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AMES M. CANTRELL WOO- A C. L THRAILKILL
hairman - Executive Director

July 17, 1978

Wm. H. Regan, Jr., Chief
Environmental Projects Branch 2
Division of Site Safety and

Environmental Analysis
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

SUBJECT: Docket Nos. 50-390 and 50-391 - Tennessee Valley Authority, Draft Environ-

mental Statement for Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2

Dear Mr. Regan:

In accordance with'the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95 this office, as
the areawide clearinghouse, has reviewed the subject proposal.

Our review of the draft environment impact statement indicates that most initial review
comments which this office raised have been satisfactorily answered. The notable ex-
ception is the issue of cumulative impacts from the series of nuclear plants in various
stages of development along the Tennessee River. The enclosed map provides an overview
of possible areas of cumulative impacts based on the 50 mile radius utilized throughout
the impact statement. The primary cumulative impacts addressed were those of radiolo-
gical impact. Other cumulative impacts and the relations of cumulative potentials were
not adequately addressed or taken into consideration in analysis of various factors.

As an example of this oversite page 7-1 deals with Realistic Accident Analysis for the
Watts Bar facility. Section 7.2 on this page states that "the probability of occurance
of accidents and the spectrum of their consequences to be considered from an environmen-
tal effect standpoint have been analyzed using best estimates of probabilities and
realistic fission product release and transport assumptions". We are satisfied that in
this example the estimates and assumptions of probabilities for accidents and consequen-
ces concerning the Watts Bar facilities are acceptable. We question if the assumpti.ons
and estimates of probabilities are reliable with respect to the impact area when one
considers the cumulative fact that there are several nuclear plants in the same general
vacinity. In essence the sum of the cumulative potential is likely to be greater than the
individual potentials, estimates, probabilities, and impacts. This example we have cited
is not unique but merely representative of the basic short coming of the EIS in not prop-
erly addressing cumulative impacts.
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Should there be any question, or if we may be of further assistance, please contact this
office.

Sincerely,

a aalelesOL. Thrailkill

Executive Director
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