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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD 

____________________________________
                                                                  ) 
In the Matter of                                       ) Docket No. 52-011-ESP 
                                                                  ) 
Southern Nuclear Operating Company ) ASLBP No. 07-850-01-ESP-BD01 
                                                                  ) 
(Early Site Permit for Vogtle ESP Site) )  February 6, 2009
____________________________________) 

SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY’S 
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DR. CHARLES C. COUTANT 

ON ENVIRONMENTAL CONTENTION 6.0

Q1: Please state your full name, address and current occupation.

A1: My name is Charles Coe Coutant.  I am a retired Distinguished Research Staff Member 

of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee.  My combined business 

and home address is 120 Miramar Circle, Oak Ridge, TN 37830-8220.  I now serve as a 

private consultant on matters of aquatic ecology and fisheries biology.

Q2: Have you previously provided written testimony in this proceeding?

A2: Yes.  I submitted pre-filed written testimony on environmental contentions (“EC”) 1.2, 

1.3 and 6.0 dated January 9, 2009.

Q3: What is the purpose of your testimony?

A3: The purpose of my testimony is to respond, on behalf of Southern Nuclear Operating 

Company (“SNC”) to certain materials submitted by Joint Intervenors on January 9, 



1018802 2

2009, and revised on February 2, 2009, regarding EC 6.0.  I am filing separate rebuttal 

testimony on EC 1.2 and EC 1.3.

Q4: To what materials submitted by Joint Intervenors regarding EC 6.0 are you 

responding?

A4: My response is directed at (a) “Joint Intervenors’ Revised Initial Written Statement of 

Position and Prefiled Direct Testimony,” dated February 2, 2009; (b) “Revised Pre-filed 

Direct Testimony of Donald F. Hayes in Support of EC 6.0,” dated February 2, 2009, and 

Joint Intervenors’ exhibits referenced therein; and (3) “Revised Pre-filed Direct 

Testimony of Shawn P. Young in Support of EC 6.0,” dated February 2, 2009, and Joint 

Intervenors’ exhibits referenced therein.

Q5: Dr. Hayes testifies in A.14 of his testimony that the FEIS should have given a range 

of estimates of environmental impacts from dredging.  In your opinion, is it useful 

for an EIS (and consistent with NRC guidelines) to provide a range of estimates as 

Dr. Hayes suggests.  

A5: No.  It does not seem reasonable to me.  In this case, since the information to narrow the 

range is not yet available, the only “range” would be from zero to maximum impacts.   

Such a broad “assessment” would not usefully inform the decision-maker.

Q6: Dr. Young recommends in A.31 of his testimony a “thorough freshwater mussel 

survey for the entire affected area.”  In your opinion, is such a survey warranted in 

view of the localized sites and limited duration of the dredging currently 

anticipated?

A6: Dr. Young appears to present this recommendation as a need for a mussel survey of the 

entire river from Vogtle to the Savannah River estuary.  I do not believe that such an 
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extensive survey is warranted considering the limited area to be dredged, if at all. Aside 

from the limited amount of dredging currently anticipated, the types of habitats that are 

likely to be dredged are known from existing studies not to be favored by freshwater 

mussels. As I discussed in my dredging report (Exhibit SNC000051), most dredging 

would remove sand bars that have accumulated at the insides of bends or in the channel. 

Detailed studies of mussels in the nearby Pee Dee River basin (Savidge 2006, cited in 

Exhibit SNC00051, and submitted as SNC000066) provide a useful baseline for the 

ecologically similar Savannah River. The Pee Dee basin study showed that shifting sand 

is poor habitat for mussels.  The study concluded that “[t]he stability of substrate 

appeared to be the most important factor determining distribution of mussels in all of the 

sites surveyed . . . .  Much of the habitat . . . is of poor quality for freshwater mussels due 

to unstable, shifting sediment. The best mussel habitat in these rivers is often restricted to 

narrow troughs, usually within the thalweg adjacent to river banks.” (SNC000066 at p.

30). This detailed mussel survey is a reasonable surrogate for the study requested by Dr. 

Young.  From it we can conclude that anticipated dredging of the Savannah River for 

Vogtle, which would concentrate on specific sites of shifting and depositing sediment and 

not on the already deep troughs, would have only a small impact on mussel fauna.

Q7: Dr. Young seems to indicate that impacts of dredging would extend into the 

Savannah River estuary.  In your opinion, would the impacts of dredging for 

construction of Units 3 and 4 extend to the Savannah River estuary?

A7: No, they would not.  Although some dredging is possible in small, localized zones of the 

river downstream of Vogtle to the head of the estuary, there would apparently be no 

dredging attributed to Vogtle in the estuary.
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Q8: In your opinion, would the dire biological impacts enumerated by Dr. Young in 

A.30 of his testimony regarding dredging occur at ecologically significant levels for 

the river ecosystem?

A8: As I have testified previously (Exhibit SNC000051), my independent analysis indicates 

that it is unlikely that there would be ecologically significant impacts to the Savannah 

River from dredging on the order anticipated by the River Survey.  Since publication of 

the FEIS, additional information has been provided concerning the actual river conditions 

and the need for dredging.  I evaluated each of the impacts hypothesized by the NRC 

staff in the FEIS and by Dr. Young in his earlier submissions, see Declaration of Shawn 

Paul Young, Sept. 22, 2008, and found them to be small and insignificant under the 

currently anticipated scope of dredging.  In accord with the testimony of the Joint 

Intervenors’ witness Dr. Hayes, the amount of impact is determined by the amount of 

dredging. In this case, dredging would be of limited geographic extent, and the impacts 

would be small for the Savannah River ecosystem.

Q9: Dr. Hayes asserts in A.21 of his testimony that sediment management from dredging 

would be a problem and that Confined Disposal Facilities (CDF) would be 

necessary. Do you agree?

A9: That sediment from dredging will have to be managed is true. However, current 

information suggests (and is discussed in my previous testimony, Exhibit SNC000051) 

that the most likely sediment disposal method for the few localized sites that might be 

dredged would be to load the sand onto barges for use downstream where sand is needed 

or to dispose of the sand in existing disposal areas in the lower river. Thus, new CDFs 

would not be necessary in the reach between Vogtle and the estuary.
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Q10: In your opinion, does the study cited by Dr. Hayes in A.23 of his testimony, (Smith 

et al.; Exhibit JTI000040) provide reliable evidence that “may suggest that 

hazardous materials are a concern” for sediments in the Savannah River between 

Vogtle and RM 36 where some dredging may occur?

A10: No.

Q11: Why is that?

A11: There are several reasons. First, the paper was published in the proceedings of a meeting 

and does not appear to have been peer reviewed (a generally accepted method for 

ensuring quality). Peer review and careful editing would have caught some of the 

document’s deficiencies, such as not giving units for mercury concentration in Table 1. 

Second, the study concerned locations in the immediate vicinity of a Chlor-alkali plant at 

Augusta (the discharge canal and stations in the Savannah River immediately upstream 

and downstream of the canal discharge), not in the river reach between Vogtle and the 

estuary where selective dredging would potentially occur. Third, the study found that 

differences in the mercury concentrations in the Savannah River upstream and 

downstream of the plant’s discharge were not statistically significant. Fourth, the mean 

mercury concentrations for downstream samples shown in the paper’s Table 1 are within 

the freshwater sediment background levels (4-51 ppb) reported by NOAA in its 

Screening Quick Reference Tables.  See Nat’l  Oceanic &  Atmospheric  Admin., 

Screening Quick Reference Tables at http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/book_shelf/

122_NEW-SQUIRTS.pdf. SNC000067.  If relevant at all, these study results contradict 

Dr. Hayes’ contention.

Q12: Are SNC000066 and SNC000067, identified in this rebuttal testimony, true, accurate
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and correct copies?

A12: Yes.

Q13: Are the scholarly or learned journals, articles or treatises referenced in this rebuttal

testimony of the type commonly relied upon in your profession?

A13: Yes.

Q14: Does this conclude your testimony?

A14: Yes.




