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' SUBJ.: Early Coordlnatron :
Comanche Peak Nuclear Power Plant '
Dear Chief:
EPA reviewed this project in accordance-with the National Environmental Policy Act

(Nl* PA):and; Sectmn 309 of the (“lean A1r Act We have, rev1ewed the. draft Env1ronmentalp )
Report (ER) and We; offer the tollowmg prehmmarv_comments These ccmments pertam to

e Prolect Need
The need for the protect should be clearly stated, as well as potential benefits and adverse

effects of the proposed prOJect PI‘OJCCt impacts.and impact m1t1gat10n are evaluated in the
sp» —_  context of project need. .

Alternatives © - ' : -
The analy51s of alternatrves is the core of the NEPA process “The forthcomlng /
' Env1ronmcntal Impact ‘sfatement (E1IS) should in¢lude a minimum of two Ieasmle action
alternatives to be fully consrdered as well as the No-Action Alternative.”
A rationale for rejecting certain alternatives from further consideration should be pr0v1ded
The rationale should'include environmental reasons, along with other considerations. The
selected alternative should avoid/minimize adverse impacts,. so that the need for m1t1gat10n of
impacts will be lessenéd; or eliminated. A crmcal factor of the alternat1ves analy51s is the
avoidance/minimization of adverse impacts. - o
Alternatives that assess local power generatlon should be evaluated. For example, several
- small,:Jocal.pawer plants may: equal the amount.of electricity generated by the proposed
: Comanche PeakaNuclear;Power Plant (CPNPP) progect.:.:Local povver;generatron in. contrast:-to’
6 (e:g, Jocal ™

in the event of a catastrophlc event smaller potent1al 1mpacts td 'water use
etc.) \ A
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Radiation ‘

' The EIS should discuss monitoring of radiation, prevention of releases, and emergency
planning procedures in case of an unintended release. Risks to employees and area res1dents
should be addressed.

Statements about high doses and low doses of radiation, their potential health effects, and
established risk or exposure standards should be included in the NEPA document.

Given the uncertainty involved with licensing the Yucca Mountain Nevada facility for the
disposal of spent nuclear fuel, all utilities planning on constructing additional nuclear units on
current sites should consider contingencies for long-term storage of waste on-site. '

- Wetlands

Relauve to protection of the area under the Clean Water Act and EPA's regulatory
authority, it is likely that any work conducted in the proposed blowdown treatment facility or
work in any of their wetlands would require a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. The Clean
Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines regulate dredge and fill activities in waters of the United
States. The Corps of Engineers (COE) is the permitting agency and would have the lead on.
authorizing dredge and fill activities in jurisdictional waters. - EPA assists the COE in
administering the Section 404 Program and has a role in assisting the COE in its permit
evaluation. Additionally, EPA has the lead for enforcmg non- permltted violations of Section 404
of the Clean Water Act. :

The EIS should discuss the location, amount type and quality of wetland acreage in the
study area, and how wetlands were delineated (i.e., COE, contractot, lead agency, etc.). A draft
mitigation plan to compensate for predicted wetland losses should be developed during the
NEPA process. Feasible alternatives that avoid wetland 1mpacts should be consistent with the
: 404(b)(l) guidelines of the Clean Water Act

Water

Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be used to reduce erosion during construct1on
Typical BMPs include the use of staked hay bales, silt fences, mulching and reseedlng, and
appropriate buffer zones along water bodies. The document should include an erosion control
plan or reference the State erosion control regulations and a commitment to compliance.
Comphance should include both BMP application and maintenance. :

" Section 6.2.5: Thissection indicates that within'the CPNPP "en virons,', tl‘ere have been
detections of tritium above lower limits of detection in Squaw Creek Reservmr (SCR), and those
detections have been well below the reporting limit (30,000 pCi/l). Please clarify whether this
means that there have been no detections of tritium in water in Squaw Creek below the dam.
Figure 6.2-1 indicates the presence of a surface water collection site on Squaw Creek, although
Table 6.2-3 does not list it. It is important to characterize tritium levels in downstream waters as
well as the SCR. It would be helpful if the EIS clarified what radiologicals are being collected in
Squaw Creek below the dam and provide any data available.

A Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) concentration of 1680 mg/l1 is on the borderline for lethal
toxicity, and a TDS concentration of 2500 mg/l is above. Given that there will also be biocide
usage in the cooling towers, whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing will be required, and there is
reason to expect lethal and sublethal effects in WET testing. CPNPP should sample the water
from Lake Granbury and perform 7-day chronic toxicity tests. CPNPP should also evaporate a
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l per form the same test Thrs would be
.' A :\ ¥ L,‘r-_ ;"4:‘::‘; i
‘or dec1sron makm Apb et

portron‘of theé sample to" approx1mately 2500 rng/r
predlctw SF the final efﬂuent"an
““Thé’ propOsed pI‘OjCCt will’ w1tndraw water for coohng tow’ '
and retuirn thé cooling tower blowdown' back® to” sake’ (Jranbury Currently, LaKe Granbury is
listed as being impaired for chlorides. "CPNPP' should kriow' that a'total maximuri daily load
(TMDL) w1ll be’ prepared for' Lake: uranbury to'address the chlor1de 1mpa1rment The TMDL
wrll grve d wasteload alloccuron fOr chlorldes to CPNPP for'i its cool1ng tower blowdown Y

chlor1des or 51gn1ﬁcantly reduce the 12vel of chloride in its discharge. T exas Comm1ssmn on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) is responsible for developing TMDLs and TMDL -
Implementation plans. EPA reviews and approves TMDLs developed by TCEQ.

Future-demands on water use should be evaluated.- How will-CPNPP interact with the
surroundrng area'7 For example 1nvest1gate interactions with act1v1t1es rclated to the Barnett
Shale as well as mumcrpal and agr1cultural water use. A c1tatron from the Texas Water

- Development Board (TWDB) indicates uncertamty as to whether all supphes 1nd1catcd n the ER
can be obtained. i

The Envrronmental Report i confusmg regardmg watcr Uses trom sources other than the
'SCR.-For example P. 2 4-21 1nd1cate_s that CPNPP is author1zed to use 48, 300 acre-feet from™ -
Lake Granbury each year but 435 826j was transported in 2006 T hlS seems to’ 1nd1cate that_. B
CPNPP exceeded their® autho id'u Also 1tis not clear why Lake (xranbury 18 uscd mstead of

- SCR Please clarrfy the ‘water use; ernaps a matrrx 1nd1canng water intike and d],scharge W1th
amounts, etc:' would behelpfaf < e T T s

According to the ER, the estimated water withdrawal for the operauon‘of CPNPP-Uits 3'and
4 from Lake Granbury is 63,550 gpm (91,512 ,000 gpd) during maximum operations. The water
discharge rate to Lake Granbury during 1 maxrmum operat1ons mcludmg loss estimatesis .,
estimated at 24,876 gpm (35, 82T, 440 gpd) Consumptwe water” use for Urnts 3 and 4 is éstimated
at 55 690 560 gallons per day Where are the 55 mllhon gallons of water going each day‘7 o

Hvdrogeology/Groundwater
The hydrogeological characterization appears adequate for a fundamental understandmg of
the site (future reactors 3 and 4). Information contained in the ER includes subsurface geology,
groundwater occurrence, water levels, flow direction and velocity, and other related information.
iHowever, the characterization may not: be adcquate for deta1led analysis of complex groundwater
flow cond1t10ns and mechamsms 1nclud1ng complex fracture flow, groundwater flow along
bedding planes, preferentlal pathways, and other flow complications. ,
The ER discusses packer tests and concludes the Glen Rose Formation and sections ofthe
Twin Mountain Formation are 1mpermeable The Twin Mountain Formation is a hrghly ’
productive aquifer around the site including numerous public supply wells. It is recommended
that additional information be provrded to substant1ate the cla1m that these are indeed
nnpermeable ' '

e an 1nd1v1dual 5

W AU

1 nor waﬁ a methodology

groundwater productron itwill be neccssary to develop a sub’ “Fegional scale groundwater model
-to predict how increased/decreased uses could affect units 3 and 4. :

Pa'geS



' reported or, change over trme the effectlveness of the well network wrll need to be reevaluated‘ '
Itis reasonable 10 expect that, addltlonalv" Is wlll need.to,be, 1nstalled as more ‘water’ level data .

become available and ﬂow d1rectlons are refined over tlme B g :

Groundwater momtorrng should 1nc1ude momtorrng for contammants and mlxed waste from

_ these sources: non- radloar‘tlve solld llqurd and gaseoys, waste streams assomated with the. ..

~ construction and operatron of CPNPP Umts 3 and 4, chlorlnated ﬂuorocarbons (CFCS) solvents

and used oil. Other sources may include hqurd sc1nt111at10n ﬂUIdS other types of orgamc '

materials, and metals such as lead and chromrum and aqueous corrosives., ;

| . . Hazardous and. Non hazardous Waste e S
‘The ER does not provrde much ‘information on meetmg the’ requrrements of. the Resource
Conservatlon and Recovery . Act (RCRA) Clarlﬁcatlon on RCRA permlttrng of Units 3 and 4
hazardous waste satelhte accumulatlon areas and storage trmes (e, greater than 90 days) is
requested. ‘ .
The contamlnant momtormg list seems too Narrow. We. recommend rev1ew1ng 51te ;
operations, wastes chemrcal storage and use etc o determlne approprrateness of 1nc1ud1ng other
contaminants on list. T he const1tuents of | concern (COC s) sh ould leﬂect the actual constltuents
~and their daughter or degradatlon products that are berng utlhzed by CPNPP '[, .'_. . -
T he 1nformat10n on’ sohd waste management should be expanded Dlscussmn should mclude
summary of how groundwater monitoring ‘will includé all RCRA wastes and any potentla] sohd
waste management umts : s

GENT O R !: . AlrQ_uahtvﬁ it f\e" . ' SO _.} N A
Al emlssmns 1esult1ng from the prOJect must be in comphance w1th all apphcable air quahty
regulauons partrcularly relative to the Nat10na1 Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for .
criteria air pollutants (e.g., ozone, carbon ‘monoxide, nltrogen oxides; sulfur d10x1de lead and
partlculates) All construction equipment should be tuned to manufacturer's specifications to
‘reduce air emissions. We recommend water for fugltlve dust control during construction, instead
of orls and other chcmlcals

4.

PR f‘ulturall?esourcesw'” R s
A cultural resource survey should be coordlnated w1th the Statc Hlstorrc Preservatron Ottlcer ,
(SHPO). Besides the consideration of hsted historical sites, the NEPA document should discuss
procedures for events such as unearthing archaeologlcal sites during prospective construction.
Such procedures should mclude work cessatlon 1n the area unt11 SE IPO approval of continued.
constructlon :

T

Env1ronmental Justice ( EJ) "
Consistent w1th Executlve Order 12898,1 potentlal EJ 1mpacts should bc, con51dered in the s
NEPA documen .An EJ .survey < to-ensure urtabl‘e' envrronmental protcctron rcgardless of

project. R



Smce uramum mmmg that occurs in
alcas 1n the western states prrmarlly (1 -"f
1mpacts of incréaséd § uranlum mrnmg _(e g in situ 1eacll) and 1ncreased exposure ‘of rc51dents
should bé evaluated. “Links between thé proposed | prOJect and NUREG 1910 should be 1ncluded
in the NEPA document. R '
Secondary impacts to low income, m1nor1ty, and tribal communities concerning the use of
the Yucca Mountain reposrtory and transporta‘tron routes from thc uranrum processmg facﬂrty
should also be mcorporated PR e -
» EPA recommends that the EIS' provrdc clarification regarding resource dependcncres or’
practices, ‘such as subsistence agricultiire, hunting, or fishing, through which certain populatrons
could be dispropoitionately affected. Low-income populatlons are likely to ‘conduct such
subsistence* praf‘trces EPA recommends, the EIS include a moré comprchcnsrvc discussion of
potential benefits’ and 1mpacts associated with the project, as it relates to mmorlty and Iow-
income populatrons and the population at large. - v

Blodrver51ty
‘Biodiversity is defined as the Varlety ‘of plants and anrmals (brota) of a site or rcgron and is

typlcally measurea by the number of different’ specres and number of 1nd1v1duals per spemcs In
, gencral ‘the more dlverse an ared is (number of habitat’ types and ammal 1nhab1tants) and the "
bétter represented thcsc components are (populatlon counts) the more rigorous ,(resrstant 7
undrsturbed' Tatu ral ) "healthy" )-the! are: ‘ ‘ecrﬁcally, sustalnab ot Self-
managed) natrve“b‘lodrversrty 1§ preferred compared 6 4n incréase in the number of '1nvasrve

“edge,” or opportumstlc species. Invasive, “edge,” or opportunistic species may compete W1th
native species and have the potentral to dramatrcally change local ecosystems so that they are not
sustainable. Implcmentmg BMPs or other mcasure 'Jo reduce 1nvas1ve specres estabhshmcnt
should be disclissed (Executlve Order 1371 12) e

- The NEPA document should cuscuss natlve brodlversny aspects of the proposal as
appropriate. For example will the prOJect increase, restore, or décrease nativeé b10d1ver51ty of the
area or region? Coordination with the U.S. ‘Fish and 'Wildlife Service (FWS), and Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department i is recommended regardmg the de51gn of any pI‘O_]CCt m1t1gatlon areas to
enhance or restore biodiversity. :

Studies as similar as possible to those performed prior to Units 1 and 2 becommg operational
(1981) shouid be condusted for corhparison purposes and to ascertain losses in species
abundance and richness over timé. For example 26 speciés of ﬁsh were caught in 1987, but only
10 in 2007 (Table 2.4- 13) Tables 2.4-3, 2.4-4,2.4-7,2.4-13, and 2.4-14 all show declines in -
species richness over time. If the method uscd led to mrslcadmg sample then new samphng
schemes should bé devéloped or methods used in 1987 should be used (p. 24! 24) Table 2. 4-4
has observed and expected data, therefore, simple, statistics (like Chi squared, etc)could be
performéd to ‘provide confideénce bounds on the data and to determmc whcther the observatrons
" show a true pattern or are random statistical events, ~ " o '

The ER indicated that CPNPP would draw water for cooling from Lake Granbury. -
Additional studies of the impacts to aquatic ecology should be performed. Even though aquatic
organisms may retreat to other areas in SCR or Lake Granbury, there are limits to what the
organisms can tolerate, both in pollutant load, sediment load, high water temperature, and the
amount of time they are exposed to such conditions (p. 4 3-10). ‘
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- The NEPA documerit should discuss EMS as approprlate

FAPURSEIY Endangered Species R . =
n _‘ible ‘a‘ge_'ncy, ifdr,ertidangejred,,s‘peme_s,complianjce,,,;so ,EPA defers;to

CERN

AL L T

document should drscuss survey results an t_adJ,ust theproposed ahgnment as appropr1ate Earlyb

A

coordination with FWS is recommended. - ‘ Dt g

Co Ecosystem Serv1ces and Sustalnablhty ) e

Ecosystem services are the benefits humans der1ve from nature. The concept of ecosystem :
services encompasses natural renewable resources and processes that are essential to human well
being like clean water, clean air, and a host of other services that have not been tradltlonally '
incorporated into cost beneﬁt analyses but can be considered. The concepts. of ,ecosystem
services and sustamablhty are 1nterconnected -If use of ecosystem se,rvrces exceeds the v
env1ronment s capacuy to perform those serv1ces then ‘the act1v1ty is not susta ble over t1me
The NEPA do¢ument should discuss aspects of ecosystem serv1ces and sustalnabrllty as. '
appropriate.

N Cumulatlve Impacts S oS

N T he NEPA document should est1mate cumulatlve 1mpacts ‘of resources of’ concern assocrated
with the proposed prO}ect Cumulatlve 1mpacts mclude the add1t" (© effects of a given parameter

for all contr1but1ng prolects 1n the study area and watersh }T he document should deﬁne what,

P

cons1dered

A PO AR 5 Z AR

The 1nd11ect or secondary 1mpacts ‘should be assessed In. partlcular the potent1al 1mpacts
associated with water use from sources other than SCR. The secondary impacts from fuel -

- mining and processmg should also be 1nvest1gated Currently, there does not seem. to be enough

information in Section 10.2.1.6 section to evaluate The ER states 1mpacts from mining on |

¢ -

_ geological resources are expected to be small This statement is not-consistent with the large

scale and wide-ranging impacts mining may potentrally have on the envrronment Addltlonal
1nformat10n should be prov1ded

oL - . . .
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Tt Fedrie s

Envrronmental Management Svstem '
There is no ment1on of CPNPP participation in EPA’s Performance Track Program or
whether CPNPP has an Environmental Management System (EMS) in place. The Council on
Env1ronmental Qual1ty (CLQ) publ1shed “Al1gn1ng NEPA processes with Env1ronmental
management Systems-A Guide for NEPA and EMS Practmoners” to'improve NEPA™
implementation and env1ronmcntal sustamabllrty goals in NEPA and Execuuve Order 13423




We appreciate the opportunity to provide these preliminary comments. - We look forward to
review of the EIS that you will develop for the proposed project. If you have any questions,
please contact Dr. Sharon L. Osowski of my staff at (214) 665-7506.

Sincerely,

@%Mﬁwuw

Cathy Gilmore, Chief
Office of Planning and
-Coordination



