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Ruth Thomas
1339 Sinkler Road

Columbia, SC 29206 F1 1- \-

Chief, Rulemaking, Directives and Editing Branch
Division of Administrative Services
Office of Administration p
Mailstop TWB-05-BO1M
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001 1

(Also sent Email to: Summer.COLEIS(anrc.gov)

Subject: U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Docket Nos. 52-027 and 52-028

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing to provide formal comments regarding the scope of the Environmental
Impact Statement for the VC Summer Nuclear Station (VCSNS) construction and
operating license (COL) review. The information distributed at the scoping meeting in
South Carolina in January 2009 indicated that the National Environmental Policy Act
iequires.e Fder'al agencies to use a systematic approach to consider environmental
impacts; that ani4vrofrome'nital Impact' Statmeffiti(EIS) is reqtiired forimaj or F'ederal
actidns that mav'significantly affect the quality of the huiman environmient; and that
issuing a combined license is considered a major Federal action. Based on the
information discussed below, I believe that the VCSNS, if constructed and operated,
would have significant negative effects on the quality of the human environment.
Accordingly, I outline below what I believe to be the elements that should be included in
the scope of the EIS, along with comments about some of these elements. The categories
included below follow the wording of the National Environmental Policy Act.

1. The environmental impact of the proposed action

Among the environmental impacts that should be considered are:

a. Water quantity, water quality and water temperature effects of the VCSNS on the
Broad River, and downstream effects on the city of Columbia and the Congaree National
Park. Water quality issues were raised by intervenors in the South Carolina Public
Service Commisslonhearig on'the VCSNS held during December 2008. The city of
ýColumbia obtains a large fraconof its water supply fromin the Broad Rivreidownstieam
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b. Dangers of containing and managing the large volumes of spent fuel that will be
stored on the site. Because the Yucca Mountain long term storage facility may never be
built, spent fuel will be stored on site for the foreseeable future, and perhaps forever. The
volume of spent fuel for 3 reactors poses a substantial risk for environmental damage.

c. Risks associated with operating 3 reactors at VCSNS in a major metropolitan area
with a population of 700,000. Since the early 1980s, when VCSNS Unit 1 was
completed, the Columbia metropolitan area population has grown from 500,000 to more
than 700,000. Further, the geographic reach of the metropolitan area population today is
much closer to the VCSNS site than was true when the first unit was built. If the
probability of a serious accident in each unit at VCSNS were an independent event, the
probability would be additive over 3 units, thus tripling the risk when compared to a
single unit. A more serious issue is whether, in fact, the occurrence of an accident at one
reactor increases the risk of an accident at the other two reactors in a 3-unit complex. If
so, adding units 2 and 3 at VCSNS would more than triple the risk of an accident as
compared to a single unit. The environmental impact statement should address whether
this increased risk of an accident in a larger, more densely population metropolitan area,
is an acceptable risk. This risk is made more acute by the fact that Columbia is the state
capital of South Carolina and that the metropolitan area houses major military bases.

A good example of accident risks may be found in the history of VCSNS Unit 1. As
described in NRC Information Notice 2000-17, a refueling outage in 2000 discovered a 4
inch crack in the first weld between the reactor vessel nozzle and the A loop hot leg
piping. As pointed out in "Backgrounder on Hot Leg Crack at the V. C. Summer Nuclear
Power Plant", October 25, 2000, by the Union of Concerned Scientists, such a leak, had it
not been detected during a refueling outage, could have led to a large break loss of
cooling accident, with possible release of radioactive gases.

2. Any adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposal be
implemented.

Points a, b and c in 1 (above) are adverse environmental effects which are certain to
occur if the approval is granted and the project is built and operated.

3. Alternatives to the proposed action

The major alternative to the proposed action is increased energy efficiency, conservation
and demand side management (DSM) by the applicant utility. A review of the transcript
of the hearings held in the South Carolina Public Service Commission (PSC) hearings on
its consideration of the VCSNS (Docket 2008-196-E) provides considerable evidence that
SCE&G could do much more to promote DSM. Hearings by PSC are to be held later in
2009 on DSM at SCE&G. Greater use of renewable technologies of wind and solar are
also important alternatives.

4. The relationship between local short-term uses of man's environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity
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The operation of the VCSNS will stress water resources in South Carolina and add
radioactive contaminants to the environment. Use of the energy efficiency and renewable
energy alternatives will serve long-term productivity to a much greater extent.
Intervenors in the SCPSC hearings raised serious questions about the stress on water
resources and pointed out that alternative locations on the Atlantic Ocean would avoid
the water quantity concern.

5. Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved
in the proposed action should it be implemented.

Radioactive contaminants to the ground, air and water are irreversible. The concentration
of spent fuel on the site, given the unknown startup of Yucca Mountain or other
permanent storage sites, are a risk to the quality of the human environment in the
Columbia metropolitan area and in South Carolina.

Increased use of, and warming of, scarce water resources are irreversible; furthermore
warming trends in the environment exacerbates these effects.

6. Socioeconomic effects

The VCSNS would add an incremental amount to the employment and tax base of the
Columbia economic area. The employment effects, however, depend on worker skills that
may not be available locally. Any economic benefits of VCSNS would be more than
offset by the substantial increase in electricity prices paid by consumers. Adoption of the
alternatives of renewable energy sources and greater energy efficiency, rather than
approval of the VCSNS, would have larger employment effects and would also result in
lower long-term electricity prices.

In conclusion, the EIS should carefully consider the increased risk of nuclear accidents
and the environmental hazards associated with locating 3 reactors in a major metropolitan
area. Those drafting the EIS should make use of the testimony of the intervenors, not
merely that of SCE&G, in the South Carolina Public Service Commission hearings on the
VCSNS, Docket 2008-196-E, held in December 2008. A careful and frankly worded
statement about the environmental hazards of VCSNS Units 2 and 3 is very important in
supporting a rational decision on this project by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

Sincerely,

Ruth Thomas
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