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Southern Alllance for Clean Energy isa reglonal non-proﬁt orgamzatlon with members in South

Carohna and across the Southeast concerned: about the meacts energy chorces have on our
health, « economy and envrronment :

Ut111t1es i
wh11e p

or our pocketbooks The NRC must better evaluate‘these altematlyes ‘mcludmg a combmatlon of
them, more thoroughly before allowmg SCE&G to ‘commit; the: brlhons of dollars; millions. of
gallons of water and at least an entrre decade to bu11d1ng these reactors when that time and

Renewable energy technologres like bio= energy, ‘solar, and ‘wind are riot hkely terrorist targets
nor have the capac1ty, m terms of acc1dents to k111 thousands of people or permanently

theipubllc save consumers money and pre , 6ur water resources South Carolma ut111t1es
have srgmﬁcant resources to tap 1n these areas as outlmed 1n a recent extensive- report “Energy

/C’;QJ—_DS =
P.O. Box 1842 250 Arizona Avenue; NE 29 North Market Street P.O: Box 8282 P.O. Bok 1833
Knoxville, TN 37901 Atlanta, GA 30307 Suite 409 Savannah, GA 31412 Pittsboro, NC 27312
Phone: {865) 637-6055 " Phorie: (404) 373-5832 Asheville, NC 28801 Phone: {912) 201-0354 Phorie: (919) 545-2920

Toll-free: (866) 522-SACE Fax: (770) 234-3909 Phone: (828) 254-6776

St 524_4472&%7%_— Fax: (828) 254-5466 Q%Q, = / %7/((90/’) (/ﬂ 3_ l/,1>




Page 2 of 3, Southern Alliance for Clean Energy VC Summer draft EIS comments

Efﬁc1ency in the South,” by, Georgra Tech and Duke Umver31ty and. our 2009 report “Yes We
Can Southern Solut1ons for a National Renewable Standard w2

Santee Cooper and SCE&G have wmd resources wrthm the1r service territories. The Clemson
Umver51ty Restoratlon Instltute shows that South Carc lina is porsed to léad the ”‘harge toward
renéwable offshore wind energy with 1ts_h1gh offshore wmd capacity and to reap, large economic

~ benefits from the manufacture of wind turbines. Though ffshore wind is mentioned in the DEIS,
itis- downplayed Wind, solar clean b1o-energy sources, and: efficiency should be fuly employed
before burldlng expensive and risky nuclear reactors. The NRC should evahiate a combination of
these resources as a viable altematrve to bmldmg new reactors The NRC isnot llmr dto -
comparing . only wmd onuclear or only solar to nuclear —a: combmatlon of altemat1ves is.
certainly an option: the NRC should evaluate.

The utilities are overestifating capacny needs g1ven their rellance on 2006 proje ectlons and the
NRC needs to fully evaluate whether the addrtronal generatmg capacny 1s _truly: needed

’ efﬁc1ency and fer ables or the no: actlon alternatlve It 1 ghly unhkely that the cost: £
bu11d1ng two neW reactors at the Summer site would cost $9.8 billion as expressed in Table 10-4
of the DEIS.* :

Water Impacts -

Nuclear p power plants. havea. large unpact on water quant1ty and qualrty, Nuclear power plants
release radioactive contaminants.and: hazardous chemicals mto surroundmg ater resources,
contribute greatly to thermal. pollutlon negatively unpact aquatlc life, and requ1re enormous
volumes.-of water in order to operate. Nuclear power requires more water use than other
trad1t1onal fornis of energy- productlon and s1gn1ﬁcantly more water than energy efficiency
measures and clean’ energy technologles such as solar and wind.’ ‘Neéither this reahty, nor the
history of severe droughts in this region, is adequately consrdered in‘the DEIS.

The DEIS states that Unit 1 uses 767 million gallons of water per day.’ Table 3-6 in the draft EIS

! See http /fwww.seealliance. oryse efficiency_: study/fiill_s report_efficiency. in _the_south. pdf

2 See http://ww. cleanenergy org/rmages/ﬁles/SERenewable5022309rev pdf

? See http://www.clemson.ediv/restoration/focus_areas/reniewable_enéigy/wind/indéx.htmi

* United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement for Combined Licenses at the Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 & 3, NUREG-1939, vol. 1, Table' 10-4,.p, 10-21, Apiil 2010

* Hoffmann, J., S. Forbés, T. Feeley, U.S. DOE, Estimating Freshwater Needs to Meet 2025 Electrical Generanng Capacity Forecasts, June 2004.
¢ United States Nuclear Regulatory: Commission (NRC), DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement for Combined Licenses a the Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 & 3, NUREG-1939, vol. 1, p. 5-24, April 2010.
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shows that the proposed two new. reactors are estlmated to w1thdraw 53.5 mllhon gallons per day
from the Montlcello Teservoir durmg normal use and consume, or- lose between 39-44 million
gallons per day These are massive quant1t1es So the. combmed water withdrawals for all three
reactors (1 ex1stmg, 2 proposed) would be over 820 nnlllon gallons per day, competlng with the
93.4 million gallons per day required for public¢ use in the economic impact area of the proposed
site.”

The Broad River system, from which the existing - and proposed new V.C. Suminer reactors will
rely; is already stressed and i relied upon by a va.nety of mdustrlal a.nd MUnicit al users Further
other- proposals, such as Duke Energy s efforts to expand the CllffSlde coal plant : : )
new reactors at the Lee site in South Carolma, also-aim to- use huge amounts of water ﬁom the
Broad Rlver The full extent of these proposed lmpacts are not discussed in the draft EIS. With
all of these proposals srmultaneously underway, the combmed effect of these proposals must be
evaluated: by the NRC to-ensure informed and prudent demsmns are made on how to best use
limited water resources.

Cumulatlve Impacts

South:Carolina is the most nuclear: power reliant state in the Southeast and the third most reliant
inthe. country, with about 58% of its electnmty produced by nuclear power. Further, a host of
nuclear waste. and nuclear mdustnal ‘opérations-are here in Sou_, h:Carolina. The Savannah Rrver
Site nuclear weapons complex near Alken'ls‘the most radloactlve Department of Energy site in
the nation. The Barnwell tadioactive waste _nuclear dump is also ‘a:_radloactwe hot spot, Nowhere
in the D DEIS does it drscuss the cumulatlve vimpacts of havm _ese nuglear fac111t1es operatmg

dec1s1on on addmg two more ¢ reactors 1nto thls already radloactlve rmx

Summary

Fundamentally, we believe the DEIS has not fully. addressed the full enwronmental and public -
health impacts of the V.C. Summer proposal or the pos51b111ty of I pursumg a combmatlon of
alternative . energy optlons With billions of ratepayer and likely taxpayer dollars { gomg towards
this pI‘Q] ject, it is frustratmg that a full and comprehens1ve analys1s of how this proposal will
impact. South Carolinians and their surrounding natural environs has not been the outcome in this
draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Sara Barczak, Program Director &
Mandy Hancock, Orgamzer

High Risk Energy Choices Program
Southern Alliance for Clean Energy

7 United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), DRAFT-Environmental Impact Statément for Combined Licenses at the Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 & 3, NUREG-1939, vol. 1, p. 3-37, Table 3-6, April 2010. .
® United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement for Combmed Licenses at the Virgil C.
Summer Nuclear Station Units 2 & 3, NUREG 1939, vol. 1, p. 160, Table 2-37, April 2010.



