
Docket No. 50-446 June 23, 1992 

Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.  
Group Vice President 
TU Electric 
400 North Olive Street, L.B. 81 
Dallas, Texas 75201 

Dear Mr. Cahill: 

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
COMANCHE PEAK ELECTRIC STATION, UNIT 2 (TAC NO. M71899) 

Enclosed is a copy of an "Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Signi
ficant Impact" for your information. This assessment relates to your 
application dated February 3, 1992, as supplemented on March 16, 1992, which 
requested an extension of the latest construction completion date for Comanche 
Peak Steam Electric Station, Unit 2.

This assessment has been 
publication.

forwarded to the Office of the Federal Register for

Sincerely, 

Original Signed By 

Brian E. Holian, Senior Project Manager 
Project Directorate IV-2 
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV/V 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation

Enclosure: 
Environmental Assessment 

cc w/enclosure: 
See next page
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Mr. William J. Cahill, Jr.

cc w/enclosure: 
Senior Resident Inspector 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
P. 0. Box 1029 
Granbury, Texas 76048 

Regional Administrator, Region IV 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
611 Ryan Plaza Drive, Suite 1000 
Arlington, Texas 76011 

Mrs. Juanita Ellis, President 
Citizens Association for Sound Energy 
1426 South Polk 
Dallas, Texas 75224 

Owen L. Thero, President 
Quality Technology Company 
Lakeview Mobile Home Park, Lot 35 
4793 East Loop 820 South 
Fort Worth, Texas 76119 

Mr. Roger D. Walker 
Manager, Nuclear Licensing 
Texas Utilities Electric Company 
400 North Olive Street, L.B. 81 
Dallas, Texas 75201 

Texas Utilities Electric Company 
c/o Bethesda Licensing 
3 Metro Center, Suite 610 
Bethesda, Maryland 20814 

William A. Burchette, Esq.  
Counsel for Tex-La Electric 
Cooperative of Texas 

Jorden, Schulte, & Burchette 
1025 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20007 

GDS Associates, Inc.  
Suite 720 
1850 Parkway Place 
Marietta, Georgia 30067-8237

Jack R. Newman, Esq.  
Newman & Holtzinger 
1615 L Street, N.W.  
Suite 1000 
Washington, D. C. 20036

Chief, Texas Bureau of Radiation Control 
Texas Department of Health 
1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, Texas 78756

Honorable Dale McPherson 
County Judge 
P. 0. Box 851 
Glen Rose, Texas 76043
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UNITED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

TEXAS UTILITIES ELECTRIC COMPANY, ET AL.  

DOCKET NO. 50-446 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) is considering 

issuance of an extension to the latest construction completion date specified 

in Construction Permit No. CPPR-127 issued to Texas Utilities Electric 

Company, (the applicant), for the Comanche Peak Steam Electric Station 

(CPSES), Unit 2, located in Somervell County, Texas.  

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Identification of Proposed Action 

The proposed action would amend the construction permit by extending the 

latest construction completion date from August 1, 1992 to August 1, 1995.  

The proposed action is in response to Applicant's request dated February 3, 

1992, as supplemented by letter dated March 16, 1992.  

The Need for the Proposed Action 

The Applicant states in its request that the proposed action is needed 

to complete the construction and preoperational testing for Unit 2. For 

approximately 32 months, TU Electric redirected its resources principally to 

Unit 1 in order to complete construction and startup of that Unit. As a 

result, additional time is now needed to complete the construction of Unit 2.  

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action 

The environmental impacts associated with construction of the Comanche 

Peak facility are associated with both units and have been previously 

evaluated and discussed in the NRC Staff's Final Environmental Statement 
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(FES), issued in June 1974, which covered the construction of both units. One 

of the environmental impacts, groundwater withdrawal, is the subject of a 

construction permit condition and will be discussed further below.  

Since the proposed action concerns the extension of the construction 

permit, the impacts involved are all non-radiological and are associated with 

continued construction. There are no new significant impacts associated with 

the proposed action. All activities will take place within the facility, will 

not result in impacts to previously undisturbed areas, and will not have any 

significant additional environmental impact. However, there are impacts that 

would continue during the completion of facility construction.  

The FES identified four major environmental impacts due to the 

construction of both units. Three of the four major environmental 

construction impacts discussed in the FES have already occurred and are not 

affected by this proposed action: 

- Construction-related activities have disturbed about 400 acres of 

rangeland and 3,228 acres of land have been used for the con

struction of Squaw Creek Reservoir.  

- The initial set of transmission lines and the additional planned line 

as discussed in the FES are completed.  

- Pipelines have been relocated and the railroad spur and diversion and 

return lines between Lake Granbury and Squaw Creek Reservoir have 

been completed.
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The fourth major environmental impact addressed in the FES is the 

community impact which would continue with the extended construction of the 

facility. The requested extension only involves impacts previously 

considered, with none of these impacts greater than those previously 

considered. These impacts flow principally from the prolonged presence of 

construction workers into the surrounding communities in Hood and Somervell 

counties. The current work force level of approximately 6650 represent the 

total on-site work force (i.e., TU Electric and contract personnel supporting 

Unit I and 2 activities). This number represents a decline of 850 from the 

peak work force on-site at the end of the construction phase of Unit 1, and 

will continue to decline as the applicant implements its destaffing plan, as 

Unit 2 construction nears completion. It should be noted that 85 percent of 

the total work force are contractors and consultants who do not live in the 

area and, in general, use only temporary quarters during the work week, (i.e., 

even while they are present there are no extended impacts associated with the 

arrival of families or services necessary to support permanent residents). In 

sum, the only community impacts which would accompany this extension would be 

those which extend the total time the local community is affected by the 

present demand for public services. As such, the maintenance of the work 

force level for the additional months requested should not result in 

significant additional impacts. In addition, it should be noted that only 

4500 personnel are associated full time with the Unit 2 Construction Permit 

extension, and the remainder are required to support the operation of Unit I 

or split their time between Units 1 and 2.
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Another impact, the subject of a construction permit condition, is 

groundwater withdrawal. At the present time, non-potable water for 

construction activities is being supplied from treated lake water. The 

construction permit for Comanche Peak Unit 2 includes a condition that the 

annual average groundwater withdrawal rate not exceed 40 gallons per minute 

(gpm). The applicant has confirmed that current groundwater withdrawal rates 

are within the limit established by the construction permit. Thus, continued 

construction will have no significant impact on groundwater. As background, 

the NRC Staff's environmental impact appraisal for Amendment 2 of Construction 

Permit Nos. CPPR-126 and CPPR-127 was based upon a maximum withdrawal of 

6.57 x 108 gallons during the construction period of five years at a rate of 

250 gpm. For the following reasons the staff's appraisal is still unchanged 

for the total groundwater to be withdrawn through August 1, 1995. First, from 

1975 through December 1986 approximately 4.96 x 108 gallons of groundwater had 

been withdrawn from the two production wells. From June 1982 through December 

1986, 4.52 million (.045 x 108) gallons of groundwater had been withdrawn from 

an additional well, (NOSF well). Second, from January 1987 through February 

1992 approximately 64.5 million (0.65 x 108) gallons of groundwater had been 

withdrawn from the two production wells and the NOSF well. Third, even 

assuming a maximum groundwater withdrawal of 40 gpm from March 1, 1992 through 

August 1, 1995, for all groundwater sources (this withdrawal rate is 

authorized by Amendment 6 to Construction Permits CPPR-126 and CPPR-127), 

there would be approximately 71.88 million (0.72 x 108) gallons withdrawn.  

Totaling the above results in a conservative estimate of the total groundwater 

withdrawal of approximately 6.37 x 108 gallons for the period through
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August 1, 1995, which is less than the 6.57 x 108 gallons originally evaluated 

and authorized by the NRC staff.  

As required by the construction permit, environmental monitoring has 

been conducted.  

In the past, a number of groups have identified concerns regarding the 

potential environmental impacts of several closed landfills at CPSES that 

contain relatively small amounts of hazardous wastes. Because these landfills 

are pre-existing conditions, any environmental impacts from the landfills will 

not be attributable to the extension of the construction completion date for 

Unit 2. Furthermore, any impacts from the landfills will occur regardless of 

whether the construction completion date is extended, and an extension will 

not have any adverse effect on any impacts from the landfills. Therefore, the 

landfills in question have no relevance to the extension of the construction 

completion date for Unit 2.  

In conclusion, there have been no unreviewed adverse environmental 

impacts associated with construction and none are anticipated.  

Based on its evaluation, the staff has concluded that the calculated 

impact of continuing to withdraw groundwater at an annual average rate of 40 

gpm for the site until August 1, 1995 is negligible and does not result in any 

significant additional environmental impact. The staff's conclusion is 

substantiated by groundwater level data collected at the site during 

construction and periods of large water withdrawal and provided in the 

Applicant's supplemental letter dated March 16, 1992.  

Based on the foregoing, the NRC staff has concluded that the proposed 

action would have no significant environmental impact. Since this action
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would only extend the period of construction activities described in the FES, 

it does not involve any different impacts or significant changes to those 

impacts described and analyzed in the original environmental impact statement.  

Consequently, an environmental impact statement addressing the proposed action 

is not required.  

Alternative to the Proposed Action 

The NRC staff has considered that a possible alternative to the proposed 

action would be for the Commission to deny the request. If this alternative 

were executed, the Applicant would not be able to complete the construction of 

the facility, resulting in the denial of benefits to be derived from the 

production of electric power. This alternative would not eliminate the 

environmental impacts of construction which have already been incurred. If 

construction were not completed on CPSES Unit 2 the amount of site redress 

activities that could be undertaken to restore the area to its natural state 

would be minimal due to the operation of CPSES Unit 1. This slight 

environmental benefit would be much outweighed by the economic losses from 

denial of the use of a facility that is nearly complete. Therefore, the NRC 

staff has rejected this alternative.  

Alternative Use of Resources 

This action does not involve the use of any resources not previously 

considered in the Final Environmental Statement for the Comanche Peak Steam 

Electric Station.  

Agencies and Persons Consulted 

The NRC staff reviewed the Applicant's request and did not consult other 

agencies or persons.
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

The Commission has determined not to prepare an environmental impact 

statement for this action.  

Based upon the foregoing environmental assessment, we conclude that the 

proposed action will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human 

environment.  

For further details with respect to this action, see the Applicant's 

request for extension dated February 3, 1992, as supplemented by letter dated 

March 16, 1992, which is available for public inspection at the Commission's 

Public Document Room, the Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, N. W., Washington, 

D.C. and at the University of Texas at Arlington Library, Government 

Publications/Maps, 701 South Cooper, P.O. Box 19497, Arlington, Texas 76019.  

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 23rd day of June 1992.  

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Suzanne C. Black, Director 
Project Directorate IV-2 
Division of Reactor Projects III/IV/V 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation


