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November 28, 20 I I 

Lisa Jackson, Administrator
 
Environmental Protec¡ion Agency
 
Âricl Rios Building
 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
 
Washington, DC 20460
 

eaÐ 272-0t67
 
jackson.lisa@epa.gov 

RE: Clean Air Act Petition of Parf 70 Air Quality Operating Permit 

Dear lVfs. Jackson: 

On behalf ol'the Blue Ridge Environmental De lense l.eague. I rvrite to bring to your 

attention an important matter regarding a Clean Air Act petition rve submitted over one year ago 

rvhich renrains not only unresolved but to rvhich the EPA has not formally replied. I respecttìrlly 

request that you have the agency rcview this matter and dircct thc appropriate agent to respond to 

our petition. 

On August 10, 20 10, pursuant to thc Clcan Air Act $ 505(bX2). lve filecl thc petition based 

on objcctions to the Paft 70 Air Quality Opcrating Permit issued by the Georgia Environmental 

Protection Division fòr the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant.l ¡\s you knorv. Section 505 

petitions under the Âct arc subjcct to specifìc administrative deadlines and judicial review. 'lhe 

Act states in rclevant part: 

l'he Administrator shall grant or deny such pctition rvithin 60 days aftcr the pctition is 

fìled. 'lhe Administrator shall issue an objection within such period il'the petitioner 
demonstrates to the Administrator that the permit is not in compliance rvith the 

requirements of this Act, including the rcquirements of the applicable implenrentation 
plan. Any denial olsuch petition shall be subject to judicial review under section 307. 

The Administrator shall inclucle in regulations under this titlc provisions to implement 
this paragraph. The Administrator may not delegate the requiremcnts of this paragraph. 

In bric'f Georgia Environmental Protection Division approvcd a permit mc¡dification fbr the 

plant to add I'our nerv cooling torvers ior an expanding nuclear porvcr plant. Ratlionuclide 

emisslons to the atrrrosphere are regulatcd as hazardous air pollutants undcr'l'itlc Ill ofthe 

f'ederal Clean Air Act. Although enlorcement of'the Clean Air Act regulations rclated to nuclear 
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porver plant licenses are delegated to the tJS Nuclear Regulatory Commission. the Part 70 Air 

Quatity Operating Pcrmitfir the cooling towers issued by the Ccorgia Environmental Protection 

Division is authorized under the fèderal Clean Air Act,l not the Atomic Energy Act. 

The Clean Air Act requires the maximum degree of reduction in emissions, including a 

prohibition on such emissions rvhcre achievable. Iror examplc. although emission rates fïom the 

cooling torvers and other sourccs are measured. the millirem standard for maximum allowable 

dosage to thc public is an ambient standârd, not an emission limit. Without ambient 

measurements, EPD cannot asstrrc the public that emissions olradionuclides are below the 

regulatory limits. 

Aside lrom specific environmental issues. our petition seeks to clarify'thc lines ol'authority 

and the accountability under thc law. Cooling towers at nuclear power plants are granted 

operating permits under the Clean Air Act by states' permitting agencies under agreelnent with 

the EPA. What, then, is the Agency's response to our petition? 

Thanli you for your attention to this mâtter. 

Sincerely,, 

Louis A. Zeller, Executive Director 

Attachment: Clean Air Act Petition VEGP August 10, 2010 
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Clean Air Act $502(a) and 40 CFR 70.3 



BEFORE THE ADMINTSTRATOR
 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 

ln the matter of a 

Parf 70 Air Quality Operating Pennit 
Issued by Georgia Environmental Protection Division to 
Vogtle Electric Cenerating Plant 
Waynesboro, Georgia 
Pennit No. 49 I I -033-0030-V-02-3 
AIRS No. 0+l 3-033-00030 

August 10, 2010 

THF'. RT .tiF' RÍNGF' F"NVÍRONMF'NTA I DF F'F'.NSF' I ' AGI IF''S PF.TITION
 
TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
TO OBJECT TO THE TITLE V AIR OUALITY PERMIT
 

ISSUED TO VOGTLE ELEçTRIC GENERATING PLANT
 
BY THE$EORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURqES
 

The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League ("BREDL") hereby petitions the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency to object to the a¡nendment of'the Title V permitl 

("Permit") issued by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources Environmental Protection 

l)ivision ("EPD") to Vogtle Electric Cenerating Plant ("Vogtle"). The grounds for this petition 

are set forth in the fbllowing: (l) Letterof April 6,2010 by the Blue Ridge Environmental 

Defense League to James A, Capp, Chiefì Air Protection Branch, Environmental Protection 

Division, Ceorgia Department of Natural Resources ("Exhibit l") and (2) Oral remarks 

presented on April 6,2010 at the EPD public hearing in Waynesboro, Ceorgia. Pursuant to the 

Clean Air Act g 505(b)(2), this pet¡tion is based on objections to the Pennit which were raised 

during the public comment period provided by EPD. 

I Pennit No. 491 l-033-0030-V-02-3 
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Background 

On May 27,2009, Southern Nuclear Operating Company submitted Georgia Air Quality 

Application No. 18986 for a major modificationl of the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant for the 

purpose of adding 4 cooling towers and l3 diesel engines. On April 6, 2010, the Ceorgia 

Environmental Protection Division-Air Protection Branch held a hearing in Waynesboro, 

Georgia, to receive comments regarding the draft permit from members of the interested public. 

Members of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League testified at the hearing and 

submitted written comments. See Exhibit l. In a letter dated June I l, 2010, the Ceorgia 

Department of Natural Resources informed Southern Nuclear Operating Company that the 

EPA's 45-day review period had expired and that'o...Permit Amendment No.49l l-033-0030-V­

02-3...for the construction and operation of equipment to support nerv nuclear Units 3 and 4 

including cooling towers. . . is norv tìnal." 

Basis 

Under the federal Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 and implementing regulations, 42 

U.S.C. 7401 et seq., a Title V/Part 70 permit must include sufficient periodic monitoring to 

assure compliance with applicable requirements including Nerv Source Performance Standards 

and Prevention of Significant Deterioration. Part70 mandates that Title V permits "assure 

compliance with all applicable requirements," 40 CFR $ 70.6(aXl). F'urther, the Adrninistrator 

of ËPA must object to the issuance of a proposed permit which is not in compliance with 

applicable requirements. 40 CFR $ 70.8(c)( I ). 'fhe 1990 Arnendmenrs to the Clean Air Act 

compelcertain stationary sources of air pollution to obtain permits from state and local 

3 A modifìed source is "any physical change in...a stationary source which increases the amount 
of any air pollutant emitted by such source or which results in the emission of any air pollutant 
not previously emitted." Clean Air Act Section I I l(a)( ) 
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authorities that identily all emission limits fbr the source and also include "monitoring ... 

requirements to assure compliance with the permit terms and conditions." 42 U.S.C. $ 7661c(c). 

Issue l: The EPD Permit lacks nractical enforceability 

The BPD Permit is vague, omits required testing, monitoring, record keeping and 

reporting, and does not fully meet the requirements of 40 C.F.R $70.6(a). 

The Permit approved by EPD allows the addition of two natural draft cooling towers for 

the Circulating 'üy'ater System and trvo mechanical draft cooling to\¡/ers for the Service Water 

System. The Permit Appendix incorrectly lists the Cooling'fowers as "lnsignificant Activities 

Based on Emission Levels." However, radionuclides are known to be emitted from nuclear 

power plant cooling towers. These emissions can take a variety of chemical and physical forms. 

A20A4 EPA report on fugitive emissions of radionuclides describes how cooling towers may 

release radioactive pollution.3 

Wet-cooling towers are heat-exchangers used to dissipate large heat loads from 
industrialprocesses. Water is used as the medium to transfer heat away frorn the coils 
that contain the process fluids. Under normal conditions, the two fìuids never mix. In 
the event of a leak, horvever, the cooling fluid may become contaminated by the process 

fluid. Within the tower, some of the cooling fluid is drawn up as droplets by convection 
currents and released as drift droplets. The fine droplets are then carried downwind, and 

the larger droplets settle out of the air and deposit near the tower. Some towers are 

equipped with drift or mist eliminators to minimize such emissions. 

The report characterizes these radionuclide ernissions and points to a case-by-case determination 

for certain facilities: 

The emission of radioactivity from wet-cooling towers is further complicated by the 
possible speciation of radioactivity in the circulating water. For example, some 
radionuclides, such as uranium, cesium, iodine, etc., may chenrical[y bind with minerals 
or chemical inhibitors, and would thus not be available for release through evaporation. 

] Ìulethodsfor Estimaling Fugilive Air Emi.çsions of Radionuclidesfron Diffuse Sources al DOE 
Facilitie.s: Final Report, Paragraph 5.1.2 "Wet-Cooling Towers," Prepared by Eastern Research 
Group lor US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Radiation and Indoor Air, Radiation 
Protection Division, Contract No. 63-10F-0036K, September 3,2004 
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Conversely, tritium and noble gases (e.g., xenon, krypton, argon, radon, etc.), may be 

most efficiently dispersed by cooling towers, since by design cooling towers work as 

very effective aerators, allowing enhanced evaporation or vaporization of [tritiated 
rvaterl. Given these various considerations, estimating release rates for radionuclides 
from wet-cooling towers, either by mechanically-induced draft or natural draft, may 
have to be addressed on a case-by-case basis. 

The Permit lists inter alia the following emission units: Circulating Water System 

Cooling Towers, Unit CWTI and Unit CWT2, and two new Service Water System Cooling 

Towers, Unit SWSI and Unit SWS2. The Permit cites applicable federal standards lor 

prevention of significant deterioration,40 CFR $ 52.21, and conesponding permit conditions 

which state: 

3.3. l3 The Permittee shall construct and operate the Service water System Cooling 
Towers (Source Codes: SWS I and SWS2) with a Drift Loss Rate of 0.005% 
or less. [40 CFR 52.21] 

3.3.14 The Perrnittee shall construct and operate the Circulating Water Cooling 
Towers (Source Codes: CWTI and CWT2) rvith a Drift Loss Rate of 
0.0005% or less. [40 CFR 52.211 

The Environmental Protection Agency is obligated under 40 CFR Part 70 to ensure that 

adequate periodic monitoring is incorporated into Part 70 permits. In order for the permit to be 

practically enforceable, the monitoring and recordkeeping requirements for each emission limit 

in the perrnit must be clearly spelled out in the permit to provide all parties with adequate 

inflormation about what recordkeeping and monitoring which the permittee is required to perform 

in order to demonstrate compliance with the emission limits in the Title V permit; in other 

words, 'þnforceable by the Administrator and citizens under the Act." 40 CFR 70.6 (bXl). 

However, the Permit has no specific requirements for testing, monitoring, record keeping 

or reporting for sources SWS l, SWS2, CWT I or CWT2. Further, the Permit attaches no general 

testing, monitoring, record keeping or reporting requirements to these emission units. Therefore, 

the Permit lacks practical enforceability. 
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Issue 2: Permit Fails foJroperly t,imit Ha-qrdous Air Pollutants
 

The permit issued by EPD does not comply with applicable requirements of the
 

Clean Air Act; specifically, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
 

(',NESHAP").
 

Pursuant to the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, new sources oflhazardous air
 

pollutants, including radionuclides, are to be strictly regulated:
 

The maximum degree of reduction in emissions that is deemed achievable for new
 
sources in a category or subcategory shall not be less stringent than the emission control
 
that is achieved ín practice by the best controlled similar source, as deternrined by the
 
Administrator. 

Clean AirAct !i I l2(dX3). This is the Marirnum Achievable ControlTechnology (MACT) 

standard. These provisions comprise a minimum standard, a "MACT floor" below which neither 

the EPA nor a permitting authority may allow a new facility to operate. MACT standards differ 

frorn BACT, best available control technology, in important ways: 

Emissions standards prornulgated under this subsection and applicable to new or 
existing sources of hazardous air pollutants shall require the maxirnum degree ofl 
reduction in emissions of the hazardous air pollutants subject to this section (including 
a prohibition on such emissions, where achievable) that the Administrator, taking into 
consideration the cost of achieving such emission reduction, and any non-air 
quality health and environmental irnpacfs and energy requirements, determines is 

achievable for new or existing sources [emphasis added] 

Clean Air Act $ I l2(d)(2). Air pollution sources subject to Part 70 operating permit rule 

requirements are determined by the Clean Air Act.a Section I l2(b) of the Act includes 

mdioactive materials (CAS No. I 165) as hazardous air pollutants and imposes health-based 

emission standards. EPA classifìes all radionuclides as known human cancer causing agents 

(Group A carcinogens¡.i Radioactive emissions of particutar concern include strontium-90 and 

cesium-137, both having thirty-year-plus half-lives, and iodine-13 l. having a short half-life of 

t 
Clean Air Act $502(a) and 40 CFR 70.3 

' Radionuclide Carcinogenicity Slope Factors: HEAST, USEPA, 
http ://wrvw.epa. gov/rpd r.veb00/heast/i ndex. h tm I 
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eight days but known to cause thyroid cancer. In addition to being highly radioactive, cesiutn­

137 is mistaken for potassium by living organisms. This means that it is passed on up the food 

chain and bioaccumulated by that process. Strontium-90 mimics the propertics of calcium and is 

deposited in bones where it may either cause cancer or darnage bone marrow cells. Tritium, 

radioactive hydrogen, has a half-life of 12.3 years and combined with oxygen becomes water. 

Tritium is hazardous if inhaled and can be absorbed through pores in the skin, leading to cell 

damage and an increased risk of cancer. The Permit application states that the Circulating Water 

Cooling Towers may emit up to 63 tons of particulates per year. 

Title llI of the Act directs regulatory agenoies to assess residual risk after the 

implementation of the initial standards and impose tighter standards to protect public health. For 

example, EPA's Maximum Contaminant Level(MCL) frorn man-made radionuclides in drinking 

water is 4 rnillirem per year. The concentration of tritium which is assumed to yield 4 millirem 

per year is 20,000 picocuries per liter (pCi/l).ó 

However, no MACT has been issued for radionuclides. Further, although emission rates 

from the cooling towers and other sources are quantified, the millirem standard for maximum 

allowable dosage to the public is an ambient standard, not an emission limit. Without ambient 

measurements, EPD cannot assure that smissions of radionuclides are belorv 10 millirem per 

year toany member of the public as required by larv. At present, EPA cannot assure that Plant 

Vogtle will meet NESHAP radionuclide emissions lirnits. 

Although Clean Air Act regulations related to nuclear power plants are delegated to the 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NRC-licensed facilities must nevertheless meet requirements 

of the Clean Air Act which limit radionuclide emissions to the atmosphere. Federal regulations 

limitmaximum individual exposure to l0 millirem per year from airborne emissions that result 

u EPA Facts About Tritium, luly 2002, 
http://wrvw.epa.gov/superfund/health/contaminantslradiation/pdfs/tritium.pdf 

http://wrvw.epa.gov/superfund/health/contaminantslradiation/pdfs/tritium.pdf
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in exposure through any environmental pathway. l0 CFR $ 50 Appx. I. This translates into a 

risk of 5.6 excess fatal cancers/10,000 people. BEIR V, Table 4-2, pp. 172-173. 

The Environmental Protection Agency designated radionuclides (radioactive atoms which 

emit ionizing radiation) as a hazardous air pollutant pursuant to Section I l2 of the Act, 42 

U.S.C. 7412. See 44 F.R. 76738 (December 27,1979). Such a standard must be established at a 

level that the Administrator determines "provides an ample margin of safety to protect the public 

health from such h¿zardous air pollutant." 42 U.S.C. 7412(b) (l XB). 

EPA's delegation of authority does not end the agency's authority or responsibilities. In 

US v. Chevron,EPA reserved to itself the power to continue enforcement of the Clean Air Act 

where it sarv fit, despite the absence of or difflerent action on the part ofa state agency. Clean Air 

Act, $$ l0l et seq., lll(c)(2), I l2(dX2), as amended,42 U.S.C.A. $$ 7401 et seq., 74ll(c)(Z), 

7412(d)(2). U,S. v. Chevron, U.S.A. lnc.,757 F'.Supp. 5 12, E.D.Pa., 1990. Nonvithstanding the 

actions of the NRC or the EPD regarding radioactive emissions from cooling towers, the EPA 

retains the ability and the duty to ensure the Act is enforced. 

For example, Method I l4 is a test rnethod for radionuclide emissions from stationary 

sources. As an alternative to atmospheric dispersion models, federal regulations permit the use 

of environmental measurements at critical receptor locations to demonstrate compliance with 

applicable standards. 40 CFR |i 6l .93(bX5). 

Issue 3: Permit Fails to Protect Public Health 

The Permit's failure to properly limit radionuclides puts residents at risk of higher levels of 

morbidity and mortalify from low level radiation. 

During oral remarks to the April 6,2010 public hearing in Waynesboro, Rev. Claude 

Howard told the hearing of'ficer that he opposed the expansion of Plant Vogtle and that cancer 
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has risen sínce Vogtle went into operation. Rev, Howard lives 6 miles from Vogtle. Janet Marsh 

requested that a cumulative impact assessment of Burke County be done because of the high rate 

of cancer incidence and mortality. Exhibit I lists the known annual radioactive air emissions 

fronr Vogtle. 

In the technical literature there are methodologies and models for calculating nuclear 

reactor cooling water systems' radionuclide emissions to the atmosphere. The following is an 

excerpt from a study done by Westinghouse Savannah River Company:7 

During and following a process water leak, the radionuclide transport model determines 
the time-dependent release rates of radionuclide from the cooling water system to the 

environment via evaporation to the atmosphere and blow-down to the Savannah River. 

The Westinghouse study was one of a series in a Liquid Pathway Activity System which also 

considered radionuclides in process water and river water. 

The Indian Point nuclear generating units provide a second example of potential 

radioactive releases from civilian Westinghouse pressurized water reactors. In February 2000, a 

steam generator tube in Unit 2 ruptured, causing a leak of 90 gallons per minute to the secondary 

side. The leak tripped the unit, causing reactor shut dorvn. Horvever, the leak continued despite 

shut-down, causirrg the reactor operator to vent radioactive lvater to the atmosphere. Prior to the 

rupture, the permitted leakage rate of radioactive water was 3 gallons per da¡ over one thousand 

gallons per year.8 Two phenomena are at work here: Accidental releases and routine releases. 

Service Water Systems and their associated cooling towers, such as EPD Pennit Units 

SWS I and SWS2 at Vogtle, can and do release radionuclides to the environment. The problems 

7 A Modet¡or Radionuclide Transport in the Cooling Woter Systenr, S.D. Kahook, Savannah 

River Technology Center, WSRC:TR -92-261, August 1992 
o "The Steam Cenerator Tube Rupture at Indian Point," The Nuclear Tourist, 
hnp://nuc leanouri st.com/events/sg_tube. htm 



I
 

engendered by the loss of essential service rvater (ESW) are detailed in NRC guidance 

documents: e 

At each plant, the ESW system supplies cooling rvater to transfer lteat from various safety-
related and non-safety-related systems and equiprnent to the ultimate heat sink. The ESW 
system is needed in every phase ofplant operations and, under accident conditions, supplies 

adequate cooling water to systems and components that are important to safe plant sht¡tdown or 
to mitigate the consequences of the accident. Under normal operating conditions, the ESW 

system provides component and room cooling (mainly via the component cooling rvater 

system). During shutdowns, it also ensures that the residual heat is removed from the reactor 

core. The ESW system may also supply makeup water to fire protection systems, cooling 
towers. and water treatment systems at a plant. 

For pressurized water reactors, the radioactive dose estimates and the risk to the public were 

estimated by the NRC to be 12,000 person-rem per reactor. NUREC-0933. 

Incredibly, the NRC's resolution of this issue was to select the cheapest solution, 

abandoning hardware changes which would actually reduce or eliminate the loss of ESW and 

opting for technical specifications and procedures at l/l00dh ofthe cost.8 

Finally, EPD's Vogtle Permit does not meet Clean Air Act standards because without 

maximum achievable control technology, routine emissions from the plant would be excessive 

especially when considered in addition to the existing site-widc radioactive emission levels. In 

fact, the Act calls upon the Administrator to impose standards lvhich require the maximum 

degree of reduction in emissions, including a prohibition on such emissions where achievable. 

Issue 4: Environmental .Iustice 

A tlemographic analysis shoultl be completed prior to issuance of the Permif 

According to the US Census Bureau, 12.6% of Georgia households are below the Federal 

poverty threshold; however, within a 5Gmile radius of Vogtle 13.6% of the farnilies (and 17.lYo 

e 
Resolution of Generic Safèty Issues: [ssue 153: Loss of Esscntial Service Water in LWRs (Rev. 

2) (NUREC-0933, Main Report with Supplements l-32) 
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of the individuals) live below the threshold. Figure A shorvs the census block groups with high 

density minority populations living around Vogle. 

Figure A. Maiority African-American Areas Near Plant Vogtle r0 

Presently, Vogtle consumes 43.2 million gallons of water per day. Adding cooling 

towers for tw-o more reactors rvould raise that to 86.4 million gallons per day. A spokesman for 

r0 "Minority block groups in 2000 rvithin a 50-mi radius of VEGP," NUREC-1437, Supplement 
34, December 2008, Figure 4-1, page 4-35 
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Southern Nuclear Operating Company said Plant Vogtle wor.lld be the only nuclear power plant 

in the U.S. with four reactors.lr 

The additional cooling towers would increase radíoactive aír pollution. A cooling tower 

is designed to release excess hcat from a nuclear reactor. Hot water is pumped to the top of the 

tower, air comes in, and heat is removed. Some of the water evaporates and passes out the top of 

the tower as a fine mist. As stated above, Service Water Systems and their associated cooling 

tolvers release radionuclides to the environment. Footnote 9. 

People living around Vogtle suffer from higher-than-average cancer rates. One study 

conductecl by the University of South Carolinal2 revealed that within a filty mile radius of the 

plant black women had an elevated rate of cervical cancer and black men had a higher rate of 

esophageal cancer. Yet the Ceorgia EPD's Perrnit and Preliminary Determination fail to address 

the impact ol increased levels of hazardous and radioactive pollution in an area where people 

already suffer from high rates of cancer. Executive Order 1289813 requíres federal agencies to 

address disproportionate human health and environmental effects. This includes requirements to 

assess those írnpacts and to seek greater public participation in environmental planning. The US 

Environmental Protection Agency should require Georgia EPD to do such an assessment. 

Georgia recently announced the acquisition of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

li¡nds. The state website states:ra 

Georgia has been arvarded $380 million in ARRA funds to improve energy efficiency, 
decrease fossil fuel emissions, and create jobs....Ceorgia rvill also use increased ARRA 
funding to promote economic activity rvhile creating sustainable and eco-friendly 

" 'oNuclear Power in Georgia: A Closer Look at Plant Vogtle," Consunler Energt Report, June 

9,2010, http://www.oonsumerenergyreport.c om/2010106/09/nuclear-power-in -georgia-a-closer-
I ook-at-plant -v o g¡le/ 

'2 lggT Feb 3, Cancer Wcekly, via NewsRx.com and NewsRx.net 
Il "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and l-ow-lncome 
Populations," February I l, 1994 
l* "Stímulus Accountabílity: State of Ceorgia," 
http://www.georgia.gov/O0/channel_press/O,2684, I 3 4245 I 82_ I 5 I 2 I 9453,00.htm I 

http://www.georgia.gov/O0/channel_press/O,2684
http:NewsRx.net
http:NewsRx.com
http://www.oonsumerenergyreport.c
http:reactors.lr
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communities throughout the state. The Georgia Forestry Commission, the Georgia 
Environmental Facilities Authority, and the Ceorgia Department of Natural Resources 
will administer stimulus funds to related to energy and environment. 

Two decades after Vogtle commenced operations, why are so many nearby families living below 

the poverty level? Where is the economic development promised by Ceorgia Power in the 

1980's? Why are so many residents in the Shell Bluff community suffering from cancer, birth 

defects and other health problems? These and other questions must be answered to the 

satisfaction of all the residents of Burke County before another pollution pennit is approved by 

EPA. Finally, there is no reason rvhy stimulus funds cannot be dedicated to economic and 

environmental justice in Burke County. 

Respectfu lly submitted, 

Louis A. Zeller 
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League 
PO Box 88 
Glendale Springs, NC 286?9 
(336) 982-2691 
(336) 982-29s4 
BREDl@skybest.com 

August 10, 20 l0 
CC: EPA HQ, Lisa Jackson, jackson.lisa@epa.gov 

EPA Region [V, Mary Wilkes, wilkes.mary@epa.gov 
Ceorgia Department of Natural Resources, Eric Cornrvell, eric.cornwell@dnr.state.ga.us 

Attachment: Exhibit I 

mailto:eric.cornwell@dnr.state.ga.us
mailto:wilkes.mary@epa.gov
mailto:jackson.lisa@epa.gov
mailto:BREDl@skybest.com


Blue Riclge Environrnental Def-ense League 
nrnr.lllìl')Dl .trg I'O llos tlfl (ìlcnrlalc .Splin5t, North Cartrlin¡ 2l{{ì29 t}lü'.1)1.@skvbcst.conr (¡J36) 9lt2-9iif ) l 

April6,20l0 

James A. (Jac) Capp, Branch Chief 
Air Protection Branch 
Environmental Protection Division 
Ceorgia Department of Natural Resources 
4244 lnternational Parkway, Suite I 20 
Atlanta, Georgia 30354 

Re: Part 70 Air Quality Operating Permit No. 49ll-033-003GV-02-3 
Vogtle Electric Generating Plant, 7821 River Road, Waynesboro, Georgia 

Dear Mr. Capp: 

On behalf of the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense Leaguq our chapter Shell Bluff Concerned 
Citizens and our members in Georgia, I write to colnment on the Environmental Protection 
Division's operating permit amendment for Ceorgia Power Company's two additional 
pressurized water reactors at Southern Nuclear Operating Company Vogtle Electric Cenerating 
Plant. The Georgia Environmental Protection Division should not approve the permit 

modificationl for the Vogtle Electric Generating Plant which woulcl add four new cooling 
tolvers, i ncreasing radioacti ve ai r pol I ution.. 

Vogtle Will Not Meet NESHAP 

During normal operations, Plant Vogtle emits radioactive pollution into the air. The following 
table lists annual emissions: 

a ve mTable l: Radioactive Air Emissions from Plant Vostle2 
Year Microcuries 

1987 20 
I 988 l8 
I 989 r 250 
I 990 85 

I 991 2080 

1992 5870 
I 993 521 

rA modifietl source is "any physical change in...a stationary source which increases thc a¡nount ofany air pollutant 

ernined by such source or rvlrich results in the enrissíon oiany air pollutant not previously emitted." Clean Air Âct 
Section I I l(aX4) 

2'lichler J, Doty K. l..ucadamo K. Radioactive ìvlaterials Releases /iom Nuclear Pawer Plants. Upton NY: 
ßrookhaven National l,aboratory. prcpared tbr the U.S. Nuclear Rcgulatory Comnission annual rcports. 

NU Rt-tG/CR-zg0 7. BN L-NURIIC -5 I 5 8 I 

1rï!t]!t,tí:.t.!tt:.¡t!.\;..i,rtr..r?,,.,,..tt.'r..,!¡';,t,.,¡,ti,,,.,'í,i.!ri.r.;,,j:jt,),ji;i¿, 

mailto:t}l�'.1)1.@skvbcst.conr
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The enrissions included in Table I are radioactive isotopes lvith a half life of more than eight 
days, inclLrding lodine-l3l and pafticulates, which persist in the environment, therefore making 
them rnore likely to be directly inhaled or enter the body by some other route. Table 2 lists 
gaseous emissions of nuclear fìssion and activation products. 

Table 2: Gaseous Emissions, Vogtle Electric Generating Plant ¡ (Curies) 

Year Voøle Unit I Vostle Unit 2 
200 I t2.t3 0.42 
2AO2 23.89 2.36 
2003 t.68 0.64 
20û4 0.64 r.3l 

The Vogtle I reactor emitted about eight times more radioactivity than did reactor 2 (28.34 to 
4.73 curies), The majority of these emissions are oflen clustered into relatively brief time 
periods. For example, of the 23.89 curies emitted from Vogtle I in2002,20.40, or about 85%, 
occurred during the first quarter. During this quarter, relatively high levels of other radioisotopes 
occurred as well. For example, Vogtle I emitted .0 I 9l of a curie of lodine- I 3 I into the air; 
making it the 3 rd greatest enrission of any U.S. reactor during this time, or thousands of times 
more than typical emissions.a 

As you know, air pollution sourc_es subject to Part 70 operating permit rule requirements are 
determined by the Clean Air Acf and include area sources and hazardous air pollutants (HAP). 
Section 1 1.2(b) of the Act includes radioactive materials on the list of hazardous air pollutants 
and imposes health-based emission standards. Title III of the Act directs regulatory agencies to 
assess residual risk after the implemerrtation oflthe initial standards and impose tighter standards 
to protect public health 

Radionuclide emissions to the atmosphere are regulated as hazardous air pollutants under Title 
III of the federal Clean Air Act. National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) are subject to maximum achievable control technology standards (MACT). 
Specifically, the Vogtle Electric Generating Plants rvilI not meet Clean Air Act standards 

because: I ) rvithout maximum achievable control technology, routine emissions from the plant 
would be excessive especially when considered in addition to the existing site-lvide radioactive 
emission levels and 2) the company does not properly account for the higher levels of rnorbidity 
and mortality in females and infants caused by low levels of radiation. 

Enforcement of the Clean Air Act regulations related to nuclear power plants are delegated to the 
NRC. Radionuclides are listed as hazardous air pollutants in Section 112 of the Clean Air Act 

t Sour"e: U. S. Nuclcar lìegulatory Cornmission. wrvrv.reirs.com/eftìuent 

a Joseph Mangano, tvtPH lvlBA. Preliminary Findhgs: Radioc¿clive ConØnination.from the l'ogtle Nuclear Plant 
and Cancer Riskfor the Local Population, Radiation and Public Health Project, 6 Decembcr 2006 

5 Clcan Air Act 9502(a) antl 40 CFt{ 70.3 
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Amendments ot'1977 (Public Larv 95-95). NRC-Iicensed lacílitics must meet requirements of 
the Clean Air Act which lirnit radionuclide emiss¡ons to the atmosphere. The goal of the 

radionuclide emission standard is to limit the Iifetime risk of induced fatal cancer to a ma,rimally 
exposed individual to approximalely one ín 10,000. The implementing regulations translate this 
into a maximum individual exposure of l0 millirem/year lbr airborne emissions that result in 
exposure through any environmental pathway. l0 CFR $ 50 Appx. I This translates into a risk of 
5.6 excess fatal cancers/I0,000 people. BEIR V, Table 4-2, pp. 172-173. The US EPA develops 

standards for industries which are major emitters of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) that require 
the application of controls, knorvn as maximum achievable control technology (MACT). 

However, no MACT has been issued for radionuclides. Further. although emission rates from 

the cooling towers and other sorrces are measured, the millirem standard for ma.ximunr 

allowable dosage to the public is an ambient standard, not an emission limit. Without ambient 
n'ìeasurements, EPD cannot assure that emissions of-radionuclides are below l0 millirem per 

year to any member of the public as required by law. At presenl, EPD cannot assure that the 
Plant Vogtle rvill meet NESHAP radionuclide enrissions limits. 

Environmental Justice 

EPD must consider the impact two new nuclear reactors will have on the people living arotrnd 
Plant Vogtle, a community already noted to sutTer from higher-tharr-average cancer rates. One 

study conducted by the University of South Carolina6 has shown that there is a higher than 

average instance ofcervical cancer in black women, and a hígher rate ofesophageal cancer in 

black men, within a tìfty mile radius. While the study noted that these types of canceß are not 

necessarily associated with e.xposure to radioactive materials, tlre irnpact of increased levels of 
hazardous and radioactive materials into the area on minority population already sufïering from 
highratesofcancersliouldbeassessed. ExecutiveOrderl2S9S(Februaryll,l994)states: 
"Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Lorv-lncome 
Populations." This order requires each federal agency to address disproportionate human health 

orenvironmental effectsofitspolicies. Thisincludesrequirementstoassessthoseimpactsand 
to seek greater public participation in environmental planning and policy making. Ceorgia EPD 

is not a f'ederal agency, but it is required to enfbrce the federal Clean Air Act as an agreenrent 

state by the US Environmental Protection Agency. 

Respectf'ully, 

Louis A. Zeller 
Blue Ridge Environmental Det'ense League 

u 
1997 !'eb 3. Cancer Weckly, via N*vsRx.com and NervsRri.net 
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