
 

 

January 3, 2008 
 
 
Mr. Tom Tynan 
Vice President 
Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, Units 1 and 2 
7821 River Road 
Waynesboro, GA  30830 
 
 
SUBJECT: ISSUANCE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING SUMMARY REPORT  

ASSOCIATED WITH THE STAFF’S REVIEW OF THE APPLICATION BY  
SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY, INC. FOR RENEWAL OF  
THE OPERATING LICENSE FOR VOGTLE ELECTRIC GENERATING PLANT,  
UNITS 1 AND 2 (TAC NOS. MD 5905 AND 5906) 

 
Dear Mr. Tynan: 
 
The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) conducted a scoping process from August 28, 
2007 through October 24, 2007, to determine the scope of the NRC staff’s environmental 
review of the application for renewal of the operating license for the Vogtle Electric Generating 
Plant, Units 1 and 2.  As part of the scoping process, the NRC staff held two public 
environmental scoping meetings in Waynesboro, Georgia on September 27, 2007, to solicit 
public input regarding the scope of the review.  The scoping process is the first step in the 
development of a plant-specific supplement to NUREG-1437, “Generic Environmental Impact 
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS),” for the Vogtle Electric Generating 
Plant, Units 1 and 2. 
 
The NRC staff has prepared the enclosed environmental scoping summary report identifying 
comments received at the September 27, 2007, license renewal environmental scoping 
meetings—by letter and electronic mail.  In accordance with 10 CFR 51.29(b), all participants of 
the scoping process will be provided a copy of the scoping summary report.  The transcripts of 
the scoping meetings are publicly available at the NRC Public Document Room (PDR), located 
at One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland 20852, or from the NRC's 
Agencywide Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS). 
 
The ADAMS Public Electronic Reading Room is accessible at 
http://adamswebsearch.nrc.gov/dologin.htm.  The transcripts for the afternoon and evening 
meetings are listed under Accession Nos. ML072840529 and ML072840530, respectively.  
Persons who do not have access to ADAMS, or who encounter problems in accessing the 
documents located in ADAMS, should contact the NRC's PDR Reference staff by telephone at  
1-800-397-4209 or 301-415-4737, or by e-mail at pdr@nrc.gov.  
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The next step in the environmental review process is the issuance of a draft supplement to the 
GEIS scheduled for May 2007.  Notice of the Availability of the draft supplement to the GEIS 
and the procedures for providing comments will be published in an upcoming Federal Register 
notice.   
 
If you have any questions concerning the NRC staff review of this license renewal application, 
please contact Mr. J.P. Leous, Project Manager at 301-415-2864 or JPL1@nrc.gov. 
 
 
      Sincerely, 
      
 
      /RA Perry Buckberg for/ 
 
      Louise Lund, Branch Chief 
      Projects Branch 1 
      Division of License Renewal 
      Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
 
Docket Nos.:  50-424 & 50-425  
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As stated 
 
cc w/encl:  see next page 
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Vice President - Vogtle 
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Introduction 
 
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) received an application from Southern Nuclear 
Operating Company, Inc. dated June 27, 2007, for renewal of the operating licenses of Vogtle 
Electric Generation Plant Units 1 and 2 (VEGP) (ML071840360).  VEGP is located in Burke 
County, Georgia.  As part of the application, Southern Nuclear Operating Company submitted 
an environmental report (ML071840357) prepared in accordance with the requirements of  
10 CFR Part 51.  A Notice of Acceptance for Docketing of the application and Notice of 
Opportunity for Hearing was published in the Federal Register on August 21, 2007 (ADAMS 
Accession No. ML0721300841). 
 
10 CFR Part 51 contains the NRC requirements for implementing the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ).  10 CFR 51.53 outlines requirements for preparation and 
submittal of environmental reports to the NRC.  
 
10 CFR 51.53(c)(3) was based upon the findings documented in NUREG-1437, “Generic 
Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Power Plants,” (GEIS).  The 
GEIS, in which the staff identified and evaluated the environmental impacts associated with 
license renewal, was first issued as a draft document for public comment.  The staff received 
input from Federal and State agencies, public organizations, and private citizens before 
developing the final document.  As a result of the assessments in the GEIS, a number of 
impacts were determined to be small and to be generic to all nuclear power plants.  These were 
designated as Category 1 impacts.  An applicant for license renewal may adopt the conclusions 
contained in the GEIS for Category 1 impacts, absent new and significant information that may 
cause the conclusions to fall outside those of the GEIS.  Category 2 impacts are those impacts 
that have been determined to be plant-specific and are required to be evaluated in the 
applicant’s environmental report. 
   
The Commission determined that the NRC does not have a role in energy planning decision-
making for existing plants, which should be left to State regulators and utility officials.  
Therefore, an applicant for license renewal need not provide an analysis of the need for power, 
or the economic costs and economic benefits of the proposed action.  Additionally, the 
Commission determined that the environmental report need not discuss any aspect of storage 
of spent fuel for the facility that is within the scope of the generic determination in 10 CFR 
51.23(a) and in accordance with 10 CFR 51.23(b).  This determination was based on the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 and the Commission’s Waste Confidence Rule, 10 CFR 
51.23.  Accordingly, public comments related to these topics are outside the scope of the 
NRC’s environmental review. 
 
As outlined by NEPA, the NRC initiated the scoping process with the issuance of the Federal 
Register Notice.  On September 14, 2007, the NRC published a Notice of Intent in the Federal 
Register (72 FR 52586), to notify the public of the staff’s intent to prepare a plant-specific 
supplement to the GEIS regarding the renewal application for the VEGP operating license.  The 
plant-specific supplement to the GEIS will be prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ 
guidelines, and 10 CFR Part 51.  The NRC invited the applicant, Federal, State, local, and tribal 
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government agencies, local organizations, and individuals to participate in the scoping process 
by providing oral comments at the scheduled public meetings and/or by submitting written 
suggestions and comments by October 24, 2007.  The scoping process included two public 
scoping meetings, which were held at the Augusta Technical College, Waynesboro/ Burke 
Campus, 216 Highway 24 South, Waynesboro, Georgia on September 27, 2007.  The NRC 
issued press releases and distributed flyers locally.  Approximately 50 people attended the 
meetings.  Both sessions began with NRC staff members providing a brief overview of the 
license renewal process and the NEPA process.  Following the NRC’s prepared statements, the 
meetings were open for public comments.  Thirteen (13) attendees provided oral comments 
that were recorded and transcribed by a certified court reporter.  The transcripts of the 
meetings can be found as an attachment to the meeting summary, which was issued on 
October 12, 2007.  The meeting summary is available for public inspection in the NRC Public 
Document Room (PDR), located at One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, 
Maryland 20852, or from the NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS).  The meeting summary and can be found in ADAMS at Accession No. 
ML072840963.  The transcripts can be found in ADAMS at Accession Nos. ML072840529 and 
ML072840530, for the afternoon and evening sessions, respectively.  The ADAMS Public 
Electronic Reading Room is accessible at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams/web-
based.html.    Persons who do not have access to ADAMS, or who encounter problems in 
accessing the documents located in ADAMS, should contact the NRC’s Public Document Room 
Reference staff by telephone at 1-800-397-4209, or 301-415-4737. 
  
The scoping process provides an opportunity for public participation to identify issues to be 
addressed in the plant-specific supplement to the GEIS and highlight public concerns and 
issues.  The Notice of Intent identified the following objectives of the scoping process: 
 

• Define the proposed action 
 

• Determine the scope of the supplement to the GEIS and identify significant issues to 
be analyzed in depth 

 
• Identify and eliminate peripheral issues 

 
• Identify any environmental assessments and other environmental impact statements 

being prepared that are related to the supplement to the GEIS 
 

• Identify other environmental review and consultation requirements 
 

• Indicate the schedule for preparation of the supplement to the GEIS 
 

• Identify any cooperating agencies  
 

• Describe how the supplement to the GEIS will be prepared 
 
At the conclusion of the scoping period, the NRC staff reviewed the transcripts and all written 
material received, and identified individual comments.  All comments and suggestions received 
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orally during the scoping meetings or in writing were considered.  Each set of comments from a 
given commenter was given a unique alpha identifier (Commenter ID letter), allowing each set 
of comments from a commenter to be traced back to the transcript, letter, or e-mail in which the 
comments were submitted.  Several individuals submitted comments through multiple sources 
(e.g., letter and afternoon or evening scoping meetings). 
 
Comments were consolidated and categorized according to the topic within the proposed 
supplement to the GEIS or according to the general topic if outside the scope of the GEIS.  
Comments with similar specific objectives were combined to capture the common essential 
issues that had been raised in the source comments.  Once comments were grouped according 
to subject area, the staff determined the appropriate action for each comment. 
 
Table 1 identifies the individuals providing comments and the Commenter ID letter associated 
with each person's set(s) of comments.  The Commenter ID letter is preceded by VEGP (short 
for Vogtle Electric Generating Plant).  For oral comments, the individuals are listed in the order 
in which they spoke at the public meeting.  
 

TABLE 1 - Individuals Providing Comments During Scoping Comment Period 
 

Commenter 
ID 

Commenter Affiliation (If Stated) Comment Source  

VEGP-A Sara Barczak Safe Energy Director, Southern Alliance 
for Clean Energy 

Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-B Walter Dukes VP, Georgia Power Company Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-C 
 

James Hendrix Director, SRS Community Reuse 
Organization 

Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-D Billy Hopper Former City and County Administrator Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-E Dick Byne Waynesboro City Council Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-F Ellis Godbee Former County Commissioner Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-G Bobbie Paul Director, Women’s Action for New 
Direction 

Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-H Teresa Carter American Cancer Society Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-I Reverend Charles 
Utley 

Resident Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-J A.K. Hasan CSRA Citizens for Nuclear Energy Afternoon Scoping 
Meeting 

VEGP-K Walter Dukes VP, Georgia Power Company Evening Scoping Meeting 
VEGP-L J.B. Powell State Senator Evening Scoping Meeting 
VEGP-M Gloria Frazier State Representative Evening Scoping Meeting 
VEGP-N Jesse Stone Mayor, Waynesboro, Georgia Evening Scoping Meeting 
VEGP-O Sara Barczak Safe Energy Director, Southern Alliance 

for Clean Energy 
Written Comments 
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The comments and suggestions received as part of the scoping process are documented in this 
section, and the disposition of each comment is discussed.  Comments are grouped by 
category.  The categories are as follows: 
 
1. Comments Concerning License Renewal and its Processes  
2. Comments Concerning Water Use and Quality 
3. Comments Concerning Socioeconomic Impacts and Environmental Justice 
4. Comments Concerning Human Health Issues 
5. Comments Concerning Cumulative Impacts 
6. Comments Concerning Postulated Accidents 
7. Comments Concerning Alternative Energy Sources 
8. Comments Concerning Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management 
9. Comments Concerning Issues Outside the Scope of License Renewal:  Support for 

License Renewal, Opposition to License Renewal, Emergency Preparedness and 
Planning, Security and Terrorism, Energy Costs, Energy Needs, and Other Out of 
Scope Issues 

 
Each comment is summarized in the following pages.  For reference, the unique identifier for 
each comment (Commenter ID letter listed in Table 1 plus the comment number) is provided.  
In those cases where no new environmental information was provided by the commenter, no 
further evaluation will be performed. 
 
The preparation of the plant-specific supplement to the GEIS, known as a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), will take into account all the relevant issues raised 
during the scoping process.  The SEIS will address both Category 1 and 2 issues, along with 
any new information identified as a result of scoping.  The SEIS will rely on conclusions 
supported by information in the GEIS for Category 1 issues, and will include the analysis of 
Category 2 issues and any new and significant information.  The draft plant-specific supplement 
to the GEIS will be made available for public comment.  The comment period will offer the next 
opportunity for the applicant, interested Federal, State, and local government agencies, local 
organizations, and members of the public to provide input to the NRC’s environmental review 
process.  The comments received on the draft SEIS will be considered in the preparation of the 
final SEIS.  The final SEIS, along with the staff’s Safety Evaluation Report (SER), NRC Region I 
inspections, and independent review by the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, will 
provide basis for the NRC’s decision on the Southern Nuclear Operating Company license 
renewal application. 
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Public Scoping Process 
Comments and Responses 

 
1.   Comments Concerning License Renewal and Its Processes 
 
Comment:  The SRS Community Reuse Organization is a two-state five-county economic 
development board established by Congress to assist communities surrounding Department of 
Energy facilities … We applaud the NRC for holding events such as this meeting and trust that 
you will diligently consider all input received.  Our board has recently expanded our focus to 
include an interest in commercial nuclear topics, because of the impacts on the community that 
we serve.  (VEGP-C) 
 
Comment:  Thank you for letting me speak.  Thank you for the opportunity.  I'm Dick Byne; I'm 
on the Waynesboro County Council.  I've been to every one of the meetings, I intend to be on 
as many meetings as you have, if you have 500 between now and then, I'll be at every single 
one of them.  I appreciate the opportunity of living in a free country, to be able to bring 
concerns.  You are open, and you're letting us decide if this is good for our community, and I 
really do appreciate that.  I don't know how many other countries do that, but I know America 
does, and I appreciate that.  I also appreciate the Southern Nuclear going as slow as they are; 
they're being meticulous about what they're doing.  I appreciate that, and I appreciate them 
being open with everything that they're trying to do, and I appreciate their challenges that 
they're getting; they're addressing each challenge, and we appreciate that too.  And that really 
means a lot to me.  (VEGP-E) 
 
Comment:  I have to say that I get a volume of material.  I didn't realize how much I'd be 
receiving, through this process from the NRC, documenting each step of the way of the studies; 
they are exhaustive.  I am convinced they have not overlooked anything in determining whether 
this will have a bad or a positive impact on our environment.  (VEGP-N) 
  
Comment:  I want to thank the NRC on behalf of the citizen of Waynesboro who I represent as 
their Mayor, for having this open, public forum for everyone to express their views, so that they 
can be taken into account in the decision on whether to renew the license for Plant Vogtle, and 
to extend the period.  (VEGP-N) 
 
Response:  The comments concern the general license renewal process.  However, the 
comments provide no new information related to the staff’s environmental review and, 
therefore, will not be evaluated further. 
 
Comment:  Good afternoon, everyone.  My name is Sara Barczak, and I'm the Safe Energy 
Director with Southern Alliance for Clean Energy.  We are a nonprofit energy policy 
organization with members throughout Georgia and the region.  We promote responsible 
energy choices that create global-warming solutions and ensure clean, safe and healthy 
communities in the Southeast.  And I'm also a resident of the downstream community of 
Savannah.  The issue of extending the operating life of Plant Vogtle will not affect just this local 
community but Georgia as a whole, and our regional overall.  And we hope the NRC staff 
understands that we need to do what will benefit all -- not just a select few.  (VEGP-A) 
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Comment:  And I know we like to compartmentalize:  We're not DOE; we're NRC, we're blah, 
blah, blah.  But the people on the ground are the ones who are getting the benefits or the 
deficiencies of such major mission.  (VEGP-A) 
 
Comment:  And given that the license renewal for Vogtle is for 20 additional years of 
operation—taking us to 2047 and 2049 if approved, we believe the NRC needs to evaluate not 
only the Georgia of today, but the Georgia we may be living in 40 years from now.  (VEGP-A, 
VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments concern the general license renewal process.   The Commission 
has established a process, by rule, for the environmental and safety reviews to be conducted to 
review a license renewal application.  NRC will evaluate a broad spectrum of potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the continued operation of Vogtle Units 1 and 2.  These 
findings will be presented in the SEIS. 
 
Comment:  I think it's -- and this is a question directly to what I said earlier in our statements.  
Is there a process that the NRC has  established, given the reality that there are so many more 
applications and things going on, and new hires, or fairly new, to -- like a license renewal 
happening within an ESP and then a COL, Early Site Permit and Combined Operating License?   
Do you have a mechanism within the Agency to get public comment from one entity that may 
not be reviewed but would be relevant for the COL or the ESP?  I mean, the COL hasn't been 
applied for, but --  (VEGP-A) 
  
Comment:  My fear is that there doesn't appear to be any assurance that things won't slip 
through the cracks, so to speak.  We have grave concerns that too many permits are occurring 
at the same time with Plant Vogtle.  A license renewal, an early site permit and an upcoming 
application for a combined construction and operating license. Can the NRC keep up with all of 
this in a manner that is truly protective of public health?  We are doubtful. As we all know, 
bureaucracies themselves have their deficiencies.  The idea that everything will be coordinated 
seamlessly between all of these different staffs and projects -- and you know, putting full faith 
that we have great staff at the NRC. But there's a lot going on, and we're just concerned that 
these different projects are not going to be integrated, and expecting that to be integrated is 
somewhat almost unrealistic.  But we'd hope that it could happen.  (VEGP-A) 
 
Comment:  There doesn’t appear to be any assurance that things won’t slip through the cracks 
so-to-speak.  We have grave concerns that too many permits are occurring at the same time 
with Plant Vogtle: a license renewal, an early site permit, and an upcoming application for a 
combined construction and operating license.  Can the NRC keep up with all of this in a manner 
that is truly protective of public health?  We are doubtful; as we all know, bureaucracies 
themselves have their deficiencies.  The idea that everything will be coordinated seamlessly 
between all these different staff and all these different projects seems unrealistic.   (VEGP-O) 
    
Response:  The comments are in regard to license renewal and its processes, specifically the 
concern that issues may "slip through the cracks" with multiple applications concerning VEGP 
being reviewed by NRC staff at the same time.   The Commission has established a process, 
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by rule, for the environmental and safety reviews to be conducted pertaining to a license 
renewal application.  License renewals are being conducted separately, and within another 
Division within NRC, from the other applications that are currently in progress, such as an Early 
Site Permit application.  To address this specific issue, as well as other related issues, NRC 
has developed protocol to help ensure the consistent application of technical and regulatory 
guidance by the Offices of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR) and New Reactors (NRO).   In 
Chapter 4 of the draft SEIS, NRC staff will consider potential cumulative impacts on the 
environment resulting from the incremental impact of license renewal when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, including the construction and operation of 
two additional reactors at the VEGP site.  
 
Comment:  Please see attached public comments from October 4, 2007 public meeting.  Due 
to time limitations at that meeting, only a small portion was read into the record.  We feel that 
these comments are pertinent to the Vogtle relicensing process and request that they be 
reviewed. 
 
Response:  The referenced comments have been incorporated into the public record and are 
accessible through ADAMS Accession Number ML073060040.  The specific comments are 
addressed in this document in the appropriate technical sections. 
 
2.   Comments Concerning Water Use and Quality 
 
Comment:  Power plants have a tremendous impact on our water resources.  Our energy 
choices do make a big difference in the future of the river basins and the communities and 
businesses relying on those water resources.  (VEGP-A) 
 
Comment:  Most people are not aware that the nuclear plants in Georgia have larger water 
permits than most municipalities, including nearby Augusta.  Plant Vogtle is currently the largest 
water user in the entire Savannah River Basin, and has an average withdrawal of 64 million 
gallons per day from the Savannah River, with an average consumption of 43 million gallons 
per day.  That means that Vogtle is returning only about a third of what it withdraws from the 
River.   An additional 20 years of operation as populations increase and the demand for water 
increases will not be a positive development for our water resources. 
  
That was released earlier this month, actually after this application was submitted.  While I have 
not yet had time to read the draft EIS word for word that we're going to talk about next 
Thursday, but I can tell you that it appears that the cumulative impact on water quality and 
quantity have not been satisfactorily evaluated in the draft EIS for the early site permit.   
And that's a problem, because this early license renewal is saying that that's going to be a draft 
in the early site permit, and I don't see it there, so it's a concern.  (VEGP-A) 
  
Comment:  And I'm interested in the amount of extract of water from the river, for the use of 
the plant not exceed that.  It's going to be used for those farmers along the river, as well as 
those who would like to use it as a recreation facility.  And so I -- my primary interest in that part 
of it at this time, because if it's not addressed, that young man or that young lady who would 
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like to just go strolling down the river, are we going to pull out more than a power boat would 
able to even go down, and enjoy it.  There's only one river; there's only one provider.  And let us 
use it for the best that we can use it for and not put those farmers who are using it for irrigation 
-- put them out of business.  So let us look at what we can return to the river, as safe, usable 
water, because once it's gone, it's gone, and we can't replenish it.  So that's my thinking, that's  
my goal, is to make sure that the little man like I am, is taken care of, in any type of 
restructuring, redevelopment.  And thank you very much.  (VEGP-I) 
 
Comment:  The State of Georgia and surrounding states are currently facing a drought of epic 
proportions, and there does not appear to be any analysis of the current situation in the 
application nor analysis beyond a level 3 drought.  Plant Vogtle is the largest water user in the 
entire Savannah River basin and has an average withdrawal of 64 million gallons per day from 
the Savannah River and an average water consumption of 43 million gallons per day.  That 
means that Vogtle is returning only about one-third of what it withdraws from the Savannah 
River.  An additional 20 years of operation, as populations increase, will not be a positive 
development for our water resources.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  Power plants have a tremendous impact on our water resources.  Our energy 
choices make a big difference on the future of the river basins and the communities and 
businesses reliant on those water sources.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments are related to water use conflicts specific to VEGP.  Water use 
conflict is a Category 2 issue and will be addressed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SEIS. 
 
Comment:  Lastly, as a downstream resident I'm very concerned about tritium, a radioactive 
form of hydrogen that can impact our health.  Faced with saltwater intrusion of the Floridan 
Aquifer, both Beaufort and Jasper Counties in South Carolina and the Savannah area will  
become more dependent on the Savannah River for drinking water.  I did not see that 
discussed in the application. Plant Vogtle already contributes to the tritium in the River, 
although they are not the major culprit; and allowing the reactors to operate for longer will do 
nothing to reduce this reality, let alone when and if more reactors come online.  The NRC needs 
to study tritium in the river, future projections, especially given the Savannah River site's 
already large contribution to the tritium pollution, and to analyze this with droughts and future 
population growth in mind.  The future safety of not only this community, but many, many, 
others are at stake.  (VEGP-A) 
 
Comment:  There are concerns about tritium contamination, a radioactive form of hydrogen 
that can impact our health.  Faced with saltwater intrusion of the Floridan Aquifer, both Beaufort 
and Jasper counties in South Carolina and the Savannah area will become more dependent on 
the Savannah River for drinking water.  Plant Vogtle already contributes to the tritium in the 
river and allowing the reactors to operate for longer will do nothing to reduce this reality, let 
alone when and if more reactors come online.  The NRC needs to study tritium in the river, 
future projections especially given the Savannah River Site’s already large contribution to the 
tritium pollution, and to analyze this with droughts and future population growth in mind.  
(VEGP-O) 
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Response:  The comments are noted and relate to both human health and water use conflicts 
associated with continued operation of Plant Vogtle.  Human health issues were evaluated in 
the GEIS and were determined to be Category 1 issues.  The GEIS evaluated radiation 
exposures to the public for all plants including VEGP, and concluded that the impact was small. 
During the plant-specific environmental review of VEGP, the NRC will determine whether there 
is any new and significant information bearing on the previous analysis in the GEIS.  The 
information provided by the comments will be reviewed as part of that determination.  In 
addition, evaluation of new studies and analyses of the health effects of radiation exposure is 
an ongoing effort at the NRC.  Water use conflicts is a Category 2 issue and will be addressed 
in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SEIS. 
 
Comment:  Additionally, since we are discussing the prospects of these reactors operating for 
many decades from now, the NRC needs to evaluate predictive effects of global warming on 
this region, and how nuclear power plants may be negatively impacted or unable to generate 
electricity.  This was demonstrated, as many of us in the room know, by the heat wave this past 
summer in Europe, when nuclear power plants from Sweden to France had to shut down 
because of the lake -- I'm sorry -- the summer of 2006, when nuclear power plants from 
Sweden to France had to shut down because the lake or river water temperatures were too 
high.  (VEGP-A) (VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments pertain to an extended heat wave in Europe in July of 2006.  
Drought conditions, associated with the heat wave, contributed to reduced water levels in the 
lakes and rivers that some nuclear plants use to cool their reactors.  As a result, some plants in 
France, Spain, and Germany were taken offline and operations were reduced at others.  Across 
Western Europe, nuclear plants also had to obtain exemptions from regulations in order to 
discharge overheated water into the environment.  This is an example of a potential water use 
conflict that could be associated with plants with cooling pond or cooling towers using make-up 
water from a small river with low flow.  Water use conflict is a Category 2 issue and will be 
addressed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SEIS. 
 
3.   Comments Concerning Socioeconomic Impacts and Environmental Justice 
 
Comment:  Plant Vogtle is a project that will be an economic engine for Burke County and the 
entire CSRA.  The Burke County Plant Vogtle plant is one of the best-run plants in the United 
States  of America.  It has an impeccable safety record, and it is run very, very efficiently, and it 
is run very, very well.  I would like to tell each and every one of you here tonight that an 
economic boost in Burke County is something that we need.  An economic boost in the CSRA 
is something that we also need.  We've lost many jobs in Burke County, Jenkins County, and in 
Richmond County.  And we need to do everything that we can to try to create the job buildup 
which Plant Vogtle will do for us all.  (VEGP-L) 
   
Response:  The comment is noted.  Socioeconomic issues specific to the plant are Category 2 
issues and will be discussed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. 
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Comment:  Good evening.  Just wanted to say that I'm primarily interested in environmental 
justice in this area.  I've been working with communities throughout the country and most of 
those are EJ communities.  (VEGP-I)  
 
Response:   To perform a review of environmental justice in the vicinity of the nuclear power 
plant, the NRC staff examines the geographic distribution of minority and low-income 
populations within 50 miles (80 km) of the site being evaluated.  The staff uses the most recent 
census data available. Once the locations of minority and low-income populations are identified, 
the staff determines the extent to which these populations may be disproportionately affected.  
The comments are noted.  Environmental justice is an issue specific to the plant and will be 
addressed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. 
 
4.   Comments Concerning Human Health Issues 
 
Comment:  As you know, there's been a controversial health study that's  put out, but one of the 
things that the National Cancer Study did note that in Aiken, Barnwell, Burke County, the 
cancer rates before the startup of Vogtle were less than 26 percent of the rest of the country.  
And the most recent, from '99 to 2003, shows Burke County with an 11 percent increase over 
the rest of the country.  I'm not saying, again, just like the tobacco industry, why this is 
happening.  But I would put it in your laps that we really should have and support with our 
federal dollars an independent study that we can all agree upon, really takes a look at the 
burden of impact of this.  (VEGP-G) 
 
Response:  The GEIS evaluated human health issues and determined them to be a Category 1 
issue.  However, the cited reference will be reviewed to determine whether there is any new 
and significant information relative to VEGP. 
 
5.   Comments Concerning Cumulative Impacts 
 
Comment:  Further, the proposed new reactors at Plant Vogtle are estimated to use over 50 
million gallons of water per day, with 50 to 75 percent of that lost as steam, and that's from 
Southern Nuclear's August 2006 application.  This means that more water will be lost from the 
two existing and two proposed reactors at Plant Vogtle than is currently used by all residents of 
Atlanta, Augusta, and Savannah combined.  Yet the application doesn't discuss the cumulative 
impacts of the existing and proposed reactors.  Instead, it says in Section 2.12.3 that the NRC 
will do such an analysis in the draft EIS for the early site permit.  (VEGP-A) 
 
Comment:  Further, the proposed new nuclear reactors at Plant Vogtle are estimated to use 53 
million gallons of water per day with 50-75% of that lost as steam. (Southern Nuclear Operating 
Company, Early Site Permit Application, Environmental Report, August 2006).  This means that 
more water will be lost from the two existing and two proposed reactors at Plant Vogtle than is 
currently used by all residents of Atlanta, Augusta, and Savannah combined.  Yet, the 
application doesn’t discuss the cumulative impacts of the existing and proposed reactors.  
Instead, it says in Section 2.12.3 that the NRC will do such an analysis in the draft EIS for the 
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Vogtle ESP that was released earlier in September, actually after this license renewal 
application was submitted.  From our review of the draft EIS for the ESP at Vogtle, the 
cumulative impacts on water quality and quantity have not been satisfactorily evaluated.  
Therefore, we believe that this issue is also deficient in terms of the license renewal evaluation.  
(VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  For instance, section 2.12.3 of Southern’s license renewal application states that 
the NRC will do a cumulative water analysis in this draft EIS for the early site permit.  Well, I 
can tell you that it appears that the cumulative impacts on water quality and quantity have not 
been satisfactorily evaluated in the draft EIS for the early site permit.  That is a problem.  
(VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  The NRC should not make its decisions or evaluations in a vacuum.  If the two new 
reactors are approved and actually built, the existing two reactors will be operating at the same 
time, and this application and all other applications associated with Plant Vogtle have to 
address the cumulative impacts -- not pass the buck, assuming that some other committee 
within the NRC working on some other project is going to cover it.  (VEGP-A) (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  Hello.  I guess I'm addressing mainly you here.  My name is Bobbie Paul … One of 
the things that I think is -- should be considered seriously is a calculation of the overall impact to 
the region, of the many nuclear activities that are going on in this region.  Very often we -- I 
myself have stayed away from the nuclear power arena until the new reactors were proposed, 
thinking we had enough to deal with at Savannah River Site.  But because of the waste, 
because of the terrorist activities and potential, because of the health issues and the  
consequences, latent cancers -- I am a doctor's daughter; I've become more and more 
concerned about all of this.  And as you probably know, although I do find that sometimes as 
Sara said, there's a lot of disjointed where people are kind of working in a vacuum.  But it 
reminds me of the arcade game where the little guy keeps popping his head up and you keep 
trying to bat it down. I feel like there are nuclear things popping all over this region, and as we 
know, this is the most radioactive region, this 15-mile area, in the whole country; not for volume, 
but for radioactivity.  
  
So right now I guess as people in the audience are probably full aware the Savannah River Site 
is now the recipient, continually will be the recipient, of more plutonium from Hanford, from 
Lawrence Livermore in California, and Los Alamos in New Mexico.  This has an impact on the 
region, not only from transportation but other things.  We also have active tritium extraction 
going on at Savannah River Site, and added to that now we're having the likelihood of -- well, I 
hope not the likelihood of two new reactors, which may disappoint people in the room, and I do 
understand what an economic treasure Plant Vogtle has been to this area, because I have 
many friends who live in this area.  But I sincerely think that that cumulative burden that's really 
being put on the people in this 40- to 50-mile radius of this should be considered, whether it's 
an independent study or what.  (VEGP-G) 
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Comment:  So as we look at anything that's going to impact our river, and the use of it now 
from Augusta down, we know we have Olin Chemicals as well as Federal Paper, and others 
who are pulling from the river constantly.  (VEGP-I)   
 
Response:  As part of the environmental review process, the NRC evaluates the potential for 
cumulative impacts of operations (as defined in 40 CFR 1508.7) during the renewal term.  In 
Chapter 4 of the SEIS, the impacts of the proposed action will be analyzed in conjunction with 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at VEGP, including the 
cumulative impacts associated with the proposed addition of Units 3 and 4, and the activities of 
other industrial facilities and/or Federal agencies, such as the Department of Energy at 
Savannah River Site. 
 
Comment:  We have strong concerns about the NRC’s analysis on the impacts Vogtle’s 
proposed expansion would have on our water resources.  Our energy choices make a big 
difference on the future of the river basins and the communities and businesses reliant on those 
water sources.  Vogtle is the largest water user in the Savannah River basin and its expansion 
essentially doubles that water use and water loss.  We would suggest to the NRC that water 
use should be reported in different ways to help people actually understand the numbers.  For 
instance, in Section 7.3, water consumption is reported in cubic feet per second.  Though I did 
the math, I don’t think most people have the time to convert all of those figures to gallons per 
day, which is what most of our surface water withdrawal permits in Georgia are licensed under.  
When you do the math, it shows that the current reactors are losing ~43 million gallons of water 
per day and that the new reactors will lose ~40 mgd.  This means that more water will be lost 
from the two existing and two proposed reactors at Plant Vogtle than is currently used by all 
residents of Atlanta, Augusta, and Savannah combined.  And on p. 2-34, the draft EIS says that 
Burke County is projected to have a 50% increase in water demand by 2035 and that 
neighboring South Carolina’s water demand will also increase by 50% from 2000-2045 and 
acknowledges that people will be shifting off of the Floridan Aquifer to the Savannah River and 
simply states that all of this would also increase demands for Savannah River water 
downstream of Vogtle.  But in the end, because the NRC calculated that the two new reactors 
would not decrease the Savannah River flow of today by more than 5%, it acts as though all is 
good.  Well, nowhere in this document does it appear that the NRC has evaluated how the 
Savannah River is going to be able to handle the Georgia and South Carolina that we will live in  
decades from now, that by the NRC’s own statements appears to be a future in which the 
Savannah River is going to see extreme increases in demand.  Further, the draft EIS has no 
analysis of climate change predictions on our water systems, such as the prospects for severe, 
long-lasting mega-droughts, of which Georgia may encounter as global warming impacts are 
realized.  Again we ask, who stands to gain and who stands to lose?  (VEGP-O) 
  
Comment:  Sure, you are going to hear all the local economic boosters come out in numbers to 
say the existing reactors generate revenue and jobs.  You will hear folks who live here say how 
Southern is the biggest employer in Burke County and you will see Table 2-16 show that 
Southern pays over 80% of the property taxes in the county and that Burke County has one of 
the highest revenues in the state.  And you'll hear the company make it look like a full 
assessment of the cumulative impacts related to socioeconomics has been done where it states 
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on page 7-17 that, “In terms of beneficial effects including tax revenues benefits, the impacts on 
Burke County would be large.” 
  
But where’s the analysis and the NRC review of the cumulative impacts for ratepayers in 
Georgia who face serious harm from potential adverse impacts down the road?  Isn’t that part 
of the socio-economic impact on all of us?  Who’s doing any analysis on the implications of the 
Southern Company proposal included in its application to have the new radioactive waste it will 
generate go to a fictitious federal waste repository?  A repository that doesn’t even exist and 
that ratepayers have been paying for over many years and that states have been forced to sue 
the federal government on that translates into ratepayer dollars.  NRC largely ignores this 
reality in its review of Vogtle’s proposal.  But you can know that ratepayers and state agencies 
and the public would think that surely the NRC as the federal agency charged to oversee a 
review would have fully addressed this issue in reviewing a new reactor proposal.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments are noted.  The comments are specific to the Draft EIS that was 
prepared for the Early Site Permit (ESP) associated with the proposed new reactors at Plant 
Vogtle (Units 3 and 4) and published for public review and comment.  The cumulative impacts 
associated with the operation of two additional reactors at Plant Vogtle will be addressed in 
Chapter 4 of the SEIS produced as part of the staff’s license renewal environmental review. 
 
6.   Comments Concerning Postulated Accidents 
 
Comment:  And that leads me to the last thing and back to my friends here in Burke County.  
How are we communicating with the  folks on the ground here?  Let's do a worst-case scenario.   
Even from a business standpoint, I realize Southern Company is a business and has to make a 
profit.  Let's look at a worst-case scenario.  Don't we owe it to the people here in Burke County 
to show what would happen in the worst possible case, if there was a meltdown, if there was a 
valve like there was at Farley in Alabama that didn't quite work right.  (VEGP-G) 
 
Comment:  But I think it's time for us to stop downplaying all of the risks of nuclear.  We all 
know that radiation kills.  That's a known fact.  I'm not being hysterical about that.  But let's look 
at the worst case and then move from there, forward together.  Thank you.  (VEGP-G)  
  
Response:  The environmental review considers postulated plant accidents that might occur 
during the license renewal term.  It also includes a review of the alternatives to mitigate severe 
accidents if this has not previously been evaluated for the applicant’s plant.  The purpose of this 
consideration is to ensure that plant changes (i.e., hardware, procedures, and training) with the 
potential for improving severe accident safety performance are identified, evaluated, and, if 
appropriate, implemented.  The impacts of postulated accidents are considered within the 
scope of the environmental review for license renewal and will be addressed in Chapter 5 of the 
SEIS. 
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7.   Comments Concerning Alternative Energy Sources 
 
Comment:  The application is deficient in its analysis of energy source efficiency.  Energy 
efficiency and conservation represent the quickest, safest, cheapest way to provide more power 
and to best protect our air and water resources.  As an added benefit, increased energy 
efficiency reduces water consumption by power plants that compete with local industries and 
cities for much-needed water.  The NRC should be aware that in 2001, the Energy Information 
Administration ranked Georgia eighth in the nation for per capita energy consumption for 
electricity, and 40th in per capita spending on energy efficiency programs.  (VEGP-A) (VEGP-
O) 
 
Comment:  The NRC needs to fully research other energy choices, including energy efficiency 
and conservation, as the application from Southern Nuclear is woefully inadequate.  Renewable 
energy supplies are available here in Georgia, such as biopower, solar and wind.  In fact, 
according to a 2006 report from the Georgia Environmental Facilities Authority, Georgia has the 
potential to meet 1500 to 1600-plus megawatts of the state's forecasted electricity demand 
through new, renewable resources, from biomass, wind, hydropower, landfill gas, and solar 
photovoltaics.  These energy supplies should be supported due in part because they keep 
dollars here at home, and they don't pose the risk to the community that nuclear power does.  
(VEGP-A) (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  The NRC should be aware that new, certified wind maps of Georgia were released 
by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory in October 2006 that show there is substantial 
wind power available, especially offshore, with a potential of 10,000 MW.  Go to the Georgia 
Wind Working Group  website at www.gawwg.org.  Yet information in the application is 
completely outdated; in terms of wind it referenced 1986 data in spite of Southern Company 
being involved in an offshore wind study with Georgia Tech that was released in part earlier this 
summer.  Additionally, the potential to use Georgia’s plentiful agriculture and forestry resources 
should be evaluated.  A conservative estimate from a University of Georgia study showed that 
as much as 12% of Georgia’s total electricity demand could be generated from biomass.  The 
benefits to Georgia include increased self-sufficiency, improved water resource quality, and 
long-term environmental and rural development benefits.  (VEGP-A) (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  The NRC should be aware that new, certified wind maps of Georgia were released 
by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory in October 2006 that show there is substantial 
wind power available, especially offshore, with a potential of well over 10,000 MW.  Go to the 
Georgia Wind Working Group website at www.gawwg.org for background.  Yet Section 9.2.3.2 
on wind power doesn’t mention this potential, instead relying on Southern’s slanted wording of a 
study they did with Georgia Tech that “technology limitations and regulatory restrictions would 
make development of offshore wind projects difficult in the southeast.”  Instead of taking 
Southern’s word for it, the NRC should actually review the offshore wind study with Georgia 
Tech that was released in part earlier this summer and is now finalized ready for release.  
(VEGP-O) 
 



 

 15 

Comment:  The analysis of energy efficiency is deficient.  This issue is still under review by the 
Georgia PSC as a result of analytical questions that arose in reviewing Georgia Power’s 
Integrated Resource Plan this year.  The PSC has ordered a working group to examine these 
issues further.  Energy efficiency and conservation represent the quickest, safest, cheapest 
way to provide more power and to best protect our air and water resources.  As an added 
benefit, increased energy efficiency reduces water consumption by power plants that compete 
with local industries and cities for much needed water.  The NRC should be aware that in 2001, 
the Energy Information Administration ranked Georgia 8th in the nation for per capita energy 
consumption for electricity and 40th in per capita spending on energy efficiency programs.   
Additionally, we are an energy exporting state.  We use our natural resources, impact our 
citizens’ health, and pile up nuclear waste within our border to power other states’ air 
conditioning units.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  Additionally, the potential to use Georgia’s plentiful agriculture and forestry 
resources should be more closely evaluated as the benefits include increased self-sufficiency, 
improved water resource quality, and long-term environmental and rural development benefits.  
A University of Georgia 2003 study that showed that as much as 12% of Georgia’s total 
electricity demand could be generated from biomass was referenced by the NRC in Section 
9.2.3.8, but the NRC dismissed biomass as not being economically competitive with existing 
technologies.  Georgia Power’s plan filed with the Georgia PSC this year shows there are  
competitive biomass projects.  Further, nowhere in this draft EIS does it state officially how 
much these new reactors are going to cost Georgia ratepayers or taxpayers, instead providing 
estimates on p. 5-38 ranging from $1.2-2.6 billion for each reactor. (VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments are related to the alternatives to license renewal at VEGP.  The 
GEIS included a discussion of alternative energy sources.  Environmental impacts associated 
with various reasonable alternatives to renewal of the VEGP operating license, including 
renewable energy sources and conservation (Demand-Side Management), will be evaluated in 
Chapter 8 of the SEIS. 
 
Comment:  The draft EIS failed to fully research other energy choices, including energy 
efficiency and conservation.  Renewable energy supplies are available here in Georgia, such as 
biopower, solar, and wind.  In fact, according a 2006 report by the Georgia Environmental 
Facilities Authority, Georgia has the potential to meet 1518-1618 MW of the state’s forecasted 
electricity demand through new renewable resources from biomass, wind, hydropower, landfill 
gas, and solar photovoltaics.  (Meeting Future Electricity Demand, GA Environmental Facilities 
Authority, 2006).  These energy supplies should be tapped because they keep dollars here at  
home, provide safe jobs, and don’t pose the risks to the community that nuclear power does.  
(VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments are noted.  The comments are specific to the Draft EIS that was 
prepared for the Early Site Permit (ESP) associated with the proposed new reactors at Plant 
Vogtle (Units 3 and 4) and published for public review and comment.  However, these 
comments will be considered during the preparation of the SEIS for license renewal.  
Environmental impacts associated with various reasonable alternatives to renewal of the VEGP 
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operating license, including renewable energy sources and conservation (Demand-Side 
Management), will be evaluated in Chapter 8 of the SEIS. 
 
8.   Comments Concerning Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management 
 
Comment:  My next-to-last point would be waste.  We have no solution for the waste.  Yucca 
Mountain is likely not to be built.  If it was, the transportation risks and everything else are 
terrific.  There was just a little earthquake tremor out in Yucca Mountain in Nevada the other 
day.  (VEGP-G)  
 
Response:  Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1 issue.  The safety and 
environmental effects of long-term storage of spent fuel onsite has been evaluated by the NRC, 
as set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule.  The NRC's Waste Confidence Rule, found in  
10 CFR 51.23, states: The Commission has made a generic determination that, if necessary, 
spent fuel generated in any reactor can be stored safely and without significant environmental 
impacts for at least 30 years beyond the licensed life for operation (which may include the term 
of a revised or renewed license) of that reactor at its spent fuel storage basin or at either onsite 
or offsite independent spent fuel storage installations.  Further, the Commission believes there 
is reasonable assurance that at least one mined geologic repository will be available within the 
first quarter of the twenty-first century, and sufficient repository capacity will be available within 
30 years beyond the licensed life for operation of any reactor to dispose of the commercial high-
level waste and spent fuel originating in such reactor and generated up to that time.  In its 
Statement of Considerations for the 1990 update of the Waste Confidence Rule (55 FR 38472), 
the Commission addressed the impacts of the disposal of spent fuel discharged from the 
current fleet of reactors operating under existing and renewed licenses and from a new 
generation of operating reactors.  The rule was last reviewed by the Commission in 1999 when 
it reaffirmed the findings in the rule (64 FR 68005, dated December 6, 1999).   The comments 
provide no new and significant information relevant to the staff’s environmental review and, 
therefore, will not be evaluated further. 
 
Comment:  I know they're talking about GNEP, and I was interesting -- interested to hear the 
man from Savannah River Site say, we're looking at energy.  I know the global nuclear energy 
partnership coming down the pike for the last two years has all of these indications that there's 
going to be a hope for getting rid of some of this waste through a return to reprocessing.   This 
is one of the most filthy, dangerous plutonium cycles that we could ever engage in, and will 
create more waste.  This spent fuel and these rods that come out that have to sit in cooling 
ponds are highly radioactive and have to sit in these ponds for five years before we can even 
deal with them.  (VEGP-G)   
 
Response:  The comments are related to the uranium fuel cycle and waste management 
issues.  Uranium fuel cycle and waste management issues were evaluated in the GEIS and 
were determined to be Category 1 issues.  The Global Nuclear Energy Partnership is not the 
subject of this environmental review, and the comment does not provide any new and 
significant information that would alter the original GEIS determinations regarding the uranium 
fuel cycle.  However, as part of the environmental review process, the NRC evaluates the 
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potential for cumulative impacts of operations (as defined in 40 CFR 1508.7) during the renewal 
term.  In Chapter 2 of the SEIS, the NRC will review the possibility that activities of other 
Federal agencies, such as the Department of Energy at Savannah River Site, may contribute to 
cumulative impacts in conjunction with license renewal.  In Chapter 4 of the SEIS, the impacts 
of the proposed action will be combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions at VEGP.   
 
9. Comments Outside the Scope of License Renewal:  Support for License Renewal, 

Opposition to License Renewal, Emergency Preparedness and Planning, Security 
and Terrorism, Energy Costs, Energy Needs, and Other Out of Scope Issues 

 
9.a       Comments Concerning Support for License Renewal 
 
Comment:  Again, when I think about our relationship with the local community, we've had a 
great relationship over the last 20 years, a great partnership, and I think it's been a partnership 
of trust.  I think that the -- they trust us to operate it safely, and we've enjoyed that relationship, 
but it's definitely been based on trust, and I think it goes back to our core values of the 
company.  We -- one thing about us, and -- Southern Company, we believe in total 
commitment, unquestionable trust and superior performance.  And I think all three of those 
we've kept in mind as we operated Plant Vogtle.  Again as in the past, our record is clear.  We 
provide at low cost, we provide reliable electricity, very safe, and we've been good stewards of 
the environment.  And as going forward we want to be able to do the same thing, as we ask 
that we be able to be extended, extend the life of those units.  Thank you so much.  (VEGP-B) 
 
Comment:  We participate today to express our full support for license extension for Vogtle 
Units 1 and 2.  We agree with the Southern Company assertion that they must maintain a 
proper balance among their electric generating capacity.  This approach makes good technical 
sense and it also makes good economic sense.  (VEGP-C) 
 
Comment:  I became County Administrator in November 1973 and retired in January 2002.  So 
as you can see, for that entire time, I was involved with the process at Plant Vogtle, and 
became very involved as far as working with Georgia Power and its partners.  During that time, 
we received excellent cooperation from the company.  The relationship was always good.  I feel 
that Burke County was good for -- you know, is good for Plant Vogtle, and Plant Vogtle is good 
for Burke County.   Because of that relationship, and I know of no -- I'm no expert on 
environmental problems by any means, but during that time, I certainly know of nothing that 
caused any problems in the county.  Because of that relationship that we have had, and 
because of, as Mr. Dukes said, because of our trust in Georgia Power and its partners, and 
because of what has happened in the past, I certainly see nothing that should cause that -- any 
difference in that relationship in the future.  And for that reason, I certainly wholeheartedly 
support the extension of the license to operate Units 1 and 2.  Thank you.  (VEGP-D) 
 
Comment:  My name is A.K. Hasan.  I live at 5029 Dierdre Court,  Hephzibah, Georgia.  I'm a 
lifelong resident of Augusta, Georgia.  I am founder and chairman of CSRA Citizens for Nuclear 
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Energy.  We are a grassroots organization of local citizens that live near Plant Vogtle.  Let the 
record show we are not environmentalists, but we are environmentally conscious.  We are 
relevant stakeholders, interested in the preservation of our environment, and the continued long 
term stability and economic viability of Burke, Richmond and the surrounding counties.  
  
Accordingly it is indeed an honor and a privilege to address the United States Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission hearing, concerning environmental scoping for license renewal for 
Plant Vogtle Units 1 and 2, applications review.  CSRA Citizens for Nuclear Energy join the 
thousands of citizens throughout Georgia who appreciate the wisdom of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission's initial approval of Plant Vogtle as the site to build the two reactors currently under 
review.  The NRC's foresight enabled the Southern Nuclear Operating Company to be a major 
player in the delivery of clean and safe electrical energy at an affordable price to Georgians. 
  
Additionally, the Southern Nuclear Company is a wonderful private partner, engaged in the 
development, maintenance and restoration of our natural resources.  CSRA Citizens for 
Nuclear Energy supports the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in its mission to license and grant 
license renewals to companies that are capable and have the experience of producing clean 
and safe nuclear energies for consumer usage.  Southern Nuclear Operating Company is such 
a company.  Thank you.  (VEGP-J) 
 
Comment:  I want to go on record, for the NRC's benefit, of stating that we are fully behind the 
decision to renew.  This is essential if we're going to go forward with expansion, which we're 
also fully behind.  (VEGP-N) 
 
Comment:  I believe it will have a positive impact on our environment:  our cultural 
environment, our physical environment, our  economic environment.  And my only wish is that 
we can do whatever it is possible to move this project along on track, on schedule so that there 
will be no delays.  (VEGP-N) 
 
Response:  The comments are noted. The comments support license renewal at VEGP and do 
not provide new and significant information. These comments are not within the scope of  
10 CFR Part 51 for the environmental review associated with the license renewal application for 
VEGP. 
  
Comment:  I'm -- as stated earlier, my position is Vice President of the Regional Operations 
here in the 13-county area.  Offices are down here in Augusta.  But I just want to kind of put it in 
context here as I speak.  I started out here.  I'm originally from Burke County, and this is home 
here in Burke County.  And certainly -- I started out at Plant Vogtle as a construction engineer 
many years ago when I graduated from Georgia Tech.  So I know much about Plant Vogtle.  I 
worked there for five years, and spent a lot of time there, at Plant Vogtle even after that, and 
I've spent much time there going in and out of Plant Vogtle over the last 20 years.  And I do 
want to say for over the last 20 years, Plant Vogtle has operated safely.  And I think that's very 
important, that we've had it operated safely and we've been very reliable, and at very low cost 
to consumers.  (VEGP-B) 
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Comment:  And we've been good stewards, very good stewards of the environment, and I can 
say that, as I said earlier on, I visit Plant Vogtle regularly, because my family lives here, and 
certainly I live in the community as well, and I visit them and look at their safety procedures and 
how they operate, and how they test the employees within the confines of Vogtle, and even 
measuring radioactivity at the plant site and outside of the plant site.  I think they do an 
outstanding job there.  (VEGP-B) 
 
Comment:  And I also want to tell you that this plant is not getting older, but it's gotten better.  
In fact, we've spent millions of dollars in upgrade, new technology.   (VEGP-B) 
 
Comment:  Now, I think there's a lot of things that won't be discussed at this meeting, but a lot 
of us have known a lot of the Georgia Power employees for a long, long time.  We go to a lot of 
parties with them.  We go to a lot of social functions, weddings, funerals or whatever.  And I can 
tell you something that I've looked at:  I see professional employees.  I don't see an intoxicated 
employee or a drug-overdosed employee, because they know that they could be on call at any 
time.  And I appreciate that, because they could be.  At any time they could be called and have 
to go to work.  And those men are going to work their controls that have a lot to do with the 
future of Burke County and Waynesboro.  You want responsible men that have common sense, 
to know that they have to do the best job that they possibly know how to do.  And I said this at 
the last meeting and I'll say it from now on:  We trust the Southern Company; we trust Georgia 
Power.  As of 2:20, September 27, 2007, we just pray and hope that that trust level will continue 
to be 100 percent.  And we just ask the Georgia Power and Southern Nuclear to do the best job 
that they can possibly do, to be honest with us and tell us the truth in what's going on, good or 
bad.  And I think they've done it up to this point, and we'd just ask for your trust level to continue 
to be the same, and I hope you'll feel comfortable in working with us.  Thank you very much.  
(VEGP-E)  
 
Comment:  I'm Ellis Godbee, resident of Burke County -- well, I've been a resident of Burke 
County all my life.  And I reside at 616 Godbee Road, and that's located in the eastern part of 
the county.  I'm eight miles north of Plant Vogtle.  And I am a former County Commissioner, 
and I was on the Commission during the time of the beginning of the construction of Vogtle, 
their license and operation.  I was on the Commission for 16 years.  And as some of the 
speakers before me have said, we embedded our trust in Georgia Power and the other officials 
of other power companies and NRC, and we put our trust in them and they put their trust in us, 
and we just made this whole thing a success.  (VEGP-F) 
 
Comment:  We certainly do have an impact on the local economy, on the environment, and on 
the local area, as we've been involved in civic organizations, charitable groups and community 
organizations.  We believe our employees participate in the efforts to make this community a 
better community.  So in addition to being good environmental stewards, providing significant 
contributions to the community, providing safe, clean, secure and reliable electricity, we also 
can take -- contribute to a bigger plan, the bigger energy plan of diverse sources.  And we think 
that's very valuable to the energy security in the United States.  (VEGP-K) 
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Comment:  The people at Plant Vogtle reside in the local area.  This area is home to them and 
their families.  They attend local schools and attend churches, and they support the local 
businesses.  They are also good students, good citizens and good environmental stewards.   
We're committed to being a good neighbor.  While we carry out the mission of generating 
electrical power for this area in this part of our country, we think that we make a significant 
contribution to the local community and to the state economy, as well as to the quality of life in 
this area.  So I want to thank all of our neighbors who have continued to support us.  We 
appreciate the confidence you've placed in us.  And we will work hard to continue to earn your 
trust.  That trust we don't take for granted.  That trust is embedded in our core values, in our 
core values of unquestionable trust, total commitment and superior performance.  And we try to 
do that each and every day.  (VEGP-K) 
 
Comment:  This plant is not older but it's only gotten better because we've spent lots of money 
in upgrades, and certainly we a have a state of the art technology that we have put down at 
Plant Vogtle since 1987.  So we feel like this plant is certainly a state of the art plant.  (VEGP-K) 
 
Comment:  Why renew our license at Southern Nuclear?  First of all I want to tell you, for over 
20 years, I believe that we have operated a very safe plant.  It's been very safe, it's been very 
reliable; we've provided energy at a low cost, and certainly we've surely been good 
environmental stewards.  (VEGP-K) 
 
Comment:  With me not being an elected official now, I'm not as involved with Georgia Power 
officials or NRC, or whatever, but I still support this 100 percent, and I'm just excited about the 
new reactors that's coming, and I just want to just continue to trust each other, our county 
officials put their trust in Georgia Power officials and they continue to put their trust in us.   
And so being said that, I'm just real excited about all of this now, because I just know what the 
benefit will bring to this county.  Thank you.  (VEGP-F) 
 
Comment:  Good evening ladies and gentlemen.  It's an honor and privilege to be here with 
you tonight in Burke County, and especially for such an important project as Plant Vogtle's 
expansion.  I'd like to say a few things tonight, and go on record again as being in full support of 
the Plant Vogtle project.  Again I say that Plant Vogtle is a safe plant; it's very efficiently run, 
and I hope you'll join me in being in full support of the Plant Vogtle expansion.  (VEGP-L) 
 
Comment:  Good evening, everyone.  I am your State Representative, for all of you that don't 
know me.  I represent Burke County  and also Richmond County.  I have been coming up here 
for the last few months, working and speaking with the representatives of Georgia Power and 
Southern Nuclear Energy, and getting a lot of the information about Plant  Vogtle.  And they 
have been very, very helpful, giving me the information I need and educating me on the site, 
Vogtle 1 and 2, and also on our new sites that we'll be getting, 3 and 4. 
  
I appreciate all the support that I have gotten from Plant -- from the employees of Plant Vogtle, 
and I also would like to go on record to let you know that I support Plant Vogtle, and our new 
expansion.  We have to have this for our area for growth.  We will be the only area in the CSRA 
on this side -- of Georgia, I hope, all of the CSRA that will have this opportunity to expand. 
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We're looking at 900 new jobs, thousands of jobs when the implementation plans start.  So we 
are looking at -- we will not be looking at Burke County as we see it now.  It will probably be 
twice or three times as large as it is now, and it will be an economic boon for this whole region.   
So I want you to know that your State Representative supports it, and I am here for the long 
haul.  And I hope to be a part of this, when it breaks ground for -- when it comes to fruition. 
And I thank you very much.  Thank you.  (VEGP-M) 
 
Comment:  Being in Waynesboro and growing up here all my life, I'm very concerned about 
this community.  And I've been in Burke County, and my family's been here.  I have four little 
girls that are depending on their father to make a decision for each one of them.  I believe in 
wind power; I believe in solar, solar energy.  I believe in walking when necessary; I believe in 
mass transit, I believe that you should ride your bike when you can.  I also believe in eating a lot 
and storing it up in case you need it sometime down the road.  I also believe in nuclear power.  
And I believe in Georgia Power, and I think what they have done to this community has really 
helped us.  (VEGP-E) 
 
Comment:  Good afternoon.  I come before you as Teresa Carter, Burke County Community 
Manager for the American Cancer Society.  I'm here today to provide you with information on 
Plant Vogtle's support for the American Cancer Society.  Plant Vogtle has been a dedicated 
supporter of the American Cancer Society and its Relay for Life in Burke County for several 
years, not only raising money but also awareness to support life-saving cancer research, 
programs and services.  Plant Vogtle is a corporate sponsor of the Society's Relay for Life, with 
teams of employees who raised nearly one-third of the total $77,000 raised at a Burke County 
Relay.  The Plant's strong support of our cancer fighting activities ensures Burke County's 
cancer patients, their caregivers and families, that they receive education, advocacy and 
services such as Reach to Recovery, Road to Recovery, Look Good Feel Better, Dietician On 
Call, and 24/7 patient resources to help them to fight against that terrible disease.  Thank you 
for your time.  (VEGP-H) 
 
Response:  The comments are noted.  The comments are in support of the owners of VGEP, 
their operating history, and/or the proposed expansion; and by inference, are supportive of 
license renewal at the facility.  These comments are not within the scope of 10 CFR Part 51 for 
the environmental review associated with the license renewal application for VEGP. 
 
9.b   Comments Concerning Opposition to License Renewal 
 
Comment:  Southern Alliance for Clean Energy is a non-profit energy renewal policy 
organization with members throughout Georgia.  We promote responsible energy choices that 
create global warming solutions and ensure clean, safe and healthy communities in the 
Southeast.  Enclosed are our environmental scoping comments for the license renewal 
application for Southern Nuclear’s Vogtle nuclear power plant.  We believe that extending the 
operating life of the existing reactors poses unacceptable risks that should be avoided. 
(VEGP-O) 
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Response:  The comment is noted.  The comment opposes license renewal at VEGP.  Such 
comments are not within the scope of 10 CFR Part 51 for the environmental review associated 
with the license renewal application for VEGP.  
 
9.c Comments Concerning Emergency Preparedness and Planning 

 
Comment:  And I just noticed how they practice safety in the area where I live, I think that 
within a ten-mile radius of Vogtle; I always called them sirens, but they are some kind of 
signals, and some of you guys know exactly what I'm talking about.  If we have a thunderstorm 
or anything, the next morning around 6:00 they have employees out checking these signals and 
all, you know, to make sure they are functioning and all.  This is on the weekend, holidays, or 
any time that -- any time we have bad weather you can see them coming to check these 
systems and all, like I say, and make sure they are in good working order.  (VEGP-F) 
 
Comment:  What would be the worst, or the A, B, or C, what are the evacuation plans?  How 
many people would survive?  How many hospitals would it take, what are the flights out?  What 
about the river?  Don't we owe it to our community to be precautionary, and then if we can 
answer those questions, to the approval of everyone in the community and those at large, 
which I think is nationwide because we're weighing in on it and paying for it; just then move 
forward. 
(VEGP-G) 
 
Response:  Emergency planning and preparedness are part of the current operating license.  
The NRC’s environmental review is confined to environmental matters relevant to the extended 
period of operation requested by the applicant.  Requirements related to emergency planning 
and responses are in the regulations 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50.  The 
comments are noted.  However, the comments do not pertain to the scope of license renewal 
under 10 CFR Part 51 and Part 54.  Therefore, they will not be evaluated further. 
 
9.d  Comments Concerning Security and Terrorism 
 
Comment:  This is a huge security risk.  We all know that if those planes  on 9/11 crashed into 
Indian Point, that whole area around New York would be totally uninhabitable.  (VEGP-G) 
 
Response:  The NRC and other Federal agencies have heightened vigilance and implemented 
initiatives to evaluate and respond to possible threats posed by terrorists, including the use of 
aircraft against commercial nuclear power plants and independent spent fuel storage facilities. 
The NRC routinely assesses threats and other information provided to them by other federal 
agencies and sources.  The NRC also directed that licensees implement additional measures to 
enhance their ability to address the current threat environment.  In the Memorandum and 
Order, CLI-07-08 (Feb. 26, 2007), the Commission stated several conclusions. First, the 
environmental effect caused by terrorists is simply too far removed from the natural or expected 
consequences of agency action to require a study under NEPA.  Second, a NEPA-driven 
review of the risks of terrorism would not be necessary because the NRC has undertaken 
extensive efforts to enhance security at nuclear facilities. These ongoing post-9/11 enhance-
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ments provide the best vehicle for protecting the public. Third, substantial practical difficulties 
impede meaningful NEPA-terrorism review, while the problem of protecting sensitive security 
information in the quintessentially public NEPA and adjudicatory process presents additional 
obstacles. Finally, the GEIS has already performed a discretionary analysis of terrorist acts in 
connection with license renewal and concluded that the damage and radiological release from 
such acts would be no worse than the damage and release to be expected from postulated 
accidents. 
 
The issue of security and risk from malevolent acts at nuclear power plants is not unique to 
facilities that are renewing their licenses.  These matters will continue to be addressed through 
the ongoing regulatory process as a current and generic regulatory issue that affects all nuclear 
facilities and many of the activities conducted at nuclear facilities. 
  
The comments are noted.  The NRC's environmental review is confined to environmental 
matters relevant to the extended period of operation requested by the applicant, as described in 
10 CFR Parts 51 and 54.  As such, this comment is outside the scope of the staff’s 
environmental review for VEGP’s proposed license renewal.  Appropriate safeguards and 
security measures have been incorporated into the site security and emergency preparedness 
plans.  Any required changes to emergency and safeguards contingency plans related to 
terrorist events will be incorporated and reviewed under the operating license.   
 
9.e   Comments Concerning Energy Costs 
 
Comment:  So I for one whose tax dollars will be going into this - - and in fact now up in 
Washington, they are debating in the House $50 billion - - not million but billion dollars - - in 
loan guarantees to the nuclear industry.  Fifty billion dollars.  This industry as we know could 
not exist without our federal dollars, because people will just not fund it, because it is too risky.  
(VEGP-A) 
 
Comment:  The last go around with Vogtle 1 and 2 decades ago resulted in the largest rate 
hike in Georgia’s history.  The company when asked what rate impacts could be expected from 
its proposed plan during the Integrated Resource Planning hearings at the PSC this year, 
responded by saying it didn’t know.  That type of vague response shows the massive 
uncertainties the company faces this round.  There are new complications before us today that 
didn’t exist during Vogtle 1 and 2 that make building new reactors even more threatening to 
ratepayers.  And what about the U.S. taxpayers…the people who are shouldering the massive 
subsidies the nuclear industry has lobbied Congress so hard for in order to make it economical 
to build these new nuclear plants?  And if Burke County has all this tax revenue and expects to  
see so much more, why are there still so many empty wallets here in this county?  Who stands 
to gain?  Who stands to lose? 
 
Our point is that uncertainties—such as having no federal  waste repository available, pending 
future security regulation on reactors, and accident potential that exists with all reactors—all 
have potential and serious negative impacts on ratepayers as well as taxpayers.  So don’t  
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ignore these or you will be harming the entire ratepayer population in our state wherever local 
utilities are irresponsible enough to buy into this whole agenda as well as the public at large.  
(VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The economic costs and benefits of renewing an operating license are specifically 
directed to be outside of the scope of license renewal in 10 CFR 51.95(c)(2).  As such, the 
comments can not be evaluated further. 
 
9.f  Comments Concerning Energy Needs 
 
Comment:  Additionally, we are an energy-exporting state.  We use our natural resources, 
impact our citizens' health, and pile up nuclear waste within our borders to power other states' 
air conditioning units.  The NRC needs to evaluate both Georgia's actual need for power and 
how conservation and efficiency could reduce that supposed need.  (VEGP-A) (VEGP-O)  
 
Comment:  And I heard some of my previous speakers talk about some of that, the increased 
need for power, the increased population.  But we also have to look at what are those future 
generation environmental changes going to be from those two things right there.  I didn't see 
that in the application.   (VEGP-A) 
   
Comment:  I would say that as we look at Plant Vogtle and look forward to the future, we need 
Plant Vogtle and more like Plant Vogtle, because we know the demand for electricity is only 
growing, and in fact is -- it will grow by 30 percent over the  next 15 years.  And the population is 
going to be expanding in the state of Georgia; in fact we have added over 127,000 customers 
just in the last three years alone.  (VEGP-B) 
 
Comment:  The electrical generation capacity resident in the Southeastern United States is 
going to grow.  It is imperative that utilities meet that need in a way that protects the 
environment, provides the electricity needed to meet demand, and minimizes cost to the 
average consumer.  License renewal for Vogtle Units 1 and 2 is critical to maintaining adequate 
electricity supply for this region.  Throughout the last century, the development of continents, 
nations, and regions can be shown to have direct correlation to the availability of affordable, 
abundant and reliable electricity.  The Vogtle plants help meet that requirement, and our Board 
strongly endorses the request for license renewal.  (VEGP-C) 
 
Comment:  We have recently become more involved with the important issues surrounding 
energy supply for this region, and the Southeastern United States.  It is predicted that over 40 
percent of all US population will live in the Southeast in the next few decades.  (VEGP-C)   
   
Comment:  Regarding the assessment of need, the State of Georgia projected population 
growth demands an increase in our nuclear energy production capabilities.  Just recently, the 
heat wave in Georgia caused consumers to put such a strain on Georgia Power's transformers 
until many of them burned out.  Such natural occurrences affecting our environment further 
demonstrates Georgians' need for adequate energy production and preparation for predictable  
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and unpredictable forecasts.  Additionally, the more energy production strategies we employ at 
home in the United States, the less we as a nation will have to rely on foreign countries for fuel.  
(VEGP-J) 
 
Comment:  Availability of our product -- our product affects homes, it affects schools, it 
certainly affects the hospitals and also the local businesses.  Nearly every sector of the public 
depends on electricity, the availability of the product that we produce.  Therefore, we have a  
mission, to -- that promotes the improvement of the quality of life in this area and throughout 
the State.  (VEGP-K) 
 
Comment:  And also, the demand for electricity has grown, will grow by 30 percent over the 
next 15 years.  In fact, in Georgia alone, four million people will move here by the year 2030.  
And Georgia Power in itself has added over 127,000 customers in the last three years. 
(VEGP-K)   
 
Comment:  The state needs the power, our country needs the generating power, and our local 
community needs this investment.  (VEGP-N)  
 
Response:  The need for power is outside of the scope of license renewal pursuant to 10 CFR 
51.95(c)(2).  The purpose and need for the proposed action (renewal of an operating license) is 
to provide an option that allows for power generation capability beyond the term of the current 
nuclear power plant operating license to meet future system generating needs, as such needs 
may be determined by State, utility, and where authorized, Federal (other than NRC) 
decisionmakers.   
 
9.g   Other Out of Scope Issues 
 
Comment:  Further, if we are looking to support a nuclear power infrastructure, we need to 
make sure we're able to support the needs to oversee it properly for the public.   
 
Comment:  Further, if we’re looking to support a nuclear power infrastructure, we need to make 
sure we’re able to support the needs to oversee it properly for the public—right now, the   
NRC must be aware that we’ve got a shortfall in terms of funding and capacity in Georgia to 
monitor the nuclear facilities we already have, let alone extending the operating lives of what 
we’ve already got or monitoring more that could be brought online in the future.  (VEGP-A, 
VEGP-O) 
 
Response:  The comments are noted.  These comments pertain to the availability of State 
funding to oversee and regulate nuclear power plants within the State of Georgia.  The State's 
ability to oversee nuclear facilities within their borders is outside of license renewal pursuant to 
10 CFR 51.95(c)(2) and will not be evaluated further. 
 
Comment:  I want to underscore the grave necessity for NRC to do its job and conduct a 
comprehensive review of the Vogtle  expansion proposal.  We are observing serious, notable 
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gaps in review of the Vogtle proposal – at the level of the Georgia  Public Service Commission, 
at the level of the Georgia Environmental Protection Division, at the level of the Governor’s 
office and at the level of the federal NRC.  It is your job to ensure that a full environmental 
impact review is done.  Some state agencies think you are going to do that and communities in 
the surrounding area think you are going to do that.  There are a lot of people including every 
Georgia ratepayer who will rely on the NRC to have done a sound review of this proposal.   
Georgia ratepayers will be harmed in the future from a negligent NRC review.  And there are 
serious gaps in the review thus far.  It is your job to correct this problem.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment: This draft EIS presents that impacts on people, their health, and that of the 
environment from a Vogtle expansion would be small.  We ask that you move beyond the fact 
that some of the wallets in Burke County and those of Southern’s shareholders and those 
companies involved in the expansion stand to benefit financially and conduct the proper review 
on the full socio-economic impacts for people who have to pay power bills and taxes. (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  There are keys items the Georgia PSC failed to analyze in its preliminary look at 
the Plant Vogtle expansion proposal.  It did not address the nuclear waste issues fully – neither 
the high-level radioactive waste issues nor the low-level waste issues.  In fact, Georgia Power’s 
plan filed with the Georgia PSC did not even mention low-level waste handling as an issue it 
needed to address, despite the fact that South Carolina’s compact disallows Georgia’s waste 
after 2008.  The PSC review did not address the implications of future security regulations that 
the federal government is responsible for addressing which thus far it appears NRC is also 
neglecting in this EIS review.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  The Georgia PSC has directed Georgia Power who is a large partner in the new 
Vogtle proposal to put its new capacity needs out to bid in the open market.  During Integrated 
Resource Plan proceedings this summer, PSC experts and other parties questioned the cost 
numbers that Georgia Power presented for the proposed Vogtle expansion.  The company 
tried to circumvent the PSC rules on competitive bidding this year and tried to make the case 
that Vogtle expansion is such a unique situation that it warrants special consideration outside 
the rules.  The Georgia PSC hasn’t fallen for that argument yet.  The NRC shouldn’t fall short 
by giving the company a pass on crucial issues that will have long-term, irreversible impacts on 
Georgians either.  (VEGP-O) 
 
Comment:  My name is Sara Barczak.  I am the Safe Energy Director with Southern Alliance 
for Clean Energy, a non-profit energy policy organization with members throughout Georgia.  
We promote responsible energy choices that create global warming solutions and ensure clean, 
safe and healthy communities in the Southeast.  I am also a resident of the downstream 
community of Savannah, which stands to lose especially from added water problems if more 
nuclear reactors are built at Plant Vogtle.  Expanding Vogtle will affect not just this local 
community, but Georgia as a whole and our region overall.  We disagree with the NRC 
recommendation in the draft EIS that supports approval of  the early site permit.  (VEGP-O) 
 
 
 



 

 27 

Response:  The comments are noted.  They are specific to the Draft EIS that was prepared for 
the Early Site Permit (ESP) associated with the proposed new reactors at Plant Vogtle that was 
published for public review and comment.  These comments are outside of the scope of the 
environmental review for license renewal and will not be evaluated further. 
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