in the
the development of additional nuclear reactors

Au 6,20
Ag1,20
71

Comments and questions on the environmental impact of the expansion of theil1
North Anna Nuclear Power Station, Mineral VA
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First - comments:
At the meeting last night, I heard the term private property rights. Since Dominion
Resources / VAPower "built" the lake, and own the cooling lagoons, they therefore have
some superior rights to others who now or in the future may own property that abuts the
lake or the cooling lagoons or be in the downstream of any effluent (including but not
limited to waste heat) produced by the station. At one time this may have been true the plan was to have 4 reactors (remember the former CEO's comment "too cheap to
meter". When units the original units 3 & 4 were abandoned and finally removed these
rights ceased. Also Please remember the lake was created through the use of "eminent
domain" of the state over the individual rights of the former property owners.
Both the main reservoir and the cooling lagoons are now populated and substantial
individual investment has been made by property owners. On theicooling lagoons most
of these individual investments were made after the abandonment of units 3 & 4.
Dominion Resources / Virginia Power cannot now turn back the clock and deny access or
otherwise render the cooling lagoons unusable for recreational purposes. I think the
colloquialism "you can't put the toothpaste back in the tube" is appropriate here.
Water usage, IIheard the comment from one of your engineers, that the cooling wvater
evaporates (yes, we locals understand evaporative cooling) and then it rains. True,
but that rain will not always be falling upstream refilling the reservoirs. Evaporative
cooling towers will siphon off an enormous amount of water, continuously. Certainly
this is not a problem during periods of abundant rainfall or snowmelt upstream.
Unfortunately, the weather is not a constant. The withdrawal of huge amounts of water
from these relatively small reservoirs fed by a relatively small watershed will most
certainly adversely affect the local environment especially the waterfront. During
periods of low rainfall, drought, reservoir levels have dramatically lowered reducing the
existing surface acreage for "natural" evaporative cooling and at least one point in time
impinging the performance of the station due to the limitations of the pumping systems
to deliver raw water to the condensers. There is no reason to believe that the watershed
feeding these reservoirs will deliver more water in the future, or that we can count on
plentiful consistent rainfall up stream.
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Questions
First, if known, how much water (measured in cft) is delivered into the reservoirs by the
watershed?
This information would be most useful if provided on a monthly (or weekly) basis for the
previous 10 years or so.
If this information is not known - it should be developed and either way be made public
information.
Second, if known, how much water (in cft) is currently evaporated from the surface
waters of each reservoir, separately, using the same time basis, monthly or weekly? And
if this information is not known - it should be developed and either way made public
information.
The above questions should be relatively simple to answer - as the outflow is controlled
and I would assume measured as there is (or was) a small water turbine at the dam.
Is there consistently enough inflow to meet the demands of additional evaporative
cooling? Without adversely affecting the reservoirs levels and temperatures beyond that
which would occur now.
Another comment;
We need a local environmentally neutral (read upstream here) baseline body of water
with which to compare the effects of the station. Right now - we measure or postulate
the stations effects on these reservoirs as though this were an environmental microcosm.
Dominion Resources / Virginia Power gave up the right to fence off, or cause either of
the reservoirs to become recreationally unusable short of a nuclear disaster. In fact
Dominion Resources / Virginia Power encouraged the use of the reservoirs for recreation
liberally allowing access, and individual investment and construction of marinas, homes,
docks, boathouses etc both on the main lake and the cooling lagoons.
Dominion Resources / Virginia Power is and has been well rewarded in the utilities
marketplace for its investment here. It's investment has paid off handsomely. Should it
choose to make additional investment here, I hope that it should be successful as well.
But I will not sit idle, hoping that their additional investment adversely affects my
investment or my enjoyment of the lakes.
So I ask for a binding individual contract, and I suspect that virtually all of my neighbors
would, too.
The contract should address, in comparison with the baseline body of water previously
described, water quality, water temperature, water level. There should be no restriction
as to forming a class action by the parties, there should be a limit of liability 5% of the
wholesale value of station output during defined environmental infractions. The
individual contracts should be offered to all abutters (including private access abutters)
and run with the land as would a deed covenant. The reason for this is simple - it
introduces an economic incentive for Dominion Resources / Virginia Power to live
up to its environmental commitments locally, and directly reimburse abutters for station
operational indiscretions. Please do not discard this suggestion as unwieldy- it is not.
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Frivolous legal action by individuals would be quickly dismissed, but genuine infractions
would be addressed, Dominion Resources / Virginia Power would face a powerful
incentive to correct the infraction or develop and incorporate the necessary technology
to mitigate the damages. All of it with local public scrutiny and appreciation when there
are no infractions. (how to divide up infraction payments to an individual, easy - add
up the individual property owners tax value and divide, pretty much the way a mutual
fund works). When there is a powerful economic incentive to be a corporate good citizen
that corporate citizen will be a good neighbor. The government is not a substitute for a
neighborhood. Corporate citizens that are assessed (and agree to) disincentive payments
by government usually do so without admitting culpability. Often the injured parties are
left empty handed and without options for redress as the government and corporate
information which led to the "settlement" are sealed. The reasons for this can be the
injured parties cannot be identified - or the group is so large that individual restitution is
impossible or impractical as the individual amounts are miniscule. This is not the case
here. We are easily identified, homogenous, and have a direct stake in the health of the
reservoirs. Particularly those of us around-the cooling lagoons are vulnerable.
You may say this is like someone building their home under an airport glide path and
then complaining about the noise. That is not the case here, most of us purchased and
or built after the original units 3 & 4 were dismantled, many years ago. During this time
our complaints were limited pretty much to those times when the cooling lagoons were
dangerously hot, and generally made among ourselves. We knew and accepted the
conditions as they existed.
The application by Dominion Resources / Virginia Power to build 2 reactors, to use ever
more water, through evaporative cooling, and to substantially raise and lower water levels
as it sees fit substantially changes the conditions here. The technology currently exists
to mitigate the adverse conditions using dry cooling, albeit not quite as economically
rewarding as a proposed cooling tower. Additionally dry cooling can be used regardless
of lake levels, if we suffer an extended draught with water levels falling 10 or more feet
at least the 2 new dry cooled units could continue to operate safely.
Finally, in 2007, a number of "hedging" agreements regarding the wholesale price of
electricity generated by Dominion Resources / Virginia Power will expire. There has not
been a rate increase for a long time, and yet Dominion Resources / Virginia Power has
prospered. The construction cost per megawatt hour for nuclear will be considerable but
will be recovered over a long life and fuel costs lower than from any other source of
energy. Nuclear holds the promise of being relatively safe and benign environmentally.
It is a shared (10cfr21 and 50b, best practices, etc.) proven technology with enormous
upside potential. And it is time to use it - here, just indemnify the local stakeholders,
through the use of reliable technology and binding individual contractual obligations.
God help us all if there is a major catastrophic failure / radioactive release, but that is
not the issue here. The operators of nuclear stations and the NRC has done an excellent
job through preventative maintenance and rigorous engineering standard development
and enforcement. Now for this next generation of nuclear power construction require
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to the extent feasible, fail safe standards of engineering design and environmental
neutrality.
Thank you in advance for a reply,
87 Sandy Point Drive
Bumpass VA 23024
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ROBIN L HORNE. Chairman
2562 Peach Grove Road
Louisa. VA 23093

GAIL 0. PROFFI'T
556 Merry Oak Lane
Mineral. VA 23117
SHERMAN T. SHIFFLET'
161 White Walnut Road
Louisa. VA 23093

HAL A. SCHAFFER, Vice-Chairman
162 Scarlett O'Hara Coort
Bumpass. VA 23024

GREGORY V. STRICKLAND
293 Byrd Mill Road
Louisa, VA 23093

VYVYAN A. POWERS
902 Tall Pines Drive
Mineral. VA 23117

Louisa County Public Schools

BRIAN M. HUFFMAN
2289 James Madison Highway
Gordonsville, VA 22942

DAVID G. MELTON, Superintendent
Post Office Box 7
953 Davis ilighway
Mineral, Virginia 23117
(540)894-5115 FAX (540) 894-0252
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September 6, 2006
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Mr. Jack Cushing
Environmental Project Manager for North Anna ESP Site Application
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
Washington D.C. 20555
(via email: JXC9(aNRC.GOV and North Anna CommentsQNRC.Gov)
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Ms. Ellie Irons
Environmental Impact Review Program Manager
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ)
629 East Main Street, Richmond VA 23219
(via email elirons(adeq.virgzinia.gov)
Subject: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
and Federal Consistency Certification on the Early Site Permit for North Anna Nuclear
Power Plant and request for assistance in obtaining a federal grant.
Dear Mr. Cushing and Ms. Irons,
This letter is addressing concerns of the Louisa County School District, in Louisa
County, Virginia in regard to the possibility of Dominion Power building two new
reactors at the North Anna site. As a non-political entity, the Louisa County School
District feels it should remain neutral concerning whether or not the additional reactors
should be built. However, we do feel the need to prepare for the eventuality of what
amounts to substantial construction in our county, and the potential impact it will most
likely have on both our student population and the faculty of our school district. We are
in disagreement with several items in the Impact Study and therefore find it prudent to
request assistance in obtaining a federal grant to mitigate any adverse impact of the
potentially large influx of workers and their families.
The Draft Environmental Impact Siudy indicates that the impact on demography,
housing, and education would all be "small" and "mitigation is not warranted". We
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disagree with this assessment. The study indicates that construction activities would last
at least five years and employ 5000 workers. It also assumes that 4000 of those workers
will be from within a 50-mile radius, with the remaining 1000 moving here from other
localities. Assuming these estimates are accurate, and even considering that some of 1000
will be engineers who will be rotating in on a semi-permanent basis, this still leaves the
possibility of a large number of workers who will want to live as close as possible to the
construction site, especially considering the current cost of commuting. This presents us,
as a school district, with two major areas of concern.
1) Large Increase in student population.
The first problem we see is the possibility of providing services to a large increase in our
student population in a relatively short time period. We currently have approximately
4,400 students in our system and our facilities are at capacity. An immediate increase of
even 100-200 students will create a financial and educational burden. The advertisement
that Dominion took out in the Central Virginian newspaper (Aug. 10, 2006) talks about
the millions of dollars that will benefit our county. It is a given that tax revenues will
increase if two new reactors are built, but those taxes will not be forthcoming until each
reactor is at least partially on line. In the interim, our schools will more than likely be
impacted with a significant increase in student population and will invariably include
many more students for whom English is a second language. The impact study also
indicates that few construction workers would be moving to Louisa County due to
"localized shortages of available housing". When the first two reactors were built, there
was little available housing. But even so, as the attached graphs show, our student
population increased by almost 21% during that construction period with most of the
increase taking place during actual reactor construction.
At this time, three new subdivisions have already been approved by Louisa County for
development in near proximity to the construction site: 1) The Waters at Lake Anna
(about 400 units), 2) Cutalong development (about 1000 units), and 3) Noah's Landing
(about 400 units), for a total of approximately 1800 potential homes that could be built in
the next few years, all within just a few miles of the North Anna site. With the much
greater availability of housing during future reactor construction, we would have to
anticipate an even larger percentage of increase in student population. An influx of ESL
(English as a Second Language) students would also increase the local financial burden
even more, as the educational cost of an ESL student is 25-30% more than that of an
English-speaking student.
2) Teacher Retention due to increased housing costs.
The second conclusion with which we have issue is the impact on housing itself.
Because of our location, we have many young teachers at our schools due to turnover.
As it is, it's very hard for them to find adequate affordable housing. This is probably the
main reason for teacher turnover in our county. It will be very hard for them to compete
in the rental market with 3 or 4 young single (or "situational bachelor") construction
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workers pooling their resources. Again, the expense of being forced to commute will
affect our teacher retention.
Reauest for assistance in obtainine a federal erant
The federal government has shown that it has a keen interest in nuclear energy, and in
this project, by funding 50% of the impact study (a cost of $8-10 million.) Because of
this federal interest, and in the interest of education and future nuclear power
construction, we feel the federal government might also be interested in providing grant
money to Louisa County in order to offset the negative impact of such a large
construction project in a rural county such as ours. Therefore, we are asking the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
petition the federal government, on our behalf, for funding to allow us to minimize any
adverse impact from this construction.
Please contact me for any additional information that you may need.
Sincerely,

Robin L. Home, Chairman
Louisa County School Board
2562 Peach Grove Rd.
Louisa, VA 23093
(540) 967-0069
coganh@hotmail.com

Harold X.Scaferice-h
Louisa County School Board
162 Scarlet O'Hara Ct.
Bumpass, VA 23024
(540) 894-8989
(halschaffer@earthlink.net)
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
L. Preston Bryant, Jr.
Secretary of Natural Resources

David K. Paylor
Director

DEPARTMENT OFENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mailing address:P. 0. Box 10009, Richmond, Virginia 23240
Fax (804) 698-4500 TDD (804) 698-4021
www.deq.virginia.gov

(804) 698-4000
1-800-592-5482

September 8, 2006
1-0)

Mr. Michael Lesar
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail stop T-6D59
Washington, D.C. 20555
RE:
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Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site
Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site (Dominion Nuclear North Anna,
LLC, ESP applicant), NUREG-1811
DEQ-06-125F

Dear Mr. Lesar:
The Commonwealth of Virginia has completed its review of the above
Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter "SDEIS").
The Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for coordinating
Virginia's review of federal environmental documents prepared pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and responding to appropriate federal
officials on behalf of the Commonwealth. In addition, DEQ's Office of Environmental Impact Review (this Office) coordinates Virginia's federal
consistency reviews pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA). The
following agencies and locality participated in this review:
Department of Environmental Quality (hereinafter "DEQ"), including:
Division of Water Resources
Northern Virginia Regional Office
Waste Division
Division of Air Programs Coordination
Office of Environmental Impact Review
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Department of Conservation and Recreation
Department of Transportation
_
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Mr. Michael Lesar
Page 2
Marine Resources Commission
Department of Historic Resources
Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy
Department of Forestry
Spotsylvania County.
In addition, the following agencies, regional planning district commissions, and
localities were invited to comment:
Department of Emergency Management
Department of State Police
RADCO Planning District Commission
Thomas Jefferson Planning District Commission
Rappahannock-Rapidan Planning District Commission
Louisa County
Orange County
Town of Mineral.
Proiect Description
Dominion Nuclear North Anna LLC, a subsidiary of Dominion Virginia
Power Company (hereinafter "Dominion" or "applicant"), is the applicant for an
Early Site Permit from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC"). The
applicant proposes a site for two new nuclear reactor units in Louisa County near
Mineral, at the site of the existing North Anna Power Station. The site is on a
peninsula on the southern shore of Lake Anna about 5 miles upstream from the
North Anna Dam. NRC's Early Site Permit ("ESP") would, if issued, allow the
applicant to "reserve" the site for as long as 20 years while considering the new
reactors and undertaking site preparation activities.
Based on the applicant's proposal to add two nuclear reactors to the site,
the NRC has defined "bounding plant parameters" within which a future site
design would be developed. The applicant has not selected a specific plant
design for the new units, but will work within the "plant parameter envelope"
("PPE") to develop the early site permit. The early site permit will include a site
redress plan, if issued (Draft EIS, page 1-5, section 1.2). Three additional sites
are considered ,in the Draft EIS: one is at the applicant's Surry Power Station in
Surry County, Virginia; a second is at a U.S. Department of Energy site in Ohio;
and a third site is at a Department of Energy site in South Carolina (Draft EIS,
page 1.6, section 1.4; see also Chapter 8).
The Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("SDEIS")
addresses a proposed new method of cooling the third nuclear reactor unit,
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which is considered a significant change from the original proposal. The
proposal considered in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("Draft EIS")
contemplated once-through water cooling for the third unit, and air cooling for the
fourth unit. The scope of the SDEIS is limited to the environmental impacts
associated with the change in the cooling method for the third unit, called a
closed-cycle wet-dry system, and increasing the power output of the two
proposed units from 4300 to 4500 megawatts-thermal (SDEIS, Executive
Summary, page xviii). According to the SDEIS, the preliminary recommendation
of NRC staff is that the ESP should be issued (SDEIS, page xxi).
During normal operation at full power, the proposed Unit 3 would use a
cooling tower system that can function in different modes, consuming differing
amounts of water depending on meteorological and water supply conditions. In
times of water abundance, the unit would operate in "energy conservation" (EC)
mode, withdrawing a maximum of 22,268 gallons per minute (gpm). In times of
water shortage, defined as when lake levels fall below 250 feet above mean sea
level (250 feet msl) lasting 7 days or more, the unit would operate in "maximum
water conservation" (MWC) mode, withdrawing a maximum of 15,384 gpm.
Maximum blowdown rates (i.e., the rate at which re-circulating water is removed
from the cooling system to reduce the build-up of contaminants) would be 5,565
gpm in EC mode and 3,844 gpm in MWC mode (SDEIS, page 5-5, section 5.3).
Related Reviews
1. FederalConsistency Certification. In late 2003, Dominion submitted a
federal consistency certification pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act
concerning its application for an Early Site Permit. During the review period,
Dominion withdrew the submission, but requested the Commonwealth's
comments anyway for information since the review was almost complete at the
time of the withdrawal. Accordingly, DEQ responded (DEQ-03-223F, comments
mailed February 10, 2004), stating that the project, as proposed, was
inconsistent with the Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program.
2. Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement. In December 2004, NRC
issued the Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("Draft EIS") pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Early Site Permit application.
During the review period, in January 2005, NRC and state agencies met to
discuss the Early Site Permit process as it applies to the Dominion project
proposal. A public meeting was held by NRC on February 17, 2005, and DEQ
staff attended the meeting. DEQ coordinated the review of the Draft EIS (DEQ04-216F, comments mailed March 3, 2005). DEQ expressed concerns that the
North Anna location is part of a relatively small watershed (342 square miles) and
that Lake Anna may not be an adequate source of cooling water for a third
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nuclear reactor. In addition, DEQ indicated that the Draft EIS had not analyzed
cumulative impacts of the proposed third unit on flows of the North Anna River
downstream of the dam.
3. FederalConsistency Certificationand New Review. In late March 2005,
Dominion submitted a federal consistency certification to DEQ on the Early Site
Permit pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act. Before the comment
period ended, however, Dominion requested an extension of the review period
from DEQ, which is permitted under the Federal Consistency Regulations (15
CFR Part 930, section 930.60(a)(3)). Dominion later requested an additional
extension and a stay of the review period to allow consideration of a different.
cooling method for proposed Unit 3. New information was submitted in January
through May 2006, and the federal consistency review (begun under DEQ-05079F) was re-started on the basis of the new information on May 3. DEQ and
reviewing agencies are developing comments on the new information, which will
be addressed to Dominion and mailed separately from these Comments on the
SDEIS. The federal consistency review was the subject of a public hearing held
by DEQ, and attended by NRC staff, on August 16. The deadline for completion
of that federal consistency review is November 3, 2006.
4. Current Review: Supplement to Draft EIS. In July 2006, NRC issued its
Supplement to the Draft EIS ("SDEIS") to analyze new information related to the
modified cooling method for proposed Unit 3, in keeping with the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act. NRC held a public meeting on the
SDEIS, attended by DEQ staff, on August 15. NRC has requested that DEQ
incorporate comments made on the Draft EIS into the Commonwealth's response
to the Supplement to the Draft EIS to facilitate NRC's review by making a single
document to include in the "Comments and Responses" analysis of the Final EIS.
This letter constitutes the response of the Commonwealth of Virginia to the Draft
EIS and the Supplement to the Draft EIS (item 4, below).
Difficulties in Review Process
The procedural approach allowed by NRC and pursued by Dominion has
resulted in a number of difficulties for state agencies, localities, and interested or
affected citizens in this review.
Because the federal consistency certification review requires conclusions
on the part of state agencies regarding the consistency of the proposed project'
with the enforceable policies of the Virginia Coastal Resources Management
Program (VCP), it would be beneficial for the NEPA process (review of the Draft
EIS and also the Supplement to the Draft EIS) to occur before the consistency
review. This approach would facilitate public review of consistency issues since
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the NEPA documents would serve their intended role in identifying issues,
narrowing alternatives, and producing some agreement on the nature of the
project under consideration before conclusions are drawn as to its consistency
with the VCP. This was not done. Instead, the consistency certification was
submitted before the NRC responded to issues raised by the Commonwealth on
the Draft EIS.
Dominion has been allowed to make changes and submit new information
since the publication of the SDEIS as well as that of the Draft EIS. An additional
difficulty with the new information is that much of it,'such as the safety report,
cannot readily be reviewed and correlated to the analysis of the SDEIS or the
consistency certification by the agencies already involved in these reviews. We
have solicited comments of additional agencies and entities in regard to some of
the public comments we have received. However, given the time constraints in
an on-going review process, as well as the limited distribution of some
information such as the safety report, the response to the new information was
limited.
The Supplement to the Draft EIS (SDEIS) is one of the new documents
submitted for review during the federal consistency certification review. While we
are grateful for the two-week extension of time for comments, this large
document with its 45-day comment period (extended to about 60) was inserted
into the middle of our new consistency review. In the 60-day review period for
the SDEIS, the applicant submitted two revisions (Revisions 7 and 8) to its ESP
application. This occurred after some reviewers had already submitted
comments on the SDEIS.
The SDEIS also revealed discrepancies in the anticipated water resource
demands of the project when compared with the demands predicted in the
additional information from the applicant. These will become apparent in the
discussions of water resources, fisheries, and public comments (respectively,
"Environmental Impacts and Mitigation," items 2-5 and "Public Concerns and
Analysis," items 1-4 and 6, below).
We recommend that for future NEPA reviews, the NRC ensure that the
application (Early Site Permit or Combined License) is complete and all
necessary revisions are made before the NEPA document is made available for
government and public reviews. Changes provided in the revisions to the
application should be analyzed in the NEPA document prepared for an
application.
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Summary of Major Concerns on the DEIS and SDEIS
1. Alternatives Analysis.
(a) Alternative Cooling Method. In their comments on the DEIS and the
SDEIS, reviewers recommended using dry cooling for Unit 3, as proposed for
Unit 4, stating that they would have no concerns about this project if both the
third and fourth reactors proposed at North Anna were air cooled. According to
the DEIS, Unit 4 operating as an air-cooled system would use a maximum of 1
gpm of water and would have negligible water-related impacts on Lake Anna, the
cooling lagoons, or the North Anna River. Environmental concerns raised during
our review of the Draft EIS and SDEIS are water-related. The SDEIS fails to
analyze an air-cooled Unit 3 alternative despite recommendations by several
reviewers.
(b) Alternative Site: Based on the information provided in the Draft EIS,
the two most important disadvantages of the Surry site (aesthetics and
impingement and entrainment and) are not substantiated. The Surry site seems
"superior" (as described in the DEIS) to the North Anna site for the following
reasons:
*
*
*

the limited water in the North Anna watershed;
the amount of water already being consumed by lake evaporation from the
existing two reactors; and
the competition for water resources downstream.

2. Water Resources: Flows, Drought, and Supply. DEQ's Division of Water
Resources commented previously in regard to its concerns for the adequacy of
Lake Anna as a source of cooling water for a third nuclear reactor because the
Lake Anna watershed is relatively small (342 square miles). The Supplemental
Draft EIS (hereinafter "SDEIS") analyzes water resource and quality impacts
considering the addition of the proposed Unit 3 as a closed-cycle, wet-dry cooled
unit and Unit 4 as a dry-cooled unit having negligible effects on water supply.
Although the wet-dry cooling method would withdraw less water than a oncethrough unit, addition of a wet-dry Unit 3 would still increase the drought
recurrence interval (from 6% for units 1 and 2 operating to 11% with a wet-dry
Unit 3 operating; it would increase to 11.8% with addition of Unit 3 as a oncethrough unit) as well as increase the total weeks of flows that are 20 cubic feet
per second (SDEIS page 5-10, section 5.3.2). Unlike the existing NAPS oncethrough units, the majority of the water withdrawn for Unit 3 condenser cooling
would be consumed by the wet towers while operating in the energy conservation
mode, which is for most of the year as currently proposed by the applicant. As
stated in the SDEIS (page 5-10, section 5.3.2), consumption of water by the wet
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towers would reduce the overall Volume of water in the lake, thereby impacting
the quantity of water released at Lake Anna dam. The Final EIS must fully
analyze the consumptive water use for the proposed closed-cycle, wet-dry Unit 3.
Issues associated with water quantity and quality and potential conflict over water
use are still unresolved. Resolution of these issues should have been
accomplished prior to the NRC's stated position that the site preparation and
preliminary construction activities would not result in any significant adverse
environmental impacts that cannot be redressed. An air-cooled Unit 3 would
eliminate water-related concerns.
3. North Anna River Fishery Issues. The Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries continues to have reservations about the impacts of proposed Unit 3 on
the lake and downstream resources.
(a) Striped Bass. Striped bass and other anadromous fish are native to
the York River drainage and the North Anna River, while largemouth bass,
bluegill, black crappie, walleye, and channel catfish are not. Nevertheless, all of
these species are important to the recreational fishery in the lake.
According to DGIF, the downstream impacts to fisheries resources were ignored
in the Draft EIS in spite of the increased frequency of low flows that a third watercooled unit would produce. Currently (with two units in the regulated "base
scenario"), 67 weeks of drought conditions (20 cubic feet per second ("cfs")) or
less) out of a 26-year period would be expected. Given the addition of a third
unit using water, the expected drought frequency would increase considerably.
Placing the population of aquatic species under frequent drought stress will shift
the community substantially. Recent DGIF surveys of the North Anna River
have suggested that the primary sportfish, smallmouth bass, has much lower
abundance than in other rivers in the region. Using air cooling for Unit 3 would
eliminate this concern.
(b) Impingement and Entrainment. The potential amount of fish losses
resulting from impingement and entrainment has been reduced by using the
closed-cycle, wet-dry cooling method instead of the once-through system
originally proposed. The use of an air-cooled Unit 3 would further reduce
potential impingement and entrainment losses.
4. Downstream Flows and Recreation. The North Anna River is a
spectacularly scenic and remote canoeing river with excellent fishing, according
to the Department of Conservation and Recreation. Accordingly, discharge rates
from the Lake Anna Dam should be adequate to meet minimum in-stream flows
needed for recreational boating from State Route 601 to U.S. Route 301. The
Department of Conservation and Recreation recommends that a minimum instream flow recreation study be conducted to determine what this discharge rate
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-should be. An air-cooled Unit 3 would have no impacts upon water-related
recreation.
5. Cumulative Impacts and Downstream Effects. Cumulative impacts of
the current and future units on downstream hydrology and biology need to be
quantitatively evaluated before any determination can be made that effects of the
proposed addition of reactors to the site are "small." The cumulative impact
analysis should start before the existing two reactors were put into operation and
the impacts analyzed with the sequential addition of Units 1 and 2 followed by the
addition of Unit 3. An air-cooled Unit 3 would eliminate the need for an analysis
of cumulative impacts on downstream hydrology and biology.
Environmental Impacts and Mitiqation
1. Recreation Resources. The Department of Conservation and
Recreation has concerns about the impacts of the proposed addition of Unit 3
upon the water quality and quantity in Lake Anna and in the North Anna River
below the dam.
(a) Lake Anna. Lake Anna supports a significant amount of recreational
activity from people getting to the lake from public and private lands. Lake Anna
State Park is a particular example of the public investment in facilitating public
use of the Lake. Proposed new generating facilities will deplete the water
available for other uses. Impacts of those facilities upon the lake temperature,
particularly in the summer months, can affect the downstream fishery.
Several reviewers indicated that the proposed reactors will further
increase water evaporation from Lake Anna, and the claim that the closed-cycle
cooling tower is an improvement with respect to evaporative loss over the oncethrough reactor is unsubstantiated. According to the SDEIS, the maximum
instantaneous evaporation rate for the proposed closed-cycle reactor will be 37.2
cfs in the Energy Conservation mode (most of the year) and 25.7 cfs in drought
conditions (Maximum Water Conservation mode). In the Energy Conservation
mode, the rate is 11.2 cfs higher than the 26 cfs estimated for the once-through
reactor proposed in the Draft EIS. In the Maximum Water Conservation (MWC)
mode, the rate is only 0.3 cfs less than the once-through.
(b) Downstream Flows, North Anna River. The North Anna River is a
spectacularly scenic and remote canoeing river with excellent fishing, according
to the Department of Conservation and Recreation. Between State Route 601
and U.S. Route 301, the River is heavily used because it presents some of the
most beautiful and remote paddling opportunities in the mid-Atlantic region.
During periods of low rainfall, releases from the Lake Anna Dam are less than
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what is needed to support recreational boating on the River. Accordingly,
discharge rates from the Lake Anna Dam should be adequate to meet minimum
in-stream flows needed for recreational boating from State Route 601 to U.S.
Route 301. The Department of Conservation and Recreation recommended, in
its earlier comments on the Draft EIS, that a minimum in-stream flow recreation
study be conducted todetermine what this discharge rate should be.
2. Water Resources: Flows, Lake Levels, Supply. The Draft EIS analyzes
water resource and quality impacts considering the addition of the proposed Unit
3 as a once-through water-cooled unit and Unit 4 as a dry-cooled unit having
negligible effects on water supply (page 5-3, section 5.3). DEQ's Division of
Water Resources commented previously (in the review of the first federal
consistency certification, DEQ-03-223F, comments mailed February 10, 2004) in
regard to its concerns for the adequacy of Lake Anna as a source of cooling
water for a third nuclear reactor; these concerns remain. However, the new
cooling design eliminates concerns about increased water temperature.
(a) Flows and Drought. Earlier discussions between the applicant, DEQ,
and the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (prior to the review of the
Draft EIS in 2004-2005) resulted in the selection of 248 feet above sea level as
the Lake Anna water level elevation that is representative of a hydrologic
drought. Based upon historical data, this level would have a recurrence interval
of once every 8.7 years, and it was agreed upon as being indicative of drought
conditions. This matches closely other commonly used drought indicators (e.g.,
7Q10) as an indicator of drought conditions in streams for water quality and
discharge permit conditions. Table 1 (Draft EIS, page F-102) can be used to
evaluate the recurrence intervals of droughts. The USGS publication referenced
in that table discusses drought recurrence intervals ranging from once every 15
to once every 80 years. Using elevation 248 as an indicator, past Dominion
records demonstrate that this level has been observed 3 times in the last 26
years, a reasonable expectation of the recurrence interval (8.6 years) for a
drought. Addition of Unit 3 would increase the drought recurrence interval to
every 2.6 years and more than double the total weeks of flows that are 20 cubic
feet per second (cfs) or lower from 67 to 143. Median duration of drought flows
of 20 cfs would be 7 weeks with the proposed Unit 3. Virginia State Water
Control Board Bulletin #58 reviewed flow statistics for the gauge downstream at
Doswell. Prior to dam construction, flows of 25 cfs or lower would occur once
every 10 years for about 10 weeks. Addition of Unit 3 would significantly
increase the frequency of drought flows downstream, and the duration of those
droughts. The change to drought flows once every 2.6 years, for median
duration of 7 weeks, is a significant change from conditions prior to the
plant/reservoir construction (see item 4(b), below), and demonstrates the need
for cumulative analysis of biological impacts.
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(b) Water Supply. One of the major earlier concerns of DEQ's Division of
Water Resources was the lack of an identifiable source of water for the proposed
fourth reactor (Unit 4). The Draft EIS indicated that the proposed Unit 4 would be
air-cooled (see Draft EIS, page 5-3, section 5.3); the Division has no objection to
an air-cooled unit. However, the fact that the fourth unit would be air cooled does
not allay the Division's concern about the adequacy of Lake Anna as a water
supply for a third nuclear reactor. The Division looked at other nuclear reactors
along the East Coast to compare the water resources available to them with the
water resources available at North Anna (see 'Table 1," first enclosure to DEQ's
March 5, 2005 letter on the Draft EIS). The conclusions drawn from that
research are:
*

Most of the intake locations are tidal and have an essentially unlimited
water supply;

*

Of the remaining locations, the North Anna location has the least
abundant water supply, based on the average flow of a small watershed
(342 square miles) and a medium-sized reservoir'; and

" There is a limited number of nuclear power stations located on non-tidal
rivers. In these cases, the power plants are on large rivers such as the
Connecticut and the Susquehanna.
In fact, the only location remotely similar to North Anna's situation is the Oconee
plants on Lake Keowee in South Carolina. However, immediately below Lake
Keowee is Hartwell Lake, so the section of non-tidal stream affected by
consumptive loss is very short.'
(c) Frame of Reference for Flows. The Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries and DEQ's Division of Water Resources requested the applicant to
perform an Index of Hydrologic Alteration (IHA) analysis of pre- and post-project
flows below the dam (see Draft EIS, page F-122 through F-125 and the tables on
pages F-126 through F-133). The two state agencies had pre-dam conditions in
mind when they addressed "pre-project" conditions in their earlier discussions
with the applicant. However, the tables on pages F-126 through F-133 do not
evaluate pre-dam conditions and therefore cannot be considered complete.
Table I (pages F-126 and F-127) demonstrates significant shifts in frequency of
lower flows and needs to be expanded to address conditions prior to the creation
of the lake. DEQ's Division of Water Resources and the Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries clarify that "pre-project" meant no dam and no reactors;
"post-project" meant the lake and three once-through cooling units. This
Indicators study was requested in order to assess the cumulative impact of the
existing and proposed project activities on the North Anna River. A cumulative
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analysis of impacts of the project does not start with the existing lake conditions
(i.e., the lake and two reactors) and then add, incrementally, the effects of
operation of the proposed third reactor (so that the "post-project" condition is the
lake and three reactors). However, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has
accepted this approach, which means that a finding of no more than "moderate"
impacts of the third unit (page 5-10, section 5.3.2, lines 7-13) is not surprising
even if cumulative impacts have not been analyzed.
Dominion provided DEQ's Division of Water Resources (DWR) with the
output of a simulation model with which Division staff is able to make some
comparisons of true pre- and post-project conditions. Prior to the lake, the North
Anna River at the dam site had an average flow of about 286 cubic feet per
second (cfs). This is based on the flow records from 1929 to 1971 at the Doswell
gauge, proportionately reduced to reflect the smaller drainage area at the dam.
According to the NRC water budget analysis, the two existing units account for
50 cfs in evaporation and the third once-through unit would account for 26 cfs in
evaporation. The cumulative impact on the average flow of just the power plants
(not including lake evaporation) is therefore estimated to be 76 cfs or 26% of the
historic average flow. Such a large loss of the normal flow to consumptive uses
is unprecedented in Virginia and other mid-Atlantic states. The U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) estimates that the average percentage of surface water lost to
consumptive use in the mid-Atlantic states is 1.6% of average flow. (USGS,
1984, National Water Summary)
DWR examined pre-dam gauge records and compared those streamflow
records with projected releases with three reactors operating in a once-through
cooling mode. This is not a true IHA analysis but it is presented in order to give
some perspective of the magnitude of true pre- and post-project conditions.
* Prior to the project, flows at the dam site were less than or equal to 20 cfs
only 4.2% of the time; with the third unit, flows are projected to be 20 cfs
11.8% of the time with the once-through reactor and 11% of the time with
the closed-cycle reactor (SDEIS, page 5-11, section 5.3.2 and Appendix
K, page K-12, Table K-3).
* Prior to the project, flows at the dam site were greater than or equal to 156
cfs 52% of the time (pre-dam Doswell gauge); with three units, flows will
be less than or equal to 40 cfs 52% of the time (Draft EIS, page 5-12,
section 5.4.1.3),
" Prior to the project, during the driest 14-month period on record (early May
1931 to early July 1931) streamflow in the North Anna River averaged 90
cfs over the 14 months. With the three units, the driest 14-month period
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(mid- September 2001 through mid-January 2003) streamflow in the North
Anna River would average only 20 cfs.
DWR disagrees with the conclusion in the Draft EIS that these pre- and postproject flow alterations and their impact can be described as small or moderate.
Instead, DWR would characterize these types of alterations as large.
(d) Preferencesin Cooling Method. DEQ's Division of Water Resources
prefers the once-through cooling process proposed for Unit 3 to a water cooling
tower because the once-through process results in less consumptive use of
water than the water cooling tower. This preference would result in larger
impingement and entrainment losses (see item 4(g), below) and a larger heat
load to the Lake than the cooling tower. (Note: the SDEIS proposes a closedcycle hybrid wet-dry cooling tower.) DEQ's Division of Water Resources
recognizes that the cooling tower is not proposed in the Draft EIS, but some
commenters may propose it as a solution to thermal loading and impingement
and entrainment concerns. In any case, DEQ's Division of Water Resources
would defer to DEQ's Division of Water Quality in regard to thermal impacts of
any water-cooled units that might be proposed. DGIF recommends use of dry
cooling for Unit 3 as a solution to lake level problems and downstream flow
reductions.
The once-through cooling process would also entail larger impingement
and entrainment losses. DEQ's Division of Water Resources defers to the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries with regard'to impingement and
entrainment estimates; see item 4(g), below.
(e) SDEIS Issues: Lake Water Use and Cooling Methods. DEQ's Division
of Water Resources agrees with the applicant that air cooling (i.e., the MWC
mode) should be implemented when the lake level falls below 250 feet msl at a
minimum. However, the Division agrees with the Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries (DGIF) that the MWC mode should be implemented at other
times as well, when the lake is not necessarily below a full condition; see the
recommendations in item 4(d), below.
DEQ's Division of Water Resources indicates that the Indicators of
Hydrologic Alteration (IHA) analysis performed by Dominion shows a highly
altered flow regime below the North Anna Dam, especially in the spring and fall.
September is a possible exception to this alteration because it is typically the
month of lowest flow; in September, the North Anna River actually retains some
semblance of normal flow due to the minimum release from the dam. The
cumulative effects of Unit 3 on downstream ecosystems could be reduced by
using the air cooling system in spring and fall.
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(0 SDEIS Issues: Maximum Water ConservationMode Implementation
Timing. As stated elsewhere in these Comments (see item 4(i), below), the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) recommends against the 7-day
waiting period after lake levels reach trigger levels to initiate air cooling
(Maximum Water Conservation (MWC) mode). DEQ's Division of Water
Resources endorses the DGIF recommendatiori, which is that implementation of
the MWC mode should take place when downstream flows have a three-day
rolling average at trigger points described in item 4(d), below.
According to DEQ's Division of Water Resources, the applicant
endeavored to justify the 7-day waiting period by stating that the electricity
needed to operate the air cooling system might already be sold by the time the
decision is taken to implement the MWC mode. However, given the number of
generation assets controlled by the applicant, and the interconnectivity of the
electric transmission system, this reasoning does not appear compelling to the
Division.
(g) SDEIS Issues: Frequencyof 20 cfs flows; Lake Levels. The current
operating rules for the power plant allow flows to be reduced from a required 40
cfs to 20 cfs whenever the lake elevation goes down to 248 feet msl, according to
the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (July 7 letter relative to federal
consistency of this project, enclosed). While the Department wishes to maintain
the frequency and duration of 20-cfs events (see item 4(b), below), DEQ's
Division of Water Resources indicates that setting the trigger elevation at 247.5
feet msl instead of 248 feet would require changing the existing Virginia Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) permit, and might generate opposition
from lakefront property owners. The Division opposes any change in the trigger
elevation of 248 feet. However, the Division believes that the DGIF
recommendation to raise the lake level three inches in the spring to make more
storage available for downstream flows in the spring deserves additional study.
3. Draft EIS Water Resources Analysis. The following discussions relate
to the analysis or coverage of the Draft EIS in regard to the water supply, flow,
and quality issues discussed above. Wetland information deficiency is also
addressed.
(a) Cumulative Impacts and Downstream Effects. Cumulative impacts of
the current and future units on downstream hydrology and biology need to be
quantitatively evaluated before any determination can be made that effects of the
.proposed addition of reactors to the site are "small" (Draft EIS, page 5-10,
section 5.3.2, line 9; see SDEIS, page 5-72, Table 5-19). Three options exist to
reduce the significant impacts on downstream resources, according to the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries:
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* Change the trigger level of elevation (248 feet) to some lower elevation
that has a recurrence interval of once every 8.7 years;
* Increase storage by raising the lake level seasonally; or
* Have Unit 3 operate under dry cooling conditions, as is proposed for Unit
4.
(b) Alternatives Analysis: Suriy Power Station site versus North Anna site.
The Draft EIS indicates that a first-stage of examination aims to determine
whether any alternative site is environmentally preferable to the proposed site.
Based on the results of this review, the NRC examines alternatives for other
factors and decides whether an alternative site is "obviously superior" to the
proposed site (Draft EIS, page 8-1). DEQ's Division of Water Resources
believes that the Surry site is "superior" (as described in the Draft EIS) to the
North Anna site based on the following reasons:
* the limited water resources in the North Anna River watershed;
" the amount of water already being consumed by lake evaporation
and the forced evaporation from the existing two reactors; and
* the competition for water resources downstream.
It appears that water availability would not be an issue on the tidal James River
at Surry. According to the Division of Water Resources, the Draft EIS says, "The
consumptive use of water to support mechanical draft cooling towers would be
undetectable relative to the supply in the estuary."
At two meetings with DEQ staff (prior to the submission of the
Commonwealth's comments on the Draft EIS, March 3, 2005), NRC officials

were asked. why North Anna rather than Surry was being proposed for an early
site permit. On both occasions, NRC staff cited aesthetics and the fact that the
plant might be visible from Jamestown. However, the Draft EIS, in its discussion
of aesthetics (pages 8- 32 and 8-33), does not indicate that there is any problem
with aesthetics at Surry. In fact, the Draft EIS states that the Surry plant's
"current structures are not visually obtrusive from any vantage point, even from
across the James River. However Units 1 and 2 are visible from the highest
amusement rides at Busch Gardens" (Draft EIS, page 8-32). The concerns
about aesthetics are not supported by statements in the Draft EIS.
Impingement and entrainment issues (see also item 4(e), below) would be
a greater problem at the Surry site than at Lake Anna. This is because the
James River is an estuary at the Surry site. However, the alternatives section of
the Draft EIS states that reactors at Surry would be cooled with cooling towers
(page 8-15, section 8.5). As such, the impingement and entrainment problem
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would be less than if once-through cooling were to be used. On April 4, 2001,
Dr. John Olney of the Virginia Institute of Marine Science wrote to Mr. Tony
Banks of Dominion on the subject of impingement and entrainment at Surry while
commenting on the re-licensing of the plant.. In the letter Dr. Olney states,
"Further, the available information on abundance and distribution of fishes at the
site suggests that there is a low probability that water withdrawals at the plant are
causing declines in federally managed species." Since Dr. Olney does not
express concerns about a large once-through cooling water withdrawal, it
appears that a cooling tower withdrawal, orders of magnitude smaller, would also
not be a concern.
In conclusion, based on the information provided, two of the most
important disadvantages of the Surry site (impingement and entrainment, and
aesthetics), are not substantiated, while the main disadvantage of the North
Anna site (water availability) appears extremely problematic. DEQ's Division of
Water Resources and the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries would have
no concerns about this project if both the fourth and third reactors at North Anna
were air cooled.
(c) Presentationof Data in the Draft EIS. As indicated above (item 2(c)),
the "pre-project" conditions should be based on the condition of the area before
the lake and dam were constructed in the 1970s. Table 1 in Appendix F (Draft
EIS, pages F-126 and F-127) is one example of this; it demonstrates significant
shifts in frequency of lower flows and needs to be expanded to address
conditions prior to creation of the lake.
(i) Tables in Chapter5. The tables in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS
have several problems. Tables 5-4 through 5-6 (pages 5-22 through 5-24) reflect
seasonal losses from March through July, so the "Yearly Totals" column is not
appropriately named. To properly reflect yearly totals, losses for the remaining
seven months need to be added to the table. If summer, fall, and winter data
were not collected, that data may have to be extrapolated by the best fitting of a
non-linear function to the available data. Only then can the full impacts of
entrainment on important fish species begin to be addressed.
Tables 5-2 (Draft EIS, page 5-18) and 5-5 (page 5-23) may have
significant errors, or the reasons for the differences are not fully explained. For
example, in Table 5-2, for Unit 3, January striped bass and bluegill numbers
impinged are greater than in Units I and 2 (Draft EIS, Table 5-1, page 5-17), but
black crappie, gizzard shad, white perch, and yellow perch numbers are less
than in Units 1 and 2. Similar discrepancies exist for other rows in the table, and
for the cumulative Tables 5-3 and Table 5-6. These discrepancies should be
explained further in the Final EIS.

9.
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(ii) Characterizationof Impacts on Fisheries. The Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries disagrees with the assessment that the impact of Unit
3 upon gizzard shad, the most prevalent species, would be a "small" impact
(page 5-21, end of section 5.4.2.2). As DGIF states in its comments on the Draft
EIS:
Gizzard shad are indeed a "prolific forage fish," but their abundance has been low in
VDGIF samples in two recent years. This species is the primary forage for stocked
pelagic predators (striped bass and walleye) and also supplements largemouth bass
diet. Further declines in striped bass habitat (another contested issue) combined
with potential reductions in the forage base could significantly impact this
recreationally and economically important fishery. Section 5.4.2.2 estimates the
impingement loss to the fish population as a percentage of the estimated total lake
population as derived from cove rotenone. We applied this same technique to
entrainment numbers and calculate that 6.8% of the gizzard shad and 87% of the
black crappie are lost due to entrainment. When combined with impingement 7.7%
of the gizzard shad and 93.9% of the black crappie numbers are killed by the intake
structure. We do not consider losing almost 8 and 94% of these populations from
an intake a small impact. Several problems exist with this approach and these need
to be addressed. Lakes undergo eutrophication with age and that is occurring at
Lake Anna as the watershed becomes more fully developed. As that occurs, the
biomass of fish increases. The current biomass is undoubtedly higher than twenty
years ago when the original entrainment/impingement analysis was conducted. The
report uses cove rotenone data but does not account for spatial and temporal
variation within that data. Within large reservoirs, biomass typically declines
downstream through a trophic gradient. That is apparent from our routine sampling
as well as historic rotenone data. The impacts of entrainment and
impingement may be even more spatially and numerically significant in the lower
lake where the numbers of fish are less than above the Rt. 208 bridge.
The Department points out that the conclusions regarding entrainment losses in
the Draft EIS are not based on scientifically sound evidence. This is exemplified
by the statement:
Because the fish entrained most frequently are prolific, exhibit a high reproductive
potential, and compensatory responses of the fish population occur to offset losses,
the staff concludes that the impacts of entrainment would be SMALL [emphasis in
the original].
(See Draft EIS, page 5-25, end of section 5.4.2.3.)
(iii) Recommendations. The Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries recommends that the entrainment tables be corrected to reflect an
actual annual loss. The discrepancies should be corrected and a much more
rigorous spatial and temporal evaluation conducted before any conclusion can be

A
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reached that the effects of impingement and entrainment are "small." See also
item 4(e), below.
(d) Wetland Information.
(i) Draft EIS Information. The Draft EIS states, "a few small
wetlands and two intermittent streams exist on the North Anna ESP site" (page 47, section 4.4.1), but no wetland delineation of the area has been accomplished.
The Draft EIS also states, in several different places, that avoidance and
minimization of wetland impacts will be practiced to the maximum extent
practicable. Given the above information, however, DEQ cannot determine
whether project activities would adversely affect wetland or stream areas subject
to DEQ water permitting jurisdiction. For this reason, DEQ recommends that the
applicant submit the following:
" a National Wetland Inventory (NWI) map identifying the project area;
" photographs of the intermittent streams;
" a confirmation of the wetlands delineation by the Army Corps of
Engineers; and
* any other information pertaining to the location of wetlands or streams
in or near the project area.
This information would be necessary for any Virginia Water Protection Permit
application, but it is also vital for an informed decision on federal consistency and
on the environmental impacts of the proposed project.
(ii) PermitApplicability. Applicable regulations require a Virginia
Water Protection (VWP) Permit as follows. If the activities to be pursued under
the Early Site Permit involve one or more of those listed here, the applicant must
apply to DEQ for a permit.
Except in compliance with a VWP permit, no person shall dredge, fill, or
discharge any pollutant into, or adjacent to surface waters, or otherwise alter the
physical, chemical, or biological properties of surface waters, excavate in wetlands, or
...conduct the following activities in a wetland:
1. New activities to cause draining that significantly alters or degrades existing
wetland acreage or functions;
2. Filling or dumping;
3. Permanent flooding or impounding; or
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4. New activities that cause significant alteration or degradation of existing
wetland acreage or functions.
(See the VWP permit program regulations, 9 VAC 25-210-50.A.)
It should be noted that certain water withdrawals are exempt from
permitting (see the State Water Control Law, Virginia Code section 62.144:15.5.G). The proposed Unit 3 does not appear to qualify for this exemption,
according to DEQ's Division of Water Resources (Hassell/Ellis/Irons, 9/8/06).
(iii) Evaluation factors. In the permit application review process, DEQ
evaluates the following, inter alia:
* Avoidance of wetland impacts;
* Minimization of wetland impacts;
, Amount, type, and location of compensatory wetland mitigation, based on
the ecologically preferable alternative.
See "Regulatory and Coordination Needs," item 6, below.
4. Fisheries. The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF), as
the Commonwealth's wildlife and freshwater fish management agency, exercises
enforcement and regulatory jurisdiction over wildlife and freshwater fish, including
state or federally listed endangered or threatened species, but excluding listed
insects. The Department (hereinafter "DGIF") is a consulting agency under the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. sections 661 et seg.), and
provides environmental analysis of projects or permit applications coordinated
through the Department of Environmental Quality, the Marine Resources
Commission, the Virginia Department of Transportation, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and several other state
and federal agencies. DGIF determines likely impacts upon fish and wildlife
resources and habitat, and recommends appropriate measures to avoid, reduce,
or compensate for those impacts.
(a) Lake Water Use, Evaporation,and Downstream Flows. The
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries remains concerned regarding the
increased evaporation from Lake Anna and its impacts upon downstream
hydrology, attributable to the addition of Unit 3. The increased frequency of flows
below 40 cubic feet per second (cfs) will, if allowed, cause the downstream
hydrology to change to a drier condition than would occur naturally, resulting in
lower flows affecting downstream resources in the Pamunkey River, to which the
North Anna River flows. The required release flow of 40 cfs is 11.6% of mean
annual flow. Normal summer flows in a stream the size of the North Anna River
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would be from 70 to 100 cfs or 20-30% of mean annual flow. Reduced flows
would result in reduced summer habitat for resident Lake species as well as
downstream migratory species. An analysis of Dominion's long-term North Anna
River monitoring data demonstrated that the fish community requires a diverse
flow pattern, with different species doing best in wet years. This is similar to
study results from the James River and the North Fork of the Shenandoah River.
(b) Frequency of 20 cfs flows. The estimates on frequency of 20-cfs flows
provided in the applicant's Revision 7 differ significantly from those in the SDEIS.
The discrepancy should be fully addressed and resolved before the Final EIS is
completed.
(i)Analysis. Prior to construction of the North Anna Dam, river
flows were less than 20 cfs 4.2% of the time. Currently, flows are decreased to
20 cfs an average of 5.2% of the time. With the proposed Unit 3 wet-dry cooling
system, according to the applicant's analysis, the frequency and duration of
these 20-cfs events would increase to 7.3% of the time. However, according to
the NRC's analysis (SDEIS, Appendix K, page K-1 2 and page 5-11, section
5.3.2), the 20-cfs events would increase to 11.0% (not 7.3%) with the closedcycle unit 3 instead of the 11.8% of the time for 20-cfs events with a oncethrough Unit 3. This is a slight improvement from.the original proposal, which
would have resulted in reducing flows to 20 cfs 11.8% of the time.
With the existing two units, accordingto the applicant'sanalysis, there are
two 20-cfs flow events predicted over a 24-year period. The proposed Unit 3
would increase that to five such events over a 24-year period. With a third unit,
the duration of the first two events is increased by an additional 4 to 5 weeks.
The three additional events have durations of 2 to 13 weeks. According to the
NRC analysis, that would increase to seven events. These predictions need to
be re-evaluated in light of the NRC analysis referred to above.
(ii) Recommendation. To reduce the frequency and duration of 20cfs events, the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries recommends the
following. For each additional inch of water stored, an additional 27 days are
available during which flows can be maintained at 40 cfs. By storing three inches
of water, resulting in a lake elevation of 250.25 feet above mean sea level, the
five 20-cfs events predicted by Dominion would be reduced to three events, and
the duration of the third event would be reduced from 13 weeks to one week.
The other two events would have the same duration as previously. The impact of
three inches of storage on the NRC analysis is unclear.
Therefore, DGIF recommends that the normal operating elevation be
seasonally increased (April through November) to 250.25 feet msl in order to
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minimize the impacts of an increased frequency and duration of 20-cfs flows on
downstream resources. Rules could be in place to reduce the pool to 250 feet
msl elevation prior to predicted storm events such as hurricanes and tropical
depressions.
(c) Altered Flow Regime above 40 cfs.
(i) Analysis. The proposed Unit 3 would withdraw a maximum of
49.6 cfs, with an average use of 34.3 cfs. Return water could range from near
zero to 49.6 cfs, depending on the operation of the dry cooling unit and ambient
air temperature. Under summer conditions, dry tower return rates could be in the
range of 25%. Winter returns could be 100% with minimal evaporative loss from
the lake. Use of only the wet tower will result in almost 100% evaporative water
loss. Fishery impacts of this regime will depend on flows and the season.
(ii) Fishery Resources. Some of the biologically important fishery
resources and critical seasons are the herring spawning during March, shad
spawning during late March and April, smallmouth bass spawning in May and
June, and juvenile shad survival on the Pamunkey River.
" With regard to herring, based upon results on the Rappahannock and
James Rivers, herring runs are strongest when flows are near normal.
Low flows have resulted in reduced numbers of fish moving upstream.
" With regard to shad spawning, upstream migration is less during dry
years.
" With regard to smallmouth bass spawning, and juvenile bass development
during June, DGIF has documented that juvenile bass survival statewide
is highest when June flows are between the median and average values.
June flows are currently below median values and would decrease more
with the addition of Unit 3 to 43% of pre-Lake values. Water conservation
during this period is likely to enhance the survival rates of smallmouth
bass juveniles.
*

With regard to juvenile shad on the Pamunkey River, survival rates are
best during wet summers. The Pamunkey River system has the healthiest
shad population in Virginia, and it serves as the brood source for shad reestablishment in the James River system. See item 4(c)(iii), next.

(iii) Stream Flow and Shad. DGIF has reviewed the impacts of
stream flow on American shad juvenile production in the Pamunkey River. The
data were presented to Dominion and the NRC in separate meetings in the
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spring of 2006. Shad juvenile year class strength and survival were assessed by
evaluating catch-per-unit effort of returning brood stock, ages 4 to 6 years. In
summary, the best juvenile shad survival occurred during wetter June-August
years (those with flows at the 80th percentile). Lake Anna is about one-third
(1/3) of the drainage area of the Pamunkey River at the gauge station near
Hanover, and is an important contributor to that river's flow. Flow losses within
Lake Anna due to evaporation can have a significant impact upon downstream
shad resources. The NRC analysis would predict a much more significant impact
on potential summer shad habitat than the Dominion analysis.
(d) Recommendations: OperatingRules for the Maximum Water
ConservationMode. Impacts upon the above-listed fisheries and other aquatic
resources can be minimized by use of the dry tower to reduce consumptive water
losses. Accordingly, DGIF recommends that the Maximum Water Conservation
(MWC) mode be implemented in keeping with the following rules.
*

In March and April, the MWC mode should be implemented when flows
are less than 225 cfs. Flows are in the lower quartile, and water
conservation savings can result in significant habitat savings and return
flows to near existing conditions. These flows are particularly important
for herring, shad, migratory striped bass, and resident sucker and minnow
spawning.

•

In May, the MWC mode should be implemented when flows are less than
175 cfs. These flows are important for smallmouth bass nesting. The
addition of Unit 3 would reduce flows by 30% from pre-Lake conditions.

" In June, the MWC mode should be implemented when flows are less than
120 cfs. This value is close to the average value and will enhance
smallmouth bass spawning success, and subsequent catch for anglers.
From July through October, the MWC mode should be implemented when
flows are less than 90 cfs. High flows are important for the habitat requirements
of resident fish species that do best in wet years. Without water conservation in
wet years, those optimal habitat conditions cannot be achieved. Wet years are
also important for producing strong year classes of American shad in the
Pamunkey River.
While this could result in significant improvements in flow, it is unclear how
this would affect events below elevation 250.
(e) Striped Bass Reservoir Habitat.
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(i) Descriptionand Habitat. The Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries agrees with the descriptive statements in the Draft EIS (page 5-30,
lines 24-33). However, line 37 incorrectly states that striped bass are not native
to this watershed. The use of nomenclature surrounding native vs. nonnative
species appears to minimize the value of the striped bass fishery. This is
incorrect. Striped bass are, in fact, native to the York River drainage and
downstream reaches of the North Anna can be seasonally important for
spawning and juvenile rearing. The lake population is correctly acknowledged as
being supported by stocking. In recognition of this fact, the Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries strives to stock Chesapeake strain striped bass in the
reservoir so as not to change the genetics of downstream populations.
(ii) Impacts of Temperature and Flow Changes. An extensive
amount of temperature data from historic monitoring of the lake was used to
model thermal conditions at various locations in the lake. Despite that extensive
data set, no modeling of summer striped bass habitat was conducted to support
statements that the impacts would be small in normal years and moderate in
drought years (Draft EIS, page 5-31, lines 18-19). In combination with the
elevated temperatures and increased frequency of drought conditions (lowering
to elevation 248) within the lake, the striped bass population could be stressed
every 2.6 years. Based on the information in the Draft EIS, it is inconclusive
whether the installation of a third unit would cause acute mortality from
exacerbated summer habitat squeeze. It is also inconclusive, however, that such
mortality would not occur. At some point, striped bass will begin to die as water
quality declines (based primarily on higher water temperatures and lower
dissolved oxygen). Since no modeling of summer habitat was conducted, it is
unknown whether the additive impacts of a third unit would allow reservoir
conditions to reach this point, and the exact point at which this will occur is
unknown; but to discount the possibility is subjective. Even with the elimination
of Unit 4, the predicted maximum surface temperature increase at the dam of 3.6
degrees Fahrenheit could result in striped bass mortalities depending on the
plume configuration, inflow, and stratification pattern. Striped bass habitat
modeling is essential in the Final EIS to explain the potential of a new (third) unit
and its impact on striped bass habitat.
(f) North Anna River FisheryIssues. According to the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries, the downstream impacts to fisheries resources were
ignored in the Draft EIS in spite of the increased frequency of low flows that a
third water-cooled unit would produce. Currently, (with two units in the regulated
"base scenario"), 67 weeks of drought conditions (20 CFS or less) out of a 26year period would be expected. Given the addition of a third unit, the expected
drought frequency would rise to 150 weeks using the once-through cooling
method. The length of time the drought frequency would increase using the
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closed-cycle cooling method would depend on factors such as the frequency of
triggering the Maximum Water Conservation Mode and the design used.
(i) Analysis of Flows. The Tennant method is a common desktop
method and summer flows in the 20-30% mean annual flow (MAF) range are
beneficial for sustainable fisheries. Because it has been called the Montana
Method, it has been deemed as only applicable in Western streams. That is a
misconception, as it was developed "over the past 17 years from work on
hundreds of streams in the states north of the Mason-Dixon Line between the
Atlantic Ocean and the Rocky Mountains" (Fisheries 1(4): 6-10). Summer flows
below the desired level of 68 cubic feet per second (cfs), or 20% of MAF, are the
norm under current conditions and will worsen under future conditions. The
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries recommended that an In-stream Flow
Incremental Methodology (IFIM) Study be conducted to properly evaluate this
project on the stream fauna. The expected increased frequency of drought flows
to a common occurrence (2.6 years) is. expected to have significant impacts.
Conclusions need to be based upon sound scientific modeling. DGIF states that
if Dominion can offer a better approach to modeling flow impacts, DGIF would be
happy to consider any alternative.
(ii) Impacts on River Resources. According to DGIF, the Draft EIS
makes the following statement:
... long-term monitoring of the North Anna River has documented improvements in
the abundance and diversity of aquatic biota since impoundment.

DGIF is unaware of any intensive data analysis to support such an assertion.
DGIF's analysis of the Dominion data set documented changes that are reflective
of drought conditions. Placing the population of aquatic species under frequent
drought stress will shift the community substantially. This analysis was
previously provided to Dominion. Recent DGIF surveys of the North Anna River
have suggested that the primary sportfish, smallmouth bass, has much lower
abundances than in other rivers in the region. Other fish populations were
present in relatively low levels. It is the opinion of DGIF biologists that the low
abundance and biomass of predator and forage species in the North Anna River
is related to higher than naturally occurring incidences of drought conditions.
There also is the possibility that drought flow conditions could adversely impact
downstream anadromous nursery areas. This potential impact should be
evaluated. Increasing the drought frequency to the proposed extent would have
an unacceptable negative impact on this fishery.
(iii) Modeling versus Speculation. The balance of a major argument
within the document centers on subjective speculation on whether the installation
of Units 3 and/or 4 would present complications for fish populations. DGIF
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believes that such complications would occur. More likely at issue is not if
complications would occur, for they almost certainly would; but the extent of such
complications and the population-level impacts. Without extensive modeling, it is
impossible to argue either point successfully. We recommend the application of
sound scientific modeling to the decision process and that appropriate
corrections based on model outcomes be incorporated in the Final EIS. The
NRC, in section 5.3.2 of the SDEIS, concludes that the impact on the resource is
small during most years and moderate during drought years. Extensive
hydrologic analysis has been conducted which demonstrates significant changes
in the flow patterns. Earlier DGIF recommendations included a similar analysis
of incremental habitat changes as impacted by changes in flow. Without that
analysis, any conclusion of "small to moderate impacts" is not substantiated.
(g) Water Intakes: Fish Impingement and Entrainment. Since commenting
on this subject for the Draft EIS, the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
has changed its recommendations. We reiterate the Draft EIS comments first,
and explain the changes as necessary.
(i) Estimates. In reviewing the Draft EIS, the Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) applauded the applicant's use of "worst case"
scenarios for estimating impingement and entrainment, and acknowledged the
estimate of a 131% increase in the impingement rate for Unit 3 (Draft EIS, pages
5-13 through 5-18, sections 5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2). In developing the total
estimate, data derived from 1979 through 1983 was added to worst-case Unit 3
operation. However, it is not clear whether the 1979-1983 values for Units I and
2 reflect current operating conditions and are valid. The Final EIS, according to
DGIF, should indicate whether water volume pumped for these units has
increased or decreased since the 1979-1983 study period, in light of the facts
that plant operating time, efficiency, and volume of water pumped have all
increased. In such case, the table reflecting the impacts of Units 1 and 2 (Draft
EIS, Table 5-1, page 5-17).needs to be revised to reflect current operating
conditions.
(ii) EarlierRecommendations. The Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries, in commenting on the Draft EIS, recommended the use of stateof-the-art intake screens, as encouraged by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency in recent screen recommendations. Specifically, the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries recommended openings of 1 millimeter (mm), and an
intake velocity of 0.25 feet per second (fps) to protect aquatic life. This would
greatly alleviate the impingement and entrainment issue, as would the use of a
dry cooling tower.
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(iii) Existing and ProposedIntake Screens. The SDEIS discusses
water intakes, impingement, and entrainment in the chapter on operational
impacts (specifically pages 5-19 through 5-26, sections 5.4.2.1 through 5.4.2.3).
The current intake screen at the North Anna Power Station has a mesh size of
9.5 mm and an intake velocity of 0.7 feet per second (fps). The same design is
proposed for the Unit 3 intake structure. With the re-design of the cooling
process for Unit 3, the expected number of fish impinged by that unit would be
reduced from 147 million to 3.4 million annually.
(iv) Analysis and Recommendations. The Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries made an earlier recommendation for a 1 mm mesh size
screen and an intake velocity of 0.25 fps. During several meetings with NRC and
Dominion, there was discussion regarding the lack of sweeping velocity in a
reservoir situation. As a result of further review of scientific literature, DGIF
arrived at a recommendation of a 2 mm mesh size and an intake velocity of 0.5
fps for the intakes for proposed Units 3 and 4. The 9.5 mm screen proposed by
the applicant (SDEIS, pages 5-19, 5-26) will only exclude fish larger than 3.4
inches from the intake. The 2 mm mesh size and 0.5 fps intake velocity will
make for more effective resource protection, according to DGIF. The
recommendations may be depicted on this table:

Draft EIS,
DGIF recommendation
SDEIS, DGIF
Recommendation (now) I

Mesh Size Intake Velocity
1 mm
0.25 fps
2 mm

0.50 fps
I

As indicated above (see item 3(c)(iii)), DGIF recommends that entrainment tables
in the Draft EIS (see page 5-25, section 5.4.2.3) be corrected.
(h) Avoiding Adverse Impacts. In response to the discussions of terrestrial
impacts (SDEIS, page 4-8, section 4.4.1) and unavoidable adverse impacts
(SDEIS, page 10-4, section 10.1), DGIF recommends avoiding and minimizing
adverse impact upon wetlands and streams to the maximum extent possible.
Particulars follow.
(i) Compensation for unavoidablewetland and stream impacts.
Compensation should be based on ratios, as follows:
*

2 acres of compensation for each acre of impacts to palustrine forested
(PFO) wetlands, or 2:1;
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*

1.5 acres of compensation for each acre of impacts to palustrine scrubshrub (PSS) wetlands, or 1.5:1;

0

1 acre of compensation for each acre of impacts to palustrine emergent
(PEM) wetlands, or 1:1; and
I1 acre of compensation for each acre of impacts to streams. This 1:1 ratio
should be based on the full restoration of a similarly functional stream.

(ii) Stream enhancement orpreservation-onlymitigation. Stream
enhancement or preservation-only activities should be based on a ratio ranging
from 1.5:1 to 10:1.
(iii) Conduct of in-stream activities. All in-stream activities should
be conducted as follows:
" Undertake in-stream activities during low-flow conditions;
" Use non-erodible cofferdams to isolate the construction area;
*

Stockpile excavated material in a manner that prevents its re-entry into the
stream;

•

Restore the original streambed and streambank contours;

" Re-vegetate barren areas with native vegetation;
*

Implement strict erosion and sediment controls; and

•

To minimize potential adverse impacts upon fish inhabiting Lake Anna,
schedule all in-stream activities to avoid the spring/summer spawning
seasons. This time-of-year restriction has been defined as March 15
through June 30 every year.

(j) Water ConservationMeasures. The SDEIS indicates that Unit 3 would
be operated in the Maximum Water Conservation (MWC) mode after 7 days of
low lake level elevation (below 250 feet msl) (SDEIS, page 5-5, section 5.3; see
"Project Description," above). The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
recommends against this 7-day waiting period and states that implementation of
the MWC mode should take place when downstream flows have a three-day
rolling average at trigger points described in item 4(d), above.
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(k) Draft EIS FisheriesImpact Analysis. The following discussions relate
to the analysis or coverage of the Draft EIS in regard to fisheries impacts of the
proposed new reactor units.
(i) Department of Game and Inland FisheriesAssessment. DGIF
continues to have reservations about the impacts of proposed Unit 3 on
the lake and downstream resources. The Draft EIS does not address the
main concerns outlined in the DGIF letter dated January 27, 2004.
The nomenclature of the Draft EIS on native vs. non-native species
appears to minimize the value of the striped bass fishery (Draft EIS, section
2.7.2.1, pages 2-33 through 2-40). Striped bass and other anadromous fish are
native to the York River drainage and the North Anna River, while largemouth
bass, bluegill, black crappie, walleye, and channel catfish are not. Nevertheless,
all of these species are important to the recreational fishery in the lake.
(ii) Aquatic Ecology Information. The SDEIS states:
Non-native fish species, including striped bass, walleyes, threadfin shad, and
blueback herring, have been stocked in Lake Anna by the Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries (VDGIF).
(SDEIS, page 2-14, section 2.7.2.) As stated in DGIF's February 15, 2005
comments on this subject, striped bass and other anadromous fish are native to
the York River drainage and the North Anna River, while largemouth bass,
bluegill, black crappie, walleye, and channel catfish are not. Nonetheless, all of
these species are important to the recreational fishery in Lake Anna.
In addition, the SDEIS makes reference to the shortnosed sturgeon as
being
listed as endangered by the National Marine Fisheries Service and by Virginia. It
also appears on the Virginia Department of Cultural Resources List of "Extinct and
Extirpated Animals of Virginia."
(SDEIS, page 8-29, section 8.5.4). There is no "Virginia Department of Cultural
Resources." Perhaps the reference is to the Department of Historic Resources,
which does not have responsibility for endangered species. A list of species
believed to be extinct or extirpated in Virginia can be found in A Guide to
Endangered and Threatened Species in Virginia, coordinated by Karen
Terwilliger and John R Tate (Blacksburg, Va.: The McDonald and Woodward
Publishing Company, 1995).
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(iii) Drought Comment. The following comment in the Draft EIS
regarding 'droughts, "Insuch circumstances, mitigation to reduce the impact
could be accomplished by stocking more fish, stocking larger fish, or managing
the fishery to provide more catch opportunities of large fish," is incorrect and not
a scientifically recognized fishery management solution, according to the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. Such a comment does not recognize
the biological and physical factors necessary for a successful striped bass
population.
5. Solid and Hazardous Waste Management. According to DEQ's Waste
Division, the Draft EIS addressed solid waste issues and sites to some extent,
but did not address hazardous waste issues or sites, or include a search of
waste-related data bases. The SDEIS did not address solid or hazardous waste
issues or sites, or include a search of waste-related data bases.
(a) Data Base Results. DEQ's Waste Division did a cursory review of its
data files and determined that the North Anna Power station is listed as follows:
• "Vepco-North Anna" (identification number VAD000620237) in the
CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act) data base; no further remedial action is planned,
according to the CERCLA listing.
"
"Virginia
Power North Anna" (identification number VAD065376279) in
EPA's RCRA (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act) data base,
as a small-quantity generator of hazardous waste.
DEQ's Waste Division did not find any waste sites that would affect, or be

affected by, the proposed project.
The following web sites may be helpful in locating additional information
for these identification numbers:
" http:llwww.epa.gov/echo/search by permit.html
" http://www.epa..gov/enviro/html/rcris/rcris query iava.html.
(b) Solid Wastes. The Draft EIS indicated that solid waste would be
handled in compliance with appropriate state and federal regulations (page 3-10,
section 3.2.4). See the citations in item 5(c), next.
(c) Radioactive or Other ContaminatedWaste. The Draft EIS indicated
the potential risk of radioactive waste occurring on site after construction (pages

Mr. Michael Lesar
Page 29
4-39, 4-40, 6-22, and 8-12). Any soil suspected of radioactive wastes or other
contamination generated during construction-related activities (including site
preparation) must be tested and disposed of in accordance with applicable
federal, state, and local laws and regulations. These include, but are not limited
to:
" Federal laws and regulations: Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA) (42 U.S.C. sections 6901 et seq.); U.S. Department of
Transportation Rules for Transportation of Hazardous Materials (49
CFR Part 107); applicable regulations in Title 40, Code of Federal
Regqulations (CFR).
" State laws and regulations: Virginia Waste Management Act (Virginia
Code sections 10.1-1400 et seg.); Virginia Hazardous Waste
Management Regulations (9 VAC 20-60); Virginia Solid Waste
Management Regulations (9 VAC 20-80); Virginia Regulations for the
Transportation of Hazardous Materials (9 VAC 20-110).
(d) Demolition and/orRenovation of Structures. The discussion of the Site
Redress Plan (Draft EIS, page 4-46) raises the potential for structures to be
demolished or removed. These should be checked for lead-based paint and
asbestos before any action takes place. If lead-based paints are found, NRC or
the applicant must comply with the rules in the Virginia Hazardous Waste
Management Regulations (9 VAC 20-60-261); if asbestos-containing materials
are found, compliance with the Virginia Solid Waste Management Regulations (9
VAC 20-80-640) is required.
(e) Pollution Prevention. DEQ encourages NRC and the applicant to
implement pollution prevention principles in all construction activities. This
includes reducing wastes at the source, re-using materials, and recycling waste
materials. Generation of hazardous waste should be minimized, and hazardous
waste should be handled appropriately in keeping with the rules cited in item 5(c)
above. See also item 6, next.
6. Pollution Prevention. DEQ advocates that principles of pollution
prevention be used in all construction projects as well as in facility operations.
Effective siting, planning, and on-site Best Management Practices (BMPs) Will
help to ensure that environmental impacts are minimized. However, pollution
prevention techniques also include decisions related to construction materials,
design, and operational procedures that will facilitate the reduction of wastes at
the source. We have several pollution prevention recommendations that may be
helpful in constructing or operating this project if it goes forward:
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" Consider development of an Environmental Management System
(EMS). An effective EMS will ensure that the proposed facility is
committed to minimizing its environmental impacts, setting
environmental goals, and achieving improvements in its environmental
performance. DEQ offers EMS development assistance and
recognizes facilities with effective Environmental Management
Systems through its Virginia Environmental Excellence Program.
" Consider designs, techniques, and technologies that will facilitate the
re-circulation and re-use of waters used for cooling and steam
generation. These techniques can save money by minimizing intake
and treatment needs.
" Consider environmental attributes when purchasing materials. For
example, the extent of recycled material content, toxicity level, and
amount of packaging should be considered and can be specified in
purchasing contracts.
" Consider contractors' commitments to the environment (such as an
EMS) when choosing contractors. Specifications regarding raw
materials and construction practices can be included in contract
documents and requests for proposals.
" Choose sustainable materials and practices for infrastructure and
building construction and design. These could include asphalt and
concrete containing recycled materials, and integrated pest
management in landscaping, among other things.
" Integrate pollution prevention techniques into facility maintenance and
operation, to include the following: inventory control (record-keeping
and centralized storage for hazardous materials), product substitution
(use of non-toxic cleaners), and source reduction (fixing leaks, energyefficient HVAC and equipment). Maintenance facilities should be
designed with sufficient and suitable space to allow for effective
inventory control and preventive maintenance.
DEQ's Office of Pollution Prevention provides information and technical
assistance relating to pollution prevention techniques and EMS. If interested,
NRC and/or the applicant may contact that Office (Tom Griffin, telephone (804)
698-4545).
7. Air Quality. According to DEQ's Division of Air Program Coordination,
the North Anna Power Station is in an ozone non-attainment area. While the
change in the cooling system itself will not have any impact on air quality, all
precautions are necessary to restrict emissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NO,), during pre-construction activities allowed
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under the Early Site Permit and also during implementation of the site redress
plan in the event the proposed addition of Units 3 and 4 does not materialize.
(a) Fugitive Dust Control During construction (and pre-construction
activities, and site redress implementation if that is the case), fugitive dust must
be kept to a minimum by using control methods outlined in 9 VAC 5-50-60 et seg.
of the Regulations for the Control and Abatement of Air Pollution. These
precautions include, but are not limited to, the following: " Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for dust control;
• Installation and use of hoods, fans, and fabric filters to enclose and
vent the handling of dusty materials;
• Covering of open equipment for conveying materials; and
* Prompt removal of spilled or tracked dirt or other materials from paved
streets and removal of dried sediments resulting from soil erosion.
(b) Open Burning. If any project activities include the burning of
construction or demolition material or land-clearing debris, this activity must meet
the requirements under 9 VAC 5-40-5600 et seg. of the Regulations for open
burning, and it may require a permit (see "Regulatory and Coordination Needs,"
item 1, below). The Regulations provide for, but do not require, the local
adoption of a model ordinance concerning open burning. The applicant should
contact Louisa County officials to determine what local requirements, if any,
apply. The model ordinance includes, but is not limited to, the following
provisions:
*

All reasonable effort shall be made to minimize the amount of material
burned, with the number and size of the debris piles;
" The material to be burned shall consist of brush, stumps and similar
debris waste and clean burning demolition material;
I
" The burning shall be at least 500 feet from any occupied building

unless the occupants have given prior permission, 6 ttiei

than a

building located on the property on which the burnirig !is1co~rnducted;

" The burning shall be conducted at the greatest distance practicable
from highways and air fields;
•

The burning shall be attended at all times and conducted to ensure the

best possible combustion with a minimum of smoke being iproduced;
* The burning shall not be-allowed to smolder beyond the minimum
period of time necessary for the destruction of the mate rials; and
" The burning shall be conducted only when the prevailing winds are
away from any city, town or built-up area.
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(c) Fuel-burningEquipment. Fuel-burning equipment used in construction
activities may require an air pollution control permit, depending on capacities and
potential to emit air pollutants. See "Regulatory and Coordination Needs," item
1, below.
8. NaturalArea Preserves. According to the Department of Conservation
and Recreation, there are no state Natural Area Preserves in the vicinity of the
proposed project.
9. NationalHeritage Resources. The Department of Conservation and
Recreation (DCR) has searched its Biotics Data System for occurrences of
natural heritage resources in the project area. "Natural heritage resources" are
defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and animal
species, unique or exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic
formations. According to DCR, natural heritage resources have been
documented in the project area.
(a) Findings. Laura's Clubtail, an odonate (Odonata, i.e., dragonflies and
damselflies), has been historically documented in Lake Anna. This insect
species is not listed as endangered or threatened (Hypes/Ellis, 8128106). Adult
odonata, commonly seen flitting and hovering along the shores of most
freshwater habitats, are accomplished predators. Adults typically forage in
clearings with scattered trees and shrubs near the parent river. They feed on
mosquitoes and other smaller flying insects, and are thus considered highly
beneficial. Odonates lay their eggs on emergent vegetation or debris at the
water's edge. Unlike adults, the larvae inhabit the sand and gravel of riffle areas.
Wingless and possessing gills, they crawl about the submerged leaf litter and
debris stalking their insect prey. The larvae seize unsuspecting prey with a long,
hinged "grasper"that folds neatly under their chins. When larval development is
complete, the aquatic larvae crawl from the water to the bank, climb up the stalks
of shoreline vegetation, and the winged adult emerges (Hoffman, 1991; Thorpe
and Covich, 1991). Because of their aquatic lifestyle and limited mobility, the
larvae are particularly vulnerable to siltation and to shoreline disturbances that
cause the loss of shoreline vegetation. Larvae are also sensitive to alterations
resulting in poor water quality, aquatic substrate changes, and thermal
fluctuations.
(b) State-listed Insect and Plant Species. Under a Memorandum of
Agreement between DCR and the Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services (VDACS), DCR represents VDACS in commenting on project impacts
on state-listed endangered or threatened plant or insect species. DCR finds that
the project would not affect such species. During the earlier review of the Draft
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EIS, VDACS confirmed this finding; VDACS was not involved in the review of the
SDEIS.
(c) Recommendations. To minimize adverse effects to the aquatic
ecosystem, DCR recommends that the applicant implement an erosion and
sediment control plan in areas excavated along the creek. DCR also
recommends that the applicant.protect emergent vegetation adjacent to the
creek.
10. Historic Structures and ArchaeologicalResources. The Department of
Historic Resources (DHR), which is the State Historic Preservation Office in
Virginia, has previously advised NRC and the applicant that a Programmatic
Agreement is necessary between NRC, DHR, and other consulting parties if the
NRC does not wish to complete the identification and effect process pursuant to
section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
The SDEIS indicates that an archaeological site assessment has been
conducted on the project property in question (Voight, 2003), and that portions of
the property appear to retain the potential to contain intact archaeological
resources (pages 2-18 and 2-19, section 2.9). This suggests that NRC and the
applicant wish to complete the section 106 process prior to permitting, rather
than to address NRC's responsibilities programmatically. However, DHR had
not, as of its August 9 letter to NRC (enclosed), received the report of the
assessment and cannot, therefore, comment on the report's conclusions. DHR
recommends that NRC submit this report to DHR to allow its comment on the
need for further studies of identification and evaluation of archaeological
resources.
In the absence of an executed Programmatic Agreement or the
completion of the section 106 process, as prescribed in the regulations at 36
CFR Part 800, the Department of Historic Resources finds the NRC's site
redress plan to be insufficient to fully consider the project's effects on historic
properties. Continued consultation, however, is expected to resolve the matter.
See "Regulatory and Coordination Needs," item 2, below.
11. Mineral Resources. According to the Department of Mines, Minerals,
and Energy, the proposed new cooling system for Units 3 and 4 would not affect
mineral resources. (The Department had no comment on the Draft EIS in the
earlier review.)
12. Forestand Tree Protection. The Department of Forestry indicates that
activities contemplated under the Early Site Permit will not give rise to significant
impacts upon Virginia's forest lands. However, the Department reserves the right
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to comment further should the project proceed. We offer the following guidance
on protection of trees, or forested areas, in the event the project proceeds.
In order to protect trees in the project area, not slated for removal, from
the effects of construction activities associated with this project, the applicant
should mark and fence them at least to the dripline or the end of the root system,
whichever extends farther from the tree stem. Marking should be done with
highly visible ribbon so that equipment operators see the protected areas easily.
Parking and stacking of heavy equipment and construction materials near
trees can damage root systems by compacting the soil. Soil compaction, from
weight or vibration, affects root growth, water and nutrient uptake, and gas
exchange. The protection measures suggested above should be used for
parking and stacking as well as for moving of equipment and materials. If
parking and stacking are unavoidable, the applicant should use temporary
crossing bridges or mats to minimize soil compaction and mechanical injury to
plants.
Any stockpiling of soil should take place away from trees. Piling soil at a
tree stem can kill the root system of the tree. Soil stockpiles should be covered,
as well, to prevent soil erosion and fugitive dust.
Questions on tree protection may be directed to the Department of
Forestry (Mike Foreman, telephone (434) 977-6555).
13. Transportation. The Department of Transportation (VDOT) provided
comments on the SDEIS (below), and also responded to public comments made
available to it (see "Public Concerns and Analysis," item 1, below).
(a) Comments on the SDEIS. According to the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT), the SDEIS makes reference to several plans and
recommendations for roadway improvements in the Lake Anna area of Louisa
County, and acknowledges that these plans are not tied to any time frame or
funding source.
The SDEIS states that a plan will be developed and implemented to
address construction traffic. This plan would include the following elements:
" Adding turn lanes, signage, and intersection improvements to address
congestion caused by construction activity;
•

Shift scheduling and car or van pools to reduce trips to the site;
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Repair of road damage caused by increased construction traffic would
be accomplished by the applicant.
(b) VDOT Road Plans. VDOT does not now have any plan for improving
the road network in the project area. The proponents of some developments are
proposing road improvements; the largest of these is the Cutalong Club
development, whose proponents hope to move the connection between Routes
208 and 652 to eliminate the skewed intersection and add the required turning
lanes at the intersection. These plans are under design and are proposed for
construction in the next several years, according to VDOT.
14. Chesapeake Bay PreservationAreas. According to the Department of
Conservation and Recreation's Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance,
the project area, which is in Louisa County (Draft EIS, page 2-5, section 2.2.1), is
not within a Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act jurisdiction.
15. Local and Regional Comments. Spotsylvania County reiterated earlier
comments, provided in the review of the Draft EIS. The County adopted a
resolution on February 8, 2005 which recited a number of concerns about the
Early Site Permit process, chiefly the demands of the proposed project for Lake
Anna water in light of the rapidly growing population in the Lake region and the
impacts on Lake residents and visitors of lowering the water level of the Lake.
The County objected to the ESP process.
Regulatory and Coordination Needs
1. Air Quality Regulation. As indicated above ("Environmental Impacts
and Mitigation," item 6(b)), an open burning permit may be required if the
applicant intends to burn construction or other waste material. Fuel-burning
machinery used in construction activities may require air pollution control permits.
For guidance on both kinds of permit requirements, the Department should
contact DEQ's Northern Virginia Regional Office (Mr. Terry Darton, Air Permits
Manager, telephone (703) 583-3845).
2. Historic Resources. NRC is requested to submit the archaeological site
assessment on the North Anna Power Station property (see "Environmental
Impacts and Mitigation," item 9, above) to the Department of Historic Resources:
Virginia Department of Historic Resources
2801 Kensington Avenue
Richmond, Virginia 23221.
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This will allow the Department to comment on the need for further identification
and evaluation studies of the project area. As indicated above ("Environmental
Impacts and Mitigation," item 9), continued consultation with the Department
(Roger Kirchen, telephone (804) 367-2323, extension 153 or e-mail
roger.kirchen@dhr.virginia.gov) is in order so that the section 106 process or the
execution of a Programmatic Agreement may be completed.
3. TransportationCoordination. Any Department of Transportation
(VDOT) land use requirements, lane closures, traffic control, or work zone safety
issues should be closely coordinated with the affected localities and with VDOT's
Louisa Residency (telephone (540) 967-3710).
4. Wildlife Protection. In the event the ESP is issued, and Dominion or its
contractors should discover any new or unconfirmed bald eagle nests near the
project vicinity, Dominion should coordinate immediately with the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries (Andy Zadnik, telephone (804) 367-2733) and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Field Office (Karen Mayne, Supervisor,
telephone (804) 693-6694).
5. Subaqueous Lands. According to the Marine Resources Commission,
that agency's permit jurisdiction would extend to the portions of the project which
result in direct impacts and encroachment to the historic stream channel of the
North Anna River (Ellis/Madden, 8/31/06). Questions on this jurisdiction may be
directed to the Commission (Jeff Madden or Ben McGinnis, telephone (757) 2472200).
.6. Wetlands and Water Resource Permitting. The project must comply
with applicable requirements of (1) the Virginia Water Protection Permit (see
Virginia Code section 62.1-44:15 et seg. and the regulations at 9 VAC 25-210-10
et seg.) for water withdrawals and wetland impacts, and (2) the VPDES permit
governing discharges (9 VAC 25-31-10 et seg.).
(a) Virginia Water ProtectionPermit. As indicated above ("Environmental
Impacts and Mitigation," item 3(d)), several items of information are needed for a
determination whether the proposed addition of Units 3 and 4 would adversely
affect stream or wetland areas. Questions on the DEQ Virginia Water Protection
Permit process may be directed to DEQ's Division of Water Resources (Joseph
Hassell, telephone (804) 698-4072) or DEQ's Northern Virginia Regional Office
(Joan Crowther, telephone (703) 583-3828).
(b) Virginia Pollutant DischargeElimination System (VPDES) Permit.
Insights on coverage and operation of the VPDES permit are given in the
discussion of public concerns (see "Public Concerns and Analysis,"
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items 3 and 8, below). Questions on the North Anna Power Station's existing
VPDES permit, or on permit coverage for the proposed Early Site Permit
activities or the proposed 3rd and 4th reactor units, may be directed to DEQ's
Northern Virginia Regional Office (Tom Faha, telephone (703) 583-3846).
Public Concerns and Analysis
Many citizens commented to both DEQ and NRC concerning the
proposed Early Site Permit in connection with DEQ's public notice and its August
16 public hearing relative to the federal consistency review, and with NRC's
public notice and its August 15 public meeting relative to the SDEIS. On July 27,
following the internal deadline for agencies' comments on the SDEIS as well as
the federal consistency certification, DEQ distributed copies of one letter, from
the Friends of Lake Anna which represents 2650 residents of properties on or
near the Lake, to a number of state agencies and the affected localities for
additional review and any comments they might have. The chief characteristic of
this letter was its emphasis on matters beyond the enforceable policies of-the
Virginia Coastal Resources Management Program. For this reason, we solicited
additional comments from agencies and localities on several topics. More
recently, we have sent two letters from a representative of a neighborhood
organization within the Lake Anna Citizens' Association (LACA) to other agencies
for any additional comments or analysis they might be able to offer for our review
comments.
In this section, we summarize the concerns of the Friends of Lake Anna
and indicate the additional comments which these concerns elicited from state
and local entities. We do the same for the comments of LACA.
1. Summary of Public Concerns:Friendsof Lake Anna, June 15 letter.
(a) Concern 1 - Too Many Workers and Residents, Small Road. The
Friends of Lake Anna (FOLA) state that Dominion will add about 5,000
construction workers to the permanent staff of,800 to build the new units, and
add 1120 permanent workers to the plant. FOLA also mentions several existing
and planned developments using State Route 652. Because of the time needed
to plan and implement road projects, FOLA recommends that Dominion and/or
NRC make proffers to widen State Route 652 in advance of the Construction and
Operating License phase. See item 5, below.
(b) Concern 2 - Emergency Evacuation on 2-lane Roads. FOLA indicates
that most of the 500,000 annual users of the lake and residents have boat trailers
and camping trailers, and states that there would be a "traffic nightmare" in the
event of an emergency at the plant. Same recommendation as in Concern 1,
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except that state government should also participate in the widening of Route
652 and the protection of citizens from a disaster or attack on the nuclear
facilities. See item 5, below.
(c) Concern 3 - Influx of Populationsand a Need for New Schools. The
major influx of workers, both temporary and permanent, will necessitate the
building of new schools in Louisa, Spotsylvania, and Orange Counties, according
to FOLA. FOLA recommends that local citizens should not have to fund new
schools, if the addition of nuclear reactors is a national priority.
(d) Concern 4 - Use of the Lake or the North Anna River for Water Needs.
FOLA states that Spotsylvania and Louisa Counties may need additional water to
serve their populations, which are growing at high rates, and asks how the new
units at the North Anna Power Station would diminish either County's ability to
look to the Lake for future water supplies.
(e) Concern 5 - Height, Noise, and Fog of Proposed Cooling Towers.
FOLA states that the height of the cooling towers in the ESP application is 150 to
180 feet, whereas a Dominion vice-president assured the public in June that they
would not exceed 75 feet. The towers would emit noise at a constant level of 65
decibels (Db), which exceeds the nighttime noise limit of 55 Db in Louisa County.
The new towers would also create plumes of water and steam, making fog
formation, and the creation of ice plumes in the winter, more likely. FOLA asks
that the towers be limited to 80 feet in height, and the noise be limited to 55Db,
and inquires about traffic safety in the fog.
(f0 Concern 6 - Possible Raising of Lake Level. FOLA indicates that the
lake level might be raised, and indicates that this would create hardships to
adjoining landowners.
(g) Concern 7 - Water Levels, Flows, and Temperature. FOLA states that
it is unclear, based on the varied documentation under review (ESP application,
requests for information, Dominion responses), what the imrpacts of the new units
on the "cold side" and the "warm side" of the lake would actually be. The shifts,
in the documents, from Fahrenheit to Celcius temperatureý to the'rmal heat
indicators, are but one example of the confusing presentation of project impacts
on temperature, flow, lake levels.
(h) Concern 8 - Additional Sources of Confusion from Supplemental
Documents. FOLA wrote (before the SDEIS came out) that the NRC's "Requests
for Additional Information," the answers from Dominion, and 6ther documentation
including the SDEIS and a separate, non-public Safety Report, made the review
effort very difficult.
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(i) Concern 9 - Unreviewed Safety Report. FOLA criticizes the absence of
a state government review or a public review of NRC's Safety Report. FOLA
recites a number of questions that, in its judgment, should be answered by such
a report, and indicates that reviewing agencies such as DEQ and the Department
of Game and Inland Fisheries should work with VDOT and other agencies to
review and comment on the Safety Report and to address other questions.
2. Summary of Public Concerns:Friends of Lake Anna, September 5
Letter. The Friends of Lake Anna (FOLA) have asked that a number of additional
concerns, relating to the conduct of the public hearing process and the extent of
public involvement with the'Safety Report, be considered in the NEPA and CZMA
review processes.
(a) Dominion'sAttempt to Influence Public Hearings. According to FOLA,
more than 50% of the speakers at the NRC public meeting on August 15, and the
DEQ public hearing on federal consistency on August 16, were Dominion
employees, retirees, or contractors. Whenever a Dominion person spoke, a
busload of approximately 60 of Dominion's retirees would clap loudly and voice
approval of the comments. Before the end of the DEQ hearing, an
announcement was made by one of the retirees that the Vepco/Dominion bus
was leaving for Richmond; about 60 people got up and left the hearing.
FOLA believes that, in an auditorium with a capacity of about 300 people,
the numbers of employees, retirees, and contractors for the applicant made a
mockery of the public hearing process. FOLA cites the federal government's
NEPA obligation:
It is the continuing responsibility of the Federal Government to use all practicable
means consistent with other essential consideration of national policy to improve
and coordinate Federal plans, functions, programs, and resources to the end that
the Nation may [in part] (1) fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of
the environment for succeeding generations; (2) assure for all Americans safe,
healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasant surroundings; (3) attain
the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences; ...
FOLA then asks how this domination of the hearing process can be prevented in
future public hearings.
(b) Safety Report and Public Involvement. FOLA makes reference to the
March 1979 Three-Mile Island nuclear plant incident in Pennsylvania, stating that
the absence of water in the steam generators meant that no heat could be
removed from the reactor. The result was a partial melt-down of fuel in the
reactor. FOLA's representative at the NRC public meeting asked a number of
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questions relating to the safety of the North Anna Power Station and the North
Anna Dam. He stated that the Lake, which provides cooling water for the plant,
would empty out in the event of an attack on the dam, and that re-filling the lake
would take three years. The FOLA letter urged that the air cooling method for
the proposed Unit 4 could be used, as well, for Unit 3, and that this makes more
sense than water-cooling for Unit 3 in a small watershed such as that of Lake
Anna.
(c) Conclusions. FOLA stated that the public needs to be involved in
reviewing the Safety Report, and to be given time for it in light of the voluminous
documentation that has been provided over the review period, and the continuing
changes that the documentation reflects. FOLA requested an extension of the
public comment period for review of all of this material.
3. Summary of Public Concerns:Lake Anna Civic Association, Waterside
PropertyOwners'Association(WPOA), August 28 letter and e-mail; August 29
letter and e-mail. The WPOA is a small residential community on the reservoir
side of Lake Anna near the dam. We present summaries of the concerns stated
by the WPOA, to the extent they do not duplicate concerns of the FOLA, listed
above.
(a) Quality of Cooling Water Discharges. WPOA indicates its concern with
the chemical nature of hot make-up water returning to the Lake from proposed
Units 3 and 4, and inquires whether there are criteria for the discharge. See item
8(a), below.
(b) Transportation. According to WPOA, the NRC staff deems the road
network in the vicinity of the project site to be "well developed." WPOA seeks a
construction traffic management plan, worked out with members of the public,
and improvements including a traffic light to the intersection of State Routes 652
and 700. See item 5, below.
(c) Bald Eagle Protection. According to WPOA, the Commonwealth
requires a 1/4-mile buffer between construction activities and any bald eagle
nest, and inquires about how the applicant will protect the closest nest. See item
6, below.
(d) Decision Responsibility on Lake Levels. WPOA indicates its
understanding, from the SDEIS, that the determination of lake levels is up to
Virginia regulators, and asks which ones. WPOA also asks how residents can be
assured that the lake level will remain at 250 feet msl.
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(e) Water Use and Dry Cooling. WPOA states that blowdown and makeup water taken from the reservoir would be 38.7 cfs at Unit 3's 100% power level,
while the discharge over the dam is 40 cfs or 20 cfs in a drought. Thus the
blowdown and make-up water use would be as much as the downstream
discharge when the lake is at 250 feet or less. WPOA recommends dry cooling
for Unit 3 to preserve the water in the watershed. (See also item 3(i), below.)
(0) VPDES Permit and Temperatures. WPOA quotes the SDEIS as saying
that the new plant can operate to a 242-foot msl lake level and an inlet water
temperature of 100 degrees F., and states that this is a much greater variance
than allowed in the VPDES permit, which allows an inlet temperature of 95
degrees. WPOA urges the Department of Health (VDH) to put limits on the
temperature of the water at the exit of the power plant, and states that the
situation will get worse with the addition of Unit 3.
(g) Sprayers for Cooling. WPOA urges that sprayers be used in the
discharge canal on hot days, as is done for Units 1 and 2.
(h) Pre-Lake Water Flows. The SDEIS indicated that historic pre-dam
minimum flows were 5 cfs (page 2-10, section 2.6), whereas the Department of
Game and Inland Fisheries stated that such flows were 12 cfs (July 7, 2006
letter, Table 1). SPOA states that this discrepancy should be resolved. (See
item 7, below.)
(i) Availability of Dry Cooling. WPOA states that foreign nuclear reactors
use air cooling technology, and that Dominion has not stated clearly why it
cannot be proposed for Unit 3 as well as Unit 4.
Y") Cost Savings: Reduced Intake Size and Cooling Towers. Dominion
says that adding cooling towers will add $200 million to the $2.5 billion cost of
each unit. However, the intake for the proposed Unit 3 will be much smaller than
the original intake, which also required dredging and shoreline alteration.
Dominion did not address this potential cost saving.
(k) Duration of 20 cfs flow. WPOA cites the SDEIS for the proposition that
the 20-cfs flow will increase from 6% to 11% of the time if Unit 3 operates as
proposed; this means an increase from 22 days to 40 days of low flow (SDEIS,
page 5-11, section 5.3.2). However, Dominion stated in its Revision 7 that the
duration of the 20-cfs discharge would go from 5.2% to 7% of the time. The
discrepancy should be resolved.
4. Other Concerns:Louisa County School Board. The Louisa County
S'chool Board has sent correspondence to DEQ and to NRC indicating its
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concerns relative to the impacts of the construction of Units 3 and 4 upon the
educational system. The School Board cites potential increases in student
population attributable to the increased temporary and permanent population
stemming from the project. The School Board also cites potential difficulties in
teacher retention because of increased housing market pressures and long
commutes attributable to the project. In light of the federal assistance for the
applicant in the ESP process, the Board requests federal grant money to address
education impacts. (Comments enclosed.)
5. Transportation. VDOT indicates that it intends to work with Dominion,
the applicant, to ensure that roads in the vicinity of the North Anna Power Station
are maintained and that necessary improvements are in place prior to any major
activities at the project site. VDOT has requested a traffic impact analysis from
Dominion; this would compare the future background traffic in the area with
future traffic including construction traffic ("total traffic"), and would identify areas
of impacts. The impacts -- some of which would be temporary, from
construction, and some of which would be permanent - are the responsibility of
Dominion. The traffic impact analysis should also provide mitigation measures to
reduce the impacts.
According to VDOT, an evacuation plan was not included in the SDEIS
and therefore cannot be addressed.
6. Wildlife Protection. According to the Department of Game and Inland
Fisheries, the existing power plant does not appear to be within the primary or
secondary management zones of any of the confirmed bald eagle nests. It is
possible that a new or unconfirmed nest might be found closer to the project site,
in which case, the applicant should coordinate with DGIF and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; see "Regulatory and Coordination Needs," item 4, above.
7. Historic Flows and Flow Discrepancies. The Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries, responding to one of the LACA-WPOA comments (item 2(h),
above), states that 12 cfs is the lowest 10% of the flow range. Lower flows
occur, but at less frequency historically. The same letter and table documented
that most flows are reduced substantially from pre-Lake conditions, and fish
habitat reductions follow the reductions in flow. Flows higher than historic levels
are infrequent.
DGIF shares the LACA-WPOA concern relative to discrepancies between
the SDEIS figures on flows and lake levels and the figures given by Dominion in
Revision 7 (item 2(k), above), and believes that the discrepancies should be
resolved.
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8. Water Quality.Comments and Responses. DEQ's Northern Virginia
Regional Office offers the following responses to four of the comments from
LACA-WPOA.
(a) Chemical discharges (see item 3(a), above). DEQ's Northern Virginia
Regional Office will evaluate chemical usage and effluent discharge
concentrations against applicable water quality criteria if and when the applicant
applies for a modification of its VPDES permit for Units 3 and 4. According to the
Regional Office, the VPDES permit will contain conditions to ensure that water
quality standards are met.
(b) Lake Levels (see item 3(d), above). The existing VPDES permit has
no requirement for maintaining the lake level at 250 feet msl.
(c) Section 316(a) variance (see section 3(f), above). The section 316(a)
variance does not set a maximum temperature level of the effluent, or for
temperatures in the Lake. The temperature criteria in the VPDES regulations (9
VAC 25-260-50 through 9 VAC 25-260-80) are superseded, in accordance with 9
VAC 260-90, because Dominion demonstrated that the heat rejection limits set
out in the VPDES permit do not impair the fishery of the Lake or the North Anna
River. This demonstration was made through a section 316(a) study and through
subsequent annual fishery monitoring.
(d) Sprayers (see section 3(g), above). In setting effluent limits and permit
conditions, DEQ does not dictate the processes or treatment units that
permittees must use to comply with effluent limits. Dominion may use sprayers
to assist in compliance with its permit.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplement to the Draft
EIS for the Early Site Permit. If you have questions, please feel free to call me
(telephone (804) 698-4325) or Charlie Ellis of this Office (telephone (804) 6984488).
Sincerely,

Ellie L. Irons
Program Manager
Office of Environmental Impact Review
Enclosures
cc: (next page)
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cc: Jack Cushing, NRC
Judson I. White, Dominion
Tony Banks, Dominion
Andrew K. Zadnik, DGIF
John Kauffman, DGIF
Joseph P. Hassell, DEQ-DWR
Thomas A. Faha, DEQ-NVRO
Robert S. Munson, DCR
Susan E. Douglas, VDH-ODW
Khizar Wasti, VDH
Kotur S. Narasimhan, DEQ-DAPC
Paul W. Kohler, DEQ-Waste
Mary T. Stanley, VDOT
Tony Watkinson, MRC
Roger W. Kirchen, DHR
Matthew Heller, DMME
Michael W. Cline, DEM
J. Michael Foreman, DOF
Robert Wilson, RADCO PDC
Harrison B. Rue, Thomas Jefferson PDC
Rappahannock-Rapidan PDC
J. Randall Wheeler, Spotsylvania County
C. Lee Lintecum, Louisa County
Ted Coberly, Orange County
Jim Candeto, Town of Mineral
Harry Ruth, Friends of Lake Anna
Kenneth Remmers, Lake Anna Civic Association

Ellis,Charles
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Andrew Zadnik [Andrew.Zadnik@dgif.virginia.gov]
Friday, July 28, 2006 11:24 AM
Ellis,Charles
nhreview@dcr.virginia.gov; Fred Leckie; Gary Martel; John Kauffman; John Odenkirk;
ProjectReview.RichmondPO.DGIF@dgif.virginia.gov; Steve Owens
06-125FESSLOG 19290(20374)_ESP at North AnnaSite.Supplemental DEIS

Charlie,
Most of these comments are a repeat of our comments on the Consistency Review.
tried to reference specific sections of the SDEIS.

But, I've

This project involves an application from Dominion Virginia Power Company (Dominion) for
an Early Site Permit (ESP) for the North Anna Nuclear Power Plant, located on Lake Anna in
Louisa County.
The ESP would be for activities related to the addition of nuclear
reactors Unit 3 and Unit 4 at the plant.
We first
commented on this project in February
2005.
At that time, we expressed concern that this project may result in significant
adverse impacts upon fisheries resources in Lake Anna and the North Anna River.
The
impacts could result from fish impingement/entrainment at the intake and the increased
frequency of drought flows downstream.
In late October 2005, Dominion announced that it
had devised a new method of cooling Unit 3.
The proposed Unit 3 will now utilize a
combination wet/dry cooling process instead of once through cooling.
The purpose of the
modification is to lessen the evaporative loss from Unit 3.
The proposed Unit 4 would
remain a dry cooling unit.
We understand that the Unit 3 circulating water system would
operate in either of two operating modes:
Energy Conse~ation (EC).
In this mode, the dry cooling process would be turned
off, with reliance on wet towers for heat removal.
*
Maximum Water Conservation (MWC).
In this mode, a minimum of 1/3 of the heat would
be removed by the dry towers.
The remainder would be removed, as required, by the-wet
towers.
In the following sections are our comments on the revised design related to resources
under our jurisdiction and our recommendations for mitigating potential adverse impacts
upon these resources.
When possible, we have tried to reference specific sections of the
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS).
Page 2-14 Section 2.7.2 Aquatic Ecology:
"Non-native fish species, including striped
bass.. .and blueback herring, have been stocked in Lake Anna by Virginia Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF)."
As stated in our comments of February 15, 2005, striped bass and other anadromous fish are
native to the York River drainage and the North Anna River, while largemouth bass,
bluegill, black crappie, walleye, and channel catfish are not.
Nevertheless, all of these
species are important to the recreational fishery within Lake Anna.
Page 4-8 Section 4.4.1 Terrestrial Impacts and Page 10-4 Section 10.1 Unavoidable Adverse
Environmental Impacts:
We recommend avoiding and minimizing adverse impacts upon wetlands and streams to the
fullest extent possible. All unavoidable wetland impacts should be compensated based on a
ratio of at least 2:1 for PFO, 1.5:1 for PSS, and 1:1 for PEM.
Stream impacts should be
compensated at a ratio of at least 1:1 based on the full restoration of a similarly
functional stream.
Stream enhancement or preservation-only activities should be based on
a ratio of at least 1.5 - 10:1. We also recommend that all instream activities be
conducted during low-flow conditions, using non-erodible cofferdams to isolate the
construction area, stockpiling excavated material in a manner that prevents reentry into
the stream, restoring original streambed and streambank contours, revegetating barren
areas with native vegetation, and implementing strict erosion and sediment control
I
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a

measures.. To further minimize potential adverse impacts upon fish inhabiting Lake Anna, :
we recommend that all instream activities be scheduled to avoid the spring/summer spawning
period.
This period has been defined as March 15 - June 30.
Page 5-5 Section 5.3 Water-Related Impacts:
"During times of limited water availability,
i.e. whenever the lake level elevation of Lake Anna falls below 76.2 m (250 ft) msl for a
period of seven or more consecutive days, the Unit 3 cooling system would operate in MWC
mode..."
To minimize potential adverse impacts upon aquatic resources, we recommend against the 7day waiting-period before implementing water conservation measures.
We recommend
implementation when downstream flows have a three-day rolling average at triggers
described below.
Page 5-8 Section 5.3.1 Hydrological Alterations
7, 2006 comments on the consistency review):

(For more information, please see our July

Some issues of concern still
exist regarding the increased evaporation from the lake and
subsequent impacts upon downstream hydrology due to Unit 3.
We recommend that these
concerns be addressed by changing the proposed operating rules for implementation of the
MWC mode cooling process.
Our concerns are that the increased frequency of flows below 40
cfs will cause the downstream hydrology to change to a drier condition than would occur
naturally, thereby resulting in lower flows on downstream resources in the Pamunkey River.
The required release flow of 40 cfs is 11.6% of mean annual flow. Normal summer flows on
a stream this size would be from 70 to 100 cfs or 20-30% of mean annual flow. Reduced
flows result in reduced summer habitat for resident species as well as downstream
migratory species.
An analysis of Dominion's long term North Anna River monitoring data
demonstrated that the fish community requires a diverse flow pattern' with different
species doing best in wet years.
This is similar to study results from the James River
and the North Fork Shenandoah River.
Frequency of 20 cfs flows
Prior to lake construction, flows were less than 20 cfs 4.2% of the time.
Currently,
flows are decreased to 20 cfs an average of 5.2% of the time.
With the proposed Unit 3
wet/dry cooling system, the frequency and duration of these 20-cfs events would increase
to 7.3% of the time.
This is an improvement from the original proposal, which would have
resulted in flows being reduced to 20 cfs 11.8% of the time.
With the existing two units,
there are two 20-cfs flow events predicted over a 24-year period.
The proposed Unit 3
would increase that to five 20-cfs flow events over a 24-year period.
With a third unit,
the duration of the first
two events is increased by an additional 4 to S weeks.
The
three additional events have durations of two to thirteen weeks.
We feel that a solution
exists to reduce the frequency and duration of 20-cfs events.
For each additional inch of
water stored, an additional 27 days are provided during which flows can be maintained at
40 cfs.
By storing three inches of water, resulting in a lake elevation of 250.25 ft MSL,
the five 20-cfs events are reduced to three events and the duration of the third event is
reduced from 13 weeks to one week.
The other two events would have the same duration as
they previously did.
Therefore, we recommend that the normal operating elevation be
seasonally (April-November) increased to 250.25 ft msl in .order to minimize the impacts of
an increased frequency and duration of 20-cfs flows on downstream resources.
Rules could
be in place to reduce the pool to elevation 250 prior to predicted severe storm events
such as hurricanes and tropical depressions.
Altered flow regime above 40 cfs.
The proposed Unit 3 will withdraw a maximum of 49.6 cfs, with an average use of 34.3 cfs.
Return water could range from near 0 to 49.6 cfs depending upon the operation of the dry
cooling unit and ambient air temperature.
Under summer conditions, dry tower return rates
could be in the range of 25%.
Winter returns could be 100% with minimal evaporative loss
from the lake.
Use of only the wet tower will result in almost 100% evaporative water
loss.
We believe that impacts will occur upon the fishery depending upon season and
flows.
Some of the biologically important fishery resources and most critical seasons are
as follows:
*
Herring spawning during March.
Based upon results on the Rappahannock and James
rivers, herring runs are strongest when flows are near normal.
Low flows have resulted in
reduced numbers moving upstream.
2

Shad spawning during late March/April.
Upstream migration is less during dry years.
Smallmouth bass spawning in May/June and juvenile bass development/survival during
June.
Statewide, we have documented that juvenile bass survival is highest when June
flows are between the median and average values.
June flows are currently below median
values and would decrease more with the addition of Unit 3 to 43% of pre-lake values.
Water conservation during this period should enhance smallmouth bass juvenile survival.
*
Juvenile shad survival on the Pamunkey River is best during wet summers.
The
Pamunkey system has the healthiest shad population in Virginia and serves as the brood
source for shad reestablishment in the James River system.
We have reviewed the impacts
of stream flow on American shad juvenile production in the Pamunkey River.
These data
were presented to Dominion and the NRC in separate meetings in spring 2006.
Shad juvenile
year class strength and survival were assessed by evaluating catch-per-unit effort of
returning brood stock, ages 4 to 6 years.
In summary, the best juvenile shad survival
occurred during wetter June-August years (those with the flows at the Both percentile).
Lake Anna is about 1/3 the drainage area of the Pamunkey River at the gage station near
Hanover, and is an important contributor to that river's flow.
Flow losses within Lake
Anna due to evaporation can have a significant impact upon downstream shad resources.
*
*

Impacts upon these and other aquatic resources can be minimized by use of the dry tower to
reduce consumptive water loss.
To address our concerns, we recommend the following
operating rules for implementation of the Maximum Water Conservation (MWC) mode:
In March and April, we recommend implementation of the MWC mode when flows are less
than 225 cfs.
Flows are in the lower quartile, and water conservation savings can result
in significant habitat savings and return flows to near existing conditions.
These flows
are particularly important for herring, shad, migratory striped bass, and resident sucker
and minnow spawning.
In May, we recommend implementation of the MWC mode when flows are less than 175
cfs.
These flows are important for smallmouth bass nesting.
The addition of Unit 3 would
reduce flows by 30% from pre-lake conditions.
*
In June, we recommend implementation of the MWC mode when flows are less than 120
cfs.
This value is close to the average value and will enhance smallmouth bass spawning
success and subsequent catch to anglers.
From July - October we recommend implementation of the MWC mode when flows are less
than 90 cfs.
High flows are important for the habitat requirements of resident fish
species that do best in wet years.
Without water conservation in wet years, those optimal
habitat conditions are not achieved.
Wet years also are important for producing-strong
year classes of American shad in the Pamunkey River.
*

Page 5-19 - 5-26.
(Entrainment):

Sections 5.4.2.1 (Intake System),

5.4.2.2

(Impingement),

and 5.4.2.3

The current intake screen at the plant has a 9.5 mm mesh size and an intake velocity of
0.7 feet per second (fps).
The same design is proposed for the Unit 3 intake structure.
With the redesign of Unit 3's cooling process the expected number of fish impinged by Unit
3 would be reduced from approximately 240,000 to 5,400 annually.
The number of fish
entrained by Unit 3 would be reduced from 147 million to 3.4 million annually.
Our
earlier recommendations were for a 1-mm mesh size screen and intake velocity of 0.25 fps.
During several meetings with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and Dominion, there
was discussion regarding the lack of sweeping velocity in a reservoir situation. Based
upon these discussions we reviewed the scientific literature for fish screen
recommendations.
The most liberal recommendations encountered were for a 2-mm mesh size
and 0.5-fps intake.
The proposed 9.5 mm screen will only exclude fish larger than 3.4
inches from the intake.
By utilizing a 2 mm screen, fish larger than I inch will be
excluded.
Therefore, to increase resource protection, we recommend a 2-mm mesh size and
0.5-fps intake velocity for the new Unit 3 and Unit 4.
Page 8-19 Section 8.5.4 Aquatic Resources Including Endangered Species:
"It also appears
on the Virginia Department of Cultural Resources list
of "Extinct and Extirpated Animals
of Virginia."
We are not aware of a Virginia Department of Cultural Resources.
Perhaps the reference is
to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources?
In "A guide to endangered and
threatened species in Virginia" coordinated by Karen Terwilliger and John R. Tate
(Blacksburg; The McDonald and Woodward Publishing Company,, 1995), there is a list
of
species believed extinct or extirpated in Virginia.
3

Thank you for the continued opportunity to provide comments on this project.
contact me if we can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,
Andrew K. Zadnik
Environmental Services Section Biologist
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
4010 West Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23230
(804)

367-2733

(804)

367-2427

(fax)

,I
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Please
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Eflis,Charles
From: Hassell,Joseph
Sent:
Tuesday, August 15, 2006 2:28 PM
To:
Ellis,Charles
Subject: Comments on Friends of Lake Annas Concerns
Please allow my comments on CZM consistency to also serve as my comments on the Supplemental EIS for the revised Early
Site Permit application.
Regarding FOLA's concerns, I have no comments on Concern 1,2,3, 5 and 9.
Regarding Concern 4, Using Lake Anna for public water supply, I am not sure I agree with the premise that Lake Anna is the
logical water source for the two Louisa and .Spotsylvania. Spotsylvania seem set for the foreseeable future with their recently
permitted projects and Louisa is looking at water from the James via fFluvanna, water from the Rapidan via Orange and water
from Bowlers Mill Reservoir. There is also the irrational fear factor of getting drinking water out of a reservoir used to cool a
nuclear reactor.
Regarding concern 6, raising the Lake 6 to 12 inches; no one is proposing that. DGIF suggested surcharging the lake 3 inches in
the Spring to boost instream releases over the summer. That is an interesting suggestion but we are not in favor of it without
further study.
Regarding Concerns 7 and 8 on the surfeit of documents and reviýions, it is indeed confusing, but I don't know what can be done
about it. The changes are largely the result of comments meant to improve the project and there have been a great many
changes.
Regarding concern 8 I do not agree that DWR should review thoroughly the section on safety. This is out of the area of our
expertise. Making sure thereis sufficient water to cool the reactors, should be the extent of the DWR safety review and the
project passesthat test.
Joe Hassell
Division of Water Resources - DEQ
P. 0. Box 10009
Richmond, VA 23240
(804) 698-4072

8/16/2006

RECEIVED
JUL 20 2003

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA hPa.
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mailing address:P.O. Box 10009, Richmond, Virginia 23240

L Preston Bryant. Jr.
Secretary of Natural Resources

Fax (804) 698-4500 TDD (804) 698-4021
www.deq.virginia.gov

David K. Paylor
Director

(804) 698-4000
1-800-592-5482

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT:

North Anna Early Site Permit Coastal Consistency Determination

TO:

Charles H. Ellis, III, Office of Environmental Impact Review

FROM:

Joseph P. Hassell, Division of Water Resources

DATE:

July 19, 2006

COPY:

Catherine Harold, Joan Crowther

•

The Division of Water Resources has reviewed the Supplement to the Early Site Permit
application, the simulation modeling runs prepared by Bechtel Corporation and the additional
submittals dated March 31, 2006 from Dominion on the proposed new nuclear power plant at
North Anna.
The submittals by Dominion confirmed our basic understanding of the hydrologic regime and
quantified the types of flows the North Anna River would receive and the amounts of water
consumed if the third unit is constructed and operated. The addition of a hybrid cooling design
makes the project acceptable provided that it is operated in the manner described in this
memorandum. Based on all of the information received, we are recommending that a conditional
consistency determination be issued.
Air cooling is most efficient in cooler weather. Dominion's proposal to operate air cooling only
when the lake drops below 250 feet above mean sea level (msl), means Dominion would
primarily implement air cooling during times when it is least effective, i.e. during the summer
through late fall. Even though this is not the most effective season for air cooling it is
nonetheless warranted to begin air cooling whenever the lake falls below a full condition. Any
water saved during this period will reduce the ultimate lake drawdown, benefit lake front
property owners, shorten the time between more normal releases and even reduce the risk of
shutdown. We agree with Dominion that unit 3 should be operated in this fashion at a minimum.
However we agree with the recommendations of the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries

-I-

that there are other times when air cooling should be used as well when the lake is not
necessarily below a full condition.
The new cooling design is a significant improvement over the once through design in terms of
limiting the total number of 20 cfs events created by operation of the third unit. The, third unit'
causes small increases in the total number of days with flows of 20 cfs (7.3% vs. 5.2% of the
time). The third unit also causes a significant increase in the number of 20 cfs events (2 vs. 5).
However, the new events are of relatively short duration (2, 3 and 13 weeks) and start in the late
summer or early fall (Aug 15, Sept 13 and Oct 17). The third unit increases the duration of the
two events caused by the existing units by 5 weeks in one case and 4 weeks in another.
Employing maximum water conservation mode all the time does little to change these statistics.
This is not unexpected because maximum water conservation is already in effect during the
majority of the weeks preceding these episodes.
The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries expressed an interest in maintaining the frequency
and duration of the 20 cfs events. Delaying the trigger point at which we begin to release 20 cfs
by lowering the trigger elevation a half of a foot to 247.5 feet msl would maintain ihe status quo.
Such a move would require changing the VPDES.permit and would likely generate opposition
from lake front property owners who are primarily interested in lake levels as opposed to
downstream flows.
The Division of Water Resources anticipates that lake front property owners may request that the
trigger elevation for 20 cfs minimum releases be raised so that the new unit will have less impact
on their enjoyment of high lake levels. The Division of Water Resources opposes any increase in
this trigger elevation. We accept the slight increase in the percentage of time that flows are
dropped to 20 cfs. For the most part the 20 cfs events commence in late summer-and early fall
and with one exception*end by the next winter. This is not unlike natural events. The new unit
will increase the number of 20 cfs events from 2 to 5 events in the 25 year period of record.
Once every five years is quite frequent enough for episodes of sustained 20 cfs release.
The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries expressed an interest in raising the level of Lake
Anna by three inches in the spring in order to make available more storage for flow downstream.
This concept deserves further study. There could be impacts on fringe wetlands and possibly
docks. This is probably a matter that could be considered during DEQ water permitting after
sufficient study.
The Indicators of Hydrologic Alteration analysis performed by Dominion shows a highly altered
flow regime below the Dam, especially in the spring through the fall with the possible exception
of September. In September, typically the lowest flow month, the river actually retains some
semblance of normal flow due to the minimum release from the dam. By using the air cooling
system in these months, Dominion could minimize the cumulative effect of Unit 3 on
downstream ecosystems. Accordingly, we are also recommending that the air cooling system be
utilized whenever the flow below the dam is less than 225 cfs in Marich and April; is less than
175 cfs in May; is less than 120 cfs in June and is less than 90 cfs in July through October.
These are the same recommendations as the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries.

Dominion should be required to install and maintain a stream flow'monitoring gage in close
proximity to the dam to measure these downstream flows for implementation of these
recommendations.
Dominion had suggested that there be a seven day lag between the time any trigger level was
activated and the time that Dominion would be required to initiate air cooling. We see no
practical reason that the time frame should be this long. In a meeting Dominion suggested that
the reason had to do with the way electricity is marketed and that the extra megawatts that would
be required to operate the air cooling system had already been sold. Given the number of
generation assets controlled by.Dominion, and the interconnectivity of the electric transmission
grid, we do not find such a reason compelling. Although we were considering a shorter
timeframe, we will endorse the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries suggestion of a 3 day
rolling average as a trigger to start up the air cooling.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions please contact me at (804)
698-4072.

A
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Ellis,Charles
From:

Faha,Thomas

Sent:

Thursday, September 07, 2006 9:37 AM

To:

Ellis,Charles

Subject: Lk Anna Comments
Charlie,
Here are my comments on Mr. Remmers August 28 letter and undated to Ellie and Jack Cushing. I have only responded to those
comments that are related to the VPDES permit. The two letters essentially contained the same comments. My comments follow
the outline in 7Mr. Remmers August 28 letter.
2. Consistency Concerns
a) Chemical discharge - Chemical usage and effluent discharge concentrations will be evaluated against applicable water
quality criteria if and when Dominion applies for a modification of their VPDES permit for Units 3 and 4. The permit will contain the
necessary conditions to assure that the water quality standards are met.
e) Lake Levels - The existing VPDES permit does not have any requirement for maintaining the lake level at 250ft. I do not
know of any requirement to maintain the lake level at 250ft. Dominion tries to maintain this level but I do not believe they do so
out of any state requirement. Perhaps maybe DCR Dam Safety has issued a permit containing conditions addressing the dam
and maximum lake level.
h) VPDES Permit and 316(a)variance - The 316(a) variance does not set a maximum temperature level of the effluent or for
temperatures in the lake. In accordance with 9VAC25-260-90, the temperature criteria in 9VAC25-260-50 through 9VAC25-26080 are superseded because Dominion demonstrated in a 316(a) study and through subsequent annual fishery monitoring that the
heat rejection limits set forth in the VPDES permit do not impair the fishery of Lake Anna or the North Anna River.
i) Sprayers - The use of sprayers is up to Dominion. In setting effluent limits and permit conditions in VPDES permits, DEQ
does not dictate the processes or treatment units permittees are to use to comply with effluent limits. If Dominion believes
sprayers will assist in compliance with their permit they may install them.
Let me know if you have any questions concerning the above.
Thomas A. Faha
Water Permit Manager
DEQ-NVRO
13901 Crown Ct
Woodbridge, VA 22193
703/583-3846

9/8/2006

L. Preston Bryant, Jr.

Joseph H. Maroon

Secretary of Natural

Director

Resources

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTIMWENT OF CONSERV:ATI OiN AND RECREATION
203 Governor Street, Suite 326
Richmond, Virginia - 23219-2010
(804)786-2556

FAX (804)371-7899

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

August 9, 2006

TO:

Mr. Charles H. Ellis, III
Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Impact Review
629 East Main Street, Sixth Floor
Richmond, Va. 23219
chelIispdeq.state.va.us
(804) 698-4488

,I
FROM:

Robert Munson, Planning Bureau Manager
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

SUBJECT:

DEQ-06-125F:USNRC- Early Site Permit, North Anna

After review of the above referenced project, the Department of Conservation and Recreations'
(DCR) Division of Planning and Recreation Resources has concerns about the project's impacts
on water quality and quantity in Lake Anna and in the North Anna River below the dam. Lake
Anna supports a significarit amount of recreational activity from persons who access the lake
from private and public lands. Lake Anna State Park is a particular example of the investment
that has been made in facilitating public use of this lake. Proposed new generating facilities and
the incumbent use of water to produce electricity will result in a depletion of water available for
other uses. Impacts to the temperature in the lake, especially during the summer months, can
have an impact on the fishery. DCR is concerned about the added impact the two new generators
may have on the recreational use of the lake and on the quality of the recreational experience the
visitors to Lake Anna State Park will have.
Recreational boating in the North Anna River. The North Anna River is a significant stream for
canoeing and fishing. It is heavily used between Route 601 and Route 1. This is some of the
most remote and beautiful paddling in the mid-Atlantic region. During periods of low rainfall,
releases from Lake Anna dam are less than is needed to support recreational boating in the North
Anna River. Any development that reduces the amount of water available for release for
recreational boating in the North Anna River should be carefully considered.
State Parks - Soil and Water Conser'ation- NatitraltHeritage- OutdoorRecreation Planning
ChesapeakeBay Local Assistance - Darn Safety and FloodplainManagenment - Land Conservation

The Department of Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage (DCR) has searched its
Biotics Data System for occurrences of natural heritage resources from the area outlined on the submitted
map. Natural heritage resources are defined as the habitat of rare, threatened, or endangered plant and
animal species, unique or exemplary natural communities, and significant geologic formations.
According to the information currently in our files, Laura's Clubtail has been historically
documented in Lake Anna. Adult Odonata (dragonflies and damselflies), commonly seen flitting
and hovering along the shores of most freshwater habitats, are accomplished predators. Adults
typically forage in clearings -with scattered trees and shrubs near the parent river. They feed on
mosquitoes and other smaller flying insects, and are thus considered highly beneficial. Odonates
lay their eggs on emergent vegetation or debris at the water's edge. Unlike the adults, the larvae
have an aquatic larval stage'where they typically inhabit the sand and gravel of riffle areas.
Wingless and possessing gills, they crawl about the submerged leaf litter and debris stalking their
insect prey,. The larvae seize unsuspecting prey with a long, hinged "grasper" that folds neatly
under their chin. When larval development is complete, the aquatic larvae crawl from the water
to the bank, climb up the stalk of the shoreline vegetation, and the winged'adult emerges
(Hoffman 1991; Thorpe and Covich 1991). Because of their aquatic lifestyle and limited
mobility, the larvae are particularly vulnerable to shoreline disturbances that cause the loss of
shoreline vegetation and siltation. They are also sensitive to alterations that result in poor water
quality, aquatic spbstrate changes, and thermal fluctuations.
To minimize adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystem as a result of the construction activities, DCR
recommends the implementation of an erosion and sediment control plan in areas excavated along the
creek, and that emergent vegetation adjacent to the creek be protected.
In addition, our files do not indicate the presence of any State Natural Area Preserves under DCR's
jurisdiction in the project vicinity.
Under a Memorandum of Agreement established between the Virginia Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services (VDACS) and the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), DCR
represents VDACS in comments regarding potential impacts on state-listed threatened and endangered
plant and insect species. The current activity will not affect any documented state-listed plants or insects.
New and updated information is continually added to Biotics. Please contact DCR for an update on this
natural heritage information if a significant amount of time passes before it is utilized.
The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries maintains a database of wildlife locations,
including threatened and endangered species, trout streams, and anadromous fish waters, that may contain
information not documented in this letter. Their database may be accessed from
w'ww.dgif.virginia.gov/wVildlife/info map/index.html, or contact Shirl Dressier at (804) 367-6913.
Should you have any questions or concerns, feel free'to contact me at 804-371-2708. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment on this project.
DCR's Division of Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance has not had a chance to complete their
review of this project. Their comments will follow shortly.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.
Sincerely,

Robert S. Munson
Planning Bureau Manager

Literature Cited
Hoffman, R. 1991. Arthropods. Pp. 173 in: K. Terwilliger (ed.), Virginia's Endangered Species:
proceedings of a symposium. The McDonald and Woodward Publishing Company, Blacksburg,
VA.
Thorpe, J.H., and A.P. Covich. 1991. Ecology and Classification of North American Freshwater
Invertebrates. Academic Press, Inc., San, Diego, California.

Ellis,Charles
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rene Hypes [Rene.Hypes@dcr.virginia.gov]
Monday, August 28, 2006 6:51 AM
ElIis,Charles
Re: my phone message on North Anna

Charlie,
Laura's Clubtail is

an Odonate

federal level or state level.

(Dragonfly and Damselfiy).

It

is

not listed either on the

I hope this helps.

I am out of the office today at a mtg.
Rene''
S. Rene' Hypes
Project Review Coordinator
DCR-DNH
217 Governor Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
804-371-2708 (phone)
804-371-2674 (fax)
Rene.Hypes@dcr.virginia.gov
>>> "EllisCharles" <chellis@deq.virginia.gov> 08/25/06 4:03 PM >>>
Rene - to clarify and fill
out my phone message this afternoon on the DCR comments for the
Supplemental Draft EIS on the North Anna project proposal -

In the DCR comments (dated August 9), you mentioned Laura's Clubtail and then
went on to talk about adult and larval Odonata.
I assume Odonata is the Latin for the
species, and that the species consists of dragonflies and damselflies.
Is there any more
to the Latin
name than Odonata?
Also,

is

species,

the Odonata a federally listed species of insect?
perhaps I should get VDACS into the picture

If

it

Charlie
!.

I

a state-listed

(they haven't been,

Thanks very much for anything you can tell,me.

8/25

is

.

yet).

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Charles H. Ellis, III, Environmental Program Planner

FROM:

Paul Kohler, Waste Divisioh Environmental Review Coordinator

DATE:

August 9, 2006

COPIES:

Sanjay Thirunagari, Waste Division Environmental Review Manager, file

SUBJECT:

Environmental Impact Report - Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP
Site 06-125F

The Waste Division has completed its review of the Environmental Impact report for the
Early Site Pdrnbit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site near Mineral, Virginia. We have the
following comments concerning the waste issues associated with this project:
The report did not address solid and hazardous waste issues and sites. The Waste
Division staff completed a cursory review of its data files, and did not find any sites that might
impact or be impacted by this project. A full environmental assessment should be conducted
before any activities to assure that there are no other waste-related issues or sites. This should
include a search of waste-related databases.
Any soil that is suspected of contamination or wastes that are generated during
construction-related activities must be tested and disposed of in accordance with applicable
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations. *Some of the applicable state laws and regulations
are: Virginia Waste Management Act, Code of Virginia Section 10.1-1400 et seq.; Virginia
Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (VHWMR) (9VAC 20-60); Virginia Solid Waste
Management Regulations (VSWMR) (9VAC 20-80); Virginia Regulations for the Transportation
of Hazardous Materials (9VAC 20-110). Some of the applicable Federal laws and regulations
are: the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 U.S.C. Section 6901 et seq., and
the applicable regulations contained in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations; and the U.S.
Department of Transportation Rules for Transportation of Hazardous materials, 49 CFR Part 107.
Also, all structures being demolished/renovated/ removed should be checked for
asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint prior to demolition. If ACM or LBP
are found, in addition to the federal waste-related regulations mentioned above, State regulations
9VAC 20-80-640 for ACM and 9VAC 20-60-261 for LBP must be followed.

Please note that DEQ encourages all construction projects and facilities to implement
pollution prevention principles, including the reduction, reuse, and recycling of all solid wastes
generated. All generation of hazardous wastes should be minimized and handled appropriately.
If you have any questions or need further information, please contact Paul Kohler at
(804) 698-4208.

I
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION OF AIR PROGRAM COORDINATION
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS APPLICABLE TO AIR QUALITY
TO: Charles H. Ellis III
PROJECT TYPE:

DEQ - OEIA PROJECT NUMBER: 06- 125F

El

STATE EA / EIR / FONSI X FEDERAL EA I EIS [] SCC

El CONSISTENCY

DETERMINATION/CERTIFICATION

PROJECT TITLE: EARLY SITR PERMIT (ESP) AT THE NORTH ANNA SITE
PROJECT SPONSOR: U. S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
PROJECT LOCATION:

LI OZONE

9;
10.

El
I

11.

E1

JUL 2 8 2000
DEQ-0f1eofEnvrnWn
Impact Review

NON ATTAINMENT AREA

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTSMAY BE APPLICABLE TO:
STATE
1. nl
2. U
3. El
4. X
5. X
6. E1
7. nl
8. El

RECEIVED

X

LI

CONSTRUCTION
OPERATION

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD REGULATIONS THAT MAY APPLY:
9 VAC 5-40-5200 C & 9 VAC 5-40-5220 E - STAGE I
9 VAC 5-40-5200 C & 9 VAC 5-40-5220 F - STAGE II Vapor Recovery
9 VAC 5-40-5490 et seq. - Asphalt Paving operations
9 VAC 5-40-5600 et seq. - Open Burning
9 VAC 5-50-60 et seq. Fugitive Dust Emissions
9 VAC 5-50-130 et seq. - Odorous Emissions; Applicable to
9 VAC 5-50-160 et seq. - Standards of Performance for Toxic Pollutants
9 VAC 5-50-400 Subpart_,
Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources,
designates standards of performance for the
9 VAC 5-80-10 et seq. of the regulations - Permits for Stationary Sources
9.VAC 5-80-1700 et seq. Of the regulations - Major or Modified Sources located in
PSD areas. This rule may be applicable to the

9 VAC 5-80-2000 et seq. of the regulations - New and modified sources located in
non-attainment areas
.12. nl 9 VAC 5-80-800 et seq. Of the regulations - Operating Permits and exemptions. This
rule may be applicable to
COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT:
The change in the cooling system itself is not going to have any impact on
air quality. At the same time, as the project being located in an area of
ozone non-attainment, all precautions are necessary to restrict the
emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen
(NOX) both during preconstruction and site redress plan to the
preconstruction conditions in the event project does not materialize.

"_

__

(Kotur S. Narasimhan)
Office of Air Data Analysis

DATE: July 28, 2006

06/16/2006

11:52

ct-2c,

7572478062

.

If you carnot meet the deadline, please notify CHARLIE ELLIS at
804/698-4488 prior to the date given.
Arrangements will be made,
to extend the date for your review if possible.
An agency will
not be"tonsidered to have reviewed a document if zio comments are
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.
REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:
A.

Please review the document carefully.
If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
'Pinal EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B.

Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C.

Use your agency stationery or the space below for your
comments.
IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:,.

MR.CHARLES H. ELLIS XI1
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET,
,IJCHMONM,
VA 23219
FAX N804/698-.4319

SIXTH FLOOR

ELLIS III
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM PLANNER
COMMENTS
Dear Mr. Ellis:
Thank you for giving this agency an opportuinity to comment on the Early Site Permit
Application document (CD) pertaining to the expansions at the Lake Anne power station.
This agency would only assert jurisdiction over those portions of the project, which result
in direct impacts and encroachment thereto within the historic stream channel of the
Anna River.

(signcd)y

(date)
(date)

ba2cc

(titl
(agency)

PROJECT # 05-079F

8198

a1 /MI
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Ellis,Charles
From:

Stanley, Mary T. [Mary.Stanley@VDOT.Virginia.gov]

Sent:

Wednesday, August 16, 2006 1:43 PM

To:

Ellis,Charles

Subject: FW: North Anna ESP

From: Proctor, Charles C.
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2006 1:33 PM
To: Stanley, Mary T.
Cc: Giometti, John A. P.E.; Woodcock, Wayne C.
Subject: North Anna ESP
Mary,
After reviewing the additional information provided by Wayne Woodcock I have some additional comments:
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP does not provide any traffic
analysis to show what the impact will be from this construction activity or the expansion of the normal work force to support the
unit expansion. The report gives some general level of service for the surrounding roads and some possible road that would be
impacted. It does not provide any intersection analysis to quantify the impact.
The report provides references to several plans and recommendations to improve some of the roadways around the Lake Anna
and in this area of the County and-does acknowledge that the plans and recommendations are not tied to any time frame or
funding source. The report states that these improvements would alleviate congestion on the local roads.
The report states that a plan will be developed and implemented to address the construction traffic. The plan will include adding
turn lanes, signage, and intersection improvements to address congestion caused by the activities. It also will include shift
scheduling and car/van pools will be used to reduce trips to and from the site. In addition the report states that Dominion would
repair any damage caused by the increased construction traffic.
In regards to the Response to the "Friends of Lake Anna", I have the following comments:
The department will work with Dominion Power to insure that the roads in the area of the plant are maintained and that the
necessary improvements are in-place prior any major activities on the site. As part of our review process the department has
requested Dominion power provide a traffic impact analysis that reviews the intersections and roadway surrounding the site. The
analysis will compare the future traffic (background traffic) with the future traffic with the construction-traffic (total traffic) added and
will identify locations where there are impacts. These impacts some temporary during construction and some permanent resulting
from and increase in the general plant work force are the responsibility of Dominion Power. The analysis will also provide
mitigations measures to address these impacts.
An evacuation plan was not include in the Environmental Report beyond the basic transportation review and therefore cannot be
addressed.
If there are any additional questions please forward them to my attention.
Thank you,

Chuck
Charles C. Proctor III
District Transportation Planner (PD-i 0)
Culpeper District
1601 Orange Road
Culpeper, Virginia 22701
.540-829-7558
charles.proctor(@VDOT.virclinia.gov
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August 16, 2006
Mr. Charles H. Ellis III
Department of Environmental Quality
Office of Environmental Impact Review
629 East Main Street, Sixth Floor
Richmond, VA 23219
Re: Early Site Permit at the North Anna ESP Site
Dear Mr. Ellis:
The Virginia Department of Transportation has reviewed the information provided for the
referenced project. Our review covers impacts to existing and proposed transportation facilities.
The proposed changes in the cooling system design will not increase the impacts above those
that were addressed in the review of the original EIS submitted in December of 2004.
Currently, VDOT does not have any plan for improving the road network in this area. There are
some developments that are proposing road improvements in this area of the County, the largest
being the Cutalong Club development. This development is proposing to move the Route 208
connection 'with Route 652 to eliminate the skewed intersection and add the required turning
lanes at the intersection. The plans are under design and are proposed to be built within the next
several years.
Any VDOT land use requirements, lane closures, traffic control or work zone safety issues
should be closely coordinated with the affected cities/counties and VDOT's Louisa Residency
(540-967-3710).
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.
Sincerely,
*

tanle

Environmental Engineer
Virginia Department of Transportation
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Ellis,Charles
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stanley, Mary T. [Mary.Stanley@VDOT.Virginia.gov]
Wednesday, August 09, 2006 7:16 AM
Ellis,Charles
FW: EIR Comments - North Anna Early Site Permit

Charlie,
We received the request for comments for the citizens' questions on July 31. I assumed you needed our comments
for these questions at the same time you needed the comments for the supplemental EIS - is this correct?

From: Stanley, Mary T.
Sent: Monday, August 07, 2006 12:21 PM,
To: Proctor, Charles C.
Subject: RE: EIR Comments - North Anna ESP
Chuck,
Did you receive the follow-up comment request? Itwas sent from my office on August 1. It was asking for responses to
questions from a citizen's group.
From: Proctor, Charles C.
Sent: Monday, August 07, 1066 9:18 AM.
To: Stanley, Mary T.
Cc: Giometti, John A. P.E.; Glass, Jamie S., Jr.; Wood, Mark (James), P.E.; L.S.; Woodcock, Wayne C.
Subject: EIR Comments - North Anna ESP
Mary,
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site document.
This is a supplement to the original report submitted in December of 2004 and has gone through 6 revisions. I do not have the
original report and I am not aware of the original conclusions or recommendations, or ifthe document was reviewed by VDOT.
Based on my review of this document the proposed changes in the cooling system design will not increase the impacts above
those that appear to have been address in the original Environment Report.
This document refers to a traffic management plan to be developed and implemented by the owner. This plan according to the
study is to address impact of the construction activities. As stated in this report VDOT will need to be involved in the development
and review of this plan to insure the impacts generated by these activities are mitigated. The study also states that there were
several potential mitigation actions (traffic control and management measures) to relieve traffic congestion identified, but it was not
specific on the type or locations of the actions.
Currently VDOT does not have any plan for improving the road network in this area. There are some developments that are
proposing road improvements in this area of the County, the largest being the Cutalong Club development. This development is
proposing the move the Route 208 connection with Route 652 to eliminate the skewed intersection and add the required turning
lanes at the intersection. The plans are under design and are proposed to be built within the next several years.
Without the original documents further review cannot be conducted.
If there are any questions, please contact me at the Culpeper District at the number listed below.

Chuck
Charles C. Proctor III

8/14/2006
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District Transportation Planner (PD-1 0)
Culpeper District
1601 Orange Road
Culpeper, Virginia 22701
540-829-7558
charles.proctor(@VDOT.virginia.gov
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Historic Resources

L.Preston Bryant, Jr.
Secretary of Natural Resources

2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221

Kathleen S.Kilpatrick
Director
Tel: (804) 367-2323
Fax: (804) 367-2391
TDD: (804) 367-2386
www.dhr.virginia.gov

August 9, 2006
Mr. Jack Cushing
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
RE:

North Anna Early Site Permit.Application (ESP) - Draft EIS, Supplemental
Louisa County, Virginia
DHR File No. 2000-1210; NUREG-1 811; DEQ 406-125F

Dear Mr. Cushing:
We have received from ihe Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) the abovereferenced document for consideration. Previous correspondence from the Department of
Historic Resources (DHR) on this proposed undertaking (see DHR letter of November 3, 2005 in
DEIS, Appendix F-28) has advised the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and Dominion
Virginia Power (Dominion) of the need for a Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the NRC,
DHR, and other consulting parties if the NRC does not wish to complete the identification and
effect determination process prior to issuing the Early Site Permit (ESP), as required by Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
We are encouraged by the preliminary efforts of NRC and Dominion to identify historic
properties that may be affected by this undertaking. Section 2.9 of the DEIS states that an
archaeological site assessment has been conducted on the property (Voigt 2003) and that portions
of the property appear to retain the potential to contain intact archaeological resources. This
indicates to us that NRC and Dominion wish to complete the Section 106 process prior to
permitting rather than addressing NRC's responsibilities programmatically. We have not,
however, received the report of this assessment and cannot comment on its conclusions. We,
therefore, recommend that NRC submit for our review the report of this archaeological
assessment so we may provide comment on the need for further identification and evaluation
studies.
In the absence of an executed PA or the completion of the Section 106 process, as laid out in 36
Administrative Services
10 Courthouse Avenue
Petersburg. VA 23803
Tel: (804) 863-1624
Fax: (804) 862-6196

Capital Region Office
2801 Kensington Ave.
Richmond. VA 23221
Tel: (804) 367-2323
Fax: (804) 367-2391

Tidewater Region Office
14415 Old Courthouse Way, 2'• Floor
Newport News. VA 23608
Tel: (757) 886-2807
Fax: (757) 886-2808

Roanoke Region Office
1030 Penmar Ave.. SE
Roanoke, VA 24013
Tel: (540) 857-7585
Fax: (540) 857-7588

Winchester Region Office
107 N. Kent Street, Suite 203
Winchester. VA 22601
Tel: (540) 722-3427
Fax: (540) 722-7535
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August 9, 2006
Mr. Jack Cushing

CFR Part 800, we find NRC's site redress plan to be insufficient to fully ctrnsider this
undertaking's effects on historic properties. We expect continued consultation with NRC and
Dominion to resolve this matter. If you have any questions, please contact me at (804) 367-2323,
ext. 153 or e-mail rover.kirchen(dhr.virginia.gov.

Sincerely,

Roger,./Kirchen,
Archaeologist
Office of Review and Compliance

Cc:

Mr. Charles H. Ellis III, DEQ
Mr. John M. Fowler, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
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804/698-4488 prior to the date given.
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to extend the date for your review if possible.
An agency will
not be considered to' have reviewed a document if no comments are
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.
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MAY 1 9 2010
DEQ-0rice of Err-roninent"

Mr. Charles Ellis
Environmental Impact Review Coordinator
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 10009
Richmond, VA 23240
Dear Mr. Ellis:
I am in receipt of your correspondence and e-mail of May 3 rd and May 5th respectively,
regarding the North Anna Early Site Permit and have reviewed the attachments.
With respect to this application, the Spotsylvania County Board of Supervisors approved
a Resolution (#2005-16, attached) on February 8, 2005 stating their displeasure with the
Summary Draft Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit for the expansion of the North
Anna Power Station and their objection to the Early Site process.
Please keep in mind the objections stated by the Board of Supervisors in future
deliberations concerning the North Anna Site Permit Application.
Sincerely,

Jý
C

Attachment

etesR. heeler
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County Administrator
J. RANDALL WHEELER
Deputy County Administrator
C. DOUGLAS BARNES
Deputy County Administrator
ERNEST L. PENNINGTON

P.O. BOX 99
SPOTSYLVANIA, VIRGINIA 22553
Voice: (540) 582-7010
Fax: (540) 582-9308

At a meeting of the Spotsylvania County Board of Supervisors held on February 8, 2005, on a
motion by Mr. Connors, seconded by Mr. Onorato and passed 5 to 2 with Mr. Jackson and Mr.
Waddy opposed, the Board idopted the following resolution:
RESOLUTION NO. 2005-16
TO DECLARE THE SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS'
DISPLEASURE WITH THE SUMMARY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR AN EARLY SITE PERMIT FOR EXPANSION OF NORTH ANNA
POWER STATION AND OBJECTION TO THE ESP PROCESS
WHEREAS, Dominion Nuclear North Anna, LLC (Dominion) submitted an application
to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) on September 25, 2003, for an Early Site Permit
(ESP) to allow the siting of one or more additional nuclear power facilities adjacent to the
existing North Anna Power Station (NAPS); and
WHEREAS, in response to such application, the NRC began the environmental review
process, which has resulted in the publication of a "Summary of Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for an Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site" (SDEIS); and
WHEREAS, the SDEIS notes that (1) the existing NAPS is already the largest water user
in the region, (2) the proposed additional facilities would significantly increase NAPS' water
consumption resulting in lowering the water level in Lake Anna by 2.7 feet, (3) that projected
area growth could generate water demands that could result in increased water conflicts; and
WHEREAS, the SDEIS fails to consider future community water needs and ignores the
fact that NAPS is adjacent to one of the fastest growing regions of Virginia and fails to give any
consideration to the impact of lowering the lake level by 2.7 feet on the many citizens living and
recreating around the lake; and
WHEREAS, the entire ESP process substantially ignores changes in the surrounding
communities brought by unprecedented residential growth that has already occurred during the
application review period and that is expected to continue - if not increase - over the 20-year life
of the ESP approval; and

Spotsylvania County, Virginia, Resolution No. 2005-16,February3, 2005
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WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors' concern for the health, safety, and welfare of.
Spotsylvania County citizens compels the Board to express its displeasure with the SDEIS and to
appeal to the federal reviewers and regulatory authorities to reconsider the SDEIS and the entire
ESP process for the siting of additional nuclear power facilities at NAPS in order to adequately,
consider growth and change that has already occurred in the surrounding and downstream
localities during the application review process and to give due consideration ,to reasonably
anticipated future growth and future community water needs.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Spotsylvania County Board of
Supervisors on this 8h day of February, 2005, that the Board of Supervisors expresses its
displeasure to the NRC and all regulators concerned with the Dominion ESP application for
expansion of NAPS concerning the SDEIS and its objection to the entire ESP process, for the
reasons and on the bases set forth hereinabove.

(SEAL)

A COPY TESTE:
Sheila Clark
Deputy Clerk
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Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration, Mailstop T-6D59
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

RIF.

Re: North Anna ESP Permit and DEIS and SDEIS
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the SDEIS.
In preparing these comments, I have tried to follow the section numbers in the DEIS
but since many items come up in several parts of the document, the comments should
be considered to apply to all such occurrences. Furthermore, I apologize if comments
may be referenced in the wrong section (for example, comments on impacts are given
with cites to sections on the existing environment).
In general, the SDEIS like the DEIS, does not conform to the standards for a NEPAcompliant DEIS.
On February 25, 2006 1'submitted a comment letter on the DEIS. Please consider the
following four major comments and other clarifications in addition to those
comments.
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MAJOR COMMENTS;:.,
1.'.Itraplieurs•.hat there.are maj•.r.discrepanvIes in the water sections. In
nufftroug'placcsý the ISDEIS asserts that dataWas lacking or simplified methodologies
were used. (See for example Page 1-6 which states inter alia insufficient information
was available "to allow the NRC staff to complete its independent analysis" and
"these issues are not resolved for the North Anna ESP site"). As evidenced from the
recent public- hearing, water use and impacts on lake level and downstream flow are
major areas of concern. The SDEIS (see Table 10-3 e.g.) that the impacts of water
use and quality.are "unresolved".is not sufficient to make a determination of the
project's acceptability. Perhaps a solution is to commission a truly unbiased third
party water study to.provide better methodology-anid data for impact assessments.
This study couldbe incorporated into.a new DEIS.2. -The section on socioeconomics Is lacking. For example, there is no data on the
impact that the project will have on. local house values. The impacts on the human
environment must be fleshed out in an EIS and this should be addressed in Section
5.5.3.1 or 5.5.3.5.. The potential impacts to the DC area are not addressed at all inthe
document and should be included. The. document does not address the life cycle costs
of power and the amount of government subsidy involved.
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3. The transportation section is totally deficient. There is currently insufficient
infrastructure to support the construction workforce or handle an evacuation.
Assuming that the roads will be there when required (Page 5-37, line 16) is not
science, it is superstition. The SDEIS states "No new transportation routes ... are
currently planned in the vicinity of NAPS." (Page 2-4 line 37) There is little to no
funding for road expansions in Virginia. The DEIS acknowledged that the 1-95/606
interchange is congested at "LOS D or worse" and that SR208 from Blockhouse Road
to Lake Anna (about 12.5 miles) is a minor two-lane road. Increased construction
usage will have major impacts on these roads. If an evacuation is required during the
construction interval when additional personnel are on site, the impact would be
staggering.
4. The section on emergencies and radiation impacts is not understandable by
lay persons. A summary is required that clearly sets out (a) expected radiation
impacts in the study area, and (b) the possible radiation impacts from an emergency.
Emergency situations should include terrorist attacks. Shouldn't a worst case analysis
be included for low-probability events?
OTHER COMMENTS:
5. Although NRC Statement 7590-01-P states that "The scope of the SDEIS is
limited to the environmental impacts associated with the changes in ER Revision 6"
there is some new information presented about the project as a whole. This makes it
confusing for the reader whether the SDEIS is addressing just the cooling changes or
the entire project. Without a clear understanding the reader cannot form an educated
opinion about the project impacts and thus the acceptability (or not) of its
implementation.
6. The above point argues for re-releasing the SDEIS with the changes from the
DEIS being clearly highlighted such as using an italics or redline method.
Alternately, a new DEIS could be issued ih~t provides a comprehensive analysis
including addressing many of the shortcomings of the original DEIS.
7.VA We.Appr~iated the opportunity-to participate in theAugust 15 hearing. However
VA DEQ held a hearing on the project on the following day. This presents a time
burden on affected individuals to participate in both processes. Would it be possible
to hold a combined public hearing that addresses all jurisdictional issues in the
future? This would facilitate public participation (which is one of the goals of the
NEPA process) rather than be divisive.
8. It seems that the SDEIS, like the DEIS, was not performed by an unbiased
interdisciplinary team as is required by NEPA. For example, Page 1-6 states that
"Dominion did not or was unable to provide information and analysis for certain
issues sufficient to allow the NRC staff to complete its independent analysis". Thus
the issues "are not resolved". The NRC should have commissioned independent
sources to develop the required data.

Goldsmith comments on NUREG-1811, SDEIS
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9. It is imprudent to conclude a recommendation to approve an ESP where major
issues "are not resolved".
10. The same limited three-year climatological data set that was used in the DEIS is
used for the SDEIS (page 2-7 line 3). Is this the same data referred to in Page 5-14
line 22? This may be insufficient to accurately predict ground fog impacts from the
project. Furthermore, this data sent is inconsistent with other reporting periods (see 558 line 38 e.g.) used elsewhere in the document.
11. The impacts to traffic from increased fog occurrence (Page 5-14 line 23) should
be addressed in the SDEIS.
12. Does the feeding range of bald eagles or loggerhead strikes extend to the North
Anna vicinity (Page 2-13 line 32)?
13. The lack of full-time hospitals and fire/rescue facilities in the immediate Lake
Anna area creates a high potential for serious impacts from an accident at the project.
How can the SDEIS state that the impact is SMALL (with no hospitals in "the nearest
three Counties" - page 2-18) when the DEIS stated that the impact is SMALL and
assumed the existence of two hospitals in Spotsylvania?
14. Section 3 introduces the hybrid cooling tower. Is there an operating nuclear plant
in the U. S. that has demonstrated this hybrid cooling tower technology is appropriate
.and safe for such a large thermal load? If not, the technology risks should be assessed
and discussed herein.
:15. Section 3.2.1.2 mentions water treatment effluent. Shouldn't Chapter 8 include
-an assessment of a zero discharge option as is used in many other power plants?
16. Chapter 3 mentions blowdown and 6iier discharges. Will the applicant stipulate
to a 100 degree thermal discharge limit as an operating permit condition as requested
by the Waterside Property Owners Association? Will the applicant stipulate to a 104
degree limit'at theend of the discharge canal as requested by Friends of Lake Anna?
17. Section 4.4.3 line 35 acknowledges that bald eagles nest as close as 2.5 miles to
the site. What effect will the project have on fish that the eagles may use as a food
source?
18. Given that Louisa County had a population of about 25,000 in 2000 (Page 2-1 line
42), the conclusion that a construction work force of 5,000 would have a SMALL
impact (Section 4.5) is unsubstantiated and suspect.
19. At the public hearing, Lake Anna residents expressed concern about the aesthetics
of the cooling towers. A visual simulation should be included as part of section
4.5.1.4 to address this concern.

Goldsmith comments on NUREG-1811, SDEIS
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20. Section 5.3 mentions that water level changes will be heightened during the
period July - September. Since this coincides with increased summer recreational
use of the lake, even minor changes could have MODERATE or HIGH impacts.
21. The SDEIS continues to be very troubling regarding water analysis. It states that
the assessments "are based on a simplified representation of the conservation of mass
for the lake". This excludes water temperature stratifications and the flow
contributions from a many of the tributaries. How then, can the impact forecasts of
SMALL be reliable? How can "no mitigation" be a reasonable solution?
22. Along the lines of the prior comment, page 5-7 line 26 concludes that "relatively
small errors in the pool elevation measurements using this model can result in
significant errors in the precipitation, groundwater, and tributary inflow estimate".
How then, can the impact forecasts of SMALL be reliable? How can "no mitigation"
be a reasonable solution? Perhaps an independent comprehensive water study would
provide more robust impact assessments.
23. Shouldn't the operator's role in decisions to change the normal lake level (Page 511, line 28 et. seq.) be one of conditions of the ESP? Just because "modifications to
the water release regime from the Lake Anna Dam to mitigate impacts would be
under the jurisdiction of VDEQ (Page 5-33 line 14), does not absolve the operator or
the NRC from adopting reasonable mitigation measures which could be subject to
VDEQ approval.
24. Wouldn't the installation of new unit(s) be an opportunity to mitigate some of the
existing problems with water temperature and lake level?
25. Shouldn't the WHTF be subject to Clean Water Act and DEQ standards? It is fed
by eight public streams and should be treated as public waters.
26. Page 5-24 states that "larval abundance is not known" and that a 1978 model was
used for the estimation. How good is the estimation? Couldn't representative
sampling give an estimate of larval 'abundance?
27. Page 5-27 discusses cold shock and says that it will be less of a problem with a
multiple unit plant. This is only true if the entire station does not shut down. If the
remaining unit or units shut down, the cold shock will be much more severe due to
the loss of a huge thermal load.
28. The SDEIS concludes on page 5-31, line 18 that "consumptive water losses may
noticeably impact lake levels and downstream flows". This is a major area of local
concern and should be more thoroughly analyzed and documented. It is hard to
understand how an impact assessment of SMALL is derived from the discussion. It
seems .Ike the impacts are at least MODERATE and potentially LARGE.

Goldsmith comments on NUREG- 1811, SDEIS
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29. Section 5.9 is hard to understand by lay persons. A summary is required that
clearly sets out expected radiation impacts in the study area.
30. Section 5.10 is hard to understand the possible radiation impacts from an
emergency. Given that "radiation experts conservatively assume that any amount of
radiation exposure may pose some risk of causing cancer or a severe hereditary
effect", a common language summary is required that clearly sets out expected
radiation impacts in the study area.
31. Please clarify the statements in page 5-57 line 35 et. seq. Does the SDEIS say
that the project would create "730 fatal cancers, nonfatal cancers, and severe
hereditary effects per 10,000 person"s?
32. The continued lack of analysis and discussion of security against terrorist threats
in Section 5.10 is a major omission. This subject is clearly part of today's "human
environment". I would argue that terrorism is not an "accident". Terrorist attacks
are deliberate and numerous. The proximity to DC could make North Anna an
attractive target. Even FBI Director Mueller has stated that a terrorist attack on a
nuclear facility can be "postulated".
.33. Section 5.10 should include a worst case analysis for low-probability events.
34. A common-language summary of section 5.10.2 is required.
35. The statement on page 5-69 line 40 that "alternatives to mitigate severe accidents
are not resolved" is incongruous with the SMALL impact determination. Since the
,ESP is designed to address site-specific issues, these must be resolved now, not at the
COL stage as is suggested by page 5-70 line 2.
36. The reactors will create approximately 20 MT/year of nuclear waste. It is
imprudent to issue an ESP until detailed plans for safe waste management, transport,
and disposal are in place. This is not elaborated in Section 6
37. Section 6.3 mentions that decommissioning would eventually be required and
"reduction of residual radioactivity to a level that permits termination of the NRC
license". Has this been successfully done, anywhere in the US? What financial
security does the operator post to assure successful decommissioning?
38. There should be a Section 7.8.B that discusses the cumulative radiologic impacts
of emergency situations (accidents and terrorism). Casual discussion in 7.8 of normal
operations is insufficient treatment for this potentially devastating situation.
39. As previously commented, the alternative section of the EIS (in contrast to that of
an ER) needs to assess other alternatives beyond siting such as renewables, demand
side management, repowering of Units #1 and #2, etc.
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40. Since water is a critical concern, among the major alternatives that should be
considered in detail in Chapter 8 are the retrofitting of a cooling tower to Units #1
and/or #2, and the application of a dry cooler to Unit 3. Factors in the analysis such
as capital and operating costs and operating efficiencies should be detailed. The
conclusion on page 8-5 line 23 is not supported.
41. Since Chapter 8 should address system design alternatives (page 1-10, line 38) the
EIS should include consideration in section 8.2 for locating potentially vulnerable
facilities (such as fuel and waste storage) underground to mitigate against terrorist
attack or aviation accident.
42. Page 1-5 states that an EIS must include an evaluation of alternative sites to
determine whether there are any obvious superior alternatives. Although Chapter 9
determines that there are none, it also does not show that the Lake Anna site is clearly
superior to many of the alternatives.
43. Table 10-1 acknowledges that increased traffic congestion is unavoidable. This is
not congruous with the SMALL impact determination.
44. Table 10-2 should include an assessment of traffic similar to Table 10-1.
Presently, this would also conclude that increased traffic congestion is unavoidable.
45. Overall, the mitigations listed in Section 10 are insufficient. Items such as
"consider" plume abatement measures are just one example. Plume abatement should
be implemented. Major contributions to construction of a reliable road network are
*required. Financial contributions to neighboring counties to alleviate the housing,
-school, and health care burdens of the project should be implemented.
46. The cooling tower will shift much of the thermal load from Lake Anna to the
atmosphere. Shouldn't mitigation be required to minimize heat island and climate
change impacts? Such mitigation could include tree planting and similar regional
measures.
47. The determination in Table 10-3 and elsewhere that the impacts on water use and
quality is "likely to be SMALL" is unsubstantiated. As was clear from the last public
hearing, the public's perception is that the impacts are LARGE.
48. Shouldn't Appendix F or L or the socioeconomic section of the text include
mention of the resolution passed by Spotsylvania County against the project and the
ESP?
49. For a project of this magnitude it seems that one public hearing in one location is
insufficient to provide the public a real opportunity to get educated and provide
comments. Limiting the public hearings to evening hours excludes the participation
of those who work evenings. Limiting the public hearings to the Louisa location

Goldsmith comments on NUREG-1811, SDEIS

page 6 of 7

makes it difficult for those who five in other localities within the affected area to
attend.
50. Based on the above review, I believe that the SDEIS is substantially flawed and
request that these comments and others be fully addressed and that another DRAFT
EIS be released. Unless such an action is taken, concerned citizens and local
governments (and indeed the NRC itself, since it is supposed to be relying on the
DEIS for decision-making) cannot make informed decisions about the proposed
project.
51. The flaws in the SDEIS and DEIS do not provide the scientific, legal, or policy
background to support a finding to recommend the ESP.
I am available to clarify any of these comments. Thank you for your consideration.
//Sincerel

Aviv Goldsmi
6147 Hickor Ridge Road
Spotsylvania, VA 22553
COPIES:
Thomas E. Capps, CEO
Dominion Resources
120 Tredegar Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Nils J. Diaz, Chairman
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
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Dominion Nuclear North Anna, LLC
Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early
Site Permit

Dear Chief, Rules and Directives Branch:
This letter represents the comments of the Hanover County Department of Public
Utilities (County) on the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for the Early Site Permit. The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
SEIS fail to address all of the January 7, 2004 comments and back-up information
submitted by the County. The impact on the County's wastewater treatment plant as
well as those of the other Doswell industrial dischargers is not addressed nor is the
information from prior State Corporation Commission meetings indicating the existing 40
cfs minimum release would have adverse environmental impacts. The County remains
concerned with the increased frequency of the low flow conditions and the impact on
downstream users, which the draft SEIS classifies as moderate during drought
conditions and small during normal conditions. Any reduction in flow will have an
adverse impact on the County and Bear Island Paper due to the unique nature of the
Doswell Wastewater Treatment Plant VPDES Discharge Permit, which is tied to flow in
the North Anna River.
The draft SEIS also mischaracterizes the potential future County water supply
alternatives. The information submitted by Dominion indicated the County considered
multiple water supply options and retained two in the Comprehensive Plan. What was
not mentioned was that one of the rejected options was a run-of-the-river withdrawal,
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Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
September 12, 2006
Page 2
which appears to be the option evaluated in the SEIS' since it equates the potential
future County withdrawal with the Lake Anna minimum releases. The alternatives
included in the County's Comprehensive Plan, and addressed in more detail in the
County's Long-Range Water Resources Planning Study, both include the use of a
quarry for off-stream storage, with pumping to the quarry to be done during high flow
conditions. Thus the comparison to minimum releases is not relevant. A more helpful
evaluation would be the affect on mean annual flow in the North Anna River and its safe
yield so the impact on the off-stream storage option can be evaluated.
Thank you for this opportunity and please include the Hanover County
Department of Public Utilities on your interested parties list.

Sincerely,

Prank W. Harksen, Jr.
Director
Enclosures
cc:

The Hanover County Board of Supervisors
Mr. Cecil R. Harris, Jr., County Administrator
Mr. Sterling E. Rives, Ill, County Attorney
Mr. John H. Hodges, Deputy County Administrator

'SEIS Section 5.3.2 (also in 7.3) 'To meet its future projected demand, Hanover County proposes to
withdraw 1.3 m3/s (46 cfs) from the 30 North Anna River (Dominion 2005a). However, this diversion
target withdrawal exceeds the 1.1 m3/s (40 cfs) minimum discharge limit currently specified in the North
Anna Lake Level Contingency Plan

CHRISTIAN I BARTON,,,,:
Attorneys At Law

DIRECT FAX:
(804) 697-6118

HENRY R. POLLARD, V
(804) 6974118

E-MAIL:
hpollard(cblaw~com

September 12, 2006
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BY E-MIAIL AND U.S. MAIL
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration
Mailstop T-6D59
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001
RE:
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Comments on behalf of Bear Island Paper Company on
Supplement I to NUREG-111, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
an Early Site Permit at the North Anna ESP Site Per Notice of Extension of Public
Comment Period at 71 Fed. Reg. 46927 (August 15, 2006)

Dear Sir or Madam:
On behalf of our client, Bear Island Paper Company ("Bear Island"), we are submitting
comments on the pending Supplement 1 to NUREG-1811, Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for an Early Site Permit at the North Anna ESP Site ("SDEIS"), for the North Anna Nuclear Power
Station ("Station") in connection with the proposed expansion of the Station by Dominion Nuclear
North Anna, LLC ("Dominion"). These comments are being submitted pursuant to the Notice of
Extension of Public Comment Period issued by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission ("NRC")
and published at 71 Fed. Reg. 46927 (August 15, 2006).
Based upon Bear Island's review of the proposed expansion of the Station now under
consideration by the NRC for issuance of an Early Site Permit, substantial increases in the number
and severity of low-flow conditions in the North Anna River ("River") at points below the Lake
Anna dam would result. Such effects would result in more frequent and longer periods of 20 cubic
feet per second (cfs) releases from Lake Anna via the Lake Anna dam, as opposed to the normal
release rate of 40 cfs. The SDEIS refers to and explains these expected results at several points,
including §§ 5.3, 5.3.1, 5.3.2, and 7.3. It appears that most of these reduced flow impacts to
downstream stretches of the River arise from the plans for the cooling system of proposed reactor
unit #3, recently revised by Dominion, involving a closed-cycle wet-dry system.
Bear Island operates a paper recycling and production facility in Doswell, Virginia on the
North Anna River ("River"), downstream from Lake Anna. Bear Island relies on flows in the River
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Chief, Rules and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
September 12, 2006
Page 2
at points below the Lake Anna dam for water intake and for discharge of treated industrial
wastewater and stormwater associated with its facility. The additional periods and severity of lowflow conditions that would result from the currently proposed Station expansion would appear to
increase significantly the risk to Bear Island's operations associated with low-flow conditions. This
risk is three-fold in nature.
First, increased low-flow conditions will make it more difficult for Bear Island to withdraw
water from the River as needed and as permitted by law. Bear Island's water intake structures
currently include the nominal capacity to withdraw up to 12 cfs. One can see very quickly, then,
that the increased frequency and length of low-flow conditions expected to result from the planned
expansion based on more frequent and longer releases of only 20 cfs would pose serious risks to
Bear Island and others relying on water withdrawals from the River below the Lake Anna Dam.
While Bear Island has existing limited water storage capacity to address short-term interruptions or
suspensions of its withdrawals, its storage capacity will not reliably sustain its operations during the
.kinds of increased low-flow conditions expected from the expansion and as described in the SDEIS.
Bear Island tries to keep this on-site storage "topped-off' to minimize operational risk associated
with interruptions in River withdrawals. However, given the increased frequency and length of
periods of such low flows as described in the SDEIS, it will be more difficult, if not impractical at
certain times, to recharge the on-site water storage, thus diminishing the usefulness of this storage.
Also, Bear Island obtains water from.the County of Hanover water system, which is served
by a withdrawal intake upstream from the Bear Island facility. If the increased low-flow conditions
expected as the result of the planned Station expansion come to pass, then it also seems reasonable
to expect that the County will have a more difficult time in withdrawing water, in part for the same
reasons noted above affecting Bear Island's withdraws. Consequently, the ability of the County to
meet the needs of its residents and businesses in the area will be compromised as well. Bear Island
would be harmed in this respect, and may become more dependent on its own River intakes to make
up any shortfall. The County addressed these concerns in its comments and related attached
materials submitted to the NRC on January 7, 2004 concerning the original draft environmental
impact statement for the expansion ("DEIS") and its comments filed today to the NRC on the
SDEIS, to which submissions we refer you for further details.
In addition to these foreseeable adverse impacts to Bear Island's and the County's water
withdrawals, Bear Island is very concerned that these impacts will put at some risk the ability of the
combined wastewater flows from Bear Island's facility and the County of Hanover's Doswell
wastewater treatment plant ("Doswell WWTP") to function as designed based on current permit
requirements and water quality standards. Bear Island depends solely on the Doswell WWTP for
the ultimate discharge of its wastewater, so ensuring adequate instream flows based on sufficient
releases from Lake Anna is quite critical to Bear Island in this regard. We refer you again to
comments submitted by the County on January 7, 2004 concerning the DEIS and its comments filed
today to the NRC on the SDEIS.
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These concerns about negative impacts on downstream flows from Lake Anna have also
been raised generally in the comments on the SDEIS and the pending federal consistency
certification by the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality ("DEQ") for the Station
expansion, which were submitted to your office on September 8, 2006. Though raised in a more
general context, these comments nonetheless pertain to Bear Island's reliance on instream flows in
the River for its operations and underscore Bear Island's concern: decreased flows in the North
Anna River expected to occur more often and for longer periods of time as the result of the
expansion as currently planned would seriously undercut Bear Island's ability to rely on the River
for its operations, especially in dryer times.
Bear Island appreciates that Dominion has modified its original plan for the reactor unit #3
cooling system in response to earlier comments by DEQ, but Bear Island believes that such
modifications do not fully address the negative consequences on downstream flows and the
increased risk to downstream users of the North Anna River such as Bear Island. Indeed, the
modified plan itself contemplates significant adverse impacts to flows downstream of the dam and,
consequently, will have significant adverse impacts on those relying on these downstream flows.
As a result of these continuing concerns and due to their degree of adverse impacts, Bear
Island respectfully disagrees with the NRC that the impacts associated with the proposed ESP and
related plans for the Station expansion would be small or moderate at most and not arise to the level
of significant environmental impact. In fact, the SDEIS itself makes quite clear that the
downstream effects would be significant and adverse to the downstream' portions of the River. Such
effects will in turn significantly and adversely affect those relying on flows in the downstream
portions of the North Anna River, such as Bear Island, other industry and local interests, aquatic
life, and recreational users. Bear Island therefore requests that the NRC reconsider and change its
characterization of these effects to reflect more accurately their expected and stated adverse nature
and degree of harm and amend its conclusion to recognize that, as currently proposed, the expansion
would cause a significant adverse environmental impact that cannot be redressed. At minimum, the
NRC should require further assessment by Dominion or conduct its own further assessments to
more completely evaluate the effects on downstream users and appropriate alternative designs and
potential mitigation opportunities. In this regard, we again refer to DEQ's comments concerning
the need for additional information and assessment of downstream impacts.
As an industrial user of electricity, Bear Island certainly appreciates the need for careful,
well-planned, and prudent development of energy resources and facilities. However, such care,
planning, and prudence in the development of these resources and facilities should accurately
account for and avoid/minimize when feasible the kind of significant adverse impacts to other water
resource users as is contemplated by the latest proposal for the Station expansion. It appears from
the SDEIS and the comments by DEQ that use of a dry cooling tower for reactor unit #3 would
alleviate many of these issues and should therefore be considered further as an alternative design.
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Bear Island greatly appreciates the NRC's consideration of these comments in its
deliberations over the pending SDEIS. Should the NRC have any questions concerning Bear
Island's comments as set forth herein, please do not hesitate to contact me at (804) 697-4118,
hpollard(acblaw.com, or the letterhead address.
With kindest regards, I am

ward,
HFR. P ollard
Cc:
778121

Mr. Jacques Beauchesne
Christopher M. Gill, Esquire

2021 Kenlake Place
Norfolk, V
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Mr. Jack Cushing, Environmental Project Manager
I.
Rules and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Division of Administration
Office of Administration
Mail Stop T6 D59
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
Dear Mr. Cushing:
I am opposed to the North Anna Nuclear Plant Early Site Permit being granted to
Virginia Dominion Power for the following reasons:
Lake Anna is already impaired arnd adding to the PCBs in the lake would be reckless and
dangerous to residents living in Central Virginia, as well as those living along the North
Anna River, the Pamunkey River, the York River and the Chesapeake Bay Region.
The concentration of four domed reactors makes an inviting target for those who
constantly plot attacks against the United States of America. Also, in the event of
drought or an accident, the clustering of nuclear reactors carries greater risk for several
million Virginians. Because the facility must use an on site storage area for its nuclear
waste, an accident or attack on the facility could result in contamination seepage into the
water supply as well as the air with disastrous results for those of us living in the
Richmond area, Northern Virginia or the Hampton Roads area.
The issue is not about how squeaky clean the plant looks to workers and visitors, it is
about the capacity of Virginia Dominion Power to protect all of our citizens against
radiation contamination and pollution. Without clean air and safe water supplies, we
humans will not survive.
The recent past raises serious concerns about Virginia Dominion Power's ability to meet
emergency situations in the Commonwealth. After hurricane Isabel, it took ten days and
power crews from Arkansas and Alabama to get the Norfolk area up and running again
More recently, tropical storm Ernesto left some without power for five to six days. Those
kinds of response times would be deadly in the event of a nuclear accident or faiility
attack and seem to me tobe unacceptable risks to take.
Finally, the construction of a dry cooling tower appears to defeat the very purpose for
which the Early Site Permnit is being sought because of the high utilization of electricity.
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There is a better and less expensive way to solve our energy needs. Major sacrifice and

simple conservation discipline in every city, town and county in Virginia, as well as the
use of renewable energy would eliminate the need to build more nuclear power plants and

make all Virginians safer.
incerely,

Ellis W . J es

i Oominion

Dominion Nuclear Nonth Anna, LLC
5000.o'minion Boulevard, Glen Allen, VA 23060
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U. 5? Nuclear
ulatory Commission
Attention: Document Control Desk
Washington, D.C. 20555

Serial No. 06-566
ESP/LTB
Docket No. 52-008

DOMINION NUCLEAR NORTH ANNA, LLC
NORTH ANNA EARLY SITE PERMIT APPLICATION
COMMENTS ON NUREG-1811, SUPPLEMENT 1
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR AN EARLY SITE PERMIT
(ESP) AT THE NORTH ANNA ESP-SITE
This letter provides Dominion's comments on the NRC staffs Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, NUREG-181 1, Supplement 1 (SDEIS), for the Dominion Nuclear
North Anna, LLC's North Anna Early Site Permit (ESP) application. Comments are
provided in the enclosed table.
A number of comments are the result of the different approaches in strategy or
methodology used by Dominion and the NRC staff when evaluating certain issues.
Typically, the NRC used a conservative, bounding approach as part of its confirmatory
analysis while Dominion presented information based on a detailed analysis of the topic..
Although both approaches are appropriate, the difference in methodologies can result in
differences in numerical values for the same parameter. The comments are offered to
help explain such differences.
Also enclosed is a copy of a September 8, 2006 letter from 'Dominion to the
Commonwealth of Virginia related to the Coastal Zone Management Act consistency
review. This letter is enclosed for NRC's consideration because it substantially
addresses some of the same issues raised by consulting agencies in the
Commonwealth of Virginia's September 8, 2006 comments on the SDEIS.
If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Mr. Tony
Banks at 804-273-2170.
Very truly yours,

Eugene S. Grecheck
Vice President-Nuclear Support Services
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Dominion Comments on NUREG-1 811, Supplement 1, DEIS
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Enclosures:

1. Dominion Comments on NUREG-181 1,.Supplement 1 "Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit (ESP) at the
North Anna ESP Site"
2. Dominion's Responses to Comments on the Federal Consistency
Certification for the North Anna Early Site Permit Application

Commitments made in this letter: None
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cc:

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Region II
Sam Nunn Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Suite 23T85
Atlanta, GA 30303
Mr. Jack Cushing
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
Mr. J. T. Reece
NRC Senior Resident Inspector
North Anna Power Station
Mr. Nitin Patel
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555
Mr. Richard Kingston
GE Nuclear Energy
Castle Hayne Rd, PO Box 780
Wilmington, NC 28401
Mr. Joseph Hassell
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Mr. John Kauffman
Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries
900 Natural Resources Drive, Suite 100
Charlottesville, VA 22903
Ms. Ellie L. Irons, Program Manager
Office of Environmental Impact Review
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 10009
Richmond, VA 23240
Mr. Adrian Heymer
Nuclear Energy Institute
1776*1 Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006
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Enclosure I
Dominion Comments on NUREG-1811, Supplement I
"Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an
Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site"

1

Serial No. 06-566
Docket No. 52-008
Dominion Comments on NUREG-1 811, Supplement I DEIS
North Anna Early Site Permit
Comments on NUREG-1811, Supplement 1
"Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site"
No.
1

SDEIS
Page, Location,
Section
3-8, line 6,
3.2.1.1

SDEIS Wording
These demands could increase up to a maximum of 21Us (3340 gpm) when the fire protection system is
operating at full capacity.

_(720

2

3-9, line 16,
3.2.2

The cooling water passes through the dry cooling tower
and, in the MWC mode, transfers one third of the heat to
the atmosphere.

3

3-12, Line 35,
3.2.2.2

As previously proposed, the cofferdam would still be
removed to allow water access from Lake Anna.

4

3-13, Line 4,
3.2.2.2

The licensee may combine the blowdown from Unit 3 with
the discharge from the existing NAPS units and use the
current Unit 1 and 2 discharge structure, or construct a
"'1

Comment
The SDEIS stated flowrate of 3340 gpm would only occur
if potable water, demineralized water and fire protection
water maximum demands occurred simultaneously, not
just fire protection. Table 3.3-1 lists maximum supply
rates for potable water (120 gpm), demineralized water
gpm) and fire protection (2500 gpm).
During Maximum Water Conservation (MWC), a
minimum of one-third of the heat would be removed by
the dry towers. The remainder would be removed, as
required, by the wet towers. The SDEIS statement could
be qualified to add the term "minimum" in describing the
percentage of cooling which is proposed to be achieved
by the dry cooling towers in the MWC mode. As site dry
bulb ambient temperature decreases from the design
maximum ambient condition, the dry cooling towers will
transfer increasing percentages of the condenser heat to
the atmosphere.
As the water supply required for the closed loop cooling
system proposed for Unit 3 is significantly lower than
required for a once through cooling system which the
existing intake channel was designed, Dominion may
only remove a portion of the full cofferdam expanse
through tunneling or dam removal. See ER section
3.4.2.1. See also comment number 7 below.
No statement is made in the ER that a separate
discharge structure would be constructed. It is possible
that the partially completed discharge structure for Units
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"Draft Environmental Impact Statement for an Early Site Permit (ESP) at the North Anna ESP Site"
SOEIS
No.

Page, Location,
Section

SDEIS Wording
separate discharge structure in the vicinity of the partially
completed discharge structures planned for the two
additional power reactors proposed at the time NAPS
Units I and 2 were licensed (see Figure 3-1).
The potential impact on water resources expected to
result from constructing proposed Unit 3 are primarily from
construction of the intake structures. No intake structure
is required for Unit 4.

5

4-5, Line 10,
4.3

6

4-6, Line 21,
4.3.1

Dominion expects no modifications to the shoreline or the
existing intake channel. As previously proposed, the
existing cofferdam would still be removed to allow water
access from Lake Anna.

7

4-15, Line 21,
4.5.1.4

The new combination wet and dry cooling towers for Units
3 and 4 are expected to be approximately 46 m (150 ft)
tall, which is less than the 71 m (234 ft) PPE height value

2

Comment
3 and 4 would be utilized as the "new outfall structure".

It would be more appropriate to state, "No separate
intake structure is required for Unit 4". Although the Unit
4 normal plant cooling towers would require little to no
make-up from Lake Anna, a water supply from the lake
would be required for UHS make-up (if required by the
COL-selected reactor technology), fire protection, and
demineralized water make-up. The Unit 4 water supply
demands would be significantly less than for Unit 3 and
would therefore be accommodated in the Unit 3 intake
structure. See ER Section 3.4.2.1. This is acknowledged
in SDEIS Section 3.2.2.2, Component DescriptionsIntake System, which states, "Any makeup water required
for Unit 4 could be obtained from the Unit 3 intakes."
ER Section 3.4.2.1 states that to bring water from the
reservoir to the new intake structure via the approach
channel, the cofferdam, or a portion of it, would be
removed. Because of the limited quantity of water to be
supplied from the North Anna Reservoir, no major
modification to the existing shoreline or dredging in the
approach channel would be necessary. See also
comment number 4 above.
As stated in Revision 7, combination wet and dry towers
would be used for Unit 3 only. Dry towers would be used
for Unit 4. The dry tower proposed for Unit 4 would be an
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No.

SDEIS
Page, Location,
Section

8

5-3, Line 28,
5.2

9

5-7, Line 26,
5.3

10

5-8, Line 41,
5.3.1

SDEIS Wording
for the tallest potential containment building,
There would also be the potential for fogging and icing at
ground level as the plume loses buoyancy and for drift
deposition on the local surroundings. In addition, there is
the potential for Ice buildup on the transmission lines and
other structures within the plant boundary.
The staff found that relatively small errors in the pool
elevation measurements using this model can result in
significant errors in the precipitation, groundwater, and
tributary inflow estimate. For example, an error of only 2.5
cm (1 in.) between daily lake elevation measurements
translates into an error of about 14 m3/s (500 cfs); this can
also result in negative inflow estimates that are
inconsistent with conservation of mass principles. The
occurrence of negative inflow estimates was reduced by
Dominion by smoothing (i.e., using weekly averages
instead of daily values).
The staffs independent water budget analysis assumed
the NAPS Units 1 and 2 and the proposed Unit 3 would
operate continuously. In non-drought years, the projected
incremental decline of the lake level attributable to Unit 3
was relatively minor. The staff determined that the
operation of Unit 3 would decrease the fraction of time that
the lake level elevation was above 75.6 m (248 ft) MSL by
5 percent, from 94 percent to 89 percent of the time. With
I the operation of Unit 3, the fraction of time the lake would

3

Comment
expected 150 ft (46 m) tall. However, the combination
wet and dry cooling towers for Unit 3 would have an
expected maximum height of 180 ft (55 m).
As stated in ER section 5.3.3.1, steam-fog-induced icing
conditions are very infrequent at the site. Consequently,
ice buildup on transmission lines, switchyard, insulators
and structures due to steam fog would not be anticipated.
The SDEIS could note that despite the potential negative
inflow estimate in the reversed routing method that
Dominion used in the water budget model, any potential
uncertainties would be cancelled out in the model
prediction for the new Unit 3 based on the methodology
adopted by Dominion.

The SDEIS could note that the difference is caused by a
difference in Dominion's approach of performing a
detailed analysis, whereas the NRC staff performed a
conservative, bounding analysis. For example, the staff
assumed the average evaporative loss from Unit 3 was a
constant value of 8707 gpm which is conservative and
bounding and which leads to an overestimation of Unit
3's impact on lake level and dam outflow during times
when the lake falls below 250 ft msl.
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Comment

be at or below elevation 75.0 m (246 ft) MSL would
increase by 0.9 percent, from 1.1 percent to 2.0 percent.
The staff also analyzed the differences in lake level
elevation between the baseline (Units 1 and 2 in
operation) and proposed (addition of the ESP Unit 3)
scenarios to examine the impacts of Unit 3 on
downstream flows. Considering the entire simulation
period, including the critical drought period, the
incremental decline in lake level elevation resulting from
the operation of Unit 3 was
less than 7.6 cm (3 in.) 70 percent of the time, less than
15 cm (6 in.) 86 percent of the time, and less than 30 cm
(1 ft) 94 percent of the time.
The lowest lake level elevations and greatest incremental
decrease are projected to occur during the month of
October. When modeling lake level elevations during the
critical period of record, specifically targeting the minimum
elevation occurring during early October 2002, the staff
analyzed the minimum lake level elevations for the
following scenarios: Units 1 and 2 (baseline conditions):
74.74 m (245.2 ft)
Units 1 and 2 plus Unit 3 (proposed conditions): 74.22 m
(243.5 ft)

5-11, Line 2,
5.3.2

Because the North Anna Dam discharge rate is directly
related to the Lake Anna surface level elevation, the lake
level elevation analysis discussed above was used to
estimate the impact on downstream flows in the North

4

The SDEIS could note that the difference is caused by a
difference in Dominion's approach of performing a
detailed analysis, whereas the NRC staff performed a
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Anna River. The net total discharge from North Anna Dam
would be reduced if Unit 3 operates as proposed. The
staff determined that the fraction of time the dam would
discharge 0.57 m3/s (20 cfs) increased from
approximately 6 percent (Units land 2 only) to 11 percent.
Because water supply generally exceeds demand, as
indicated above, the staff concludes that the water supply
provided by Lake Anna is adequate to meet Unit 3 and
current downstream water demands except during periods
of severe drought. Operation of Unit 3 would
approximately double the duration of periods during
drought conditions when the Lake Level Contingency Plan
would be applied (i.e., when the lake level elevation would
be below 75.6 m [248 ft] MSL).
The results in Table 5.5 indicate that the fraction of time
that the lake would be below 248 ft would increase from
about 6 percent for NAPS Units I and 2 (baseline) to 11
percent for NAPS Units 1 and 2 plus Unit 3 (proposal).

5-31, Line 20,
5.4.2.6

The minimum water level with Unit 3 operating was
estimated at 243.5 ft versus 245.2 ft with only NAPS Units
1 and 2.

5-39, Line 40,
5.5.1.4

a _________________

u

5

Comment

conservative, bounding analysis.

The SDEIS reflects the NRC confirmatory analysis and,
while the results do not exactly match those stated in the
ER, the conclusion of SMALL IMPACT is unaffected by
the difference. The SDEIS could note that the difference
is caused by a difference in Dominion's approach of
performing a detailed analysis, whereas the NRC staff
performed a conservative, bounding analysis.
The SDEIS reflects the NRC confirmatory analysis and,
while the results do not exactly match those stated in the
ER, the conclusion of SMALL IMPACT is unaffected by
the difference. The SDEIS could note that the difference
is caused by= ia difference in Dominion's approach
of
• o
L
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8-4, Line 30,
8.2.2

8-4, Line 32,
8.2.2
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Comment
a
detailed
analysis,
whereas the NRC staff
performing
performed a conservative, bounding analysis.

The results of the water balance calculations suggest that
the use of an [sic] wet cooling tower system for the 2001
through 2003 critical water period would have resulted in
an additional 3.4 ft. drawdown of the lake in September
2002.

In comparison, use of the proposed combination wet and
dry cooling would only have drawn down the lake by an
additional 1.6 ft.

Constant evaporation rates for the proposed Unit 3. based

6

The SDEIS indicates that the additional drawdown would
be 3.4 ft, while the North Anna Closed Cooling Evaluation
indicates that the additional drawdown would be 2.5 ft.
The SDEIS reflects the NRC confirmatory analysis and,
while the results do not exactly match those stated in the
Anna Closed Cooling Evaluation, the conclusion of
SMALL IMPACT is unaffected by the difference. The
SDEIS could note that the difference is caused by a
difference in Dominion's approach of performing a
detailed analysis, whereas the NRC staff performed a
conservative, bounding analysis.
The SDEIS indicates that the additional drawdown would
be 1.6 ft, while the ER indicates that the additional
drawdown would be 0.9 ft. The SDEIS reflects the NRC
confirmatory analysis and, while the results do not exactly
match those stated in the ER, the conclusion of SMALL
IMPACT is unaffected by the difference. The SOEIS
could note that the difference is caused by a difference in
Dominion's approach of performing a detailed analysis,
whereas the NRC staff performed a conservative,
bounding analysis.
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K-10, Line 4,
Appendix K, K.7

K-10, Line 20,
Appendix K, K.8

K-10, Line 31,
Appendix K, K.8

SDEIS Wording
on PPE values, were applied and the volumetric water
balance was computed.

Existing Units plus Unit 3 scenario includes a constant
loss rate of 8707 gpm from the lake, which represents the
long-term average PPE evaporative loss rate from the
proposed use of a wet cooling tower system forUnit 3.

Comment
ER section 5.2.2.1.2 describes in detailed the
methodology used by Dominion to assess lake levels
under various operational scenarios. The SDEIS could
note that bounding assumptions used by the staff lead to
a conservative, bounding analysis.
ER section 5.2.2.1.2 describes in detailed the
methodology used by Dominion to assess lake levels
under various operational scenarios. The SDEIS could
note that bounding assumptions used by the staff lead to
a conservative, bounding analysis.

Simulation results indicate that the percent of time the
reservoir was at or below elevation 248 ft MSLand North
Anna Dam was discharging 20 cfs would have increased
from 6 percent with only the existing Units 1 and 2
operating to 11 percent if the proposed Unit 3 was also
operating.

ER section 5.2.2.1.2 describes in detailed the
methodology used by Dominion to assess lake levels
under various operational scenarios. The SDEIS could
note that bounding assumptions used by the staff lead to
a conservative, bounding analysis.

11

5-9, Line 30,
5.3.1

Dominion also evaluated the impacts of raising normal
operating lake level 15 to 30 cm (6 to 12 in.) above 76.2 m
(250 ft) MSL on shoreline areas, ifVDEQ elects to
consider such actions to mitigate impacts on down-river
flows.

Dominion did not propose raising the normal operating
lake level above 250 ft msl. The SDEIS should clarify that
this was evaluated by Dominion at the request of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, but is not proposed by either
at this time.

12

5-17, Line 13,
5.4.1.4

Ifthe lake level were raised 15 to 30 cm (6 to 12 in.) it
could impact dock owners and could affect near-shore
wetlands, especially the upper reaches of the lake where

Last sentence cited should state, "In the area above the
State Road 208..."

7
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the tributary streams are [sic] enter the North Anna river
and in the areas uplake of the North Anna Dam. In areas
of relatively steep banks, there would be little affect on
wetlands. In the area below the State Road 208 bridge,
the change to the wetlands would be most evident due to
the gradual slope of the shoreline.
Assessments of impact described in this SDEIS assume
that Unit 3 withdraws water from a new intake structure
and that the maximum water withdrawal associated with
Unit 3 would be 1400 Us (49.6 cfs).

Comment

13

5-20, Line 33,
5.4.2.1

14

5-60, Line 20,
5.10.1, Table 514

Feedwater System Pipe Break Dose at EAB: TEDE = 6.85
x 103 Sv

15

H-2, Line 23,
Appendix H,
H.1.3, Table H-1

Discharge flow rate mW/s (ft/s) = 0.62 (22)
Dilution factor = 10

16

1-2, Line 19,
Appendix I,

Gaseous Effluents Dispersion Ground Deposition (D/Q)
for Vegetable Garden

The D/Q exponent is incorrect. Itshould be 6.0 x 10"W.

Source Term:
Atmospheric (Design Basis Accidents) -

This is not a discrepancy with respect to Application Rev
6 and associated RAI responses (as referenced in
SDEIS) but the tables were revised in Rev 7.

Impingement and entrainment calculations for Unit 3
were based on intake flows of 27,309 gpm or 60.8 cfs;
NRC staff used correct flow rates in the entrainment
section 5.4.2.3 of the Draft EIS, but referenced lower
_

flows in the impingements section.

The SDEIS table shows the results of NRC's confirmatory
calculations. Although it is not a quote from the ER, the
exponent of the dose value is incorrect. The dose should
be 6.85 x

108 Sv.

The SDEIS table shows the parameters used by the NRC
in its confirmatory calculation of liquid effluent doses
using LADTAP II. In accordance with Application Rev 7
and earlier, it shows a discharge flow of 10,000 gpm (22
cfs) and a dilution factor of 10. These two parameters
change in Rev 8 but, as indicated in Dominion's letter to
the NRC transmitting Rev 8, the LADTAP II results are
unaffected.

Table

17

I-1

1-8, Line 10,
Appendix I,
Table 1-2

= 6.0 x 108 /m2.

8
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1-9, Line 2,
Appendix I,
Table 1-2
K-3, Line 10,
Appendix K, K.1

K-4, Line 10,
Appendix K, K.2

SDEIS Wording
Ci as indicated in
RAI Table 1-1 - ESBWR Failure of Small Lines Carrying
Primary Coolant Outside Containment
ER Table 7.1-20 - ESBWR Main Steam Line Break
RAI Table 1-2 - ESBWR Loss-of-Coolant (0 to 8 hr)
ER Table,7.1-24a - ESBWR Loss-of-Coolant.(8 to 720 hr)
RAI Table 7.1-29 - ESBWR Fuel Handling Accident
RAI Table 15.4-5a - ABWR Cleanup Water Line Break
Liquid Radwaste System:
Release Point Dilution Factor = 10

Comment

This is not a discrepancy with respect to Application Rev
6 (as referenced in SDEIS) but the value changed in Rev
8.
The quantity of water consumed by the Unit 3 wet cooling
NRC staff could clarify that the statement only applies
tower system would reduce the net discharge from North
when water level in Lake Anna is greater than or equal to
Anna Dam.
250ft MSL. Below this level the net discharge would be
the same as pre-Unit 3 as the discharge is a controlled
flow. When Lake level elevation is below 250 ft MSL, but
at or above 248 ft MSL, discharge from the Lake is
typically controlled to 40 cfs. Below 248 ft MSL,
discharge from the Lake is controlled to 20 cfs.
Depending on net inflow to the lake, the addition of Unit 3
could cause more frequent Teduction of net outflow to 20
cfs from 40 cfs.
Dominion stated that the average evaporation rate is 8303 In Dominion letter to NRC, Serial No. 06-273, Response
gpm with an associated 96 percent plant capacity factor
to NRC Questions/ESP Application Rev. 6 (Item 10b
with wet tower cooling,
response), Dominion noted that, in order to account for
the evaporation rate contribution of 404 gpm from the
Service Water System cooling tower, the average
I evaporation rate from all normal plant cooling wet towers

9
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Comment
is revised from 8303 gpm to 8707 gpm. The 8707 gpm
(19.4 cfs) value was included in the ESP Application Rev.
6 and later submittals.
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5000 Dominmion Nulcva•rd. (;Gcn Alk'n, VA 23060
Phone: 80-i-273- 3467

September 8, 2006

Ms. Ellie Irons
Office of Environmental Impact Review
Department of Environmental Quality
629 East Main Street, 6'h Floor
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Re: Dominion's Responses to Comments on the Federal Consistency Certification for
The North Anna Early Site Permit Application
Dear Ms. Irons:
Dominion appreciates the opportunity to submit these responses to the comments
received by DEQ on Dominion's application for Consistency Certification for the North
Anna Early Site Permit (ESP) project. As you know, over the last three years, Dominion
has submitted voluminous, detailed information in support of the application and in
response to questions from DEQ and other Virginia agencies. Dominion believes this
information fully supports a finding by DEQ that the ESP application, including all
revisions to the application submitted by Dominion to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), is consistent with the Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program
as approved under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. However, comments
received by DEQ indicate that some members of the public remain concerned about the
impacts of adding new units at North Anna. Dominion submits the following for the
purpose of demonstrating that these concerns either are unfounded or can be addressed
with additional clarification and should-not affect DEQ's decision to issue the
consistency certification.
I. SCOPE OF CONSISTENCY REVIEW
At the outset, we wish to point out that many of the comments relate to matters
that are outside the proper scope of a consistency review and determination under the
Virginia Coastal Zone Management Program. Those comments involve concerns about
potential impacts outside the State's designated coastal zone, requests to impose specific
conditions on the project that should be addressed during licensing and permitting in the
event Dominion decided to proceed with construction, local land use issues, and concerns
about impacts from the operation of the existing nuclear reactors.
It is important to remember that the consistency certification is required for
Dominion's application for an ESP to determine whether the North Anna site is a suitable
location for up to two additional reactors. The site is located in Louisa County and is

I

adjacent to Spotslyvania County, which is in the coastal management area. Lake Anna'
borders both counties. The focus of this consistency certification is on whether, based on
the proposed conceptual design, the construction and operation of two reactors at this site
would be consistent with the State's enforceable policies governing protection of the
natural resources of its coastal zone. In other words, the consistency certification should
be issued so long as there is no coastal impact associated with the proposed project at this
particular site that would prevent it from being permitted at some time in the future under
any condition. A good example of the kinds of issues that should be addressed in this
proceeding is the conceptual design for the cooling systems for the proposed reactors.
Dominion originally proposed a once through cooling system for Unit 3. When issues
were raised about future permitting to address the water consumption and water quality
concerns expressed about this system, we changed to a conceptual design for a new
system that could address these concerns with appropriate permit conditions if and when
Dominion decided to build Unit 3.
The above example stands in sharp contrast to many of the comments submitted
on Dominion's application for consistency certification. For example, comments asking
the State to impose a temperature limit at the end of the discharge canal to the Waste
Heat Treatment Facility (WHTF) are outside the proper scope of the consistency review
in a number of respects. First, the comments are directed at the operation of the existing
units rather than the proposed units2 . Second, the WYHTF is not in the coastal zone and
the absence of a temperature limit at the end of the discharge canal has no potential to
impact the coastal zone. Finally, consideration of temperature limits on discharges from
both the existing units and proposed new units is properly the subject of the VPDES
permit program established for that specific purpose. Most other comments are not so far
removed from the proper scope of the State's consistency review, but nevertheless, are
appropriately addressed if and when Dominion seeks the federal, state and local licenses,
permits and approvals required before it can begin construction.
We wish to emphasize that the foregoing is not intended to suggest in any way
that Dominion seeks to avoid addressing the legitimate concerns of those who have
submitted commetrts. To the contrary, if and when it decides to build the new units,
Dominion will work with the federal, state, and local permitting agencies, interested
resource agencies, local landowner associations, landowners, and the public to ensure that
the units are designed, constructed, and operated to minimize any potential impacts.
Unlike the present consistency proceeding, these licensing and permitting processes will
occur after the project has progressed to the detailed design stage which will afford the
"Lake Anna", "Lake", and "Reservoir".are used interchangeably and refer to the approximately
9600 acre reservoir created to provide cooling water to the North Anna Power Station. "Lake level" refers
to the water lcvel in the Reservoir. "Waste Heat Treatment Facility" or "WHTF" refers to the three cooling
ponds totaling about 3400 additional acres located adjacent to Lake Anna that were created to cool the
water before releasing it back into Lake Anna.
2

As discussed below, unlike the existing units, with the new proposed cooling system for Unit 3,

the new units would add virtually no heat to the WHTF.
2

agencies and inter 'ested persons the opportunity to determine and comment on whether
and to what extent specific designs and operating parameters should be established as
conditions of the approvals.
11. OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED COOLING SYSTEM FOR UNIT 3
Since most of the concerns relate to the proposed combination wet/dry cooling
system for Unit 3, we thought it would be helpful to provide an overview of that system
before responding to the comments., You will recall that our ESP application initially
called for Unit 3 to use the same once through cooling system now used by Units I and 2.
However, in response to concerns expressed by several Virginia regulatory agencies and
the public, Dominion changed the cooling system for Unit 3 last fall to the currently
proposed combination wet/dry cooling system. This new closed cycle cooling system
would add well over $200 million to the cost of Unit 3.
A. Hlow Would the System Operate?
The system would consist of dry and wet cooling sections. In the dry section, the
water would be cooled as it-passes through finned tubes with forced air flowing over the
tubes removing the heat. In other words, it would operate in much the same way as does
a car radiator. In the wet section, most of the cooling would be accomplished by
evaporation as the water stream is sprayed into the air stream and flows over internal
surfaces of the cooling tower. The cooling system would use the dry cooling and wet
cooling sections in series in the Maximum Water Conservation mode of operation so that
the wanner water first passes through the dry tower and gives up at least one-third of its
heat before passing to the wet tower section. As described below, the system would be
designed so that the dry cooling section could be bypassed during times of adequate
water supply in the Energy Conservation mode of operation. In the Maximum Water
Conservation mode of operation, evaporation would be reduced by operating the dry
tower while the wet tower is modulated or bypassed, depending on ambient air
temperature. The specific conditions for utilizing the different modes of operation would
be established as a result of the permitting process for the construction and operation of

Unit 3.
B. Would the System Affect Lake Levels and River Flows?
As discussed below, the system is projected to have only small impacts on water
levels in Lake Anna and river flows in the North Anna River downstream of the North
Anna Dam. In fact, to the extent there would be impacts on lake levels and river flows,
they would occur only infrequently during periods of drought. During all other times,
normal lake levels and dam releases would remain largely unchanged.
3
To our knowledge, no concerns havc bcen expressed about the proposed dry cooling system for
Unit 4. Accordingly, the overvicw is limited to the proposed cooling system for Unit 3.

3

C. Would the System Increase Water Temperatures?

There would be a small discharge of not more than 100 degree F water to the
WHTF from blowdown associated with operation of the wet cooling section; however, as
discussed below, this discharge would be so small compared to the total volume of water
in the WHTF that it would not be noticeable in the first lagoon of the WHTF.
III. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
A. Wet/Dry Cooling Would Consume Significantly Less Water Than Once
Through Cooling

Comments during the public hearing suggest that some believe that the
proposed wet/dry cooling system for Unit 3 would actually consume more water than the
current once through cooling system now used for Units I and 2. This is incorrect. The
commenters appear to be relying in part on a 1978 USGS report which stated that
mechanical draft towers consume more water than once through cooling systems. First,
this statement refers to once through systems that do not use cooling ponds, unlike those
at North Anna. Cooling ponds increase the amount of evaporation associated with once
through systems. Further, the USGS report is almost 30-years old and does not reflect
technology advancements and operational enhancements since that time. Current
technologies and operating practices have significantly reduced the amount of water
consumed"by wet/dry cooling systems.
It also appears that the commenters were drawing the wrong conclusions because
they were comparing maximum water consumption figures for the wet/dry system as
reported in the ESP application and long-term water consumption figures for the once
through cooling system. Maximum water consumption values reflect worst case
conditions using only.wet cooling, while the long-term average uses historical
temperature and humidity values and estimated lake levels to determine the proportion of
wet and dry cooling in service and the resulting water use over an extended period of
time. The commenters would have observed a substantial reduction in the water needs of
Unit 3 with the new wet/dry cooling system if they had compared the projected long-term
water use for the wet/dry system with the projected long-term water use of the originally
proposed once through cooling system as reported in the ESP application.
Finally, some commenters used the NRC staffs analysis of the impact of the
wet/dry cooling system on downstream discharges to conclude that the new cooling
system would use only slightly less water than the once through system. The NRC staff
used a very conservative, bounding method to confirm the evaluation performed by
Dominion in order to assess whether the impact of the new cooling system on
dowAstream flows would be "small". The NRC staff's analysis used the long-term (24
year) average evaporation rate reported by Dominion, which included a large portion of
time when the Lake was at or above 250 ft. MSL when there would be sufficient water to
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support the evaporative process. However, when applied to the time periods when the
Lake was below 250 ft. MSL, this approach over estimates the evaporative loss caused by
wet cooling and does not give enough credit for the use of dry cooling, which has no
evaporative loss. Dominion's analysis was more precise because it modeled the higher
consumptive use that would occur when the lake level is above 250 &t.MSL and the
decreased consumptive use that would result from the Maximum Water Conservation
mode when the lake level is below 250 ft. MSL. The NRC staff was able to
independently conclude that the water use-impact of Unit 3 was small using
conservatively high values for evaporation, so a more precise method was not required.
Also, the NRC staff was mindful that the specific operating conditions for the wet/dry
cooling system would be established during the permitting process for Unit 3 and did not
want to suggest a particular operating protocol by using a more rigorous approach to its
analysis. Dominion, on the other hand, needed to use a more precise evaluation in order
to provide additional information to the Virginia environmental agencies in support of the
consistency review and to demonstrate that the substantial investment in dry cooling
capacity was justified by a significant reduction in water use.
B. Lake Levels
Some commenters expressed concern that the proposed new units would
adversely affect the recreational, aquatic life and other beneficial uses of the Lake by
lowering water
levels. This issue was thoroughly addressed in Dominion's earlier
4
submittals.

1. The Impact of the ProposedNew Units on Lake Levels Woul be Small
Dominion's and the NRC staff's evaluations carefully considered the design of
the wet/dry cooling system and its ability to conserve water and minimize lake level
changes during periods of limited water availability. These evaluations included the
impact associated with the rare, record drought of October 2001 to December 2002. The
evaluations concluded that when lake elevation was above 250 ft. MSL, no change in
lake level would be observed as the surplus water available for the cooling system would
have otherwise been discharged from the North Anna Dam. During times of limited
water availability, the Unit 3 cooling system would operate in the Maximum Water
Conservation mode by employing a combination of wet/dry cooling towers or dry cooling
towers alone. For the vast majority of time in non-drought years, whether operating
under the current two-unit scenario or with the addition of Unit 3, the observed change in
lake levels would be less than 2 feet, as is now the case. For example, under the current
baseline two-unit scenario, lake level elevation would remain at or above 248 ft. MSL for
more than 95% of the time. Under the proposed operating scenario to include the addition
of Unit 3, lake level elevation would remain at or above 248 ft. MSL for approximately
January 13, 2006 - Supplement to Address a Modified Approach to Unit 3 Cooling; March 31,
2006 - Response to Questions in DEQ's January 31, 2006 Letter to Dominion; April 13, 2006 - Response to
NRC Questions and Revision 6.
4
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93% of the time. Also, under the current two-unit operation, lake level elevation is at or
below 246 ft. MSL for approximately 1.1% of the time. With the addition of Unit 3, lake
level elevation would be at or below 246 ft. MSL for approximately 1.4% of the time, an
increase of only about 0.3%.5
2. The New Units Would Not Have Any Adverse Impact on Aquatic Life Due to
Small Changes in Lake Levels
It is undisputed that the WHTF and the Lake support an abundant and diverse
population of aquatic life. Aquatic life has thrived in the WHTF and the Lake since Units
1 and 2 began operating, and there is absolutely no evidence that small changes in lake
levels associated with the operation of Unit 3 would have any adverse impact on aquatic
life.
C. North Anna River Flows
Some commenters also were concerned that the proposed new units would reduce
downstream releases from the North Anna Dam and that these reduced releases would
adversely affect aquatic life in the North Anna River below
the Dam. We have also
6
addressed these issues in detail in our earlier submittals.
1. The Impact of the ProposedNew Units on Downstream Releases
Fron: the North Anna Dam Would be Small
The Unit 4 cooling system would utilize dry cooling towers operating on only one
gallon per minute (gpm) or less of water, and, therefore, would have negligible waterrelated impacts on downstream flows to the North Anna River. As further explained in
our earlier submittals, consumptive use by the Unit 3 wet/dry cooling system, partially
offset by blowdown returned to the WHTF, would result in a slight increase in the
duration of the 40 cfs (when the lake level is between 248 ft. and 250 ft. MSL) and 20 cfs
(when the lake level is below 248 ft. MSL) releases to the North Anna River. Consistent
with the lake level analysis discussed above, reduced flow scenarios are drought
dependent and would occur infrequently. Dominion's analysis concluded that the
fraction of time the Dam would discharge 20 cfs would increase from approximately
5.2% (Units 1 and 2 only) to 7.2% with the addition of Unit 3.7 In almost all cases, these
These evaluations were performed with the units at 96% of operating capacity, which reflects the
long-term average water usage modeled in the evaluations. Although the units operate at 100% of capacity
for periods of up to 18 months, offline conditions are reflected in the analysis to account for periods when
no water is used. Dominion uses 100% capacity when calculating maximum water use values.
6
January 13, 2006 - Supplement to Address a Modificd Approach to Unit 3 Cooling; March 3 1,
2006 - Response to Questions in DEQ's January 31, 2006 Letter to Dominion; April 13, 2006 -Response to
NRC Questions and Revision 6.

It should be noted that the NRC staff determined inits Supplemental Draft EIS that the fraction of
time that the dam would discharge 20 cfs would increase from 6%with Units I and 2 to 11% with the
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addition of Unit 3. As discussed above, NRC staff's analysis used a conservatively less rigorous approach
6

outflow conditions commenced in October, lasted for approximately two weeks to several
months, and then returned to higher outflow levels by the end of January. NRC staff
concluded that the impact of proposed Unit 3 operations on downstream users would be
small for most years and temporarily moderate during drought years. In the interest of
protecting lake and downstream uses alike during these drought conditions, Dominion
will continue to adhere to the Lake Level Contingency Plan which requires close
monitoring of lake levels and downstream dissolved oxygen, benthic macroinvertebrates, fishes and their habitat.
2. The New Units Would Not Have Any Adverse Impact on Aquatic Life in the
North Anna River Due to Their Small Imnpact on River Flows
As discussed above, Unit 3 would affect river flows only during periods of
drought and these impacts would be so small that they are not projected to have any
adverse impact on aquatic life in the river.
Long-term fish community studies on the North Anna River below the Lake have
been conducted by Dominion biologists. These studies were initiated in the late 1970s
and continue to the present. Because of the extended time period of the studies, they
have incorporated a wide variety of flow and temperature conditions. The sample
collection methods for these studies have remained basically the same over the years but
the number of stations sampled and the sampling events per year have changed to some
extent.
The most consistent sampling period in terms of methods, location and frequency
began in 1986 following completion of the successful 316(a) demonstration and a
subsequent letter of agreement between State Water Control Board and Dominion to
continue selected studies including electrofishing at four river stations in May, July, and
September of each year. These data are summarized and reported in annual reports
submitted to DEQ with copies to the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
(DGIF). The studies have shown for the period 1986-2005 a range of average numbers of
fishes collected per sample from a low of 51 to a high of 145, and a range in species of 18
to 32. These results indicate both stability and diversity of the North Anna River
fisheries community over the years inclusive of annual differences in flow and
temperature. In addition, low flow studies (i.e. 20 cfs) conducted during the 2001/2002
drought in accordance with the required Lake Level Contingency Plansuggest no
obvious impacts to aquatic biota in the river that could be attributed to reduced flow.
Direct visual observation studies were initiated in 1987 by Dominion biologists to
address concerns over largemouth bass and smallmouth bass distribution and habitat
preferences in the river. Annual summaries of these findings are likewise included in the
annual reports to DEQ and DGIF. The findings basically state that largemouth are more
than the analysis performed by Dominion, and, therefore, is believed to be an over estimate of the impact of
Unit 3 on downstream discharges.
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prevalent in the upper, less-gradient portions of the River below the Dam while the
smallmouth arc more prevalent in the lower, higher-gradient portions of the River.
The impoundment of the North Anna River by the creation of Lake Anna has
mitigated acid mine drainage issues from old mining sites and resulted in a healthy river
system downstream of the dam supporting a diverse, balanced and sustaining fishery and
improved recreational opportunities.
D. Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries' Recommendations
DGIF has made specific recommendations with regard to (1) the operating rules
for the wet/dry cooling system and raising the lake level to minimize hydrologic
alterations from the operation of Unit 3, and (2) design and operation of the water intake
system to reduce impingement and entrainment. Dominion will work closely with DGIF
and other federal and state agencies with an interest in these issues to ensure that
potential impacts to aquatic life are minimized. However, given the conceptual nature of
the design information currently available, we believe these design and operating issues
should be addressed by DEQ in the permitting phase of the project rather than in the ESP
phase. By then, project design will have progressed to the point where the information
needed to arrive at a technically sound resolution of these issues will be available.
We think that using the consistency certification to establish specific design and
operating conditions could set the stage for conflicts if and when Dominion applies for
other necessary permits to build Unit 3. The additional information available at that time
could provide the basis for permit conditions requiring design and operating parameters
different from those conditions that might be established now. The consequences of
conflicting conditions in the certification and future permits could be significant. Further,
the public's opportunity to comment on future permit conditions could be compromised.
The public would not have had an opportunity to comment on any conditions established
in the certification and could be precluded from having a meaningful opportunity to
comment on future permit conditions to the extent these conditions were dictated by the
certification. Accordingly, we propose that resolution of the design and operating issues
raised by DGIF be deferred and addressed if and when Dominion applies for the waterrelated permits required to support construction and operation of any new units.
E. Water Quality
1. Any Increase in Water TemperatureFrom the New Units Would be
of Small Signi_[icance
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As explained in our earlier submittals8, tlhere is simply no basis for concerns
expressed by some commenters that the new units would increase water temperatures in
the WHTF or the Lake. As noted above, Unit 4 would use a dry tower cooling system
that would not discharge any heat to Lake Anna and Unit Y's wet/dry cooling system

would not produce any measurable temperature increase or flow to the WHTF and the
Lake. There would be some blowdown of no greater than 12.4 cfs at temperatures not

exceeding 100 degrees F from the wet/dry system, which would mix in the discharge
canal with 4246 cfs of circulating water from Units I and 2. This would result in a very

small temperature increase in the discharge canal that would be imperceptible within a
short distance of travel in the WHTF. Therefore, contribution from blowdown would
have no noticeable impact on water temperatures in the WHTF and no impact on water
temperatures in Lake Anna.

Dominion has also performed an analysis for the purpose of determining whether
the small reductions in lake levels attributable to Unit 3 would increase water

temperature. This analysis showed that during periods of prolonged drought when the
lake level would be below 248 ft. MSL, the additional evaporative loss from operation of
Unit 3 would result in a negligible warming of the Lake due to a small reduction in lake
volume. On average, the temperature increase would be less than 0.1 degree F for about
three weeks over a 24-year period. The NRC has determined that this effect on
temperature would be of small significance.

Given NRC's finding of small impact on water temperature in the Lake from the
operation of Unit 3, it follows that operation of Unit 3 would also have a small impact (or
less) on water temperature in the North Anna River below the Dam. 9
2. A Limit on Water Temnerature is Not Necessar,. and, in Any Event,. is Not
Within the Scope of this Proceeding
Aside from the fact that they are not within the proper scope of this proceeding,
comments demanding that a 104 degree F temperature limit be imposed at the end of the
discharge canal are misplaced for several reasons.
First, there is no scientific basis for such a limit. The source of the 104 degree
figure appears to be a 1979 bulletin published by the U.S. Consumer Product Safety
Commission warning against the dangers associated with the consumption of alcoholic
beverages and soaking in hot tubs and swimming pools with water temperatures at or
above 104 degrees F. While there is fishing and boating at and near the end of the
January'13, 2006 - Supplement to Address a Modified Approach to Unit 3 Cooling; March 31,
2006 -Response to Questions in DEQs January 31, 2006 Letter to Dominion; April 13, 2006 - Response to
NRC Questions and Revision 6.
9
Several comments raised questions about possible discharges of chemicals in the blowdown from
the operation of Unit 3. Small amounts of chemicals would be used to maintain the towers; however, they
would be in very low and permissible concentrations and would be mixed to a point of "below detectable
levels" in the WHITF.
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discharge canal, to our knowledge, this area is not used for the kinds of activities that led

to the warning in the.Consumer Product Safety Commission's bulletin. Of course, people
do swim in the WHTF; however, there is no evidence that they would experience the
kinds of exposures warned against in the bulletin.
Second, the proposed temperature limit would not serve the public interest even if
it did have a valid scientific basis. The highest water temperatures at the end of the
discharge canal occur in the summer months during periods of hot weather. In the event
of water temperatures at or approaching 104 degrees F, Dominion would not be able to
comply with the limit unless it reduced energy production at a time of greatest demand.
Suggestions by some commenters that it would be feasible for Dominion to add
treatment technology to comply With a temperature limit are pure speculation.' 0 It is
important to remember that on average almost two million gallons of water pass through
the discharge canal every minute. Technology designed to meet a specified numeric
temperature limit at the end of the canal would have to treat most, if not all of this water.
At the very least, the cost would be in the tens, if not hundreds of millions of dollars to
meet a temperature limit with no scientific basis, that might be exceeded only a few days
each year, and that is designed to protect against exposures that are unlikely to occur at
all.'
3. Charges That Dominion is in Violation of its TemperatureLimit are Not True,
And, in Any Event, are Not Within the Scope of this Proceeding
During the August 16 public hearing, one commenter asserted that Dominion is in
violation of the temperature limit established in the variance granted a number of years
ago pursuant to Section 316(a) of the Clean Water Act. This charge is not true and
appears to be based on the mistaken belief that the variance only covers the area at Dike 3
where the water flows from the WHTF into the Lake. In reality, the variance, which is
based on extensive studies, covers the entire Lake and extends downriver of the Dam.
Monitoring data in the DEQ's files show that Dominion is in full compliance with the
terms of the variance and that the Lake and River have and continue to provide for the
protection and propagation of a balanced, indigenous population of fish and wildlife.

,o
As discussed above, the only heat that would be discharged to the canal by Unit 3 would be a
small amount of blowdown at a temperature that would not exceed 100 degrees F. Consequently, any
controls that Dominion might employ to meet a 104 degree F temperature limit would be solely for the
existing units, which are not even the subject of this proceeding.
S
IlThe demand for a temperature limit does not appear to be directly related to concerns that have
bccn expressed about the presence of the amoeba Naegleria fowleri (N fowleri). N fowleri is a
thermophilic micro.organism that is ubiquitous in the environment and is known to cause primary amebic
meningoencephalitis (PAM). It is worth mentioning that no case of PAM associated with swimming in
Lake Anna or the WHTF has ever been reported. The risk of contracting PAM from swimming in Lake
Anna or the WHTF is less than the risk of drowning.
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Finally, it should be remembered that this proceeding is about the consistency
certification for the proposed new units. Therefore, comments related to operation of the
existing units are outside the scope of this proceeding and should not be considered in the
consistency determination.
F. Dry Cooling Is Not Feasible for Unit 3 With Existing
Technologies

Several comments questioned why an all dry cooling system was proposed for
Unit 4, but not for Unit 3. As presented above and demonstrated in Dominion's
environmental report and the NRC's analysis, the proposed wet/dry combination cooling
system has essentially no thermal impacts on the WHTF or Lake Anna and a small
impact on downstream flows.
Aside from the minimal environmental impacts of wet/dry cooling for Unit 3, the
reason is that an all dry system would not be practical with today's technologies. Unit 4
would not be built unless and until advancements in reactor and cooling system
technologies make an all dry cooling system economically feasible. An all dry system for
Unit 3 would result in a substantial reduction in plant capacity and reliability especially
during hot summer days because the cooling system must provide water to the plant that
is cool enough to operate the plant's processes. With current reactor and cooling system
technology, high ambient air temperatures would reduce dry tower efficiencies to the
point where the towers would not be able to produce the water temperatures needed to
operate the plant.
With current reactor and cooling system technologies, an all dry cooling system
for Unit 3 would cost well over two and one half times that of the proposed wet/dry
system and would not support reliable plant operation during periods of hot weather
when energy demand is high. An all dry cooling system with existing technology would
require over 500 large fans using about 80 MW of energy compared to the 24 MW
projected for the proposed wet/dry cooling system. This is energy that would otherwise
have been available to meet customer demand for electricity and would need to be
provided using other more costly energy sources.
G. Cooling Tower Plume and Noise-Relaited Issues
There Would be Little orNo Off-site Visible Emission Plumes. Fo2in.
Roadway Ice, or Noise Associated with the ProposedCooling Towers
Some commenters expressed concerns about possible visible emission plumes,
fogging, roadway ice, and noise from the proposed cooling towers. The towers would be
designed and operated to minimize, and possibly eliminate, the potential for impacts of
this kind. The cooling towers under consideration are of two configurations: low profile
water saving towers and higher profile hybrid towers. The low profile towers were used
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to evaluate the effects of visible plumes, fogging, roadway ice, and noise, so as to
conservatively bound any expected impacts. Use of the low profile towers would involve
multiple towers covering about 40 acres of land, and be lower in height than other Unit 3
buildings, while the single hybrid tower would cover about five acres and be about the
height of the other buildings associated with Unit 3. The results from our modeling are
consistent with NRC findings, that impacts from fogging, icing and noise would be small
and further mitigation would not be warranted. A major benefit of the hybrid tower is its
design, which would virtually eliminate any plume emission from the tower. The hybrid
tower incorporates wet and dry cooling sections with the dry section above the wet
section. The warm dry air from the dry coolers would be mixed with the moist wet air
from thc wet section before leaving the tower) resulting in very little, if any, plume.
There would be some plume emission from the lower profile towers.
Mathematical air quality modeling of the unabated plume from the lower profile towers
indicates that the plume would, at times, extend above the cooling towers and be visible
offsite. The modeling also indicates that cooling tower-related fogging would occur
during all seasons, except sumnmer, for Amaximum yearly total of 70 hours; however, the
majority of the fogging would occur about 300 meters from the towers within the site
boundary. Some of the fogging may occur about 1600 meters from the towers,
predominantly during the winter in the direction of the site's discharge canal for a yearly
total of about 17 hours. If the lower profile towers are utilized, water saving features
would be incorporated that would tend to reduce, but not eliminate, the plume and
associated fogging noted above.
No icing is predicted to occur in conjunction with the operation of either cooling
tower configuration. In addition, noise emissions from either tower configuration would
be less than 65 dB[A] at the site boundary, which would meet regulatory and public
health guidance.
The specific tower design would be selected if and when Dominion undertakes
detailed design of Unit 3 at which time Dominion will work with interested agencies and
individuals to address concerns about plumes, fogging, ice and noise in the selection and
design of the towers and in the development of operating protocols for the towers.
H. Concerns Related to Highways, Schools, and Local Infrastructure Needed
to Accommodate Construction and Operation of the New Units
We ask DEQ to consider four points when evaluating those comments that
express concerns about the added local infrastructure that would be needed to
accommodate construction and operation of the new units. First, the numbers of
construction workers that would be on the site at any given time would not be as high as
apparently assumed by the commenters. Multiple shifts and single unit construction over
a period of several years would limit peak construction traffic. Second, if these new units
arc constructed, they would contribute substantially to the state and local revenues
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needed to fund any additional infrastructure needs. Third, the issues raised by these
comments are largely land use related issues that are more appropriately addressed by
Louisa County rather than DEQ and the State's coastal resource agencies. Fourth, any
impacts on local infrastructure would occur largely in Louisa County, which is not within
Virginia's coastal zone.
In closing, we ask that DEQ complete its review and issue the consistency
certification at the earliest possible date so that we may conclude the ESP application
process as soon as possible. Again, thank you for the opportunity to submit these
responses to comments, and please do not hesitate to call Jud White (804-273-2948) if
you have any questions or need additional information.
Sincer ly,

Pamela F. Faggert

Cc:

Mike Murphy - DEQ
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