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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

P O BOX %0
ELLSWORTH R. BROWNELLER, M.D.
SECRETARY OF HEALTH HARRISBURG 17120

$ Vawmes o n re it
. .‘..‘.b, JiTreclor
~ S Legantan 2 reins
3 .G ;eqCuir Licsnsling
. "
ted 5*2tes Atomic Energy Commission

- 11 A = " > £ oA ey o L. ~4 g " :
ine: =G Docket o, 3 s Thrae ¥ile Isla: woliapy otation Unitd 1
PR o V- A .

VENL.L2EeN}

his is in response to your October 28, 1970 recuest for comments
on th2 environmental impact of the above facility, 2nd on the
Envirormental Report from State sgencies of the State affected b the
construction and operation of the facility.
This facility is under construction on Thrae !ile Island on the
Susgushanna River, Londonderry Township, Dsughin Courty, Commanweslth

i 2
of Fennsylvania.

e o 313 e - - T < 3 ! o o
Cur cormmrents on this facility; are contained in the attached Stafsf
) L —— =11 - S - ~ -~
Peport, submitted for your °tc“n“1“ ard ¢onsideration.,

-
Yesl ey L. ilzertson

N .—..‘4.- Lapyer ames & P -~ o~ - v
Depuby Secretary for Environmental ste o

Enclosure
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STAFF REPORT ON THIUE IMILE ISLALD NUCLTAR STATICH UNIT I
TTONICTION

This report is preparer__‘ for submission to the Unitad States Atomiec Zn
Cormission, persuant to the Environrmental Policy act of 1969, and in
response to the Division of Reactor L.cen-x.; recuest for comments, dated
Cctober 28, 1970.

The comuents deve.oped by affécted State lLcencies within the
Comnoniwealth are dir~cted toward the environrentzli izract of the facility
and towzrd the Environzsntal Rerort develonad oy the a;glicant.

The comments i:'..c.“-_'.:ﬁed in this report ara those received in the Cffice
of Radiological Health and the State Planning Board on or before Decerter

31, 1970,

POOR 03¢
WYL
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COME TIPS ON THS THVIPCIRTNT.L REPORT -

Fost State Agencies providing input to this report indicate a » Vv

" general dissatisfaction with the contents of the Znvironmental Report

as submitted. The dissatisfaction stcms fronm an apparent avo dance
of the use of specific quantized statemerts of impact,

1) The maxdi-mnm probable off-site rzdiation dose resulting from
routine plant operations should be included,

2) 'The specific fraction of 10 C~;20 rzoiceffluent concentrztions,
as well as the fractions of federal watsr cuality stondards criteria
present in the effluent should be included in the-rerort.

3) Specific meteorological data to sugrort statemsnts on the
effects of cooling tower emissions as comparasd to inversion height should
be included, as well as dispersion isoplettes and wind roses

The Environmental Report appeared to be éirected to non-technical
groups since it deals in generalities, anticipatory statementc and
non-specific terminology. If the re%ort is intended for regulatory
a encies, this purpose would best be served by the use of more specific
language. It is recognized that this documsnt would not satisfy its
intent if it were expanded to resemble tne doruments submitted in
application to the AZC for construction and operation of the facilit by,
but less diraction to the general public and mors dirsction to those
required to comnent on it would tetter serve the p.rposes of the

Znvironmental Rerort,

O
U



COMDENTS ON ENVIROMMIITAL IMPACT

Listed below are specific comments and recommendations as pertains to this
facility:

1) The Bureau of Air Pollution Control recommends that the Applicant
obtain accurzie records of the past history of fog formations at Harrisburg-
York and Olmsted State Airports, and maintain a record of future fcg
formations for a reasﬁnable perlod of time so that a comparison can be
to evaluate effects of the cooling towers after they go into operation.

2) The Bureau of Sanitary Engineering (Sanitary Water Board) reguires
the securing of a Sanitary Water Board Permit by the Applicant in advance
of plant operatiocn. The application mmst include specific information
cuncerning th: concentratior and total activity release and will be judged
as to its adherence to State standards.

3) The State soil and Water Conservation Commission recommends that
udequate consideration be given the control of soil erosion and resultant
sediment occurring during construction and operai.:: of the plant. The
Commission would be pleased to discuss this with the Applicant.

L) The Office of Radiological Health requests that the Applicant keep
thg Agency informed of the development of Emergency Plans, and the
results of environmen}al surveillance activities of radiological importance.

Conclusions:

None of the Agencies responding presented specific objections to the

construction and operation of this facility.

1490 13

wnN



.
O&a.%ct 12.67 ‘ . ' CSWVTHNEALTS OF PENC. I LVANIA

; 2 ' In reply refer =
WCE

January 4, 1971

sue.ccr Comments on Environmental Impact Statements for: (1) Three Mile
Island, and (2) Limerick Nuclear Genesrating Stationms.

s Honorable Irving Hand
Executive Director
State Planning Board

e C.H. McConnell, Chief Engineer A o T 3 g3 %
Department of Foresis and Waters - N

The following commentary on the subject Statszents is in resz:-oase
to your request to Mr. Skovron, who forwarded it to thies office for re:z.y.

Mi eland Nuclear Pover Station

Our review of this report indicates that certain inconsistencles
exist. For instance, the last two sentences of tre third paragrzph ¢z rsge
4 strongly imply that thermal discharge limits are nonexistent in Permswlvania's
water quality standards., Paragrapl. iv - Industrial V=ste on pagse 28, =:cwever,
jndicates knowledge of Pennsyiv.nia's thermal discharge reguirecents.

The Statement only acknowledges the existence of the Olustel State
Airport within the close proximity of the Staticm., Actually, the staticn is
under the principal approach pattern for landing aircraft which is at =zoout
1,000 ft. above the station. With the planned increase in air traffic, the
probability of an accident also increases. We feel that such informazicon
ghould be included in the Statement.

The Statement omits mention of the Foroughs of Highspire ani
Steelton as population centers within the 10-nile radius of the Static:,
This ommission leaves the impression that popilation density upsiree= Ircm ths
station is less than it actually is. (The Statement mentions cnly HarrIsburg

at 10 miles away, and Middletown at 2 miles.' Also, the Statemeat nezlscts to
mention the industries within the vicinity of the staticn. partica_ar
interest are the steel plants in Steelton, vhich require significant juzntitiss
of coolinz water from the Susquehanna River. We suggest that the Staz:azent
inelude a discussion of these relationships to the staticn's cperaticz. The
Statement should include some idea of the impact of the station's operztion cz
2=V at

the other generating plants in the vicinity, i.e., the fossel-fusl p
Middletown and the York Haven rdro plant. The Middletown plant has :
recently as a major source of air pollution.

Not being knowledgable in the subject, we car ~t comment cz le
radiation from the plant. However, it does not a~pear that there is Z:Iinite

proof, at least not in %he report, that there will nct be adverss atzisoherd
resultis from the cooling tower emissions, Thie matter iiass cnly besn T.uched
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-2~ January 4, 1971

upon lightly and concluded by bland statements that there will be no siverss
effects because of tue height of the towers. There have been reports gs 2
fogs in Connecticut Valley since the operation of the Connecticut Yarkee »
which also has ccoling towers. ‘

As stated in the report the cocling tower "blowdown" water and izs
equirment cooling water will be cooled by mechanizal draft cooling towsre e=id
discnarged into the Susquehunna River. Since there igs no mention meds of
any elfort to separate the mineral concentrate of the cooling water telcre
discharge into the river, it seems important trat thie mineral concentirate ==
identified in the report.

Limerick Generating Statiocn

This ies an environmental report for the construction permit =lege,
The repert is quite thorough, however, as it includes the environmentsl izrsels
of operation. In comparing with the Statement for the Three Mile Iglignd ic’esr
Station, the Limerick report is much more detailed, and includes Pennerlvezis's

e
water quality standerds for thermal pollution. Both reporte are dated Octcoer
1, 1970.

It is essential that the Limerick station cocoling discharge zee
water quall v standards established by the Sanitery Water Board. The =cst
eritical time would occur during the summer months of low flow. The influencs
of releases from the Blue Marsh Reservoir may have some significance on tis
Limerick disch . zes. We suggest that the report elesborate on this.

Our review of the report's outline of pollution controls du
construction (pp. 57-60) shows that the applicant is well aware of inis
problem. In the matter of erosion control, however, we feel the plan cutl
(early instellation of storm drains) is incomplete. The scheduling ol Ini:
grading operations (stripping of topsoil) is also important. This should e
done g0 as to keep the amount of stripped areas to 2 minimum during esriiwerx
operations., Also, cut or fill earth slopes shculd be made erosion-resistazt
shortly after completion. Since sediment is defined as a pollutant In Pesser.
gtreams, we recommend that such procedures be included in the report zs= atat:-
ment controls.

D o™~

One important variance from the procedure of the Three Mile Islgnd
station is noted. At Limerick there will be no cooling of the tower "blowic.z"
water and the equipment cooling water before release to the Schuylkill. This
does not seem consistent as the Schuylkill is a much smaller stream tn&l Tie
Susquehanna. :
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December 22. 2970

sussEcT Comments on Three Mile Island Environmental Report

o George Burns
State Planning Board

e Arthur A, Socolow A,'l o
Bureau of Topographic & Geologic Survey / / ¢

As per Mr. Irving Hand, I am submitting to you my comments o1 the
environmental report of the Three Mile Nuclecr Station. [ would hope

that any comments which you plan to forward to the Atomic Energy
Commission will reach them prior to the 60-day time limit which began

with the announcement of the environmental report in the November 6,

1970 issue of the Federal Register; the ¢ ‘ays is thus up on January 6, 1971.

/

cc: Irving Handv -
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COMMENTS UPON ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT - OPERATING LICENSE STAGE -

THIEF MILE ISLAND NUCLEAR STATION

POOR ORIGINAL
GENERAL COMMENTS: QUL ULtieJBiuus

The environmental report as it now stand: appears to be written for the layman
and is lacking important quantitative data. There a.: far too many generalized conclusions
and such non-specific words as "it is anticipated ...", 'will be negligible", "well within
the standards', '""are expected to have no impact', and other non-specific phrases that
imply faith rather than scientifically analyzed conclusions.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:"

Page 1: It .s stated here "This report serves to provide a summary description
of the stations and environmental features and an assessment of the stations of environ-
mental impact''. As will be noted in the following, many of the environmental features
either are not listed at all or are dealt with in non-specific, non-@antitative terms.

Page 3: The last paragraph states "It is anticipated there will be no increase of
ground level fog or ice from the cooling tower operation'. Yet, no data is presented as
to the meteorological conditions and dew point data for the site to dispel the anticipation by
many that at certain times the cooling towers will create condensation clouds. This is
particularly important in view of the proximity of the Olmstead Airport runway only two
miles away.

Page 4: No mention is made in the first paragraph as to the chemical composition
of the '"blowdown' which is to be bled off. Nor, is there any indication of the quantities
anticipated. It is stated that the released water will be cooled ''except in an eme rgency''.
What is the definition ¢ an emergency? Does it mean equipment failure, weather emergency
manpower emergency, economic emergency, national emergency, or what?

Page 4: Paragraph four states that studies are now being conducted "in order to
confirm that the aquatic environment will not be significantly affected’”. What is the mean-
ing of "significantly affected"? If the studies are just now being made, how can paragraph
five already state "It is the conclusion of the applicants that the intake and discharge of
cooling water ... will not adversely affect the fish populction ... or any other aspect of
the aquatic ecology in the area'. It is unscientific to reach conclusions prior to the com-
pletion of testing.

Page 5: It is stated."It is anticipated ...the radioactive gaseous and liquid releases
will be a very small percentage of the limits as specified in 10 CFR Part 20", Anticipation
is not enough! Has it been accurately and specifically computed?

Page 5: It is stated "The plant operating procedures will be such that radiclogical
releases will be maintained at as low a level as practicable, consistent with safe plant
operations'. What will the level of radiclorieal releasces actually be when consistent with
safe plant operation? It is further stated "It is expected, therelore, that at these low levels,

/
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there wiil be no adverse effects ...'. What low level? They are never quantified.
What is meant by "expected'? Was it ever calculated or is it just a hope?

Page 6: The first paragraph states "It is the conclusion of the applicants that
there will be no adverse environmental effects ...'". This statement is inconsistent with
the last paragraph of page 5 which states that tests are being conducted now ""To provide
a basis for determining any possible radiological effects on the environment". The con-
clusion is also inconsistent with paragraph 4 of page 4 which states ''that only now is the
local biology being studied.

Page 6: Item 4 neglects to provide copies of pre-operational radiological surveys
to appropriate state agencies. It speaks of providing copies "to the Secretary of the
Interior for evaluation prior to project operation''. How much prior? Would there still
be time to modify the proposed operation if the survey so indicated?

< Page 7: The first paragraph states that the liquid discharge will contain only
trace quantities of inorganic salts ''well within the federal water quality standards for
drinking water''. But what are the actual trace quantities?

Page 9: The last paragraph states that there will be a0 significant adverse effect
on the enjoyment and use of the surrounding area'’. What is meant by significant? Will
there be insignificant adverse effects?

It is to be noted that nowhere in the report, and particularly in the section on
background information, is there any comprehensive data on meteorological conditions
in the reactor area. This is a major omission which should promptly be corrected. There
have been suggestions made by many that the cooling towers will have a significant impact
upon meteorological conditions. The effect of the towers in adding heat and water vapor
to the area must be spelled out. The few paragraphs on page 22 are ‘nadequate for a mean-
inglll assessment of the reactor's impact on the local meteorology.

Page 26: The first paragraph states that the monitor surveying the effluent and
radwaste will be sufficiently downstream to measure a ""homogenous mixture'. However,
the zone in the river closer to the plant whick will not have a “homogenous mixture'' could
have major environmental impact; it could serve as a real biological barrier in the river.

In summary, the report lacks concise presentation of data, specific indication of

basis of conclusions, and too many equivocating, anticipatory, and unsubetantiated con-
clusions.
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b T snm ot - .-
nezwepolitan Zdison Co., eF al.

o s Viia T3%22d Nualace Stacion
S ek Ad et MTRvaS e - e

Y am I a - - s A" ‘u & % 4 e
Loniondersy Toumsai)y, Dauzhian County

o A . ne ape

Tao=as M. Gerusky, Dizector
¥34 on £ Bedidatnsdinal *Fasl sl
Oiiice oi Rn('.¢v-05-v.u frt=tolg el

Dozald A. Lazaszcaik, "raster
Division of Iadustriz. D

Relazive to request for cossencs relating to the subject imstzllaticn,
and specifically tae Eavirzcazental RDepor:t suszitted T0 the .Lioinle

Caergy Commission, we have curserily examined th: portion ol tas repors
dealing with waste water discharges axd Iiand no technical reasen for
cojeccion.

Howaver, because of the wording of the Atemic Cnexgy Couicsica’s notice,
9esasp8 an objdctica in prizeciple should s2 mada ea the basd caat the
company has not yet obtaimed a Sanitary Water Ioard pemmit.  Low that
the ESavironmental Repor:t is requivad by law, the appaicant &ud/er thc
Atomic Enargy Commission might hicld that the Penmsylvania Saniiavy Lates
is without jurisdiction. The Iadustvial Weste Pewrmit Is 113338 on pag
29 of the report as one of those Lo de osiained, but, un.iic scue oz

the other permits listed, such parmit is envircnnental in ncoiuve, and
thezefore coculd be said to duplicate tia ju :tdon and Zusncsion of
the Atomic Energy Commissioa in comsidaring the Zavircamentis Asp0Tt.
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The State Scil
mends that adequate consid a
o g8 prodlcens be givean recegnitiscn i

potential prodblems and tha (<

the report. The Sta:e Soil anéd Vater Consarvation Comxission woull
be pleased to discuss this with rserpresentatives ¢ the Plaaning
Board or the e‘ectr.c companies iavolvad.

¢c: Mr. Early
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Review oF Zavirenmental Rspors
1 - RS - P neMYy - L rwms '8V Talzas
wetropolitan Saiscen Cenpany 4288 waat A8.E00

Thomas J[. Gexusky, Director
Oifice of Radiociogical RHeaith

James K. Hambright, Dizactcr Ay b .
,u..‘ . . n,:-u:l.: Ay WadIeeve i il L-D /h
ivision of Abatement and Coep.lance . \Jﬁﬂﬂldﬂ

Bureau of Air Peollution Ceonzrel

I have reviewed this resort and discussed it with Jenls Loizan. The
foll cw.“g are our comnents:

This report is deficient in informsticn concerning the effects ¢f tha
caoling towers' pluses on Clmstead and Harrisburg alzgerts. OCn pace
three, it is indicated that the effective stack height of the cooling
towers is greater than the inversionsg which normally occur at thls site.
Informaticrn on the calcoulatsd effective stack helght anc the halght oF
inversions that may occur is not presented £0 substantiate this clainm.
Should an inversion occur atcve the coc.ing tcwers anc tne piimes e
unable to penetrate the inversicn, & temporary cloud foxmation may oeeus
which may affect the Olmstead Airport cparaticns, depending on the wind

direction.

.
Although the report, on page ei;?* indicates that "under no cenaiticn,
however, cculd a region wide seni-preminent cloud cover éver occur Zrexn
operation of these cooling tcue*f" it does nct mentien tre local and/oz
short duration formaticn of clouds which zay -
airports. The weather data collected by
period from the National Weatner Selvic
bur*-Yo'k Alrport indicates that 12,3 percen
blows from the SOv»ueaSu, and foggcing cecuss
during this pericd (3.3 percant cf the %ot
possible that the operation ofF tihese coc
frequency of cloud formaticns uncer adverse o

3

It is my recommendation th
past history f fog forms

record of all future fog %
that a comparison can be mace ¢t
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sSUBJECT:

TO:

FROM:

12.87 . ‘ .mnwtnum OF PENNSYLVANIA
. i
-

Reviow of Environmental Impact Stataments January 5, 1971
-hetropolitin Ziisen Company Invironmental Report Fadl SV
for the Thresz }Mile Island lluclear Power Station, Pl g
Units 1 and 2 LS g
-Philadelphia Electrical Company Envircnmental I~ i LU
Report for the Limerick Generating Stution, (% ~aed 4 SENE o
Units 1 and 2 ; JanN1lwdie

: ' us. *
Honorable Irving Hand \Ei\ i s ks
Executive Directcr . p p \"’)\\ et s ,{‘
State Flanning 3ourd . | ‘Af <i/&§p \<<\‘7\.__,-jf 4

William J. ewer oS- ‘ S S
Deputy Zxecutive Director “Uu' Y/ ‘:g:"
Pennsylvaniai Historical and liuseum Commission Kv ‘/Uéi/&

The Environmental Impact Statement, as submitted by Metropolitan
Edison Company for the operating license staj2 of the Three L_le Island
Nuclear Staticn, provides an excellent reference to positive action taken
by Met: ‘politan Zdison Company to avoid an adverse effact on the historical
integrity of the irmediute project area.

The rich pre-history of the site was recognized during early
planning stages and th2 company cooperated fully with the Pennsylvania
Historical and luseum Commission in salvagze archaeology pricr to sits
excavation.

It is sizmificant te note that requirerents of the Naticnal
Historic Preservaticn act are acknowledised and that the ll.ticnzl Rezister
of Historic Plices was consulted tg determine historic sitas in the
immediate and surrocunding project area. This procemra should be routins
with a reference to the ,rocedure required in the environmentzl irmpact
statement.

Concern for the historical environment of a project area should
go beyond historic sites included in the laticnul Rezister of Historic
Places. This cculd be accomplished throuzh censultation with the Pennsyl-
vania Historical and luseum Cemmission and by inviting the Ccomussion's
corments during early planning stages. .

Construction of a generatins plant miy in itsell affcet our
natural and man-made environment but tha zreatest impict may result frem
the locution of trunsmission corridors. It would be nost helpful and =cr
meaningful if impact statements would present a total picturs by mapping
the generating site and proposed transmzissicn corridors for review and
comient during early planning stages.
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Honcrable Irving Hand -2 = January 5, 1971

The Znvironmental Zeport, is sudbmitted by the Philadelphia
Elestrie Company for the construction parmit stage of the Limerick
Generating Station, makes no raference to consideration given the historical
envircnment of the projsct area. as stated aoove, ccuments on consideration
given to the historical intezrity of the area should be routine in environ-
mental impact statements with particular reference to the litionul Rezister
of Historic Plices and consultation with the Pennsylvania Historical and
Mussun Commission.

The Limerick Generating Statica site hus been reviewed by our
staff and we inow of no aivarse effects eonstruction of the staticn will
have on the historical intezrity of the project area. We cannot, however,
corment on the effect of necessary transmission lines.

Wk
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SR LACAl

POOR ORIGINAL

1490 145

788



