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U. 5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washingten, D.C. 20555

Subject: Zraft Environmental Statemens: - Washington Nuclear Prowect Ne. 3

Gentlemen:

(mEeC)
B

prepared Dy the L. S Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) ralated to the soerat.cn of
Washington Public Power Supply System Nuclear Project No. 3 ('"WNP-3) (NRC Dockat Ne.
50‘508)0

Thank vou tor the cnportunity o comment an the Dra‘s Ehivirenmensal

The DES presents NRC's assessment of the various environmental, economic and technical
impacts, both beneficial and adverse, associated with the issuance of an cperating licende
for WNP-3. Because of NRC's unigue requirements for environmental statements at both
the construction and operating stages, this DES examines any changes or new information
that have occurred since the construction permit stage environmental statement was
issued in June 1975.

On October 27, 1976, the state of Washington issued a Site Certification Agreement %0
the Washington Public Power Supply System (Supply System) to construct and operate
WNP-3. The Site Certification Agreement sets forth the license conditions uncer which
WNP-3 is to be safely constructed and operated while minimizing adverse impacts to the
greatest extent possible. The Energy Facility Site Cvaluation Councii (EFSEC) admini-
sters the certification agreement through a comprehensive monitoring program that
ensures compliance with the environmental regulations, public heaith and safety standards
and the other terms of the license. In view of the shared ‘ederal-state licensing
responsibilities for nuclear facilities, the Council is very much interesied in NRC's
updated assessment of the impacts associated with an operating project and their
relationship 10 our already existing license and permit conditions.

The Council has reviewed the information presented in the DES and finds that the
document accurately describes project conditions and impacts as thav existed in the
original licensing considerations, as they have evolved over tne .nitial construc=ion period,
and as they are forecast during operation of the facility. The staternen: provides a
thorough explanation of the potential environmental, technical and social impac:s of the

a8 ')

project and we concur with the determination "that WNP-3 can Se operated with minimal...

environmental impact." The following comments are provided on specific section

S 04,
DES.
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Director, Division of Licensing
Page 2
Marcnh 6, 1984

Section 4.1 Project Descrintion Resums - We vould agree that the majcr change since the
¥ stage is the canceilation of WNP-5. ‘While the requirements far WNP-3 remain
essentially the same from the earlier review, many of the license concitions were dDased
on the two units operating at the site. 'With only one unit now planned for cperation,
many of the projections for usaze, Jesign capacit:es, effluent zmounts, etc., have been
reduced significantly and have lessened the potentia! for impacst.

1

’ - - .

Section 4.2 Water L'se anc Treztniant - The siatarent asourata.y csscrides the state's
requirements for water withdrawal, thermal discharges and Zesign Changes made in the
discnarge ciifuser and cooling system since the CP stage.

Section 5.3.1 Vater Quality - Under the state's Naticnal Pellstan: Discharze Elimination
Svstem (NFDES) Permit, tne Suppiv Svstem was required t0 Soncuct site speciiic, flow-
through Dicassays on local salmonids to assess the toxic levals of copper and zinc, both
singly and in combination, during different times of the vear and with different life
stages. The results of the bioassay studies are now available and should be included ir the

final statement.

We aporeciate the opportunity to comment on the DES and look forward to working with
the NRC as you proceed with license proceedings for WNP-3.

?rely,
APy . /

WLF:ke
bcc: Barbara Ritchie
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February 22, 1984

Bl e SEw
Ms. Barbara Ritchie Rt
NEPA Coordinator

Dept. of Ecology

Mail Stop PV-11

Olympia, WA 98504

Log Reference: 4L49-F=-NRC-01
Re: WPPSS No. 3 Draft £IS

Dear Ms. Ritchie:

A staff review has been completed of the above referenced draft eavi- [Ukéa
ronmental impact statement. The document adequately considers kaown

and anticipated cultural resources and the potential for impact to- -
these.

Thank you for this opportunity to commesnt.
Sincerely,

Postab i

Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
State Archaeclogist

dw
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US Nucleer Regula*ory Commission
Matomic Building
1717 B Street NW

Jeshington, D.C. 20555

Dear Commission l‘embers,
Znclosed is a lengthy comrent om EIS No. 840014, concerning

the opereting licence of WPPSS No. 3 in Grays Harbor County

in Yashington., I realize my comment is a few davs over the

deedline, but I hed difficulties finding out where to send it.

The pezper waes submitted for a class offered in the winter term

at Fortlend State University. The cless was 'Environmental Impect

issessment' and in the emclosed criticue, I point to some of <he

streng~hs and weesknesses of this perticular ZIS, besed upen a

readins of sssessment itself, NEFA reguleticns, &s well 2s class

iscussions, -~

Fleese send this on to the sprropriste reviewer.
Aleo, I would like to be on 2 list of peoples to
recieve the FEA when it comes out om this project.

Thenk You,

Ndoalic !)*5;#\
W\éﬂéﬁs | e

\
N,
L
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“he proposed action which resuired the Draft LS Zalated

the Cperstion of the WI'TUS Huclear Project MNo.> (DES=CL) is the

/

ot
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issuance of an operating license to the Yashin-ton Publiec Fower
surply Oystem (WPPSH) for stort-up and operation of its nuclear
project'no. 3 (¥PN-3), located in Grays Harbor County, WiA. Th
project consists of a two-loop pressurised water ranctor (PUR)
with a nrojected electricsl output of 1240MW. A coolinc tower

and pumping station to drew weter freci en e~uifer btelow the Che-
halis River are included on the 2570 azre site.

“he U.S. Nuclear Rerulatory Commission (IIRC), and its sta?f?®
in the Of“ice of lNuclear Reactor Rerulation, prepared the decume-t
in response to an apnlicntion for »an operstins liconse for thin
Tecility from the NRC, The projected weter withdrawals as w=ll as
the radioactive emissions by the facility clearly male this =
I‘'ederal action sipnificnntly sffectinr the auality of the hum'n
environment (§ 1502.3). The statutory remuiremen+ts for an 1LI. ~re
met.

WPN=3 was 75 comnlete =t the time of aprlication for %he
operatins license. Construction delavys since thns +ime have pust.~d
the anticipated fuel-lozdinr date into 1987-1989, T"he staff
noted that this DEE could therefore be issued up to six years
prior to the fuel loedinr date. This constitutes an unusueslly
early issusnce. It was the staff's judrement thz%+ “he facility's
operstionrl cherscteristics were sufficiently imown fo a/lpw

the present assessment. (WINP-3 DEG, 1-2).

The LIS is dated December 4983. The Hotice of Availability



(I'C.) was publi-hed by the “mvironmzntal Proteetinn igemncy ir

.4

the federal Remister on IFriday, Jonuery 27,1984 (FR; Vol 49, 'o 19).

A4

\Ji

day comrent periou wes scheduled emdinr on llareh 12, . copy

ot

of is critinue hess been submitted.

URC licensing procedures for nuclear power plants are sep-
orated into distinct pheses. "he NRC h-s tiered their environmentsl
statements to correspond with the construction and operating
strres. This enatles ".,.. focus on the nctunl is~ues ripe Tor
decision =t cach level of environmental review,." (51502.20)

'he purnose of the DES-UL is to center on i-sues specificelly
releted to the opersationel system of the nuclear plant., An ad-’
ditionzl purnose emerges in the text, The DES-OL evaluates desigm
cn2n es in the project which have occured since the time of the
Final Envirenrental .itategen® on the construction permit (FES<CP).
"he bulk of the desirm 2nd environmental impnet information is
coentained in the FE3-CP wri ten in 1975, This informetion is
summarized in the DES texf.=nd~encorpornted by reference.

Tierivs hns a numbder of important imnlientions for the DS,
First, it is vhyvsically shortened by the ability to reference =he
jocument in t*~ rrevious Stnme in the process. liore importnantly,
the remme of is~ues covered is slso reduced, The NRC has interpreted
tiering to obvizte evaluetions »f the need-for -power issues
during the operntion-license nhase, Uiscussion of the need-for-

power issue hes occured furin~ the construction permit staope

- -

=nd is considered resclived.

The NRC he=s 2ssurmid that nuclear power plants cost less to
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cperste than fossil fueled pleants, .he I'RC concludsg Thet m
~ower would be » nreferred enmersy socurce, even were a reduction
in dé*mend to elimina+te the necd for sny ndditional generriion.
(WINe3 Diu, 2«1) Need for the prorosed ~ction is eliminated ==
an issue and berring specisl cércumstances, the operating license
is net subject to » test of nced.

"he loric of the environm'ntle review process, ~s condu

0

ted

by the I00 in the licensinr of ruclear rower plants, t-

~

©

8 eliminates
n broad renre of mlternetives durins~ the UL stage,. Ioth altermative
enerry sources =s well ss aslternative sites #re no longer relevant.
Sommitted resources #nd the sdvenced strage in the process have left
no feasible sltermatives snd none sre presented irn this DES,

Alternetive nlens of operation were not considered, thourh I
feel they would have been sprnroprizte for compariscn. Lxamples
could have been alternative monitorinr programs for the surroundine
enrth, water, and 2ir resources, Alse, in sddition to mitirmetive
rcsponses to wnter removal at times of low stresm flow, ~n op=-
peretionsl plen which svnchronized refueling with all or part of
tha seesonzl drv periods éould have beecn prescnted,

The existine envircnment was described adenuvately in the .1Z.,
"nchenred portions of the project were sumrarized from previous
documents 2nd referenced, ! comparstive evaluation of the imprcts
of slternetives could not be undertaken in the =absence of zlternst-
ives. lowever, design ch~nges since the TI5-CP hesd 2ltered meny

imnacts., These new imprcts were discussed in # comprprative menrer

-

;ith the initislly ~nticipoted ones.

The major ch-nge was the cancellstion of 2 second uvnit,



il

regnects this chrnre nitorded the DS ~uite » bit of le~way in

the discusgicn o imnrets. For excmnie, WFIS) incressed its es-
timate for the suliurie 2cid roonmirement to control sczle in the
irsule‘ings water svstem, Tnere will be an acknowledred eiluent
impact of svlfe*es on t»2z Chehalis River, This increase in the
concentr=+ion of sulfsates way cwept away in the text with the
recclection that the rl=nned second unit had now been scrapned

an'. the resultins axlient concentrations for one plant were lower
tham had previcusly been pionjected for two.

I fesl +his type of anralysis is more round-about then direct.c’#lgg

Jhile 1

<r
(=S

s imrort.. €t %o rmow that the sum ¢f the impacts is less

thez these previouely nlranad, if the desirn changes renpresent
cirmificent elteretions, thev should be described =bsolutely (ie.
ow muth efTlvent results (Tom one unit with #n iucreased renuire-
ment of sulfiriec neid?).,

troublesrme feature in the V7 was a multinle reference tZ: | -

e Safety Dvnlyrtior Rerort (37TR) which is scheduled for release

six months after “he closure date for co ments on the DE5., In AZ l

L e

8

srendix forx, the water and 2ir efflurnts were summerized in an-
ticipation ol this report. The capa®ility of the proposed radwaste
systen to @cconodate the solid wmstes expected durings normal

operations waeg not av-lua‘~d ner sumnerized, This secms to me =

simificont omigsione. )

The U3 covered =r tonsive set of immrets both snalyticell-

2nd in ¢osvcise and ve?arstendeblie lancuere, The methodolories



Lirect impacts were evalusted in each of

Indirect impacts were addressed in e8

¥ %

1impHcts were not evaluated by each of thé

Cummulative impacts on “erlonal water use aho“-

explicitly evaluated, for one. Iﬂ th
a.i

lebate were outlined. Tables or ra&uﬂiﬁl

upen oc~aision whe :he

proTram was not

"io ra
R

desirn of the facility itself and opnrahl
minirizetion of nnv1*orwen*al impacts

" .

- - \
villvcevelopud 5-sed on ronitor¢ng gr%gst ;
o o)



impacts. The prenapers did » very thorourh job in metchin~ mitipne
~inn mensures o mnotent-isl imprets,

™wo notentirl zaviremmental inmrct 2ress which devisted from
this penernllv f-ctual, analyticnl cdiscussion of imracts, were fﬂb
+hose of the ur~nium fuel cycle 2s well as tre decorrissioning
of the nlant once its operstins~ lile is over.

Niscussion of the imprets of the fuel cycle center~d sround
theoretical desirn criteria incorporated by reference to optbmistic

A rtentoben of
NRL rules =nd resesrch documents.//cturl experience in storage,
reproces=inr, =nd veste manmprement would heve becn very useful.

Socio-cconomic impnets of LNT=3 should have besn exprnded ti;ﬁﬂ’%’
include fiscussion of the rericn»l waste menaremen® costs, decom-
missiconinr imoacts,

Finelly, scenarios of th.ee tvnes of accidents (frecuent and
infresuent events, end 2 much less rrobable limitins fault) were
very interestin~ =nd well explained., The methodolory for conduct-
inr “he 'Jorst Crse snalvsis seemed very 2crurnte and scientifically
reliesble, !litiration messures wers proposed to rectifly z2nd come
pencgate the irpects of even the low probadbility/ hirh risk events.

In conclusion, 1 wéuld like to aprrue that the YWiP=3 D3 is
adenunte bdut not re=lly neces ary £g » decision-mokinr tool, /mn
glternetive to soinr ahead with the oper=tion of the fscitlity was
never presented, It does not provide the tvpe of compsretive
evelueticon 'L encourages, "lso, the licensing procédures re-
ruire more strincent evaluationg than were contsineé {% the DES,

(ex. Safty Ivalu-tion Report). The document does not se~m relevant

to *he zmancy da2¢ision. In many resnects, the Environmental 3Statement



=

comes to lete in tle meme to metter and simply becomes &
procedursl hoop.

“here is a rrocedural contradiction with the IRC in their
implementation of NIPA which limits the usefulness of this doe-

ument, This stems from the dual role played by the .JE., Firstly,

AR
VyZi

it reviews “he oper~tional stare of project development. But at ﬁ?
the time of the review, the plant was not complete, the radwaste S:
system was not fully evalunted, the finsncinl state and ovmership
of the plant were ev'n in nuestion, snd there is no netional con-

cersus on the managenment of highelevel rrdioactive wastes. This

-

-eads me to feel ttr+ operationsl review is premature.
“he second purmose of this DT is to identify and evaluste

shances 1n the project since the construction stame of -eview in
197%. It ects =28 2 supnlerental LIS, but unlike a suprlemental
21.;y the NRC procedures heveeliminated the re-ev-~lustion of

~

fundamental circumstances, =s-in this cese, = determinstion of

the need for a project. i
—

f the "Z5 is to act as 2 suvplement, then 2ll altersd

L=

environmnental circumstances should Le onen for review, If it
is srecifically concerned with the oreratine license stazre of the

rroTram, environmental review should be conducted 2t a2 time when

begic conditions =re Imown

40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 IZTA Rerulations o R i .

Draft Tnvironmental Statement ?elpted to *he (merstion of W, P3S
iluclesr Froject lio.3, NUREG-1033, U.S.NRC:December, 1983

£scezel Pegister, Vol 49, No 19:Janusry 27, 1984
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