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Federal Register notice, which is February 21, 2008 Page 9604-9606

written comments on the environmental scoping process for the EIS

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

Comments from Steven Sondheim
Energy Chair
Tennessee Sierra Club

NEPA-in general ............
I. We challenge that the Need for Bellefonte not established
II. Better Alternatives analysis needs to be done
III. Analysis of a variety of issues needs to be done
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(not necessarily in order)
1. Analyzse the effects of peak oil upon our energy use-costs will go up...usage down

2. Look at the alternative of implementing plans for energy efficiency and demand response to meet all new
demand and reduce existing energy use

3. Energy usage is already trending down in Tennessee necessitating 12% cost increases
Look at and report on what % of peak demand can be handled by DSM, reducing the need for new power plant
production to cover peak demand.
3a. Look at the costs of buying the remaining peak power need vs. the build option

4. Audit TVA's own energy efficiency
5. Audit the TVA regions energy efficiency

6. Provide Environmental impacts in areas of water, thermal pollution, danger of earthquake, etc.under
different scenarios including continuing drought.

7. Under what minimal conditions can the plants operate and how much of the time would they be shut down.
Evacuation Plans
Health Treatment Plans
Duration of Effect 4 -AS
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Plan to procure and costs of uranium

8. Waste disposal and safety and levels of confidence.

9. Real Cost re-analysis study-taking into account all costs including subsidies, mining, fuel, transportation,
construction and material increases, legal fees, operation, waste disposal, inflation, cost increases, increasing
scaricity of uranium, etc.

10. Analyze how power needs could be met without the Bellefonte power plant, with efficiency, conservation,
and renewables. What would it take? It would be instructive to see this as a goal and to know what is necessary
to get there.

Costs estimates increasing from 4 to 7 to 11 to 14 cents per kWh-no longer competitive
Produce an up-to-date financial analysis taking into account new projected. costs, debt service, rising scarcity of
uranium vs cost/benefit of other sources including renewables over 20 year decreasing cost basis, efficiency and
conservation.

Challenge the Power Need Projection Increases of 2% per year and the Need for Bellefonte
The good news is that there are already available ways to do the same and even increasing amounts of work
with reduced energy. The better news is that as our nation changes its infrastructure for a viable future, we will
be able to do more with less.

The nation and this state are on the cusp of a change in energy policy. There will be incentives on less energy
use, energy efficiency, and new infrastructure that allows needs to be met with less travel, more efficient
distribution systems, localized power, less transmission, etc.

Environmentally speaking, nuclear is a bad move risk wise-assure to a level of confidence.
Economic not viable-evaluate finances without subsidies.

We consider nuclear unnecessary and foolhardy for a number of reasons. Its safety, risk factors, waste handling,
environmental impacts, and cost are questionable at best. We actually think it is a poor investment as evidenced
by Wall Street's unwillingness to back it without huge government guarantees and subsidies. On cost alone,
nuclear seems implausible

Please see attachments for additional information.

Steven Sondheim
Energy Chair
Tennessee Sierra Club
271 N Rose
Memphis, Tn 38117
901 761-1793

Be a better friend, newshound, and know-it-all with Yahoo! Mobile. Try it now.
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Tennessee Sierra Club Chapter Statement on TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant

Steven Sondheim, Energy Chair, and Ross McCluney, Member, Tennessee Chapter, Sierra Club
3 April 2008

Our primary objections to new nuclear generating capacity in the TVA system, specifically at the
Bellefonte site, are based on concerns over several special and unique environmental impacts of
nuclear power in areas of water, thermal pollution, and nuclear radiation hazards connected to
the dangers of earthquake damage, terrorist attack on the reactors, on the radioactive wastes and
fuel stored at the site, and on radioactive material transport off site. The continuing drought is a
special concern in the light of the anticipated high water uses of the proposed power plant. We
also object on a variety of other grounds, including economics and strongly challenge the need
for new generation capacity in the TVA system.

The Need for Bellefonte has not Been Established

If the environmental concerns were not enough, the need for new generating capacity has not
really been established. Energy usage is already trending down in most of the TVA service
region, necessitating 12% cost increases [over what time period?] [ref].

A substantial percentage of, if not all, peak demand can be handled by Demand Side
Management (DSM), reducing the need for any new peaking capacity.

[Look at the costs of buying the remaining peak power need vs. the build option]

Better Alternatives Are Available

Even if TVA really did need new capacity, there are alternative means of obtaining it that are
safer, cheaper, bring new power production online much faster than nuclear reactors, and are
inherently more benign environmentally.

A Variety of Additional Issues Indicate that the Nuclear Option is a Bad Idea

1. Analyze the effects of peak oil upon our energy use---costs will go up.. .usage down. ýSIww

2. Look at the alternative of implementing plans for energy efficiency and demand response to
meet all new demand and reduce existing energy use

4. Audit TVA's own energy efficency-pvaluateWhat mpro vements could be ride:anid how
much'power-saved. Adi hhs tothe,,anlysis, for the need of this __e__lanl_

5. Audit the TVA region's energy efficiency 1evaluate what improvements could be made and
_ow much Dower. saved. dddthis to the analy s forthe need of this powerplant

. Do a cost comparlsog' - a v ersusL
the. build bopion- .



7. Under what minimal conditions can the plants operate and how much of the time would they
be shut down. Wpeter 1 temjtur- , etc.
Evacuation Plans
Health Treatment Plans
Duration of Effect
Plan ....... . ...niu d costs o uraium " r time. wipe d. 'cost increases

8. Waste disposal and safety and levels of confidence.

Recommendations

We believe that a re-analysis of the real costs of the nuclear option should be performed. It
should take into account all costs including subsidies, mining of ore, processing to fuel,
transportation of fuel, wastes, and other construction materials, legal and insurance fees, costs of
operation, direct and indirect (taxpayer borne) waste disposal, inflation, securing the plant from
both accidental and terrorist radiation leaks, and fuel cost increases due to the rising scarcity of
uranium.

A more in-depth analysis should be performed of how power needs could be met without the
Bellefonte power plant, using energy efficiency investments, energy conservation, and
investment in renewable energy supplies. The study should include costs, methods, and possible
scheduling of these alternative strategies. The study should include a more up-to-date financial
analysis not relying on old data, considering new projected costs, debt service, rising scarcity of
uranium vs cost/benefit of other sources including renewables over at least a 20 year period.

We challenge the Power Need Projection that calls for increases of 2% per year.

The good news is that there are already available ways to maintain and even increase the
amounts of work performed by the generated power, but with reduced power output. The better
news is that as our nation changes its infrastructure for a viable future, more will be done with
less energy and environmental impact. The TVA environmental analysis and other projections
should include this fact.

The nation and the TVA region are on the cusp of a change in energy policy. There will be
incentives for using less energy, for employing more energy efficiency, for building and
operating greener, and new infrastructure will be developed that allows needs to be met with less
travel, more efficient distribution systems, localized power, less transmission, and all of this with
greater energy security and lower threats to terrorist attack. TVA planning should include these
changes in its planning studies.

Environmentally speaking, nuclear is a bad move, riskwise. The utility's economics are not
viable. It's finances should be evaluated in the absence of heavy government subsidies.

We consider nuclear unnecessary and foolhardy. Its safety, risk factors, waste handling,
environmental impacts, and cost are questionable at best. We actually think it is a poor



investment, evidenced by Wall Street's unwillingness to back it without huge government
guarantees and subsidies. On cost alone, the nuclear option seems implausible.



Comments at TVA Board Meeting February 15,2008

We applaud TVA's recent efforts at efficiency, conservation and renewables. However, we would like to see a much more
aggressive program in order to preserve the economic vitality of the southeastern region,. to reduce energy costs for consumers in
the long term and to begin to help make significant reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. The need for new power plants can
be reduced by this approach as many other states are doing. New power plants are extremely capital intensive and financially
risky. Instead TVA could be in the business of leading the way by incentivizing efficiency and conservation. Projecting into the
future, renewables will cost less than either nuclear or coal. It would be prudent to invest in renewables now for a competitive
TVA and a viable economy in Tennessee's future.

It is important to keep the eye on a critical prize. 'The bottom line is to track the amount of carbon dioxide and to reduce it by
2% per year for the next 40 years. TVA needs to come up with a plan to do this and of course to work in conjunction with
consumers and the State of Tennessee for an 80% reduction in C02 by 2050. With legislation pending at the federal level, it is
critical that TVA get ahead of the-curve so that our region benefits from investment in the clean technologies of the future rather
than remaining stuck in the past. Currently the State of Tennessee is working on a State Energy Plan and Climate Change
legislation. TVA's future needs to be coordinated with these voluntarily before it is becomes mandated.

We respectfully challenge some of TVA's assumptions in recent reports, namely:
1. Power Need Projections will increase by 2% per year
2. Need for new power plants

The nation and this state are on the cusp of a change in energy policy. TVA can either resist this or get on board. There will be
restrictions on C02, incentives on less energy use, energy efficiency, new infrastructure that allows needs to be met with less
travel, more efficient distribution systems, localized power, less transmission, etc. Ready us for this, instead of betting the farm
on centralized power, especially nuclear, which looks like a bad move, both economically and risk wise. TVA must be a part of
the solution to climate change, must confront and take on the carbon challenge before it buries us. TVA has a responsibility as a
corporate good citizen to help us prepare for a cleaner and economically viable future.

We challenge the assumption of an approximate 2% increase in power demand per year over the next period of years. In fact
energy consumption has been decreasing steadily this past year prompting TVA to raise rates by 12% to pay its fixed costs. The
good news is that there are already available ways to do the same and even increasing~amounts of work with reduced energy.
The better news is that as our nation changes its infrastructure for a viable future, we will be able to do more with less.

Environmentally speaking, nuclear power is a bad move. Nuclear is not a viable option until waste disposal and safety are
assured. It is unnecessary and foolhardy for a number of reasons. Safety, risk factors, waste handling, environmental impacts,
and cost are questionable at best. Nuclear power is a poor investment as evidenced by Wall Street's unwillingness to back it
without huge government guarantees and subsidies. On cost alone, nuclear seems implausible

First, we request a Real Cost re-analysis study-taking into account all costs including subsidies, mining, fuel, transportation,
construction and material increases, legal fees, operation, waste disposal, etc. Put new nuclear power plants on hold until the
safety, disposal, and economic viability can be discerned. Invest in the development of renewables and efficiency to replace new
power plants. TVA could become a leader and a cleaner, leaner, more responsive energy provider.

Second, we request that TVA do an analysis of how power needs could be met without new power plants, by depending on
efficiency, conservation, and renewables. What would it take? It would be instructive to see this as a goal and to know what is
necessary to get there.

We know your scientists and analysts are top-notch. Please put them to work on solving these problems for our future.
We see a good future, well-balanced, with prosperity for all.

Steven Sondheim - Energy Chair, Sierra Club


