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Sebastian Degens
4515 SE Madision
Portland, Oregeon
.0 Portland March 13, 1984

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Matomic Building

1717 B Street N

Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Commission Members,
Enclosed is = lengthy comment on EIS No, 840014, concerning
the operating licence of WPPSGS No. 3 in Grays Harbor County
in Washington. I realize my comment is a few days over the
deedline, but I had difficulties finding out where to send it.
The paper was submitted for a class offered in Fhe winter term.
at Portland Stete University. The class was 'Environmental Impact
Assessment' and in the enclosed critique, I point to some of the
strengths and wesknesses of this particulér EIS, hased upon a
reading of assessment itself, NEPA regulations, es well as class
discussions, : ~
Please send this on to the appropriste reviewer,
Also, I would like to be on a list of people to
recieve the FEA when it comes out on this project.

Thank You,
) A
Yhoda DHun
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The proposed action which resuired the Dreft ES delated to
the Qperation of the WPI'sS Nuclear Project No.? (DES=CL) is the
issuance of an operating license to the Washinrston Publie Power
Supply System (WPP3) for starteup and operation of its nuclear
project no, % (WPN-3), located in Grays Harbor County, WA. The
project consists of,a two=loop pressurised water reactor (FWiR)
with a vwrojeeted ciectricn} output of 1240MW . coolings tower
and pumping station to draw water from 2u sanuifer below the Che-
halis River are inciuded on the 2570 acre site.

The U.S5. Nuclear Rerulatory Commission (MRC), and its staf¢
in the Office of Nuclear Reactor Rerulation, prepared the document
in response to an apnlieation for an operating license for thin
facility from the NRC. The projected water withdrawals as well as
the radioactive emissions by the facility clearly male this »
Federal action significantlv affecting the annlity of the humon
environment (E 1502.%). The statutory reaquirements for an Ll are
met,

WPl=3 was 7% comnlete st the time of aprlieatinn for “he
operating license. Construction delays since thnt tirme have pushed
the anticipated fuel-=loadiner deate into 1987-1989, M ataff
noted that this D& could therefore be issued up to six years
prior to the fuel losains date. This constitutes f£n unusually
early issuance., It was the staff's judrement th=zt +he facility's
operationrl characteristies were sufficiently mown to allew
the present assessment. (WNP=3 DL3, 1-2).

The DS is dated December 1983, The Notice of Availability
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(1104) was publi hed by the “nvironmental Protection Agency in

the rederal Reristes on Friday, January 27,1984 (FR; Vol 49, lo 19).

A 45 day comrent period was scheduled ending on Mareh 12. A copy
of t'in eritique has been submitted,

NRC licensing procedures for nuclear power plants are sep-
arated into distinet phases, "he NRC hs tiered their environmental
statements to correspond with the construction and operating
stapes, This ensbles "... focus on the nctusi iscues ripe for
decision 2t ceach level of environmental review." (ﬁﬂSOE.PO)

'he purpose of the DES=CL is to center on i‘sues specifically
related to the operstionsl system of the nuelear plant, An ad-
ditional purpose emerpges in the text, The DE3-0L evaluates design
chan es in the project which have occured since the time of the
Final Environmental tatement on the construction permit (FES=CP).
“he bulk of the desirm =2nd environmental impnet informetion is
vontained in the PES=CP wri ten in 1975, This information is
summarized in the DES toxk.nnd encorporated by reference.

Pierinr hos n number of importsant implienstions for the 113,
Pirst, it is physically shortened by the ability to reference the
document in the previous Stﬂﬁe in the process. liore importantly,
the range of iscues covered is slso reduced, The NRC has interpreted
tiering to obviate evaluations of the need-for -power issues
during the operntion-license nphase, Discussion of the need-for-
power issue hs2s occured durinr the construction permit stare

sand is considered resolved,

The MRC hes agsumsd that nuclear power plants cost less o
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operate than fossil fueled pleants, 'he NRU concludes thet nuclear
power would be n prefarred enerry source, evin were 2 reduction
in demand to elMminate the need for any ndditional generntion,
(VPN=3 Disi3, 2=1) Need for the proposed nction is eliminated ~c

an issue and barring special cércumstances, the operating license
is not subject to a test of neced,

The lorric of Lhe environm:ntla review process, s conducted
by the NiC in tre licensing of nuclear power plants, thus eliminates
2 broad range of alternatives durings the UL stape, lloth alternative
energy sources s well as aslternative sites sre no longrer relevant.
Committed resources snd the adveanced stage in the process have left
no feasible alternntives and noue sre presented in this DED,

Alternative nl- ns of operation were not conaidered, thourh I
feel they would have been apnropriate for comparison. ixamplen
could have besn snlternative monitorine progreams for the surrounding
earth, water, and air resources. Also, in addition to mitipative
responses to wnter removal at times of low strean flow, an op-
perational plen which synchronized refueling with all or part of
the seasonal drv pnriods_éould.hnve been presented,

The exintine environment was described adenuately in tue ulil,
Unchanred portions of the project wers survorized from previous
documents snd referenced, /| comparative evaluntion of the imprcts
of alternstives could not be undertaken in the absence of alternat-
ives. However, design chonges since the Fll-CP had altered many
impacts. These new impacts were discussed in » compnrative menner
with the initislly anticipated ones,

The major chonre was the cancellstion of 2 second unit,




WPPSS No. 5, which had been plamed for “hat site as well, In many
respects this chanpe nfforded the Dib muite A bit of leeway in
the discussion of impacts, For examnle, WPYS5H incressed its es-
timate for the sulfuric acid renuirement to control scale in the
eirculatine water svstem, There will be an acknowledred eilluent
impact of sulfstes on the Chehalis River, Tnis increase in the
concentrotion of sulfates was swept nway in the text with the
recolection that the planned second unit had now been serapned
and the resnlting ambient concentrations for one plant were lower
than had previcusly been projected for two.

I feel this type of analysis is more round-about than direct,

While it is important to know that the sum of the impacts is less
than those previously plenned, if the denigm chanpges represent
gsirnificant mlterstions, thev should be described absolutely (ie.
How much effluent results from one urit with #u increased renuire-
ment of sulfuric neid?).

troublesome featuré.in the D% was a multinle reference Gto
r Bafety Evnlurtion Report (5°R) which is scheduled for release
six months after ithe closure date for corments on the DXE, In
appendix form, the water and Aip efiluents were surmarized in an-
ticipation of this report. The capability of the proposed radwaste
system to accomodate the solid wastes expected during normal
operations was not evoluated nor sunmarized, This seecms to me a

sirnificoent omission..

The DiIS covered #n extensive set of impnets both analyticallw

and in concise and understandsble lanrusce, The methodolories




were explained clearly ond included in the text and apnendix,

I did not feel the impact discussions were ®ach of the same nualitw
Direct impacte were evsluated in each of the cnvironmental sareas,
Indirect impacts were asddressed in certain of these. Cumnulative
impacts were not evaluated by eeach of the b3 contributors. it

wus ot clear whether these writers entertained such impucts and
excluded them, or whether thev had been irnored.

Cummulative impacts on rerional water use should be more
explicitly evaluated, for one, In the area of endangered specics,
the theorization that becnruse of an eaple’s keen eyesipht, collision
with 2 cooliny tower seemed unlikely, seemed less important than
some field datr on the effects of construction noises on the habitat
ag a proxy for the anticipat-d ncise from the pumping station,

Radiologicsl impacts were described verv well, ''he conclusions
seemed reasonable, and aress of uncertainty and issues of public
debate were outlined, Tables of radintion emissions were confusing
upon ocraision whe: the units of measurcoment did not c¢._mpare

| (curies/rems) or when the'bnse lavels of ba~keround radiation
were presented for comparison in some tnbles and not in others.
in evaluation of the cu mulative impaet of the rerional nuclear
prosram was not included,

ifitipation messures were develored for 2 ranre of expecied
environmental impacts. The mnjority of these were reauired in the
desirn of the facility itself and operated through avoidance and
minimization of environmental impacts., Future mitigstive messures

willghevelopudb"sed on monitoring prorrams to deteet unanticipated
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impacts. The prenarers did = very thorourh job in matchings mitipne
tion measures to potentisl imprets,

Two potential environmental impnet areas which deviated from
thig generally fretual, analyticn! discussion of impacts, were
those of the uranium fuel cycle as well as the decHhmmissioning
of the plant once its operatinr life ic over,

Digcussion of the imprets of the fuel cycle centered around
theoreticsl desirn criteria incorporated by reference to optomistic

A xbsentaben of
MRC rules =nd research documents./ ictunl experience in storapge,
reprocesaing, snd weste manapgement would heve been very useful.

Yncio-cconomic impaets of uliP'=3 should have been exprnded to
inelude diseussior of the rerion=l wsste menapeoment costs, decom=-
missioninr impacts,

#inally, scenarios of three tvpes of accidents (freouent and
infreasuent events, and a much less nrohable liniting fault) wer .
very interestin~ and well explained, The methodolosy for conduct-
inr the “orst Usse analysis seemed very accurste and scientifically
relisble, Mitipation meesures wer? proposed- to rectify and com-
pensate the impncts of even the low probability/ hirn risk events.

In conclunion, 1 wéuld 1ike Lo arrue that the WHP=% DiS is
adenuate but not reslly necesnary as # deeision=making tool. /n
alternative to roinr ahead with the operation of the facitlity was
never presented. It does not provide the tvpe of comparative
evalustion NEI'.A encourages. Also, the licensing procedures Tre-
nuire more strinrent evaluations than were contsined in the DES,

(ex. Safty Evalu-tion Report). The document aces not se~m relevant

to the areney decision. In many resrects, the Environmental Gtatement
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comes to late in the pame fto matter and simply becomes a
procedural hocp,

There is & procedural contradiction with the IRC in their
implementation of NEPA which limits the usefulness of this doc-
ument, This stems from the dual role played by the DI, Firstly,
it reviews the oper=tionsl stnre of project development, But at
the time of the review, the plant was not complete, the radwaste
system was not fully evalusted, the financinl state and ownership
of the plant were even in quection, and there is no national con-
ceersus on the management of nighelevel rrdiosctive wastes. This
leads me to feel the operationnl review is premature,

The second purnose of this DI is to identify and evalusnte
changes in the project since the construction stage of review in
1975. It acts 28 2 svpnlemental EIS, but unlike 2 suppiemental
1.3, the NRC proecedures haveeliminated the re-evalustion of
fundamental circumstances, as-in this cagse, a determinstion of
the need for a project., 1
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If the IZ5 is to ant as 2 sunplement, then all altered
environmental Circumstnncpé should be open for review, If it
is specifically concerned witﬁ the cpernting license steare of the
rrogram, environmental review should be condvcted at a time when

basic conditions sre known

40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 NEPA Rerulations

Draft Environmental Statement Related to the Oneration of Wi P3s
luclear Iroject No.3, NUREG=-1033, UsS3.NRC:Decanber, 1985

federal kFegister, Vol 49, No 19:Janu~rv 27, 1984







