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William L Kempinets, = “ror
535 West Jefferson Stree -+ virgtield, lllinois 82761 « Telephone: 217-782-4977

Reply to:

July 2L, 1980

‘

Director, Division of Licensing
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wasnington, DC 20555

Subj: Comments on "Draft Enviromental Statement Relatad to
Primary Cooling System Chemical Decontamination at
Dresden Nuclear Power Station Unit 1"

Ref: - gk Dresden Unit L Chemicali Cleaning, Executive
summary of Project Progress, Prepared by CE Co
Station Nuclear Engineecing Department, Oct. 22,
1979

Dear Director:

The Division of Nuclear Safaty, of the Illinois Department of
Pudblic Health, has :seviewed the subject Environmental Statement
and offers its comment.

In addition to the Statement, the Division has reviewed several
reports, Letters, and presentations prepared by CE Co, Dow, and
the Illinols Safe Energy Alliance.

1) Aithough the preponderance of :esearched data and other
evidence supports the conclusion tha: the proposed
decontamination using Dow NS-1 is safe, the Enviconmental
Statement fails to present sufficient data to provide a
stand alcone definition of the environmental impact to De
expected from disposal of wastes produced by the proposed
operation.

For ins*tance, the report indicates that field or laboratory

tesc resaits which quantify the migration potential of

radionuclides associated with the Dow sclvent are not

available. One must utilize other documentation to

decermine that test results are availaole but pertain to 01/,

fcee ionic cobalt with no chelating agent, QO S \L‘
\

2) The environmental impact of disposal is not dicectly
addrassed., Rather, it is stated to be less than that
already analyzed in the FES, November 1973.
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3)

7]

8)

9)

+0)

Ll)

Data on burial sites presented i3 given in the answe:s to
Letters in Appendix A. Such data and more should be
.ncluded in the body of the report.

It appears from reading vac...: reports previously supplied
by Dow, that the problams associated with recontamination
nave been ignored in the statement and understatad in the
answer to question 6a of Appendix A. Refarence 1 indicates
that -econtam.nation occurs quickly, suggesting the need
for f£requent future decontaminations. This need, and its
eifect shou.d be thoroughly aadressed in tne statement.

There was no discussion of venting of the Ny cover gas.
However benign this may be, it should be noted in the
statement.

-

A better technical description of the chemical inter <cion
of the bur.al envi:onment with chelated wastes should De
provided in the statement itself., It is our understanding
fcom discussions with the DOW Company technical
cepresentacives that it is more desirable from a chamical
-gaction viewpoint not to deactivate the chelates by any
means. It was indicated that deactivated chelates would
chemically react more readily with the burial envir-oas,

The economic impact of alternatives does not include the
effects of shutdown on the utility's reserve power status.

The arguments for utilizing the Hanford and Beatty sites
need to be strengthened, perhaps with some statistical data
on rainfall., The present statement re2mains somewhat
unconvincing.

No discussion of single, hignly exposed workers is
discussed,

In the discussion of Radiocactive Waste (Section 4.,2.2),
"significant quantities" needs to be defined. 1In compa:ing
the amouints of decontamination wastes to totali radwaste, a
discussion of the comparison between the types of wasta
should be included.

No discussion of the effects of a possible closing of the
Hanford and Beatty sites is included. Because of this
possibiLity, some discussion should be inciuded for making
the availability of a dry waste 3ite a condition of
approvail.
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i2)

One disappointxag aspect of the statament i3 that only one
option, in reality, is considered viab.2. Rataes than
rating the options, ail others are eliminatad due to the
disadvantages, .Leaving on.y NS-. to cihooss friom. Oae could
hop2 for at lsast a back-up option to compa:s?2 against.

The .esponse to Questicn L of tae I1...n0i3 Safe Energy
Alliance i3 unsatisfactory in that it fails to utiliize all
the data availablie to support the conclusion,

Dow has periormed a f2asibility study and scrutinized

availaple data and . .t27acure oOn “he decontam.aation of
auclear reactdcs. Sevesal chnemical solvents wera testad on
actuali metal sampies ‘a.. of the D-1 primacy system i3

sonstructed of Tvpe 300 Serias Stainless Steel) ramoved
fcom D=1's primacy systam cocoosion test _ocp ana gave
unsat‘s:actory ‘econc;mxnat on factors oO¢ unacvepgao--
corrosion cates; tharafors, Dow Jeveloped its own so.vent
NS-., and this cleaning solveant was successfully applied on
metal sampies. Aftas ::zens.ve testing, it was concluded
that serious intecgcaau ar 3tr288 corrosion cracking (ISCC)
suaould not occur as t of using NS-. Eor 100
conc.auous ours ac uadinum 25097, temperature, It was
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3
oose-ved taat NS-1 13 a0 more cCoOrrosi ve than deionized
wateco,
Sincerely,
=t s wh Ce 7
William L. Xempiners
Dicector

Biil O'Connor
Fred Uhlig
Pa.” W. O0'Connor



