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Attached are my full comments on the environmental scoping process for
the EIS on the proposed Vogtle nuclear plants. I spoke at the October
19, Thursday evening meeting, but did not have sufficient time to
provide all my comments. Therefore I am submitting my comments now.

Thank you.

Frank J. Bove, Sc. D
Board
Environmental Community Action (ECO-Action)
The Grant Building,
44 Broad St NW, Suite 711,
Atlanta, GA 30303
phone: 404-584-6499
http://www.eco-act.org/

Home address:
6558 Parkside Way
Tucker, GA 30084
(770) 934-5613 (home)
(404) 498-0557 (work)
(404) 498-0077 (fax)
bovefrank@ bellsouth.net
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CC: "Yomi" <yomi@eco-act.org>
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Public Scoping Meeting on the Early Site Permit Application for the Plant Vogtle ESP
site, October 19, 2006

Statement of Frank J. Bove, Sc. D, Board member of Environmental Community Action
(ECO-Action)

My name is Dr. Frank Bove. I work as an environmental health and occupational health
epidemiologist, and I live in Tucker, GA.

I am on the Board of Environmental Community Action (ECO-Action). ECO-Action is
located at The Grant Building, 44 Broad St NW, Suite 711, Atlanta, GA 30303 (phone:
404-584-6499; http2://www.eco-act.org/). ECO-Action is a non-profit, grassroots
organization whose mission is to help communities organize to confront environmental
health threats.

We oppose Southern Nuclear's application for an early site permit for Plant Vogtle
and request that the NRC reject the application. Nuclear power is a dangerous
technology that provides high-cost electricity and is unnecessary given the
availability of clean and low-cost energy efficiency measures and renewable energy
sources such as solar power and wind.

ECO-Action is working to promote the adoption of the Precautionary Principle by
federal, state, and local energy and environmental regulatory agencies. The
Precautionary Principle guides environmental and energy policy and regulation in the
European Union. It has been defined in the following manner:

"When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment,
precautionary measures should be taken even if some of the cause and effect relationships
are not fully established scientifically." (Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary
Principle).

We request that the NRC consider the precautionary principle in its deliberations
on the early site permit application for Plant Vogtle.

The four central tenets of the precautionary principle are:

* Heed early warnings: Take preventive action in the face of uncertainty (but with
credible evidence of potential harm)

* Shift the burden of proof to the proponents of the activity or technology (in this
case, Southern Nuclear)

* Explore a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions or technology
* Increase public participation in decision-making.

We especially want to emphasize that the NRC explore a wide range of alternatives to the
proposed Vogtle nuclear plants. How one frames a problem, and the types of questions
we ask, have a great impact on the way a problem is addressed. For example, the



Environmental Review Process could limit its focus to determining the extent of the risk
of the proposed nuclear plants and whether that risk can be managed and is "acceptable"
(of course, one can always ask the question, acceptable to whom?). Alternatively, the
Environmental Review Process can have a much broader and fundamental focus, asking
questions such as:

= Is the proposed nuclear plants needed?
= Are there safer and less expensive alternatives?
= Can risks be prevented rather than managed?

An Alternatives Assessment guided by the Precautionary Principle is a flexible, holistic
analysis of alternatives to prevent impacts from potentially harmful activities or
technologies. It considers the need for the proposed technology. It focuses on what a
proponent of a technology could or should be doing rather than focusing on the
"acceptability" of the proposed, potentially harmful technology. It focuses attention
away from questions such as "How risky is the technology?" and instead focuses
attention on what kinds of solutions are needed and are beneficial to the public health and
welfare.

We are requesting that the NRC broaden the scope of its Environmental Review
Process and explore a wide range of alternatives to the proposed nuclear power
plants, including energy efficiency measures, wind technology, solar power
technology, biomass, and hydrogen fuel cells. In particular, we are requesting that
the NRC consider what Southern Nuclear and its parent company and associated
companies should and could be doing to promote energy efficiency and the use of
clean, safe, and economical renewable energy sources.

I can speak all night about the dangers of nuclear power:
* the hazards to workers, communities and the environment over the entire nuclear

fuel cycle,
* the possibility of a catastrophic accident that could make inhabitable an area the

size of the state of GA and kill tens of thousands,
" the increased rates of specific cancers that occurred as a result of the TMI near-

catastrophic accident (i.e., non-Hodgkin's lymphoma, leukemia, and lung cancer,
that were related to the estimated doses from the plant), as well as the increased
levels of stress to the population and the economic costs of the accident to the
community

" the risk of a terrorist attack on the plant itself and on its "interim" on-site storage
of nuclear fuel rods

* the failure to solve the problem of long-term nuclear waste storage
* the inadequacy of evacuation plans in the event of a serious accident
* the enormous water consumption of these plants at a time when the state has

drought problems and there is an ongoing, 3-state dispute about water, and
* the "mobile Chernobyl" hazards of nuclear waste transport.

But given the limited time tonight, I will not discuss these issues. Instead, I will simply
say that nuclear power is a dangerous, costly, and totally unnecessary technology. There
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are good reasons why no new nuclear power plants have been ordered since 1978 and
none have come on line since 1996!

The rest of my comments will focus on the alternatives to the proposed Vogtle plants.
First, there is no debate that energy efficiency measures are the cheapest, quickest, and
safest way to meet electricity demand. Up to half of the electricity we use in this country
is not used efficiently. Many states have realized this and are taking action. For
example, the state of Nevada has established a goal of reducing electricity use by 22% as
part of its overall energy efficiency strategy. Unfortunately the state of Georgia has an
extremely poor record when it comes to energy efficiency.

GA is often near the bottom of the list of states when it comes to policies and programs
that benefit the public health and welfare. Energy efficiency is no exception. According
to an October 2005 report of the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy,
GA ranks 37 h in energy efficiency spending per capita and energy efficiency spending as
a percentage of total utility revenues. While the top 10 states spend over $10 per capita
on energy efficiency, and the national average is $4.65, GA spends 15 cents per capita.
Whereas the top 10 states spend 1.2% to 3% of total utility revenues on energy
efficiency, and the national average is 0.52%, GA spends a meager 0.02%. This is a
disgrace.

A 2005 report by the Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority entitled "Assessment of
Energy Efficiency Potential in Georgia" stated the following:

" "In recent decades, many energy utilities and public agencies have made strong
and sustained efforts to promote energy efficiency through programs and
standards. These efforts have brought significant economic benefits to energy
customers and have contributed to ongoing initiatives to enhance the environment
and improve public health nationwide.

" However, the state of Georgia has not invested in energy efficiency as vigorously
as most other states. In fact, Georgia is one of a small number of states in which
energy efficiency programs are barely in evidence.

* For this reason, there is now great opportunity to seize energy efficiency as a
large untapped source of economic and environmental benefits for the state of
Georgia. Building upon the successes and failures of a wide range of other energy
efficiency efforts, Georgia is in an excellent position to stimulate greater
investment in energy efficiency.

The report went on to add that energy efficiency measures could save the state up to $1.5
billion and reduce state water usage by up to 234 million gallons per day. This could be
achieved by adopting measures that would reduce electricity sales by 8.7% and peak
demand by 6.1%. These are very modest goals. Other states have embarked on much
more ambitious energy efficiency programs.
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The latest draft of the state energy plan, released in September, stated:

"At present, there are only limited programs in place in Georgia designed to
reduce energy demand.... Also, there are only very minimal policies in place to
help bring about energy demand reductions."

Given the lack of energy efficiency programs in Georgia, and the resulting waste of vast
quantities of electricity, it is more than a little disingenuous for the V.P. of Georgia
Power to claim at tonight's public scoping meeting that there is a need for more
generating power. Simply by promoting reasonable measures to improve the efficiency
of electricity usage in the state, Georgia Power could meet the needs of a growing
population over the next several decades without building new nuclear or coal plants.

In addition to energy efficiency measures, GA utilities should be transitioning to safe,
clean and affordable renewable energy sources such as wind power, solar power, and
hydrogen fuel cells. This year the MIT Press published the book, Solar Revolution: The
Economic Transformation of the Global Energy Industry, by Travis Bradford. Bradford
shows that wind power today produces electricity at half the cost of nuclear power.
Currently, centralized solar thermal plants produce electricity at a cost competitive with
nuclear power.

Bradford projects that in the next decade, photovoltaic cells and hydrogen fuel cells will
be competitive sources of electricity generation. His projections are based solely on
letting market forces do their thing to promote these renewable energy sources. Of
course, nuclear power has never had to rely solely on market forces for its promotion.
Nuclear power has received the most subsidies of any energy technology. Even so, with
all these taxpayer subsidies, nuclear power is more costly than wind power. Of course, if
instead of being heavily subsidized by taxpayer money, nuclear power had to rely solely
on market forces, we would not be here tonight having this meeting! Moreover, if only a
tiny portion of the subsidies larded on nuclear power had been provided for solar and
wind power technologies, we would not be meeting here tonight!

Nuclear power is a dangerous technology, an expensive technology, and an unnecessary
technology. A thorough alternatives assessment would show without a doubt that there
are safer, cleaner, and cheaper alternatives to building a new nuclear plant at Vogtle. We
ask the NRC to take seriously the precautionary principle, undertake a thorough
alternatives assessment, and reject Southern Nuclear's application.

Thank you.

Frank J. Bove, Sc. D

4



Ic:-temp\GW}00001.TMP

Mail Envelope Properties (453CE777.962: 23 :18786)

Paqe 1 d

Subject:
Vogtle plant
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

comments on the environmental scoping process for the EIS on proposed

Mon, Oct 23, 2006 11:57 AM
"Bove, Frank J. (ATSDR/DHS/SRB)" <fibO@cdc.gov>

fjb0@cdc.gov

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01
VOGTLEEIS

eco-act.org
yomi CC (Yomi)

Post Office
TWGWPO01 .HQGWDOO1

Files
MESSAGE
TEXT.htm
Public Scoping Meeting on the

Mime.822

Route
nrc.gov
eco-act.org

Size Date & Time
718 Monday, October 23, 2006 11:57 AM
4050

Early Site Permit Application for the Plant Vogtle ESP site.doc
61440
91994

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator



I1! :temp\GW}O01 .TMP Page 2

Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled


