Fa) / NR‘!STR!BUTION FOR PART 50 DOCI’ MATERIAL

- - (TEMPORARY FORM) :
t3 ., CONTROL NO:_67%
FILE:__Eunviro
FROM: United States Emnviron- | DATE OF DOC| DATE REC'D |LTR | TWX | RPT OTHER
mental Protection Agency . E,,f . =
Wash, D,.C. ) 6-20~-75 6-25-75 KXX
TO: ORIG CC | OTHER SENTNRC PDR____xxxxxx
Mr. Daniel R, Mullexr ’ . l-signed SENT LOCAL PDR__XXxX
CLASS" | UNCLASS PROP INFO INPUT NO CYS REC'D CK O:
KKAXKKXXK 1. STN- 50-528) 529, and 530
DESCRIPTION: ENCLOSURES: ———————""
Ltr trans the following: ‘ 1 Ltr furn comments on the DES concerning
: ‘ . Palo Verde Nuclear Regulatory Commission seee..
ACKNOWLEDGED
% A
DO NOT REMOVE
PLANT NAME:

Palo Verde 1 thru 3

FOR ACTION/INFORMATJON 6-25-75 JGB

BUTLER (L) SCHWENCER (L) ZIEMANN (L) V"REGAN (E)
W/ Copies W/ ‘Copies W/ Copies W/{ Copies
CLARK (L) STOLZ (L) DICKER (E) LEAR (L)
W/ Copies W/ Copies W/ Copies W/ Copies ‘ ’
vPARR (L) VASSALLO (L}  KNIGHTON (E) SPIES ,
W/[ Copies W/ Copies W/ Copies W/ Copies
KNIEL (L) PURPLE (L) . YOUNGBLOOD (E) 1pM
W/ Copies W/ Copies W/ Copies W/ TCopies
INTERNAL DISTRIBUTION
%%ﬁu_g) TECH REVIEW  DENTON LIC ASST A/T IND .
PDR SCHROEDER IMES * R. DIGGS (L) BRAITMAN
LIGC, ROOM P-506A “AMACCARY (BAMMILL H. GEARIN (L) SALTZMAN
L/ SOSSICK/STAFF KNIGHT JASTNER £. GOULBOURNE (L) MELTZ
Y"CASE PAWLICKI JHALKARD P. KREUTZER (E)
GIAMBUSSO SHAO NGLER J. LEE (L) PLANS
BOYD STELLO M. MAIGRET (L) MCDONALD
MOORE (L) HOUSTON ENVIRO S. REED (E) CHAPMAN _
DEYOUNG (L) NOVAK MULLER M. SERVICE (L) DUBE (Ltr)
SKOVHOLT (L) ROSS DICKER S. SHEPPARD (L) E. COUPE
GOLLER (L) (Ltr) . IPPOLITO KNIGHTON M. SLATER (E) PETERSON
P. COLLINS - TEDESCO YOUNGBLOOD H. SMITH (L) HARTFIELD (2)
DENISE LONG GAN S. TEETS (L) KLECKER
G OPR LAINAS ROJECT LDR  G. WILLIAMS (E) EISENHUT
FILE & REGION(2)  BENAROYA J, . A" WILSON (L) WIGGINTON
MIPC VOLLMER HARLES < INGRAM (L) \gm)
M S Cokl NS M. DUNCAN'
EXTERNAL DISTRIBUTION (H) b
— LOCAL PDR_Phoenix, Az
J}‘TIC (ABERNATHY) —{$) (2H3+8)—NATIONAL LABS@:LL/: 1 — PDR-SAN/LA/NY
—~ NSIC (BUCHANAN) 1 —W. PENNINGTON, Rm E-201 GT 1 — BROOKHAVEN NAT LAB
1- ASLB 1 — CONSULTANTS 1 — G. ULRIKSON ORNL
1 — Newton Anderson NEWMARK/BLUME/AGBABIAN

— ACRS HOLDING/SENT

B L I T PP N cwrem t = . N Yoo,

. .
i e




ponesT e

e




ég WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460.

» as , » - ~ - o .
: ; } ‘ ] ’ ‘
. a%0 Siy : -
. %, . o

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

JUN- 201975
Ré&sdatory :File Cy.

Mr. Daniel R, Muller

Assistant. Director for Environmental Projects-
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Mullers:

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the draft
environmental statement for the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station Units 1, 2,- and 3 prepared by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) and issued April 1975. Our detailed camments
are enclosed,

m.thxegaxdto:r.ad.\.ologlcalaspects we expect that the
proposed plant design is capable of limiting radioactive
emissions and resulting doses from plant originated effluents to
the "as low as practicable® guidance as given in Appendix I to
10 CFR 50.. However, because of the potential for additional
radlolodmereleasesduebouseoftreahedsewageinthecoohng
system, the Applicant's environmental radiological monitoring

program should include a sanplmg plan to detexrmine the

radionuclide content of incoming treated 'sewage.on a continuing
basis. 'Ihus,thetota.lpobentlalradiolog:.calmpactcanbe
predicted.

The estimates of offsite hourly particulate air,
concentrations in the draft statement indicate that primary
anbxenta:.rquahtystamlardsn‘aybeemeededlfﬂlemdlcated
cooling tower design criterion of 0.04% drift is utilized and if
the projected particles are considered "particulate matter"
within the neaning of EPA's regulations (40 CFR 50.6) using the
refexemenethodsetforthinAppendleofthoseregulatlms
However, data on the particle characteristics from emissions of
th:xstyge basedonﬂleappllcatlmofﬂuereferencenethod,_
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quality standard. We believe that by utilizing "state-of-the-
art" drift eliminators it is possible to reduce the estimated
drift losses, and thus the entrained particulates (if the tower
emissions are determined as such using the required reference
method), to levels which are expected to be within the 24-hour
primary ambient air standards. The final statement should
provide an evaluation of the worst 24-hour average tower emission
concentrations which may be .expected at the critical site
boundary with the plant utilizing "state-of-the-art" cooling
tower design. We also suggest . that the NRC require the Applicant
to employ the most eff:.ca.ent "state=of-~ " drift eliminators
at the plant.

EPA believes that Palo Verde Nuclear. Generating. Station Units
1, 2, and 3 can operate’in general campliance with the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Arre.ndn‘ents of 1972 (FWPCA).. However,
we have some concern as to consumptive water use of this plant in
such. an arid region.

Inhgirtofourrev:.ewandmaccordancemthEPAprocedure, .
we have classified the project as ER (Environmental Reservations)
and rated the draft statement Category 2 (Insufficient
Information). If you or your staff have any questions concerning
ourccxmentsorclass:.fmatlm, we will be happy to discuss them
with you.

Sincerely yours,. .

SR PNecgerca

Sheldon Meyers
Director
Office of Federal Activities (A-104)
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS :
Palo Verde Nuclea::: Generating} Station " :
EUnits l, 22and 3 A

TABLE OF CONTENTS

HE
®

INTRCDUCTION AND CONCLUSIONS
RADIOLOGICAL ASPECTS:

_ Radioactive Waste Treatment
Dose Assessment
Reactor Accidents
Transportation
Fuel Cycle
High Ievel Waste Management

NON-RADIOLOGICAL ASPIITS

Condenser Cooling System and. FWPCA. requirements
Bacteriological, effects
Air Quality

Noise Impacts

. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS | .16

. HWOVOOR o] N s W w







.
‘ ’ .
- ¢

iNI‘ROD'LK!I‘ION AND CQNCLUSIONS

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the draft
environmental statement issued in April 1975, by the U:S.
Nuclear Regulatory Cammission in conjunction with the application
of the Arizona Public Service Corporation for the conskruction
pexmit to build the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station, Units
1, 2, and 3. The proposed plant will be located in laricopa
County, 15 miles west of Buwckeye, Arizona. Fach unit w:."l
produce up to 3800 ¥t and incorporate a closezd-cycle,
nechanical-draft cooling towex system to dispose of waste hoat.
:\nproxnmtely 99 percent of the station cooling water will come
by pipeline from the Phoenix 91st Avenue munlcz.oal sevage
treatment.plant. ~Blowdown .discharges will be diverted to an
onsite evaporation pond. 'I‘h, following are our major -
conclusions.

1. Our review and evaluation of the draft statemcnt indicated
that the proposed plant: appears to be capable of l:m:.t.mg,
radioactive releases originating from reactor .operation to within
the "as low as practicable" guidance of Appendix I to 10 CFR 50.
lowever, the vnusual circumstance of the influent makeup water
being contaminated with radiciodine leads us to suggest that the
radionuclide content of incaning treated sewage water be
determined on a continuing basis to ascertain the contribution of
this source to total .doses offsite.

. The estimates of offs:.te hourly particulate air

conccmtratlons in the draft statenent indicate, that priraxry

anbient air quallty standards may be exceeded if the indicated
cooling tover design criterion of 0.04% drift is utilized and if
the projected parc:.cle sizes are such as to be consicered
"particulate matter" within the meaning of EPA's regulations (40 »
CFR 50.6) and using the reference method set forth in Appendiv B of
those regulatlons. Hovever, data on the particle characteristics
fran emissions of this type, based on the application of the
reference method, are not available upon which to make a
determinatiocn of .the applicability of the EPA air quality
standard. We believe that by utilizing "state-of-the-art" drift
eliminators it is possible to reduce the estimated drift losses,
and thus the entrained particulates (if the tower emissions are
determined as such using the required reference rrr:thol) , to
levels which are expected to be within the 24-hour p;..u*ary
arbient air standards. ‘fhe final statemen: should provz.m an,
evaluatlon of the worst 24-hour average tower emission
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concentrations which may be expected at the critical site
boundary with the plant utilizing"state-of-the-art"cooling tower
design, and we urge that the Applicant employ most efficient
drift eliminators currently within the "state of the art".

3. EPA believes that Palo Vexde Nuclear Generating Station
Units 1, 2, 3 can operate in general camliance with the Federal
Water Pollution Céntrol Act Amendments of 1972 (MPCA). lowever,
we have soine concern as to consumptive water use in an arid
region. The final statement should provide a brief discussion of
water management in Ceéntral Arizona over time, including sources
of water suppply and vater demands, and relate the PUNGS's impact
on consumptive use to the larger water management context.




@
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RADIOLOGICAL ASPECTS ) ., ) S

Radicactive Waste Treatment .

Pased on our evaluation of the draft statement, the proposed
gaseous and liquid waste treatment systens appear to be capable
of limiting.the radioactive discharges and resulting doses to
within the "as low as practicable" gquidance of Appendix I to 10
CFR Part 50. :

We noted with considerable interest the circumstance of I-131
in the influent water to the site,'and the resultant 57 mCi/yr
estimated atmospheric discharge due to this source. While this
discharge of radioactivity is not due to I-131 produced by
reactor operation, it does result as a consequence of the design
of the station and its cooling system. It appears that the
icdine source-term assumed was directly from the Applicent's
environmental report, and that no independent assessment of the
potential .source was undertaken by the NRC. It is apparent that
the actual quantities of I-131 in the sewage effluent are not
known at this time. ior has the draft statement discussed the
model used to predict the iodine releases from the site, or its
possible chemical form. It may be possible, hy a reasonable
modification of the treatment process for influent water or
routing within the closed-cycle system, to minimize this release.
The final EIS should discuss whatever detailed data are available
and a camnitment should be made to obtain the additional |
information necessary to define the behavior of this radioiodine
within the plant cooling water system.

It would be helpful in assessing the net dosimetric inpact of
this design if the final statement would discuss the dose inpact
of the alternative use of the sewage water proposed for use as '
station makeup. Our understanding is that this source is
currently used for agricultural irrigation and, therefore, a
potential I-131 food chain pathway exists as a result of such
practices. The diversion to Palo Verde Nuclear Generating
Station of this contaminated water may result in a net reduction
in population exposure, because of the rewote location of the
site. Such a reduction in population exposure may offset the
estimated dose impact due to discharge of this source at the
site, thus providing a net dose benefit.

The Palo Vexde design will result in no discharge of
radioactivity to any off-site streams. Apparently, however, the
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licuid waste treatment systems in this plant will be operated in
a similar fashion to other plants, with any non-recyclable licquid
being discharged to an evaporation pond. (The most notable of
£hese is the condensate deminexalizer regeneration wastes,.
although we are also concerned about turbine building drains.) Ve
. noted in the Cavbustion Engineering Standard Safety Analysis
Report . (CESSAR) , that the "System 80" type plant is estimated to
discharge 19 millicuries/yr/unit of I~13l in liquid effluent. It
seems that it is possible that this source may find its way into °
the circulating, closed-loop cooling system or cvaporation pond
and ultimately result in an atnospheric release. HNo discussion
of such a potential contxibution to total atmospheric J-131 was
udertaken in the draft statement, and we believe this shouwld be
addressed in the final statement.

Dose Assessment

Cur estimated thyroid dose .equivalent rate (about 56 wreny/yx
to a six month old child's thyroid assuming the milk is from the
nearest goat, 2 miles north of the proposed plant) is due to the
emission of radioiodine from this facility and the radioiodine in
the makeup sewage wacer. However, "this particular pathway is not
presently used as & milk source for ran nor has the releasz of
radioiodine from incoming treated sawage water heen verified hy
the Amplicant. We helieve it is the responsibhility of the
Applicant to provide sufficient background data on the
radionuclides contained in the treated sewage vater and to
include in the environmental radiological monitoring prograa
radiochemical analysis for radioiodine in the szwage to documznt
this source temm and its potential environmental significance.

A monitoring program to detemine if any real iodine pathways
are established in the future should be discussed. For exarple,
if the goat 'which now is not milked for human consuiption should
ke so utilized in the future, a pathway which produces ercessive
dose fron icdine may then exist. The Applicant should have a
program in which such potential pathway chianges are porioQically
auditad, and any such changes should be reported to the NRC.

Reactor Accidents

IPA has examined the !IRC analyses of accidents and their
potential risks which thn2 NRC has déveloped in th2 course of its
engincering evaluation of reactor safety in the desigm of muclear
plants. Since these issues are cawmon to all nuclear plants of a

y
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given type, EPA concurs with the 'NRC approach to evaluate the
environmental risk for each accident class on a generic basis.
The AEC has in the past and NRC continues to devote extensive
efforts to assure safety through plant design and accident
analyses in the llcensmg process on a case-py-case bas:.s.

For the past two years, AEC sponsored an effort to examine'

. reactor safety and the resultant environmental consequences and
risks on a.more quantitative basis. We have strongly encouraged
this effort and continue to do so. On August 20, 1974, the ARC
issued for public comment the draft Reactor Safety Study (WASH-
1440), which is the culmination of the.extensive' effort to
quantify the risks associated with ln.ght-water-oooled nuclear
powexr plants. EPA is conducting a review of this document,
including in-house and contractual efforts through May 1975,
after which we ‘will issue a final set of coments. Initial
comments, issued November 27, 1974, indicated the ARC's efforts
represent an innovative step forward in concept and methodology
in the evaluation of xisks associated with nuclear power plants.
The study appears to provide an initial meaningful basis for
obtaining useful assessments of accident risks.

If future NRC efforts in ‘this area indicate unwarranted risks
- are being taken at the Palo Verde Nuclear Station, we are
confident the NRC will assure appropriate corrective action.
Similarly, if EPA efforts identify any environmentally
unacceptable conditions related to reactor safety, we will make
our views known. Until our review of the Reactor Safety Study is
campleted, we believe there is sufficient assurance that no undue
risks will occur as a result of the continued planning for the
Palo Verde Nuclear Station.

Transportation

EPA, in its earlier xeviews of the environmental impacts of
transportation of radiocactive material, agreed with the AEC that
many aspects of this program could best be treated on a generic
basis. The NRC has codified this generic approach (40 F.R. 1005)
by adding a table to their regulations (10 CFR Part 51) which
sunmarizes the environmental inpacts resulting from the
transportation of radioactive materials to and from light-water
reactors.. This regulation pexrmits the -use of the impact values
listed in the table in lieu of assessing the transportation
impact for individual reactor licensing actions if certain
conditions are met. ‘Since this nuclear power plant appears to
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meet these conditions and EPA has agreed that the transportation .
impact values in the table are réasonable, this approach appears
adequate for this action..

While the impact resulting from the routine transportation of
radicactive materials was chosen at that level within which the
impact of 90%'of the reactors'currently dperating or under
construction fell, the basis for the impact, or risk, of
transportation accidents is not as clearly defined. There are
current efforts by both EPA and ERDA (the Encrgy Research and
Development Administration) and/or NRC to more fully assess the
radiological impact of transportation accidents. ‘As the )
quantitative results of these analyses become available, EPA .
intends to conduct reviews to ascertain the acceptability of the
potential transportation risks. If EPA efforts identify any
environmentally unacceptable conditions related to
transportation, we will make our views known. Until our reviews
of the transportation accident analyses are completed, we believe
there is sufficient assurance that no undue risks will occur as a
result of transportation accidents for this nuclear power plant.

N Fuel Cycle

The NRC's predecessor, the ABEC, issued a document (WASH-1248)
titled, "Environmental Surxvey of the Uranium Fuel Cycle" in
conjunction with a regulation (10 CFR 50, Appendix'D) for
application in completing the cost-benefit analyses for
individual light-water reactor environmental reviews (39 FR
14188). The information therein.is employed in NRC draft
statements. to assess the incremental environmental impacts that
can be attributed to fuel c¢ycle conponents vhich support nuclear
power plants. In our opinion, this approach appears adequate for
plants currently under consideration, and such estimates of the
incremental impacts for the Palo Verde Nuclear Plant are
reasonable. However, as suggested in our camments on the
proposed rulemaking (Januwary 19, 1973), if this is to continue
for future plants, it is inportant for the NRC to periodically
review and update the information and assessment techniques used.
EPA intends to monitor developments in the fuel cycle area
closely and will bring to the NRC's attention any factor or
concemns we believe relevant to continued inprovement in
assessing environmental impacts. .

The concept: of environmental dose canmitment is a recent
development which we believe should be included in the assessment
‘of the envirommental impact of the fuel cycle.’ The information .
presented in the draft statement indicates the "Maximum Lffect"
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in terms of annual person-rems (man-rems) within a 50-mile radius.
As many of the radionuclides invélved persist in the environment
over extremely long periocds, their impact is not adequately
represented by an annual dose. Instead, we recommend that the
maximum effect for fuel cycle releases be indicated by an
environmental dose commitment, that is, by the projected person-
rems which will be accumilated over several half-lives of the
radioisotopes released annually from these facilities. (This
would involve decades for very long~lived isotopes.) Also, such
evaluations should be done for the total U.S. population
exposure. Radionuclides of importance in this approach include
Kr-85, I-129, tritium, radium, C-14, and the actinides.

-High~Tevel Waste Management

Environmental impacts will arise as a consequence of the
technicques and procedures utilized to manage high-level
radioactive wastes. These impacts have some relevance to the
environmental considerations regarding each nuclear power plant
in that the reprocessing of spent fuel from each will make some
contribution to the total waste. EPA concurs, however, with the
NRC's approach of handling waste management impacts on a generic
basis rather than by including a specific, in-depth analysis in
each nuclear power plant's environmental statement. As part of
+ this effort the AEC, on September 10, 1974, issued for conment a
draft statement titled "The Management of Cammercial High-Level
and Transuranium-Contaminated Radioactive Waste" (WASH-1539).

Though a corprehensive long-range plan for managing .
radioactive wastes has not yet been fully demonstrated,
acceptance of the continued development of commercial nuclear
power is based on the belief that the technology to safely manage
such wastes can be devised. EPA is available to assist the NRC
and ERDA in their efforts to assure that an environmentally
acceptable waste management program is developed to meet this
critical need. In this regard, EPA provided extensive coments
on WASH-1539 on November 21, 1974. Our major point of criticism
was that the draft statement lacked a program for arriving at a
satisfactory method of "ultimate" high-level waste disposal. We
believe this is a problem which should be resolved in a timely
ranner, since the country is comitting an increasingly
significant portion of its resources to nuclear power and wastes
from operating plants are already accumulating.
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- NON-RADIOLOGICAL ASPLECTS .

Condenser Cooling Systen and TWPCA Requiraments

Palo Vercde Nuclear Generating Station, (PVGS) Units 1, 2,°

.and 3, will utilize 9 wet-type, mechanical—~iraft cooling towers

for the dissipation of waste heat from the condenser codling
system. TWater for condenser cooling will be obtained fram the
city of Phoenix, Arizona's. 9lst Avenue muicipal sewage treatsent
plant. “this sewage effluent, treated to the sccondary level, *
will be given tertiary treatment by PVNGS. prior to usz for
condenser cooling. The heated water will bz concentrated by a
factor of 15 prior to blowdown with the blowdown then being
conducted to evaporation ponds for final disposal. “rhere will be.
no discharge from these evaporation ponds and, therefore, there
will be no need for a Mational Pollutant Discharge Elirdination
System (VPDES) Section 402 permit for this aspect of the
facility. | ..
The reclamation and reuse of rmunicipal wastewater and the
closed-cycle, no-discharge cooling system are in general
conforimance with the overall policy direction and guidelines of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Anendments of 1972
(FreCa). lowever, there appears to be an environmental trade-off
between .the consunptive use of water in an arid environment and
the threat to wildlife in the Salt and Gila River Basins. Doth
of these factors are important in the contoxt of total wate:r
management in central Arizona. The environmontal statement

-should present a brief discussion of water management in central

Arizona over time and include: sources of water supply — surface
waters, groundwaters, Central Arizona Project ingport vaters;
vater demands - municipal, industrial, agricultural; and relate
the FVNGS's impact on consurptive usz and the greenbelis of tiwe
Salt and Gila Rivers to the larger vater managerent contes:t.

L

Bacteriological Effects

PUNGS sesews to bg in general coanpliance with EPA's Stea
Zlectric Power Generating Point Source Category Dffluent '
Guaidelines and Standards, Federal Register, of October 3, 1974.

The innovative and benefical use of mmnicival effluent is to he
comvended. However, EPA has concern about the level of pathogens
contained in tower drift. Our detailed coments concerning the
air quality impacts of this effect are in the next saction (Air
{uality). With respect to the influent water as the potential







-the projected particles are considered "particulate nattor"

o ®

source of this. impact, it would seem appropriate for the . .
Applicant to set up a special morfitoring program o (1) wale a
positive estimate of enteric virus presence in tha sswage

effluent stream, (2) determing the success of removal and

inactivation processes, and (3) establish the concentration and
dispersion of pathogenic microorganisms from the cooling tower.

In the event that the data collected indicates a need for
further treatment of the effluent, the Applicant should
consider providing nore complete tcrLJ.aJ:y chatnt.nt.

Air Quality

The estimates of offsite hourly p:zrt:.cula\_e air
concentrations in the draft statement indicate that prinary
ambient air quality standards may he excesdled if the indicate?
cooling tower design criterion of 0.04% drift is utilized and if

within the rmeaning of EPA's regulations (40CI'R 50.6) using the
reference method set forth in Appendixc B of those regulat:.ons.
However, data on the particle characteristics from emizsions of
this type, based on the application of the reference m_tho;, are
not available to determine the applicability of the EPA air ‘
quality standaxd. We believe that by utilizing "state-of-the-
art" drift eliminators, it is possible to reduce the estimaied
drift losses, and thus the entrained paxticulates (if the tover
emissions are determined as such using the required reference
method), to levels expected to be within the 24-hour Primaxy
anbient air standards. The final statement should prov1cL_ an
evaluation of the worst 24-hour average tower emission
concentrations which ray be expected at the critical -site
boundary with the plant utilizing "state-of-the-art" cooling
tover design. e recommend that the iIC reguire the Applicant to
install the most efficient "state-of-the-art" drift eliminators
at the plant. Ve also suggest that a pre-operational monitoring

" program for particulates be established and continued during

operation to assess the impact on partlculat, levels from ‘Ch°
coolmg tower facilities.

Assurances that detexioration in soil qualicy by particulate
deposition will not be s:.gm. ‘icant seem to be predicated on
continued minimal land use in the area of the plant site. The
large proposed housing projects nentioned in the draft statenent
vould seem to lie within an area of potentially reduced fortility
due to these emissions. The final statement should discuss the

s
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potential impact on soil quality from drift deposits and the
rexndies whlch my be c.va_lable, should the proposad residantial
develognent occur. fhis assessment should be made taking into
account thz2 above recommendations regarxding ins tal1 ation of the
"state-of-the-ar drift eliminators. '

One of the impacts addressad in the envirommnchtal xebort
wirich has not been discussed in the draft statament is the
potcntlal emission in the cooling tower pltu'\ﬁs of enteric
viruses, bacteria, and other organisms mially associaied wikh
sewage. The Applicant has presented a wall-cgocurwntc.\l ana1 sis
of this problem but the NRC has not ac}mmzleuged vhether
1mdepcnd3nt assessment has been rade in the course of mnlr
" review to verify the Applicant's conclusions. The final
statement should address the potential pathogenic impact of the
releases frem'the cooling systen.

Additional information corce:mmg the wastowater reclanation
system is necessary to evaluate the air guality aspects of this
portion of the facility. Either in the final impact ‘statevent or
as soon thereafter as design development permits, the following
information should be provmed.

Q.-CGaseous emission stack height and internal diameter

b. Exit gas temparature and velocity

c. Sulfur content of fuel

* d. Btus/hr heat input rating of the equipment

e. Relevant air pollution dispersion estimates for offects
on anbient aixr czuality

f. Statement concerning applicability and compliance w;th
State and/or Federal new source performance standards
for fuel burning sources.

Neither the drxaft statement nor the Apal:.cant s env:.*‘ovment.a]
report provide sufficient information concerning the diescl
generators or the auxiliary boilers. The final statement should
specify the size of the diesel generators, the rated capacity of
the auxiliary boilers (in texms of Btus/hr heat input) and sulfur
content of fuel.:

Noise Impacts

Our concern rccard:mg noise inpacts focuses on occupational
noise hazards and traffic-related noise inpacts which may occur
during the. construction phase of the project. In addition, to
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help evaluate any offsite noise impacts of the project, during
either construction or operational phases, scme indication should
be provided in the final statement of current and projected
future land use categories and population densities-in the
vicinity of the project site. Comparisons may then be made
between noise levels : and the recommended noise
levels for the land use categories indicated near the plant site.
Wnile levels indicated in Table 1 do not consititute .a standard,
they should be used as a benchmark or reference for describing
the magnitude of any offsite noise impacts.

‘Construction workers and plant operating personnel should not
be exposed to noise levels in excess of those specified in Table 2.
The final statement should demonstrate that such noise levels
will not be exceeded, and that plans exist to reduce human
exposure in high noise level areas to levels below those
indicated. In addition, impulse noises frcm equipment, such as
jackhammers and pile drivers should not exceed the limits
established in Figure l. During plant operation potential noise
sources will be associated with transforners, turbines,
ventilating systems, and circulating water pumps. Anticipated .
noise emission levels fram each of these sources should be
included in the final statement.

Noise generated by traffic resulting from the project may be
significant. With respect to this project, it appears that the
only potential problem which might result would be during
construction. Truck traffic generation during construction
should be indicated and the potential noise problems.addressed.

For your convenience, Table 3 lists basic information on '
sound levels asscociated with various types of construction
equipment. Since these levels are averages, actual noise levels
will vary scmewhat from those indicated. In particular, noise
levels will generally be higher than those in. Table 3 for
products within each category having a higher than average
capacity. Ievel 1l indicates current quiet products, and Ievel 2
lists equipment which can be quieted by the use of best
deronstrated technology. . . :

i
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Source: EPA Document ‘“550/9—74-—004 (March 1974) "Levels
Document" ~~ Table 4 S

g © . TABLE 1

YEARLY AVERAGETEQUIVALENT SOUND LEVELS IDENTIFIED AS
« REQUISITE TO PROTECT THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE WITH
AN ADEQUATE MARGIN OF SAFETY

. Indoor it Outdonr Ve poe
Activity  Houring Loss To P'.m'ﬁ"' Actinity Heoty Lons Tol rotct
Against Against
Measure Inter-  Cosnstdera \ res Inter- Constdesas 5 .
ference t:on Botir Lt- ference tioa Bozk: I
SR * fects (b | N o fecis (h)
Reosidentisl with Ozt | Ly 45 . 45 55 55
sidz Space und Farm ' :
Residenees . Leg(24) 70 70 -
Residentisl with No Lan 45 . as '
Outside Space -~ " :

. Legea 70 . . .
Commveigisl Legt2) () 70 70(¢c) (a) 0 - 701 ¢)
Inside Transportatiaa | Logngy |0 () 70 (2)

Industeial Leqeaaney) () 70 70(¢) (1) 0 7Cic)

Hospitals Lin 45 45, 55 S5
Legr24) 70 0.

Educutivayl Leg(2d) 45 45 55 ) 55
Leq2anw 70 70

° Reereational Arvas Leatay | @ 0 70t¢) (ay 70 70(0)

Farm Lond and ; ch(g.;) | (2) 70 ' 70(¢)

Generel Unpopulated { .

Land * .

Code: . ’ ..

a.  Since different ty pes ol uctivitics appear 1o be associated with different fevels, identiG-
‘ cation of 3 manitmum fevel for activity interfzrence may be difiicult exceptin tiose

circumstanses where speech vommunicition is 3 ertizal activity . (See Fivure D22 for
noise leveds 23 a function of distance which vilow sutisluctory communication,)

b.  Buszd on fowest kevel, .

¢.  Bused oy on bearng loss, .

d. Anligs ol 73 (il may be identified in these situdtions so lony as the exposure over
the semaiming 16 hours per day iy Jow epoush 1o resultin o neehgible contribution to
the 2--Ekoug average. i.e., no preater thanan L, of 00 JB.

Note: Explonstion of identilied level for hearing losst The exposure period which
results in hearme loss ot the Wentficd lovel isu penod ot 40 years,

4 Relers to enerey rather than arichmetic averuges.







. TABLE 2 |
HOISE EXPOSURE LEVELS, STEADY STATE

Duration (per -day) o EPA Max. Sound

" in hours o Level (d2A) -
8 ' | . 85. ° :
4 ﬂ. ; | . 88 ,
2 91
1 : 94
1/2 . 97

J/dvor Tess 100

Sburce: EPA's‘Recommended Occupational Moise Exposure
Federal Reqister dated December 18, 1974
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Source: 'BEN Report No. 2887 dated 27 Nobember 1974
R of Construction Activity Noisé —- Table S

14— -

»

¢ Regulation

avm w areeema s =8 wex ®

BASIC IHFORMATION OH CONSTRUCTION EQUIPHENT (1972).

Preseat - cuifév:;i?ucts aes:in;?nglogy . .
Ssund | Avarige ! Ssund Aversge | Scund Averase Units
Equisrent Level Unit teval, tUnit Level |, Unit I. Procucea
Types {a) Price L(2) Price (2) Price | Per Yeer ()
Afr Tzmprassee EM Is 3,552 72 3 5,385 és 3 12,090 12,322
Szcithce £3 15,009 z 12,35 76 16,209 18,238
Cenerate Mizer §5 25,890 €3 25,%05 75 27,589 7,509
Conerese Pums 62 $3,0560 ED) 50,5659 75 55,000 539
Soherese Vizrateor 75 2,500 70 2,659 €5 2,200 6,683
Crane, verrisn ¢l 113,820 52 133,639 "5 113,CCO 2,290
‘Trane, Motlle $3 £90,800 SQ 51,000 76 53,0%0 5,300
Dozer 87 | 28,000 53 23,800 | 73 39,809 12,000
Genarzter 73 1,000 72 1,109 €5 1,199 79,850
Srador _ 55 22,8600 33 22,£29 76 2,200 7,000
casunzmmer (3.3.) | @8 - “go0 | 80 8sa | 15 | 9c0 | ¢ 22,5991(e)
Loadar et 20,659 22 20,505 7¢ 22,050 29,9099
Faver & k2,000 € 43,520 76 k4,200 e
Pllec Driver 101 23,009 G0 32,500 50 37,000 350
Faeunal o0l €5 300 75 323 65 k0o (109,002)
Pump 76 L30 72 450 65 580 50,0990
Reoor Drill 98 33,000 90 36,000 82 39,000 { 21,200)
Rzller gc | 11,000 75 11,330 _70 12,1C0 6,002
Szw 78 160 70 130 é5 150 (502,029)
Sereper 58 70,000 83 71,532 |~ 78 75,000 . 5,020
Showvel c2 71,0060 S0 72,900 76 74,060 3,900
Trusk . 63 18,000 83 18,250 75 19,500 75,0090
2. Scund level refors to averzge level curing cﬁera::cn'iﬁ 435A at 50 k. ’
b. Zstimezsed frem Jepariment ©F Commerce published data and industry sources (sales may
incivia other Iindusiries).’ . .
¢. Parenthesls cnslose prelilminary estimate. . .
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) IMODIFIED CHATA LILAITS
- 160 ' PARAMETER IfUNMEER OF
1MPULSES PER DAY.

150
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140
135.

130 |

PEAK PRESSURE LEVEL {dS re 20 micropascols)
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120.
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B~DURATION (ms)

Figure 1 Sct of Modified CHABA Limits tor vany capuswe w impulse Noises
Having B-Durations in the Ranze 235 Microseconds to 1 Second. (Para-

-

meter: number (N) of impuises per daily exposure, Criterion: NIPTS
not to exceed 5 dB at 4 ktz in.more thun 107 of people.)
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ADDITIONAL . COMMENTS

1. On page 3-18 ,of the draft statement, the NMRC staff
estimates that the total volune of wet soliid wastes that would he
shipped offsite annually to be 4400 ft.3/yr/unit. I is unclear
from the previous paragraph in Section 3.5.3 as to whethor that
is the volume of waste that will be solidified hefore shipment or .
if this volwe includes the solidification natrix.

2. The final statement should describe the method that will
be used to control particulate emissions from the onsite concrote
" batch plant.

‘ 3. The' long distance of the Palo Vexde site from urban areas
' portends a substantial amount of vehicle riles traveled fram the
construction labor forca. The enexrgy use and air quality
considerations may be quite significant. The Applicant should
seriously consider the provision of bus transportation for the
construction workers.

4. 'Ivo package plants are proposed to service the sahitary
wastes during the construction phase. The finai environnental
statement should discuss disposition of the-effluent. .

5. Reference was made to erosion rotential and sadinent

- discharge to the ephemeral stream beds from construction runoff.

) Although the measures.and controls to limit adverse construction
irmpacts (Section 4.5) appear to be adequate, Effluent Guidelines
for Steam Electric Point Sources require that limits on 7SS not
exceed 50 mg/l and pH be kept within a range of 6 to ¢ for
construction runoff which is associated with a 10 year, 24 hour
rainfall evént. It is suggested that containment for this runoff
be made on site.
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