9.0 Summary and Conclusions

By letter dated November 29, 2001, the Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) submitted an
application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to renew the operating licenses
(OLs) for the St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 nuclear power plants for an additional 20-year period

(FPL 2001a). If the OLs are renewed, State regulatory agencies and FPL will ultimately decide
whether the plant will continue to operate based on factors such as the need for power or other
matters within the State’s jurisdiction or the purview of the owners. If the OLs are not renewed,
then the plant must be shut down at or before the expiration of the current OLs, which expire on
March 1, 2016, for Unit 1, and April 6, 2023, for Unit 2.

Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 USC 4321) requires an
environmental impact statement (EIS) for major Federal actions that significantly affect the
quality of the human environment. The NRC has issued regulations implementing Section 102
of NEPA in 10 CFR Part 51. Part 51 identifies licensing and regulatory actions that require an
EIS. In 10 CFR 51.20(b)(2), the Commission requires preparation of an EIS or a supplement to
an EIS for renewal of a reactor OL; 10 CFR 51.95(c) states that the EIS prepared at the OL
renewal stage will be a supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2 (NRC 1996, 1999).¢®

Upon acceptance of the FPL application, the NRC began the environmental review process
described in 10 CFR Part 51 by publishing a notice of intent to prepare an EIS and conduct
scoping (67 FR 9333 [NRC 2002a]) on February 28, 2002. The staff visited the St. Lucie site
in April 2002 and held public scoping meetings on April 3, 2002, in Port St. Lucie, Florida
(NRC 2002b). The staff reviewed the FPL Environmental Report (ER; FPL 2001b), compared
it to the GEIS, consulted with other agencies, and conducted an independent review of the
issues following the guidance set forth in NUREG-1555, Supplement 1, The Standard Review
Plans for Environmental Reviews for Nuclear Power Plants, Supplement 1: Operating License
Renewal (NRC 2000). The staff also considered the public comments received during the
scoping process for preparation of the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. The public comments received during the scoping process
that were considered to be within the scope of the environmental review are provided in
Appendix A, Part |, of this SEIS.

In December 2002, the staff held two public meetings in Port St. Lucie, Florida, to describe the
preliminary results of the NRC environmental review, answer questions on the staff's
preliminary analysis, and provide members of the public with information to assist them in

(a) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter,
all references to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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formulating their comments on the draft SEIS. All comments received on the draft SEIS were
considered by the staff in developing the final SEIS. These comments are addressed in
Appendix A, Part Il, of this final SEIS.

This SEIS includes the NRC staff’'s analysis that considers and weighs the environmental
effects of the proposed action, the environmental impacts of alternatives to the proposed action,
and mitigation measures available for reducing or avoiding adverse effects. It also includes the
staff's recommendation regarding the proposed action.

The NRC has adopted the following statement of purpose and need for license renewal from
the GEIS:

The purpose and need for the proposed action (renewal of an operating license) is to
provide an option that allows for power generation capability beyond the term of a
current nuclear power plant operating license to meet future system generating needs,
as such needs may be determined by State, utility, and, where authorized, Federal
(other than NRC) decisionmakers.

The goal of the staff's environmental review, as stated in 10 CFR 51.95(c)(4) and the GEIS, is
to determine

...whether or not the adverse environmental impacts of license renewal are so great that
preserving the option of license renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be
unreasonable.

Both the statement of purpose and need and the evaluation criterion implicitly acknowledge that
there are factors, in addition to license renewal, that will ultimately determine whether an
existing nuclear power plant continues to operate beyond the period of the current OL.

NRC regulations [10 CFR 51.95(c)(2)] contain the following statement regarding the content of
SEISs prepared at the license renewal stage:

The supplemental environmental impact statement for license renewal is not required to
include discussion of need for power or the economic costs and economic benefits of
the proposed action or of alternatives to the proposed action except insofar as such
benefits and costs are either essential for a determination regarding the inclusion of an
alternative in the range of alternatives considered or relevant to mitigation. In addition,
the supplemental environmental impact statement prepared at the license renewal stage
need not discuss other issues not related to the environmental effects of the proposed
action and the alternatives, or any aspect of the storage of spent fuel for the facility
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within the scope of the generic determination in § 51.23(a) and in accordance with §
51.23(b).®

The GEIS contains the results of a systematic evaluation of the consequences of renewing an
OL and operating a nuclear power plant for an additional 20 years. The staff evaluated

92 environmental issues in the GEIS using the NRC’s three-level standard of significance —
SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE - developed using the Council on Environmental Quality
guidelines. The following definitions of the three significance levels are set forth in the
footnotes to Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B:

SMALL - Environmental effects are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither
destabilize nor noticeably alter any important attribute of the resource.

MODERATE - Environmental effects are sufficient to alter noticeably, but not to
destabilize, important attributes of the resource.

LARGE - Environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize
important attributes of the resource.

For 69 of the 92 issues considered in the GEIS, the staff analysis in the GEIS shows the
following:

(1) The environmental impacts associated with the issue have been determined to apply
either to all plants or, for some issues, to plants having a specific type of cooling system or
other specified plant or site characteristic.

(2) A single significance level (i.e., SMALL, MODERATE, or LARGE) has been assigned to
the impacts (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from
high-level waste [HLW] and spent fuel disposal).

(3) Mitigation of adverse impacts associated with the issue has been considered in the
analysis, and it has been determined that additional plant-specific mitigation measures are
likely not to be sufficiently beneficial to warrant implementation.

These 69 issues were identified in the GEIS as Category 1 issues. In the absence of new and
significant information, the staff relied on conclusions as amplified by supporting information in

(a) The title of 10 CFR 51.23 is “Temporary storage of spent fuel after cessation of reactor
operations—generic determination of no significant environmental impact.”
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the GEIS for issues designated Category 1 in Table B-1 of 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B.

Of the 23 issues that do not meet the criteria set forth above, 21 are classified as Category 2
issues requiring analysis in a plant-specific supplement to the GEIS. The remaining two
issues, environmental justice and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields, were not
categorized. Environmental justice was not evaluated on a generic basis and must also be
addressed in a plant-specific supplement to the GEIS. Information on the chronic effects of
electromagnetic fields was not conclusive at the time the GEIS was prepared.

This SEIS documents the staff’'s evaluation of all 92 environmental issues considered in

the GEIS. The staff considered the environmental impacts associated with alternatives to
license renewal and compared the environmental impacts of license renewal and the
alternatives. The alternatives to license renewal that were considered include the no-action
alternative (not renewing the OLs for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, not replacing the power produced
by St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, and decommissioning both units) and not renewing the OLs for

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 and replacing their power production with alternative methods of power
generation. These alternatives were evaluated assuming that the replacement power
generation plant is located at potential power plant sites identified in FPL’s Ten Year Power
Plant Site Plan (FPL 2002) or some other unspecified location.

9.1 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action —
License Renewal

FPL and the staff have established independent processes for identifying and evaluating the
significance of any new information on the environmental impacts of license renewal. Neither
FPL nor the staff has identified information that is both new and significant related to

Category 1 issues that would call into question the conclusions in the GEIS. Similarly, neither
the scoping process, FPL, nor the staff has identified any new issue applicable to St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2, that has a significant environmental impact. Therefore, the staff relies upon the
conclusions of the GEIS for all Category 1 issues that are applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2.

FPL’s license renewal application presents an analysis of the Category 2 issues that are
applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, plus environmental justice and chronic effects from
electromagnetic fields. The staff has reviewed the FPL analysis for each issue and has
conducted an independent review of each issue. Six Category 2 issues are not applicable
because they are related to plant design features or site characteristics not found at St. Lucie.
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Nine Category 2 issues are not discussed in this SEIS because they are specifically related to
refurbishment. FPL (FPL 2001b) has stated that its evaluation of structures and components,
as required by 10 CFR 54.21, did not identify any major plant refurbishment activities or
modifications as necessary to support the continued operation of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 for the
license renewal period. In addition, any replacement of components or additional inspection
activities are within the bounds of normal plant component replacement and, therefore, are not
expected to affect the environment outside of the bounds of the plant operations evaluated in
the Final Environmental Statement Related to the St. Lucie Plant Unit No. 1 (AEC 1973) and
The Final Environmental Statement Related to the Operation of St. Lucie Plant Unit No. 2
(NRC 1982).

Eleven Category 2 issues related to operational impacts and postulated accidents during the
renewal term, as well as environmental justice and chronic effects of electromagnetic fields,

are discussed in detail in this SEIS. For all Category 2 issues and environmental justice, the
staff concludes that the potential environmental effects are of SMALL significance in the context
of the standards set forth in the GEIS. In addition, the staff determined that appropriate Federal
health agencies have not reached a consensus on the existence of chronic adverse effects
from electromagnetic fields. Therefore, this issue has not been evaluated further. For
threatened or endangered species, the staff’s conclusion is that the impact resulting from
license renewal would be SMALL and further mitigation is not warranted. For severe accident
mitigation alternatives (SAMASs), the staff concludes that a reasonable, comprehensive effort
was made to identify and evaluate SAMAs. Based on its review of the SAMAs for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2, the staff concludes that none of the candidate SAMAs is cost-beneficial.

Mitigation measures were considered for each Category 2 issue. Current measures to mitigate
the environmental impacts of plant operation were found to be adequate, and no additional
mitigation measures were deemed sufficiently beneficial to be warranted.

The following sections discuss unavoidable adverse impacts, irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources, and the relationship between local short-term use of the
environment and long-term productivity.

9.1.1 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

An environmental review conducted at the license renewal stage differs from the review
conducted in support of a construction permit because the plant is in existence at the license
renewal stage and has operated for a number of years. As a result, adverse impacts
associated with the initial construction have been avoided, have been mitigated, or have
already occurred. The environmental impacts to be evaluated for license renewal are those
associated with refurbishment and continued operation during the renewal term.
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The adverse impacts of continued operation identified are considered to be of SMALL
significance, and none of them warrant implementation of additional mitigation measures. The
adverse impacts of likely alternatives if St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 cease operation at or before the
expiration of the current OLs will not be smaller than those associated with continued operation
of these units, and they may be greater for some impact categories in some locations.

9.1.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Resource Commitments

The commitment of resources related to construction and operation of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
during the current license period was made when the plants were built. The resource
commitments to be considered in this SEIS are associated with continued operation of

the plants for an additional 20 years. These resources include materials and equipment
required for plant maintenance and operation, the nuclear fuel used by the reactors, and
ultimately, permanent offsite storage space for the spent fuel assemblies.

The most significant resource commitments related to operation during the renewal term are
related to fuel fabrication and the disposal of low- and high-level radioactive wastes. St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 replace approximately one-third of the fuel assemblies in each of the two units
during every refueling outage, which occurs on an 18-month cycle.

The likely power generation alternatives if St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 cease operation on or before
the expiration of the current OLs will require a commitment of resources for construction of the
replacement plants as well as for fuel to run the plants.

9.1.3 Short-Term Use Versus Long-Term Productivity

An initial balance between short-term use and long-term productivity of the environment at the
St. Lucie site was set when the plants were approved and construction began. That balance is
now well established. Renewal of the OLs for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 and continued operation
of the plant will not alter the existing balance, but may postpone the availability of the site for
other uses. Denial of the application to renew the OLs will lead to shutdown of the plant and will
alter the balance in a manner that depends on subsequent uses of the site. For example, the
environmental consequences of turning the St. Lucie site into a park or an industrial facility are
quite different.
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9.2 Relative Significance of the Environmental Impacts of
License Renewal and Alternatives

The proposed action is renewal of the OLs for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. Chapter 2 describes the
site, the plant, and interactions of the plant with the environment. As noted in Chapter 3,

no refurbishment and no refurbishment impacts are expected at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2.
Chapters 4 through 7 discuss environmental issues associated with renewal of the OLs.
Environmental issues associated with the no-action alternative and alternatives involving power
generation and use reduction are discussed in Chapter 8.

The significance of the environmental impacts from the proposed action (approval of the
application for renewal of the OLs); the no-action alternative (denial of the application, no
replacement generation, and decommissioning the two units); alternatives involving alternate
power generation by nuclear, coal, or gas generation of power at an unspecified “greenfield
site;” and a combination of alternatives are compared in Table 9-1. Use of a closed-cycle
cooling system with cooling towers for alternate power generation is assumed for Table 9-1.
Once-through cooling impacts will be smaller in some instances, (e.g., Land Use and Ecology),
because additional land is not required to support cooling towers and associated infrastructure.

Table 9-1 shows that the significance of the environmental effects of the proposed action are
SMALL for all impact categories (except for collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel
cycle and from HLW and spent fuel disposal, for which a single significance level was not
assigned [see Chapter 6]). The alternative actions, including the no-action alternative, may
have environmental effects in at least some impact categories that reach MODERATE or
LARGE significance.

9.3 Staff Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on (1) the analysis and findings in the GEIS (NRC 1996, 1999); (2) the ER submitted by
FPL (FPL 2001b); (3) consultation with Federal, State, and local agencies; (4) the staff’'s own
independent review; and (5) the staff’s consideration of public comments, the recommendation
of the staff is that the Commission determine that the adverse environmental impacts of license
renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 are not so great that preserving the option of license
renewal for energy planning decisionmakers would be unreasonable.
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Table 9-1. Summary of Environmental Significance of License Renewal, the No-Action Alternative, and Alternative

Methods of Generation Using Closed-Cycle Cooling

Impact Category

Proposed Action—
License Renewal

No-Action
Alternative—
Denial of Renewal

Coal-Fired
Generation

Natural-Gas-Fired
Generation

New Nuclear
Generation

Combination of
Alternatives

Greenfield Site®

Greenfield Site®

Greenfield Site®®

Greenfield Site®

Land Use
Ecology

Water Use and
Quality

Air Quality
Waste

Human Health®

Socioeconomics

Aesthetics

Historic and Archaeo-

logical Resources

Environmental
Justice

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE to
LARGE

MODERATE to
LARGE

SMALL to
MODERATE

MODERATE

MODERATE

SMALL

MODERATE to

LARGE

MODERATE to
LARGE

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE to
LARGE

MODERATE to
LARGE

SMALL to

MODERATE

MODERATE

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE

MODERATE to

LARGE

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE to
LARGE

MODERATE to
LARGE

SMALL to
MODERATE

SMALL

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE to

LARGE

MODERATE to
LARGE

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE to
LARGE

MODERATE to
LARGE

SMALL to

MODERATE

MODERATE

SMALL

SMALL

MODERATE

MODERATE to

LARGE

SMALL

SMALL

(a) A greenfield site is assumed, for the purpose of bounding potential impacts, to be an undeveloped site with no previous construction.
(b) Excludes collective offsite radiological impacts from the fuel cycle and from HLW and spent-fuel disposal, for which single significance levels were not assigned.
See Chapter 6 for details.
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Appendix A

Comments Received on the Environmental Review

Part | - Comments Received During Scoping

A.1 Introduction

On February 28, 2002, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) published a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register (67 FR 9333), to notify the public of the staff’s intent to prepare a
plant-specific supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal
of Nuclear Plants (GEIS), NUREG-1437, Volumes 1 and 2, to support the renewal application for
the St. Lucie operating licenses and to conduct scoping. The plant-specific supplement to the
GEIS has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, and 10 CFR Part 51. As outlined
by NEPA, the NRC initiated the scoping process with the issuance of the Federal Register
Notice. The NRC invited the applicant; Federal, State, and local government agencies; local
organizations; and individuals to participate in the scoping process by providing oral comments
at the scheduled public meetings and/or submitting written suggestions and comments no later
than April 30, 2002.

The scoping process included two public scoping meetings, which were held at the Council
Chambers in Port St. Lucie, Florida, on April 3, 2002. Approximately 30 members of the public
attended the meetings. Both sessions began with NRC staff members providing a brief overview
of the license renewal process and the NEPA process. After the NRC’s prepared statements,
the meetings were open for public comments. Thirty-three attendees provided either oral or
written statements that were recorded and transcribed by a certified court reporter. The
transcripts of the meetings and the meeting summary were issued on May 7, 2002. The
meeting summary and transcripts are available electronically for public inspection in the NRC
Public Document Room or from the Publicly Available Records System (PARS) component of
NRC’s document system, ADAMS, under accession numbers ML021160265, ML021160237,
and ML021300604. In addition to the comments provided during the public meetings, four
comment letters and eight e-mail messages were received by the NRC in response to the Notice
of Intent.

At the conclusion of the scoping period, the NRC staff and its contractor(s) reviewed the
transcripts and all written material to identify individual comments. All comments and
suggestions received orally during the scoping meetings or in writing were considered. Each set
of comments was given a unique identifier (Commenter ID number), so that each set of
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comments from a commenter could be traced back to the transcript or letter by which the
comments were submitted. Several commenters submitted comments through multiple sources
(e.g., afternoon and evening scoping meetings, letters, or e-mail messages).

Table A-1 identifies the individuals who provided comments and the Commenter ID number
associated with each person’s set(s) of comments. The individuals are listed in the order in
which they spoke at the public meeting and in alphabetical order for the comments received by
letter or e-mail.

Specific comments were categorized and consolidated by topic. Comments with similar specific
objectives were combined to capture the common essential issues raised by the commenters.
The comments fall into one of several general groups. These groups include

» specific comments that address environmental issues within the purview of the NRC
environmental regulations related to license renewal. These comments address
Category 1 or Category 2 issues or issues that were not addressed in the GEIS. They
also address alternatives and related Federal actions.

+ general comments (1) in support of or opposed to nuclear power or license renewal or
(2) on the renewal process, the NRC'’s regulations, and the regulatory process. These
comments may or may not be specifically related to the St. Lucie license renewal
application.

» questions that do not provide new information

» specific comments that address issues that do not fall within or are specifically
excluded from the purview of NRC environmental regulations. These comments
typically address issues such as the need for power, emergency preparedness, current
operational safety issues, and safety issues related to operation during the renewal
period.

Each comment applicable to this environmental review is summarized in this appendix. This
information, which was extracted from the St. Lucie Scoping Summary Report, is provided for
the convenience of those interested in the scoping comments applicable to this environmental
review. The comments that are general or outside the scope of the environmental review for
St. Lucie are not included here. More detail regarding the disposition of general or inapplicable
comments can be found in the summary report. The ADAMS accession number for the
summary report is ML021160348.

This accession number is provided to facilitate access to the document through the Public
Electronic Reading Room (ADAMS) at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html.
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The following pages summarize the comments and suggestions received as part of the scoping
process that are applicable to this environmental review and discuss the disposition of the
comments and suggestions. The parenthetical alpha-numeric identifier after each comment
refers to the comment set (Commenter ID) and the comment number.

Table A-1. Individuals Providing Comments During Scoping Comment Period

Comment Source and ADAMS

Commenters ID Commenter Affiliation (If Stated) Accession Number
SL-A Anderson St. Lucie County Afternoon Public Meeting®
SL-B Mascara St. Lucie County Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-C Minsky Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-D Hall Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-E Sizemore St. Lucie County Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-F Campbell Martin County Emergency Services Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-G Miller Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-H Jernigan Florida Power & Light Company Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-I Abbatiello Florida Power & Light Company Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-J Bangert Conservation Alliance of St. Lucie County Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-K Brown United Way Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-L Leslie Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-M Grande The President’s Council of Hutchinson Island Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-N Perry Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-O Oncavage Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-P Root St. Lucie County Economic Development Council Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-Q Thompson System Council U-4 Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-R Smilen Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-S Egan Marine Resources Council Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-T Doyle Afternoon Public Meeting
SL-U Jernigan Florida Power & Light Company Evening Public Meeting®
SL-V Abbatiello Florida Power & Light Company Evening Public Meeting
SL-wW O’Keefe American Association of University Women Evening Public Meeting
SL-X Hiott St. Lucie Council of Social Agencies Evening Public Meeting
SL-Y Rowley Evening Public Meeting
SL-Z Barry Evening Public Meeting
SL-AA Vojcsik United Way of Martin County Evening Public Meeting
SL-AB Baldwin Soroptimists International of St. Lucie County Evening Public Meeting
SL-AC Davis St. Lucie County Chamber of Commerce Evening Public Meeting
SL-AD Theodore Evening Public Meeting
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Table A-1. (cont'd)

Comment Source and ADAMS

Commenters ID Commenter Affiliation (If Stated) Accession Number
SL-AE Doyle Evening Public Meeting
SL-AJ Case Broward Sierra Club E-Mail ML021260520
SL-AP Leslie E-Mail ML021330038
SL-AH Oncavage E-Mail ML021330074
SL-AO Oncavage E-Mail ML021190425
SL-AQ Oncavage The Florida Chapter of the Sierra Club Letter ML021260597
SL-Al Smilan E-Mail ML021260542
SL-AL Smilan E-Mail ML021260502
SL-AG Southard Board of County Commissioners Letter ML021330016
SL-AF Vogel The School Board of St. Lucie County Letter ML021330021
SL-AM Woodfin Letter ML021330006
SL-AN Woodfin E-Mail ML021330078
SL-AK Ziring E-Mail ML021260528

(@) The afternoon transcript can be found under accession number ML021160237.
(b) _The evening transcript can be found under accession number ML021160265.
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A.2 Comments Received During Scoping that are Applicable to this
Environmental Review

A.21 Comments Concerning Socioeconomic Issues

Comment: While at the same time, time and time again, it has been involved in a lot of very
good efforts, both in terms of education and energy efficiency, and just in general, in terms of
the plant and the employees in the plant, in terms of participating in local humanitarian type of
efforts. (SL-S-7)

Comment: For the last five years on an average, they have been good corporate citizens and
good employees. They have donated on an average of over $103,000 a year for the last five
years. Not only have they donated their time and money, but they have given of all of their
energies to this community to make it a better place to live. (SL-K-3)

Comment: | can attest that FPL has been an outstanding partner to our school district. The
plant's Energy Encounter hosts thousands of visitors annually, including many students. In
addition to providing hands-on science programs for schools, free workshops for teachers are
offered. The plant donated computers and supplies to local schools, and FPL has made
substantial contributions to the Regional Sports Stadium and the St. Lucie County Marine
Center. (SL-AF-2)

Comment: | am pleased to be a part of a group of FPL employees who contribute to local area
agencies through the United Way. (SL-V-2) (SL-I-2)

Comment: The people of Hutchinson Island have asked me to let you know that the community
in the immediate vicinity of the power plant views the plant as a good neighbor and a
conscientious advocate and friend of the fragile barrier island environment. (SL-M-1)

Comment: Our (FPL) employees also mentor students and volunteer in local schools. We also
support the St. Lucie County Education Foundation in its scholarship program. (SL-V-3) (SL-I-3)

Comment: FPL employees are also involved in helping the community through other
organizations, such as Scouts, Little Leagues, civic groups, and church programs. (SL-V-4) (SL-
[-4)

Comment: The Plant’s (St. Lucie’s) information center, called the Energy Encounter, hosts
about 40,000 visitors each year, including 15,000 students who visit on educational field trips.
(SL-V-5) (SL-I-5)

May 2003 A-5 NUREG-1437, Supplement 11



Appendix A

Comment: | have found them (FPL) to be a very good neighbor, three miles away. They are
involved in the community. (SL-W-5)

Comment: The employees at the plant give very generously to local United Way campaigns
here on the Treasure Coast. They contribute hundreds of thousands of dollars each year to
local charitable organizations through their participation. (SL-AA-4)

Comment: But more importantly our people do more than just work at the power plant. They're
involved in the community. They’re part of this community. (SL-H-3) (SL-U-3)

Comment: The St. Lucie Power Plant is a good neighbor that participates or sponsors a
number of educational, environmental, and civic activities. (SL-Z-4)

Comment: The St. Lucie Plant is a good neighbor. Speaking on behalf of the United Way of
Martin County, | personally know many of the employees at the St. Lucie Plant and | know how
they’re involved in the community. And | know personally that they are involved with many
organizations that are making a difference in our quality of life in the community. (SL-AA-3)

Comment: They're (FPL) good neighbors. Good neighbors always contribute the economy.
(SL-Y-4)

Comment: Of course, many people spoke about how community-active they are. And | don’t
know as much about that, but | do know Rachel Scott and | do know her leadership for United
Way here in St. Lucie County has been phenomenal this past year. (SL-AC-6)

Comment: | see all the good involvement they have in the social services in this community.
United Way wouldn’t be the same without them. Certainly our own personal experience at Big
Brothers, Big Sisters would not be the same. They’ve worked for hundreds and thousands of
people in this community every year. (SL-G-7)

Comment: | can tell you all the things they’re involved in, in the school system, in education, the
Energy Encounter plant that brings thousands of kids in each year to educate them about
science and electricity. (SL-G-6)

Comment: That number of employees who have money and time participate actively in local
charities and support our local PTAs and schools in a number of ways that we just don’t see, but
it happens all the time. (SL-F-2)

Comment: They (FPL) do build houses for habitat for low-income families. (SL-W-2)
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Comment: I'm here to tell you about the good neighbor that | think that Florida Power and Light
has been over all of the years I've been in the community. (SL-G-1)

Comment: FPL employees, led by Rachel Scott, External Affairs Manager, are active in the
community and serve on various boards including the Education Foundation. (SL-AF-3)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal for
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. Public services were evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be a
Category 1 issue. Information regarding the impact on socioeconomic issues will be discussed
in Section 4.0 of the SEIS.

Comment: Today | draw issues from an economic development point of view. St. Lucie Power
Plant has a tremendous effect on St. Lucie County. (SL-P-1)

Comment: The plant is also one of the largest employers in our area, and it's very important to
our local economy. A business of this size would be very difficult to replace. The plant’s payroll,
purchases and property taxes supply our local governments with revenue which we need to
provide services on which we depend. (SL-AA-5)

Comment: The estimated economic impact of plant operation (St. Lucie) is more than 80 million
dollars annually. (SL-I-14) (SL-V-14)

Comment: I’'m here to speak about the economic health of St. Lucie County, of which the
St. Lucie Power Plant is a key contributor. (SL-A- 1)

Response: The comments are noted. Effects on the local economy due to license renewal are
considered as a Category 2 issue in the GEIS and are, therefore, examined on a site-specific

basis in Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the supplement to the GEIS for St. Lucie license renewal.

Comment: Florida Power and Light is the second largest employer in the county, with more
than 800 full-time workers and contributes more than 80 million to the local economy. (SL-AF-4)

Comment: We are one of the largest employers in the St. Lucie and Martin County areas, with
over 800 full-time employees. (SL-H-2) (SL-U-2)

Comment: There are about 800 or more employees that work at the power plant. (SL-D-5)
Comment: FP&L is our, one of our major employers in this community. (SL-AC-4)

Comment: St. Lucie Power Plant employs approximately, twelve hundred people. (SL-A-2)
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Comment: There are 378 people at the plant who live in St. Lucie County and the payroll is
about 23 million dollars. (SL-P-3)

Comment: If the St. Lucie Power Plant were to leave St. Lucie County, it would be difficult, we
feel, to have those twelve hundred jobs absorbed into our community, and also our
unemployment rate would start going back up, it would go back up. (SL-A-3)

Comment: FP&L has good paying jobs. (SL-A-4)

Comment: A clean industry that brings 800 or so paying, high paying jobs to the local economy,
is just a phenomenal asset to have in this area. (SL-F-1)

Response: The comments are noted. Employment factors related to license renewal are
considered as a Category 2 issue in the GEIS and are, therefore, examined on a site-specific
basis in Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the supplement to the GEIS for St. Lucie license renewal.

Comment: FP&L on the tax rolls brings a billion eighty million dollars in assess valuation.
That’s the size of business that would be very hard to replace in St. Lucie County, not to mention
the unemployment that could result if they were to leave. (SL-G-2)

Comment: Their investments in property and facilities provide extremely strong part of our tax
base that drives our community. (SL-AC-5)

Comment: The taxes paid here due to the St. Lucie Plant is approximately 20 million dollars a
year. (SL-P-2)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal and
relate to the socioeconomic benefits that the plant brings to the local communities. Effects on
the tax base due to license renewal are considered as a Category 2 issue in the GEIS and are,
therefore, examined on a site-specific basis in Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of the supplement to the
GEIS for St. Lucie license renewal.

A.2.2 Comments Concerning Air Quality Issues

Comment: The carbon emissions from the endless line of nuclear-laden security truck convoys
will surely contribute a little something. (SL-T-4)

Comment: The St. Lucie Power Plant provides a source of clean energy. And it's through our

operations that we avoid production of greenhouse gases, which many scientists believe
contribute to global warming. (SL-U-4) (SL-H-4)
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Comment: Another benefit in renewing the St. Lucie Plant licenses is our ability to continue
providing clean energy without using additional land for new power plants. In fact, nuclear power
plants prevent substantial amount of carbon emissions and other pollutants from going into the
air we breathe. The positive impact on air quality will continue during the period of extended
operation. (SL-V-12) (SL-1-12)

Comment: When | look at the options that are out there, I’'m looking for the kind of electricity
that shows the least amount of pollution and I’'m very, very pleased to be able to say that we
have a nuclear power plant in St. Lucie County and that it’'s got the controls against pollution that
it has. (SL-G-4)

Comment: But | have always felt that the clean air has been tested by the national people, by
the state people. (SL-W-4)

Response: The comments are noted. These emissions are regulated through permits issued
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the State of Florida. Air quality will be
discussed in Section 2.0 of the SEIS. The comments provide no new information and, therefore,
will not be evaluated further.

A.2.3 Comments Concerning Human Health Issues

Comment: | believe that the St. Lucie Site-Specific Environmental Impact Statement must
include careful analysis of the following factors, fully considering their impact throughout the
20-year extension period: analysis of health and environmental effects of airborne and liquid
radioactive waste the St. Lucie plant has released and is projected to release during its
operating life. (SL-AN-11)

Comment: My death and the possible death of countless peoples is acceptable to NRC
regulations and FP&L procedures. It's threatening and it’s not worth it. (SL-AE-5)

Comment: The nuclear industry presents a catastrophic scenario never before imaginable, and,
besides the usual number of injuries and deaths in the energy field. (SL-AE-4)

Comment: | do believe that all industries, coal-fired plants, oil burning plants, they all have their
allowable deaths per million ratio, but nuclear power, by the very nature of it, it's acceptance and
promulgation among the very few governing and regulatory bodies, we don’t have a lot of people
giving input on this, just the NRC and FP&L. (SL-AE-3)
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Response: The comments are noted. Radiation exposure to the public and workers from
routine releases were evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be a Category 1 issue. The
comments provide no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: The company and outside agencies consistently monitor the air and water quality
around the plant and surrounding communities, to ensure those strict environmental standards
are not only maintained, but upheld. (SL-Q-5)

Comment: The company operates more than 30 different environmental monitoring stations
that sample the air and the water, to ensure that they meet and do better than federal, state, and
county standards. (SL-J-4)

Comment: The State of Florida, Department of Health, Bureau of Radiation and Control,
independently monitors levels at locations surrounding Florida Power and Light's nuclear power
plants and the agency also, they sample new plant soil and other water to confirm that they're
testing their findings. (SL-D-6)

Comment: The State of Florida’s Department of Health, Bureau of Radiation Control
independently monitors and tests radiation levels at locations surrounding St. Lucie Plant.
Monitoring and testing includes sampling of air, water, shoreline sediment, fish, crustacea, broad
leaf vegetation, and milk. These levels have consistently been comparable to those measured
throughout the state for the last 25 years. (SL-AG-4)

Comment: The NRC has a terrible track record as far as really addressing the problems of
contamination of the environment. (SL-R-2)

Comment: Plant Emissions. The Generic EIS for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants,
NUREG-1437, fails to list the isotopes and isotopic concentrations for radioactive pollution
released to the public in airborne and waterborne waste streams for St. Lucie Units 1 & 2. The
draft SEIS needs to list this information for each of the previous 10 years and project radioactive
pollution amounts for the 20 years of license extension. Since the GEIS was completed in

April 1996, the calculated exposure rates and the calculated adverse health effects have
become woefully outdated. At a public meeting sponsored by the NRC in Homestead, Florida, it
was stated by a member of the NRC staff that the work on the GEIS began in 1992. The date of
April 1996 for manuscript completion gives no assurance that the data and calculations were
current as of April 1996. (SL-AO-12) (SL-AQ-12)

Comment: All studies on radiation health effects completed since April 1996 are being ignored.
The draft SEIS needs to publish accurate historical data on St. Lucie radioactive emissions, year
by year, isotope by isotope. This would give independent scientists as well as industry scientists
an opportunity to use current data and calculations to improve the accuracy of findings of the
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outdated GEIS in time to be included in the final SEIS. By hiding this data from the public, the
NRC fosters the perception that publishing isotopic emissions data is something to be feared
and avoided at all costs. (SL-AO-13) (SL-AQ-13)

Response: The comments are noted. The requirements for monitoring and quantification of
routine releases to the environment are beyond the scope of license renewal. The NRC requires
the licensee routinely to conduct radiological monitoring of all plant effluents, as well as sample
biota and locally grown food-stuffs. Additionally, the State of Florida independently monitors the
environment around the nuclear plant for radioactive contamination. The NRC also
communicates with permitting agencies that administer the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air
Act, State radiological agencies, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and other organizations. Any
potential noncompliance of monitoring requirements is an operational safety issue, handled
through the inspection and reporting process and is not within the scope of license renewal. The
comments provide no new information, and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

A.2.4 Comments Concerning Aquatic Ecology Issues

Comment: The power plant itself has not been emitting pollutants of any kind that would have
been damaging our marine resources. (SL-S-4)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment concerns a Category 1 issue: effects of
plant releases on aquatic biota near St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. Aquatic ecology will be discussed
in Section 2.0 and environmental impacts of operation will be discussed in Section 4.0 of the
SEIS. The comment provides no new information and, therefore, will not be evaluated further.

Comment: | believe that the St. Lucie Site-Specific Environmental Impact Statement must
include careful analysis of the following factors, fully considering their impact throughout the
20-year extension period: analysis of bioaccumulated radioactivity in marine life at the outfall
pipe and projected additional accumulation during the extended operating period. (SL-AN-12)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment concerns accumulation of radioisotopes in
aquatic biota, which was evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be a Category 1 issue.
Aquatic ecology will be discussed in Section 2.0 and environmental impacts of operation will be
discussed in Section 4.0 of the SEIS. The comments provide no new information and, therefore,
will not be evaluated further.

A.2.5 Comments Concerning Terrestrial Resource Issues

Comment: And the fact that the plant takes up quite a bit of very prime real estate and leaves it
in its natural state is a spectacular opportunity for us in terms of providing habitat that we could
not afford to purchase these properties and maintain them in that natural state. (SL-S-5)
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Response: The comment is noted and relates to terrestrial ecology Category 1 issues. The
comment provides no new information, therefore, it will not be evaluated further.

A.2.6 Comments Concerning Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues

Comment: | believe that the St. Lucie Site-Specific Environmental Impact Statement must
include careful analysis of the following factors, fully considering their impact throughout the
20-year extension period: Costs of safely and securely storing high level nuclear wastes on site
for at least 20 more years. (SL-AN-9)

Comment: The cost impact analysis should include: Risks of accidental radiation release from
a fuel transport and storage. (SL-AM-3)

Comment: | believe that the St. Lucie Site-Specific Environmental Impact Statement must
include careful analysis of the following factors, fully considering their impact throughout the
20-year extension period: Long term storage and transportation hazards of high level nuclear
wastes, including analysis of land routes for the transportation of new fuel and spent fuel through
Florida. (SL-AN-10)

Comment: Why do you need a separate license for the pool expansion or dry cask storage?
This should be planned along with the license to renew, to operate. (SL-T-3)

Response: Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1 issue. The safety and
environmental effects of a long-term storage of spent fuel onsite has been evaluated by the NRC
and, as set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule, the NRC generically determined that such
storage could be accomplished without significant environmental impact. In the Waste
Confidence Rule, the Commission determined that spent fuel can be stored onsite for at least
30 years beyond the licensed operating life, which may include the term of a renewed license.
At or before the end of that period, the fuel would be moved to a permanent repository. The
Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS),
NUREG-1437, is based upon the assumption that storage of the spent fuel onsite is not
permanent. The plant-specific supplement to the GEIS that will be prepared regarding license
renewal for the St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, will be based on the same assumption.

Likewise, the matter of processing and storage of low-level waste is considered a Category 1
issue. The conclusion regarding this issue in the GEIS included consideration of the long-term
storage of low-level waste onsite during the license renewal term. The comments provide no
new information; therefore the comments will not be evaluated further.
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A.2.7 Comments Concerning Threatened or Endangered Species Issues

Comment: The St. Lucie Power Plant is not only a place that produces clean, safe, low cost
electricity, it also is an environmentally friendly facility, that provides a home to dozens of rare,
threatened or endangered birds and animals. (SL-Z-7)

Comment: The plant itself, it's been mentioned, the nuclear plant doesn’t take up but a small
portion of the total acreage on the barrier island site. So the rest of the acreage is left in its
natural state and it's maintained in a natural state, in fact enhanced in some areas, by removing
exotic vegetation such as Brazilian Pepper and Australian Pine, and does provide habitat for a
tremendous diversity of life that’'s on the barrier island, associated with the coastal area, about a
180 or so species of plants and animals that are associated with the site, about 36 different
endangered species there, or threatened species that are on the site, too. (SL-N-2)

Response: The comments are noted. Threatened or Endangered Species is a Category 2
issue, and will be addressed in Sections 2.2 and 4.6 of the supplemental EIS for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2.

Comment: The St. Lucie Plant, which looks out on the Atlantic Ocean, maintains a strong
commitment to sea turtle protection. Our (FPL) sea turtle program involves around the clock
efforts, including scientific research and data gathering, participation in the sea turtle stranding
and salvage program, participation in the sea turtle beach nesting surveys and our free guided
turtle walks for the public. (SL-I-9) (SL-V-9)

Comment: The work they (FPL) do on local marine life and their specialized work with our sea
turtle population fills a very important need for us. (SL-M-2)

Comment: There’s also a great deal of care for some of our lagoon residents, such as the sea
turtles, that could be killed or injured in water intakes and things of that nature. Every effort is
made to protect them. (SL-S-6)

Comment: The Turtle Beach nature trail mentioned here earlier, is open to the public to enjoy
Florida’s natural beauty. The plant’s beaches provide one of the best nesting sites for
threatened or endangered sea turtles, and the overall facility itself is a place of quiet beauty.
(SL-Z-8)

Response: The comments are noted. Sea turtles are protected under the Endangered Species
Act, and are evaluated as Threatened or Endangered Species, which is a Category 2 issue.
That analysis will be presented in Sections 2.2 and 4.6 of the supplemental EIS for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2.
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A.2.8 Comments Concerning Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Comment: | also feel that the NEPA, National Environmental Policy Act goes way back, too.
That’s all the way back to 1969. That’s what a lot of this is being based on. | think it's a pro-
nuclear bill. It's basically about the process to consider alternatives, which aiming right towards
nuclear power. (SL-T-1)

Comment: If the application is not renewed, he said it would take ten years to create an
alternate source of energy. And think about that. We’d have to take ten years to find alternate
sources of energy. What is the cost going to be? Where is it going to come from? Is it going to
be available? And now we have a plant we have to shut down. What'’s the cost of shutting the
plant down? What's the cost going to be for jobs in the community if we have to shut the plant
down? And what are the other environmental costs that it's going to take to get sources that
probably aren’t going to be in our own community? Our community will suffer. (SL-AB-2)

Comment: An environmental trade study comparing the estimated cost and pollution of various
energy conversion plants should be a part of the renewal process. This should include the total
cost per kW and total cost per kWh including any subsidies. These trades should include those
sources that would be substituted if the renewal license were denied and other energy sources
must be used in compensation. These should include coal, oil, natural gas, wind, solar, and
other less likely forms such as biomass, wave and tidal energy. (SL-AP-1)

Response: The comments are noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives for the St. Lucie
license renewal will be evaluated in Section 8.0 of the SEIS.

Comment: The other aspect of what Florida has is biomass, and in spite of our state senator
arguing for the burning of city waste and incinerator plants, using the heat form that to generate
more energy, there are a lot of pollutants that are associated with human induced waste. The
aspects of mercury, lead, various heavy metals that are within the incineration system and have
to be removed, some remaining to go into the air and water. (SL-L-6)

Comment: There are aspects that should be compared for the non-license renewable aspect in
the EIS scoping to include coal plants, oil fired plants, the natural gas plants that are far lower in
pollution, but there’s a lot of limit as to how much there is. It's all fossil fuel. (SL-L-3)

Comment: | read somewhere, on a scale comparing fossil fuel plants with nuclear plant, the

fossil plants pollute at the rate of 30 to 45 percent and the nuclear plant, in comparison, about
3 percent. (SL-J-3)
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Comment: They don’t burn fossil fuel, although we are concerned about where that spent fuel
is going to go and what'’s going to happen. There are other alternatives that always can be
explored and looked at. (SL-N-6)

Response: The comments are noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, including
alternative fuels, for the St. Lucie license renewal will be evaluated in Section 8.0 of the SEIS.

Comment: Nowhere here tonight did | hear that we must conserve. | think this is one of our
greatest focuses that we must do. The electricity consumed per customer has to decrease. |
hear that’'s been on the increase. (SL-AE-7)

Response: The comment is noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, including
conservation, for the St. Lucie license renewal will be evaluated in Section 8.0 of the SEIS.

Comment: The other aspect of renewable energy is also very difficult. For Florida you'd think,
well, it’s the sunshine state, but we don’t get as much as Arizona. We have sea breeze storms,
cloud cover, roughly five hours on the average of sunlight, direct blue sky sunlight a day. That’s
quite a limitation. (SL-L-4)

Response: The comment is noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, including solar power
generation, for the St. Lucie license renewal will be evaluated in Section 8.0 of the SEIS.

Comment: As much as I'm a wind energy fan, there’s not a lot of wind in Florida. It’s rated
marginal by FP&L. (SL-L-5)

Response: The comment is noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, including wind
power, for the St. Lucie license renewal will be evaluated in Section 8.0 of the SEIS.
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Part Il - Comments Received on the Draft SEIS

A.3 Introduction

Pursuant to 10 CFR Part 51, the staff transmitted the Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Regarding St. Lucie Unit 1 and 2, Draft Report for
Comment (NUREG-1437, Supplement 11, referred to as the draft SEIS) to Federal, State, and
local government agencies as well as interested members of the public, requesting comments
by January 15, 2003. As part of the process to solicit public comments on the draft SEIS, the
staff:

» placed a copy of the draft SEIS into the NRC’s electronic Public Document Room, its
license renewal website, and the Indian River Community College Library in Fort Pierce,
Florida

» sent copies of the draft SEIS to the applicant, members of the public who requested
copies, and certain Federal, State, and local agencies

« published a notice of availability of the draft SEIS and opportunity for comment in the
Federal Register on November 1, 2002 (67 FR 66674)

» issued public announcements, such as advertisements in local newspapers and postings
in public places, of the availability of the draft SEIS

» announced and held two public meetings in Port St. Lucie, Florida, on December 3, 2002,
to describe the results of the environmental review and answer related questions

« issued public service announcements and press releases announcing the issuance of the
draft SEIS, the public meetings, and instructions on how to comment on the draft SEIS

 established a website to receive comments on the draft SEIS through the Internet.

During the comment period, the staff received a total of nine comment letters in addition to the
comments received during the public meetings.

The staff has reviewed the public meeting transcripts and the nine comment letters that are part
of the docket file for the application, all of which are available in the NRC’s Electronic Public
Document Room. Appendix A, Part Il, Section A.4 contains a summary of the comments and
the staff’'s responses. Related issues are grouped together. Appendix A, Part Il, Section A.5
contains excerpts of the December 3, 2002, public meeting transcripts, the written statements
provided at the public meetings, and the comment letters.
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Each comment identified by the staff was assigned a specific alpha-numeric identifier (marker).
That identifier is typed in the margin of the transcript or letter at the beginning of the discussion
of the comment. A cross-reference of the alpha-numeric identifiers, the speaker or author of the
comment, the page where the comment can be found, and the section(s) of this report in which
the comment is addressed is provided in Table A-2. The speakers at the meetings are listed in
speaking order along with the page of the transcript excerpts in this report on which the
comment appears. These comments are identified by the letters “SLD” followed by a number
that identifies each comment in approximate chronological order in which the comments were
made. The written statements (from the public meetings) and written comment letters are also
identified by the letters “SLD.”

The staff made a determination on each comment that it was one of the following:

(1) a comment that was actually a request for information and introduced no new information
(2) a comment that was either related to support or opposition of license renewal in general (or
specifically St. Lucie Units 1 and 2) or that made a general statement about the license

renewal process. It may have made only a general statement regarding Category 1 and/or
Category 2 issues. In addition, it provided no new information and does not pertain to
safety considerations reviewed under 10 CFR Part 54.

(3) a comment about a Category 1 issue that
(a) provided significant new information that required evaluation during the review, or
(b) provided no significant new information

(4) a comment about a Category 2 issue that
(a) provided significant information that required evaluation during the review, or

(b) provided no such information

(5) a comment that raised an environmental issue that was not addressed in the GEIS or the
draft SEIS

(6) a comment on safety issues pertaining to 10 CFR Part 54
(7) a comment outside the scope of license renewal (not related to 10 CFR Parts 51 or 54), or

(8) a comment that was editorial in nature.
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Comment types 3, 4, 5, and 8 may have resulted in changes to the text.

There was no significant new information provided on Category 1 issues [(3)(a) above] or
information that required further evaluation on Category 2 issues [(4)(a)]. Therefore, the GEIS
and draft SEIS remained valid and bounding, and no further evaluation was performed.

Comments without a supporting technical basis or without any new information are discussed in
this appendix, and not in other sections of this report. Relevant references that address the
issues within the regulatory authority of the NRC are provided where appropriate. Many of these
references can be obtained from the NRC Electronic Public Document Room.

Within each section of Part Il of this appendix (A.4.1 through A.4.16), similar comments are
grouped together for ease of reference, and a summary description of the comments is given,
followed by the staff’'s response. Where the comment or question resulted in a change in the
text of the draft report, the corresponding response refers the reader to the appropriate section
of this report where the change was made. Revisions to the text in the draft report are
designated by vertical lines beside the text.

Some numbers were initially assigned to portions of verbal or written statements that were later
determined not to be comments. These items were removed from the table. As a result, not all

numbers are sequential (see Table A-2.)

Table A-2. Comment Log

Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Page Number Addressed
SLD-A-1 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-44 A4.11
SLD-A-2 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-27 A4.3
SLD-A-3 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A4.15
SLD-A-4 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-27 A4.3
SLD-A-5 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-A-6 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-A-7 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-47 A4.14
SLD-A-8 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-41 A4.11
SLD-A-9 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-A-10 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-44 A4.11
SLD-A-11 D. Anderson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-B-1 B. Bangert Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-B-2 B. Bangert Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-B-3 B. Bangert Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-37 A4.9
SLD-B-4 B. Bangert Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-C-1 R. Parrish Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-D-1 G. Wilson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 A-18 May 2003




Table A-2. (cont'd)

Appendix A

Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Page Number Addressed
SLD-D-2 G. Wilson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-D-3 G. Wilson Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-E-1 S.Wolfberg Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-F-1 D. Daniel Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-F-2 D. Daniel Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-52 A4.15
SLD-F-3 D. Daniel Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-54 A.4.15
SLD-F-4 D. Daniel Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-54 A4.15
SLD-F-5 D. Daniel Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-52 A.4.15
SLD-G-1 G. Cantrell Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A4.15
SLD-H-1 J. Miller Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-I-1 D.Jernigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-I-2 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-I-3 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-1-4 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-I-5 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A.4.15
SLD-I-6 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-I-7 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-37 A4.9
SLD-1-8 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-31 A4.4
SLD-I-9 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-44 A4.11
SLD-1-10 D. Jerigan Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-J-1 T. Abbatiello Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-J-2 T. Abbatiello Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-J-3 T. Abbatiello Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-37 A4.9
SLD-J-4 T. Abbatiello Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A4.15
SLD-J-5 T. Abbatiello Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-K-1 J. Vojcsik Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-K-2 J. Vojesik Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A.4.15
SLD-K-3 J. Vojcsik Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-44 A4.11
SLD-K-4 J. Vojesik Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-L-1 A. Hall Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-L-2 A. Hall Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-L-3 A. Hall Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-52 A4.15
SLD-L-4 A. Hall Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-52 A.4.15
SLD-L-5 A. Hall Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-52 A4.14
SLD-M-1 F. Leslie Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-M-2 F. Leslie Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-M-3 F. Leslie Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-48 A4.14
SLD-M-4 F. Leslie Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-48 A4.14
SLD-M-5 F. Leslie Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-48 A4.14
SLD-N-1 B. Raatz Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-49 A4.14
SLD-N-2 B. Raatz Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-49 A4.14
SLD-N-3 B. Raatz Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-49 A.4.14
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Table A-2. (cont'd)

Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Page Number Addressed
SLD-N-4 B. Raatz Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-55 A4.15
SLD-N-5 B. Raatz Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-33 A47
SLD-0O-1 R. De Cristofaro Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-56 A4.15
SLD-P-1 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-P-2 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-45 A4.13
SLD-P-3 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-50 A.4.15
SLD-P-4 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-53 A4.15
SLD-P-5 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-38 A.4.10
SLD-P-6 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-39 A4.10
SLD-P-7 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-39 A.4.10
SLD-P-8 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-50 A4.15
SLD-P-9 B. Wells Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-56 A.4.15
SLD-Q-1 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-Q-2 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-44 A4.11
SLD-Q-3 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-Q-4 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-Q-5@ H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) NA NA
SLD-Q-6 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-Q-7 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-Q-8 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-Q-9 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-48 A4.14
SLD-Q-10 H. Fenn Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-R-1 M. Oncavage Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-26 A4.2
SLD-R-2 M. Oncavage Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-27 A4.2
SLD-R-3 M. Oncavage Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-52 A4.15
SLD-R-4 M. Oncavage Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-46 A.4.13
SLD-S-1 L. Brumfield Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-48 A4.14
SLD-S-2 L. Brumfield Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-27 A4.2
SLD-S-3 L. Brumfield Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-46 A4.13
SLD-S-4 L. Brumfield Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-47 A.4.13
SLD-S-5 L. Brumfield Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-49 A4.14
SLD-T-1 J. Rowley Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-T-2 J. Rowley Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-43 A4.11
SLD-T-3® J. Rowley Afternoon Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) NA NA
SLD-U-1 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-U-2 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-U-3 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-28 A4.3
SLD-U-4 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-U-5 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A4.15
SLD-U-6 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-U-7 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-37 A4.9
SLD-U-8 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-31 A4.4
SLD-U-9 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-44 A.4.11
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Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Page Number Addressed
SLD-U-10 D. Jernigan Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-42 A4.11
SLD-V-1 T. Abbatiello Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-V-2 T. Abbatiello Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-25 A4
SLD-V-3 T. Abbatiello Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-37 A4.9
SLD-V-4 T. Abbatiello Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-51 A4.15
SLD-V-5 T. Abbatiello Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-29 A4.3
SLD-W-1 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-W-2 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-W-3 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-53 A4.15
SLD-w-4 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-53 A.4.15
SLD-W-5 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-43 A4.11
SLD-W-6 @ V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) NA NA
SLD-W-7 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-43 A4.11
SLD-W-8 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-W-9 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-40 A4.10
SLD-W-10 V. Barry Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-30 A4.3
SLD-X-1 L. Bullington Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-43 A4.11
SLD-Y-1 K. Knapp Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-43 A4.11
SLD-z-1 C. Bogacki Evening Meeting Transcript (12/03/02) A-34 A4.7
SLD-AA-1 B. Wells E-mail (01/04/03) A-53 A.4.15
SLD-AB-1 G. Hogue E-mail (01/06/03) A-71 A4A7
SLD-AC-1 @ B. Wells E-mail (01/06/03) NA NA
SLD-AC-2 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-45 A4.13
SLD-AC-3 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-50 A.4.15
SLD-AC-4 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-53 A.4.15
SLD-AC-5 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-38 A.4.10
SLD-AC-6 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-39 A.4.10
SLD-AC-7 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-39 A.4.10
SLD-AC-8 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-50 A.4.15
SLD-AC-9 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-56 A.4.15
SLD-AC-10 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-56 A.4.15
SLD-AC-11 B. Wells E-mail (01/10/03) A-55 A.4.15
SLD-AD-1 J. James E-mail (01/11/03) A-50 A.4.15
SLD-AD-2 J. James E-mail (01/11/03) A-47 A4.13
SLD-AE-1 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-2 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-3 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-4 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-5 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-6 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-62 A.4.16
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Table A-2. (cont'd)

Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Page Number Addressed
SLD-AE-7 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-8 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-9 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-10 D. Jernigan ( ) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-11 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-12 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-13 D. Jernigan ( ) A-71 A.4.16
SLD-AE-14 D. Jernigan ( ) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-15 D. Jernigan ( ) A-67 A.4.16
SLD-AE-16 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-17 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-18 D. Jernigan ( ) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-19 D. Jernigan ( ) A-70 A.4.16
SLD-AE-20 D. Jernigan ( ) A-68 A.4.16
SLD-AE-21 D. Jernigan ( ) A-70 A.4.16
SLD-AE-22 D. Jernigan ( ) A-67 A.4.16
SLD-AE-23 D. Jernigan ( ) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-24 D. Jernigan ( ) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-25 D. Jernigan ( ) A-70 A.4.16
SLD-AE-26 D. Jernigan ( ) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-27 D. Jernigan ( ) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-28 D. Jernigan ( ) A-64 A.4.16
SLD-AE-29 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-30 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-31 D. Jernigan ( ) A-62 A.4.16
SLD-AE-32 D. Jernigan ( ) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-33 D. Jernigan ( ) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-34 D. Jernigan ( ) A-64 A.4.16
SLD-AE-35 D. Jernigan ( ) A-64 A.4.16
SLD-AE-36 D. Jernigan ( ) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-37 D. Jernigan ( ) A-65 A.4.16
SLD-AE-38 D. Jernigan ( ) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-39 D. Jernigan ( ) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-40 D. Jernigan ( ) A-65 A.4.16
SLD-AE-41 D. Jernigan ( ) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-42 D. Jernigan ( ) A-65 A.4.16
SLD-AE-43 D. Jernigan ( ) A-66 A.4.16
SLD-AE-44 D. Jernigan ( ) A-32 A.4.16
SLD-AE-45 D. Jernigan ( ) A-66 A.4.16
SLD-AE-46 D. Jernigan ( ) A-66 A.4.16
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Table A-2. (cont'd)

Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Page Number Addressed
SLD-AE-47 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-48 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-65 A.4.16
SLD-AE-49 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-61 A.4.16
SLD-AE-50 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-51 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-59 A.4.16
SLD-AE-52 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-59 A.4.16
SLD-AE-53 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-59 A.4.16
SLD-AE-54 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-61 A.4.16
SLD-AE-55 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-59 A.4.16
SLD-AE-56 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-57 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-58 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-59 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-60 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-59 A.4.16
SLD-AE-61 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-64 A.4.16
SLD-AE-62 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-61 A.4.16
SLD-AE-63 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-64 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-61 A.4.16
SLD-AE-65 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-60 A.4.16
SLD-AE-66 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-61 A.4.16
SLD-AE-67 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-68 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-69 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-70 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-63 A.4.16
SLD-AE-71 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-67 A.4.16
SLD-AE-72 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-67 A.4.16
SLD-AE-73 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-74 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-66 A.4.16
SLD-AE-75 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-76 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-77 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-78 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-69 A.4.16
SLD-AE-79 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-70 A.4.16
SLD-AE-80 D. Jernigan Letter (01/09/2003) A-70 A.4.16
SLD-AF-1 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-57 A.4.15
SLD-AF-2 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-58 A.4.15
SLD-AF-3 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-56 A.4.15
SLD-AF-4 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-58 A.4.15
SLD-AF-5 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-58 A.4.15
SLD-AF-6 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-58 A.4.15
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Table A-2. (cont'd)

Section(s) Where

No. Speaker or Author Source Page Number Addressed
SLD-AF-7 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-58 A.4.15
SLD-AF-8 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-57 A.4.15
SLD-AF-9 M. Oncavage E-mail (01/13/03) A-54 A.4.15
SLD-AG-1 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-25 A4
SLD-AG-2 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-44 A4.12
SLD-AG-3 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-40 A.4.10
SLD-AG-4 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-58 A.4.15
SLD-AG-5 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-56 A.4.15
SLD-AG-6 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-48 A4.14
SLD-AG-7 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-45 A4.12
SLD-AG-8 F. Leslie Letter (01/16/03) A-26 A4A1
SLD-AH-1 W. Dobbins Letter (12/06/02) A-43 A4.11
SLD-AH-2 W. Dobbins Letter (12/06/02) A-30 A43
SLD-AI-1 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-49 A4.14
SLD-AI-2 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-49 A4.14
SLD-AI-3 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-37 A4.9
SLD-Al-4 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-38 A4.9
SLD-AI-5 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-38 A4.9
SLD-AI-6 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-35 A4T7
SLD-AI-7 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-36 A48
SLD-AI-8 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-33 A46
SLD-AI-9 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-36 A48
SLD-AI-10 H. Mueller Letter (01/15/03) A-33 A.4.6

(a) This comment was determined upon later review to either be combined with another comment or to be un-related to the scope

of the SEIS.
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A.4 Comments and Responses on the Draft SEIS

A.41 Comments in Support of the License Renewal Process

Comment: | want to express my appreciation to those who drafted this report, for including a
glossary of the acronyms used in the report. (SLD-B-1)

Comment: The Alliance is also very impressed by the systematic and completeness of the
report in evaluating the environmental consequences of renewing the licenses for the St. Lucie
FP&L Plants 1 and 2, for operation for an additional twenty years. (SLD-B-2)

Comment: FPL strongly supports the openness of this process. (SLD-I-1) (SLD-U-1)

Comment: | believe that this report has reflected a comprehensive assessment of the
environmental impact of license renewal. (SLD-I-2) (SLD-U-2)

Comment: The supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the St. Lucie license renewal
provides a thorough examination of ninety-two environmental issues addressed in the
regulations. This very broad approach has been thoughtfully designed and is intended to cover
the wide spectrum of issues that might be raised by members of the public for governmental
review agencies. (SLD-J-1) (SLD-V-1)

Comment: The supplemental Environmental Impact Statement concludes that the
environmental impacts from operating St. Lucie for an additional twenty years, would be small.
This conclusion is based on the detailed analysis of the impact areas. | agree with this
conclusion. It is the same conclusion that was made in FPL’s environmental report prepared as
a part of our application. (SLD-J-2) (SLD-V-2)

Comment: | did read the SEIS, Supplement 11 and found it very interesting. And | especially
commend that writers of that report for doing such a good job in the field of alternative energy.
(SLD-M-1)

Comment: And so, in looking at the work that has been done within Supplement 11, the
comparison of small, moderate and large impacts on the environment, it appears to me that the
nuclear option is the best way to continue and I'm supporting that. (SLD-M-2)

Comment: The use of SMALL, MODERATE, and LARGE impact on the environment qualifiers
is a good approach to focus on the effect rather than various quantities. (SLD-AG-1)

Comment: Table 9-1 displays the SMALL impact of relicensing versus the other replacement
power possibilities that range from MODERATE to LARGE impacts. License renewal thus
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appears to be the best action now, and in perhaps twenty years, other energy alternatives may
be better suited and economic. (SLD-AG-8)

Response: The comments are supportive of license renewal and its processes and are general
in nature. The comments are noted and are consistent with the conclusions in this SEIS. The
comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.2 Comments in Opposition to the License Renewal Process

Comment: | raised eight public safety issues that needed to be included in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and not even one of those safety issues are in this draft study.
Apparently some individuals of the NRC have great difficulty relating safety and public concerns
to their Environmental Impact Statement. Also, | would like someone from the Office of the
General Counsel to explain to me exactly which provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act enable the NRC staff to ignore the tremendously dangerous issues that | raised at the
scoping meeting. No matter. There are forces at work here well beyond the control of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the nuclear industry. (SLD-R-1)

Response: The comment is noted. The commenter states that the issues he raised during the
NEPA scoping process were not addressed in the Draft SEIS. The Staff determined in the
Scoping Summary Report (ML021160348) dated July 8, 2002, which predated the October 2002
draft SEIS, that the issues raised by the commenter are not related to the environmental
consequences of the Federal action (as prescribed in 10 CFR Part 51) to renew a license and
will not be considered in the environmental review.

As characterized by the commenter, the issues raised are safety issues. NRC’s safety
responsibilities fall under the Atomic Energy Act, either associated with the current operation of
the facility or with the continued operation should the license be renewed. The NRC safety
review for license renewal is conducted pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54 and is documented in a
safety evaluation report, a separate document from this SEIS, in an inspection report, and in the
review by the NRC’s Advisory Committee for Reactor Safequards. One of the principal
responsibilities of the NRC is the protection of the health and safety of the public and any safety
issue that has a bearing on this responsibility is evaluated. During the course of the
environmental review for license renewal, safety issues brought to the staff’s attention are
referred to the appropriate safety venue for consideration.

The commenter also requested an that the staff explain why beyond design basis accidents are
not evaluated for potential environmental impact under the provisions of NEPA. The
environmental review mandated by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is subject to a
rule of reason and as such need not include all theoretically possible environmental effects
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arising out of an action, but may be limited to effects which are shown to have some likelihood of
occurring. Environmental impact statements need not discuss the environmental effects of
alternatives which are deemed only remote and speculative possibilities. Additionally, NEPA
does not require the preparation of an environmental impact statement for hypothetical accident
scenarios based on remote and speculative events.

This comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: International affairs show that nuclear electricity is too dangerous, too expensive,
and too unreliable to have a meaningful future. (SLD-R-2)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment is not sufficiently specific enough to provide
a detailed response. The cost of power is outside the scope of license renewal. Reliability is
also outside the scope. Operational safety matters are outside the scope of the NRC’s
environmental review. An NRC safety review for license renewal is conducted pursuant to 10
CFR Part 54 and will be documented in a safety evaluation report separate from this SEIS. The
comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: You know, | really wish that nuclear power could work, but | don’t believe it's
working, for the very reasons that | get the willies when | drive by the power plant over on
Hutchinson Island. (SLD-S-2)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment is not sufficiently specific enough to provide
a detailed response. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was
not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.3 Comments in Support of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

Comment: The St. Lucie Power Plant provides our industry with a reliable source of electricity.
In St. Lucie County, we’re not like other areas of the country where you experience brownouts or
blackouts. Our industry, as a diversified industry we have here now, relies heavily on a steady
source of electricity and a reliable source. (SLD-A-2)

Comment: The St. Lucie Plant is among the lowest cost producers of electricity in the FPL

system, and this helps keep our electric bills low. And that is one of the attractions to our area
for industry. (SLD-A-4)
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Comment: Our power bills are more reasonable than most others in the country, in part
because of this plant, and we want to keep our power bills low and our quality of life high.
(SLD-A-5)

Comment: We want to keep the St. Lucie Power Plant as part of our future. The site is already
established. They’re continuing to operate — the continuation of operating this facility means no
new land would be disturbed to construct a new facility to replace this one. (SLD-A-6)

Comment: The thing that impresses me most about the St. Lucie Plant is its reputation. I've
heard about the good ratings the plant has received through the years from the NRC.
(SLD-A-11)

Comment: | cannot stress strongly enough our commendations for FP&L’s continuing efforts to
improve any areas that they find may be having a detrimental effect on the environment, on any
portion of their eleven hundred plus acres on the island adjacent to Plants 1 and 2, or along its
transmission lines. (SLD-B-4)

Comment: The employees at the power plant pose no problem for law enforcement. And they
are certainly, as Mr. Anderson pointed out earlier, a great neighbor for us to have here in
St. Lucie County. (SLD-D-2)

Comment: St. Lucie County Sheriff’'s Office works closely with the security department out at
the plant to ensure that all of those issues that of concern for a lot of people who live in the area
out there are taken care of, and that working relationship is a very strong relationship and one
that we’re very proud of. So on behalf of law enforcement in St. Lucie County, we are in support
of license renewal for the power plant. (SLD-D-3)

Comment: We’re here in support of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s relicensing of

St. Lucie’s Unit 1 and 2. We have had a relationship with the power plant for over twenty-three
years that during this time we’ve been able to build a model partnership in relationships between
FP&L and the county, and the benefits going both way. We consider St. Lucie Power Plant a
partner in our planning, our response and operating, and continuing education in emergency
services as well as just good friends, partners and corporate partners. On behalf of Martin
County Emergency Services, again, we support the relicensing for Unit 1 and 2. (SLD-E-1)

Comment: When | look at the evidence as presented in this supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement and other license renewal documents that have been submitted, I’'m assured
that the plant’s safety and a positive impact on our environment exists with these reports and
what’s contained in them. | believe the case for continued operation of the St. Lucie Plant is
strong. (SLD-I-3) (SLD-U-3)
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Comment: The performance of our power plant is top notch, thanks to our employees, which
we’ve got a couple here in the audience today. Their time, their effort, their dedication have
resulted in St. Lucie consistently being recognized as one of the safest and most reliable, and
most efficient plants in the United States. Our employees have worked diligently through
effective maintenance programs to sustain the option for continued plant operation well beyond
the initial forty year license. (SLD-I-4) (SLD-U-4)

Comment: The St. Lucie Plant is among the lowest cost of electricity within the FPL system.
(SLD-I-6) (SLD-U-6)

Comment: The St. Lucie employees want to remain a part of this community. As your
neighbors, safe and reliable operation of the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant is our top priority. We
believe license renewal makes good sense. It makes good business sense for both FPL and its
customers. And in light of the current situation in the world, we also believe that it is the right
thing to do for our country. (SLD-J-5) (SLD-V-5)

Comment: | would like to add my voice to those today, who are supporting the license renewal
for Florida Power and Light St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant. (SLD-K-1)

Comment: Some folks, a lot of folks have come before me today, to reiterate the reasons why
they support Florida Power and Light. Why? Because the St. Lucie Plant is important to the
community. The St. Lucie Plant benefits our local economy tremendously. The St. Lucie Plant
has been an excellent partner and neighbor, be it community or in business. The St. Lucie has
conscientious, dedicated and well trained employees. (SLD-L-1)

Comment: The St. Lucie Plant has been and has a good environmental record. (SLD-L-2)

Comment: We were convinced after a few years that the power plant, Florida Power and Light
power plant was a good entity in our county. Yes, they have questions about the power plant
and there will always be questions about the power plant. (SLD-Q-1)

Comment: | want to stop and have you to recognize that the plant does provide, as far as I'm
concerned, a safe, clean — safe and clean electricity. (SLD-Q-3)

Comment: | understand that the FP&L plant is among the lowest cost producers of electricity
and that is good, because when the rate for electricity goes up too high, then we will suffer. |
would like for the St. Lucie Plant to keep electric bills low. (SLD-Q-4)

Comment: Itis my understanding that, for more than one reason, that the power plant is here.
Someone was seeking a better way to provide electricity, other than the coal and the oil that we
were living on at one time. And as a member of this community, | would like to see the power
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plant continue to be a part of our future. The location of the plant, we cannot do anything about
that. | think now that we’re in a position that we could stop the increased number of units at the
plant, but so far as doing something about the plants that are already there, | don’t believe we
will be able to that. (SLD-Q-6)

Comment: | have been told by some authoritative sources that the power plant workers are
very dedicated persons and well trained. I'm going to live on that fact. (SLD-Q-8)

Comment: | think this nuclear power plant is the best thing for our community environment, as
some of you all have been saying. (SLD-Q-10)

Comment: | can’t worry about what'’s going to happen all over the world, all over the United
States, but | know FP&L here and our power plant, they look after our safety. (SLD-T-1)

Comment: During that time we have relied on Florida Power and Light and the St. Lucie
Nuclear Plant to supply us with low cost, safe and reliable electricity. They have never failed to
fulfill that responsibility. (SLD-W-1)

Comment: We also have enjoyed great credits, by participating in the Florida Power and Light
on-call program. With this program our water heater and our air conditioning system are wired
such, that during peak loads Florida Power and Light can remotely disrupt our service for short
periods of time. To date, if they have activated the system, we are unaware of it, and it has
caused us no inconvenience. (SLD-W-2)

Comment: Adding to their economic and civic achievements, the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant has
always maintained a strong commitment to the environment. Their emphasis on the South
Florida ecosystem have resulted in designing and maintaining a facility that compliments a
friendly relationship of the two. (SLD-W-8)

Comment: The twenty-five year history of the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant has been excellent for the
community, for the environment and its wildlife, and for the people. We have got something very
good here and when you have something good you stick with it. (SLD-W-10)

Comment: However, the most important economic impact of the St. Lucie Plant is the
inexpensive consistent power which it provides to our area. In the past, business took those
power for granted, however, with the recent events in California, and the potential for disruptions
to our oil supply caused by events in the Middle East, we are especially lucky to have the

St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant in our County. (SLD-AH-2)
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Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal at
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, and are general in nature. The comments provide no new information;
therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.4 Comments Concerning Air Quality Issues

Comment: We [FPL] can continue to produce clean electricity without air pollution or
greenhouse gases. (SLD-I-8) (SLD-U-8)

Response: The comment is noted. Emissions are regulated through air quality permits issued
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the State of Florida. Air quality is discussed in
Section 2.0 of this SEIS. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment
was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.5 Comments Concerning Groundwater Use and Quality Issues

Comment: Page 4-33, line 1-22: In this paragraph, the NRC addressed groundwater use
conflicts (potable and service water; plants that use > 379 I/min [>100 gpm]) as an applicable
Category 2 issue, citing the indirect withdrawal of groundwater at the St. Lucie site in excess of
100 gpm as the basis. This determination is not consistent with the scope of this issue as
defined in the GEIS and codified by 10 CFR 51. NRC in GEIS Section 4.8.1,” Groundwater
Use,” states, “This impact could occur as a direct effect of pumping groundwater, ...” (emphasis
added). Furthermore, the specific concern for this issue is that the cone of depression
associated with direct pumping of groundwater onsite could potentially extend beyond the plant
boundaries and impact offsite groundwater users. Section 4.8.1 of the GEIS limits the scope of
this issue to the direct use of groundwater and acknowledges that the indirect use through
municipal supply is not of concern. Therefore, analysis of this issue should not be expanded to
include indirect use. Accordingly, this section should state that there are no Category 2 issues
applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 during the license renewal term. The statement on line 2,
“There are no Category 1 issues applicable to groundwater use and quality for St. Lucie Units 1
and 2 during the renewal term.” is incorrect. The issue “Groundwater quality degradation
(saltwater intrusion)” is a Category 1 issue that is applicable to St. Lucie. NRC in GEIS

Section 4.8.2.1 characterizes this issue as Category 1 and discusses the potential for indirect
impacts of St. Lucie’s use of municipal supply, which uses groundwater as the source water.
Consistent with other sections, the table presented in this section should identify this issue as an
applicable Category 1 issue. The 10 percent threshold used in NRC'’s discussion (lines 4-6) is
not correctly applied given the discussion is relative to the Category 2 issue of groundwater use
conflicts. This threshold was specifically used by NRC in the GEIS for the impact significance of
groundwater quality relative to saltwater intrusion (See GEIS Section 4.8.2.1). The GEIS does
not provide such a threshold for evaluating impacts from the direct use of groundwater. This
section should be revised to address the applicable Category 1 issues and state that there are
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no Category 2 issues applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. Accordingly, Table 4-8 should be
deleted and it should be noted that the GEIS section cited for the Category 2 issue listed in this
table should only be Section 4.8.1.1. GEIS Section 4.8.2.1 addresses the Category 1 issue
regarding saltwater intrusion. (SLD-AE-44)

Response: The comments are noted. The staff agrees that groundwater quality degradation
(saltwater intrusion), a Category 1 issue, is applicable to the license renewal review for St. Lucie
and the text and table in Section 4.5 of the SEIS have been revised.

The staff agrees that there are no Category 2 issues related to groundwater use and quality. In
the draft SEIS, the staff identified as a Category 2 issue the issue of groundwater use conflicts
(potable and service water; plants that use >379 I/min [>100 gpom]). The value for potable and
service water usage for the plant, given in Section 4.5, on page 4-33 of the draft SEIS was
incorrect. The correct value, given in Section 2.2.2 of the draft SEIS, is 4.98 X10° L (131,000
gal) per day or 346 I/min (91 gpm). Thus, the potable and service water usage for the plant is, in
fact, less than 379 I/min (100 gpm). Therefore, this Category 2 issue is not applicable to the

St. Lucie license renewal review.

Although the groundwater use issue is not a Category 2 issue, it does constitute a Category 1
issue. The staff considers that the Category 1 issue of groundwater use conflict (potable and
service; plants that use <379 I/min [<100 gpm]) applies to St. Lucie because its potable and
service water usage is 346 I/min (91 gpm). 10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, Appendix B identifies
this impact as SMALL. Plants using less than 100 gpm are not expected to cause any ground-
water use conflicts. The SEIS has been revised to identify this issue as a Category 1 issue.

The staff notes that it disagrees with the commenter that the intent of the GEIS is to limit
consideration of the issue of groundwater conflicts to only those facilities that withdraw the water
directly from the aquifer, and to exclude from consideration groundwater impacts for those
facilities that obtain the water from a municipal water supply that withdraws the water from the
same aquifer, as is the case with St. Lucie. The concern is not only the cone of depression in
the immediate vicinity of the plant, although the drawdown at the plant perimeter is frequently
used as a metric of impacts on the regional groundwater flow pattern, but the overall reduction in
stability of the groundwater supply.

In summary, the staff has defined the groundwater use conflicts as a Category 1 issue for St.

Lucie and has included it in the SEIS along with the groundwater quality issue related to
saltwater intrusion. The comments resulted in changes to the table and text of Section 4.5.
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A.4.6 Comments Concerning Surface Water Quality Issues

Comment: Applying herbicides and weed killers can impact surface and groundwater
resources. This is of concern at this site, since groundwater is generally very shallow there.
(SLD-AI-8)

Response: The comments are noted. As stated in the text, the applicant primarily uses
herbicides in the form of spot applications to prevent re-sprouting of trees that may interfere
with the electrical conductors. Much less often, the applicant will use broadcast applications to
control exotic grasses. The types, quantities, and application frequency depend on the particular
maintenance problem at hand. Mowing and trimming are always the applicant’s preferred forms
of right-of-way maintenance. When herbicide use is required, the applicant buys, applies, and
disposes of the chemicals in accordance with the label instructions for each product and with all
applicable Federal and State regulations. These regulations are designed to protect human
health, as well as wildlife and surface or groundwater resources. All herbicide applications are
performed under the supervision of licensed pesticide applicators to ensure compliance with
Federal and State regulations. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the
comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Water Quality: Section 2.2.3 briefly discusses the NPDES status of the facility.
Requirements for the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and Industrial
Wastewater Facility permits should be outlined in the Final GSEIS. (SLD-AI-10)

Response: The comment is noted. A brief description of the requirements of the NPDES
permit has been added to the SEIS text. The comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

A.4.7 Comments Concerning Aquatic Ecology Issues

Comment: | know that there were periodic discharges of radioactive water into Lake Erie. And |
remember, you know, there were always these reassurances that that’s no concern to the
human population. But I, you know, when | would see hundreds of dead fish wash up on my
beach right after that, | was not reassured. And then just recently, you know, we’ve heard about,
you know, problems with that facility in Ohio. (SLD-N-5)

Response: The comment is noted. The commenter was drawing an analogy between a
nuclear plant on Lake Erie and the St. Lucie plant. The comment concerns a Category 1 issue:
effects of radiological emissions on aquatic biota near St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. The radiological
release standards for humans are sufficiently protective to ensure that non-human biota are not
adversely affected. The dead fish seen in Lake Erie were not due to radiological releases from
the nuclear industry, but more likely due to cold shock, low dissolved oxygen, or possibly,
pollution. Aquatic ecology is discussed in Section 2.0, and environmental impacts of operation
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are discussed in Section 4.0 of this SEIS. There have been no fish Kills related to radiological
discharges at the St. Lucie plant. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the
comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: | just want to let you know the posted radioactive material settlement pond that is on
the FP&L site outside of the radiation control area — and FP&L is doing a great job on the

St. Lucie site — but | would like to see the settlement pond that is open to all the wildlife, have
some attention to make this settlement pond de-posted as radioactive material area that is open
to the wildlife, and adhere to the environmental issues that may impact that. (SLD-Z-1)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment is not within the scope of 10 CFR Part 51
requirements for the environmental review associated with the application for license renewal at
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. Nevertheless, the staff evaluated this issue in some detail because of
the potential concern regarding the spread of radioactive contamination. The contamination of
the sediment in the East Evaporation/Percolation (EP) Pond resulted from a spill of slightly
contaminated water within the plant in 1977. In 1992, the NRC staff conducted an inspection of
the pond and the licensee’s actions to minimize the spread of contamination from the pond. The
results of that inspection are contained in inspection reports 50-335/92-15, 50-389/92-15,
50-335/92-22, and 50-389/92-22. These reports establish that no violations of NRC
requirements were identified during the inspection.

Subsequent to the December 3, 2002, public meeting on the draft SEIS for St. Lucie, during
which the commenter voiced his concern, the NRC staff determined that the pond was posted
properly and controlled in accordance with NRC regulations and plant procedures. The East EP
Pond is entirely within the station protected area and, as such, is inaccessible to members of the
public. Water in the pond is sampled for radioactive material periodically. Pond sediment
samples have been taken infrequently and have always shown negligible amounts of radioactive
material. In response to the staff’s inquiries, late in 2002, the licensee collected several samples
of pond sediment for evaluation on January 31, 2003. The results of the isotopic analysis
revealed the presence of trace amounts of cesium-137 in the pond’s sediments. The levels in
the pond sediment are below the effluent release limits stated in 10 CFR Part 20, Appendix B,
Table B-2, under “Effluents,” “Air,” and “Water.” These are applicable to the assessment and
control of dose to the public from radioactive effluents. The effluent release concentrations for
water are designed to provide a safe drinking water standard. The pond is not used for
domestic water, there are no nearby groundwater withdrawal wells that are used for potable
water, and there are no other uses of the pond that would create a pathway to members of the
public.

The concern over wildlife and the spread of contaminants through groundwater and/or biota

(e.g., waterfowl! species wading in the pond and becoming contaminated due to contact with the
sediments) was also investigated by the staff. Because the concentrations of the radionuclides
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in the sediments are so low and it is likely that contaminated sediments will become buried by
sediment inflow from the site over time, the staff does not believe that transient biota using the
pond would be a significant pathway for the spread of contamination to uncontaminated areas
around the plant site. Radionuclide patterns of spatial/temporal distribution in the surrounding
area directly correlated to the contaminated pond have not been documented. No effort has
been made to remediate or remove contaminated sediment. However, the licensee has
adequate records and retention programs as required by 10 CFR 50.75(g)(1) to ensure that the
area will be identified during plant decommissioning.

At the time of decommissioning, the licensee is required to submit a License Termination Plan
which contains information on the types and quantities of radioactive materials on the site.
Decommissioning will ensure that all areas of the site, including the settlement pond, meet the
site release criteria specified in 10 CFR Part 20 prior to license termination.

In summary, the staff has determined that the East EP Pond is properly posted and does not
pose any immediate risk to public health and safety. The use of the pond by transient biota will
not result in the unacceptable spread of contamination and the licensee has adequately
characterized the contamination in the pond. Lastly, there is assurance that the contamination
will be appropriately remediated at the time of site decommissioning. The staff does not plan to
pursue the issue further unless new information is obtained that would bring into question the
staff’s conclusions.

The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Fish: We note the concerns regarding anoxic conditions at the bottom of Big Mud
Creek, where the water depth exceeds 40 feet. Fish kills have been reported in that area, and
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection recommended that the creek be filled to a
more environmentally-friendly depth (page E-8 of the document). Clarification should be
provided in the Final GSEIS regarding the origin of the anoxic conditions mentioned, and the
planned or implemented measures to avoid impacts to fish in the area. (SLD-AI-6)

Response: The comment is noted. Big Mud Creek was dredged during plant construction to
provide deep water access to the Intra-Coastal Waterway. When infrequent barge access to the
plant is needed the channel is measured for depth and actions taken as required. In addition Big
Mud Creek provides water for the plant ultimate heat sink. Reported fish kills in the area of Big
Mud Creek mostly occur east of State Road A1A (personnel communication with James R.
David, Mosquito Control Director, St. Lucie County, Florida). The dredged area is west of State
Road A1A. According to Mr. David, the fish kills that have occurred east of the highway are the
result of wind-generated turnover of anoxic waters in the shallow areas of the creek. These
wind-generated turnovers do not appear to occur in the deep waters west of the highway. Fish
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kills have occurred in Big Mud Creek, west of the highway, caused by cold water in the creek
during extremely cold weather. One the more popular sports fish species in this area is the
common snook (Centropomus undecimalis), which spawns primarily in summer and cannot
tolerate water temperatures below 15 °C (60 °F). Snook can tolerate wholly fresh or saltwater
and is found in schools along the shore and in passes during spawning season. The cold water
kills in Big Mud Creek are not related to the operations of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 or the depth of
Big Mud Creek. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.8 Comments Concerning Terrestrial Ecology Issues

Comment: Herbicides: According to Page 2-15, Power Transmission System, herbicides are
used in the transmission right-of-way. The Final GSEIS should specify the types and quantities
of herbicides applied, and the alternatives to spraying plants with defoliants. Similarly, the
FGSEIS should include details regarding broadcast applications for weed control (types,
frequency, quantities, alternatives to chemical applications, etc.). (SLD-AI-7)

Comment: Applications of herbicides in and around residential areas could potentially impact
sensitive populations. In addition, some herbicides may also cause potential adverse impacts to
wildlife. (SLD-AI-9)

Response: The comments are noted. As stated in Section 2.1.7 of the text, the applicant
primarily uses herbicides in the form of spot applications to prevent re-sprouting of trees that
may interfere with the electrical conductors. Much less often, the applicant will use broadcast
applications to control exotic grasses. The types, quantities, and application frequency depend
on the particular maintenance problem at hand. Mowing and trimming are always the applicant’s
preferred forms of right-of-way maintenance. When herbicide use is required, the applicant
buys, applies, and disposes of the chemicals in accordance with the label instructions for each
product, and in accordance with all applicable Federal and State regulations. These regulations
are designed to protect human health, as well as wildlife and surface or groundwater resources.
All herbicide applications are performed under the supervision of licensed pesticide applicators,
to ensure compliance with these Federal and State regulations. The comments provide no new
information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change to the
SEIS text.

A.49 Comments Concerning Threatened or Endangered Species Issues

Comment: One of our [The Alliance’s] primary concerns in the past has been the offshore
ocean intake structures. The company, by installing and maintaining three barriers of these
intake structures to reduce potential loss of marine life, particular sea turtles, and to facilitate
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their return to the ocean recognized our concerns. The addition and construction of a new
smaller mesh barrier east of the larger mesh barriers, plus an active program, including recovery
of turtles from the intake canal, has greatly reduced any harm to entangled turtles. FP&L'’s
program, which includes recovery of turtles from the intake canal and barrier nets, are monitored
seven days a week, eight to twelve hours a day, by Quantum Resources is exemplary.
(SLD-B-3)

Comment: And from an environmental standpoint, the St. Lucie Plant remains a guardian of our
natural resources. Our outstanding sea turtle programs are recognized throughout the year by
the Governor. (SLD-I-7) (SLD-U-7)

Comment: FPL is proud of the work we do to preserve and protect the environment. The sea
turtle protection and preservation program will continue during the license extension period.
(SLD-J-3) (SLD-V-3)

Response: The comments are noted. Sea turtles are protected under the Endangered Species
Act and are evaluated as a threatened or endangered species (a Category 2 issue) in Section
2.2 and 4.6 of this SEIS. The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments
were not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: We note that ederally-protected species are listed for the area by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). EPA principally defers to the FWS regarding endangered species
assessments and encourages NPS to continue coordination with the FWS as appropriate.
(SLD-AI-3)

Response: The comment is noted. Managing impacts to threatened or endangered species at
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is an ongoing process involving coordination among the NRC, FPL,
FWS, and NMFS. Both FWS and NMFS have responsibility for Federally-protected species that
occur at St. Lucie. Section 4.6 describes the staff’s actions related to compliance with Section 7
of the ESA for Federally listed species. The NRC will continue to maintain its compliance with
the ESA through consultation with State and Federal agencies through the operating life of the
St. Lucie plant as appropriate. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the
comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: A March 6, 2002 letter on page E-8 of the document states that the Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) [sic] planned to review Big Mud Creek to determine
whether additional manatee protection measures were warranted. FWC [sic] stated that they
wanted to formalize a protocol with Florida Power & Light Company for the capture and recovery
of manatees entrained in the power plant’s intake canal. The DSEIS discusses past incidents
when manatees entered the intake canal on infrequent occasions and were rescued. As a
follow-up to this issue, the Final GSEIS should include updated information regarding measures
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to protect the manatee in the vicinity of St. Lucie, and the outcome of any pertinent studies
regarding Big Mud. (SLD-AI-4)

Response: The comment is noted. Information regarding manatees has been added to the text
of Section 4.6.1.2 of this SEIS in response to this comment. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Due to the presence of threatened and endangered species in the area,
consultations with the appropriate agencies will need to continue throughout the operating life of
the facility, in order to avoid and mitigate impacts. (SLD-AI-5)

Response: The comment is noted. The NRC will continue to maintain its compliance with the
Endangered Species Act through consultation with State and Federal agencies throughout the
operating life of the St. Lucie plant as appropriate. The comment provides no new information;
therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.10 Comments Concerning Human Health Issues

Comment: What class of individuals, what age, weight, sex or other attributes, working or living
no more than seven miles from the plant, has been determined to be the most vulnerable to so-
called normal plant radiation emissions?

What is the difference between the population living within a fifty-mile radius of the site in the
year 2000, and when the plants began operation, and what was the fifty mile radius population
predicted for the year 2000, at the time of the first hearings? (SLD-P-5) (SLD-AC-5)

Response: The comment is noted. It is not easy to identify the one most vulnerable group
because every individual is different (age, health, and a variety of other factors). However, the
NRC'’s regulatory limits for radiological protection are set to protect all workers and the public
from the harmful health effects of radiation on humans. The limits are based on the
recommendations of standards-setting organizations. Radiation standards reflect extensive
study by national and international organizations (e.g., International Commission on Radiological
Protection [ICRP], National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, and National
Academy of Sciences) and are conservative to ensure that the public and workers at nuclear
power plants are protected. The NRC radiation exposure standards are presented in 10 CFR
Part 20, “Standards for Protection Against Radiation,” and are based on the recommendations in
ICRP 26 and 30. Numerous scientifically designed, peer-reviewed studies of occupational levels
of radiation (versus life-threatening accident doses or medical therapeutic levels) have shown
minimal effects on human health, and any effect was from exposures well above the exposure
levels of the typical member of the public from normal operation of a nuclear power plant.
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When the Final Environmental Statements (FESs) for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 were completed in
the early 1970’s, the 80-km (50-mi) population was over 300,000 and expected to be 446,000 by
1980, when Unit 2 was expected to come online. The FESs estimated that the 2000 80-km
(50-mi) population would be greater than 740,000. The 2002 FPL Environmental Report (ER)
stated that the 80-km (50-mi) population was 1,180,000 for the year 2000, or almost 40 percent
higher than originally estimated in the FESs. Therefore, the difference between the population in
2002 (1,180,000) from that when the plant began operation (300,000) is 880,000 people. The
comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.

There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: At the thirty year ago public hearings, concern was expressed over studies which
showed the likelihood of a high concentration of radioactive iodine in the milk of nursing mothers
and in milk goats living close to the plant, along Indian River Drive. Goats were said to have
seven times the concentration of that of milk cows. Have new studies been done to answer
these concerns or have procedures been adopted for monitoring and/or notifying lactating
women or goat farmers? (SLD-P-6) (SLD-AC-6)

Comment: Parents of St. Lucie County children, who seem to have a high incidence of tumors,
were seeking answers a few years ago as to whether there was a nuclear plant emissions
connection. Have these questions been resolved? (SLD-P-7) (SLD-AC-7)

Response: The comments are noted. Numerous scientifically designed, peer-reviewed studies
of personnel exposed to occupational levels of radiation have shown minimal effects on human
health, and any effects were from exposures well above the exposure levels of the typical
member of the public from normal operation of a nuclear power plant. The radiation effects of
normal reactor operation on human health are Category 1 issues.

The State of Florida conducts a radiological environmental monitoring program in the environs of
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2; as part of this program, samples of foods such as milk from dairy
animals (cows and goats) are monitored for radioactive material. As part of the environmental
review, the NRC staff reviewed reports from this program for the last several years. Based on
data contained in these reports, there has been no indication of elevated iodine-131 or
strontium-90 levels in cow or goat milk.

At the request of Congress, the National Cancer Institute (NCI) conducted a study in 1990,
“Cancer in Populations Living Near Nuclear Facilities,” to look at cancer mortality rates around
52 nuclear power plants, nine Department of Energy facilities, and one former commercial fuel
reprocessing facility. The NCI study concluded, “from the evidence available, this study has
found no suggestion that nuclear facilities may be linked causally with excess deaths from
leukemia or from other cancers in populations living nearby.” In addition, the American Cancer
Society has concluded that although reports about cancer case clusters in such communities
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have raised public concern, studies show that clusters do not occur more often near nuclear
plants than they do by chance elsewhere in the population.

Based on the analysis in the GEIS, the Commission made a generic determination that the
radiation effects of normal reactor operation during the renewal term on human health would be
SMALL. The staff has not identified any significant new information related to the radiation
aspect of human health in the ER, the scoping process, its independent review, or in this
comment that would call the conclusions of the GEIS in question. Therefore, the staff relies on
those conclusions, as amplified by supporting information in the GEIS related to the radiation
effects of normal operation during the renewal term on human health. The comments provide
no new information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change
to the SEIS text.

Comment: They [the State of Florida] have continually found both the air and the water
surrounding the plant meets their standards and those of the Federal Government. (SLD-W-9)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment is supportive of license renewal at St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2, and is general in nature. Any potential non-compliance of monitoring
requirements is an operational safety issue, handled through the inspection and reporting
process and is not within the scope of license renewal. The comment provides no new
information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the
SEIS text.

Comment: Plant safety/security comments: Discuss and clarify recent USA Today stories
about a SANDIA report discussing offsite radiation release plumes of 500 miles extent rather
than the 50 mile limit used in the Supplement. The radiation levels at varying distances must
have great meaning. While the St. Lucie plant has clearing of a potential plume release by
westerly weather winds, it also has easterly to southeasterly sea breeze winds that could send a
release plume across the state towards Orlando or Tampa. (SLD-AG-3)

Response: The comment is noted. The staff assumes that the article referred to in the
comment was the November 11, 2002 article in USA Today entitled “Study warns of 500-mile
radiation spread.” The newspaper article refers to a “special report prepared by experts within
the NRC and the Sandia National Laboratory.” Actually, the report was prepared by the NRC
staff with help from the Sandia, Argonne, and Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory. The report is entitled Technical Study of Spent Fuel Pool Accident Risk at
Decommissioning Nuclear Power Plants (NUREG- 1738), and was published in February 2001.
The study determined that the risk from severe (i.e., beyond design-basis) spent fuel pool
accidents is low because of the very low likelihood of a zirconium fire (the scenario analyzed in
the study) in the spent fuel pool. The study evaluated the consequences of such a spent-fuel-
pool accident in part using the MACCS2 computer code. The MACCS2 code models the
dispersion of radionuclides after a release and its consequences on the surrounding human
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population. Input parameters for the MACCS2 code include radionuclide inventories,
radionuclide release fractions, evacuation and relocation criteria, and population density.
Appendix 4 of NUREG-1738 provides a series of tables that summarize the mean consequences
for a base case along with a number of sensitivity cases to evaluate the impact of alternative
model assumptions. These tables provide data on prompt fatalities and long-term fatalities for
distances from 0 to 160 km (0 to 100 mi) and 0 to 800 km (0 to 500 mi) from the point of release
of the contamination. The long-term fatalities are derived from the collective dose calculated by
the computer code to the surrounding population. A simple conversion of dose to cancer
fatalities was used to determine the long-term fatalities for each case for each different decay
time.

These calculations use the concept of collective dose, which assumes that a small radiation
dose spread among a large population would yield effects similar to a much larger dose among
a much smaller population. This is a very conservative assumption. The Health Physics
Society, www.hps.org, states: “Below the dose of (0.1 Sv) ten rem, estimations of adverse
health effect is [sic] speculative. Collective dose remains a useful index for quantifying dose in a
large population and in comparing the magnitude of exposure from different radiation sources.
However, for a population in which all individuals receive lifetime doses of less than (0.1 Sv)

10 rem above background, collective dose is a highly speculative and uncertain measure of risk
and should not be quantified for the purposes of estimating population health risks.” Using a
collective dose at the extreme distances reported in NUREG-1738 significantly overestimates
long-term fatalities. In actuality, there would be no increase in long-term health effects
attributable to the release beyond 80 km (50 mi). Therefore, the use of a 50-mile radius in the
SEIS for St. Lucie to estimate population doses from routine and accidental releases is
appropriate. The comment provides no new information; therefore, it will not be evaluated
further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.411 Comments Concerning Socioeconomic Issues

Comment: The St. Lucie Plant employees are leaders in contributions to the local area
agencies such as the United Way. They support the St. Lucie County Education Foundation in a
scholarship program. The employees are involved in youth development through Scouts, Little
Leagues, civic and church programs and activities. The employees volunteer for Habitat for
Humanity in building homes for low income residents. (SLD-A-8)

Comment: The plant’s information center, the Energy Encounter, holds forty thousand visitors
annually. In addition to hands-on science programs for schools, the center offers free
workshops to teachers for training credits and walk-in visitors are always welcome. The power
plant donates computers and school supplies to local schools. And FP&L has made substantial
contributions to the county’s regional sports stadium, which is located in St. Lucie West. And the
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St. Lucie County Marine Center that features the Smithsonian Marine Eagle System exhibit, as
well as many other community projects. (SLD-A-9)

Comment: And we [The St. Lucie County Fire District] feel as though they’ve been a great
corporate partner in the enhancement of the training and the safety of the citizens of St. Lucie
County, and we support relicensing of the power plant. (SLD-C-1)

Comment: And we're [The St. Lucie County Sheriff’'s Office] happy to say that on all of those
fronts, FP&L is not a problem for us and in fact, it is a great benefit to the county and our efforts,
as far as the safety and security at the plant, and also the impact that they have on our
community from a crime basis. (SLD-D-1)

Comment: There are many reasons the plant should continue operating. Part of it is the
importance to our community as was stated earlier, being a good neighbor, and it also has had a
good environmental record as been pointed out. (SLD-F-1)

Comment: I'm here today to speak as somebody who has lived here in this community for thirty
years and seen the kind of partner and good neighbor that FP&L is to our community and our
families here. And I've seen that firsthand, both through the school system and all of the things
that FP&L does, from the Energy Encounter, to training kids, to the supplies and materials that
they donate, to the manpower that they donate, to school system committees, to the help, and
support, and resources they provide for community agencies such as Big Brothers, Big Sisters
and United Way, so | truly support the license renewal. (SLD-H-1)

Comment: But more importantly is a role that the people at the power plant have played in this
community. Our employees are active in their churches, and scout organizations, and PTAs,
and Little Leagues, and even in local government. (SLD-I-10) (SLD-U-10)

Comment: | know personally, several of the employees at the plant, who donate their time and
their money to making our communities better places to live. They contribute hundreds of
thousand of dollars and volunteer hours each year to charitable organizations on the Treasure
Coast, including the United Way, and are making a huge difference in our communities.
(SLD-K-4)

Comment: | probably agree with practically all of the positive statements that were made by
various people who spoke before me today, that Florida Power and Light has been a good

neighbor, and they certainly contributed to the economy of the county. (SLD-P-1)

Comment: It [the plant] has been a good neighbor. (SLD-Q-7)
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Comment: They're good community partners, very active. Their employees are very active.
Their management is very active. They’ve been involved in so many aspects of St. Lucie County
and the counties around us. | feel it's very important that they approve the operating license for
the St. Lucie Power Plant. (SLD-T-2)

Comment: The St. Lucie Nuclear Plant is a good neighbor, contributing aggressively to our
local community, both economically and with countless civic activities. The plant and its
employees are involved in everything, from Little League, to United Way, to Habitat for
Humanity, and impacts this community with more than eighty million dollars annually.
(SLD-W-5)

Comment: | recently became aware of the splendid programs that the St. Lucie plant Energy
Encounters Program conducts. These programs offer hands-on science programs for school,
offering free three day work shops to teachers for teaching skills and training credits, free
science field trips for elementary and middle school children, as well as continually donating
computers and supplies to the local schools. (SLD-W-7)

Comment: The Boy Scouts, Big Brothers, Hospice, United Way, is contributing from these
fellows and also many — in the area, many hours put together for these gentlemen. (SLD-X-1)

Comment: For many years now the folks at FP&L have played and continue to play and
important role in the operation of our United Way. Year after year Florida Power and Light, and
the IBEW Local 627 supports us by giving of their time and energy. FP&L allows their
employees to help us in so many ways. They sit on governing boards of the United Way. They
allow their employees to become loan executives. They chair our United Way campaigns.
Volunteers help us not only with their own campaign inside the nuclear plant, but they also help
us conduct many outside throughout the community. (SLD-Y-1)

Comment The St. Lucie Plant is an important member of our business community. They
contribute to many local non-profits, such as the St. Lucie County Education Foundation, The
United Way, The St. Lucie County Marine Center and the Economic Development Council of

St. Lucie County. The St. Lucie Plant also has a major economic impact on our area, both
directly as one of the County’s largest sources of property taxes, and indirectly through the jobs
that the plant provides. The St. Lucie Plant currently has 800 full-time employees, and these are
good jobs for our community. | am told that the economic impact of the plant on our local
community is $80,000,000.00 annually. (SLD-AH-1)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments are supportive of license renewal for

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. Public services are evaluated in the GEIS and determined to be a
Category 1 issue. Information regarding the impact of socioeconomic issues is discussed in
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Section 4.0 of this SEIS. The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments
were not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: If the St. Lucie Plant were closed, the loss of eight hundred full-time jobs in our
community would be devastating to our economy. (SLD-A-1)

Comment: The impact of the St. Lucie Plant on our local economy is more than eighty million
dollars annually. (SLD-A-10)

Comment: We've [FPL] asked our neighbors and they’ve told us that we’re an important
economic factor in this community, one that they want to see remain as a viable contributor. The
payroll for around eight hundred employees, the tax dollars, the property taxes, the purchases,
the contributions to the local United Way agencies help in this area. (SLD-I-9) (SLD-U-9)

Comment: As one of the largest employers in our area, the St. Lucie Power Plant is important
to our local economy. A business of this size would be very difficult to replace. (SLD-K-3)

Comment: The importance of the plant to the community. Now, yes, we know that St. Lucie
County is one of the fastest growing counties in the State of Florida and maybe the nation, now
that we have entities coming in that are supplying jobs and, of course, the Florida Power and
Light Company is employing something in the neighborhood of eight hundred to nine hundred
people. (SLD-Q-2)

Response: The comments are noted. Effects on the local economy due to license renewal are
considered as a Category 2 issue in the GEIS and are examined on a site-specific basis in
Sections 2.0 and 4.0 of this supplement to the GEIS for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. The comments
provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no
change to the SEIS text.

A.412 Comments Concerning Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives Analysis

Comment: More emphasis upon the risk calculations is desirable to clarify the probability of
possible events in the context of everyday risks such as driving to work. The public perceives
risks to be far worse when they don’t choose those risks. As example, a mountain climber may
rail against the risk of a city street air pollutant or second-hand smoke, or joggers may choose to
run alone and unarmed in mountain-lion country. (SLD-AG-2)

Response: The comment is noted. Evaluation of risk is routinely used in evaluation of
operational safety consideration at nuclear plants. Such risk calculations are used routinely to
establish maintenance frequencies, surveillance requirements, and the need to modify or
upgrade components important to safety. This SEIS is not the appropriate document to provide
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a detailed discussion on environmental risk aversion by members of the public. The comment
provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no
change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Catastrophic extremes (site failure core meltdowns) may have lower computed
impact costs than meteor strikes or tsunamis; Should we take action to preclude those and
similar events? (SLD-AG-7)

Response: The comment is noted. Actions to avert risk are societal decisions that are often
influenced by other considerations (risk is defined technically as the probability of an event
occurring times the consequences should that event occur). Clearly, actions could be and have
been taken to protect structures, systems, and components at nuclear plants from tsunamis
along the west coast of the United States but not at a plant located in Nebraska, even though
there is a calculated probability of occurrence of a tsunami impacting a nuclear plant in
Nebraska. The probability is so low the possibility of its occurrence may be ignored. Likewise,
the probability of occurrence of a meteor strike is sufficiently low that no actions are taken to limit
consequences.

Section 5.1.2 of the SEIS discusses severe accidents that could result in substantial damage to
the reactor core. A licensee is required as part of the environmental review to evaluate
alternatives to mitigate severe accidents if they have not done so already. No analysis had been
done for these facilities, so the licensee, as part of license renewal, submitted such an analysis
for NRC review. The NRC staff has reviewed severe accident mitigation alternatives for St.
Lucie Units 1 and 2, and the results are presented in Section 5.2 of this SEIS. The analysis
does, in fact, make a cost-beneficial comparison of plant improvements versus cost in reducing
the risk of core damage (see Section 5.2.5 of this SEIS). The comment provides no new
information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the
SEIS text.

A.4.13 Comments Concerning Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management Issues

Comment: Nuclear waste, particularly long lived spent fuel rods was to be removed within a
reasonable time by the Federal Government, therefore, the subject of nuclear waste was labeled
generic and could not be discussed in hearings for individual plants. However, instead of their
being removed, more spent fuel rods than had been planned to be contained on site, have been
placed closer together in the cooling pool than was originally thought to be prudent. Thirty years
later, there is still no time set for removal of these wastes from our county.

Should setting a date for beginning to remove wastes be a condition for approval of adding
twenty years of producing radioactive waste? (SLD-P-2) (SLD-AC-2)
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Response: The comment is noted. Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1 issue.
The safety and environmental effects of long-term storage of spent fuel onsite have been
evaluated by the NRC and, as set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule (10 CFR 51.23), the NRC
generically determined that such storage could be accomplished without significant
environmental impact. In the Waste Confidence Rule, the Commission determined that spent
fuel can be safely stored onsite for at least 30 years beyond the licensed operating life, which
may include the term of a renewed license. At or before the end of that period, the fuel would be
moved to a permanent repository. The GEIS, NUREG-1437, is based upon the assumption that
storage of the spent fuel onsite is not permanent. This supplement to the GEIS for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 is also based on the same assumption.

Alternative methods exist, other than storage in the spent fuel pools, for safe interim storage of
high-level waste onsite. Licensees can and have taken advantage of these alternative dry
storage options. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: The nuclear industry may point to the congressional designation of Yucca Mountain
as the repository site for high level waste as a victory. The costs for this facility will be
staggering. Here’s a quotation from Congresswoman Shelley Berkley, speaking before the
House of Representatives, and | quote: “The projected cost of this boondoggle is anywhere
from 56 billion dollars to 309 billion dollars. The Nuclear Waste Fund has 11 billion dollars. How
are we going to pay for this, raise taxes, dip into the Social Security Trust Fund? And once
Yucca Mountain is full, then what do we do? After spending hundreds of billions of dollars, we
will still be exactly where we are today.” (SLD-R-4)

Response: The comment is noted. The SEIS evaluates the environmental impact of license
renewal, not the proposed high-level waste repository at Yucca Mountain. The licensing process
for Yucca Mountain will have its own environmental review. The comment provides no new
information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the
SEIS text.

Comment: As | understand it, the spent fuel from day one is still there, in the water or sump,
and that's bothered me even before September the 11". (SLD-S-3)

Response: The comment is noted. The commenter is correct in that the spent nuclear fuel
from plant operation is stored onsite in specially designed spent fuel pools. Onsite storage of
spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1 issue. The safety and environmental effects of long-term
storage of spent fuel onsite has been evaluated by the NRC and, as set forth in the Waste
Confidence Rule, the NRC generically determined that such storage could be accomplished
without significant environmental impact. In the Waste Confidence Rule, the Commission
determined that spent fuel can be safely stored onsite for at least 30 years beyond the licensed
operating life, which may include the term of a renewed license. At or before the end of that
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period, the fuel would be moved to a permanent repository. The GEIS, NUREG-1437, is based
on the assumption that storage of spent fuel onsite is not permanent. This SEIS is also
prepared based on that same assumption. The comment provides no new information;
therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to SEIS text.

Comment: And | do know that Yucca Mountain is a national political problem. But what even
worries me today and | said it earlier, I've lost a lot of confidence in Federal agencies monitoring
and policing. And the trend in Washington today is you do less of it, considerably less.
(SLD-S-4)

Response: The comment is noted. The SEIS evaluates the environmental impact of license
renewal, not the proposed high-level waste repository at Yucca Mountain. The licensing process
for Yucca Mountain will have its own environmental review. The review will address long-term
monitoring activities at the facility. The NRC provides regulatory oversight of the nuclear power
industry. The oversight includes inspection and when necessary, enforcement actions to assure
compliance with the Commission’s regulations. The staff adjusts inspection effort periodically
and believes that the current level of inspection is adequate to assure public health and safety
and protection of the environment. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the
comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: My main opposition then and now to a nuclear plant is to the extremely toxic waste
being produced by the plant without safe storage for it, which was promised to the residents at
the time of siting. (SLD-AD-2)

Response: The comment is noted. Long-term storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1
issue. The safety and environmental effects of long-term storage of spent fuel were set forth in
the Waste Confidence Rule. In the Waste Confidence Rule, the Commission determined that
spent fuel can be safely stored onsite for at least 30 years beyond the licensed operating life,
which may include the term of a renewed license. At or before the end of that period, the fuel
would be moved to a permanent repository. The GEIS, NUREG-1437, is based on the
assumption that storage of spent fuel onsite is not permanent. This SEIS is also prepared based
on that same assumption. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment
was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.14 Comments Concerning Alternatives to the Proposed Action
Comment: Itis my understanding that replacing the two reactors with the equivalent electric

producers such as oil, or gas, or coal, could have greater pollution and ecological impacts.
(SLD-A-7)
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Comment: And certainly | don’t think any of us want to turn to fossil fuel. | don’t believe we do,
because you know the pollution we talked about that we do not want, that's what we will find.
(SLD-Q-9)

Comment: But what about these coal fire plants? Well, I've got a real problem there. And yet
coal, from all indications, is the cause of much of the pollution around the United States in power
plants and factories. Gas is a little bit — petroleum is a little bit better. Not as much as it claim,
and gas probably is still a little bit better, but they’re all fuels that pollute badly. (SLD-S-1)

Response: The comments are noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, such as coal or
natural gas, for the St. Lucie license renewal are evaluated in Section 8.0 of this SEIS. The staff
concludes in Section 9.2 of the SEIS that all of the alternatives would result in greater
environmental impacts than renewal of the OLs. The comments provide no new information;
therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: There is a great difficulty within Florida to find a replacement source of energy,
something that is cleaner or better in some sense than the existing nuclear power plant.
(SLD-M-3)

Comment: There are difficulties with wind and solar. It’s a very diffuse energy, as opposed to
fuels. And as such, | tend to look at that as something that will become much more of use in
other areas of the nation. It's not only the resource of wind and solar, but also the economics of
the situation. (SLD-M-4)

Comment: Florida enjoys relatively low costs for kilowatt hour, whereas others, which do have
wind and solar, may have very high costs. And that is an offsetting factor in installing wind
turbines or solar module farms. (SLD-M-5)

Comment: Fossil fuel plants produce more air/water pollution than nuclear plants, but few are
as concerned about non-nuclear pollution. Wind and solar-electric plants would require
extensive land areas due to the low energy density of the sources. Neither appears to be a
viable replacement for large base-load plants. Hydropower has limited resource in Florida and
environmental blocking objections, while ocean wave and tide energy appears to be uneconomic
and environmentally problematic within the next twenty years. Oil is too precious a resource to
burn in fixed locations for heat. Transportation and chemical use must take priority. Biomass
combustion produces pollution and CO2, which many believe contributes to global warming
(climate change). Municipal stream waste (MSW) contains heavy metals such as lead, mercury,
and zinc that should no be incinerated. (SLD-AG-6)
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Comment: As described in the DGSEIS, the environmental impacts of continuing or renewing
the license for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 has fewer environmental impacts than the alternatives
(Chapter 8 and Table 9-1). The alternatives described in the document include using fossil fuel
power generation process, constructing a new nuclear facility, using alternative fuel generation
methods, purchasing power from other sources, or implementing the No-Action Alternative.
(SLD-AI-1)

Response: The comments are noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives for the St. Lucie
license renewal are evaluated in Section 8.0. The comments provide no new information;
therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: If Florida Power and Light is given this mandate to continue to operate the older
facility for thirty-four years, forty-one years for the newer facility, what inducement, what
incentive, impetus is there for them to ever seriously consider any other alternatives to nuclear
energy, safer alternatives, renewable sources of energy? (SLD-N-1)

Comment: And also, a real — make a real effort at conservation education and, instead of
wasting energy like we do. (SLD-N-3)

Comment: | notice you've got a little bit of conservation as a last item on your handout. Just a
little bit, some after-thought. I'd really like to see you move it up to the first item. (SLD-S-5)

Comment: EPA appreciates the utility-sponsored conservation methods outlined in
Section 8.2.5.11 to help user implement measures to reduce power consumption. (SLD-AI-2)

Response: The comments are noted. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, such as
conservation, for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 are evaluated in Section 8.0 of this SEIS. NRC’s
responsibility is to ensure the safe operation of nuclear power plants and not to formulate energy
policy or encourage or discourage the development of specific alternative power generation.

The staff’s evaluation of alternatives is limited to an assessment of their environmental impact.
The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: So | guess | would have to be some of these — maybe the sole person here who is
opposed to an extension of the operating license. | think it's premature that we should focus on
looking at alternatives, and | know that’s not the, consistent with the national energy policy.
(SLD-N-2)

Response: The comment is noted. The staff must evaluate the environmental impact of
alternatives as part of the NEPA process. Impacts from reasonable alternatives, such as

conservation, for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 are evaluated in Section 8.0 of this SEIS. NRC’s
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responsibility is to ensure the safe operation of nuclear power plants and not to formulate energy
policy or to encourage or discourage the development of alternative power generation. The
comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.

There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.15 Comments Concerning Issues Outside the Scope of the Environmental
Review for License Renewal

Comment: During the past thirty years, has new equipment for improving nuclear plant safety
been developed, that might not have seemed cost effective to install at St. Lucie 1 or 2 for

forty years operating period, but that should be installed for an additional twenty year operation?
(SLD-P-8) (SLD-AC-8)

Comment: Please do not extend the life of the St. Lucie nuclear plant. Residents of the area
were told at site hearings that they were built to last 40 years. Why and how has that changed?
The continuation of plants past their planned life-span increases the danger of accidents.
(SLD-AD-1)

Response: The comments are noted. The 40-year term was originally selected based on
economic and antitrust considerations, not technical limitations. Once the license term was
established, the design of several system and structural components were engineered on the
basis of an expected 40-year service life. When the first reactors were constructed, major
components were expected to last at least 40 years. Operating experience has demonstrated
that expectation was unrealistic for some major plant components such as steam generators at
a pressurized water reactor. However, research conducted since 1982 and plant operating
experience have demonstrated that there are no technical limitations to the plant life since major
components and structures can be replaced or reconditioned. Thus, the plant life is determined
primarily by economic factors. The safety requirements for the initial 40-year license are
contained in 10 CFR Part 50. Safety matters related to aging are outside the scope of this
environmental review. An NRC safety review for the license renewal period is conducted
separately. The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Citizens were told that an operating license would be limited to thirty years, because
the metal end of their containers was expected to become brittle by forty years use and to crack.
What new studies prove otherwise? (SLD-P-3) (SLD-AC-3)

Response: The comment is noted. The staff is unable to respond to the specific issue raised
by the commenter since the location and function of the “containers” was not specified.
However, the staff can respond by stating the 40-year term was originally selected based on
economic and antitrust considerations, not technical limitations. Once the license term was
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established, the design of several system and structural components were engineered on the
basis of an expected 40-year service life. When the first reactors were constructed, major
components were expected to last at least 40 years. Operating experience has demonstrated
that expectation was unrealistic for some major plant components such as steam generators at
a pressurized water reactor. However, research conducted since 1982 and plant operating
experience have demonstrated that there are no technical limitations to the plant life since major
components and structures can be replaced or reconditioned. Thus, the plant life is determined
primarily by economic factors. The safety requirements for the initial 40-year license are
contained in 10 CFR Part 50. Safety matters related to aging are outside the scope of this
environmental review. An NRC safety review for the license renewal period is conducted
separately. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Florida energy demands are growing at about two percent annually. (SLD-A-3)

Comment: The Economic Development Council is very supportive of it [the plant], from the
standpoint that we need the power and we need electricity. Our charge is to help bring industry
to the community. We have to have a power source when they get here, that’s affordable in our
dealings with companies coming from throughout the country and looking at our community, our
power rates are very favorably priced, relative to where they’re coming from. (SLD-G-1)

Comment: Another fact to consider is our [FPL’s] ability to help meet Florida’'s energy needs.
As we've stated, Florida is growing two percent a year and the St. Lucie Power Plant can help
sustain the economic growth and maintain our quality of life. (SLD-I-5) (SLD-U-5)

Comment: The renewal of the St. Lucie licenses is important in meeting the energy needs of
South Florida. As been stated already in this meeting, our growth rate is about two percent a
year and the electricity being consumed per customer is also increasing. (SLD-J-4) (SLD-V-4)

Comment: Demands for energy in our communities on the Treasure Coast are growing
annually and we need power from this plant to meet the growing needs for low cost electricity.
Florida Power and Light has a good track record of not only providing the power we need, but
operating this plant safely and protecting the environment. (SLD-K-2)

Response: The comments are noted. The need for power is specifically directed to be outside
the scope of license renewal as required by 10 CFR Part 51.95(c)(2). The comments are in
support of license renewal at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. The comments provide no new
information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change to the
SEIS text.
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Comment: In March of 2001, cracks started being seen around the control rod drive
mechanisms at the top of some reactor pressure vessels. The NRC knew it had problems with
cracks, with boric acid oozing out and with corrosion. Instead of calling for immediate safety
inspections, it delayed the inspections order until December 31st. One troublesome reactor,
Davis Besse, near Toledo, Ohio, wanted more delays. So rather than impede plant revenues,
the NRC delayed the safety inspections again. When the inspection was finally done in March of
this past year, a hole about as big as a football, was discovered in the reactor lid. Only a thin
piece of stainless steel cladding kept the reactor contents from blowing out the corrosion hole.
That whole affair was mismanaged by the NRC, who truly endangered the public by putting utility
revenues before safety. (SLD-R-3)

Response: The comment is noted. The corrosion event at the Davis-Besse nuclear plant is an
operational issue and outside the scope of license renewal. The comment provides no new
information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to SEIS
text.

Comment: But none of these things would matter if the plant did not operate safely. And this is
something we’ve come to learn through our office and through dealing with the people at the
plant, that they have our safety and concern at heart. Many of them are our neighbors. They
live in our community. They are just as concerned for their families as they are for anyone
else’s. (SLD-F-2)

Comment: It is clearly evident that the employees of the St. Lucie Plant are dedicated to
making sure the plant is safe, not only for themselves, but for their families, friends and
neighbors. This agency, the St. Lucie County Department of Public Safety, supports the license
renewal of the St. Lucie Plant. (SLD-F-5)

Comment: The St. Lucie employees make our community a better place to live because of their
safety record, and that’s what’s so vitally important to me, the safety record. Because all those
well trained individuals that meticulously — they meet the performance standards set at the
highest of quality levels daily. (SLD-L-3)

Comment: They [FPL employees] are dedicated to making certain that the plant is safe, not
only for themselves, but for their families, friends and us, because we are their neighbors.
(SLD-L-4)

Comment: St. Lucie’s safety inspection record has been rated as one of the most reliable
nuclear power plants, not only of the U.S., but in the world. | strongly believe that the St. Lucie
Power Plant has a proven safety record and one with which the employees can continue to build
on in the future. (SLD-L-5)
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Comment: With regard to safety and reliability, long before coming to Florida | was aware of the
excellent reputation in quality that Florida Power and Light enjoyed and of the high standards
they employed in their facilities. (SLD-W-3)

Comment: There is no question in my mind that safety is the top priority at the St. Lucie nuclear
Plant and their safety record bears this out. (SLD-W-4)

Response: The comments are noted. Operational safety matters are outside the scope of the
NRC'’s environmental review. An NRC safety review for the license renewal is conducted
pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54 and will be documented in a safety evaluation report separate from
this SEIS. The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: This is the reason [NRC staff ought] to carefully, double carefully consider extending
operating licenses of St. Lucie 1 and 2 (and all other plants) as we shall undoubtedly continue to
find problems of rust, embrittlement, etc. in old plants. Wonder what the industry thinks stories
and occurrences/events of this sort do to “public confidence?” (SLD-AA-1)

Response: The comment is noted. The commenter included a copy of a newspaper article
referring to the reactor head corrosion event at the Davis-Besse Nuclear Power Plant. The NRC
staff is concerned with public confidence. The staff believes that public confidence can be
improved by continuing to ensure safe operation of nuclear power facilities through fair,
comprehensive, and timely regulatory oversight of the industry. The comment refers to
operational safety issues that are outside the scope of the environmental assessment for license
renewal. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated
further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: First hearings predicted no population growth on Hutchinson Island near the plant.
Population on Hutchinson Island was zero at the time. Now that many high rises, holding many
people, exist south of the plant, what different plan for population evacuation in case of severe
accident should be established, or additional traffic lanes or people transporters for evacuation
indicated by current and expected population? (SLD-P-4) (SLD-AC-4)

Response: The comment is noted. The staff considered the need for a review of emergency
planning issues in the context of license renewal during its rulemaking proceedings on 10 CFR
Part 54, which included public notice and comment. As discussed in the Statement of
Considerations for the rulemaking (66 FR 64966), the programs for emergency preparedness at
nuclear plants apply to all nuclear power plant licensees and require the specified levels of
protection from each licensee regardless of plant design, construction, or license date. The
requirements of 10 CFR 50.47 and Appendix E to 10 CFR Part 50 are independent of the
renewal of the operating license, and will continue to apply during the license renewal term.
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Through its standards and required exercises, the Commission ensures that existing plans are
adequate throughout the life of any plant, even in the face of changing demographics and other
site-related factors. Therefore, the Commission has determined that there is no need for a
review of emergency planning issues in the context of license renewal. The comment provides
no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to
the SEIS text.

Comment: But most important is their pro-active involvement in offsite and on site emergency
planning. (SLD-F-4)

Response: The comment is noted. Offsite and onsite emergency planning and operational
safety matters are outside the scope of the NRC’s environmental review. An NRC safety review
for license renewal is conducted pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54 and will be documented in a Safety
Evaluation Report separate from this SEIS. The comment provides no new information;
therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Our office [St. Lucie County Public Safety Office] also receives timely briefings and
correspondence regarding in-place procedures and checks by an independent quality assurance
organization, and that this ensures timely preventative maintenance is done. These reports
show that St. Lucie Plant is committed to the safety of residents surrounding the plant.
(SLD-F-3)

Response: The comment is noted. Emergency preparedness and operational safety matters
are outside the scope of the NRC’s environmental review. An NRC safety review for license
renewal is conducted pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54 and will be documented in a Safety Evaluation
Report separate from this SEIS. The comment provides no new information; therefore, the
comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: On April 3, 2002, | presented oral comments, for the record, concerning scoping for
an EIS supplement on extending the license of the St. Lucie nuclear plant. The public safety
issues | presented were omitted by the NRC in publishing Supplement 11, Draft Report,
NUREG-1437. | have simplified the 8 issues that were embedded in the oral comments. These
issues, concerning public health and safety, need to be explained in substantial detail in the
Final Report of Supplement 11, NUREG 1437 to be in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act. (SLD-AF-9)

Response: The comment is noted. The commenter states that the issues he raised during the

NEPA scoping process were not addressed in the Draft SEIS. The Staff determined in the
Scoping Summary Report (ML021160348) dated July 8, 2002, which predated the October 2002
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draft SEIS, that the issues raised by the commenter are not related to the environmental
consequences of the Federal action (as prescribed in 10 CFR Part 51) to renew a license and
will not be considered in the environmental review. Hence the comments were not addressed in
the Draft SEIS.

As characterized by the commenter, the issues raised are safety issues. NRC’s safety
responsibilities fall under the Atomic Energy Act, either associated with the current operation of
the facility or with the continued operation should the license be renewed. The NRC safety
review for license renewal is conducted pursuant to 10 CFR Part 54 and is documented in a
safety evaluation report, a separate document from this SEIS, in an inspection report, and in the
review by the NRC’s Advisory Committee for Reactor Safequards. One of the principal
responsibilities of the NRC is the protection of the health and safety of the public, and any safety
issue that has a bearing on this responsibility is evaluated. During the course of the
environmental review for license renewal, safety issues brought to the staff’s attention are
referred to the appropriate safety venue for consideration.

This comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Regarding the possibility of attack on our plants from the air, [| am] enclosing a
clipping regarding a rumor that a small plane had circled low over the plant site without being
intercepted. (SLD-AC-11)

Response: The comment is noted. The licensee confirmed that a small private aircraft was in
the vicinity of the St. Lucie nuclear plant on the morning of September 11, 2001. Both the
licensee and the FBI have been unable to identify the owner or operator. This is still being
investigated. Each nuclear plant must have approved emergency and safeguards contingency
plans, as required by 10 CFR Part 50, that are revised periodically. Emergency and safeguards
planning, which includes responses to threats of terrorism and sabotage, are part of the current
operating license and are outside the scope of the environmental analysis for license renewal.
Any required changes to emergency and safeguards contingency plans related to terrorism and
sabotage will be incorporated and reviewed under the operating license. The comment provides
no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to
the SEIS text.

Comment: Most recently there’s concern about terrorist threats and how that affects nuclear
facilities. And so, you know, | was, like everyone else, concerned about that. (SLD-N-4)
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Comment: My concern is one of safety. It's not so much of an internal accident that may occur,
but something that was thrust upon us on 9/11/2001, by a real threat of terrorism. (SLD-O-1)

Comment: Does the predicted long term terrorism threat that the Federal Government is
planning for, and with nuclear power plants labeled one of the most likely targets and with

St. Lucie Plants vulnerable from air, land and water, should St. Lucie 1 and 2 be closed as soon
as possible, instead of given an extended life? (SLD-AC-9)(SLD-P-9)

Comment: When St. Lucie | and 2 were built, no one was thinking of the need for protection
against a deliberate airplane attack, and it doesn’'t seem we are sure now that the plants are
redundantly safe from such. However, at this time, thinking the even more unthinkable, my
concern is not for a Twin Towers type attack but for the dropping of a bomb onto the plants or
the spent rod fuel assembly pools. Such an event would surely produce a catastrophic reaction.
And while immediately after September 11, 2001, we were told that our plant would be guarded
from the air by military planes, that plan was soon abandoned, and as the incident referred to
above shows, the plants are unprotected from air, land, or sea missiles. (SLD-AC-10)

Comment: The EIS needs to state the calculated time sequences leading to a zirconium fire as
a result of sabotage or terrorist attacks. (SLD-AF-3)

Comment: Video surveillance systems using software intruder-path detection and alarming
should be employed to supplement the security forces alertness. These cameras may be
especially useful in detection of boats and swimmers approaching the Lagoon side of the plant.
Electric-field detection fencing is a first level of defense. Ultrasonic sensors in the barge
channels are necessary to detect underwater swimmers. Consultations with the Sandai
Intrusion Detection Lab and Special Forces teams would help determine means of attack and
defense. The plant security force members periodically should consider how they would attack
the plant with their level of knowledge, and then help design the means to prevent such attacks.
Do not downplay obscure or low-probability attacks. (SLD-AG-5)

Response: The comments are noted. In a recent decision in another license renewal
proceeding, the Commission discussed the terrorism and sabotage issues raised in the
comments. See Duke Energy Corp. (McGuire Nuclear Station, Units 1 & 2; Catawba Nuclear
Station, Units 1 & 2), CLI-02-26, 56 NRC 358 (2002). In that decision, the Commission found
that NEPA imposes no legal duty on the NRC to consider intentional malevolent acts on a case-
by-case basis in conjunction with commercial power reactor license renewal applications. The
Commission concluded that the “environmental” effect caused by third-party miscreants is simply
too far removed from the natural or expected consequences of agency action to require a study
under NEPA.
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The Commission has also indicated that terrorism differs from matters ordinarily considered in
an EIS. An EIS may discuss, for example, such matters as likely effects on local water, air
quality, vegetation, wildlife, culture, and socioeconomic concerns. These effects are reasonably
certain; an EIS can quantify them to a fair degree of precision. Terrorism, by contrast, comes in
innumerable forms and at unexpected times and places. It is decidedly not predictable, and it is
not a natural or inevitable by-product of the granting of an application. For these reasons, the
Commission has stated that an EIS is not an appropriate format in which to address the
challenges of terrorism.

In its recent license renewal decision, the Commission also noted that, particularly in the case of
a license renewal application, where reactor operation will continue for many years regardless of
the Commission’s ultimate decision, it is sensible not to devote resources to the likely impact of
terrorism during the license renewal period, but instead to concentrate on how to prevent a
terrorist attack in the near term at the already licensed facilities. Finally, the Commission
determined that there appears to be little practical benefit in conducting a license renewal
terrorism review.

Nevertheless, the Commission did indicate that its decision not to use NEPA as a vehicle for a
terrorism review does not mean that it is ignoring the issue. Rather, the Commission is closely
examining the current security and protective framework and already has ordered interim
improvements at licensed nuclear facilities, including reactors. The Commission expects further
improvements as the internal comprehensive review moves forward. The comments provide no
new information; therefore, the comments were not evaluated further. There was no change to
the SEIS text.

Comment: The EIS needs to state the results of the research program concerning St. Lucie,
safety issues, and terrorism that was mentioned by NRC official, Jim Medoff, at the ACRS
meeting in Florida City, FL on March 13, 2002. (SLD-AF-8)

Response: The comment is noted. The NRC staff reviewed the transcript of the March 13,
2002, ACRS meeting in Florida City and found that the meeting focused on the license renewal
application for the Turkey Point nuclear plant. There was no mention by Mr. Medoff or anyone of
a research program concerning the St. Lucie nuclear plant, no discussion of St. Lucie safety
issues, no discussion concerning terrorism concerns at either facility. The commenter was not
present at the March 13, 2002, meeting. The comment provides no new information; therefore,
the comment was not evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: The EIS needs to state the fatalities, the injuries, the economic loss, and the scope

of evacuation as consequences resulting from a worst case zirconium fire in a spent fuel pool at
the St. Lucie nuclear plant. (SLD-AF-1)
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Comment: The EIS needs to state the probability of a zirconium fire occurring in a spent fuel
pool at the St. Lucie nuclear plant. The probability calculation needs to combine accidental fires,
sabotage fires, and terrorist caused fires. (SLD-AF-2)

Comment: The EIS needs to state the consequences, the recalculated probability, and the
recalculated time sequences of a zirconium fire at St. Lucie to assist emergency preparedness
administrators in creating a new evacuation plan to assist members of the public in creating their
own personal emergency plans. (SLD-AF-4)

Comment: The EIS needs to state what mitigation, if any, is available once a zirconium fire at
the St. Lucie nuclear plant has started. (SLD-AF-5)

Comment: The EIS needs to state the results and conclusions of all the research in the NRC’s
possession related to extinguishing a zirconium fire in a spent fuel pool of a nuclear plant.
(SLD-AF-6)

Comment: The EIS needs to state the probability and consequences of a zirconium fire in a
spent fuel pool at St. Lucie, igniting a zirconium fire in the adjacent spent fuel pool. (SLD-AF-7)

Comment: Since much has been made by antinuclear activists of the potential for zirconium
spent-fuel fires and release dispersion, a detailed study of possibilities of those fires (a fault tree
analysis) should be made in a way as to fully inform the public as to how such risks are
computed. Loss of pool coolant and terrorist actions should be considered. (SLD-AG-4)

Response: The comments are noted. Operational safety matters are outside the scope of this
review. An NRC safety review for the license renewal period is conducted separately. With
regard to zirconium fires in the spent fuel pool, each nuclear plant must have approved
emergency and safeguards contingency plans, as required by 10 CFR Part 50, that are revised
periodically. Emergency and safeguards planning are part of the current operating license and
are outside the scope of the environmental analysis for license renewal. Any required changes
to emergency and safeguards contingency plans that may be generated due to threats such as
terrorism and sabotage will be incorporated and reviewed under the operating license.

Long-term storage of spent nuclear fuel is a Category 1 issue. The safety and environmental
effects of long-term storage of spent fuel were set forth in the Waste Confidence Rule. Although
outside the scope of this SEIS, the staff would like to provide the following brief response.
NUREG-1738, Technical Study of Spent Fuel Pool Accident Risk at Decommissioning Nuclear
Power Plants provides an analysis of the consequences of the spent fuel pool accident risk.
Earlier analyses in NUREG/CR-4982, Severe Accidents in Spent Fuel Pools in Support of
Generic Issue 82 and NUREG/CR-6451, A Safety and Requlatory Assessment of Generic BWR
and PWR Permanently Shutdown Nuclear Power Plants included a limited analysis of the offsite
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consequences of a severe spent fuel pool accident occurring up to 90 days after the last
discharge of spent fuel into the spent fuel pool. These analyses showed that the likelihood of an
accident that drains the spent fuel pool is very low, although the consequences of such
accidents could be comparable to those for a severe reactor accident. The staff performed a
further analysis of the offsite radiological consequences of beyond-design-basis spent fuel pool
accidents using fission product inventories at 30 and 90 days and 2, 5, and 10 years. The
accident progression scenarios that lead to large radiological releases following the drainage of
a spent fuel pool require many nonmechanistic assumptions. This is because the geometry of
the fuel assemblies and the air-cooling flow paths cannot be known following a major dynamic
event that might drain the water from the spent fuel pool. In addition, no credit is taken for
preventative or mitigative actions and large uncertainties exist in the source term and
consequence calculations. Because of these uncertainties, the staff developed bounding risk
curves in NUREG-1738 that capture both frequency and consequences of a beyond-design-
basis spent fuel pool drainage event (the risk curves are provided in Figures I-1 and I-2 of
NUREG-1738). The results of the study indicate that the risk is low because of the very low
likelihood of a zirconium fire even though the consequences from a zirconium fire could be
serious. The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.16 Editorial Comments

Comment: Page 4-44, line 01: “form” should be “from.” (SLD-AE-51)

Comment: Page 5-05, line 05: Change “safety analysis” to “safety assessment.” (SLD-AE-52)
Comment: Page 5-13, line 01,02: Change the word “account” to “compensate.” Insert the
word “apparent” before “non-conservatism.” Delete the phrase, “This relatively small non-

conservatism notwithstanding,”. Begin last sentence with “The Staff considers...” (SLD-AE-55)

Comment: Page 5-26, 3rd reference from bottom: The name is spelled “Gleaves.”
(SLD-AE-60)

Response: The comments are noted. The comments resulted in modifications to the SEIS text.
Comment: Page 5-07, Table 5-3: Footnote (b). Start the sentence, “The Unit 2 LOCA value,
originally ..., was.” The Unit 2 LOCA value needed correction and in turn effected a

misstatement of the “Others” value. (SLD-AE-53)

Response: The comment is noted and the proposed changes made to the footnote. The
comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.
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Comment: Page 8-05, line 35: NUREG-0586 (NRC 1988) is cited in the text here, but not
included in the reference list in Section 8.4. (SLD-AE-63)

Response: The comment is noted and the reference added to Section 8.4. The comment
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-35, line 22 and 41: The “a” designation on the reference citation,
U.S. Census Bureau 2000a, should be dropped as it is not consistent with that listed in the
reference section. (SLD-AE-14)

Comment: Page 2-42, line 06: Reference citation USDA 2001a is inconsistent with that listed
in the reference list. Delete the “a” designation. (SLD-AE-26)

Comment: Page 4-13, line 13: Reference citation (ASIC 1973) is not consistent with that listed
in the reference list and should be corrected to (AEC 1973). (SLD-AE-39)

Comment: Page 4-40, line 06: Reference citation FPL 2001b is not the correct correspondence
discussed in this sentence. (SLD-AE-50)

Comment: Page 5-21, line 23 and 37: Reference citation NRC 1997a should be corrected to
NRC 1997d. The correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list. (SLD-AE-56)

Comment: Page 5-23, line 03: Reference citation NRC 1997b should be corrected to
NRC 1997d. The correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list. (SLD-AE-57)

Comment: Page 5-23, line 11: Reference citation NRC 1997a should be corrected to
NRC 1997d. The correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list. (SLD-AE-58)

Comment: Page 5-24, line 37: Reference citation NRC 1997b should be corrected to
NRC 1997d. The correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list. (SLD-AE-59)

Comment: Page 8-10, line 18: The “a” used on the reference citation “FPL 2001a” should be
deleted, as this designation is not used in the reference list. (SLD-AE-65)

Response: The comments are noted and the citations changed to the correct reference. The
comments resulted in modifications of the SEIS text.
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Comment: Page 5-09, line 11: Reference NRC 1988 is not provided in the reference list.
(SLD-AE-54)

Response: The comment is noted and the reference added. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 4-40, line 06: “Informal consultation with the FWS was initiated by FPL in
April 2001..." is not correct as only Federal agencies can initiate consultation. This sentence
should be revised to read, “NRC initiated informal consultation in February 2002 with a request
for information concerning which species are potentially....” (SLD-AE-49)

Response: The comment is noted and the suggested changes made. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 8-04, line 28: This sentence states that the volume of low-level radioactive
waste could vary greatly depending on the length of time it {the reactor} operated. However, the
NRC states in the GEIS (Section 7.3.2) that decommissioning waste volumes would be
essentially the same for a plant operated for 40 years as for a plant operated 60 years. Resolve
the apparent discrepancy by deleting the phrase “the length of time it operated.” (SLD-AE-62)

Response: The comment is noted and the phrase was deleted. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 8-07, line 33: The statement is made that the land west of the intake canal
and south of the transmission lines could not accommodate a coal or new nuclear unit, but
“could potentially accommodate a completed natural gas combined cycle plant to replace

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2.” Several “obstacles” are mentioned, but one significant “obstacle” is
omitted: the lack of an existing gas pipeline that could provide fuel to the site. This should be
added to the other “obstacles” already listed. (SLD-AE-64)

Response: The comment is noted. The text of the SEIS was changed to make reference to the
need for a gas pipeline. The comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 8-11, line 03: Sentence beginning with “Annual coal consumption...” should
be deleted as this information is given in the previous paragraph. (SLD-AE-66)

Response: The comment is noted and the sentence deleted. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.
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Comment: Page 2-14, line 32: SEIS states, “The last 2.4 km (1.5 mi) of the right-of-way is
shared with three other 230 kV lines...” should be corrected. There are four other 230 kV lines
entering the Midway Substation. (SLD-AE-6)

Comment: Page 2-14, line 33: SEIS states “...total right-of-way width is approximately
1080 feet.” Although there is a short section of North-South leg that is approximately 1080 ft.,
the maijority of the right-of-way is approximately 800 feet. (SLD-AE-7)

Comment: Page 2-15, line 06: Correct spelling of “right-or-way” to “right-of-way.” (SLD-AE-8)

Comment: Page 2-17, line 02: It is not clear that the site no longer has a package plant.
Reword as follows: Period after “wastewater.” Second sentence to read, “The treated
wastewater was previously discharged to the discharge canal. Now the site sanitary wastewater
is discharged to St. Lucie County’s South Hutchinson Island Water Reclamation Facility for
treatment.” (SLD-AE-9)

Comment: Page 2-22, line 31-32: Sentence should read, “The whales are listed as
endangered by the Federal government and the State of Florida.” (SLD-AE-11)

Comment: Page 2-28, line 02: “Habiats” should be corrected to “Habitats.” (SLD-AE-12)

Comment: Page 2-36, line 24: The value given for the peak demand per day, 5.8 M.D. is not
consistent with that stated in the ER (5.4 M.D.). (SLD-AE-16)

Comment: Page 2-37, line 9: Change “Solerno” to Salerno.” (SLD-AE-17)

Comment: Page 2-42, line 25-29: The 1999 tax assessment for St. Lucie 1 and 2
($22,807,970) is 10.3% of the total property taxes ($221,893,569) and the 2000 tax assessment
for St. Lucie 1 and 2 ($18,888,240) is 8.5% of total county property taxes ($222,310,596).
These results will change the average quoted on page 4-26 line 13. Correct table entries
accordingly. (SLD-AE-29)

Comment: Page 2-42, Note (c): Should read “State of Florida data on migrant farm workers
were not available.” (SLD-AE-30)

Comment: Page 2-43, line 17: “...Brighton Seminole, located about 76 km (47 mi) to the east
of the St. Lucie plant...” should be corrected by changing the word “east” to “southwest.”
(SLD-AE-31)
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Comment: Page 2-47, line 9-10: Change “before construction” to “before operation.”
(SLD-AE-32)

Comment: Page 4-02, line 09: “of” should be “to.” (SLD-AE-33)

Comment: Page 4-05, line 37-38: “...and the ecological risk assessment study for the cooling
canal system (Ecological Associates 2001).” The referenced study was a survey report not a
risk assessment for the cooling canal system. Also cited on page 4-6, line 24. (SLD-AE-36)

Comment: Page 4-12, line 39: “...impacts related to entrainment and no...” should be
corrected to read “...impacts related to impingement....” (SLD-AE-38)

Comment: Page 4-17, line 27: “licence” should be “license.” (SLD-AE-41)

Comment: Page 4-36, line 18: Change “are monitored” to “are normally monitored.” This
reflects those times when monitoring is not possible or required by license condition.
(SLD-AE-47)

Comment: Page 8-11, line 17: “Spent selective catalytic reduction (SCR) catalyst” should be
deleted from the list of wastes identified in this sentence since, as noted on page 8-17, line 21,
spent SCR catalyst would not be disposed of onsite. (SLD-AE-67)

Comment: Page 8-23, line 25: NRC cites FPL’s ER as the source in listing design assumptions
for the gas-fired alternative, including use of low-sulfur number 2 fuel oil as backup fuel. Delete
this design assumption from the list, since FPL did not assume use of fuel oil as a backup fuel in
its ER. (SLD-AE-70)

Response: The comments are noted and the proposed changes made. The comments
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 8-13, line 07: For Coal-Fired New Generation — Environmental Justice was
quoted in Table 8-2 as “Small” and “Small to Moderate” in Table 9-1. (SLD-AE-68)

Response: The comment is noted and the table modified. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 8-22, line 17, 18: For Natural Gas-Fired New Generation — Environmental
Justice was quoted in Table 8-2 as “Small” and “Small to Moderate” in Table 9-1. (SLD-AE-69)

Response: The comment is noted and the table modified. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.
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Comment: Page 6-06, line 37: Add the following text after “nuclear waste: “Both the Senate
and Congress subsequently voted to override a veto of the President’s selection of the Yucca
Mountain site by the Governor of the State of Nevada.” (SLD-AE-61)

Response: The comment is noted. The proposed statement does not provide a meaningful
contribution to the evaluation of the environmental impact of license renewal at the St. Lucie site.
The comment provides no new information; therefore, the comment was not evaluated further.
There was no change to the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-42, line 25-29: Property tax amounts paid to St. Lucie County for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 for years 1996, 1998, and 1999 vary slightly from the dollar amounts presented in
the ER. The amount in the ER for 2000 was an estimate and was reflective of the total FPL
property tax for St. Lucie County. To clarify the record, the ER value for the 2000 taxes to be
paid for St. Lucie 1 and 2 only would have been correctly stated as $18.8 million. Also, in

line 29, “$18.888,240” should be corrected to “$18,888,240.” (SLD-AE-28)

Response: The comment is noted. The error in the 2000 entry was corrected. The comment
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 4-02, line 26 and 32: Altered Salinity Gradients is applicable to plants
discharging to estuarine systems. Given that St. Lucie discharges to an ocean environment, this
issue is not applicable to St. Lucie. Eutrophication is an issue applicable to small stratified water
bodies. Given that St. Lucie discharges to a large oceanic water body, this issue is not
applicable to St. Lucie. These issues should be removed from this table and added to

Appendix F. (SLD-AE-34)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 4-03, line 15: Delete this line. St. Lucie 1 & 2 use once-through cooling and
the GEIS reference discussion relative to cooling system noise impacts is specific to cooling
towers. It is incorrect to group the noise issue with the cooling system impacts. The GEIS
addresses plant noise beyond that associated with the cooling system. (SLD-AE-35)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment incorrectly states that noise was addressed
in 10 CFR 51, Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1 only as a function of cooling towers. This is not
the case, as stated numerous places in the GEIS. The comment did not result in changes to the
text.
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Comment: Page 4-09, line 13-21: Delete these lines. See the comment above for page 4-03
line 15. (SLD-AE-37)

Response: The comment is noted. Table B-1 (10 CFR 51, Subpart A, Appendix B) identifies
noise from general plant operation, rather than noise just from operation of cooling towers, as
the issue to be evaluated in supplements to the GEIS. There was no change to the text.

Comment: Page 4-37, line 13: This discussion is not up to date. It does not consider the letter
reprinted at page E-31, and does not consider FPL'’s letter to the Staff clarifying whether a
consultation is required. Add the following words following the sentence ending on line 13:” By
letter dated August 23, 2002, the NRC Staff requested reinitiation of consultation with NMFS
regarding the incidental capture of green and loggerhead turtles at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. By
letter dated September 20, 2002, FPL informed the NRC Staff that it would cooperate with the
Staff’s data request regarding the consultation process, but stated that there was no factual or
legal basis for the NRC'’s reinitiating of consultation in this case.” (SLD-AE-48)

Response: The comment is noted and the text has been updated to reflect the current status of
the NRC'’s effort to reinitiate consultation. Consultation was reinitiated because the NMFS
biological opinion dated May 4, 2001 established an incidental take limit for mortalities due to
plant operation for green and loggerhead turtles. The limit which would reinitiate consulation
was “greater than or equal to” one percent of the annual total capture of green and loggerhead
turtles. In calendar year 2001, the licensee reported a total of 5 green and 1 loggerhead turtle
mortalities out of 592 recoveries. The comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 4-14 and 4-16, line 34 and 22-31, respectively: Delete these lines. GEIS
Section 4.5.3 does not address on-site land use. (SLD-AE-40)

Response: The comment is noted. As stated in Table B-1 of 10 CFR 51, Subpart A, Appendix
B, the issue of onsite land use applies to all aspects of license renewal. This was discussed in
the GEIS, Section 3.2. The text of Table 4-3 was changed to address this issue.

Comment: Page 4-28, line 16-20: The Florida State Historic Preservation Officer has stated
that renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 would not affect historic
properties. Based on this finding, it is not clear why the DSEIS contains the wording at

lines 16-20, particularly where no refurbishment activities will occur. This wording should be
deleted. The current Environmental Protection Plan addresses the performance of
environmental evaluations. This statement bounds the requirements for environmental
evaluations. The SEIS should not impose any new or additional environmental commitments.
(SLD-AE-42)
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Response: The comment is noted. The text in the draft SEIS does not impose commitments
that do not already exist in FPL’s Environmental Protection Plans. There was no change to the
SEIS text as a result of this comment.

Comment: Page 4-33, line 06: The conversion of 35.3 M.D. should be corrected from 14.8 x
10* m®d to 1.34 x 10° m*d. (SLD-AE-43)

Response: The comment is noted. The section for which this comment was addressed was
changed in response to other comments, and the identified value was removed from the SEIS
text. The comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 4-35, line 37: Change the word “that” to “than” and strike the words “or equal
to.” (SLD-AE-45)

Response: The comment is noted. The word “that” is correctly changed to “than.” The
comment is incorrect with regard to NMFS limits on incidental take. NMFS in its letter dated July
30, 2002, clearly stated that reinitiation of consultation would have to take place if the number of
loggerhead and green turtles injured or killed as a result of plant operation were “greater than or
equal to” (emphasis consistent with July 30, 2002 letter) one percent of the total number of
loggerhead and green turtles taken by the end of said year. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page E-2, Table E-1: Third entry (FWS and NMFS) — the FPL letters should not be
referenced here. The letters from the FWS and NMFS providing the results of the consultation
should be provided. The remarks for this entry should also be revised to discuss NRC’s
consultation versus the correspondence FPL had with the agency. It is incorrect to say that FPL
initiated the consultation. If the FPL letters remain in the table, the second letter number should
be corrected from PLL.-LR-02-0054 to PSL-LR-0054. (SLD-AE-74)

Response: The comment is noted and Table E-1 has been revised. The comment resulted in
modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 4-36, line 10: Strike the words “met or.” (SLD-AE-46)

Response: The comment is noted. The comment is incorrect with regard to NMFS limits on
incidental take. NMFS in its letter dated July 30, 2002, clearly stated that reinitiation of
consultation would have to take place if the number of loggerhead and green turtles injured or
killed as a result of plant operation were “greater than or equal to” (emphasis consistent with
July 30, 2002 letter) one percent of the total number of loggerhead and green turtles taken by
the end of said year. There was no change in SEIS text.
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Comment: Page 8-26, line 20: NRC estimates spent SCR catalyst generated from operation of
the gas-fired alternative to be 31 cubic meters per year. The source for this estimate is not
indicated, but in Section 8.2.2, Page 8-23, Lines 29-30, NRC indicates that, unless otherwise
indicated, assumptions and numerical values used throughout this section are from the FPL ER.
FPL did not quantify the amount of spent SCR catalyst in its ER. It would be appropriate for the
NRC to provide a reference for this quantity. (SLD-AE-71)

Response: The comment is noted and a reference to the amount of SCR catalyst generated
per year was added. The comment resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 8-42, line 40-41: The DSEIS makes the following statement in regard to
additional DSM to help to address the capacity that would be lost if the OL’s for the two St. Lucie
units are not extended: “While the DSM measures would have few environmental impacts, the
operation of the new natural gas-fired plant would result in increased emissions (compared to
the OL renewal alternative) and other environmental impacts.” Delete the phrase, “ While the
DSM measures ...impacts,” and replace with, “Additional DSM that replaces nuclear capacity, in
part or in total, will result in FPL’s existing fossil fuel units operating at higher capacity factors
than they otherwise would, thus increasing total emissions from the FPL system. Start a new
sentence, “In addition, the operation of a new gas-fired ....” (SLD-AE-72)

Response: The comment is noted. However, the comment does not contain sufficient
supporting information. For example, load curtailment DSM (demand-side management) that
shifted energy loads from peak to off-peak hours (e.qg., interruptible water heating) could
conceivably reduce operation of peak-serving natural-gas-fired turbines and increase operation
of coal-fired units with possible consequent increase in environmental impacts. However, DSM
(e.g., more efficient air conditioners) that resulted in absolute reduction in energy consumption
would likely reduce the operation of base-load coal plants (and possibly gas-fired peaking units
as well), thus reducing environmental impacts. There was no change in SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-35, line 31-37: Note that the projected values for 2010 and 2020 are higher
than that presented in ER and a different source is used. However, the growth rates are the
same as presented in the ER for these years. In addition, the calculations for the annual growth
rates appear to be incorrect. For Martin County the values should be 12.8, 5.8, 2.6, 2.0, and 1.7,
respectively for the years presented in Table 2-7; similarly the values for St. Lucie County should
be corrected to 7.1, 7.2, 2.8, 2.2, and 1.8. (SLD-AE-15)

Comment: Page 2-41, line 05-07: Growth rates provided for St. Lucie and Martin counties
(28% and 26%, respectively) are not consistent with values presented in Table 2-7. See earlier
comment regarding corrections to this table. These growth rates should be corrected
accordingly. (SLD-AE-22)
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Response: The comments are noted. The difference between the draft SEIS and the ER
regarding the projected population of Martin and St. Lucie Counties is indeed due to the use of
different sources for the two documents. The comment is incorrect with regard to annual growth
rate calculations, however. Annual percentage growth is not the decadal increment divided by
10 and expressed as a percentage of the starting population size. Instead, it is the average
annual increment gain expressed as percentage, and is derivable from the equation Ny =

Ny *(1+1), where N is population size, t is time in years, and r is the annual growth rate
expressed as a decimal. The entries in Table 2-7 of the draft SEIS for the periods 1970 to 1980
and 1980 to 1990 are incorrect by between 2 and 4 percent, however, and were corrected. The
comments resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-08, line 31-34: Clarify by including information that FPL has dredged the
intake canal on several occasions, most recently in the fall of 2002. On one occasion, in the

mid-1990’s, the dewatered sediments were sold as clean fill. (SLD-AE-5)

Response: The comment is noted and information on dredging was added. The comment
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page xviii, line 26: Delete “and chronic effects from electromagnetic fields.” Add
period after “justice.” FPL did not present an analysis of chronic effects from electromagnetic
fields. (SLD-AE-1)

Comment: Page 1-07, line 28: Change the word “Westinghouse” to “Combustion Engineering.”
(SLD-AE-2)

Comment: Page 2-01, line 35: Change “Juniper” to “Jupiter.” (SLD-AE-3)

Comment: Page 2-05, line 28, 31, 34: Change “Florida Aquifer” to “Floridan Aquifer.”
(SLD-AE-4)

Comment: Page 2-21, line 01: The conversion of 236,146 Ib of bluefish should be corrected to
107,000 kg. (SLD-AE-10)

Comment: Page 2-37, line 20: Delete “and crosses 1-95 near Fort Pierce.” Add new sentence
“1-95 crosses to the west of the Florida Turnpike south of Stuart and crosses back to the east at

Fort Pierce.” (SLD-AE-18)

Comment: Page 2-40, line 25: “are” should be “is.” (SLD-AE-20)
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Comment: Page 2-41, line 37: The values for the agricultural land use for both St. Lucie and
Martin County should be corrected in accordance with corrections made in Table 2-9.
(SLD-AE-23)

Comment: Page 2-41, line 38: The reference for agricultural land use values should be
corrected from Table 2-10 to Table 2-9. (SLD-AE-24)

Comment: Page 2-42, line 24: Second column should be titled “Total Property Tax Levied for
all Property in St. Lucie County.” (SLD-AE-27)

Comment: Page 9-05, line 28, 29: Delete the phrase “except for the SAMA identified above.”
Put a period after “warranted.” (SLD-AE-73)

Comment: Page E-2, Table E-1: Fourth entry (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) — the Authority
information should be revised to read, “Rivers and Harbors Act (33 USC 403) and Clean Water
Act (33 USC 1344). [sic] (SLD-AE-75)

Comment: Page E-3, Table E-1: Provide a note that the NPDES permit is the Industrial
Wastewater Facility Permit. In Chapter 2 of the DSEIS it is mentioned several times as the
Industrial Wastewater Permit. This would create a link for the reader. (SLD-AE-76)

Comment: Page E-5, Table E-1: First entry — The updated information is: 1) 56-01238-W
expires 5/21/2009. (SLD-AE-78)

Response: The comments are noted and the proposed change made. The comments resulted
in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page E-4, Table E-1: Updated information for these annual FWCC permits is as
follows: 1) 01S-018 has been replaced by 02R-018 and expires 6/30/2003; 2) TP#206 expires
1/31/2003; 3) TP#125 expires 1/31/2003; Last entry — “next” should be corrected to “nest” in the
Description column. (SLD-AE-77)

Response: The comment is noted and the proposed changes made in part. The commenter is
incorrect with respect to the correct designation of the State issued marine turtle permit. The
NRC staff verified with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission information
concerning permit TP#026, as correctly stated in the draft SEIS. As appropriate, the comments
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.
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Comment: Page F-2, line 15-16: Groundwater quality degradation (saltwater intrusion) is an
applicable issue to St. Lucie due to their indirect use of groundwater through the municipal
supply for potable and service water. Therefore this issue should be deleted from the table and
appropriately discussed in Section 4.5. (SLD-AE-79)

Comment: Page F-2, Table F-1: Groundwater use conflicts (potable and service water and
dewatering); plants that use >100 gpm should be added to the table as not applicable because
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not withdraw groundwater. (SLD-AE-80)

Response: The comments are noted. Saltwater intrusion is indeed a Category 1 issue and
applicable to St Lucie and has been deleted from Table F-1 and included in Section 4.5. The
staff also agrees with the licensee that the issue of groundwater use conflicts (potable and
service water and dewatering; plants that use >100 gpm), a Category 2 issue, should be added
to Table F-1 since the St. Lucie plant potable and service water usage is only 91 gpm. The
comments resulted in changes to Table F-1.

Comment: Page 2-38, Table 2-9: Values presented in this table should be verified and
corrected. Given the residential land use for St. Lucie County of 138 mi? is correct, the
conversion to km? should be corrected from 97 to 357. The sum of the land use values for
St. Lucie County in mi? should be corrected from 542 to 641. If correct, the percent of total
values should be corrected. (SLD-AE-19)

Response: The comment is noted and the appropriate conversion made. The comment
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-41, line 04: The value given for the population of Stuart, 14,633 is
inconsistent with that stated in the ER (4,633). The number in the ER contained a typographical
error and the value presented in the SEIS has been verified to be correct. (SLD-AE-21)

Response: The comment is noted. In our letter of October 23, 2002, the staff requested that
the licensee, Florida Power and Light Company, provide comments on the draft SEIS for

St. Lucie. Corrections to the licensee’s ER can be made by the licensee by letter amending the
document. There was no change in the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-41, line 41: The number of farms in St. Lucie and Martin counties (805) is
inconsistent with that presented in the ER (359). The value presented in the ER has been
verified to be correct for the number of farms that hire and the number presented in the SEIS
has been verified to be correct for the total number of farms. Relative to the discussion of
migrant farm workers, it would be more appropriate to use the number of farms that hire.
(SLD-AE-25)
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Response: The comment is noted and the staff agrees that it is more appropriate to use the
number of farms that hire with respect to a discussion of migrant farm workers. The comment
resulted in modification of the SEIS text.

Comment: Page 2-32, line 27: This section, “Radiological Impacts” is not appropriate in this
chapter. The conclusions regarding the effects and impacts of offsite emissions should be
moved to the corresponding section in Chapter 4, Section 4.3. (SLD-AE-13)

Response: The comment is noted. This section reports information obtained from the licensee
regarding the radiological environmental monitoring program (REMP) conducted by the utility.
The information provided in this section summarizes the findings related to the REMP. This
information is used to evaluate the radiological impacts during the license renewal period
described in Section 4.3. There was no change to the SEIS text.

A.4.17 Other Comments

Comment: The Department of Interior has reviewed the referenced document. We have no
comments to provide for your consideration. (SLD-AB-1)

Response: The comments provide no new information; therefore, the comments were not
evaluated further. There was no change to the SEIS text.
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A.5 Public Meeting Transcript Excerpts and Comment Letters
Transcript of the Afternoon Public Meeting on December 3, 2002, in Port St. Lucie, Florida

[Introduction, Mr. Cameron]
[Presentation, Mr. Dudley]
[Presentation, Dr. Masnik]
[Presentation, Ms. Hickey]
[Presentation, Dr. Masnik]

MR. CAMERON: Okay, great.

And thank-you, Mike and thank all of you for your attention during the presentations. The staff
from the NRC and also some of our experts will be available after the meeting if there's
particular subjects you want to discuss in further detail.

And now it's our opportunity to listen to you. And first of all, we're going to have Mr. Doug
Anderson, who's the County Administrator for St. Lucie County.

We have some other government officials, but next we're going to go to Mr. Bob Bangert from
the Conservation Alliance.

Mr. Anderson.

MR. ANDERSON: Good afternoon.

Thank-you for letting me go first. | really appreciate this.

St. Lucie County is one of the fastest growing economies in the State of Florida, if not the fastest
growing economy. We have gone virtually from last place in the State of Florida for percentage
of new jobs created, to almost number one. In fact, we may be number one, with recent

announcements we've just made.

If the St. Lucie Plant were closed, the loss of eight hundred full-time jobs in our community would
be devastating to our economy.

The St. Lucie Power Plant provides our industry with a reliable source of electricity. In St. Lucie
County, we're not like other areas of the country where you experience brownouts or blackouts.
Our industry, as a diversified industry we have here now, relies heavily on a steady source of
electricity and a reliable source.
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Florida energy demands are growing at about two percent annually. Electricity from the
St. Lucie Power Plant can meet the energy needs of more than one-half million homes. Each
St. Lucie unit produces 839 million watts of energy.

The St. Lucie Plant is among the lowest cost producers of electricity in the FPL system, and this
helps keep our electric bills low. And that is one of the attractions to our area for industry. The
high energy users come here, looking at utility rates is one of their objectives.

Our power bills are more reasonable than most others in the country, in part because of this
plant, and we want to keep our power bills low and our quality of life high.

We want to keep the St. Lucie Power Plant as part of our future. The site is already established.
They're continuing to operate — the continuation of operating this facility means no new land
would be disturbed to construct a new facility to replace this one.

It is my understanding that replacing the two reactors with the equivalent electric producers such
as oil, or gas, or coal, could have greater pollution and ecological impacts.

I have lived in St. Lucie County now almost eight years, I've lived and worked here, and I've
grown to know the St. Lucie Plant and | have worked with the different people there, and they
are good neighbors.

| have some examples here of some of the things that they've done and they've worked very
closely with the County administration.

The St. Lucie Plant employees are leaders in contributions to the local area agencies such as
the United Way. They support the St. Lucie County Education Foundation in a scholarship
program. The employees are involved in youth development through Scouts, Little Leagues,
civic and church programs and activities. The employees volunteer for Habitat for Humanity in
building homes for low income residents.

The plant's information center, the Energy Encounter, holds forty thousand visitors annually. In
addition to hands-on science programs for schools, the center offers free workshops to teachers
for training credits and walk-in visitors are always welcome.

The power plant donates computers and school supplies to local schools. And FP&L has made
substantial contributions to the county's regional sports stadium, which is located in St. Lucie
West. And the St. Lucie County Marine Center that features the Smithsonian Marine Eagle
System exhibit, as well as many other community projects.

I know a few months ago, we were putting together a financial package to purchase a mobile
command center to be used directly between the City of Fort Pierce Police Department, the
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Sheriff's Office, the Fire District and County Administration. | went to FP&L and asked if they
could contribute towards this mobile finance center, because while we do have incidents in a lot
of cases they are also on site and they work with us to plan what action we have to take. Within
a few weeks they called me back and they said yes, Doug, we will financially contribute, and
they presented us with a check, and that's a good neighbor.

The impact of the St. Lucie Plant on our local economy is more than eighty million dollars
annually. The thing that impresses me most about the St. Lucie Plant is its reputation.

I've heard about the good ratings the plant has received through the years from the NRC, the
agency here today, that watches over your plants. | encourage the NRC to renew the license at
St. Lucie Plant, Units 1 and 2.

Thank-you.
MR. CAMERON: And thank-you very much, Mr. Anderson.
Next we're going to hear from Bob Bangert from the Conservation Alliance.

MR. BANGERT: Good afternoon members of the U.S. Regulatory Commission. My name is
Bob Bangert and | represent the Conservation Alliance of St. Lucie County.

It's interesting before | start my presentation, my wife and | have traveled eleven thousand miles
this summer, covering twenty-eight s, and the question was raised about alternate energy. We
saw windmills all over. And when | got back, | investigated a little bit and to my surprise | found
out that one of the subsidiaries of FP&L group is the largest producer of wind power in the
United States and possibly the world.

First of all, | want to express my appreciation to those who drafted this report, for including a
glossary of the acronyms used in the report. | sure saved a hell of a lot of looking back.
Wouldn't it be nice if all government agencies and all consultants did the same.

The Alliance is also very impressed by the systematic and completeness of the report in
evaluating the environmental consequences of renewing the licenses for the St. Lucie FP&L

Plants 1 and 2, for operation for an additional twenty years.

Two county parks with beach access, Blind Creek Pass Park and Walton Rocks Park lie within
the property boundaries of FP&L, and have been included in an Adopt a Beach program
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instigated this year through the Conservation Alliance, partnership with the Conservation
Alliance and the City of Fort Pierce and St. Lucie County. Quite a unique partnership.

Volunteers have signed contracts to clean up the litter from these beaches at least once every
two months.

One of our primary concerns in the past has been the offshore ocean intake structures. The
company, by installing and maintaining three barriers of these intake structures to reduce
potential loss of marine life, particular sea turtles, and to facilitate their return to the ocean
recognized our concerns.

The addition and construction of a new smaller mesh barrier east of the larger mesh barriers,
plus an active program, including recovery of turtles from the intake canal, has greatly reduced
any harm to entangled turtles.

FP&L's program, which includes recovery of turtles from the intake canal and barrier nets, are
monitored seven days a week, eight to twelve hours a day, by Quantum Resources is
exemplary. In addition to the entanglement nets which are used only during daylight hours
under continued surveillance, plus turtles removed with the dip nets and in many cases, the
divers go down and take them out bodily. FP&L constantly is evaluating the program to
minimize any trauma to captured sea turtles.

Our Conservation Alliance honored one of these divers, a Michael Breshett (phonetic), at our
Annual Awards Luncheon last May, for his work with entangled turtles while on the job, as well
as his constant vigilance on his own time.

Captured healthy turtles are tagged before being released back into the ocean and many have
shown up on distant lands, such as Costa Rica, Cuba, and many other places.

Among many of the turtles recently captured have been showing evidence of tumors on the soft
sections of their skin, the origin of which has not yet been determined. However, there is
growing evidence that intrusion of treated waste water from deep well injections in the area, may
be linked to these tumors.

These turtles are sent to rehabilitation facilities determined by the Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission.

| cannot stress strongly enough our commendations for FP&L's continuing efforts to improve any
areas that they find may be having a detrimental effect on the environment, on any portion of
their eleven hundred plus acres on the island adjacent to Plants 1 and 2, or along its
transmission lines.
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Now, if all of FP&L's customers in St. Lucie County and the would be as diligent in their
treatment and care of the environment, our future generations would be assured of enjoying this
special piece of paradise we call St. Lucie County.

Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you very much, Mr. Bangert.

Now we're going to hear from a trio of government officials and then we're going to go to Gary
Cantrell and Judi Miller. But in terms of the government officials, we have Ron Parrish, Deputy
Chief, St. Lucie Fire District, who's going to start us off. And then we have Gary Wilson from the
St. Lucie County Sheriff's Office, and Steven Wolfberg from the Martin County Department of
Emergency Service.

And this is Ron Parrish.

MR. PARRISH: Good afternoon.

And as he said, I'm Ron Parrish. I'm Deputy Chief of Administration for the St. Lucie County Fire
District.

I'm here today to represent the Fire District as well as the Fire Chief, Jay Sizemore, and to talk a
little bit about the collective efforts that Florida Power and Light and the Fire District have done
to enhance and improve the training for the safety of the public, the plant itself. This has been
ongoing for as long as | can remember.

I've been directly involved with some very intense training with Florida Power and Light. And we
feel as though they've been a great corporate partner in the enhancement of the training and the
safety of the citizens of St. Lucie County, and we support relicensing of the power plant.
Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you very much, Ron.

Let's next go to Gary Wilson.

MR. WILSON: Good afternoon.

As it was said, my name is Gary Wilson. I'm the Chief Deputy with the St. Lucie County Sheriff's
Office.

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 A-76 May 2003



SLD-D-1

SLD-D-2

SLD-D-3

SLD-E-1

Appendix A

I am here today representing the Sheriff's Office and the impact that FP&L has on our county.
And, of course, our interest is one of safety and security, and one that addresses the crime
issues that impact us every single day. And we're happy to say that on all of those fronts, FP&L
is not a problem for us and in fact, it is a great benefit to the county and our efforts, as far as the
safety and security at the plant, and also the impact that they have on our community from a
crime basis.

The employees at the power plant pose no problem for law enforcement. And they are certainly,
as Mr. Anderson pointed out earlier, a great neighbor for us to have here in St. Lucie County.

From a safety and security standpoint, the St. Lucie County Sheriff's Office works closely with
the security department out at the plant to ensure that all of those issues that of concern for a lot
of people who live in the area out there are taken care of, and that working relationship is a very
strong relationship and one that we're very proud of.

So on behalf of law enforcement in St. Lucie County, we are in support of license renewal for the
power plant.

Thank-you.
MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you very much, Mr. Wilson.

And we're going to hear from Steven Wolfberg and then, | neglected to mention Don Daniels,
who is the emergency management coordinator for St. Lucie County.

And this is Steven Wolfberg.
MR. WOLFBERG: Good afternoon.

Steven Wolfberg, Director of Martin County Emergency Services, which represents fire rescue
and emergency management.

We're here in support of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission's relicensing of St. Lucie's Unit 1
and 2. We have had a relationship with the power plant for over twenty-three years that, my
contemporary and myself, I've been with the department. During this time we've been able to
build a model partnership in relationships between FP&L and the county, and the benefits going
both way. The relationship, the partnerships mature, it's credible and it's ongoing.

We consider St. Lucie Power Plant a partner in our planning, our response and operating, and

continuing education in emergency services as well as just good friends, partners and corporate
partners.
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On behalf of Martin County Emergency Services, again, we support the relicensing for Unit 1
and 2.

Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you very much, Mr. Wolfberg.
Let's go to Don Daniels.

MR. DANIELS: Good afternoon.

My name is Don Daniels. I've been a resident of St. Lucie County for over thirty-seven years,
and in the last twenty-eight years I've been involved in emergency services of one type or
another. I've been with Emergency Management in the St. Lucie County Public Safety
Department for the last sixteen years. And I'm here to fill in today for our Director, Mr. Jack
Southern, Director of Public Safety and just to give you some of the comments from our agency.

There are many reasons the plant should continue operating. Part of it is the importance to our
community as was stated earlier, being a good neighbor, and it also has had a good
environmental record as been pointed out. But none of these things would matter if the plant did
not operate safely. And this is something we've come to learn through our office and through
dealing with the people at the plant, that they have our safety and concern at heart. Many of
them are our neighbors. They live in our community. They are just as concerned for their
families as they are for anyone else's.

This office receives — our office, Emergency Management receives a quarterly, on a quarterly
basis, a report that indicates each and every day that this plant meets its performance
standards.

And, for example, our office also receives timely briefings and correspondence regarding in-
place procedures and checks by an independent quality assurance organization, and that this
ensures timely preventative maintenance is done. These reports show that St. Lucie Plant is
committed to the safety of residents surrounding the plant.

But most important is their pro-active involvement in offsite and on site emergency planning. Of
course, on site, meaning dealing with anything particular, at their particular plant facility. Offsite
meaning, meaning our affected population, our population in our community.

We have exercises on a regular basis and at least one a year. There are minor exercises during
the course of the year. We are evaluated on, at our agency by Federal Emergency
Management Agency, for our duties and responsibilities, and how we carry them out, and our
actions for offsite safety for citizens. And basically for Martin County and St. Lucie County, our
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evaluations | know of over at least the last sixteen years, have been flawless. And we have
proved that we can help protect the citizens of our counties.

We also receive from the State of Florida's Department of Health and Bureau of Radiation
Control, monitoring tests of radiation levels at locations surrounding the nuclear plant.
Monitoring and testing include the sampling of air, water, shoreline sediment, fish, crustacea,
broad leaf vegetation and milk. And these levels have consistently been comparable to those
measured throughout the for the past twenty-five years.

SLD-F-5 It is clearly evident that the employees of the St. Lucie Plant are dedicated to making sure the
plant is safe, not only for themselves, but for their families, friends and neighbors. This agency,
the St. Lucie County Department of Public Safety, supports the license renewal of the St. Lucie
Plant.

Thank-you.
MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you very much, Mr. Daniels.

Next two speakers is Gary Cantrell, who is the Chief Executive Officer of the St. Lucie Medical
Center, and then we'll hear from Judi Miller.

MR. CANTRELL: Good afternoon.

My name is Gary Cantrell. I'm the CEO of St. Lucie Medical Center, but I'm here representing
the Economic Development Council of St. Lucie County. For me, the same reasons that you
heard from everybody else, we also support appeals, license application.

SLD-G-1 The Economic Development Council is very supportive of it, from the standpoint that we need
the power and we need electricity. Our charge is to help bring industry to the community. We
have to have a power source when they get here, that's affordable in our dealings with
companies coming from throughout the country and looking at our community, our power rates
are very favorably priced, relative to where they're coming from.

So we're very much in support of renewing their license and support their application.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Gary.

We're going to go next to Judi Miller, who's with the St. Lucie County School Board, and then
we're going to hear from Florida Power and Light.

MS. MILLER: Good afternoon.
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I'm Judi Miller for the record. I'm a member of St. Lucie County School Board and Executive
Director of Big Brothers, Big Sisters. I'm here not to speak on behalf of our school board, but to
speak as an individual, and | am in support of the license renewal.

I know that you all have heard reports from the safety and environmental impacts this afternoon,
people who are far more skilled in those areas than | am.

I'm here today to speak as somebody who has lived here in this community for thirty years and
seen the kind of partner and good neighbor that FP&L is to our community and our families here.

And I've seen that firsthand, both through the school system and all of the things that FP&L
does, from the Energy Encounter, to training kids, to the supplies and materials that they donate,
to the manpower that they donate, to school system committees, to the help, and support, and
resources they provide for community agencies such as Big Brothers, Big Sisters and United
Way, so | truly support the license renewal.

Thank-you.
MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Judi.

Next we're going to hear from Mr. Don Jernigan, who is the Site Vice-President at St. Lucie, and
then we're going to hear from Tom Abbatiello, who is the environmental lead on the St. Lucie
license renewal application.

Okay, Don.
MR. JERNIGAN: Good afternoon, and thank-you, Mr. Cameron.

My name is Don Jernigan and | am the Vice-president of Florida Power and Light Company,

St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant. | appreciate this opportunity to speak to you today about FPL's
application for renewal of the St. Lucie operating licenses. Assisting me today is Tom Abbatiello,
our license renewal project environmental lead, who will also address more specifically, the
findings contained in the draft supplement Environmental Impact Statement.

But | would also like to thank the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for arranging and holding this
meeting today. FPL strongly supports the openness of this process.

During the last two years, we have been involved in dialogue with the community surrounding
the St. Lucie Plant. In fact, we have met with more than one thousand home owners, community
groups and government officials. In those meetings, our purpose was to simply share
information about what license renewal is about and about our plant operations.
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We believe that the community answers and priorities should be incorporated, not only into the
renewal of our St. Lucie Plant operating license, but also into our overall plant operations.
Community input is an integral part of the license renewal process.

The application that we have prepared consists of two parts, as was discussed earlier today, a
safety analysis and an environment report. The application has been open to public review for
some time and the NRC has requested on several occasions, comments from interested parties.

Just as this process has been open in reviewing the environmental aspects of license renewal,
the safety analysis is also following a parallel path. There are open public meetings and the
NRC is going through an intensive review of plant systems to ensure the safe operation of the
power plant for an additional twenty years.

A public meeting on the scoping of the NRC's environmental review over license renewal
application was held here in this very room last April of this year. Today's meeting continues
that open process of seeking public input on license renewal.

We welcome this opportunity to gain additional community input on the environmental aspects of
our license renewal.

I'd like to particularly thank the members of the community that are here represented today for
taking time out of your busy schedules to share your views and ideas of this draft report with the
NRC, and | also appreciate the support that has been provided to us by the local communities.

I'd also like to thank the NRC staff and members of the National Laboratory, their review team, in
their work of preparing the supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the St. Lucie
license renewal. | believe that this report has reflected a comprehensive assessment of the
environmental impact of license renewal.

As the vice-president of St. Lucie, my first job and my primary focus is the health and safety of
my family, the St. Lucie employees in this community, and their well being comes before
anything else. And when | look at the evidence as presented in this supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement and other license renewal documents that have been submitted, I'm assured
that the plant's safety and a positive impact on our environment exists with these reports and
what's contained in them.

| believe the case for continued operation of the St. Lucie Plant is strong. And let me address
while I'm here, four areas:

One, our plant performance, the economics of the St. Lucie Plant electricity, our environmental
stewardship and community presence.
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First, the performance of our power plant is top notch, thanks to our employees, which we've got
a couple here in the audience today. Their time, their effort, their dedication have resulted in

St. Lucie consistently being recognized as one of the safest and most reliable, and most efficient
plants in the United States. Our employees have worked diligently through effective
maintenance programs to sustain the option for continued plant operation well beyond the initial
four year license.

Not only does the NRC monitor our performance, but there are other independent agencies that
have also agreed that our operations are safe and they have no adverse impacts on the
surrounding community. This includes the State of Florida's Department of Health, which
conducts monitoring and sampling for the area around the St. Lucie Plant.

Another fact to consider is our ability to help meet Florida's energy needs. As we've stated,
Florida is growing two percent a year and the St. Lucie Power Plant can help sustain the
economic growth and maintain our quality of life.

This power plant is strategically located within the FPL generating system. And the St. Lucie
Plant is among the lowest cost of electricity within the FPL system. So we help keep the electric
bill low, and that's good news for our customers.

And from an environmental standpoint, the St. Lucie Plant remains a guardian of our 's natural
resources. Our outstanding sea turtle programs are recognized throughout the this year by the
Governor. And in addition, we can continue to produce clean electricity without air pollution or
greenhouse gases.

Finally, what does St. Lucie mean to our community? Well, we've asked our neighbors and
they've told us that we're an important economic factor in this community, one that they want to
see remain as a viable contributor. The payroll for around eight hundred employees, the tax
dollars, the property taxes, the purchases, the contributions to the local United Way agencies
help in this area.

But more importantly is a role that the people at the power plant have played in this community.
Our employees are active in their churches, and scout organizations, and PTAs, and Little
Leagues, and even in local government.

And as a testimony to our community role, many members of the local community have spoken
here today and have spoken here in this very room in April's public scoping meeting on the
environment review of our license renewal application.

In summary, | believe that the reviewing of the licenses of the Florida Power and Light St. Lucie
Nuclear Power Plant is in the best interests of our community in continuing to provide safe,
clean, reliable, low cost electricity to our customers.
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What I'd like to do is ask our license renewal project environmental lead, Tom Abbatiello, to give
a little bit more detail on the FPL license renewal efforts and a little comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

Tom?
MR. ABBATIELLO: Thanks, Don.

Good afternoon everyone. It's an honor to be here today to share my thoughts with you about
the supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the St. Lucie license renewal.

As Don said, my name is Tom Abbatiello and | am the environmental lead for the St. Lucie
license renewal project.

The supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the St. Lucie license renewal provides a
thorough examination of ninety-two environmental issues addressed in the regulations. This
very broad approach has been thoughtfully designed and is intended to cover the wide spectrum
of issues that might be raised by members of the public for governmental review agencies.

The supplemental Environmental Impact Statement concludes that the environmental impacts
from operating St. Lucie for an additional twenty years, would be small. This conclusion is
based on the detailed analysis of the impact areas. | agree with this conclusion. It is the same
conclusion that was made in FPL's environmental report prepared as a part of our application.

But another reason | believe that St. Lucie should operate for an additional twenty years, is to be
able to continue the award winning conservation work that was initiated almost twenty years ago.

FPL is proud of the work we do to preserve and protect the environment. We believe in our
responsibility to operate in harmony with the environment. St. Lucie's unique location
successfully combines modern technology with a strong environmental commitment.

As Don alluded to in his talk on October 8th of this year, Governor Bush and the Florida Cabinet
presented FPL with a 2002 Council for Sustainable Florida Environmental Award.

This award, which is on display out in the foyer, recognizes FPL's program at the St. Lucie Plant
for the preservation and education on endangered sea turtles. The sea turtle protection and
preservation program will continue during the license extension period.

The renewal of the St. Lucie licenses is important in meeting the energy needs of South Florida.

As been stated already in this meeting, our growth rate is about two percent a year and the
electricity being consumed per customer is also increasing.
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Because of this increasing demand, FPL must plan and provide power plants to assure an
ample supply of electricity. And to that end, a robust network of generation is best sustained by
the use of diverse fuels.

The review of the St. Lucie operating — the renewal of the St. Lucie operating licenses permits
FPL to continue to provide over 1700 megawatts of environmentally clean and low cost
generating capacity, free from dependence on foreign oil.

The St. Lucie employees want to remain a part of this community. As your neighbors, safe and
reliable operation of the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant is our top priority. We believe license renewal
makes good sense. It makes good business sense for both FPL and its customers. And in light
of the current situation in the world, we also believe that it is the right thing to do for our country.

Thank-you.
MR. CAMERON: Thank-you, Tom and Don Jernigan.

We're going to hear from Jim Vojcsik now, from United Way of Martin County. And then we're
going to hear from Arlease Hall, and then go to Frank Leslie, Bill Raatz and Ralph DeCristofaro.

MR. VOJCSIK: Good afternoon.

My name is Jim Vojcsik and | am the Executive Director of the United Way of Martin County. My
wife, Donna and I, and our two children have lived in this area since 1999, and we care about
the quality of life, about the safety and about the environmental health of our community.

| would like to add my voice to those today, who are supporting the license renewal for Florida
Power and Light St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant.

As has been stated, demands for energy in our communities on the Treasure Coast are growing
annually and we need power from this plant to meet the growing needs for low cost electricity.
Florida Power and Light has a good track record of not only providing the power we need, but
operating this plant safely and protecting the environment.

As one of the largest employers in our area, the St. Lucie Power Plant is important to our local
economy. A business of this size would be very difficult to replace.

The St. Lucie Power Plant is a good neighbor. | know personally, several of the employees at
the plant, who donate their time and their money to making our communities better places to
live. They contribute hundreds of thousand of dollars and volunteer hours each year to
charitable organizations on the Treasure Coast, including the United Way, and are making a
huge difference in our communities.
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For all the reasons | mentioned, we should renew the license of the St. Lucie Power Plant for
twenty more years.

Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Mr. Vojcsik.
Arlease Hall.

MS. HALL: Good afternoon.

My name is Arlease Hall and I'm back again. Again, it was my decision to support the license
renewal of the St. Lucie Plant today and there are a myriad of reasons as to why the plant
should continue to operate.

Some folks, a lot of folks have come before me today, to reiterate the reasons why they support
Florida Power and Light. Why? Because the St. Lucie Plant is important to the community. The
St. Lucie Plant benefits our local economy tremendously. The St. Lucie Plant has been an
excellent partner and neighbor, be it community or in business. The St. Lucie has contentious,
dedicated and well trained employees.

And what comes to mind to me sometimes, when I'm going to some QIQA — another acronym —
but when you're looking at all of the power points, Florida Power and Light comes up, as being
one of those organizations that first implemented in being on line with QI in sterling criteria.

The St. Lucie Plant has been and has a good environmental record. The St. Lucie employees
make our community a better place to live because of their safety record, and that's what's so
vitally important to me, the safety record. Because all those well trained individuals that
meticulously — they meet the performance standards set at the highest of quality levels daily.

| feel very strongly about the things that | say to you this afternoon, because | work here and the
employees live in this community. They are dedicated to making certain that the plant is safe,
not only for themselves, but for their families, friends and us, because we are their neighbors.

St. Lucie's safety inspection record has been rated as one of the most reliable nuclear power
plants, not only of the U.S., but in the world. | strongly believe that the St. Lucie Power Plant has
a proven safety record and one with which the employees can continue to build on in the future.

| definitely support and again certainly speak for my friends and neighbors for the license
renewal of the St. Lucie Plant, so let's keep it operating again for the next twenty years.

Thank-you.
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MR. CAMERON: Okay. And thank-you, Arlease, for those comments.

We're going to hear from Frank Leslie next and we're going to go to Bill Raatz, and Ralph
DeCristofaro.

Frank?
MR. LESLIE: Good afternoon.

I'm interested in renewable energy in particular, and so I'm somewhat focused on that. | did
read the SEIS, Supplement 11 and found it very interesting. And | especially commend that
writers of that report for doing such a good job in the field of alternative energy.

There is a great difficulty within Florida to find a replacement source of energy, something that is
cleaner or better in some sense than the exiting nuclear power plant. | look at that from the
standpoint that if this plant were to be replaced with the coal brought in by rail car, would it be oil,
which we certainly should save for transportation aspects, or would it be natural gas, which has
a limitation itself.

There are difficulties with wind and solar. It's a very diffuse energy, as opposed to fuels. And as
such, | tend to look at that as something that will become much more of use in other areas of the
nation. It's not only the resource of wind and solar, but also the economics of the situation.

Florida enjoys relatively low costs for kilowatt hour, whereas other s, which do have wind and
solar, may have very high costs. And that is an offsetting factor in installing wind turbines or
solar module farms.

There are many aspects of solar and wind energy within Florida. It was alleged to be the
sunshine back in the twenties, but in fact, the amount of energy that we receive from the sun is
roughly about the same as in Wyoming. Unfortunately, in my way of thinking, Arizona should be
the sunshine.

Sunshine is, of course, limited here by cloud banks coming in with the sea breeze. Solar energy
is blocked by these clouds. And so we only get about roughly 4.7 hours per day of effective
solar energy. It's similar, very similar with wind energy.

There are frontal storms that come in from the northwest. We see those periodically for five day

periods. But in terms of the sea breeze energy, it begins roughly about nine o'clock, dies out
about five, five p.m. And as such, it may have some future as a peeking energy reduction.
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I'm not here to represent Florida Institute of Technology, but I'll be teaching a renewable energy
course there. And we presently have an extremely small DOE grant to study wind and solar
under sea breeze conditions. So we're looking to establish what that is.

Many years ago, the PNNL created a very extensive wind energy atlas, and they're fairly large
squares if you will, or rectangles in partial degrees of latitude and longitude, to which numbers
were assigned. Those were based on existing airport weather station information and as such,
they did a good job in covering the entire country with not only a wide view S map, but individual
maps for the various s.

Within Florida we have the lowest level in the interior of the , Class 1 level, and we have Class 2
in the coastal regions, purely because of that on shore breeze and winds there coming from
storms offshore. That makes it very difficult. You can put the two of them together in a hybrid
system, but it's a very small amount of energy in comparison with large base load plants,
whether they're coal, or oil, or natural gas fire, or whether they are nuclear.

So that puts Florida in a difficult situation. Their primary source of alternative energy would be
bio mass combustion. That requires large land areas, harvesting, transporting, processing, and
when you burn it, you get a little less CO2 out than you do with the fossil fuels, but it's still a
limitation.

And so, in looking at the work that has been done within Supplement 11, the comparison of
small, moderate and large impacts on the environment, it appears to me that the nuclear option
is the best way to continue and I'm supporting that.

Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Frank, for that information on alternatives.

And let's now go to Bill Raatz.

MR. RAATZ: Hello, my name is Bill Raatz. | don't represent any group. I'm just a concerned
citizen and a resident of Port St. Lucie.

| live approximately, well, within a radius of approximately two miles of the nuclear facilities.
And just found out about this forum yesterday and | felt compelled to come here and | didn't
anticipate speaking, I'm not a public speaker. | feel very anxious about doing this, but | feel this

is too important an issue to just leave to the experts and to the vested interests that are
obviously represented here.
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And | think, like a lot of people, | presumed until fairly recently, that nuclear power was going to
be phased out in this country, that there are too many problems with it, things that have been
raised by a lot of people. Just, you know, stressed facilities, disposal of nuclear waste, nuclear
accidents. Most recently there's concern about terrorist threats and how that affects nuclear
facilities. And so, you know, | was, like everyone else, concerned about that.

And one thing | also want to mention, | used to live in Detroit and | had a cottage in Canada on
Lake Erie, and from my — | could look out across Lake Erie and see the Davis Besse facility in
Ohio. And there were — and | always thought like, jeez, what would happen to the Great Lakes
system if that facility or Fermi 1 or 2 had an accident, you know, would that totally destroy or
obliterate the Great Lakes water system. And there were, | know that there were periodic
discharges of radioactive water into Lake Erie. And | remember, you know, there were always
these reassurances that that's no concern to the human population.

But I, you know, when | would see hundreds of dead fish wash up on my beach right after that, |
was not reassured. And then just recently, you know, we've heard about, you know, problems
with that facility in Ohio.

I'm sorry if I'm rambling here, but as | said, | just hastily scribbled a few things down here. As |
indicated in my question, if Florida Power and Light is given this mandate to continue to operate
the older facility for thirty-four years, forty-one years for the newer facility, what inducement,
what incentive, impetus is there for them to ever seriously consider any other alternatives to
nuclear energy, safer alternatives, renewable sources of energy.

So | guess | would have to be some of these — maybe the sole person here who is opposed to
an extension of the operating license. | think it's premature that we should focus on looking at
alternatives, and | know that's not the, consistent with the national energy policy, which | believe
is just — our government is just manipulating public fears about energy shortage in the future, so
I know that's not consistent with our national, current national energy policy, but | think we
should focus on looking at those alternatives. And also, a real — make a real effort at
conservation education and, instead of wasting energy like we do.

| guess that's about all | have to say. Thank-you very much.

MR. CAMERON: And thank-you, Bill, for taking the time to come to the meeting and also to talk.
And Mr. DeCristofaro, do you want to come up here?

All right.

MR. DE CRISTOFARO: Okay, my name is Ralph DeCristofaro and I'm just basically a
concerned citizen and I'm a resident of the area.
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| have a very short statement. This may or may not be the right forum for it, but I'd like to get it
on the record.

My concern is one of safety. It's not so much of an internal accident that may occur, but
something that was thrust upon us on 9/11/2001, by a real threat of terrorism, okay?

I know I'm not alone on this, but my concern is that of a terrorist attack on any nuclear plant,
whether it's a — in the same way that they did with the Twin Towers in New York City. | really, |
guess what I'm looking for is reassurance that everything is being done for everyone's safety,
relating to this.

Again, this may be the wrong forum, but | just wanted to get my thought on record. | thank you.
MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you very much.

Next we're going to hear from Betty Lou Wells and then Havert Fenn.

Betty Lou?

MS. WELLS: For a while there | was afraid | was going to be the only Grinch in the crowd, but it
seems like | have one or two similarly minded people.

My name is Betty Lou Wells. | reside at 1124 Jesmine Avenue, in Fort Pierce, St. Lucie County,
Florida 34982.

Over thirty years ago, | was a member of three community organizations, which attended NRC
public hearings on Florida Power and Light's request to build a nuclear power plant now known
as St. Lucie 1, and followed by St. Lucie 2.

The three organization were the League of Women Voters of St. Lucie County, the Conservation
Alliance of St. Lucie County, and CURE.

As a result of gathering and studying handouts presented at these first hearings, members of
the League requested and received additional information from NRC, Florida Power and Light,
and national organizations devoted to studying nuclear power. These materials were shared
with the Conservation Alliance and a new group of Martin and St. Lucie County residents called
Citizens United Against a Radioactive Environment, or CURE.

And let me insert here that | probably agree with practically all of the positive statements that
were made by various people who spoke before me today, that Florida Power and Light has
been a good neighbor, and they certainly contributed to the economy of the county, but today
facts relevant to an extension of St. Lucie 1 and 2's operating licenses from thirty to fifty years —
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and by the way, I'm confused. Is it thirty years and if so, wouldn't that cut — wouldn't that be
2006, and I've heard the figure 2016 as the cutoff of the thirty year?

MR. CAMERON: Mike?
DR. MASNIK: Mike Masnik, NRC.

The — it's forty year — they have a forty year operating license, which will end on 2016. And what
the licensee is requesting is an additional twenty years beyond 2016.

MS. WELLS: Okay. So | realize that some of the things I'm preparing to say are not accurate. |
had been under the impression all these years that we had a thirty year operating license for
these two plants. So you're going to have to subtract or add ten years here somewhere.

There are questions from those first hearings that | think need to be revisited. Please overlook
or point out any misuse of terms in my comments. I've been out of this loop for quite a while.

| thank the Commission for its greatly expanded inclusion of questions and comments from the
public, and hope you will be tolerant of those of us who are concerned citizens, but not as
knowledgeable in the subject of nuclear power as we would like to be.

These are the questions that | have already given to your staff and which | hope you will be able
to answer for us today.

1) Nuclear waste, particularly long lived spent fuel rods was to be removed within a reasonable
time by the Federal Government, therefore, the subject of nuclear waste was labeled generic
and could not be discussed in hearings for individual plants. However, instead of their being
removed, more spent fuel rods than had been planned to be contained on site, have been
placed closer together in the cooling pool than was originally thought to be prudent. Thirty years
later, there is still no time set for removal of these wastes from our county.

Should setting a date for beginning to remove wastes be a condition for approval of adding
twenty years of producing radioactive waste?

2) Citizens were told that an operating license would be limited to thirty years, because the
metal end of their containers was expected to become brittle by forty years use and to crack.

What new studies prove otherwise?

3) First hearings predicted no population growth on Hutchinson Island near the plant.
Population on Hutchinson Island was zero at the time. Now that many high rises, holding many
people, exist south of the plant, what different plan for population evacuation in case of severe
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accident should be established, or additional traffic lanes or people transporters for evacuation
indicated by current and expected population?

4) What class of individuals, what age, weight, sex or other attributes, working or living no more
than seven miles from the plant, has been determined to be the most vulnerable to so-called
normal plant radiation emissions?

What is the difference between the population living within a fifty mile radius of the site in the
year 2000, and when the plants began operation, and what was the fifty mile radius population
predicted for the year 2000, at the time of the first hearings?

They say you should never ask a question you don't know the answer to, and | don't know the
answer to that when it's been a while and | know it's a matter of record, but | am raising it at this
point.

5) At the thirty year ago public hearings, concern was expressed over studies which showed the
likelihood of a high concentration of radioactive iodine in the milk of nursing mothers and in milk
goats living close to the plant, along Indian River Drive. Goats were said to have seven times
the concentration of that of milk cows.

Have new studies been done to answer these concerns or have procedures been adopted for
monitoring and/or notifying lactating women or goat farmers?

6) Parents of St. Lucie County children, who seem to have a high incidence of tumors, were
seeking answers a few years ago as to whether there was a nuclear plant emissions connection.

Have these questions been resolved?

7) During the past thirty years, has new equipment for improving nuclear plant safety been
developed, that might not have seemed cost effective to install at St. Lucie 1 or 2 for forty years
operating period, but that should be installed for an additional twenty year operation?

And the bottom question is, number 8), but perhaps most important, does the predicted long
term terrorism threat that the Federal Government is planning for, and with nuclear power plants
labeled one of the most likely targets and with St. Lucie Plants vulnerable from air, land and
water, should St. Lucie 1 and 2 be closed as soon as possible, instead of given an extended
life?

Thank-you.
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MR. CAMERON: And thank-you very much for those specific issues, Betty Lou. And the staff
has informed me that they are going to look at them in the evaluation of comments, but also that
they're prepared to talk to you about them after the meeting, if you have time.

All right. Thank-you.
Havert?
MR. FENN: Thank-you very much.

| do not represent any organization. I'm just a retired senior citizen who's interested in my
community.

I have on occasion served in the public in St. Lucie County, first as a City Commission for
Fort Pierce and then a County Commissioner for fourteen years, and now I'm in retirement. | still
have the interests of St. Lucie County.

We've been, my family and | have been in St. Lucie County for over forty years period that Betty
Lou Wells was speaking about a moment ago, we were involved in all of that.

But we were convinced after a few years that the power plant, Florida Power and Light power
plant was a good entity in our county. Yes, they have questions about the power plant and there
will always be questions about the power plant. And certainly when we look on TV or we pick up
the newspaper and see something that has happened at another power plant, such as the
nuclear power plant here, it does give rise to what might happen here.

But | do have a few things that | would like to say relative to why | think the power plant renewal
effort should be given. I'm not a scientific engineer, so I'm not going to get into all of these other
things some of the people can get into.

Since we are all aware of why we are here, and | hope not be redundant in repeating all of that,
but some of the good things that you've said, I'm saying | give my support to.

The — first of all, the importance of the plant to the community. Now, yes, we know that St. Lucie
County is one of the fastest growing counties in the State of Florida and maybe the nation, now
that we have entities coming in that are supplying jobs and, of course, the Florida Power and
Light Company is employing something in the neighborhood of eight hundred to nine hundred
people.

| want to stop and have you to recognize that the plant does provide, as far as I'm concerned, a
safe, clean — safe and clean electricity. | want you to know that we — that there are other
sources of electricity in this area, one being the Fort Pierce Ultilities Authority Electric Plant, the
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other being over on the West Coast of Florida, and there are some others, and | will not belabor
those. But what I'm saying in the — wherever we go, we're going to need electricity. It's one of
the things we, we say now we cannot do without. Before we had it, we didn't know that.

I understand that the FP&L plant is among the lowest cost producers of electricity and that is
good, because when the rate for electricity goes up too high, then we will suffer. | would like for
the St. Lucie Plant to keep electric bills low.

It is my understanding that for more than one reason, that the power plant is here. Someone
was seeking a better way to provide electricity, other than the coal and the oil that we were living
on at one time. And as a member of this community, | would like to see the power plant
continue to be a part of our future. The location of the plant, we cannot do anything about that.

| think now that we're in a position that we could stop the increased number of units at the plant,
but so far as doing something about the plants that are already there, | don't believe we will be
able to that.

It has been a good neighbor. | have personally been involved with some of these products that
the nuclear plant was involved in.

And you think in terms that someone mentioned a moment ago, about the Little League baseball
teams, yes. You forgot to mention one, the Pop Warner Football League, too. They were
involved in that. And we did have Mr. Anderson to mention the South County Regional Sports
Complex, which they participated in; the United Way and some of the others that have been
mentioned.

But | want you to know from my standpoint, that they, that the power plant and its employees
have been a good neighbor for us, for me, and as | said, I've been here over forty years.

Moving right along here, | would like to say that if you cannot live within the realm of this facility,
not knowing what is to happen, we just pray to God that nothing ever happens. | have been told
by some authoritative sources that the power plant workers are very dedicated persons and well
trained. I'm going to live on that fact.

They have from time to time had electric emergency drills, so that if something is to happen, at
least we'll have some direction, somewhere to go. Hopefully, as | said, that God forbid or
something happening, but | can see now the people over in the central part of the , Wachula,
you know, Avon Park, Okeechobee and the rest of them, yes, they could look up and see a
whole lot of people coming, but | pray to God that that will not happen.

And certainly | don't think any of us want to turn to fossil fuel. | don't believe we do, because you
know the pollution we talked about that we do not want, that's what we will find.
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environment, as some of you all have been saying. And that as far as | know, it has been a
good neighbor for the last twenty-five years. And | will support the renewal of the license for the
St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant.

Thank-you.
MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Mr. Fenn.

Next, we're going to go to Mark Oncavage, then Lloyd Brumfield, then Jane Rowley and Doug
Anderson.

MR. ONCAVAGE: Thank-you for the opportunity to speak. My name is Mark Oncavage.

At the scoping meeting here in Port St. Lucie on April 3rd, | raised eight public safety issues that
needed to be included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and not even one of those
safety issues are in this draft study. Apparently some individuals of the NRC have great difficulty
relating safety and public concerns to their Environmental Impact Statement.

Also, | would like someone from the Office of the General Counsel to explain to me exactly
which provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act enable the NRC staff to ignore the
tremendously dangerous issues that | raised at the scoping meeting. No matter. There are
forces at work here well beyond the control of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
nuclear industry.

2002 was a bad year. Nuclear industry scandals broke out worldwide. British Nuclear Fuels
Limited is a privately run company that's owned by the British Government. They reprocess
spent fuel into plutonium and uranium to fuel reactors. They have a sixty billion dollar liability for
the nuclear waste and contamination problems that they've created. They're begging the British
Government for money, because technically, they're bankrupt. Their liabilities far exceed their
assets.

This company sold a load of reprocessed fuel to Japan. Japan found the fuel to be defective
and demanded that the Brits take it back. On its way back, New Zealand and Caribbean Prime
Ministers told the ships to stay out of their waters because of the dangers of terrorist attacks,
contamination and sinkings.

Meanwhile, the Irish and Norwegian Governments are complaining to the European Union that

radioactive wastes from this company's reprocessing plant are contaminating their national
waters and an accident could kill many of their citizens.
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The British Government recently deregulated their electricity market. They set up a private
company called British Energy and sold it sixteen of the best reactors that they had. Since
started deregulation, wholesale electricity prices have dropped thirty percent and now there's a
twenty-two percent over capacity in the system.

British Energy is bankrupt. They're losing seven and a half million dollars week selling nuclear
generated electricity. The government floated them a six hundred million dollar loan. British
Energy said not enough, so the government raised it to one billion dollars due on November
30th, which was three days ago. British Energy said no, so the due date was moved to March
9th, 2003.

British Energy also asked for an additional three hundred million dollars every year to cover its
waste and contamination problems. The company's capitalization value has dropped ninety-two
percent since it was privatized in 1996. Obviously it's looking for some new culpable investors.

The German Government has promised to close down all their nineteen reactors by the
year 2020. the Germans are struggling with the problem of storing high level wastes for the next
few million years. They said they're going to put it deep below the water table.

The United States, at Yucca Mountain is planning to store their high level wastes above the
water table. The Germans said they're not going to put it in an earthquake zone or a volcano
zone. Yucca Mountain, our proposed repository, is in an earthquake zone and a volcano zone.
Do the German scientists know something that we don't?

The Swedish Government has promised to close down all their nuclear power reactors. The
Russian Government is down to its last reprocessing plant. It's the Chelyabinsk region of the
Ural Mountains. This plan has suffered three catastrophic nuclear accidents and this
Chelyabinsk region is considered to be the most contaminated place on earth, which includes
the Chernobyl accident area. This plant lacks money as an endanger of precipitating a fourth
catastrophic accident, when its liquid waste impoundment area bursts its banks, this would
destroy the Pechora River all the way down to the Arctic Ocean.

The French Government is heavily into nuclear electricity. A poll completed this past September
by the French Union for electricity, shows that sixty-one percent of the French people polled,
said that they do not favor nuclear electricity, and sixty-two percent of the people said they would
pay higher rates, up to ten percent more, to abandon nuclear electricity altogether.

The Japanese nuclear utilities are being rocked by their biggest nuclear power scandal ever. It
seems they've been falsifying safety inspections for the past twelve years and their reactor
binding is riddled with cracks. They've closed down twelve plants and have finally sent in some
honest inspectors. One of the ways the Japanese Government responded to this crisis, was to
hand the names of the whistle blowers over to the utilities.
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Because of the safety in corporate government scandal, the Japanese are getting cold feet
about their plutonium fuel program, in which they buy a reprocessed plutonium fuel from British
Nuclear Fuels Limited. This British reprocessor, with its sixty billion dollars liability in wastes and
contamination, its defective fuel and its impending loss of the Japanese fuel contract, still
managed to find one million dollars to lobby the Bush administration this election cycle.

These international affairs show that nuclear electricity is too dangerous, too expensive, and too
unreliable to have a meaningful future. Now, let's look at the United States.

We all should know that there has not been a new order for a nuclear reactor since Three Mile
Island Number 2 destroyed itself in 1979. Three Mile Island Number 2 cost seven hundred
million dollars to build, but it was only three months old when the accident occurred. It incurred
973 million dollars in cleanup costs and will incur another 433 million dollars in retirement costs.
The utility also lost 425 million dollars when it canceled another plant that it was building. That's
about two and a half billion dollars up in smoke. The canceled plant was one of ninety-seven
plants that were canceled from this era.

Another debacle was the Shoreham plant on Long Island outside New York City. The plant was
built for five billion dollars and never produced a single watt of electricity. It was deemed too
dangerous to operate, since the vast number of people living nearby could not be evacuated in
an accident. The State of New York bought in from Long Island Light Company just to tear it
down.

Washington Public Power Supply System wanted to build five reactors. When the cost
estimates reached 24 billion dollars, it defaulted on 2 1/4 billion dollars of municipal bonds, the
largest municipal bond default in history. |s there any question why the investment houses on
Wall Street refuse to finance nuclear power plants?

Florida Power and Light recently purchased a controlling interest in Seabrook Number 1. They
paid about fifteen cents on a dollar of the original plant cost of six billion dollars.

Pilgrim Reactor in Boston sold for a reported 50 million dollars. Three Mile Island Unit 1, the
undamaged one, sold for a reported 100 million dollars, but the fuel at the plant was valued at
77 million dollars, so the plant was only worth 23 million dollars, less than ten cents on a dollar.
This sounds like an industry in deep despair, because these are speculative prices.

In March of 2001, cracks started being seen around the control rod drive mechanisms at the top
of some reactor pressure vessels. The NRC knew it had problems with cracks, with boric acid
oozing out and with corrosion. Instead of calling for immediate safety inspections, it delayed the
inspections order until December 31st.
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One troublesome reactor, Davis Besse, near Toledo, Ohio, wanted more delays. So rather than
impede plant revenues, the NRC delayed the safety inspections again. When the inspection
was finally done in March of this past year, a hole about as big as a football, was discovered in
the reactor lid. Only a thin piece of stainless steel cladding kept the reactor contents from
blowing out the corrosion hole. That whole affair was mismanaged by the NRC, who truly
endangered the public by putting utility revenues before safety.

The nuclear industry may point to the congressional designation of Yucca Mountain as the
repository site for high level waste as a victory. The costs for this facility will be staggering.
Here's a quotation from Congresswoman Shelley Berkley, speaking before the House of
Representatives, and | quote:

"The projected cost of this boondoggle is anywhere from 56 billion dollars to 309 billion dollars.
The Nuclear Waste Fund has 11 billion dollars. How are we going to pay for this, raise taxes,
dip into the Social Security Trust Fund? And once Yucca Mountain is full, then what do we do?
After spending hundreds of billions of dollars, we will still be exactly where we are today."

Thank-you for your time.

MR. CAMERON: Thank-you for that perspective, Mark.

We're next going to Mr. Brumfield.

MR. BRUMFIELD: Lloyd Brumfield. That's really a hard act to follow.

I'd say my name's Lloyd Brumfield but right now it's really Ebenezer Scrooge. And then I'd say
I'm really Jekyll and Hyde, especially when it comes to energy and electricity, nuclear energy.
And | say to myself, you know, I'm not really the average person. I'm different than the average
person. | think on this subject, I'm more average than the average.

Nuclear energy, even any kind of electric power today, is an emotional thing with me. | mean |
finally will admit that. | was a teenage soldier, who went into Japan as an occupation troop,
rather than an invasion troop, because of the A bombs. And that time I'm, I'm really — you know,
after that, | panicked for the A bomb. Nuclear fission. And then when, early '50's, when the
Soviet Union had got it, | got shaky. Then, when it started advertising that nuclear power would
be too cheap to meet her, and it took one up again, far as | can tell, it's probably the most
expensive of all power.

But let me talk about these split personalities or multiple personalities of mine. Anytime | can

drive by a power plant, | no longer look at it as an economic, or a practical, or comfort of living,
even though | really get aggravated when | can't turn on the light, run my computer, use my drill,
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| want to use electricity. But when | go by a power plant, nuclear power plant, | get the willies a
little bit, just looking at it. Maybe that's not the way it ought to be, but that's the way it is.

But what about these coal fire plants? Well, I've got a real problem there. | came from the coal
mine country. Members of my family today are in coal mines. | have a nephew that's in
management in a coal mine. And yet coal, from all indications, is the cause of much of the
pollution around the United States in power plants and factories. Gas is a little bit — petroleum is
a little bit better. Not as much as it claim, and gas probably is still a little bit better, but they're all
fuels that pollute badly.

And what am | saying? You know, | really wish that nuclear power could work, but | don't believe
it's working, for the very reasons that | get the willies when | drive by the power plant over on
Hutchinson Island. And | hear people say, gosh, that's a bad looking thing to me.

And then when | drive by a coal fire plant, | think one of the very dozens down in Riviera Beach
or somewhere, we, we've got a problem. I'm talking to you about the industry altogether.

Now | have one real problem with this power plant, as | do with any. As | understand it, the
spent fuel from day one is still there, in the water or sump, and that's bothered me even before
September the 11th.

And | do know that Yucca Mountain is a national political problem. But what even worries me
today and | said it earlier, I've lost a lot of confidence in Federal agencies monitoring and
policing. And the trend in Washington today is you do less of it, considerably less.

Most of the people here today are technicians, engineers, people who have been involved in it.
But | still think the average citizen is as paranoid as | am. We want the electricity. We don't like
the pollution and the nuclear power plants scare us. And you folks that have all of this know-
how probably can help us. But I still say what | said earlier, | notice you've got a little bit of
conservation as a last item on your handout. Just a little bit, some after-thought. I'd really like to
see you move it up to the first item.

Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Mr. Brumfield.

Could we have Jane Rowley, and then we'll go to Doug Anderson.

MS. ROWLEY: Well, I'm last, but not least, 'cause Doug Anderson went first.

MR. CAMERON: We're going to do this all again?

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 A-98 May 2003



SLD-T-1
SLD-T-2

Appendix A

MS. ROWLEY: That'sit. See that? No, | can't do that. | have a board meeting to go tonight.
MR. CAMERON: Okay.

MS. ROWLEY: | am Jane Rowley. Whoops, excuse me. | really didn't — | don't think | need a
microphone.

(Laughter.)

MS. ROWLEY: My husband told me that he can hear me in a room with three hundred people
and I'm whispering, so it's a real problem in my life.

I'm Jane Rowley and I'm the Director of Community Relations for St. Lucie West Development
Corporation. We're developers in St. Lucie County and throughout the State of Florida.

My remarks are simple. I'm a lay person. | pull the switch and | want my lights to go on, | want
my computer to go on, and | want my well water to go on. I've been a resident of the City of Port
St. Lucie for twenty-five years. I'm a former City Councilwoman for the City of Port St. Lucie.
Very active in the community.

| can't worry about what's going to happen all over the world, all over the United States, but |
know FP&L here and our power plant, they look after our safety. They're good community
partners, very active. Their employees are very active. Their management is very active.
They've been involved in so many aspects of St. Lucie County and the counties around us.
They're good community partners.

| feel it's very important that they approve the operating license for the St. Lucie Power Plant.
Thank-you very much.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Jane.

And | think Jane is correct. She is the last speaker today.

And I'm going to turn this over to John Tappert in a minute to just close this off for this afternoon
session, but | just want to remind people that we do have a lot of NRC staff here, a lot of experts
who are helping us with this project. Take some time to talk to them after the meeting. We do
have a representative of our Office of General Counsel here, as well as regional staff.

And one person | did want to recognize, because of him — NRC's presence the community and

at a particular plant is Thierry Ross, who's our senior resident here at St. Lucie and lives in the
community, and looks after NRC's responsibilities on a day to day basis at the plant.
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And, John, do you want to say some final words?

MR. TAPPERT: I just want to thank everyone for coming out and taking time out of their day to
come out here today.

Chip does these meetings for us all over the country and this may be the most comments we've

ever gotten at one of these forums. So we appreciate your participation and | would encourage

you to talk to one of the people with a name tag if you'd like to, if you have some more questions
regarding the relicensing.

And thanks for coming out again.

(Whereupon, at 4:30 o'clock, p.m., the public meeting was adjourned.)
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Transcript of the Evening Public Meeting on December 3, 2002, in Port St. Lucie, Florida

[Introduction, Mr. Cameron]
[Presentation, Mr. Dudley]
[Presentation, Dr. Masnik]
[Presentation, Ms. Hickey]
[Presentation, Dr. Masnik]

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Mike.

We're going to start off the public comment segment of the meeting by hearing from Florida
Power and Light, and I'd like to ask Don Jernigan to come up. Don is the site vice-president at
St. Lucie. And then Tom Abbatiello is going to come up and talk to us, and Tom is the
environmental lead on the license renewal application.

Don?
MR. JERNIGAN: Thanks, and good evening. And again, thank-you, Mr. Cameron.

My name is Don Jernigan. I'm the vice-president of Florida Power and Light Company,

St. Lucie nuclear power plant. | appreciate this opportunity to speak to you today about Florida
Power and Light's application for renewal of the St. Lucie operating licenses, and assisting me
tonight is Tom Abbatiello, who is our license renewal project environmental lead, who will also
address more specifically some of the findings contained in the Draft Supplement Environmental
Impact Statement.

I'd also like to thank the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for arranging and holding this meeting
today.

FPL strongly supports the openness of this process, and in fact during the last two years we
have been involved in dialogue with the community surrounding the St. Lucie plant. In fact, we
have met with more than one thousand home owners, community groups and government
officials.

Our purpose was to simply share information about license renewal and plant operations. We
believe that the community interest and the priorities should be incorporated not only into our
license renewal at the St. Lucie plant, but also into our overall plant operations.

Community input is an integral part of a license renewal process. The application that we

prepared consists of two parts, as discussed earlier, a safety analysis and an environmental
report.
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The application has been open for public review for some time and the NRC has in fact
requested comments and received comments from interested parties.

Just as the process has been open in reviewing the environmental aspects of license renewal,
the safety analysis is also following a parallel path. There are open public meetings and the
NRC is currently going through an intensive review of plant systems to ensure safe operation of
the plant for an additional twenty years.

A public meeting on the scoping of the NRC's environmental review over license renewal
application was held here last April in this very room.

Today's meeting continues that open process of seeking public input on license renewal, and we
welcome this opportunity to gain additional community input on the environmental aspects of our
license renewal.

| want to thank the members of the community that are represented here today for taking time
out of your busy schedule to share your views and ideas of this draft report with the NRC.
They're very important. And we appreciate the support that has been provided to us by the local
communities.

I'd also like to thank the NRC staff and members of the National Laboratory Review Team for
their work in preparing a Supplement Environmental Impact Statement for St. Lucie license
renewal.

| believe that the report reflects a comprehensive assessment of the environmental impacts of
license renewal. And as vice-president of St. Lucie, | want to state that my first and my primary
focus is the health and safety of my family, my St. Lucie employees and this community, and
their well-being comes before anything else.

When | look at the evidence that is presented in this Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement and the other license renewal documents, | am assured of the plant's safety and the
positive impact on our environment. | believe that the case for continued operation of the

St. Lucie plant is strong.

Let me address four areas. | want to talk about our performance, the economics of St. Lucie
electricity, our environmental stewardship and our community presence.

The first thing | want to talk about is that the performance of our plant is top notch, thanks to our
employees, many of whom are actually here in this audience tonight to support this very
important process. It is their time, their effort, and their dedication that have resulted in making
the St. Lucie plant consistently recognized as one of the safest and one of the most reliable and
one of the most efficient plants in the United States.
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It is our employees who have worked diligently through effective maintenance programs to
sustain this option for continued plant operation well beyond the forty year license period.

Not only does the Nuclear Regulatory Commission monitor our performance, but there are other
independent agencies who also agree that our plant operations are safe and that they have no

adverse impact on the surrounding community. This includes the State of Florida's Department
of Health, which conducts monitoring and sampling of the areas surrounding the St. Lucie plant.

Another important factor to consider in this process is our ability to help meet Florida's energy
needs. As we have talked about here today, Florida's electric growth is averaging two percent a
year. The St. Lucie power plant can help sustain the economic growth of our and maintain our
current quality of life. This plant is strategically located in the FPL generating system.

The St. Lucie plant is among the lowest cost producers of electricity in the FPL system. So that
helps keeps electric bills low, and that's good news for our customers.

From an environmental standpoint the St. Lucie plant remains a guardian of our natural
resources. Our outstanding sea turtle programs have been recognized throughout the . In fact,
the Governor has recognized the St. Lucie plant for this environmental stewardship this year.

In addition, we continue to produce clean electricity without air pollution or greenhouse gasses.

Finally, what does the St. Lucie plant mean to our community? So we asked our neighbors and
they told us that we are an important economic factor in this community, one that they want to
see remain as a viable contributor, payroll for around eight hundred employees, tax dollars,
property taxes, purchases, and the contributions to local United Way agencies help in this area.

But the most important part, more than the economics, is the role that our employees play in this
local community. Our employees are active in their churches, in Scout organizations, in PTA's,
Little Leagues, Pop Warner football leagues, and even in local government.

And as a testimony to our community role, many members of the local community have spoken
to us in support of the St. Lucie plant, not only this afternoon, but also last April during a public
scoping meeting on the NRC's environmental review of our license renewal application.

In summary, | believe that renewal of the licenses of FPL St. Lucie nuclear power plant is in the
best interest of our community in continuing to provide safe, clean, reliable and low cost
electricity to our customers.

I would like to ask that our license renewal project environment lead Tom Abbatiello provide
some additional details on FPL's license renewal efforts and comments on the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.
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Tom?
MR. ABBATIELLO: Thanks, Don.

Good evening everyone. It's an honor to be here today to share my thoughts with you about the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the St. Lucie license renewal.

As Don said, my name is Tom Abbatiello and | am the environmental lead for the St. Lucie
license renewal project.

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the St. Lucie license renewal provides a
thorough examination of the ninety-two environmental issues addressed in the regulations. This
very broad approach has been thoughtfully designed and is intended to cover the wide spectrum
of issues that might be raised by members of the public or governmental review agencies.

The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement concludes that the environmental impacts
from operating St. Lucie for an additional twenty years would be small. This conclusion is based
on detailed analysis of impact areas.

| agree with this conclusion. In fact, it is the same conclusion that was made in FPL's
environmental report which we prepared as a part of our application.

But another reason | believe that St. Lucie should operate for an additional twenty years is to be
able to continue the award winning conservation work that was initiated almost twenty years ago.
FPL is proud of the work we do, preserve and protect the environment. We believe in our
responsibility to operate in harmony with the environment. St. Lucie's unique location
successfully combines modern technology with a strong commitment to the environment.

As Don alluded to in his talk, on October 8th of this year, Governor Bush and the Florida Cabinet
presented FPL with a 2002 council for sustainable Florida environmental award. This award,
which was on display in the foyer, recognizes FPL's program at the St. Lucie plant for the
preservation and education of endangered sea turtles. The sea turtle protection and
preservation program will continue during the license extension period.

The renewal of the St. Lucie licenses is important in meeting the energy needs of South Florida,
and as was previously mentioned, we are growing at about two percent a year and electricity
consumed per customer is also increasing. Because of this increasing demand, FPL must plan
and provide power plants to assure ample supply of electricity, and to that end, a robust network
of generation is best sustained by the use of diverse fuels.
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The renewal of the St. Lucie operating licenses permits FPL to continue to provide over
1700 megawatts of environmentally clean and low cost generating capacity, free from
dependence on foreign oil.

The St. Lucie employees want to remain a part of this community. As your neighbors, safe and
reliable operation of the St. Lucie nuclear plant is our top priority. We believe license renewal
makes good business sense for both FPL and its customers, and in light of the current situation
in the world, we also believe it is the right thing to do for our country.

Thank-you.

MR. CAMERON: Thank-you very much, Tom, and thank-you, Don.

We're going to go to Mr. Vince Barry now, who | believe is from Wonderful Wednesday.
Vince?

MR. BARRY: Good evening.

My name is Vincent Barry. My wife Lorraine and | have lived in Port St. Lucie for fourteen years,
moving here from Lafayette, Indiana.

During that time we have relied on Florida Power and Light and the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant to
supply us with low cost, safe and reliable electricity. They have never failed to fulfill that
responsibility.

Over the same period, | have checked the cost of electricity with our growing children living in
several other States, and have confirmed that Florida Power and Light and the St. Lucie Nuclear
Plant does indeed have economical rates.

We also have enjoyed great credits, by participating in the Florida Power and Light on-call
program. With this program our water heater and our air conditioning system are wired such,
that during peak loads Florida Power and Light can remotely disrupt our service for short periods
of time. To date, if they have activated the system, we are unaware of it, and it has caused us
no inconvenience.

With regard to safety and reliability, long before coming to Florida | was aware of the excellent
reputation in quality that Florida Power and Light enjoyed and of the high standards they
employed in their facilities.

I have long known of the stringent quality and safety systems demanded and employed by
Florida Power and Light. However, it was not until my wife and | became involved in Vicky
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Spencer's energy encounters and the Wonderful Wednesday program she administers, did we
realize that those stringent standards were ratcheted up tenfold at the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant.

| learned about the safety and the back-up systems, about the detailed procedures for every
process that must be followed and how the operators are trained and retrained to follow these
quality and safety procedures to the letter without deviation.

There is no question in my mind that safety is the top priority at the St. Lucie nuclear Plant and
their safety record bears this out.

In addition to being a reliable supplier of safe, low cost electricity, the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant is a
good neighbor, contributing aggressively to our local community, both economically and with
countless civic activities. The plant and its employees are involved in everything, from Little
League, to United Way, to Habitat for Humanity, and impacts this community with more than
eighty million dollars annually.

| recently became aware of the splendid programs that the St. Lucie plant Energy Encounters
Program conducts. These programs offer hands-on science programs for school, offering free
three day work shops to teachers for teaching skills and training credits, free science field trips
for elementary and middle school children, as well as continually donating computers and
supplies to the local schools.

Adding to their economic and civic achievements, the St. Lucie nuclear plant has always
maintained a strong commitment to the environment. Their emphasis on the South Florida Echo
System have resulted in designing and maintaining a facility that compliments a friendly
relationship of the two.

Through the twenty-five year existence of the plant, the State of Florida has monitored the
environmental conditions around the St. Lucie nuclear plant. They have continually found both
the air and the water surrounding the plant meets their standards and those of the Federal
Government.

In conclusion, the twenty-five year history of the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant has been excellent for
the community, for the environment and its wildlife, and for the people. We have got something

very good here and when you have something good you stick with it.

Florida Power and Light and the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant have more than proved they are worthy
to have their license renewed.

| thank you for allowing me to voice my support for the St. Lucie Nuclear Plant license renewal
and for sharing with you my views for that support.
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MR. CAMERON: Thank-you very much, Mr. Barry.
Next we're going to go to Mr. Larry Bullington.
MR. BULLINGTON: Thank- you. I'd just have some comments that I'd like to make.

First of all, thank-you to the NRC findings. I'm a health physics technician at St. Lucie since all
the way back January 10th of '83. | have some years of experience.

But those that I'm sitting around, or the reason I'm here tonight, because they represent IBEW,
and present, Rick Curtis, and these are my Union brothers.

As has been stated before, the Boy Scouts, Big Brothers, Hospice, United Way, is contributing
from these fellows and also many — in the area, many hours put together for these gentlemen.

So | thank you. The ladies and gentlemen here are part of the neighborhood of St. Lucie,
Martin, Okeechobee and Indian County.

MR. CAMERON: Thank-you, Larry.
Next we're going to go to Karen Knapp, United Way.
MS. KNAPP: Good evening.

My name is Karen Knapp and I'm the President of the United Way of St. Lucie County, and it is
my pleasure to speak on behalf of the Florida Power and Light Company, and the people it
employs, and their relationship with the United Way.

The United Way is the leader in charitable giving. Over the past forty years the local United Way
has allocated millions of dollars to give to health and human service organizations to help people
in need right here in our community.

In order for us to be successful in accomplishing our goals, we need helping hands, volunteers
and the generosity of contributors. Volunteers govern the United Way. They help raise needed
funds, and the volunteers review all requests for funds and make financial — or final decisions on
where the dollars will do the most good.

Our volunteers are a vital resource to our organization. For many years now the folks at FP&L
have played and continue to play and important role in the operation of our United Way. Year
after year Florida Power and Light, and the IBEW Local 627 supports us by giving of their time
and energy.
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FP&L allows their employees to help us in so many ways. They sit on governing boards of the
United Way. They allow their employees to become loan executives. They chair our United
Way campaigns. Volunteers help us not only with their own campaign inside the nuclear plant,
but they also help us conduct many outside throughout the community.

These volunteers go above and beyond and they give from the heart. They have never said no
to a request for help from the United Way, whether it be constructive huge goal signs in the
community or sitting on decision-making panels. The company and its employees are dedicated
to improving the quality of life for those less fortunate in our community.

They have proven themselves to be good citizens of this community, the true friend to United
Way and an asset to our entire community and | would like just to take this opportunity to thank
Mr. Jernigan and the employees here present for all that they do for the United Way.

MR. CAMERON: Okay, thank-you, Karen.
| believe that's the last speaker that we had signed up.

Before we close, does anybody else have anything to say or any issues we can clear up for you?
Any questions?

Yes, sir?
And just please give us your name for the transcript.

MR. BOGACKI: My name is Charles Bogacki, and just to stay on the topic of environmental
impact, | just want to let you know the posted radioactive material settlement pond that is on the
FP&L site outside of the radiation control area — and FP&L is doing a great job on the St. Lucie
site — but | would like to see the settlement pond that is open to all the wildlife, have some
attention to make this settlement pond de-posted as radioactive material area that is open to the
wildlife, and adhere to the environmental issues that may impact that.

MR. CAMERON: Okay. Thank-you, and if the NRC staff needs to clarify anything about that,
they'll talk to you after the meeting, okay, just to make sure that we understand everything that
you're saying on that.

Anybody else have a question or comment that they want to make before we close for tonight?

(No response.)

MR. CAMERON: | would just thank all of you for taking the time to be with us tonight and giving
us your comments.
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Anybody?
(No response.)

MR. CAMERON: All right. I'm going to ask John Tappert, who's our senior person here, to just
close the meeting for us.

John?

MR. TAPPERT: Thanks again for coming. We appreciate all the comments that you gave us.
The NRC staff will remain after the meeting if you have any additional questions or comments.

Thank-you.

(Whereupon, at 8:55 o'clock, p.m., the public meeting was adjourned.)
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f Doris Mendiola - [Fwd: Fwd: NY TIMES--Regulators kept damaged A-Plant Open Because of Cost To Owner] Page 1]
SLD-AA From: Betty Lou Wells <blouwells @ earthlink.net>
To: Bill Nelson <senator@billnelson.senate.gov>, Bob Graham <"bob

graham"@graham.senate.gov>, Mark Foley <mark.foley@mail.house.gov>, Lisa Kaul
<lkaul @ envector.com>, Jim Reeder <jreeder@pbpost.com>, Anthony Westbury

<anthony.westbury @scripps.com>, Michael Goforth <tribedit@fptribune.com>, Richard Wells
<rwells78 @comecast.net>, Bob Bangert <Bangert@digital.net>, Sharon Beal <"

sbeal9999" @bellsouth.net>, Ellen Mancini <ellen_mancini@hotmail.com>, Jeb Bush <jeb@jeb.org>,
Masnick <StLucieDSEIS @nrc.gov>, Lace Vitunac <waltnlacev@aol.com>

Date: 1/4/03 12:02PM

Subject: [Fwd: Fwd: NY TIMES--Regulators kept damaged A-Plant Open Because of Cost To
Owner]

Oh my God!

This is the reason to carefully, double carefully consider extending
operating licenses of St. Lucie 1 and 2 (and all other plants) as we
shall undoubedly continue to find problems of rust, embrittlement, etc.
SLD-AA-1 in old plants. Wonder what the industry thinks stories and
occurences/events of this sort do to "public confidence”?
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From: <Waltnlacev@aol.com>
To: <blouwells @earthlink.net>
Date: 1/4/03 11:05AM
Subject: Fwd: NY TIMES--Regulators kept damaged A-Plant Open Because of Cost To Owner
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From: Lloyd Brumfield <lloydb4 @yahoo.com>
To: Lloyd Brumfield <lloydb4 @yahoo.com>
Date: 1/4/03 5:19AM
Subject: NY TIMES--Regulators kept damaged A-Plant Open Because of Cost To Owner

Regulators’ Wariness Kept a Damaged A-Plant Open
By MATTHEW L. WALD

ASHINGTON, Jan. 3 — Three months before workers
refueling an Ohio nuclear reactor discovered last year
that its lid had rusted nearly all the way through,

the staff of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission drafted ——
an order to close it for inspection.
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But the order was never issued, because the staff B ? o=
doubted its authority to close the plant, did not want };‘ — T
to impose unnecessary costs on the owner and was = WP
reluctant to give the industry a black eye, according & i !

to an internal commission report released today.

The report, by the commission's inspector general,
concluded that the staff had been too hesitant and
that a policy adopted by the N.R.C. in the mid-1990's
to take costs into account when setting regulatory
requirements was in conflict with the commission's
goal of maintaining reasonable assurance of public
safety.

But the basic problem, the report said, was the

staff's assumption about who had the burden of proof —
the commission or a plant's operator — when safety was
in question.

The commission "appears to have informally established
an unreasonably high burden of requiring" of itself
"absolute proof of a safety problem, versus lack of
reasonable assurance of maintaining public health and
safety," said the inspector general, Hubert T. Bell.

The report, dated Dec. 30, was issued today after an
account about it appeared this morning in the
Cleveland daily The Plain Dealer. lts sharp criticism

of the commission's staff concerned the belated nature
of the shutdown of the Davis-Besse reactor, near
Toledo, last year.

Other reactors of the same design had been found to
have cracks in parts attached to the lid, and the
commission wanted all such plants inspected by Dec.
31, 2001. The operators of the Davis-Besse plant
wanted to wait until March 2002, when the reactor was
scheduled to be shut anyway for refueling.
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When the plant finally closed, on a compromise date in
February 2002, engineers and workers were shocked to
find that cracks of the kind the commission staff had
suspected there had let acidic water leak onto the

head, where it had eaten away a 70-pound chunk of
steel six inches thick.

Only a layer of stainless steel about a quarter-inch
thick had prevented the cooling water from spewing out
of the vessel head, in a leak that could have proved
catastrophic. The corrosion was the most extensive
ever found at an American nuclear plant.

. Three months earlier, in November 2001, the
commission’s staff had drafted a shutdown order. But
some staff members were not sure they had the
authority to issue it, the inspector general’s report
found. Others thought that it might not be defensible
in court, and that such an order would "destabilize
confidence” in the industry.

William M. Beecher, director of the commission’s

public affairs office, said the N.R.C. received the

report on Thursday and had not yet determined how it
would respond. But, he said, "the N.R.C. has the
unquestionable and unquestioned authority to shut down
a plant if it concludes that public health and safety

is potentially in jeopardy."

Such shutdown orders were common in the 1970’s and
1980’s, when reactors were newer and operating
problems were first occurring. They are rarer now. In
the mid-1980's, the commission adopted a policy called
“risk-informed regulation,” in which it pays more

careful attention to the costs it imposes on plant
operators, comparing those costs with the amount of
risk reduction they provide.

But Mr. Beecher said that while the commission and its
staff do take costs into account, “the primary and
overarching requirement, concern, standard, for the
N.R.C. is public health and safety."

"Anything else,” he said, "is secondary or tertiary."

As for the concern about having to defend such an

order in court, the new report determined that the

fear of a lawsuit had been unfounded. The president of
the FirstEnergy Nuclear Operating Company, which runs
Davis-Besse, told the inspector general that no formal
shutdown order would have been required; he would have
closed the plant had the commission simply telephoned
and asked him to do so, he said.

The inspector general undertook his investigation at
the request of the Union of Concerned Scientists, a
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safety group that is generally highly critical of
nuclear operations.

David Lochbaum, a nuclear enginéer with the group,
said in an interview that shutting down early for a

special inspection would not have been an undue burden
on Davis-Besse. Other reactors suspected of cracks in
the lids did just that, Mr. Lochbaum said.

World Business Briefing | Asia: Japan: Power Plant
Shut (October 29, 2002)

Campaigning About A-Plants, But Without Actual Power
(August 21,2002) $

Fuel Rods and Brass Tacks; Reality Overtakes Rhetoric
in Nuclear Power Debate (May 26, 2002) $

Report Faults Fiscal Review of Nuclear Plants
(December 25, 2001)

Find more results for Atomic Energy and Regulation and
Deregulation of Industry .

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Mail Plus - Powerful. Affordable. Sign up now.
http://mailplus.yahoo.com
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f Doris Mendiola - NUREG-1437, Supplemental 11 ['Watchdog’: Virus checked] Page 1§
From: <Gregory_Hogue @ios.doi.gov>
To: <StLucieDSEIS@nrc.gov>
Date: 1/6/03 9:13AM
Subject: NUREG-1437, Supplemental 11 [Watchdog": Virus checked]
Attached for your consideration are comments to the subject DEIS.
Gregory Hogue
Regional Environmental Officer ///0//52/
404-331-4524
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January 6, 2003

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T6-D59

Washington, DC 20555

RE: NUREG-1437, Supplement 11, Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License
Renewal of Nuclear Plants

SLD-AB-1 The Department of the Interior has reviewed the referenced document. We have no comments to
provide for your consideration. If you should have any questions, I can be reached at
404-331-4524.
Sincerely,
Gregory Hogue
Regional Environmental Officer
cc:
OEPC, WASO
FWS, R4
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§ Doris Mendiola - Comment | Page 1
From: Betty Lou Wells <blouwells @earthlink.net>
To: <StLucieDSEIS @nrc.gov>, Bob Graham <"bob graham"@graham.senate.gov>, Jim

May 2003
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Reeder <jreeder@pbpost.com>, Judy James <jjhacienda@aol.com>, Marti Reno-Curtis
<renocurtis @aol.com>

Date: 1/10/03 11:22PM

Subject: Comment | ”/0//5;0

Below is copy of comments made December 3, 2002 in Port St. Lucie at the z A% 7/1
public hearing before the NRC. 1 was not answered at the conclusion of é/ f /

my remarks but was told someone would answer at the end of the meeting.

My name is Betty Lou Wells. 1 reside at 1124 Jasmine Avenue in Ft.
Pierce,
St. Lucie County, Florida 34982.

Over thirty years ago, | was a member of three community

organizations which attended NRC public hearings on FP&LIs request to
build a nuclear power plant now known as St. Lucie 1 and followed

by St. Lucie 2. The three organizations were the League of Women Voters

of St. Lucie County, the Conservation Alliance of St. Lucie County, and
C.URE.

As a result of gathering and studying handouts presented at those
first hearings, members of the League requested and received
additional information from NRC, FP&L, and national organizations
devoted to studying nuclear power. These materials were shared with
the Conservation Alliance and a new group of Martin and St. Lucie
County residents called Citizens United Against a Radioactive
Environment, or
C.U.RE.

Today facts relevant to an extension of St.Lucie 1 and 2is license

from 40 to 60 years logically focus on new information. However,

there are questions from those first hearings that | think need to be
revisited. Please overlook or point out any misuse of terms. live

been out of this "loopi for quite a while.. | thank the Commission for

its greatly expanded inclusion of questions and comments from the public

and hope you will be tolerant of those of us who are concerned citizens
but nowhere near as expert on the subject of nuclear power as we would
like to be. These are the questions | have already given to your staff
and which | hope you will be able to answer for us today:

1. Nuclear waste, particularly long-lived spent fuel rods, was to be
removed within a reasonable time by the federal government. Therefore,
the subject of nuclear waste was labeled igenerici and could not be
discussed at hearings for individual plants. However, instead of their

being removed more spent fuel rods than had been planned to be contained
on site have been placed closer together in the the cooling pool than

was originally thought to be prudent. Thirty years later, there is still

no time set for removal of these wastes from our county. Should setting

a date for beginning to remove wastes be a condition for

Gl = Lt fasn K Q’/ﬁv{,&/)
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approval of adding twenty years of producing radioactive wastes?

2. Citizens were told that an operating license would be limited to 40
years because the metal in nuclear containers was expected to become
brittle by longer use and to crack. What new studies prove otherwise?

3. First hearings predicted no population growth on Hutchinson Island
near the plant. Population on South Hutchinson Island was zero at the
time. Now that many high rises holding many people exist south of the
plants, what different plan for population evacuation in case of
accident has been established?  Are additional traffic lanes or
people transporters for evacuation indicated by current and expected
population? Note: since this hearing, the 100,000th resident has been
added

to the City of Port St. Lucie, which at the time of the plant's original
licensing had

a population of about 350 altogether.

4. What class of individual of what age, weight, sex, or other
attributes, working or living no more than seven miles from the plants
has been determined to be the most vulnerable to solaced normal
radiation exposure? What is the difference between the population
living within a 50 mile radius of the site in the year 2000 and when the

plants began operation, and what was the population predicted for the
year 2000 at the time of the first hearings?

5. At the thirty year ago public hearings, concern was expressed over
studies which showed the likelihood of a high concentration of
radioactive iodine in the milk of nursing mothers and in milk goats

living close to the plants along Indian River Drive. Goats were said

to have seven times the concentration rate of that of milk cows. Have
new studies been done to answer those concerns or to monitor and notify
lactating women or goat farmers?

6. Parents of St. Lucie County children who seemed to have a high
incidence of tumors were seeking answers as to whether there was a
nuclear plant emissions connection. Have these questions been resolved?

7. During the past thirty years has new equipment for improving
nuclear plantsi safety been developed that might not have seemed cost
effective to install at St. Lucie | or 2 for the 40 year operating

period but should be installed for an additional twenty year operation?

8. Finally, but perhaps most important, does the predicted long term
terrorism threat that the federal government is planning for and with
nuclear power plants labeled one of the most likely targets, should St.
Lucie 1 and 2 be closed as soon as possible instead of given an extended

life?

At the end of the meeting | was told that questions 5 and 6 would be
checked on and answered later. The other comments or questions were
discussed but my notes indicate satisfactory answers were not
forthcoming.
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However, bearing on question 8, on January 8, 2003 | received from
Senator Bob Graham a responsé 10 a letter | had written to him on
October 17, 2002, regarding the possibility of attack on our plants from
the air, enclosing a clipping regarding a rumor that a small plane had
circled low over the plant site without being intercepted.

Senator Graham transmitted my letter and contents to NRC on October
31, 2002, and it was replied to by William D. Travers, Executive
Director for Operations on December 16, 2002. His reply was thoughtful
and clear. It stated that NRC requires plant construction to be able to
withstand tornadoes, hurricanes, and earthquakes, and that it is felt
that these design features would afford a "measure" of protection
against deliberate airplane impacts. When St. Lucie | and 2 were built,
no one was thinking of the need for protection against a deliberate
airplane attack, and it doesn’t seem we are sure now that the plants
are redundantly safe from such. However, at this time, thinking the
even more unthinkable, my concern is not for a Twin Towers type attack
but for the dropping of a bomb onto the plants or the spent rod fuel
assembly pools. Such an event would surely produce a catastrophic
reaction. And while immediately after September 11, 200!, we were told
that our plant would be guarded from the air by military planes, that
plan was soon abandoned, and as the incident referred to above shows,
the plants are unprotected from air, land, or sea missiles. Therefore,
my objection, voiced in number 8 above, remains and is even more strong
since receiving Mr. Travers letter.

Would you be so kind as to give him copy of this email? | have only
his generic NRC land address.

And will you please answer the other seven points raised in my above
statement.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Betty Lou Wells
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NUREG-1437, Supplement 11

t Doris Mendiola - RE: St. Lucie Plant

<JJHacienda@aol.com>

From:
To: <StLucieDSEIS@nre.gov>
Date: 1/11/03 6:52PM

Subject: RE: St. Lucie Plant

Re: " St.Lucie-specific supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (GEIS) for License Renewal"

Please do not extend the life of the St. Lucie nuclear plant. Residents of
the area were told at site hearings that they were built to last 40 years.

Why and how has that changed?
The continuation of plants past their planned life-span increases the danger

of accidents.

My main opposition then and now to a nuclear plant is to the extremely toxic
waste being produced by the plant without safe storage for it, which was

promised to the residents at the time of siting.

Note: | represented the League of Women Voters in the state site hearings
in St. Lucie County on nuclear power plant Il.

Thank you for your time,

Judy James
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Florida Power & Light Company, 6501 S. Ocean Drive, Jensen Beach, FL 34957

January 9, 2003 L-2003-005

FPL 10 CFR 51
10 CFR 54

/ /p //D-Z)
= e7sl -
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch é//j//ﬁ Lé i . T

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop T6-D59 @
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

i

IR

J

1
i

= R

Re: St Lucie Units 1 and 2 g wi

SLD-AE Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389 ' =
Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for

License Renewal of Nuclear Plants Supplement 11

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL), the applicant for the renewal of operating licenses
DPR-67 and NPF-16 for St. Lucie Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2 respectively, provides the
following comments on the referenced Draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement

(DSEIS).

FPL agrees with the overall conclusions and proposed findings in the DSEIS. FPL offers
the following comments in the Attachment to this letter. FPL urges the Commission to
issue a final EIS addressing the environmental impacts of the proposed renewal of the St.
Lucie Units 1 and 2 operating licenses as soon as possible.

Should you have any questions concerning FPL's comments, please contact S. T. Hale at
(772) 467-7430.

gte the opportunity to comment on the DSEIS.

D. E. Jerniga
Vice President
St. Lucie Plant

DEJ/STH/hlo

Attachment ST D = PP -0
w@wﬁM:ﬁDMW’B (o - t1- Hfzonik Qlrz )

an FPL Group company
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (NUREG 1437 SUPPLEMENT 11)
ST. LUCIE UNITS 1 AND 2
LICENSE RENEWAL APPLICATION

PAGE LINE NUMBER COMMENT
xviii 26 Delete “and chronic effects from electromagnetic fields " Add period
SLD-AE-1 after “justice.” FPL did not present an analysis of chronic effects from
electromagnetic fields.
SLD-AE-2 1-07 28 Change the word “Westinghouse” to “Combustion Engineering ”
SLD-AE-3 2-01 35 Change “Juniper” to “Jupiter.”
SLD-AE-4 2-05 28, 31, 34 Change “Florida Aquifer” to “Floridan Aquifer.”
2-08 31-34 Clarify by including information that FPL has dredged the intake canal on
SLD-AE-5 several occasions, most recently in the fall of 2002. On one occasion, in
the mid-1990’s, the dewatered sediments were sold as clean fill.
2-14 32 SEIS states, “The last 2.4 km (1.5 mi) of the right-of-way is shared with
SLD-AE-6 three other 230 kV lines...” should be corrected. There are four other
230 kV lines entering the Midway Substation.
2-14 33 SEIS states “...total right-of-way width is approximately 1080 feet "
SLD-AE-7 Although there is a short section of North-South leg that is approximately
1080 ft., the majority of the nght-of-way is approximately 800 feet.
SLD-AE-8 2-15 06 Correct spelling of “right-or-way” to “right-of-way.”
2-17 02 It is not clear that the site no longer has a package plant. Reword as
SLD-AE-9 follows" Period after “wastewater * Second sentence to read, "The

treated wastewater was previously discharged to the discharge canal.
Now the site sanitary wastewater is discharged to St. Lucie County’s
South Hutchinson Island Water Reclamation Facility for treatment.”

2-21 01 The conversion of 236,146 1b of bluefish should be corrected to
107,000 kg.

2-22 31-32 Sentence should read, "The whales are listed as endangered by the
SLD-AE-11 Federal government and the State of Florida.”

SLD-AE-12 2-28 02 “Habiats” should be corrected to “Habitats.”

2-32 27 This section, “Radiological Impacts” is not appropriate in this chapter.
SLD-AE-13 The conclusions regarding the effects and impacts of offsite emissions
should be moved to the corresponding section in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.

2-35 22 and 41 The “a” designation on the reference citation, U.S. Census Bureau
SLD-AE-14 ) 2000a, should be dropped as it is not consistent with that listed in the
- reference section.

2-35 31-37 Note that the projected values for 2010 and 2020 are higher than that
presented in ER and a different source is used. However, the growth
SLD-AE-15 rates are the same as presented in the ER for these years. In addition,
the calculations for the annual growth rates appear to be incorrect. For
Martin County the values should be 12.8, 5.8, 2.6, 2.0, and 1.7,
respectively for the years presented in Table 2-7; similarly the values for
St. Lucie County should be corrected to 7.1, 7.2, 2.8, 2.2, and 1.8.

SLD-AE-10
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PAGE LINE NUMBER COMMENT
SLD-AE-16 2-36 24 The value given for the peak demand per day, 5.8 MGD is not consistent
M with that stated in the ER (5.4 MGD).
SLD-AE-17 2-37 9 Change “Solerno” to Salerno ”
2-37 20 Delete “and crosses -85 near Ft. Pierce.”
SLD-AE-18 Add new sentence “I-95 crosses to the west of the Florida Turnpike
south of Stuart and crosses back to the east at Ft. Pierce.”
2-38 Table 2-9 Values presented in this table should be verified and corrected. Given
SLD-AE-19 the residential land use for St. Lucie County of 138 mi® is correct, the

conversion to km? should be corrected from 97 to 357. The sum of the
land use values for St. Lucie County in mi® should be corrected from 542
to 641. If correct, the percent of total values should be corrected

accordingly.
SLD-AE-20 2-40 25 “are” should be “is "
2-41 04 The value given for the population of Stuart, 14,633 is inconsistent with
SLD-AE-21 that stated in the ER (4,633). The number in the ER contained a

typographical error and the value presented in the SEIS has been
verified to be correct.

2-41 05-07 Growth rates provided for St. Lucie and Martin counties (28% and 26%,
respectively) are not consistent with values presented in Table 2-7. See
earlier comment regarding corrections to this table. These growth rates
should be corrected accordingly.

SLD-AE-22

SLD-AE-23 2-41 37 The values for the agricultural land use for both St. Lucie and Martin
County should be corrected in accordance with corrections made in
Table 2-9.

SLD-AE-24 2-41 38 The reference for agricultural land use values should be corrected from
M Table 2-10 to Table 2-9.

2-41 41 The number of farms in St. Lucie and Martin counties (805) is
inconsistent with that presented in the ER (359). The value presented in
SLD-AE-25 the ER has been verified to be correct for the number of farms that hire
and the number presented in the SEIS has been verified to be correct for
the total number of farms. Relative to the discussion of migrant farm
workers, it would be more appropriate to use the number of farms that
hire.

SLD-AE-26 2-42 06 Reference citation USDA 2001a is inconsistent with that listed in the
reference list Delete the “a” designation.

2-42 24 Second column should be titled “Total Property Tax Levied for all
Property in St. Lucie County.”

2-42 25-29 Property tax amounts paid to St. Lucie County for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
for years 1996, 1998, and 1899 vary slightly from the dollar amounts
presented in the ER. The amount in the ER for 2000 was an estimate
and was reflective of the total FPL property tax for St. Lucie County. To
clarify the record, the ER value for the 2000 taxes to be paid for St. Lucie
1 and 2 only would have been correctly stated as $18.8 million. Also, in
line 29, “$18.888,240" should be corrected to “$18,888,240 "

SLD-AE-27

SLD-AE-28
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2-42 25-29 The 1999 tax assessment for St. Lucie 1 and 2 ($22,807,970) is 10.3%
SLD-AE-29 of the total property taxes ($221,893,569) and the 2000 tax assessment

for St. Lucie 1 and 2 ($18,888,240) is 8.5% of total county property taxes
($222,310,596). These results will change the average quoted on page
4-26 line 13. Correct table entries accordingly.

SLD-AE-30 2-42 Note (c) Should read “State of Florida data on migrant farm workers were not
avallable "
2-43: 17 “...Brighton Seminole, located about 76 km (47 mi) to the east of the St.
SLD-AE-31 Lucie plant...” should be corrected by changing the word “east” to
“southwest.”
SLD-AE-32 2-47 9-10 Change “before construction” to “before operation.”
SLD-AE-33 4-02 09 “of” should be “to.”
4-02 26 and 32 Altered Salinity Gradients is applicable to plants discharging to estuarine
SLD-AE-34 systems. Given that St. Lucie discharges to an ocean environment, this

issue is not applicable to St. Lucie. Eutrophication is an issue applicable
to small stratified water bodies. Given that St. Lucie discharges to a
large oceanic water body, this issue is not applicable to St. Lucie. These
issues should be removed from this table and added to Appendix F.

4-03 15 Delete this line. St. Lucie 1 & 2 use once-through cooling and the GEIS
reference discussion relative to cooling system noise impacts is specific
to cooling towers. It is incorrect to group the noise issue with the cooling
system impacts. The GEIS addresses plant noise beyond that
associated with the cooling system.

SLD-AE-36 4-05 37-38 “...and the ecological risk assessment study for the cooling canal system
(Ecological Associates 2001).” The referenced study was a survey
report not a risk assessment for the cooling canal system. Also cited on
page 4-6, line 24.

SLD-AE-35

SLD-AE-37 4-09 13-21 Delete these lines. See the comment above for page 4-03 line 15.
SLD 4-12 39 “...impacts related to entrainment and no...” should be corrected to read
-AE-38 Pl - »
...impacts related to impingement....
SLD-AE-39 4-13 13 Reference citation (USAEC 1973) is not consistent with that listed in the
reference list and should be corrected to (AEC 1973).
SLD-AE-40 4-14 34 Delete these lines. GEIS Section 4.5.3 does not address on-site land
4-16 22-31 use
SLD-AE-41 4-17 27 “licence” should be “license ”
4-28 16-20 The Florida State Historic Preservation Officer has stated that renewal of
SLD-AE-42 the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 would not affect historic

properties. Based on this finding, it is not clear why the DSEIS contains
the wording at lines 16-20, particularly where no refurbishment activities
will occur. This wording should be deleted.

The current Environmental Protection Plan addresses the performance

of environmental evaluations. This statement bounds the requirements
for environmental evaluations. The SEIS should not impose any new or
additional environmental commitments.

4-33 06 The conversion of 35.3 MGD should be corrected from 14.8 x 10*m®/d to
SLD-AE-43 1.34 x 10°m%/d.
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4-33 1-22 In this paragraph, the NRC addressed groundwater use conflicts (potable
SLD-AE-44 and service water; plants that use > 379!/min [>100gpm]) as an

applicable Category 2 issue, citing the indirect withdrawal of groundwater
at the St. Lucie site in excess of 100 gpm as the basis. This
determination is not consistent with the scope of this issue as defined in
the GEIS and codified by 10 CFR 51. NRC in GEIS Section 4 8.1,”
Groundwater Use," states, “This impact could occur as a direct effect of
pumping groundwater, ...” (emphasis added). Furthermore, the specific
concern for this issue is that the cone of depression associated with
direct pumping of groundwater onsite could potentially extend beyond the
plant boundaries and impact offsite groundwater users. Section 4.8.1 of
the GEIS limits the scope of this issue to the direct use of groundwater
and acknowledges that the indirect use through municipal supply is not of
concern. Therefore, analysis of this issue should not be expanded to
include indirect use. Accordingly, this section should state that there are
no Category 2 issues applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 during the
license renewal term.

The statement on line 2, “There are no Category 1 issues applicable to
groundwater use and quality for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 during the
renewal term.” 1s incorrect. The issue “Groundwater quality degradation
(saltwater intrusion)” is a Category 1 issue that is applicable to St. Lucie
NRC in GEIS Section 4.8.2.1 characterizes this issue as Category 1 and
discusses the potential for indirect impacts of St Lucie’s use of municipal
supply which uses groundwater as the source water. Consistent with
other sections, the table presented in this section should identify this
issue as an applicable Category 1 issue.

The 10 percent threshold used in NRC's discussion (lines 4-6) is not
correctly applied given the discussion is relative to the Category 2 issue
of groundwater use conflicts. This threshold was specifically used by
NRC in the GEIS for the impact significance of groundwater quality
relative to saltwater intrusion (See GEIS Section 4.8.2 1). The GEIS
does not provide such a threshold for evaluating impacts from the direct
use of groundwater. This section should be revised to address the
applicable Category 1 issues and state that there are no Category 2
issues applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2.

Accordingly Table 4-8 should be deleted and it should be noted that the
GEIS section cited for the Category 2 issue listed in this table should only
be Section 4.8.1.1. GEIS Section 4.8.2.1 addresses the category 1 issue
regarding saltwater intrusion.

SLD.AE45 4-35 37 Change the word “that” to “than” and strike the words “or equal to ”

4-36 10 Strike the words “met or.”
SLD-AE-46 4-36 18 Change “are monitored” to “are normally monitored.” This reflects those
SLD-AE47 times when monitoring is not possible or required by license condition.
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SLD-AE-48

SLD-AE-49

SLD-AE-50

SLD-AE-51

SLD-AE-52

SLD-AE-53

SLD-AE-54

SLD-AE-55

SLD-AE-56

SLD-AE-57

SLD-AE-58

SLD-AE-59

SLD-AE-60

SLD-AE-61

PAGE

LINE NUMBER

COMMENT

4-37

13

This discussion is not up to date. It does not consider the letter reprinted
at page E-31, and does not consider FPL’s letter to the Staff clarifying
whether a consultation is required.

Add the following words following the sentence ending on line 13:

“By letter dated August 23, 2002, the NRC Staff requested reinitiation of
consultation with NMFS regarding the incidental capture of green and
loggerhead turtles at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2. By letter dated

September 20, 2002, FPL informed the NRC Staff that it would
cooperate with the Staff's data request regarding the consultation
process, but stated that there was no factual or legal basis for the NRC's
reinitiation of consultation in this case.”

4-40

06

“Informal consultation with the FWS was initiated by FPL in April 2001...”
is not correct as only Federal agencies can initiate consultation. This
sentence should be revised to read, “NRC initiated informal consultation
in February 2002 with a request for information concerning which
species are potentially....”

4-40

06

Reference citation FPL 2001b is not the correct correspondence
discussed in this sentence.

4-44

01

“form” should be “from.”

5-05

05

Change “safety analysis” to “safety assessment "

5-07

Table 5-3
Footnote (b)

Start the sentence, “The Unit 2 LOCA value, originally ..., was " The
Unit 2 LOCA value needed correction and in turn effected a
misstatement of the “Others” value.

5-09

11

Reference NRC 1988 is not provided in the reference list.

5-13

01,02

Change the word “account” to “compensate.”
Insert the word “apparent” before “non-conservatism.”

Delete the phrase, “This relatively small non-conservatism
notwithstanding,”.

Begin last sentence with “The Staff considers...”

5-21

23 and 37

Reference citation NRC 1997a should be corrected to NRC 1997d. The
correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is hsted as NRC 1997d in the
reference list.

5-23

03

Reference citation NRC 1997b should be corrected to NRC 1997d. The
correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list.

5-23

11

Reference citation NRC 1997a should be corrected to NRC 1997d. The
correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list.

5-24

37

Reference citation NRC 1997b should be corrected to NRC 1997d. The
correct source is NUREG/BR-0184 which is listed as NRC 1997d in the
reference list.

5-26

3" reference from
bottom

The name is spelled “Gleaves.”

6-06

37

Add the following text after “nuclear waste: “Both the Senate and
Congress subsequently voted to override a veto of the President’s
selection of the Yucca Mountain site by the Governor of the State of
Nevada.”
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PAGE LINE NUMBER COMMENT

SLD-AE-62 8-04 28 This sentence states that the volume of low-level radioactive waste could
vary greatly depending on the length of time it {the reactor} operated.
However, the NRC states in the GEIS (Section 7.3.2) that
decommissioning waste volumes would be essentially the same for a
plant operated for 40 years as for a plant operated 60 years. Resolve
the apparent discrepancy by deleting the phrase “the length of time it
operated.”

8-05 35 NUREG-0586 (NRC 1988} is cited in the text here, but not included in the
reference list in Section 8.4.

8-07 33 The statement is made that the land west of the intake canal and south
of the transmission lines could not accommodate a coal or new nuclear
SLD-AE-64 unit, but “could potentially accommodate a completed natural gas
combined cycle plant to replace St. Lucie Units 1 and 2.” Several
“obstacles” are mentioned, but one significant “obstacle” is omitted: the
lack of an existing gas pipeline that could provide fue! to the site. This
should be added to the other “obstacles” already listed.

8-10 18 The “a” used on the reference citation “FPL 2001a" should be deleted, as
this designation is not used in the reference list.

8-11 03 Sentence beginning with “Annual coal consumption .." should be deleted
SLD-AE-66 as this information is given in the previous paragraph.

8-11 17 “Spent selective catalytic reduction (SCR) catalyst” should be deleted
SLD-AE-67 from the list of wastes identified in this sentence since, as noted on page
8-17, line 21, spent SCR catalyst would not be disposed of onsite.

8-13 07 For Coal-Fired New Generation — Environmental Justice was quoted in
Table 8-2 as “Small” and “Small to Moderate” in Table 9-1.

SLD-AE-69 8-22 17,18 For Natural Gas-Fired New Generation — Environmental Justice was
quoted in Table 8-2 as “Small” and “Small to Moderate” in Table 9-1.

8-23 25 NRC cites FPL's ER as the source in listing design assumptions for the
gas-fired alternative, including use of low-sulfur number 2 fuel oil as
backup fuel. Delete this design assumption from the list, since FPL did
not assume use of fuel oil as a backup fuel in its ER.

8-26 20 NRC estimates spent SCR catalyst generated from operation of the gas-
fired alternative to be 31 cubic meters per year. The source for this
SLD-AE-71 estimate is not indicated, but in Section 8.2.2, Page 8-23, Lines 29-30,
NRC indicates that, unless otherwise indicated, assumptions and
numerical values used throughout this section are from the FPL ER.

FPL did not quantify the amount of spent SCR catalyst in its ER. It would
be appropriate for the NRC to provide a reference for this quantity.

SLD-AE-63

SLD-AE-65

SLD-AE-68

SLD-AE-70
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8-42 40-41 The DSEIS makes the following statement in regard to additional DSM to
SLD-AE-72 help to address the capacity that would be lost if the OL's for the two St

Lucie units are not extended: “While the DSM measures would have few
environmental impacts, the operation of the new natural gas-fired plant
would result in increased emissions (compared to the OL renewal
alternative) and other environmental impacts.”

Delete the phrase, * While the DSM measures ... impacts,” and replace
with, “Additional DSM that replaces nuclear capacity, in part or in total,
will result in FPL's existing fossil fuel units operating at higher capacity
factors than they otherwise would, thus increasing total emissions from
the FPL system.

Start a new sentence, “In addition, the operation of a new gas-fired ...."

9-05 28,29 Delete the phrase “except for the SAMA identified above.” Put a period
after “warranted.”

E-2 Table E-1 Third entry (FWS and NMFS) — the FPL letters should not be referenced
here. The letters from the FWS and NMFS providing the results of the
consultation should be provided.

The remarks for this entry should also be revised to discuss NRC's
consultation versus the correspondence FPL had with the agency. Itis
incorrect to say that FPL initiated the consultation. If the FPL letters
remain in the table, the second letter number should be corrected from
PLL-LR-02-0054 to PSL-LR-0054.

SLD-AE-75 E-2 Table E-1 Fourth entry (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) — the Authority information
' should be revised to read, “Rivers and Harbors Act (33 USC 403) and
Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344).

E-3 Table E-1 Provide a note that the NPDES permit is the Industrial Wastewater
SLD-AE-76 Facility Permit. In Chapter 2 of the DSEIS it is mentioned several times
as the Industrial Wastewater Permit. This would create a link for the
reader.

E-4 Table E-1 Updated information for these annual FWCC permits is as follows:
1) 01S-018 has been replaced by 02R-018 and expires 6/30/2003
SLD-AE-77 2) TP#206 expires 1/31/2003

3) TP#125 expires 1/31/2003

Last entry — “next” should be corrected to “nest” in the Description

SLD-AE-73

SLD-AE-74

column.
SLD-AE-78 E-5 Table E-1 First entry — The updated information is:
1) 56-01238-W expires 5/21/2009
F-2 16-16 Groundwater quality degradation (saltwater intrusion) is an applicable
SLD-AE-79 issue to St. Lucie due to their indirect use of groundwater through the

municipal supply for potable and service water. Therefore this issue
should be deleted from the table and appropriately discussed in Section
4.5

F-2 Table F-1 Groundwater use conflicts (potable and service water and dewatering);
plants that use >100 gpm should be added to the table as not applicable
because St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not withdraw groundwater.

SLD-AE-80
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F Doris Mendicla - Comments of Draft Report o . ; Page 1}
#fos/0 2
From: Mark Oncavage <oncavage @bellsouth.net> I LL & 7§Z
To: <StLucieDSEIS@nrc.gov> 4
Date: 1/13/03 11:29AM
Subject: Comments of Draft Report - B
oy ; 3
Chief, Rules and Directives Branch  January 13, 2003 & o s
Division of Administrative Services = T
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission — 2
= i
Dear Sir: 2. =
& =0l
On April 3, 2002 | presented oral comments, for the record, concerning =" w -,
scoping for an EIS supplement on extending the license of the St. Lucie 3 g

oy

May 2003

nuclear plant. The public safety issues | presented were omitted by the
NRC in publishing Supplement 11, Draft Report, NUREG-1437. | have
simplified the 8 issues that were embedded in the oral comments. These
issues, concerning public health and safety, need to be explained in
substantial detail in the Final Report of Supplement 11, NUREG 1437 to
be in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as
amended.

1. The EIS needs to state the fatalities, the injuries, the economic
loss, and the scope of evacuation as consequences resulting from a worst
case zirconium fire in a spent fuel pool at the St. Lucie nuclear plant.

2. The EIS needs to state the probability of a zirconium fire occurring
in a spent fuel pool at the St. Lucie nuclear plant. The probability
calculation needs to combine accidental fires, sabotage fires, and
terrorist caused fires.

3. The EIS needs to state the calculated time sequences leading to a
zirconium fire as a result of sabotage or terrorist attacks.

4. The EIS needs to state the consequences, the recalculated
probability, and the recalculated time sequences of a zirconium fire at
St. Lucie to assist emergency preparedness administrators in creating a
new evacuation plan and to assist members of the public in creating
their own personal emergency plans.

5. The EIS needs to state what mitigation, if any, is available once a
zirconium fire at the St. Lucie nuclear plant has started.

6. The EIS needs to state the results and conclusions of all the
research in the NRC's possession related to extinguishing a zirconium
fire in a spent fuel pool of a nuclear plant.

7. The EIS needs to state the probability and consequences of a
zirconium fire in a spent fuel pool at St. Lucie, igniting a zirconium
fire in the adjacent spent fuel pool.

8. The EIS needs to state the results of the research program concerning
St. Lucie, safety issues, and terrorism that was mentioned by NRC
official, Jim Medoff, at the ACRS meeting in Florida City, FL on March
13, 2002.

L-€TDS=DH-O3
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Respectfully Submitted
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t Doris Mendiola - Comments of Draft Report o o ) __ Page2{

Mark P. Oncavage
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Frank Leslie

To: StLucieDSEIS@nre.gov

Subject: Personal Comments on St. Lucie Relicensing Plant Specific GEIS, Supplement 11

Chief

Rules and Directives Branch I 9;/&19 }ZZ

Mailstop T-6D 59 =7 Lbb

U.S5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission é7ﬁ~ﬁi

Washington DC 20555-0001 @

Dear Sir: - - -3
Following are my personal comments on Supplement 11: é: 'fﬁ
Comments on St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant Relicensing GEIS, Supplement 1177 7 i: h_f
From Frank R. Leslie, 1017 Glenham Dr., NE, Palm Bay FL 32905, 321-768-6629,- Crn L
f.leslie@ieee.org on 12/02/2002 \;_‘f'; — :,"F

. L =
General comments: Use of SMALL, MODERATE, and LARGE impact on the envlronm§nt qgglzflér
is a good approach tuv focus oa the effects rather than various quantities. 25' i k_JS

=

h

More emphasis upon the risk calculations is desirable to clarify the probability‘é&
possible events in the context of everyday risks such as driving to work. The public
perceives risks to be far worse when they don’'t choose those risks. As examples, a
mountain climber may rail against the risk of a city street air pollutant or second-hand
smoke, or joggers may choose to run alone and unarmed in mountain-lion country.

Plant safety/security comments: Discuss and clarify recent USR Today stories about a
SANDIA report discussing offsite radiation release plumes of 500 miles extent rather than
the 50 mile limit used in the Supplement. The radiation levels at varying distances must
have great meaning. While the St. Lucie plant has clearing of a potential plume release by
westerly weather winds, it also has easterly to southeasterly sea breeze winds that could
send a release plume across the state towards Orlando or Tampa.

Since much has been made by antinuclear activists of the potential for zirconium spent-
fuel fires and release dispersion, a detailed study of possibilities of those fires (a
fault tree analysis) should be made in a way as to fully inform the public as to how such
risks are computed. Loss of pool coolant and terrorist actions should be considered.

video surveillance systems using software intruder-path detection and alarming should be
employed to supplement the security forces alertness. These cameras may be especially
useful in detection of boats and swimmers approaching the Lagoon side of the plant.
Electric-field detection fencing 1s a first level of defense. Ultrasonic sensors in the
barge channels are necessary to detect underwater swimmers. Consultations with the Sandia
Intrusion Detection Lab and Special Forces teams would help determine means of attack and
defense. The plant security force members periodically should consider how they would
attack the plant with their level of knowledge, and then help design the means to prevent
such attacks. Do not downplay obscure or low-probability attacks.

The following comments primarily address the alternative energy aspects of relicensing
considerations.

Section B Alternatives to Nuclear Relicensing
- Fossil fuel plants produce more air/water pollution than nuclear plants, but few are
as concerned about non-nuclear pollution. .

. Wind and solar-electric plants would require extensive land areas due to the low
energy density of the sources. Neither appears to be a viable replacement for large base-
load plants.

. Hydropower has limited resource in Florida and environmental blocking objections,
while ocean wave and tide enerqy appears to be uneconomic and environmentally problematic
= -2
. LRFDS= PO =
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within the next twenty years.

0il is too precious a resource to burn in fixed locations for heat. Transportation
and chemical use must take priority.

Biomass combustion produces pollution and C02, which many believe contributes to
global warming (climate change). Municipal stream waste (MSW) contains heavy metals such
as lead, mercury, and zinc that should not be incinerated.

SLD-AG-7 . Catastrophic extremes (site failure core meltdowns) may have lower computed impact
costs than meteor strikes or tsunamis; Should we take action to preclude those and similar
events?

Summary of comments: Table 9-1 displays the SMALL impact of relicensing versus the other

SLD-AG-8 replacement power possibilities that range from MODERATE to LARGE impacts. License renewal

thus appears to be the best action now, and in perhaps twenty years, other energy
alternatives may be better suited and economic.

Frank R. Leslie

Disclaimer: These are personal comments and do not necessarily represent the positions of
Florida Institute of Technology.

- |
Frank R. Leslie | Florida Tech email: mailto:fleslie@fit.edu |
Florida Tech, 150 University Blvd., Melbourne FL 32901, DMES, Rm. 104 |
{321) 674-7377 | http://my.fit.edu/~fleslie/ (Renewable Energy) |
|
|
|
|

Home: 1017 Glenham Drive, NE, Palm Bay FL 32905-4855 | (321) 768-6629

Home email: mailto:f.lesliefieee.org 1 28-01.3130N / 80-35.6136W
www.geocities.com/windydus (Wind Energy Experimenters) | KD4EYQ 020912
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Chamber of Commerce / Port St. Lucie
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Port St. Lucie, FL

Phone 772.335.9900

Fax 772.335.4446

Chamber of Commerce / Fort Pierce
2200 Virginia Avenue

Fort Pierce, FL

Phone 772.595.9999

Fax 772.461.9084
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Seven Gables House Visitor Center
482 N. Indian River Drive

Fort Pierce, FL

Phone 772.468.9152

Fax 772.468.9826

Mailing Address:
Post Office Box 8209
Port St. Lucie, FL 34985-8209

www.stluciechamber.org
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December 6, 2002

Dr. Michael T. Masnick

Mail Stop 0-12D3

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20277-2904

Re:

License Renewal for the St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant

Dear Dr. Masnick:

I am writing to you on behalf of the St. Lucie County
Chamber of Commerce. The St. Lucie County Chamber of
Commerce, representing approximately 1,100 local businesses,
supports the renewal of the license for the St. Lucie Nuclear Power
Plant.

The St. Lucie Plant is an important member of our business
community. They contribute to many local non-profits, such as the St.
Lucie County Education Foundation, The United Way, The St. Lucie
County Marine Center and the Economic Development Council of St.
Lucie County. The St. Lucie Plant also has a major economic impact
on our area, both directly as one of the County's largest sources of
property taxes, and indirectly through the jobs that the plant provides.
The St. Lucie Plant currently has 800 full-time employees, and these
are good jobs for our community. I am told that the economic impact
of the plant on our local community is $80,000,000.00 annually.

- -~ ~~However, the most important economic impact of the St-~~
Lucie Plant is the inexpensive consistent power which it provides to
our area. In the past, businesses took this power for granted, however,
with the recent events in California, and the potential for disruptions to
our oil supply caused by events in the Middle East, we are especially
lucky to have the St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant in our County.

' W. Lee Dobbins
£ Eds=Abl- O
Gl = 11 tos2) k(HTH.2,)
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Dr. Michael T. Masnick
December 6, 2002
Page 2

WLD:rl

cc: Rachel Scott
Al Rivett

F0011862v

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 A-134 May 2003



SLD-Al

ey

Appendix A

(€D ST
,,;‘“‘ s UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- REGION 4 R
g ¢ ATLANTA REDERAL CENTER S z;_j_‘; vz D
%, S 61 FORSYTH STREET :
A prote” : ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 N
92 B 319
January 15, 2003 ~uea and Diectives
Erang
R
Chief // /0 e
Rules Review and Directives Branch
— ¥
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 4 7//’ & 4l 7 7L
Mail Stop T6-D59

‘Washington, DC 20555-0001

RE: EPA Review and Comments on
Draft Generic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DGSEIS)
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 11
Regarding St. Lucie Units 1 & 2
CEQ No. 020443

Dear Chief:

Thank you for submitting the above-referenced document. EPA Region 4 reviewed the
Draft Generic Supplemental EIS (DGSEIS) pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and
Section 102 (2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The purpose of this letter
is to provide the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) with EPA’s comments regarding
potential impacts of the proposed renewal of the St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 Operating Licenses (OLs).

Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) submitted an application to renew the Operating
Licenses (OLs) for St. Lucie Units 1 & 2 for an additional 20 years. St. Lucie is a nuclear
powered, electric generating facility that has process water discharges regulated by the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. The renewal of the OLs would allow
for power generation capability beyond the current term, providing for future system generating
needs.

The proposed action would include use and continued maintenance of existing facilities
and transmission lines, and would not result in new construction or disturbance. According to the
information in the DGSEIS, the consequences of renewing the OLs would result in fewer
environmental impacts than the consequences of alternative methods of power generation.

The plant uses once-though cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to remove waste heat
from the facility. Ocean water is drawn through three offshore intake structures into an intake
canal that leads to the plant. The heated water is discharged back to the Atlantic Ocean through
offshore diffusers. The Atlantic Ocean in the vicinity of the plant is considered part of the aquatic

environment of interest.
T DS =D D D
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Based on review of the subject Generic DGSEIS, a rating of EC-1 has been assigned to
this proposed action. That is, there are environmental concerns on some aspects of the proposed
project. While we recognize that continued use and maintenance of the existing facility would
result in fewer impacts than the feasible alternatives for generating fuel, we have environmental
concerns about some impacts associated with the facility.

Specifically, clarification is needed regarding impact avoidance and mitigation measures
for the Big Mud Creek ecosystem, and herbicides used in the transmission right-of-way.
Consultations with the appropriate agencies regarding threatened and endangered species will
need to continue throughout the operating life of the facility, in order to avoid and mitigate
impacts.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. We look forward to
reviewing the Final Generic SEIS. If we can be of further assistance, please contact Ramona
McConney of my staff at (404) 562-9615.

Sincerely,

Wil

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
Office of Environmental Assessment
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EPA Review and Comments on
Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement
License Renewal of Nuclear Plants, Supplement 5
Regarding Turkey Point Units 3 and 4 (DGSEIS)

Alternatives: ]

As described in the DGSEIS, the environmental impacts of continuing or renewing the
license for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 has fewer environmental impacts than the alternatives (Chapter
8 and Table 9-1). The alternatives described in the document include using fossil fuel power
generation processes, constructing a new nuclear facility, using alternative fuel generation
methods, purchasing power from other sources, or implementing the No-Action Alternative.

EPA appreciates the utility-sponsored conservation methods outlined in Section 8.2.5.11
to help users implement measures to reduce power consumption.

Threatened and Endangered Species:

We note that federally-protected species are listed for the area by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). EPA principally defers to the FWS regarding endangered species
assessments and encourages NPS to continue coordination with the FWS as appropriate.

A March 6, 2002 letter on page E-8 of the document states that the Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) planned to review Big Mud Creek to determine
whether additional manatee protection measures were warranted. FWC stated that they wanted to
formalize a protocol with Florida Power & Light Company for the capture and recovery of
manatees entrained in the power plant’s intake canal. The DGSEIS discusses past incidents when
manatees entered the intake canal on infrequent occasions and were rescued. As a follow-up to
this issue, the Final GSEIS should include updated information regarding measures to protect the
manatee in the vicinity of St. Lucie, and the outcome of any pertinent studies regarding Big Mud
Creek.

The document discusses the presence of protected sea turtles in the area, and your
coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service regarding incidental take. We note the
Incidental Take Statement (ITS), which contained mandatory terms and conditions to minimize
the effects of this take. The measures taken to avoid and mitigate sea turtle entrainment in the
intake canal were discussed in the DGSEIS.

Due to the presence of threatened and endangered species in the area, consultations with
the appropriate agencies will need to continue throughout the operating life of the facility, in
order to avoid and mitigate impacts.

Fish:

We note the concerns regarding anoxic conditions at the bottom of Big Mud Creek, where
the water depth exceeds 40 feet. Fish kills have been reported in that area, and the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection recommended that the creek be filled to a more
environmentally-friendly depth (page E-8 of the document).

Clarification should be provided in the Final GSEIS regarding the origin of the anoxic
conditions mentioned, and the planned or implemented measures to avoid impacts to fish in the
arca.
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Herbicides:

SLD-AI-7 According to Page 2-15, Power Transmission System, herbicides are used in the
transmission right-of-way. The Final GSEIS should specify the types and quantities of herbicides
applied, and the alternatives to spraying plants with defoliants. Similarly, the FGSEIS should
include details regarding broadcast applications for weed control (types, frequency, quantities,
alternatives to chemical applications, etc.).

SLD-Al-8 Applying herbicides and weed killers can impact surface and groundwater resources. This

SLD-AL-9 is of concern at this site, since groundwater is generally very shallow there. Applications of
herbicides in and around residential areas could potentially impact sensitive populations. In
addition, some herbicides may also cause potential adverse impacts to wildlife.

‘Water Quality:

SLD-AI-10 Section 2.2.3 briefly discusses the NPDES status of the facility. Requirements for the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and Industrial Wastewater Facility
permits should be outlined in the Final GSEIS.
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Contributors to the Supplement

The overall responsibility for the preparation of this supplement was assigned to the Office of
Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The statement was
prepared by members of the Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation with assistance from other
NRC organizations and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, Energy Research Incorporated, and the Information Systems Laboratory.

Name

Affiliation

Function or Expertise

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Michael T. Masnik
Jennifer A. Davis
Nina Barnett
Richard Emch, Jr.
Robert Palla
Robert G. Schaaf
John Tappert
James Wilson
Barry Zalcman

Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Project Manager, Ecology

Environmental Scientist, Historic and Archaeological Resources
Administrative Support

Radiological Safety

Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

Project Management

Section Chief

Ecology, Water Use and Quality

Environmental Program Manager

PACIFIC NORTHWEST NATIONAL LABORATORY®

Charles A. Brandt

Tara O. Eschbach

Paul L. Hendrickson

Eva Eckert Hickey

John A. Jaksch

Kimberly D. Leigh

Duane A. Neitzel

James V. Ramsdell, Jr.
Michael R. Sackschewsky

Cary Counts
Susan Ennor
Kevin Kautzky
Rosalind Schrempf
Janet Tarantino
Jim Weber

Terri B. Miley
Dillard B. Shipler
Debora Schulz
Lisa Smith

Rose Urbina
Barbara Wilson

Task Leader

Deputy Task Leader

Land Use, Related Federal Programs, Alternatives
Radiation Protection, Decommissioning
Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice
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Aquatic Ecology

Air Quality

Terrestrial Ecology

Technical Editor
Technical Editor
Technical Editor
Technical Editor
Technical Editor
Technical Editor

Peer Reviewer
Peer Reviewer

Document Design/Production
Document Design/Production
Document Design/Production
Document Design/Production
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Name Affiliation Function or Expertise
Los ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY®

Danny Katzman Water Use and Water Quality, Hydrology

Bruce Masse Historic and Archaeological Resources
ENERGY RESEARCH INCORPORATED

Mohsen Khatib-Rahbar Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives
INFORMATION SYSTEMS LABORATORY

Kim Green Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

Jim Meyer Severe Accident Mitigation Alternatives

(a) Pacific Northwest National Laboratory is operated for the U.S. Department of Energy by Battelle Memorial Institute.
(b) Los Alamos National Laboratory is operated for the U.S. Department of Energy by the University of California.
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Chronology of NRC Staff Environmental Review Correspondence
Related to Florida Power and Light Company’s
Application for License Renewal of
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

This appendix contains a chronological listing of correspondence between the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) and Florida Power and Light (FPL) and other correspondence
related to the NRC staff’'s environmental review, under 10 CFR Part 51, of FPL’s application for
renewal of the St. Lucie, Units 1 and 2, operating licenses. All documents, with the exception of
those containing proprietary information, have been placed in the Commission’s Public
Document Room, at One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville Pike (first floor), Rockville, MD, and
are available electronically from the Public Electronic Reading Room found on the Internet at
the following web address: http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm.html. From this site, the public can
gain access to the NRC's Agencywide Document Access and Management Systems (ADAMS),
which provides text and image files of NRC's public documents in the Publicly Available
Records (PARS) component of ADAMS. The ADAMS accession numbers for each document
are included below.

November 29, 2001 Letter from Mr. J. A. Stall, Florida Power and Light Company (FPL) to
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), submitting the application
for the renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML013400155)

December 19, 2001 Letter from NRC to Mr. J. A. Stall, FPL , concerning the receipt and
availability of the license renewal application for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML013520570)

December 31, 2001 NRC press release announcing the availability of license renewal
application for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML020070030)

January 29, 2002 NRC press release announcing the opportunity to request a hearing for
license renewal application for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession
No. ML020300074)

February 18, 2002 Letter from D. E. Jernigan, FPL, to NRC regarding the distribution of

additional copies of application for renewed operating licenses for
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML020520515)
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February 21, 2002  Letter from NRC to Dr. Rudolph Widman, Indian River Community
College Library, concerning the maintenance of reference material for the
St. Lucie license renewal application (Accession No. ML020560548)

February 27, 2002  Letter to Mr. Jay Slack, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service from NRC,
requesting list of protected species within the area under evaluation for
the St. Lucie plant license renewal (Accession No. ML020570547)

March 15, 2002 Response from Ms. Linda S. Ferrell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
including a list of protected species within the area under evaluation for
the St. Lucie plant license renewal (Accession No. ML020880223)

March 19, 2002 NRC press release, public meetings on April 3, 2002, to discuss
environmental scoping process for St. Lucie Plant Units 1 and 2, license
renewal application (Accession No. ML020850293)

March 19, 2002 Letter from Dr. William Vogel, Superintendent of The School Board of
St. Lucie County, providing scoping comments on the St. Lucie plant
license renewal (Accession No. ML021010247)

March 25, 2002 Letter from Emilie L. Julian, Assistant for Rulemakings and Adjudications,
to Joseph Kaplan acknowledging receipt of general comments for Turkey
Point and St. Lucie Power Plants, with attached letter from Mr. Kaplan
received on February 1, 2002 (Accession No. ML020860403)

March 26, 2002 Scoping comment letter from Mr. Jack T. Southard, Public Safety
Director, and Mr. Charles T. Christopher, Radiological Coordinator, of
St. Lucie County Department of Public Safety (Accession
No. ML020880213)

April 3, 2002 Comments from Mr. James P. Vojcsik, Executive Director, United Way of
Martin County, providing scoping comments for St. Lucie license renewal

(Accession No. ML021160494)

April 24, 2002 E-mail from Mr. Mark Oncavage providing scoping comments on St.
Lucie license renewal (Accession No. ML021260597)

April 29, 2002 E-mail from Mr. Sidney M. Ziring providing scoping comments regarding
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 license renewal (Accession No. ML021260528)
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April 29, 2002

April 30, 2002

April 30, 2002

May 1, 2002

May 4, 2002

May 4, 2002

May 5, 2002

March 6, 2002

May 7, 2002

May 7, 2002

May 2003
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E-mail providing scoping comments concerning St. Lucie license renewal
from Ms. Sara Case, Energy Issues Chair, Broward Sierra Club
(Accession No. ML021260520)

E-mail from Mr. Stanley Smilan providing scoping comments in regard to
St. Lucie license renewal (Accession No. ML021260502)

Scoping comment letter from Mr. Stanley Smilan on St. Lucie license
renewal (Accession No. ML021260542)

Letter from Mr. Jim Woodfin providing scoping comments concerning
St. Lucie license renewal (Accession No. ML021330006)

E-mail from Mr. Jim Woodfin providing scoping comments on St. Lucie
license renewal (Accession No. ML021330078)

E-mail from Mr. Mark Oncavage providing scoping comments regarding
St. Lucie license renewal (Accession No. ML021330074)

E-mail from Mr. Frank R. Leslie providing scoping comments in reference
to St. Lucie license renewal (Accession No. ML021330038)

Letter from the State of Florida, Department of Community Affairs, to
Mr. D. E. Jernigan of FPL, regarding the St. Lucie Nuclear Power
Station’s Environmental Report; includes comments from Florida Fish
and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Florida Department of
Environmental Protection, and Florida Department of Transportation
(Accession No. ML030450339)

Summary of April 3, 2002, public scoping meetings for the St. Lucie Plant
Units 1 and 2 license renewal application (Package No. ML021160348;
(Meeting Summary, ML021300604; afternoon meeting transcript,
Accession No. ML021160237; and evening meeting transcript, Accession
No. ML021160265))

Letter from NRC to Mr. J. A. Stall, request for additional information

related to the staff’s review of severe accident mitigation alternatives for
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML021340363)
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May 20, 2002

June 3, 2002

June 6, 2002

June 25, 2002

July 8, 2002

July 22, 2002

July 24, 2002

July 30, 2002

Fax letter from Mr. Mark Oncavage, providing scoping comments
pertaining to St. Lucie license renewal (Accession No. ML021490145)

NRC letter to Dr. Joseph E. Powers, National Marine Fisheries Service,
regarding the “Environmental Review on Florida Power and Light
Company’s Application for a 20-Year Renewal of the Operating Licenses
for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2" (Accession No. ML021570345)

Note to file, docket information that includes emails between NRC and
FPL regarding RAI's (Request for additional information) concerning
SAMA (Severe Accident Mitigation Assessment) review for the St. Lucie
license renewal application (Accession No. ML021650664)

Letter from Mr. D. E. Jernigan, FPL, regarding the response to NRC
request for additional information related to the staff’s review of severe
accident mitigation alternatives for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No.
ML021820106)

NRC letter to Mr. J. A. Stall, FPL, concerning the issuance of
environmental scoping summary report associated with the staff’s review
of the application by FPL for renewal of the operating licenses for St.
Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Package No. ML021920466; (NRC letter, Accession
No. ML021920289; and Environmental Scoping Summary Report,
Accession No. ML021920439))

NRC letter to Mr. J. A. Stall, FPL, to discuss the environmental
assessment and finding of no significant impact related to amendments
to the environmental protection plans at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML021980172)

NRC letter to Mr. Jay Slack, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, regarding the
biological assessment for license renewal at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, and
request for informal consultation (Package No. ML022060314; (NRC
letter, Accession No. ML022060232; and Biological Assessment,
Accession No. ML022060295))

Letter from Dr. Joseph E. Powers, National Marine Fisheries Service,
concerning NRC letter dated June 3, 2002 regarding FPL’s application for
a 20-year renewal of operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML022200253)

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 C-4 May 2003



August 23, 2002

August 23, 2002

September 20, 2002

October 4, 2002

October 23, 2002

October 23, 2002

October 24, 2002

October 24, 2002

October 24, 2002
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NRC letter to Dr. Joseph E. Powers, National Marine Fisheries Service,
requesting consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML022350292)

NRC letter to Mr. J. A. Stall, FPL, regarding the reinitiation of consultation
under Section 7 of the endangered species act for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML022350329)

Letter from Mr. Donald E. Jernigan, FPL, to NRC regarding the
Reinitiation of ESA Section 7 Consultation for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML022680524)

Letter from Linda Ferrell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to NRC
regarding Section 7 consultation for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession
No. ML030830467)

NRC letter to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regarding the filing
of the Draft Supplement 11 to the Generic Environmental Impact
Statement regarding St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No.
ML022980557)

NRC letter to Mr. J. A. Stall, FPL, requesting comments on the Draft
Supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement relating to
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML022980636)

NRC letter to Mr. J. A. Stall concerning the Federal Register Notice of
Availability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
regarding St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML022980502)

Letter from NRC to Mr. John Wayne Huff, Sr., Tribal Representative of
the Brighton Seminole Indian Reservation, requesting comments on the
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement related to St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 (Accession No. ML022980596)

NRC letter to Mr. James E. Billie, Chairman, Seminole Indian Tribe,
requesting comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement concerning St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No.
ML022980622)

C-5 NUREG-1437, Supplement11



Appendix C

October 24, 2002

October 31, 2002

November 20, 2002

December 6, 2002

December 12, 2002

December 16, 2002

January 4, 2003

January 7, 2003

Letter from NRC to Mr. Billy Cypress, Chairman, Miccosukee Indian
Tribe, requesting comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement pertaining to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No.
ML022980630)

Correspondence from Senator Bob Graham, U.S. Senator from the State
of Florida, forwarding a comment letter from Ms. Betty Lou Wells
concerning the license renewal application of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML023120325)

NRC press release requesting comments from members of the public
regarding the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
related to the relicensing of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Accession No.
ML023240210)

Letter from Mr. W. Lee Dobbins, St. Lucie County Chamber of
Commerce, concerning license renewal for St. Lucie Units and 2
(Accession No. ML 030360015)

Comment e-mail from Frank R. Leslie pertaining to St. Lucie Relicensing
Plant Specific GEIS, Supplement 11 (Accession No. ML030270303)

NRC letter to the Honorable Bob Graham, United States Senator,
responding to his letter of October 31, 2002, concerning comments
raised by Ms. Betty Lou Wells (Accession No. ML023300012)

Comment email from Ms. Betty Lou Wells regarding public confidence,
and the reconsideration of license renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
(Accession No. ML030150328)

Summary of December 3, 2002, public meeting to discuss the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Regarding License
Renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 (Package No. ML030060091,
(Meeting Summary, Accession No. ML030070482; Afternoon Meeting
Transcript, Accession No. ML0O30080201; Evening Meeting Transcript,
Accession No. ML030080240; Slide Presentation, Accession No.
ML030060242))
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January 9, 2003

January 10, 2003

January 11, 2003

January 13, 2003

January 15, 2003

February 10, 2003

May 2003

Appendix C

Letter from Mr. D. E. Jernigan, FPL, providing comments on the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for St. Lucie (Accession
No. ML030270297)

Email from Ms. Betty Lou Wells regarding the license renewal application
of St. Lucie Units 1 and2 (Accession No. ML030150443)

Comment email from Ms. Judy James concerning St. Lucie-specific
Supplement to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement (Accession
No. ML030150440)

E-mail from Mr. Mark Oncavage providing comments related to the
St. Lucie Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(Accession No. ML030270306)

Comment letter from U.S. EPA regarding EPA review and comment on
the St. Lucie Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(Accession No. ML030270298)

NRC letter to Dr. Roy Crabtree, Regional Administrator, National Marine

Fisheries Service, regarding informal Section 7 consultation for St. Lucie
Nuclear Plant (Accession No. ML030420130)
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Appendix D

Organizations Contacted

During the course of the staff’'s independent review of environmental impacts from operations
during the renewal term, the following Federal, State, Tribal, regional, and local agencies were
contacted:

Brighton Seminole Indian Reservation, Okeechobee, Florida

Business Development Board of Martin County, Stuart, Florida

Comprehensive Planning Division, Growth Management Department, Martin County,
Stuart, Florida

County Administrator, Martin County, Stuart, Florida

Department of Community Development, St. Lucie County, Fort Pierce, Florida
Florida Department of Environmental Protection, St. Lucie Field Office, Florida
Florida Department of Health, Environmental Radiation Control, Orlando, Florida
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Tequesta, Florida

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Vero Beach, Florida
Florida State Historic Preservation Office, Tallahassee, Florida

Hoyt C. Murphy Realty, Fort Pierce, Florida

Martin County Property Appraiser, Stuart, Florida

Martin County Cooperative Extension Service, Stuart, Florida

Miccosukee Indian Tribe, Miami, Florida

National Marine Fisheries Service, St. Petersburg, Florida

Port St. Lucie Mayor, Port St. Lucie, Florida

May 2003 D-1 NUREG-1437, Supplement 11
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Port St. Lucie City Manager, Port St. Lucie, Florida

Property Appraiser, St. Lucie County, Fort Pierce, Florida

Seminole Indian Tribe, Hollywood, Florida

Salvation Army, Fort Pierce, Florida

St. Lucie County Administrator, Fort Pierce, Florida

St. Lucie County Community Services, Fort Pierce, Florida

St. Lucie County Economic Development Council, Port St. Lucie, Florida
St. Lucie County Cooperative Extension Service, Fort Pierce, Florida

St. Lucie County Tax Collector, Fort Pierce, Florida

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Vero Beach, Florida

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 D-2
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Appendix E

Florida Power and Light Company’s Compliance Status and
Consultation Correspondence

The licenses, permits, consultations, and other approvals obtained from Federal, State,
regional, and local authorities for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 are listed in Table E-1.

Following Table E-1 are reproductions of correspondence prepared and sent during the

evaluation process of the application for renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1
and 2.
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Table E-1. Federal, State, Local, and Regional Licenses, Permits, Consultations, and Other Approvals for
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

Agency Authority

Description Number

Expiration
Date

Remarks

NRC 10 CFR Part 50

NRC 10 CFR Part 50

FWS Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act
(16 USC 1536)

NMS Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act
(16 USC 1536)

Operating license, DPR-67
St. Lucie Unit 1

Operating license, NPF-16
St. Lucie Unit 2

Consultation None

Consultation None

3/1/16

4/6/23

None

5/18/11

Authorizes operation of Unit 1

Authorizes operation of Unit 2

Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act requires that
Federal agencies, in cooperation
with the license applicant,
consult with the FWS and/or the
NMFS concerning the potential
impacts of a proposed licensing
action on threatened or
endangered species.
Correspondence with FWS and
NMFS related to Section 7 is
included in Appendix E.

Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act requires that
Federal agencies, in cooperation
with the license applicant,
consult with the NMFS
concerning the potential impacts
of a proposed licensing action on
threatened or endangered
species. NRC staff has been in
consultation with NMFS with
respect to marine species since
the early 1980s. The current
biological opinion provides an
incidental take statement for
threatened or endangered sea
turtles.

3 xipuaddy



€002 Aey

€3

L1 uswsalddng ‘et L-934NN

Table E-1. (cont'd)

Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Date Remarks
U.S. Army Rivers and Harbors Act Dredging permit 199301803 12/21/03 Authorizes maintenance
Corps of (33 USC 403) and Clean dredging of intake canal
Engineers Water Act (33 USC
1344)
Florida Section 307 of the Consistency Letter from Shirley None The Department of Community
Department of  Coastal Zone determination with Collins, Florida Affairs determined that renewal
Community Management Act the Florida Coastal = Department of of the St. Lucie OLs would be
Affairs [16 USC 1456(c)(3)(A)] Management Community Affairs, to consistent with the Florida
Program FPL; Coastal Management Program.
FL200201111376C;

Florida Division
of Historic
Resources

FDEP

Section 106 of the
National Historic
Preservation Act
(16 USC 470f)

Clean Water Act,
Section 402; Florida
Statutes, Chapter 403

Consultation

NPDES permit
(Industrial

Wastewater Permit)

March 6, 2002

Letter from Janet
Snyder Matthews,
State Historic
Preservation Officer
to FPL, 5/22/01

FL0002208-Major 1/9/05

The National Historic
Preservation Act requires
Federal agencies to take into
account the effect of any
undertaking on any district, site,
building, structure, or object that
is included in or eligible for
inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places. The Florida
Division of Historical Resources
determined that renewal of the
OLs is not an undertaking that is
likely to affect historic properties.

Permit covers surface-water
discharges and stormwater
discharges from diked petroleum
storage and handling areas.
NPDES requirements are
incorporated into the Industrial
Wastewater Facility Permit
issued by FDEP.
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& Table E-1. (cont'd)
Y
m
o Expiration
ﬁ Agency Authority Description Number Date Remarks
_&1) FDEP Florida Statutes, Annual storage Facility ID: 8630677 6/30/02 Registration covers five above
o0 Chapter 376 tank registration ground petroleum storage tanks.
S Placard No.: 135878
©
(3" FDEP and Florida Statutes, Certification under Case No: PA74-02 Life of Siting, construction, and
o Siting Board Sections 403.501 - 518 the Florida plant operation of St. Lucie Unit 2
- (Governor and Electrical Power (Unit 1 was permitted before
X Cabinet) Plant Siting Act enactment of the Siting Act in
1973)
FDEP Florida Statutes, Air emissions 1110071-003-AO 6/26/05 Permit covers emissions from six
Chapter 403 permit emergency diesel generators,
miscellaneous diesel-driven
equipment, and facility-wide
fugitive emissions from storage
tanks, roadways, and
m paint/sandblasting activities.
N
] FFWCC Florida Administrative Special purpose 02R-018 6/30/03 Permit covers collection and
Code, Chapter 39 permit possession of marine organisms
for experimental purposes.
| FFWCC Florida Administrative Marine turtle permit  TP#026 1/31/04 Permit authorizes FPL to
Code, Chapter 39 conduct public turtle watches
and maintain and display
preserved specimens.
| FFWCC Florida Administrative Marine turtle permit  TP#125 1/31/04 Permit authorizes various turtle

Code, Chapter 39

activities including net capture,
tagging, nesting surveys, hand
capture, nest relocation, rescue
and release of hatchlings, and
stranding and salvage activities.

€00z fen
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Table E-1. (cont'd)

Expiration
Agency Authority Description Number Date Remarks
FFWCC Florida Administrative Scientific collecting  WS01374 6/25/04 FPL system-wide permit
Code, Chapter 39 permit authorizing carcass or wildlife
salvage and possession for
scientific or educational
purposes.
FFWCC Florida Administrative Migratory bird nest  WNO01373 6/25/03 FPL system-wide permit
Code, Chapter 39 permit authorizing destruction of
inactive migratory bird nests
other than osprey nests.
SFWMD Florida Administrative General water use 56-01238-W 5/21/09 Permit covers remediation of
Code, Section 40E- permit surficial aquifer.
20.042
SFWMD Florida Administrative Stormwater 56-00848-S Perpetual Permit authorizes stormwater
Code, Section 65-25 discharge permit discharge from the overflow
parking lot.
SFWMD Florida Administrative Stormwater 85-142 Perpetual Permit authorizes stormwater

Code, Section 65-25

discharge permit

discharge from the simulator
building.

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations
FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection
FFWCC = Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
FWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

ID = identification number

NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service
NPDES = National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
NRC = U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
OL = operating license

SFWMD = South Florida Water Management District
USC = United States Code
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Table E.2. Consultation Correspondence

Source

Recipient

Date of Letter

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
(C. I. Grimes)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(L. S. Ferrell)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
(P. T. Kuo)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(L. S. Ferrell)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
(P. T. Kuo)

National Marine Fisheries Service
(J. E. Powers)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
(B. T. Moroney)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
(B. T. Moroney)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission
(P. T. Kuo)

Florida Department of
Environmental Protection
(R. W. Hall)

Florida Coastal Management
Program
(S. W. Collins)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(S. Slack)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(C. I. Grimes)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(J. Slack)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(P. T. Kuo)

National Marine Fisheries Service
(J. E. Powers)

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(P. T. Kuo)

National Marine Fisheries Service
(J. E. Powers)

Florida Power and Light Company
(J. A. Stall)

National Marine Fisheries
(R. Crabtree)

Florida State Clearinghouse
(M. Murray)

Florida Power and Light Company
(D. E. Jernigan)

February 27, 2002

March 15, 2002

July 24, 2002

October 4, 2002

June 3, 2002

July 30, 2002

August 23, 2002

August 23, 2002

February 10, 2003

February 8, 2002

March 6, 2002
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February 27, 2002

Mr. Jay Slack, Field Supervisor

US Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Service Office
1339 20" Street

Vero Beach, FL 32960

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR LIST OF PROTECTED SPECIES WITHIN THE AREA UNDER
EVALUATION FOR THE ST. LUCIE PLANT LICENSE RENEWAL

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is evaluating an application submitted by Florida
Power and Light Company for the renewal of the operating licenses for its St. Lucie Plant,
Units 1 and 2. The NRC is preparing a supplement toits “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants” (NUREG-1437) for this proposed license
renewal, for which we are required to evaluate potential impacts to threatened and endangered
species. A member of my staff, Dr. Michael T. Masnik, visited your Vero Beach, Florida office
on December 17, 2001, and had preliminary discussions related to the FPL application for
license renewal with Mr. Charles Kelso of your staff.

The proposed action would include use and continued maintenance of existing facilities and
transmission lines and would not result in new construction or disturbance. The St. Lucie Plant
and the associated transmission corridor that is under review as part of the license renewal
application is located in St. Lucie County, Florida. The transmission corridor is approximately
11 miles long and varies from 660 to 813 feet in width. The plant uses once-through cooling
water from the Aflantic Ocean to remove waste heat from the facility. Ocean water is drawn
through three offshore intake structures into an intake canal that leads to the plant. The heated
water is discharged back to the Atlantic Ocean through offshore diffusers. The Atlantic Ocean
in the vicinity of the plant is considered part of the aquatic environment of interest.

To support the environmental impact statement preparation process and to ensure compliance
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the NRC requests a list of species and
information on protected, proposed, and candidate species and critical habitat that may be in
the vicinity of the St. Lucie Plant and its associated transmission lines.

Also, we would like confirmation that the South Florida Ecological Service Office will serve as

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's point of contact for Endangered Species Act compliance,
including any Section 7 consultation that may be needed, for the St. Lucie Plant.

May 2003 E-7 NUREG-1437, Supplement 11
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J. Slack -2-

If you have any comments or questions, please contact Dr. Michael T. Masnik, Senior Project
Manager, at (301) 415-1191 or MTM2@NRC.GOV.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By: ClGrimes

Christopher I. Grimes, Program Director
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389

cc. See next page
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- UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION S——
ECEIViE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

MAR 0 4 @2
February 27, 2002

Mr. Jay Slack, Field Supervisor 20-4 25/567
US Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Service Office

1339 20" Street

Vero Beach, FL 32960

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR LIST OF PROTECTED SPECIES WITHIN THE AREA UNDER
EVALUATION FOR THE ST. LUCIE PLANT LICENSE RENEWAL

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is evaluating an application submitted by Florida
Power and Light Company for the renewal of the operating licenses for its St. Lucie Plant,
Units 1 and 2. The NRC is preparing a supplement to its “Generic Environmental Impact
Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants” (NUREG-1437) for this proposed license
renewal, for which we are required to evaluate potential impacts to threatened and endangered
species. A member of my staff, Dr. Michael T. Masnik, visited your Vero Beach, Florida office
on December 17, 2001, and had preliminary discussions related to the FPL application for
license renewal with Mr. Charles Kelso of your staff. -

The proposed action would include use and continued maintenance of existing facilities and
transmission lines and would not result in new construction or disturbance. The St. Lucie Plant
and the associated transmission corridor that is under review as part of the license renewal
application is located in St. Lucie County, Florida. The transmission corridor is approximately
11 miles long and varies from 660 to 813 feet in width. The plant uses once-through cooling
water from the Atlantic Ocean to remove waste heat from the facility. Ocean water is drawn
through three offshore intake structures into an intake canal that leads to the plant. The heated
water is discharged back to the Atlantic Ocean through offshore diffusers. The Atlantic Ocean
in the vicinity of the plant is considered part of the aquatic environment of interest.

To support the environmental impact statement preparation process and to ensure compliance
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the NRC requests a list of species and
information on protected, proposed, and candidate species and critical habitat that may be in
the vicinity of the St. Lucie Plant and its associated transmission lines.

Also, we would like confirmation that the South Florida Ecological Service Office will serve as
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's point of contact for Endangered Species Act compliance,
including any Section 7 consuitation that may be needed, for the St. Lucie Plant.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1339 20™ Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32960
561-562-3909 Fax 561-562-4288

Service Record Number ___2002- m

Enclosed find a complete list and discussion of federall
listed species and their habitats, in the future please visit our web page at: g

hitp://verobeach.fws.g v}‘rs’pecjcs_lislsa’cnuntyfr.hlml or

http:/fverobeach. fws. rams/Recovery/vbms5.html,

S50y~ fo%4

a5,
Chief, Plaject Plasmin
Soath Florkla Ecologica
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@l U.S. Fish & Wildiife Service

" South Florida Field Office

Multi-Species Recovery Plan

Now Available on the U, S. Fish & Wildlife Service Unveils South Florida
Internet! Muiti-species Recovery Plan
May 18, 1999

Bruoe Babbitt, Secretary, Department of the Interior and

Sam Hamilton, Regional Director, U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service Southeast Region, presided over a landmark signing
ceremony for the Multi-species Recovery Plan at the
recent South Florida Restoration Science Forum in Boca
Raton Florida. This event marked a major step toward South
Florida Ecosystem restoration and the recovery of
threatened and endangered species in South Florida.

(220KB) Department of Interior News Brief as a.pdf file
troductios
(463KB)

The Multi-species Recovery Plan is one of the first and most far
The South Florida reaching ecosystem plans developed by the Service. It serves as a

Efflﬁﬁ;n blueprint to recover 68 threatened and endangered species, and to
(1 SuMb) restore and maintain biodiversity of native plants and animals in
. the 23 natural communities throughout about 26,000 square miles
m of the 19 southernmost counties in Florida.
The Species The final document is available from the Fish & Wildlife Service
Reference Service. The CD-ROM copy is provided free of charge.
Implementatiol Other formats include photocopy and microfiche, however, please
(103KB) contact the Reference Service to determine applicable duplication
. and mailing charges. You can order your copy by e-mailing your
Appendices request to the Reference Service, calling their toll free number

(800)582-3421, or mailing your request to:
All documents on these pages are
available as .PDF files. PDF files can

be downloaded and read using Adobe Figh & Wildlife Service Reference Service

Acrobat Reader.

This software is free and is available 5430 Grosvenor Lane
from Adaobe Inc. .
rom Adobe fnc Suite 110

buphew adobecomlactobs/  pathasda, MD 20814,

PHOME
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St
- a - - - -
h Listed Species in St. Lucie County
- . (updated June 2000)
Species " | Federal | Habitat
status

Southeastern beach mouse T Beach dune/Coastal strand

FPeromyscus polionotus

niveiventris

West Indian manatee E (CH) | Mangrove, Seagrass, Nearshore reef

Trichechus us

Audubon's crested caracara T Mesic temperate hammock, Mesic pine flatwoods, Hydric pine flatwoods, Dry
prairic, Wet prairie

Polyborus plancus

audubonii

Bald eaglc T High pine, Scrubby high pine, Maritime hammock, Mesic temperate hammock,

[ % Pine rockland, Scrubby flatwoods, Mesic pine flatwoods, Hydric pine

£ leucocep § flatwoods, Dry prairie, Wet prairie, Freshwater marsh, Seepage swamp,
Flowing water swamp, Pond swamp, Mangrove, Saltmarsh, Seagrass

Everglade snail kite E (CH) | Hydric pine flatwoods, Freshwater marsh, Pond swamp

Rostrhamus sociabilis

plumbeus

Florida scrub-jay T Scrub, Scrubby flatwoods

Aphelocoma coerulescens

Red-cockaded wocdpecker E High pine, Mesic pine flatwoods, Hydric pine flatwoods

Picoides (= Dendrocopos)

borealis

Wood stork E Hydric pine flatwoods, Wet prairie, Freshwater marsh, Seepage swamp,

. . Flowing water swamp, Pond swamp, Mangrove, Saltmarsh, Scagrass
Mpycteria americana
American alligator T (S/A) Hydric pine flatwoods, Wet Prairie, Freshwater marsh, Seepage swamp, Pond
. e Swamp, Mangrove, Hydric pine flatwoods, Wet prairie, Seepage swamp,

Alligator mississippiensis Flowing water swamp, Pond swamp

Eastern indigo snake T High pine, Tropical hardwood hammock, Scrubby high pine, Beach

D . = N dune/Coastal strand, Maritime hammock, Mesic temperate hammock, Pine

rymarchon corais couperi rockland, Scrubby flatwoods, Mesic pine flatwoods, Hydric pine flatwoods,

Dry prairie, Cuttt grass, Fres marsh, Seepage swamp, Flowing water
swamp, Pond swamp, Mangrove

Green sea turtle E Beach dune/Coastal strand, Seagrass, Nearshore reef

Chelonia mydas (incl.

Agassizi)

Leatherback sea turtle E Beach dune/Coastal strand, Seagrass, Nearshore reef

Dermochelys coriacea

Loggerhead sea turtle T Beach dune/Coastal strand, Seagrass, Nearshore reef

Caretta caretta

Four-petal pawpaw E Serub

Asimina tetramera

Fragrant prickly-apple E Scrub, Scrubby flatwoods

Cereus eriophorus var.

fragrans

Johnson's seagrass T(CH) | Seagrass

Halophila johnsonii

Lakela's mint E Scrub

Dicerandra immaculata

Tiny polygala E High pine, Scrub, Pine rockland, Scrubby flatwoods

Polygala smallii

file://P:\Outreach\webpage\wildlife\Species_lists\spl-sl.html
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_________________
Critical Habitat for the Everglade snail kite
(Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbus)
as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 Parts 1 to 199,
revised as of October 1, 2000.

I Florida. Areas of land (predominantly marsh), water, and airspace, with the
following components (Tallahassee Meridian): (1) St. Johns Reservoir, Indian
River County: T33S R37E SW1/4 Sec. 6, W1/2 Sec. 7, Sec. 18, Sec. 19; (2) Cloud
Lake Reservoir, St. Lucie County; T34S R38E S1/2 Sec. 16, N1/2 Sec. 21; (3)
Strazzulla Reservoir, St. Lucie County: T34S R38E SW1/4 Sec. 21; (4) western
parts of Lake Okeechobee, Glades and Hendry counties, extending along the
western shore to the east of the levee system and the undiked high ground at
Fisheating Creek, and from the Hurricane Gate at Clewiston northward to the
mouth of the Kissimmee River, including all the Eleochris flats of Moonshine Bay,
Monkey Box, and Observation Shoal, but excluding the open water north and west
of the northern tip of Observation Shoal, north of Monkey Box, and east of
Fisheating Bay; (5) Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge (Central and Southern
Florida Flood Control District Water Conservation Area 1), Palm Beach County,
including Refuge Management Compartments A, B, C, and D, and all of the main
portion of the Refuge as bounded by Levees L-7, L-39, and L-40; (6) Central and
Southern Florida Flood Control District Water Conservation Area 2A, Palm Beach
and Broward Counties, as bounded by Levees L-6, L-35B, L-36, L-38, and L-39;
(7) Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District Water Conservation Area
2B, Broward County, as bounded by Levee L-35, L-35B, L-36, and L-38; (8)
Central and Southern Florida Flood Control District Water Conservation Area 3A,
Broard and Dade Counties, as bounded by Florida Highway 84. Levees L-68A, L-
67A (north of Miami Canal), L-67C (south of Miami Canal). L-29, and L-28, and
a line along the undiked northwestern portion of the Area; (9) that portion of
Everglades National Park, Dade County, within the following boundary: Beginning
at the point where the Park boundary meets Florida Highway 94 in T54S R35 Sec.
20, thence eastward and southwest along the Park boundary to the southwest
corner of Sec. 31 in T7S R37E, thence southwestward along a straight line to the
southwest corner of Sec. 2 in T58S R35E, thence westward along the south sides
of Sec. 3, 4, 5, and 6 in T58S R35E to the Dade-Monroe county line, thence
northward along the Dade-Monroe county line to the Park boundary, thence
eastward and northward along the Park boundary to the point of beginning.
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General locations of the designated
critical habitat for the Everglade snail kite.

7 L : \\;_'E'_".'emm

Distance: Miles Legend
10 20

30 Miles

CityTown
Major Road/Highway
Critical Habitat

Use Constraints: This map is intended to be used as a guide to identify the general areas where critical
habitat has been designated. Refer to the narrative description published in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 50 Parts 1 to 199 (a copy of this text is printed on the reverse of this map).
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Critical Habitat for the Florida manatee (Trichechus manatus)
as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 Parts 1 to 199,
revised as of October 1, 2000.

Crystal River and its headwaters known as King's Bay, Citrus County; the Little
Manatee River downstream from the U.S. Highway 301 bridge, Hillsborough
County; the Manatee River downstream from the Lake Manatee Dam, Manatee
County; the Myakka River downstream from Myakka River State Park, Sarasota
and Charlotte Counties; the Peace River downstream from the Florida State
Highway 760 bridge, De Soto and Charlotte Counties; Charlotte Harbor north of
the Charlotte-Lee County line, Charlotte County; Caloosahatchee River
downstream from the Florida State Highway 31 bridge, Lee County; all U.S.
territorial waters adjoining the coast and islands of Lee County; all U.S. territorial
waters adjoining the coast and islands and all connected bays, estuaries , and rivers
from Gordon's Pass, near Naples, Collier County, southward to and including
Whitewater Bay, Monroe County; all waters of Card, Barnes, Blackwater, Little
Blackwater, Manatee, and Buttonwood Sounds between Key Largo, Monroe
County, and the mainland of Dade County; Biscayne Bay, and all adjoining and
connected lakes, rivers, canals, and waterways from the southern tip of Key
Biscayne northward to and including Maule Lake, Dade County; all of Lake
Worth, from its northernmost point immediately south of the intersection of U.S.
Highway 1 and Florida State Highway A1A southward to its southernmost point
immediately north of the town of Boynton Beach, Palm Beach County; the
Loxahatchee River and its headwaters, Martin and West Palm Beach Counties; that
section of the intracoastal waterway from the town of Seawalls Point, Martin
County to Jupiter Inlet, Palm Beach County; the entire inland section of water
known as the Indian River, from its northernmost point immediately south of the
intersection of U.S. Highway I and Florida State Highway 3, Volusia County,
southward to its southernmost point near the town of Sewalls Point, Martin
County, and the entire inland section of water known as the Banana River and all
waterways between Indian and Banana Rivers, Brevard County; the St. Johns
River including Lake George, and including Blue Springs and Silver Glen Springs
from their points of origin to their confluences with the St. Johns River; that
section of the Intracoastal Waterway from its confluences with the St. Marys River
on the Georgia-Florida border to the Florida State Highway A1A bridge south of
Coastal City, Nassau and Duval Counties.
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" General locations of the designated
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
SOUTH FLORIDA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES OFFICE
1339 20TH STREET
VERO BEACH, FLORIDA 32960-3550

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
FEMALTY FOR PRVATE LSE. $300

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001
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July 24, 2002

Mr. Jay Slack, Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Service Office
1339 20" Street

Vero Beach, FL 32980

SUBJECT: BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT FOR LICENSE RENEWAL AT ST. LUCIE,
UNITS 1 AND 2 AND REQUEST FOR INFORMAL CONSULTATION
(TAC NOS. MB3407 AND MB3411)

Dear Mr. Slack:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is evaluating an application submitted by Florida
Power and Light Company for the renewal of the operating licenses for an additional 20 vears
for its St. Lucie Nuclear Plant, Units 1 and 2. The St. Lucie plant is located in St. Lucie County,
Florida, on Hutchinson Island approximately 7.2 km (4.5 miles) east of the city of Port St. Lucie,
Florida. The current license for Unit 1 will expire on March 1, 2018, and for Unit 2 on April &,
2023. License renewal will extend the operating license for each unit an additional 20 yvears
past the above dates. The proposed action would include the continued operation and
maintenance of the existing facilities at the St. Lucie plant site and the transmission corridor
that connects St. Lucie, Units 1 and 2 to the regional electrical grid. The proposed action will
not include any new construction or onsite disturbance. The NRC is preparing a supplement to
its 1996 "Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants”
{(NUREG-1437) for this proposed license renewal. As part of the renewal review, we evaluate
potential impacts to Federally listed, proposed, or candidate species, as well as designated or
proposed critical habitat.

In a letter to vou dated February 27, 2002, the NRC staff requested a list of Federally-protected
species and any critical habitat known from the vicinity of the St. Lucie plant. The NRC staff
received correspondence from Ms. L. Ferrell of your staff, dated March 15, 2002, that provided
a list of listed, proposed, or candidate species known from the vicinity of the plant site. On
April 2, 2002, the NRC staff conducted a site audit of the St. Lucie fadility in which subject
matter experts from a variety of disciplines were present to conduct the environmental
evaluation. Mr. C. Kelso, of vour staff, was present at the site audit.

Since April 2, 2002, the NRC staff and its contractor, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, has
evaluated the potential impact of the power plant re-licensing on the list of species provided in
vour March 15, 2002, correspondence. We have prepared the enclosed biological assessment
{BA) that provides an evaluation of the potential for impact to each of the 14

Federally-protected species known from the vicinity of the site.

The staff has determined that the proposed action is not a major construction activity. The
proposed action will “not effect” the American alligator ( Afligator mississippiensis), the bald
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eagle {Haliaeetus leucocephalius), the wood stork (Mycteria americana), the red-cockaded
woodpecker (Picoides borealis), the Audubon’s crested caracara (Polvborus plancus
auduboniiy, the Everglades snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis), the southern beach mouse
{(Peromyscus pofionotus niveiventrs), the Lakela's mint (Dicerandra immaculate) and the tiny
milkwort { Polygaia smailiiy. The staff has determined that the proposed action is “not likely to
adversely affect” the eastern indigo snake (Dryvimarchon corias coupesi), the Florida scrub-jay
{Aphelocoma coendlescens), the Florida manatee {(Trichechus manatus), the four-petal pawpaw
{Asimina tetramera), or the fragrant prickly apple (Harrisia (Cereus) eriophorus).

The staff has also determined that there is designated critical habitat for the Florida manatee in
all of the Indian River Lagoon that forms the western boundary of the St. Lucie, Units 1 and 2
site. Direct effects of plant operations on the designated critical habitat on the manatees in the
Indian River Lagoon are determined to be non-existent. MNearby Big Mud Creek, an arm of the
Indian River Lagoon that is closest to the plant, is closed to the general public for reasons of
plant physical security and the licensee withdraws no water or has any routine activities in this
or any other nearby habitat designated critical during normal plant operations.

The reasons for our conclusions related to the “no effect” or “not likely to adversely affect” for

each of the 14 species and a discussion of the critical habitat in Indian River are documented in
the enclosed BA. We are placing a copy of the BA in our project files and on our public docket
for this license renewal application and are requesting vour concurrence with our determination.

If vou have questions regarding the proposed action, the BA, or the staff's request for
concurrence, please contact the environmental project manager, Dr. Michael Masnik, by
telephone at 301-415-1191 or e-mail at MTM2@NRC.GOV.

Sincerely,
Original Signed By: PTKuo
Paoc-Tsin Kuo, Program Director
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Program
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos.: 50-335 and 50-338¢9

Enclosure: As stated

cc wiencl.: See next page
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Biological Assessment

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

License Renewal Review
St Lucie County, Florida

June 2002

Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Rockville, Maryland
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Evaluation of the Potential Effects on Endangered or Threatened Species from the
Proposed License Renewal for the St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 Nuclear Power Plants.

The Setting:

The proposed license renewal will apply to the facilities at the site of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 on
Hutchinson Island approximately 11.2 km (7 mi) southeast of Ft. Pierce, FL, as well as the
17.6 km (11 mi) long transmission line that connects the nuclear units with the regional
transmission grid at the Midway Substation (Figure 1).

6 Kilometers |

4 5 Miles

R 68

S
NTransmission Line
/\/ Streams

Major Roads
| City limits

St Lucie Units 182
-—

\

3

Figure 1. General Location of the St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 Nuclear Power Station, and the
associated transmission corridor.

Hutchinson Island is typical of the offshore sandbars which line the southern U.S. Atlantic coastline. It
consists of a sandbar on the eastern side that rises to about 4.6 m (135 ft) above MSL and a broader,
sloping swale on the western side. The seaward side of the dunes currently have no vegetation and the
inland side of the dunes are dominated by sea oats (Unida paniculata), sea grape (Coccoloba uvifera),
salt marsh hay (Spartina patens), Australian pine (Casuarina equisetifolia), marsh ox-eye (Barrichia
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Jrutescens), beach sunflower (Helianthis debilis), marsh elder (Iva frutescens), bay bean (Canaualia
rosed), and railroad vine (Ipomoea pescaprae) (Foster Wheeler 2001).

Prior to the 1930%, the mangrove swamps on the western side of the island were maintained by tidal and
occasional storm driven incursions of sea water as well as by rain (AEC 1973). The swales were
dominated by red mangrove (Rhizophora mangle), with black mangrove (Avicennia nitida) and white
mangrove (Raguncularia racemosa) established in the higher and less frequently flooded ground. These
mangrove swamps are noteworthy for their high productivity, and the rich animal communities that they
support. Much of these natural mangrove swamps were destroyed during the 1930% and 1940% as part of’
a mosquito control program imtiated by the Work Projects Administration (W.P.A). The swamps were
trenched, dyked, and flooded with sea water which greatly reduced mosquito breeding, but also led to the
loss of many trees, especially the black mangroves (AEC 1973). Since that time, there has been partial
restoration of the swales, but much of the area continues to be maintained in an inindated state by the
local mosquito control districts.

There are also a few small tropical hammock habitats on Hutchinson Island near the St. Lucie site; the
largest is among the mangrove stands north of the discharge canal. These habitats are unusual this far
north, prominent species include gumbo-limbo (Bursera simaruba), paradise tree (Simarouba glauca),
white and Spanish stoppers (Eugenia axillaris and E. foetida), wild lime (Zanthoxylum fagara), white
indigo berry (Randia aculeata), mastic (Mastichodendron foetidissismum), and snow berry ( Chiocococca
alba).

Habitat in the transmission line corridor is a mixture of man-altered areas, sand pine scrub, prairie/pine
flatwoods, wet prairie, and isolated marshes. In the 1970%, much of the cornidor was used for
agricultural purposes such as orange groves, row crops, and pastureland (AEC 1973). Most of that
agricultural use has since been abandoned, except for the western portions that are used for
grazing.

There is designated critical habitat for the Florida manatee in all of the Indian River Lagoon to
the west of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, including Big Mud Creek, an extension of Indian River which
adjoins the plant site to the north. Critical habitat for the snail kite is located approximately

19 km (11.8 mi} northwest of the Midway Substation. Additionally, although not designated as
critical habitat, the beach areas on the eastemn side of Hutchinson Island are important nesting
areas for the loggerhead (Caretta caretta) sea turtle, and they are alsc used to a lesser extent
for nesting by green (Chelonia mydas) and leatherback (Dermochelys coriacea) sea turtles.
Potential impacts to endangered or threatened sea turtles has been evaluated through a
separate consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Proposed Action

The proposed action is the granting of a renewal of the current operating licenses for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2, that would allow these units to continue operations for an additional 20 years
beyond their current license terms. The license for Unit 1 is currently set to expire in March,
2018, and the Unit 2 License will expire in April 2023. The proposed license renewal will,
therefore, extend the license terms for Unit 1 until 2036 and for Unit 2 until 2043,

The extension of the license terms will result in the continuation of the operation and
maintenance of the nuclear power reactors, the cooling water intake and discharge structures
and canals, and support facilities at the plant site. No changes are expected in terms of

2
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ecological or environmental impacts of the present operations. In addition, the renewal of the
operating license is not anticipated to require any significant new construction or modification of
existing terrestrial or aquatic habitats. The St. Lucie site occupies approximately 457 ha (1130
ac), of which approximately one-third has been significantly modified for the construction and
operation of the power production reactors, intake and discharge canals, switchyard, and
support facilities.

If the license renewal is granted, the transmission lines and corridor that connects St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 to the regicnal transmission grid will continue to be operated and maintained as
they have for the last 25 years. FPL maintains the Midway Corridor using a combination of
trimming, mowing, and herbicide application. When required, FPL trims trees at a height 0of22.5m
(14 ft) to maintain clearances below the conductors. Tree trimming is typically needed only at the
midspan of the transmission lines between the towers. In open areas, FPL usually follows a five-year
mowing cycle. Herbicides are used both for spot treatment of individual trees and occasionally as
broadcast applications to control exotic grasses. FPL uses only non-restricted use herbicides, which are
applied under the supervision of licensed pesticide applicators. FPL uses a computer database to prepare
management prescriptions for each section of transmission line corridor that incorporates known
management concems and environmental sensitivities, including rare species.

Species Evaluated

There are at 14 species listed as threatened or endangered under the Federal ESA within St.
Lucie County (Table 1). There are no species currently proposed for formal listing or
considered candidates for listing in St. Lucie County. The NRC has determined that the
proposed action will either have no effect or will be noft likely to adversely affect the endangered
or threatened species in the vicinity of the St. Lucie plant and associated transmission corridor.
The basis for the determinations for each species in the vicinity of the plant site and
transmission corridor are discussed in the following paragraphs.

1. Drymarchon corias couperi, Eastern indigo snake

The eastern indigo snake has not been cbserved on the St. Lucie site or along the transmission
corridor, but individuals have been observed elsewhere on Hutchinson Island (FPL 2001).
Gopher tortoises (Gopherus polphemus) are present on the site, especially on the leeward side
of the dunes to the east of the plant site and intake/discharge canals (FFL 2001). Gopher
tortoises also occur within the St. Lucie to Midway transmission corridor, particularly in the strip
between the Indian River and the eastern marshes of the Savannas State Preserve (Foster
Wheeler 2001). Indigo snakes are known to seek out gopher tortoise burrows for shelter and
denning (FWS 1999) and they have been observed elsewhere on Hutchinseon Island and in St.
Lucie County. Presumably, the St. Lucie plant site and portions of the St. Lucie to Midway
transmission corridor constitute suitable habitat, and the staff has chosen to assume that the
eastern indigo snake is presentin the vicinity of the site and transmission corridor. The
proposed extension of the operating license would not result in any changes to the habitat at
the plant site or along the transmission corridor, and in some ways may act to preserve areas of
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Table 1. Species Listed as Endangered or Threatened under the Endangered Species Act
That Have Been Reported to Occur Within St. Lucie County, Florida.

Scientific Name Common Name Federal Determination
Status®

Reptiles

Dhrymarchon corias couperi Eastern indigo snake T Not likely to adversely affect

Alligator mississippiensis American alligator T{SA) No Effect

Birds

Aphelocoma coervlescens Florida scrub-jay T Not likely to adversely affect

Haliaeetus levcocephahis Bald eagle T No Effect

Mycteria americana Wood stork E No Effect

Picoides borealis Red-cockaded woodpecker E No Effect

Polyborus plancus audubonii | Audubon’s crested caracara T No Effect

Rostrhamus sociabilis Everglades snail kite E No Effect

Mammals

Peraomyscus polionohss Southeastern beach mouse T No Effect

niveiventris

Trichechus manatus Flerida manatee E Not likely to adversely affect

Plants

Asimina tetramera Four-petal paw paw E Not likely to adversely affect

Dicerandra immaculate Lakela’s mint E No Effect

Hevrisia (Cereus} eriophonis | Fragrant prickly apple E Not likely to adversely affect

Polygala smallii Tiny milkwort E No Effect

March 2002,

(a)E =endangered, T = threatened, T(SA) = threatened due to similarity of appearance,
Sowrces: Based on FWS Thttp:/verobeach fws.gov], FNAI [http://www fnai.org], FFWCC
http:/floridaconservation . org/pubs/endanger html], Atlas of Florida Vascular Plants

hitp //www plantatlas usf.edu] and Florida Geographic Data Library [hitp .//www fgdl.org] Internet Sites as of

suitable habitat from other forms of development. Additionally, FPL staff and corridor
maintenance workers are trained to recognize and avoid the eastern indigo snake, and FPL

incorporates sensitive species protection in its corridor maintenance specifications. Therefore,

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11

E-26

May 2003



May 2003

although the eastern indigo snake is likely to be present within the project area, the NRC staff
has determined that the continued operation of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely
affect the eastern indigo shake.

2. Alligator mississippiensis, American alligator

American alligators are common in freshwater wetland areas throughout South Florida. They
are not present at the St. Lucie plant site because all of the aquatic environments in the
immediate vicinity of the St. Lucie site are either salty or brackish. Alligators may occurin the
freshwater marsh areas and along the 8t. Lucie River, west of the plant site, within or near the
transmission corridor. However, the proposed activities (continued transmission corridor
maintenance) will not result in detectable modifications of these freshwater systems, and will
not alter the habitat quality of the surrounding areas. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined
that the proposed license renewal would have no effect on American alligators.

3. Aphelocoma coerufescens, Florida scrub-jay

Florida scrub-jays are found in various forms of Florida scrub, including the coastal scrub found
in eastern St. Lucie County. The largest populations of Florida scrub-jays are located in the
central portion of the Florida Peninsula in Polk and Highlands Counties, but they are also found
along both coasts, and north of Orando in Volusia, Lake, and Marion Counties. Although it is
fairly widespread throughout peninsular Florida, it has extremely specific habitat requirements,
the ancient dune ecosystems, which are dominated by xeric caks (FWS 1999). The habitat on
the plant site is not typical of the Florida scrub-jay requirements. There have not been any
onsite sightings of Florida scrub-jays. Scrub-jays have been observed beneath the
transmission lines in the vicinity of the FEC Railroad, and there is a narrow band of vegetation
between the Indian River and the Savannas State Preserve thatis suitable scrub-jay habitat.
There have been other periodic sightings of Florida scrub-jays within the coastal scrub areas
along the west shore of the Indian River within approximately 3 km (1.8 mi) of the St. Lucie
transmission line (FGDL 2002). In general, the maintenance practices used by the applicant
within the St. Lucie to Midway corridor (i.e., selective removal of larger trees) may help to
maintain the open scrub habitat required by the scrub-jays. The applicant has indicated that it
has no plans to change the way that this or any other portion of the transmission corridor is
maintained. The FPL transmission corridor database clearly indicates that the strip between
the Indian River and the Savannas State Preserve is suitable habitat for Florida scrub-jays, and
the maintenance is planned and performed with that in mind. Therefore, the NRC staff has
determined that the proposed license renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to
adversely affect Florida scrub4ays within the transmission corridor.

4. Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Bald eagle

Bald Eagles are known to nest approximately 2 krm {1.2 mi) south of the St. Lucie transmission
corridor. They usually nest in tall trees near major waterways and feed on fish, waterfowl, and
occasionally carrion. Bald eagles are occasionally observed along the Indian River and near
the St. Lucie plant site, but they are not regular inhabitants of these areas. According to the
Southeast Region bald eagle habitat management guidelines (FWS 1987), many activities
should be restricted within 450 m {1500 ft) of a nest site, but, in general, activities beyond 1.6
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km (1 mi) from the nest site will not adversely affect nesting eagles. Therefore, the NRC staff
has determined that the proposed action will have no effect on bald eagles.

5. Polyborus plancus audubonii, Audubon’s crested caracara

The Audubon’s crested caracarais a large, long-legged, boldly patterned, non-migratory raptor.
It occurs in south Texas, southwestern Arizona, and through Mexico from Baja, California, to
Panama and Cuba. Only the Florida population is protected under the ESA (FWS 1899). In
South Florida, the caracara occurs in dry or wet prairies with scattered cabbage palms

(Sabai paimetto), or occasicnally in lightly wooded areas. They usually build well concealed
nests within cabbage palms. Much of the historical habitat areas for the caracara have been
greatly modified or destroyed, but there are indications that the caracara is able to utilize
improved or semi-improved pastures (FWS 1999). Caracaras are opportunistic feeders, and
will consume both carrion and live prey. The species has not been reported from the plant site.
Although individuals may be present in the vicinity of the transmission corridor, there are no
known observations in the area. They are primarily found in the western portions of St. Lucie
County. Field surveys (Foster Wheeler 2001) indicated that, at best, marginal habitat was
present within the transmission corridor. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the
proposed license renewal would have no effect on the Audubon’s crested caracara.

8. Mycteria americana, Wood stork

Wood storks are a large wading bird that rely on freshwater and estuarine habitats for nesting,
roosting, and foraging. They build nests in colonies, usually in medium to tall trees that occur in
either swamps or on islands surrounded by open water (FWS 1999) and they often share these
rookeries with other wading birds. Wood storks forage by tactolocation and, therefore, rely on
prey that is relatively concentrated. The alterations of the natural hydrologic regime in south
Florida has eliminated much of the seasonal hydrological variation on which wood storks
historically relied, in that they exploited the fish that would become concentrated in alligator
holes and other depressions during the dry season. Wood storks are observed occasionally in
the vicinity of the St. Lucie plant and the transmission corridor, but there are no known
rookeries within many miles of the plant site or transmission corridor. The maintenance of the
plant site and transmission corridor will not adversely modify the swamps, marshes, or other
freshwater habitats, nor significantly alter the surrounding upland habitats. There have been no
reported mortalities of wood storks related to the operation or maintentence of the St. Lucie
transmission line. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the proposed license renewal
for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 will have no effect on the wood stork.

7. Rostrhamus sociabilis, Everglades snail kite

The snail kite is a medium sized raptor with very specialized dietary requirements in that it
feeds almost exclusively on apple snails (Pomacea paludsa) which are found in freshwater
marshes and the shallow, vegetated edges of lakes. Most of the snail kite populations are
located on the west side of Lake Okeechobee and in the everglades west of Palm Beach, Fort
Lauderdale, and Miami. However, there is one small area within St. Lucie County that has been
designated as critical habitat for the snail kite. This area includes the Cloud Lake and
Strazzulla Reservoirs, approximately 19 km (12 mi) northwest of the Midway substation. This
species has been occasionally observed within several kilometers of the transmission corridor
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{FGDL 2002) and it is possible that they may use the scattered freshwater marshes in the
vicinity for foraging. However, there is no indication that this species is a regular inhabitant in
the vicinity of the transmission corridor, and it was not observed during field surveys of the
corridor (Foster Wheeler 2001). Therefore, the staff has determined that the proposed license
renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 will have no effect on the snail kite.

8. Picoides borealis, Red-cockaded woodpecker

Red-cockaded woodpeckers occur throughout the southeastern United States in pine stands or
pine-dominated pine-hardwood stands with sparse understory and ample old-growth trees
(FWS 1999). Population levels have drastically declined over the last century due to logging
and conversion of habitat to other uses. The status of red-cockaded woodpeckers in south
Florida, including St. Lucie County, is not well known (FWS 1999), but because of the species’
requirements for old-growth pine-dominated forests, they are highly unlikely to occur at or near
the St. Lucie plant and suitable habitat is very limited or absent from the transmission corridor
(Foster Wheeler 2001) as well. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the proposed
license renewal action will have no effect on the red-cockaded woodpecker.

9. Peromyscus polionotus niveiventris, Southeastern beach mouse

Southeastern beach mice inhabit the sea oats zone of the primary coastal dunes (FWS 1999).
In many cases, suitable habitat for the southeastern beach mouse may only be a few meters
wide, and in most cases it is highly heterogeneous. They primarily feed on the seeds of sea
oats and panic grass (Panicum amarum), although they will eat seed of other dune species as
well as insects. The current distribution is severely limited by the modification and destruction
of habitat along the Florida barrier islands. The largest populations are located at Canaveral
National Seashore, and other locations within Brevard County, and Indian River County has a
number of populations. Individuals were captured during a survey conducted in the mid to late
1980's from St. Lucie County at Pepper Beach County Park, Fort Fierce Inlet State Recreation
Area, and Surfside Beach State Park, all located at least 13 km (8.1 mi) north of the St. Lucie
plant. However, more recent surveys have failed to collect any southeastern beach mice at the
historic population sites within St. Lucie County, and the beach mouse may have been
extirpated from the county. There have not been any specific recent surveys for this species at
the St. Lucie plant site; however, if it were present, the site would certainly function as a
refugium for this species, because the vegetation on the lee sides of the coastal dunes is
relatively undisturbed, and human interference in this area is minimal with limited public access
to the beach. Because the species is not known from the site and no indication that the species
is present at the plant site or along the transmission corridor, the NRC staff has determined that
the proposed license renewal will have no effect on the southeastern beach mouse.

10. Trichechus manatus, Florida manatee

The Florida or West Indian manatee inhabits the Indian River Lagoon and Atlantic coastal
waters off Hutchinson Island. Although preferred habitats are in the Indian River Lagoon and
other inland waterways, where food sources are abundant, they do occasionally travel up and
down the coast near shore. The entire inland section of water known as the Indian River is
designated as critical habitat for the manatee (50 CFR Part 17.108). Manatees are mostly
found where food sources are abundant. Water is not withdrawn nor discharged to the Indian
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River for normal operations at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 and there is little attached vegetation in
the near-oceanshore environment adjacent to the St. Lucie plant. Manatees are presentin the
area known as Big Mud Creek within the plant boundaries. This area has been closed to public
access since September 2001 due to NRC security concerns. Any boats that are operated
within Big Mud Creek are required to travel at idle-speed and produce no wake.

There have been five occasions when manatees have entered in the intake canal. During
1991, two individuals entered the intake canal and FPL coordinated the capture with the FAVS
and Florida Department of Environmental Protection {predecessor to the FWCC). After
capture, the animals underwent evaluation and rehabilitation and were released to the wild.
Except for the first manatee, the animals were removed from the canal within a day of each first
sighting. Two of these animals were taken to rehabilitation facilities prior to their release. One
was treated for deep propeller wounds that it incurred prior to entering the canal and one
appeared to be a small calf separated from its mother. None of the manatees appeared to
have been harmed or to have died as aresult of entering the intake canal. FPL procedures
require coordination with the FWCC on the capture and evaluation of entrapped manatees.
FPL assists the FWCC, as needed, in transporting ill or injured animals to approved
rehabilitation facilities, and in releasing animals that have entered the intake canal back to the
wild (Ecological Associates 2001). The last manatee to enter the intake canal from the ocean
through the velocity cap was in December 1997.

In addition to potential impacts from the water intake system, the attraction to or contact with
the warm waters discharged from the plant need to be considered. The discharge canal
transports the heated cooling water to two discharge pipes. The pipes transport water beneath
the beach and dune system back to the Atlantic Ocean. The pipes extend about 366 m {1500
ft) and 1036 m (3400 ft) offshore, and terminates in a two-peort "Y" diffuser. The discharge of
heated water through the Y-port and multiport diffusers ensure distribution over a wide area and
rapid and efficient mixing with ambient waters (FPL 1996, Foster Wheeler 2000). Modeling
studies presented by the Atomic Energy Commission {(AEC) and NRC in the operating stage
Final Environmental Statements indicate that the areas of the thermal plumes to the 1.1 °C (2
*F) isotherm from the St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 diffusers under typical conditions would be about
72.8 hectares (180 acres) and 70.8 hectares (175 acres), respectively (AEC 1973, NRC 1982).
Considering that some of the manatee-captures have occurred during summer months, there
seems to be no compelling evidence to infer that manatees congregate at, or are attracted to,
the warm water discharges of the St. Lucie plant.

Direct effects of the St. Lucie plants on manatees in the Indian River Lagoon or Big Mud Creek
are essentially non-existent, and access and boat speeds within Big Mud Creek are controlled
to prevent adverse impacts to the manatees.

FPL has worked with the appropriate state and federal agencies to develop a system to detect
and remove the infrequent manatees that may find there way into the intake canals. These
procedures appear to adequately protect those manatees that enter the cooling canal system.
Therefore, the NRC has determined that the proposed renewal of the operating licenses for St.
Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the West Indian manatee.
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11. Asimina feframera, Four-petal pawpaw

The four petal pawpaw is an aromatic shrub approximately 1 to 3 m {3 to 10 ft) tall. It occursin
sand pine scrub within the coastal dune system. It's historic range has been greatly reduced by
habitat conversion, and it is now known from few locations between Palm Beach Gardens and
the Savannas State Preserve in Martin County, and a few locations in northern St. Lucie County
{FPWS 1999). This species is found in various seral stages of sand pine scrub, and is adapted
to infrequent, intense fires. This species is not likely to be found at the St. Lucie site, and along
the transmission corridor, it would only be found near the west shore of the Indian River where
suitable habitat is present. Although field surveys did not detect the four petal pawpaw within
the transmission corridor {Foster Wheeler 2001), there appears to be a reasonable potential
that this species could occur within or very near the transmission corridor on the west edge of
the Indian River. However, because this area is maintained using minimal disturbance because
of other known ecological sensitivities, the NRC has determined that the proposed license
renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the four petal pawpaw.

12. Dicerandra immaculate, Lakela's mint

Lakela's mint is a small aromatic shrub that inhabits scrub areas of the Atlantic coastal ridge
{(FPWS 1999). It ocoupies sites with varying amounts of organic litter, from partly covered to
bare sand. This species is currently known from approximately six sites between Fort Pierce
and Vero Beach, and at Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge, where it was introduced in 1991
and 1992 (FWS 1999). Although suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of the transmission
corridor at the western shore of the Indian River, none were found during field surveys (Foster
Wheeler 2001). Because all of the natural populations are found at least eight to ten miles from
the transmission corridor, it is unlikely that individuals would be present within the small area of
suitable habitat included in the transmission corridor. Therefore, the NRC has determinad that
renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 will have no effect on Lakela’'s
mint.

13. Harisia (Cereus) eriophorus, Fragrant prickly apple

The fragrant prickly apple is a solitary tree cactus that is endemic to St. Lucie County, and is
known only from approximately 11 small, disjunct sites, all along the Atlantic Coastal Ridge on
the western shore of the Indian River (FWS 1999). The St. Lucie to Midway transmission
corridor crosses this ridge between the Indian River and the marshes on the east side of the
Savannas State Preserve. Several of the known populations are located within 2 to 3 km (1.2
to 1.9 mi) of the St. Lucie to Midway transmission corridor but none of the known populations
are close enough to the transmission corridor to be directly affected by maintenance of the
corridor. Although field surveys of the corridor did not reveal any fragrant prickly apple
specimens (Foster Wheeler 2001), there appears to be a reasonable potential that the fragrant
prickly apple could ocour within or very near the transmission corridor on the west edge of the
Indian River. However, because this area is maintained using minimal disturbance because of
other known ecological sensitivities, the NRC has determined that the proposed license renewal
for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the fragrant prickly apple.

14. Polygala smaliii, Tiny milkwort

The tiny milkwort is a small, short lived, herbaceous species that is restricted to sand pockets
within pine rocklands, open sand pine scrub, slash pine, high pine, and well drained coastal

spoil (FWS 1999). It requires high light levels, and litfle to no organic litter accumulation. All
known populations are within 9.7 km (8 mi) of the Atlantic coast between Miami-Dade County
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and S8t. Lucie County. The only known population in 8t. Lucie County is located approximately
8.7 km (4.3 miles) south of the St. Lucie to Midway transmission line. Field surveys of the
corridor did not detect the presence of the tiny milkwort (Foster Wheeler 2001). Because the
only known population in St. Lucie County is a considerable distance from the transmission
corridor, and no individuals were observed during field surveys of the affected area, the NRC
has determined that the proposed renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
will have no effect on the tiny milkwort.

In addition to the species listed in Table 1, there are several other Federally listed species that
have been reported from the counties surrounding St. Lucie county. These conceivably could
occur in the vicinity of the St. Lucie plant or associated transmission line. These species
include Atlantic salt marsh snake (Nerodia fasciata faeniata), Florida grasshopper sparrow
{(Ammodramus savannarum floridanus), piping plover (Charadritus melodus), Florida panther
{Felis concolor coryi), Perforate reindeer lichen { Cladonia petforata), and beach clustervine
{Jacquemontia reclinata). Because there is no clear indication that these species are near the
plant or associated transmission line, the NRC has determined that the proposed action would
have no effect on those species.

10
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 20" Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32960

October 4, 2002

Pao-Tsin Kuo

Licence Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Program
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Service Log No.: 4-1-02-1-1959
Application No.: MB3407 and MB3401
Dated: July 24, 2002
Applicant: Florida Power and Light
County: St. Lucie

Dear Mr. Kuo

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the plans, maps, and other information
provided by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the project referenced above,
including the conservation measures proposed to reduce adverse effects to Federally-listed
species and their designated critical habitat in St. Lucie County, Florida. These comments are
provided under the provisions of section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed action is the granting of a renewal of the current operating licenses for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 that would allow these units to continue operations for an additional 20 years
beyond their current license terms. The license for Unit 1 is currently set to expire in

March 2016, and the Unit 2 License will expire in April 2023. The proposed license renewal
will, therefore, extend the license terms for Unit 1 until 2036 and for Unit 2 until 2043. The
extension of the license terms will result in the continuation of the operation and maintenance of
the nuclear power reactors, the cooling water intake and discharge structures and canals, and
support facilities at the plant site. No changes are expected in terms of ecological or
environmental impacts of the present operations. In addition, the renewal of the operating
license is not anticipated to require any significant new construction or modification of existing
terrestrial or aquatic habitats. The project is located 4.5 miles east of the city of Port St. Lucie on
South Hutchinson Island, at 27° 21' 24" North latitude and 80° 14' 43" West longitude, St. Lucie
County, Florida. The St. Lucie site occupies approximately 457 ha (1,130 ac), of which
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approximately one-third has been significantly modified for the construction and operation of the
power production reactors, intake and discharge canals, switchyard, and support facilities.

If the license renewal is granted, the transmission lines and corridor that connect St. Lucie

Units 1 and 2 to the regional transmission grid will continue to be operated and maintained as
they have for the last 25 years. Florida Power and Light (FPL) maintains the Midway Corridor
using a combination of trimming, mowing, and herbicide application. When required, FPL trims
trees at a height of 22.5 m (14 ft) to maintain clearances below the conductors. Tree trimming is
typically needed only at the midspan of the transmission lines between the towers. In open areas,
FPL usually follows a five-year mowing cycle. Herbicides are used both for spot treatment of
individual trees and occasionally as broadcast applications to control exotic grasses. FPL uses
only non-restricted use herbicides, which are applied under the supervision of licensed pesticide
applicators. FPL uses a computer database to prepare management prescriptions for each section
of transmission line corridor that incorporates known management concerns and environmental
sensitivities, including rare species.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

There are 14 species listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA within St. Lucie County.
There are no species currently proposed for formal listing or considered candidates for listing in
St. Lucie County. The NRC has determined that the proposed action will either have “no effect”
or is “not likely to adversely affect” the endangered or threatened species in the vicinity of the
St. Lucie plant and associated transmission corridor. The Service concurs with NRC’s
determinations for the following species within the action area of the proposed relicensing:

1. Drymarchon corias couperi, Eastern indigo snake

The eastern indigo snake has not been observed on the St. Lucie site or along the transmission
corridor, but individuals have been observed elsewhere on Hutchinson Island (FPL 2001).
Presumably, the St. Lucie plant site and portions of the St. Lucie to Midway transmission
corridor constitute suitable habitat, and the staff has chosen to assume that the eastern indigo
snake is present in the vicinity of the site and transmission corridor. The proposed extension of
the operating license would not result in any changes to the habitat at the plant site or along the
transmission corridor, and in some ways may act to preserve areas of suitable habitat from other
forms of development. Additionally, FPL staff and corridor maintenance workers are trained to
recognize and avoid the eastern indigo snake, and FPL incorporates sensitive species protection
in its corridor maintenance specifications. Therefore, although the eastern indigo snake is likely
to be present within the project area, the NRC staff has determined that the continued operation
of St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the eastern indigo snake.
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2. Alligator mississippiensis, American alligator

Although American alligators are common in freshwater wetland areas throughout South Florida,
they are not present at the St. Lucie plant site. Alligators may occur in the freshwater marsh
areas and along the St. Lucie River, west of the plant site, within or near the transmission
corridor. However, the proposed activities (continued transmission corridor maintenance) will
not result in detectable modifications of these freshwater systems and will not alter the habitat
quality of the surrounding areas. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the proposed
license renewal would have no effect on American alligators.

3. Aphelocoma coerulescens, Florida scrub-jay

The habitat on the plant site does not include Type I or Type II habitat typical of the Florida
scrub-jay requirements, and no Florida scrub-jays have been documented on the plant site.
Scrub-jays have been observed beneath the transmission lines in the vicinity of the Florida East
Coast Railroad, and there is a narrow band of vegetation between the Indian River and the
Savannas State Preserve that is suitable scrub-jay habitat. There have been other periodic
sightings of Florida scrub-jays within the coastal scrub areas along the west shore of the Indian
River within approximately 3 km (1.8 miles) of the St. Lucie transmission line (University of
Florida 2002). In general, the maintenance practices used by the applicant within the St. Lucie to
Midway corridor (i.e., selective removal of larger trees) may help to maintain the open scrub
habitat required by the scrub-jays. The applicant has indicated that it has no plans to change the
way that this or any other portion of the transmission corridor is maintained. The FPL
transmission corridor database clearly indicates that the strip between the Indian River and the
Savannas State Preserve is suitable habitat for Florida scrub-jays, and corridor maintenance is
planned and performed with this in mind. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the
proposed license renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect Florida
scrub-jays within the transmission corridor.

4. Haliaeetus leucocephalus, Bald eagle

Bald eagles are known to nest approximately 2 km (1.2 mi) south of the St. Lucie transmission
corridor. Bald eagles are occasionally observed along the Indian River and near the St. Lucie
plant site, but they are not regular inhabitants of these areas. According to the Southeast Region
bald eagle habitat management guidelines (FWS 1987), many activities should be restricted
within 450 m (1,500 ft) of a nest site, but, in general, activities beyond 1.6 km (1 mi) from the
nest site will not adversely affect nesting eagles. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that
the proposed action will have no effect on bald eagles.
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5. Polyborus plancus audubonii, Audubon’s crested caracara

The Audubon’s crested caracara has not been documented on the plant site. Although
individuals may be present in the vicinity of the transmission corridor, there are no known
observations in the area. They are primarily found in the western portions of St. Lucie County.
Field surveys (Foster Wheeler 2001) indicated that, at best, marginal habitat was present within
the transmission corridor. Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the proposed license
renewal would have no effect on the Audubon’s crested caracara.

6. Mycteria americana, Wood stork

Wood storks are observed occasionally in the vicinity of the St. Lucie plant and the transmission
corridor. However, the nearest wood stork rookery is 8.5 miles southwest of the plant site and
6.0 miles south of the transmission corridor. The maintenance of the plant site and transmission
corridor will not adversely modify the swamps, marshes, or other freshwater habitats, nor
significantly alter the surrounding upland habitats. There have been no reported mortalities of
wood storks related to the operation or maintenance of the St. Lucie transmission line.
Therefore, the NRC staff has determined that the proposed license renewal for St. Lucie Units 1
and 2 will have no effect on the wood stork.

7. Rostrhamus sociabilis, Everglades snail kite

Snail kites have been occasionally observed within several kilometers of the transmission
corridor (University of Florida 2002), and it is possible that they may use the scattered freshwater
marshes in the vicinity for foraging. However, there is no indication that this species is a regular
inhabitant in the vicinity of the transmission corridor, and it was not observed during field
surveys of the corridor (Foster Wheeler 2001). Therefore, the staff has determined that the
proposed license renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 will have no effect on the snail kite.

8. Picoides borealis, Red-cockaded woodpecker

The status of red-cockaded woodpeckers in south Florida, including St. Lucie County, is not well
known (Service 1999), but because of the species’ requirements for old-growth pine-dominated
forests, they are highly unlikely to occur at or near the St. Lucie plant, and suitable habitat is very
limited or absent from the transmission corridor (Foster Wheeler 2001) as well. Therefore, the
NRC staff has determined that the proposed license renewal action will have no effect on the
red-cockaded woodpecker.

9. Peromyscus polionotus niveiventris, Southeastern beach mouse

Southeastern beach mice were captured during a survey conducted in the mid to late 1980's from
St. Lucie County at Pepper Beach County Park, Fort Pierce Inlet State Recreation Area, and
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Surfside Beach State Park, all located at least 13 km (8.1 mi) north of the St. Lucie plant.
However, more recent surveys have failed to collect any southeastern beach mice at the historic
population sites within St. Lucie County, and the beach mouse may have been extirpated from
the county. There have not been any recent surveys for this species at the St. Lucie plant site;
however, if it were present, the site would certainly function as a refugium for this species,
because the vegetation on the lee sides of the coastal dunes is relatively undisturbed, and human
interference in this area is minimal with limited public access to the beach. Because the species
is not known from the site and no indication that the species is present at the plant site or along
the transmission corridor, the NRC staff has determined that the proposed license renewal will
have no effect on the southeastern beach mouse.

10. Trichechus manatus, West Indian manatee

The West Indian manatee inhabits the Indian River Lagoon and Atlantic coastal waters off
Hutchinson Island. Although preferred habitats are in the Indian River Lagoon and other inland
waterways where food sources are abundant, they do occasionally travel up and down the coast
near shore. The entire inland section of water known as the Indian River is designated as critical
habitat for the manatee (50 CFR Part 17.108). Water is not withdrawn nor discharged to the
Indian River for normal operations at St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, and there is little attached
vegetation in the near-oceanshore environment adjacent to the St. Lucie plant. Manatees are
present in the area known as Big Mud Creek within the plant boundaries. This area has been
closed to public access since September 2001 due to NRC security concerns. Any boats that are
operated within Big Mud Creek are required to travel at idle-speed and produce no wake.

There have been five occasions when manatees have entered in the intake canal. During 1991,
two individuals entered the intake canal and FPL coordinated the capture with the Service and
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). After capture, the animals
underwent evaluation and rehabilitation and were released to the wild. Except for the first
manatee, the animals were removed from the canal within a day of each first sighting. Two of
these animals were taken to rehabilitation facilities prior to their release. One was treated for
deep propeller wounds that it incurred prior to entering the canal and one appeared to be a small
calf separated from its mother. None of the manatees appeared to have been harmed or to have
died as a result of entering the intake canal. FPL procedures require coordination with the FWC
on the capture and evaluation of entrapped manatees. FPL assists the FWC, as needed, in
transporting ill or injured animals to approved rehabilitation facilities, and in releasing animals
that have entered the intake canal back to the wild (Ecological Associates 2001). The last
manatee to enter the intake canal from the ocean through the velocity cap was in December 1997.

In addition to potential impacts from the water intake system, the attraction to or contact with the
warm waters discharged from the plant need to be considered. The discharge canal transports the
heated cooling water to two discharge pipes. The pipes transport water beneath the beach and
dune system back to the Atlantic Ocean. The pipes extend about 450 m (1,500 ft) and
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1,036 m (3,400 ft) offshore, and terminate in a two-port "Y" diffuser. The discharge of heated
water through the Y-port and multiport diffusers ensure distribution over a wide area and rapid
and efficient mixing with ambient waters (FPL 1996, Foster Wheeler 2000). Modeling studies
presented by the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) and NRC in the operating stage Final
Environmental Statements indicate that the areas of the thermal plumes to the 1.1°'C(2°F)
isotherm from the St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 diffusers under typical conditions would be about
72.8 hectares (180 acres) and 70.8 hectares (175 acres), respectively (AEC 1973, NRC 1982).
Considering that some of the manatee-captures have occurred during summer months, there
seems to be no compelling evidence to infer that manatees congregate at, or are attracted to, the
warm water discharges of the St. Lucie plant.

Direct effects of the St. Lucie plants on manatees in the Indian River Lagoon or Big Mud Creek
are essentially non-existent, and access and boat speeds within Big Mud Creek are controlled to
prevent adverse impacts to the manatees.

FPL has worked with the appropriate state and federal agencies to develop a system to detect and
remove the infrequent manatees that may find their way into the intake canals. These procedures
appear to adequately protect those manatees that enter the cooling canal system. Therefore, the
NRC has determined that the proposed renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie

Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the West Indian manatee.

11. Asimina tetramera, Four-petal pawpaw

The four petal pawpaw occurs in sand pine scrub within the coastal dune system. It’s historic
range has been greatly reduced by habitat conversion, and it is now known from few locations
between Palm Beach Gardens and the Savannas State Preserve in Martin County, and a few
locations in northern St. Lucie County (Service 1999). This species is not likely to be found at
the St. Lucie site, and along the transmission corridor, it would only be found near the west shore
of the Indian River where suitable habitat is present. Although field surveys did not detect the
four petal pawpaw within the transmission corridor (Foster Wheeler 2001), there appears to be 2
reasonable potential that this species could occur within or very near the transmission corridor on
the west edge of the Indian River. However, because this area is maintained using minimal
disturbance because of other known ecological sensitivities, the NRC has determined that the
proposed license renewal for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the

four petal pawpaw.

12. Dicerandra immaculate, Lakela’s mint

Lakela’s mint is a small aromatic shrub that inhabits scrub areas of the Atlantic coastal ridge
(Service 1999). This species is currently known from approximately six sites between

Fort Pierce and Vero Beach, and at Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge, where it was
introduced in 1991 and 1992 (Service 1999). Although suitable habitat exists in the vicinity of
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the transmission corridor at the western shore of the Indian River, none were found during field
surveys (Foster Wheeler 2001). Because all of the natural populations are found at least eight to
ten miles from the transmission corridor, it is unlikely that individuals would be present within
the small area of suitable habitat included in the transmission corridor. Therefore, the NRC has
determined that renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 will have no effect
on Lakela’s mint.

13. Harrisia (Cereus) eriophorus, Fragrant prickly apple

The fragrant prickly apple is a solitary tree cactus that is endemic to St. Lucie County and is
known only from approximately 11 small, disjunct sites, all along the Atlantic Coastal Ridge on
the western shore of the Indian River (Service 1999). The St. Lucie to Midway transmission
corridor crosses this ridge between the Indian River and the marshes on the east side of the
Savannas State Preserve. Several of the known populations are located within2 to 3 km (1.2 to
1.9 mi) of the St. Lucie to Midway transmission corridor, but none of the known populations are
close enough to the transmission corridor to be directly affected by maintenance of the corridor.
Although field surveys of the corridor did not reveal any fragrant prickly apple specimens (Foster
Wheeler 2001), there appears to be a reasonable potential that the fragrant prickly apple could
oceur within or very near the transmission corridor on the west edge of the Indian River.
However, because this area is maintained using minimal disturbance because of other known
ecological sensitivities, the NRC has determined that the proposed license renewal for St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 is not likely to adversely affect the fragrant prickly apple.

14. Polygala smallii, Tiny milkwort

All known populations of the tiny milkwort are within 9.7 km (6 mi) of the Atlantic coast
batween Miami-Dade County and St. Lucie County. The only known population in St. Lucie
County is located approximately 6.7 km (4.3 miles) south of the St. Lucie to Midway
transmission line. Field surveys of the corridor did not detect the presence of the tiny milkwort
(Foster Wheeler 2001). Because the only known population of tiny milkworts in St. Lucie
County is a considerable distance from the transmission corridor, and no individuals were
observed during field surveys of the affected area, the NRC has determined that the proposed
renewal of the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 will have no effect on the tiny
milkwort.

In conclusion, if modifications are made to the project, if additional information involving

potential effects to listed species becomes available, if a new species is listed, or if designated
critical habitat may be affected by the project, re-initiation of consultation may be necessary.
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Thank you for your cooperation and effort in protecting threatened and endangered species. If
you have any questions please contact Chuck Kelso, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, at

(772) 562-3909, extension 241.

Sincerely yours,

APL, F welblpze

Linda S. Ferrell
Assistant Field Supervisor
South Florida Ecological Services Office

cc:

EPA, West Palm Beach, FL (Richard Harvey)

FWC (BPSM), Tallahassee, FL (Mary Duncan)

FWC, Vero Beach, FL

FWC, Tequesta, FL

MNMFS, St. Petersburg, FL

EPA, West Palm Beach, FL

SFWMD, Ft. Myers, FL (Karen Johnson)

St. Lucie County Board of County Commissioners, Ft. Pierce, FL (Doug Anderson)
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June 3, 2002
Dr. Joseph E. Powers, Acting Regicnal Administrator
National Marine Fisharies Service
Southeast Regional Office (SERQ)

9721 Executive Canter Drive North
St Petersburg, FL 33702

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ON FLORIDA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY'S
APPLICATION FOR A 20-YEAR RENEWAL OF THE OPERATING LICENSES
FOR ST. LUCIE, UNITS 1 AND 2

Dear Dr. Powers:

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is evaluating an application submitted by Florida
Power and Light Company (FPL) for the renewal of the oparating licenses for St. Lucle Nuclear
Plant (St. Lucie), Units 1 and 2, located on Hutchinson Island, Florida. The operating license
for St. Lucie Unit 1 expires in 2018 and Unit 2 in 2023. The NRC Is preparing a site-specific
supplement to its “Generic Environmental Impact Statement for License Renewal of Nuclear
Plants” (NUREG-1437) for this proposad action. As part of the action, the NRC evaluates
mﬁl impacts to threatened and endangered species under the Endangered Species Act

{ . .

The proposed action would include use and continued maintenance of existing facilities and
transmission lines and FPL has indlcated that the proposed action would not result in new
construction or habitat disturbance. St. Lucle and the associated transmission comidor that is
under review as part of the license renewal application is located In St. Lucie County, Florida.
The transmisslon oorridor is approximately 17.7 km (11 mi) long and varies from 200 to 250 m
(860 to 813 f) In width. The plant uses once-through cooling water from the Atlantic Ocean to
remove waste heat from the facillty. Ocean water is drawn through three offshore Intake
structures into an intake canal that lsads to the plant. The heated water is discharged back to
the Atlantlc Ocean through offshore diffusars. The Atlantic Ocean in the vicinity of the plant is
considerad part of the aquatic environment of interest.

On May 4, 2001, the Natlonal Marine Fisheries Service {NMFS) issuad a blological opinion
(F/SER/2000/01384) related to the operation of the St. Lucie piant on federally protected
marine species. The May 4, 2001, biologlcal opinion (Opinion) provided a list of protected
species under the jurisdiction of NMFS known to occur in the vicinity of St. Lucie. The Opinlon
concluded that apecies of large whales and Johnson's seagrass (and its critical habitat), which
ars protected under the Endangered Species Act, ars not liksly to be atfacted by the continued
operation of the plant. The Opinion also identifiad five species of sea turtle known to inhabit the
waters In the vicinity of the plant that may be affected by plant operation. However, the Opinion
eoncluded that the continued operation of the circulating seawater cooling system at St. Lucle Is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the loggerhead (Caratta caretta), Kemp's
ridiey turtie (Lapidochalys kempii), green turtle (Chelonla mydas), leatherback turtle
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(Dermochelys coriacea), and hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), In accordance with
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA). On June 8, 2001, by
letter to Mr. R. Hoffman, the NRC confirmed the discussions of a telephone conference call
clarifying certain provisions of the Incidental Take Statement (IT8) contained in the

May 4, 2001, Opinion. In Its reply to the June 8, 2001, letter, NMFS responded to each of the
six issues identified in the NRC's letter. Based on the May 4, 2001, Opinion and on subsequent
correspondence, the NRC has accepted and implemented the NMFS position on the potential
for impact of plant operations on the aquatic spacies protected under the ESA, and we believe
that no additional consultation, either formal or informal, is necessary at this time.

We understand that FPL Is planning to make modifications to their intake canal and existing
turtie excluder net near the A1A Bridge. These modifications have been discussad with NMFS
(Mr. R. Hoffman of your staff). We believe that the proposed modifications will further reduce
sea turtle morbidity and mortality that could result from plant operation.

During the course of the NRC review for the proposed license renewal action the staff did
identify one requirement in the Opinion, as clarified by your October 8, 2001 letter, that we want
to assure that we are interpreting correctly. In your correspondence dated October 8, 2001, in
your response to our question four, you state that “... if the number of loggerhead and green
turtles injured or killed as a result of plant operation were greater than 1% of the total number of
loggerhead and green turties taken by the end of said year”, then reinitiation of formal
consuitation is required. Based on this statement the NRC will reinitlate consultation if the
number of loggerheads and green turties injured or killed in a calendar year is greater than one
percent (rounded up to the next whole number), of the total green and loggerhead turtles taken
in that calendar year. We emphasize that the action level is “greater than” rather than ‘greater
than or equal to”, .

Although not required for our record of decision for the proposed license renewal action, we are
requesting conflrmation that no additional consultation related to federally protected species
under the Jurisdiction of NMFS Is necessary at this time. We believe that the “Terms and
Conditions” section of the Opinion will provide adequate limits and controls on the licensee to
assure a continued “no jeopardy” conclusion relative to the five species of sea turtles known to
inhabit the waters near the plant. Furthermore, the NRC staff recognizes that future informal
and formal consultations are likely over the continued operation of the plant, even during the
period of initial licensing, as changes occur in the sea turtle populations and local habitat. We
are committed to continue to work closely with your staff in the protection of spacies under your
jurisdiction. Additionally, if we have interpreted incorrectly the action level that requires
reinitiation of consultation for green and loggerhead turties we do need writtan clarification on
the issue.
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If you have any comments or questions, please contact Dr. Michael-T. Masnik, Senior Projeét
Manager, at (301) 415-1191 or MTM2@NRC.GOV.

Sincersly,

Original Signed By: PTKuo

Pao-Tsin Kuo, Program Diractor

License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos. 50-335 and §0-389

cc: See nextpage
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F/SER3:BH:mdh
Mr. Pao-Tsin Kuo
License Renewal and Environmental Impacts 50~ 3 4 7 98‘7
Division of Regulatory Improvement Programs
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington D.C. 20555-0001

Dear Mr. Kuo:

This is in response to your letter dated June 3, 2002, regarding Florida Power and Light
Company’s (FPL) application for a 20-year renewal of the operating licenses for the St. Lucie
Power Plant’s units 1 and 2. This would allow the continued operation and maintenance of
existing facilities and transmission lines, including the cooling water intake system for these
units beginning in 2016 and 2023 respectively. FPL has indicated that the proposed action
would not result in new construction or habitat disturbance. FPL’s St. Lucie Power Plant is
located in St. Lucie County, Florida. The National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries)
consultation number for this project is /SER/2002/00628; please refer to this number in future
correspondence on this project.

NOAA Fisheries in a biological opinion (Opinion) dated May 4, 2001, determined that the use of
the cooling water intake system for both units was likely to adversely affect loggerhead, green,
Kemp’s ridley, hawksbill, and leatherback sea turtles. In its May 4, 2001, Opinion NOAA
Fisheries determined that the effects associated with the cooling water intake system were not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the five species of sea turtles listed above over a
ten year period. However, NOAA Fisheries determined take of these species was likely and
issued an incidental take statement (ITS) with its Opinion. The ITS also contained mandatory
terms and conditions to minimize the effects of this take. Because the proposed action is so far
in the future, NOAA Fisheries does not believe additional consultation is required at this time.
The current Opinion is valid until May 4, 2011, at which time consultation should be reinitiated
and another Opinion issued. Consultation should also be reinitiated if new information reveals
effects of the action not previously considered, or the identified action is subsequently modified
in a manner that causes an effect to listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent
not previously considered, if a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be
affected by the identified action or if the plant meets or exceeds the current ITS levels.

Your letter mentions our letter dated June 8, 2001, and the clarification we gave regarding the

incidental take of loggerhead and green turtles. In this letter we state, “the ITS limits for injured
and dead loggerhead and green turtles are based on a percentage (1%) of the total loggerhead and
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green turtles taken in one year; therefore, reinitiation would have to take place if the number of
loggerhead and green turtles injured or killed as a result of plant operations were greater than 1%
of the total number of loggerhead and green turtles taken by the end of said year”; however, this
is incorrect. Consultation should be reinitiated if take is greater than or equal to that of the May
4, 2001, Opinion. We apologize for this error and any inconvenience it may have caused.

Your letter also indicates that FPL is planning a separate action that would make modifications to
the intake canal and its existing turtle excluder net. Please send the plans for this modification to
us for review and consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

If you have any questions about this ESA section 7 consultation, please contact Mr. Robert
Hoffman, fishery biologist, at the number listed above.

Sincegely yours,
,K,?h V= -
p‘,—l oseph E. Powers, Ph.D.

Acting Regional Administrator

cc: F/PR3
F/SER43 - Mike Johnson

O:\section7\informal\stlucie.wpd

File: 1514.22f.1
Ref: /SER/2002/00628
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August 23, 2002
Joseph E. Powers, Ph. D.
Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
Southeast Regional Office
9721 Executive Center Drive North
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION UNDER SECTION 7 OF THE
ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT FOR THE ST. LUCIE NUCLEAR PLANT

Dear Dr. Powers:

We have received vour letter of July 30, 2002, regarding the incidental take of protected sea
turtles at the St. Lucie nuclear plant located on Hutchinson Island, St. Lucie County, Florida.
Based on the clarification provided in your July 30, 2002, letter to the incidental take statement
contained in your May 4, 2001, Biological Opinion for the 3t. Lucie Plant, we request reinitiation
of consultation regarding the incidental capture of green and loggerhead turtles (Chelfonia
mydas and Carelta caretta). Our decision to request reinitiation was communicated by phone
to Mr. Robert Hoffman of your staff by Dr. Michael Masnik, NRC, on August 13, 2002.

Within the next couple of months the NRC staff plans to provide the National Marine Fisheries
Service with the facts surrounding the green and loggerhead turtle mortalities attributable to
plant operation that occurred during calendar vear 2001. Additionally, as requested by vour
letter dated July 30, 2002, the NRC staff will provide you with the details of Florida Power and
Light Company’s plans to modify the St. Lucie intake canal and the existing turtle excluder
(block) net. The planned modifications should result in a reduction of sea turtle mortalities.

If you have any comments or questions, please contact me at (301) 415-3974 or Dr. Masnik at
(301) 415-1191.

Sincerely,

IRAS

Brendan T. Moroney, Project Manager, Section 2
Project Directorate |l
Division of Licensing Project Management
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation
Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389

cc: See next page
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Mr. Jo AL Stall

Senior Vice President, Muclear and
Chief Muclear QOfficer

Florida Power and Light Company
.0 Box 14000

Juna Beach, Florida 334 08-04 20

SUBJECT: REIMITIATION OF CONSULTATION UNDER SECTION 7 OF THE
EMDAMGERED SPECIES ACT FOR THE ST. LUCIE NUCLEAR PLANT
(TAC NOS. MB59240 AND MES241)

Crear Mr. Stall:

Ima ketter dated July 30, 2002 {enclosed), the National Marine Fisheres Service (NMFS),
Southeast Regional Office, provided further clarification on the incidental take statemeant in the
May 4, 2001, Biological Opinion for the St Lucie plant. Based on the information contained in
the letter, the U5, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (MRC) has decided o ranitiate consultation
with respect to green and loggerhead twrles (Chelonia mydas and Carella caretta) incidently
captured in the intake canal of the St. Lucie plant.

Im order to conduct the consultation with NMFS, the NRC staff neads detailed information on
the six green and loggerhead mortalities that occurred during Calendar year 2001, Information
required, but not limited to, the following is requested: date, time, and location of discovery,
condition of the specimen, general plant operating conditions during and mmediately before
capture, any unusual conditions in the intake canal or the condition of the Block net, disposition
of the specimen, any writteén notification documents provided to State or Federal authorities,
and any conclusions on the probable cause of death.

Additionally, the NMFS letter also requested information regarding the planned modifications to
the intake canal and the existing turtle excluder (block) net. The NRC staff requests a detailed
description of the planned changes, a discussion as to why the changes are being made, and
what the impact of the proposed changes might be on future turtle mortality rates and why,

It is the NRC staff's intent to prepare a report providing NMFS with detailed information
regarding the six sea turtle mordalites that were considered causally related to St Lucie plant
operation during calendar year 2001, and a detailed description of your planned modifications
to the intake canal and the turtle excluder net. The NRC staff expects to complete the report by
Mowvermiber 1, 2002, We requeast a rasponss to the above information request by September 30,
2002,

If vou have any guestions, pleasse contact me at (301) 415-3974,

Sincarely,
IRAI
Brendan T. Moroney, Project Manager, Section 2
Project Directorate 1
Division of Licensing Project Managameant
Office of Muclear Reactor Regulation
rocket Mos. 50-335 and 50-383

Enclosure: NMFS letter dated July 30, 2002
cc w/enclosure: See next page
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February 10, 2003

Dr. Roy Crabtree

Regional Administrator

National Marine Fisheries Service
Southeast Regional Office

9721 Executive Center Drive North
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

SUBJECT: INFORMAL SECTION 7 CONSULTATION FOR ST. LUCIE NUCLEAR PLANT
Dear Dr. Crabtree:

In a letter dated August 23, 2002, the NRC staff requested reinitiation of consultation for the
green turtle (Chelonia mydas) and the loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretla) under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 for the St. Lucie nuclear plant, located on Hutchinson Island,
St. Lucie County, Florida. The St. Lucie plant is owned and operated by the Florida Power and
Light Company (FP&L, the licensee). The request for reinitiation of consultation was based on
the reported causally related mortality rate for these two species during calendar year 2001. In
our August 23, 2002, letter, we committed to provide you with the facts surrounding the 2001
green and loggerhead turtle mortalities attributed to plant operation. Additionally, we agreed to
provide you with the details of FP&L's plans to modify the St. Lucie intake canal and the
12.7-cm (5-inch) turtle block (barrier) net.

Concurrent with our request for reinitiation of consultation, the NRC staff requested information
from the licensee related to the 2001 causally related mortalities of green and loggerhead
turtles as well as details related to the modification of the intake canal and turtle block net. The
licensee provided the requested information in a letter dated September 20, 2002. A copy of
the licensee’s September 20, 2002, letter is enclosed for your information. In 2001, the
licensee recovered 592 green and loggerhead (321 green and 271 loggerhead) sea turtles from
the intake canal. Of the 592 total recoveries, the licensee reported six turtle mortalities (five
green and one loggerhead) in the intake canal, attributable to plant operations. Details of the
six mortalities, provided in the licensee's September 20, 2002, letter are summarized below.

On March 30, 2001, a moribund green turtle was recovered from the 12.7-cm {5-inch) block net.
Although a necropsy was performed, the results were inconclusive. The circumstances of the
recovery did not indicate a cause of death. Because no obvious cause of death was apparent,
the licensee conservatively attributed the mortality to plant operation. In early November 2001,
four moribund turtles (three green and one loggerhead) were recovered from the 12.7-cm
{54nch) net. The four mortalities occurred over two days, during a period of high algae and
debris loading of the barrier net caused by the passage of Hurricane Michelle south of the plant.
The licensee atiributed net deformation and increased flow rates through the net, due to the
high levels of debris in the water column, as the possible cause of the turtle mortality. The
debris loading of the net became so severe that the net had to be lowered for a period of time
to avoid destruction of the net. In late November 2001, an additional weakened, underweight
turtle (green) was recovered from the Unit 1 intake well near the plant. The turtle died within

NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 E-50

May 2003



Appendix E

R. Crabtree 2

hours after recovery. The licensee believed that this turtle bypassed the block nets during the
period of high debris flow and could have bypassed the net when it was lowered. Once beyond
the block nets, there was no opportunity for escape from the intake canal and the turtle was
eventually drawn into the plant intake structure. Five out of the six turtle mortalities in 2001
were associated with the November debris event. The NRC staff finds that the high turtle
mortality during 2001 was substantially related to the condition and design of the block net
system.

In 2002, the licensee initiated additional activities in the intake canal to further reduce the
possibility of future turtle mortalities. The intake canal was dredged between the easternmost
headwall region and the Route A1A Bridge. By increasing the cross-sectional area of the canal,
the water flow rate was reduced in the area of the turtle block nets. The lower flow rate in the
vicinity of the block net should reduce the likelihood of turtles being trapped against the nets.
The 12.7-cm (B-inch) mesh net was replaced with a new 12.7-cm (5-inch) net made of a more
durable material with a UVresistant coating that has a smooth surface resistant to fraying.
These qualities should reduce net deformation and fouling by debris and algae. A sediment
removal system was installed at the base of the net to reduce sediment buildup. The system
uses a pump and eductor to transfer silt to a location west of the second block net and the
Route A1A Bridge. The licensee also installed two new concrete intermediate posts in the
canal and a new net guy system to minimize net deformation and ballocning. This is expected
to be particularly effective in reducing net deformation during periods of high debris flow. The
modifications to the barrier net and the dredging of the intake canal were completed by the end
of November 2002.

The improvements that the licensee made to the net and canal is expected to reduce the
likelihood of future mortalities, particularly those associated with periods of high debris flow
such as the conditions associated with Hurricane Michelle. We believe the losses sustained in
2001 were unusual and the result of a combination of bad weather, old net design, and a
shoaling intake canal.

The turtle capture data for 2002 support the conclusion that the mortalities in 2001 were an
unusual occurrence. The annual environmental operating report for 2002 will not be available
before April 2003. However, the NRC staff requested the turtle capture information for 2002
from the licensee to assist us in this consultation. A total of 832 turtles [629 greens and
loggerheads and 3 hawksbill sea turtles (Eretmochelys imbricata)] were recovered from the
intake canal. During calendar year 2002, two green turtle mortalities were attributed to plant
operation. One was recovered against the old 12.7-cm {5-inch) block net and one was
determined to have drowned in one of the capture (drift) nets. A total of 18 turtles were
determined to be injured or diseased from causes not attributable to plant operation. One
additional mortality was determined not to be causally related to plant operation. The moribund
turtle was badly tangled in fishing line and believed to have died due to the entanglement.
Although a greater number of green and loggerhead turtles were recovered in 2002, there were
significantly fewer casually related mortalities. We expect that this low rate will continue in the
future, particularly after the significant improvements to the canal and block net. Therefore, the
staff believes that the incidental take statement contained in the current Biological Opinion
issued on May 4, 2001, as modified by letter dated July 30, 2002, remains appropriate and valid
and no modifications to the Biological Opinion are necessary at this time. The staff does not
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plan to initiate formal consultation at this time; however, should the design improvements
installed in 2002 perform as expected or better, then the NRC may, in the future, revisit
consultation to reduce the incidental take limits. The staff believes that the elevated mortality
rate during 2001 was an unusual occurrence resulting from severe weather and a block net
system that could not cope with the debris loading present in association with a hurricane.
Modifications to the canal and block net system should minimize or prevent future episodes of
higher than expected mortality.

We will provide you with a copy of the 2002 annual environmental operating report after we
receive it from the licensee in late April. This report will contain detailed data and analyses
concerning turtle captures in 2002. If you have any comments or questions, please contact
Dr. Michael Masnik at 301-415-1191 or MTM2@NRC.GOV.

Sincerely,

IRA/S

Paoc-Tsin Kuo, Program Director

License Renewal and Environmental Impacts
Division of Regulatory Improvement Program
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Docket Nos.: 50-335 and 50-389
Enclosure: As stated

cc: wlencl.: See next page
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Department of
Environmental Protection

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard David B. Suvhs
Tafahassee, Forida 32399-3000 Secreary
February 8, 2002
Mr, Mike Murray . BRI
Florida State Clmi;@o!;se
?segs Shﬁmg:k Bou;gud ® a¥a of Clorida Jesr

Tallabassce, Florida 32399-2100

.

Re:  Department of Energy, Florida Power and Light Company, Environmental Report

Operation License Renewal State, St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, Hutchinson Island, St. Lucie
County

SAI: FL 200201111376C
Dear Mr, Murray:

We have reviewed the above-referenced Clearinghouse project and recommend the following
action to improve functioning of the facility.

Anoxic conditions have been reported at the bottom of Big Mud Creek where the creek depth
exceeds forty feet. Fish kills have been reported in that area for quite some time and it is
recommended that the creek be filled to 2 more environmentally fricndly depth, provided there
are no critical operational constraints that would prohibit such action.

If you have questions regarding this letter, or if we may be of further assistance, please give mea
call at (850) 487-2231.

Sincerely,

Robert W, Hall
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

ce: Cheryl McKee

Jeff Beal
Jim Golden
“Mare Prolection, Less Process™
Printed on recycied poper.
May 2003 E-53
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Appendix E

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
"Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home”

JEB BUSH
Governor

STEVEN M. SEIBERT
Secretary

March 6, 2002

Mr. D.E. Jernigan :
4 . 2 it iTE VP v

Florida Power & Light Company L Ll k. JHe ]

6501 South Ocean Drive

Jensen Beach, Florida 34957

RE: Department of Energy - Florida Power & Light Company - St. Lucie Nuclear
Power Plant Units 1 and 2 - Applicant’s Environmental Report Operating License
Renewal Stage - Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389 - Hutchinson Island, St. Lucie
County, Florida
SAI: FL200201111376C

Dear Mr. Jernigan:

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372,
Gubematorial Executive Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-
1464, as amended, and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4231, 4331-4335,
4341-4347, as amended, has coordinated a review of the above-referenced project.

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) notes that anoxic conditions
have been reported at the bottom of Big Mud Creek where the water depth exceeds 40 feet. Fish
kills have been reported in that area over time; therefore, DEP recommends that the creek be
filled to a more environmentally friendly depth, provided there are no critical operational

constraints that would prohibit such action. Please refer to the enclosed DEP comments for
further details. :

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has not identified any
new concemns for fish and wildlife resources involved with this license renewal. However, in a
related matter, FWC will be reviewing Big Mud Creck to determine if additional manatee
protection measures are warranted. This area may have thermal properties or other
characteristics that are attractive to manatees. In addition, FWC would like to work with the

2555 SHUMARD OAK BEOULEVARD « TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100
Phone: 850.488.8466/Suncom 278.8466 FAX:850,921.0781/5uncom 291.0781
Internet address: http://www.dca.state.fl.us

CRITICAL STATE CONCERN FIELD OFFICE COMMUNITY PLANNING oY

& COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
2796 Ovenseas Highway, Suite 212 2555 Shurmard Ouk Boulevard 2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 2555 Shumard Ouk Boulevard
Marathon, FL 33050-2227 Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100 Tallzhassee, FL 323992100 Tallahassee, FL 32399-21100
P L A AmE VYO menL 417 0L RGN ARR-TASH
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Mr. D.E. Jemigan
March 6, 2002
Page Two

Florida Power & Light Company to formalize a protocol for the capture and recovery of
manatees entrained in the power plant’s intake canal. Please refer to the enclosed FWC
comments for further details.

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) notes that State Road A-1-A may be
affected if work occurs on the power plant’s intake and discharge systems. FDOT should be
contacted regarding any activities that impact state owned rights-of-way, as permits may be
required. All work within DOT rights-of-way must be accomplished in accordance with the
requirements of FDOT’s Utility Accommodation Manual. Please refer to the enclosed FDOT
comments for further details.

Based on the information contained in the environmental report and the enclosed
comments provided by our reviewing agencies, the state has determined that, at this stage, the

above-referenced action is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions regarding
this letter, please contact Ms. Jasmin Raffington at (850) 922-5438.

Sincerely,

Shirley W. zollins, Aclinﬁﬁﬁmm

Florida Coastal Management Program
SWClde
Enclosures
cc:  Robert W, Hall, Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Bradley J. Hartman, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
Larry Hymowitz, Florida Department of Transportation

Appendix E
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FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

&, DAVID K. MEEHAN H A “"HERKY™ HUFFMAN JOHN D ROOD QUINTON L. HEDGEPETH, DDS
i St Petessburg Deltona Jacksonville Miami

LR .

5. EDWIN P. ROBERTS, DC RODNEY BARRETO SANDRA T. KAUFE

A Pensacola Meami Palm Beach

.

ALLAM L EGBERT, Ph D, Exceutive Durector

BRADLEY ] HARTMAN, DIRECTOR
VICTOR ] HELLER, Asuistant Executive Drector OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

(850)485-6661 TDD (350)485-9542
February 11, 2002 FAX (8509228675

Mr. Mike Murray

Florida State Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100

RE:  SAI# FL200201111376C, Florida
Power & Light Company, Operating
License Renewal, St. Lucie Units 1 & 2

Dear Mr. Murray:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission has
reviewed the referenced project, and offers the following comments.

Florida Power & Light Company (FPL) is seeking approval from the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission to renew the operating licenses for St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 for an additional 20 years. The
applicant has not identified any changes to operations, or modifications or refurbishments to facilities
necessary for this re-licensing, that would affect the environment or plant effluents.

Because there are no significant changes to these facilities or their operation, we do not believe
there are any new concemns for fish and wildlife resources involved with this renewal. However,
pursuant to the settlement of a lawsuit, our agency will be reviewing Big Mud Creek to determine if
additional manatee protection measures are warranted. This area may have thermal properties or other
characteristics that are attractive to manatees. In addition, we would like to work with FPL to formalize
a protocol for capture and recovery of manatees entrained in the power plant’s intake canal. In this
regard, the applicant should contact Mr. Ron Mezich at (850) 922-4330.

Sincerely,

Bradley J. Ha Director
Office of Envifgnmental Services

e AT TR
BIH/DBB e e BB S L0
ENV 1-2-3 i -‘-L‘J ,

fplstluciesat L - 204
cc: Mr. Ron Mezich Fra 14 2002

State of Florida Clearinghous

South Meridan Street - Tallah = FL» 32359-1600
www.Nlondsconservationorg
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Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard David B. Struhs
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 Secretary
February 8, 2002
Mr. Mike Murray .

Florida State Clearinghouse

Department of Community Affairs ot Eiards tlear
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard sty of Forie2 L
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100

Re:  Department of Energy, Florida Power and Light Company, Environmental Report

Operation License Renewal State, St. Lucie Units 1 and 2, Hutchinson Island, St. Lucie
County

SAL: FL 200201111376C

Dear Mr. Murray:

We have reviewed the above-referenced Clearinghouse project and recommend the following
action to improve functioning of the facility.

Anoxic conditions have been reported at the bottom of Big Mud Creek where the creek depth
exceeds forty fect. Fish kills have been reported in that area for quite some time and it is
recommended that the creek be filled to a more environmentally friendly depth, provided there
are no critical operational constraints that would prohibit such action.

If you have questions regarding this letter, or if we may be of further assistance, please give me a
call at (850) 487-2231.

Sincerely,

- VS

Robert W. Hall
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

cc: Cheryl McKee

Jeff Beal
Jim Golden
"More Protection, Less Process”
Printed on recycled paper.
May 2003 E-57
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R

Florida Department of Transportation
OFFICE OF MODAL DEVELOPMENT
3400 WEST COMMERCIAL ROULEVARD
FORT LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33309-3421
TELEPHONE: (954) 777-4490; FAX: (954) 677-7892; Toll-Free: {B66) 336-8435

February 12, 2002

JEE BUSH
GOVERNOR

Mr. Mike Murray, Coordinator
Florida Stale Clearinghouse
Department of Community Affairs
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32389-2100

Dear Mr. Murray:

Subject: FL200201111376C

Hutchinson Island Plant

THOMAS F. BARRY, JR.
SECRETARY

In response lo the subject Intergovemmental Coordination and Review request, he Depariment has the
following comments regarding the Department of Energy, FPL Applicant's Environmental Report Operaling
License Renewal Stage, for {he St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant Units 4 and 2 on Hutchinson Island (St. Lucie

County).

A review of the subject application indicates that State Road A-1-A may be affected if work occurs on the
Intake and Discharge systems. The Depariment should be contacted regarding any changes that take place
that impact State ovmed right-of-way. Additionally, all work within FDOT right of way shall be accomplished in
accordance with the requirements of the Florida Department of Transportation's Utilily Accommodation
Manual, dated January 1999, Permits may be required, and can be obtained through the District Permits

office.

Thank you for the chance fo participate in this review process. Please contact Ms. Amie Goddeau, Drainage
Engineer, at (954) 777-4343 for any drainage queslions pertaining to the project. Mr. Clark Turberville, P.E.,
FDOT District Permils Engineer at (954) 777-4377 may be contacted regarding FDOT permitting requirements
and Mr. Rocco DePrimo, Production Support Manager, may be contacted at (954) 777-4125 regarding Utlity

Accommodalion Manual requirements.

Sincerely,

Lamy Hyrnowitz, AICP
Intergovernmental Manager

LH:TS

ce: Sandra Whitmire
Amie Goddeau
Clark Turberville
Rocco DePrimo

: Nancy Bungo
Fla 428015
www.dot state.flus
NUREG-1437, Supplement 11 E-58
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COUNTY: ST.LUCIE DATE: 1/10/02
COMMENTS JDUE DATE: 2/10/02
Message: CLEARANCEF DUE DATE: 3/11/02
sat#: FL200201111376C
STATE AGENCIES WATER MNGMNT. DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
H SOUTH FLORIDA WMD ENVIRONMENTAL POLICYIC & ED
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERV. COMM
HEALTH | .
X STATE | .
TRANSPORTATION :
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SH1- FPL
ol-4ob e
- 1 A0V) - 2FE
~NHP A |
5 o™
2 =
= -
T @ Lo
= et
oSt = s e
W <
o ¢
S W =
el = -
weao ==
LT =X
& 3 .
= e o e
w o DECRRS
i =
i
The attached d a Coastal Zone Management ActUFlorida * g tnne
Coastal Manag ¢ Prog evalutation and Is categ 4 Project Description:
as one of the following:

Federal Assistance to State or Local Government (15 CFR 930, Subpart F).
Agencies are required to evaluate the consistency of the activity.
Direct Federal Activity (15 CFR 920, Subpart C). Federal Agencies are
required to furnish a consistency determination for the State’s
concurrence or objection.
Quter C tal Shelf Exploration, Devel or Pr
Activities (15 CFR 930, Subpart E). Operato
consistency certification for state concurrencef/objection.

;s are required to provide a

Department of Energy - Florida Power and Light
el - Apohcants Envi "

\pp 1 Report
Operaling License Renewal Stage - St. Lucie

Units 1 and 2 - Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389 -
Hutchinson [sland, St. Lucie County, Flonda

x Federal Licensing or Permitting Activity (15 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such
projects will only be evaluated for consistency when there Is not an
analogous state license or permit.
To: Florida State Clearinghouse EO. 12372/NEPA Federal Consistency
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH)
2B SHUMARD ORK BV X No Comment X[ No Comment/Consistent
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100
(850) 414-6580 (SC 994-6580) [J Comment Attached (] Consistent’/Comments Attached
{3 Not Applicable [ Inconsistent/Comments Attached
(850) 414-0479 )
(2 Not Applicable
Division of Historical Resourzas
From: .
Division/Bureau:

Burecau of Historic Preservanivn

Reviewer: . SARAH _JALVING
Date: . Z/2

Gpu

do Sottlhes

z{z.JIWV

E-59
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91/24/2882 18:18 B58-922-6288 GOV ENV AFF PAGE ©1
113
COUNTY: ST.LUCIE = DATE: 1/10/02
COMMENTS DUE DATE: 2/10/02
Message: CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 3/11/02
SATH: FL200201111376C
STATE AGENCIES WATER MNGMNT. DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS | SOUTH FLORIDA WMD X ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY/C & ED
FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERY. COMM
! HEALTH |
| state
i TRANSPORTATION
{ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION |
: i
: '
z i
: ECEIVE
i
i JAN 16 2002
: FFICE OF POLICY AND BUDGET
i Dmmuuemn POLICY UNIT
Tha hed d t requires a Coastal Zono Management ActFlorida Project Description:
Coastal M Istancy evalutation and is d

as one of tho Ml!nwtng

Fodoral Assistance to State or Local G-owrnma nt (15 CFR 930 Sl.lbp'll'( F).
Agencles are required to the y of the

Direct Federal Activity (15 CFR B&O, Subpart C). Faderal A@encles are
quired to fumnish a for the State’
concurrence o objection.

Outer Continental Shelf Exploration, Devalopmant of Producti
—  Activities (16 CFR 930, Subpart E}. Oparatars are required to provide

consistency certification for state concurmence/objection.

x Federal Licensing or Pem:«mq Acﬂvlty (15 CFR 830, Subpart D). SBuch
proj will only bo d for y when there Is notan
analogous stale licenss or pormit

Department of Enorgy - Floride Power and Light
Company - Applicant's Environmental Report
Operating License Renewal Stage - St. Lucie
Units 1 and 2 - Docket Nos. §0-335 and $0-383 -
Hutchingon Island, 8t. Lucie County, Flanda.

To: Florida State Clearinghouse EO. 12372/INEPA
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH)
2555 SHUMARD OAK BLVD
N
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100 8 cgﬁ?;:‘ﬂ":i’:ﬂ et
(B50) 414-6580 (SC 954-6580) O3 Not lcabl
(850) 414-0478 ot Applicable

@m&w'/‘[b DEP

Fl.c’ml::ﬂ\ﬁslon."Bure:au Op% ! N Q (l?"

Federal Conslstency

[0 No Comment/Consistent

O Consistent/Comments Attached
[ InconsistentComments Attached
O Not Applicable

Reviewer. .hi . ‘_rd’} A\, N

Date: 1 foJ mu
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SOUNTY: ST.LUCIE

DARTE: 1/10/02
COMMENTS DUE DATE: 2/10/02
Message: CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 3/11/02
saI#: FL200201111376C
STATE AGENCIES WATER MNGMNT. DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS
- ) SOUTH FLORIDA WMD | ENVIRONMENTAL POLICYIC & ED

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS .

FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERV. COMM i :

HEALTH

BTATE
' X TRANSPORTATION

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

| l‘n.
|'_ ‘\

The attached document raquires a Coastal Zone Managemont Act/Florida

Coastal Management Prog y evalutation and is categorized
as one of the following:

Fadaral Assistance to State or Local Government {15 CFR 930, Subpart F).
A are required to evaluate the i y of tho activity.

Direct Fadaral Activity (16 CFR $30, Subpart C). Faderal Agancles are
required to furnish a consistency detormination for the State’s
concurrence or objection.

Outer G | 8helf Exploration, De tor P

Activitios (15 CFR 930, Subpart E). Operators are raquired to provide a
consigtency cortification for state concurrencefobjection.

Project Description: )
" Department of Enorgy - Florida Power and Light |
| Company - Applicant’s Environmental Report
Operating License Renewal Stage - St. Lucla .
I

Units 1 and 2 - Docket Nos, 50-335 and 50-388 -
Hutehlnson lsland, St Lucie County, Florida,

X Federul Licensing or Permitting Activity (16 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such
projects will only be evaluated for y when there is notan
analogous stata license or parmit —
To: Florida State Clearinghouse EO. 12372/NEPA Federal Consistency
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH)
2655 SHUMARD QAK BLVD i..l No Comment ] No Comment/Consistent
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100
ZComment Attached (@ Consistent/Comments Attached
(850) 414-6580 (SC 994-6580)
[ Not Applicable (T Inconsistent/Comments Attached
(850) 414-0479 A
[.J Not Applicable
From:

=

Division/Bureau:

Date! ——..- ..

Foor, DY,
o ,W_ﬂcﬁ.
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FEB-88-2002 16:30

. FLUKIDA D1A1E CLEAKINGHUUSE f'sbp'm
RPC INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ﬂf?"”’l "
AND RESPONSE SHEET 7.0
SAlE: FL200201111376C DATE: 110/02
COMMENTS DUE TO CLEARINGHOUSE: ‘:}m:/ &//@/éél. l

AREA OF PROPOSED ACTIVITY: COUNTY: ST. LUCIE CITY: Hutchinson Island

(", FEDERAL ASSISTANCE | | DIRECT FEDERAL ACTIVITY  [X] FEDERAL LICENSE OR PERMIT | [(]OCS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Department of Energy - Florida Power and Light Company - Applicant's Environmental Report Operating Lice

nse Renewal
Stage - St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 - Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389 - Hutchinson Island, St. Lucle County, Florida,

ROUTING: BE-
X TREASURE COAST RPC RECEIVED
JAN 16 zo0p
HEGIO:?L“&:‘:";I‘;IOG‘\% INCIL

PLEASE CHECK ALL THE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS BELOW FROM WHICH COMMENTS HAVE BEEN
RECEIVED; ALL COMMENTS RECEIVED SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE RPC'S CLEARINGHOUSE
RESPONSE PACKAGE. IF NO COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED, PLEASE CHECK "NO COMMENT"
BOX AND RETURN TO CLEARINGHOUSE.

COMMENTS DUE TO RPC: yl—nf 3/3 laas

ST. LUCIE

NO COMMENTS:  ____

(IF THE RPC DOES NOT RECEIVE COMMENTS BY THE DEADLINE DATE, THE RPC SHOULD CONTACT

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT TO DETERMINE THE STATUS OF THE PROJECT REVIEW PRIOR TQ
FORWARDING THE RESPONSE PACKAGE TO THE CLEARINGHOUSE.)

NOTES:

ALY} CONCERNS OR COMMENTS REGARDING THE ATTACHED PROJECT (INCLUDING 'Y RPC
COMMENTS) SHOULD BE SENT IN WRITING BY THE DUE DATE TO THE CLEARTNGHOUS
PLEASE ATTACH THIS RESPONSE FORM AND REFER TO THE SAI # IN ALL CORRESPO CE.

1F YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING THE ATTACHED PROJECT, PLEASE CONTACT STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE AT (850) 414-6580 OR SUNCOM 994-6580.

o
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FEB-08-2082 16:31 P.1@
' |
DRAKT
Subject to Modifications

TREASURE COAST REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION AND REVIEW LOG

TCRPC NUMBER: 02-SL-01-16 SAI# FL200201111376C

APPLICANT: Florida Power and Light Company

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Environmental Report Operating License Renewal for St.
Lucie Nuclear Power Plant Units 1 and 2

Florida Power and Light Company is applying tl) the
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission for repewal
of operating licenses for St. Lucie Nuclear Power Plant’s
units 1 and 2. The license for Unit 1 will expire in R016,
and Unit 2 will expire in 2023. The renewal would permit
FPL to operate each unit for an additional 20 years.) The
nuclear power plant is located on Hutchinson Island jn St.
Lucic County approximately 7 miles southeast off Fort
Picree and § miles north of Stuart,

UNDING AGENCY: None
PROJECT COSTS: NA

RECOMMENDATIONS: ~ Renewal of the operating licenses is not in conflict or
inconsistent with the goals and policies of the SRPP.

AGENCTES CONTACTED: City of Fort Pierce
City of Port St. Lucie
St. Lucie County
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.

SOUNTY: ST.LUCIE

DATE: 1/10/02
COMMENTS DUE DATE: 2/10/02
CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 3/i1/02
saxk: FL200201111376C
WATER MNGMNT. DISTRICTS OPB POLICY UNITS

flessage:

STATE AGENCIES

SOUTH FLORIDA WMD ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY/C & ED

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
FISH & WILDLIFE CONSERV. COMM

X HEALTH I
STATE ]
TRANSPORTATION i
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Y

|

The d requires a Coastal Zone Management kclrFIotIda .
Coastal M t Program ¢ y fon and Is categ Project Description:
as one of the Tollowing Depariment of Energy - Florida Power and Light
Company - Applicant's Environmental Report
Federal Assistance to State or Local Government (15 CFR 930, 5ubpart F). Operating License Renewal Stage - St. Lucie
- Agencies are required to eval the 1 of the activity. Units 1 and 2 - Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389 -
_ Direct Federal Activity (15 CFR 930, Subpart C). Federal Agencles are Hutehinson Island, St. Lucie County, Florida

required to furnish a consistency determination for the State’s
concurrence or objection.

Outer Conti | Shelf Exploration, Develof t or Producti
A:tlvhiesusCFRQSO" bpart E). Op are required to provide a
consistency certification for state ccncumnce!ob]ecﬁon

x Federal Licensing or Perrnlltlng Acﬁvﬂy |‘,1 5 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such
proj will only be e d for y when there Is notan *
analogous state license or permit.
To: Florida State Clearinghouse EO. 12372/INEPA Federal Consistency
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH)
2555 SHUNARD DA BLVE [ No Comment [X No Comment/Consistent
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100 .
(850) 414-6580 (SC 994-6580) [ comment Attached [ Consistent/Comments Attached
[ Not Applicable [ Inconsistent/Comments Attached
(850) 414-0479
] Not Applicable
\ RECEIVED
From: JAN 152002
Division/Bureau: Ho£s
Reviewer: Badd A . BUREAU OF
il A - ONSITE SEWAGE
Date: ______ (=5 -27 PROGRAMS
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_ SAI Routing Sheet _
!o: od /é;///// % /? Y:ll‘.:o v:r:o /é «'7// //’ ///
Complete and forward to Div/Prog Below o later than: 2!10!02 ///////////
DEM /{Wyg,,// / / 1/; }43
Cmplt ¢ and forward to Di !P gBelow m/‘ than: 1””’“1 /////////////
CMP V) ./, ) f// ///// ////// 27 |\ BE
q ’//////////é Wetlands? Stormwater? 7 ‘/ //
%aék:c‘d % //////// yEs | o | vEs | wo / /
% // 7 )
/Completeandforwardm ACC Coordinator 1o later than: ﬂgml W4

St7-02
Dnidee Mlpady-
Sl ptviwdand wind Commente.

s
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to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2
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Appendix F

GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable
to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

Table F-1 lists the environmental issues listed in the Generic Environmental Impact Statement
for License Renewal of Nuclear Plants (GEIS) (NRC 1996; 1999)® and 10 CFR Part 51,
Subpart A, Appendix B, Table B-1, that are not applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 because of
plant or site characteristics.

Table F-1. GEIS Environmental Issues Not Applicable to St. Lucie Units 1 and 2

ISSUE—10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A, GEIS
Appendix B, Table B-1 Category Sections Comment
SURFACE WATER QUALITY, HYDROLOGY, AND USE (FOR ALL PLANTS)
Altered thermal stratification of lakes 1 4.2.1.2.3 St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not discharge to a
4422 lake.
Altered salinity gradients 1 4.2.1.2.2 St Lucie Units 1 and 2 discharge to the ocean.
4422
Eutrophication 1 4.2.1.2.3 St Lucie Units 1 and 2 discharge to a large
4422 oceanic water body.
Water-use conflicts (plants with cooling 2 4.3.21 The St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 cooling system
ponds or cooling towers using makeup water 4421 does not use makeup water from a small river
from a small river with low flow) with low flow.
AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR ALL PLANTS)
Premature emergence of aquatic insects 1 4221 Aquatic insects only present in freshwater
443 environments.
AQUATIC ECOLOGY (FOR PLANTS WITH COOLING-TOWER-BASED HEAT DISSIPATION SYSTEMS)
Entrainment of fish and shellfish in early life 1 4.3.3 This issue is related to heat-dissipation
stages systems that are not installed at St. Lucie Units
1 and 2.
Impingement of fish and shellfish 1 4.3.3 This issue is related to heat-dissipation
systems that are not installed at St. Lucie Units
1 and 2.
Heat shock 1 4.3.3 This issue is related to heat-dissipation
systems that are not installed at St. Lucie Units
1 and 2.

(a) The GEIS was originally issued in 1996. Addendum 1 to the GEIS was issued in 1999. Hereafter,
all references to the “GEIS” include the GEIS and its Addendum 1.
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Table F-1. (cont'd)

ISSUE—10 CFR Part 51, Subpart A,
Appendix B, Table B-1

GEIS

Category Sections

Comment

GROUNDWATER USE AND QUALITY

Groundwater use conflicts (potable and
service water, and dewatering; plants that
use >100 gpm)

Groundwater-use conflicts (plants using
cooling towers withdrawing makeup water
from a small river)

Groundwater-use conflicts (Ranney wells)

Groundwater quality degradation (Ranney
wells)

Groundwater quality degradation (cooling
ponds in salt marshes)

Groundwater quality degradation (cooling
ponds at inland sites)

2 4811
48.1.2
2 4813
4421
2 4814
1 48.2.2
1 4.8.3
2 4.8.3

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 withdraw less than 100
gpm of groundwater.

St. Lucie does not use cooling towers.

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not have or use
Ranney wells.

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not withdraw
groundwater.

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not use cooling
ponds.

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not use cooling
ponds.

TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES

Cooling tower impacts on crops and
ornamental vegetation
Cooling tower impacts on native plants

Bird collisions with cooling towers

Cooling pond impacts on terrestrial
resources

1 434
1 4351
1 4352
1 444

St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 lack cooling towers and
cooling ponds.
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 lack cooling towers and
cooling ponds.
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 lack cooling towers and
cooling ponds.
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 lack cooling towers and
cooling ponds.

HUMAN HEALTH

Microbiological organisms (occupational
health)

Microbiological organisms (human health)
(plants using lakes or canals, or cooling

towers or cooling ponds that discharge to a

small river)

1 4.3.6

2 4.3.6

This issue is related to workers maintaining
cooling towers, which St. Lucie does not have.
St. Lucie Units 1 and 2 do not use lakes or
canals, or cooling towers or cooling ponds that
discharge to small river.
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