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!!r. John R. Longenecker PCheck
Licensing and Environmental Coordination MKaltman
Clinch River Breeder Reactor Plant STreby

; U. S. Department of Energy, NE-561 PShuttleworth
Washington, D.C. 20545

,

Dear Mr. Longenecker:

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF THE
CRBR APPLICATI0tl

! Our review of your Amendment X to the Environmental Report on the Clinch River
Breeder Redctor Plant has identified the need for clarification and additional

i infomation with respect to potential socioeconomic impacts of the project.
| 1hese items are listed M the Enclosure to this letter.

The requested information is needed by January 11, 1982, to enable us to main-'

tain our review schedule.

The reporting and/or record-keeping requirements contained in this letter affect
fewer than ten respondents; therefore, OMB clearance is not required under P. L.,

,

96-511. ;

Sincerely,
!

o. m u by

Paul.% LLods y

Paul S. Check, Director
.

CRBR Program Office
Office of fluclear Reactor Regulation'

\
\
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cc: Dr. Cadet H. Hand, Jr., Director Barbara A. Finamore
Bodega Mariae Laboratory S. Jacob Scherr
University of California Ellyn R. Weiss
P. O. Box 247 Dr. Thomas B. Cochran
Bodega Bay, California 94923 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

1725 I Street, N.W.

Daniel Swanson Suite 600
Office of the Executive Washington, D.C. 20006

Legal Director
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Canmission
Washington, D.C. 20555

William B. Hubbard, Esq
Assistant Attorney General
State of Tennessee
Office of the Attorney General .

422 Supreme Court Building
Nashville, TN 37219

Luther M. Reed, Esq. -

Attorney for the City
of Oak Ridga

253 Main Street, East
Oak Ridge, TN 37830

George L. Edgar, Esq. 2
.

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius
1800 M Street, N.W.
Washingotn, D.C. 20036

Herbert S. Sanger, Jr. , Esq.
General Counsel
Tennessee Valley Authority
Knoxville, TN 37902

i

Chase Stephens, Chief
Docketing and Service Section
Office of the Secretary
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Canmission
Washington, D.C. 20555

| t

| Gordon L. Chipman

i
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary

for Nuclear Reactor Programs
: Department of Energy

Washington, D.C. 20545 1

!

L. Ribb
| LNR Associates >

;
| Nuclear Power Safety Consultants '

| 8605 Grimbsy Court
Potomac, MD 20854 j'

,
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ENCLOSURE

..

NRC REQUEST FOR ADDIT 10NAL INFORMATION RELATIVE
TO ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT AMEMDMENT X OF THE CRBRP CP APPLICATION

|

|

I
'

Question 310.3R - Socioeconomics

(1) Section 2.2.1.3 The Applicant should describe the methods and

assumptions used to derive resident equivalents from the stata

on transportation, daily, and seasonal transients.

(2) Section 2.2.1.5 The Applicant should explain the apparent
,

discrepancy between the number of schools operating in 1981

and the number of schools indicated in Table 2.2-11.
'

~ '

(3) Section 2.2.2 The Applicant should explai'n the apparent
'

discrepancy between the following two sentences in the noted '

[
section: 2 'o r

"No wildlife preserves, sauctuaries or hunting areas

are within 10 mile radius of the site. A waterfowl

refuge which is part of the Long Island Wildlife

Management area is located on the Tennessee River

approximately eight radial miles..."

(4) Section 2.2.2.2 In what year was the Clinch River Consolidated

Industrial Park established? Of the 33 acre total, how many

acres are occupied by Eagle Picher, Inc.? Does Eagle Picher

have tax exempt status or benefit from any state and/or local

developnent subsidy? What are the prospects for additional

industrial development of the site?

_________ _______ -__ __ _ _ .
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(5) Section 2'.2.3.1 Are there any recreational or commercial fishing

uses of surface water? If either or both activities occurs, the

Applicant should describe the activities in detail.

.

(6) Table 2.2-1 This table and others which follow are based on

preliminary 1980 Census data. As final 1980 data are available,

the Applicant should supply revised tables. ,

. .

. , ,
-

(7) Section 6.1.4.2.2 The Applicant should update population
a

projections for Tennessee by using the latest population
_

,

projections prepared by the State Department of Public Health
- )

on June 17, 1981. i
: *. s. r

(8) Section 8.1.3.2 Information in this section is apparently focused

on publicly supported schools. The Applicant should furnish

information on private sectarian and non-sectarian schools.

(9) Section 8.1.3.6 The information in this section is directed

toward public recreational facilities. The Applicant should

identify opportunities available at privately supplied recrea-

tional activities (e.g., movies, bowling, hunting, fishing),
i

(10) Section 8 The Applicant should describe the planning institutions

| in the four-county area, specifically:

(a) The control of land use decisions and zoning;-

l

- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

-
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(b) special purpose ordinances, e.g., mobil homes,

farmland preservation, floodplains; and

(c) comprehensive plans and plannir.g.

(11) Table 8.1-3 The State of Tennessee Department of Public Health

State Center for Health Statistics has revised 1980 projections

for the four county impact area. Because these data are based
,

on the 1980 Census, the Staff believes that projections based
,

. .
-

on the state's data would be more accurate than those presented

in the table cited above. Therefore, the Applicant should
_

provide a revised Table 8.1-3 using the most recent data from
>-

!

| the State. ,

I h. ,

(12). Table 8.1-4 This table indicated declining population in the

5-19 (school-age) cohort; the state's latest projections for

1985 and 1990 also indicate declines in the school-age cohort

at,the county level (6/17/81). However, with two exceptions,

Appendix Table 2.2-7 indicates that school superintendents

expect increasing enrollment, exclusive of project-related

children. The Applicant should explain this apparent discre-

| pancy.

(13) Table 8.1-17 In the NRC Final Environmental Statement (February

1977), the treatment capacity and average daily flow of the

Kingston system were 1,500,000 gpd and 750,00 gpd, respectively.

As these figures are considerably higher than those now presented

by the Applicant, the Applicant should explain this discrepancy.

i
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(14) Section 8.2.2.1 The income data in this section implies a large

impact on the four county area. However, some portion of the

total incom; earned will be spent outside the area by in-movers

with families, by in-movers who are unaccompanied by family

members, and by daily commuters from outside the four county

area (See FES-CP, Section 4.5.4). In addition, the amount of

income earned by residents (non-movers) should be reduced by |
an amount equal to their earning potential in the absence of

~

CRBR. The Applicant should use these considerations to develop

an income figure which indicates the net dollar impact within
-

.

the four county area.
?

-

_''-

,

' ' ' '(15) Section 8.2.2.2 In view of the Appalachian Reg'ional Commission's

research on the study area, what is the Applicant's rationale

for using a lower multiplier than those developed in the ARC

study?

(16) Section 8.2.2.3 What is the current status of P.L. 81-875 for

FY 1982?

|

(17) Tables 8.2-1 and 8.2-2 Do these tables reflect the onsite
:

employment of- maintenance, security, and other contract
'

personnel? If they do not reflect these categories of workers,

j the tables should be revised.
;

l

_
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(18) Section 8.3.2.1 The Applicant should provide copies of

references 2 through 7 cited in this section.

(19) Section 8.3.2.1 What are the bases and assrmptions for the

specific assignments of in-moving workers to the individual

jurisdictions?

.

(20) Section 8.3.2.1.2 As previously indicated (see comment no. 8), ,- ,
, ,

the information in this section should reflect corditions at

private schools. Therefore, the Applicant should supply
_

,

information on private sectarian and non-sectarian schools.
,

i
,

.~g , 7-

(21) Section 8.3.2.1.3 The Applicant assumes that three highway
'

" intersections will be upgraded to sufficiently accommodate

the projected traffic". Specifically, what improvements would

have to be made to achieve the stated objective? Are these

improvements currently programmed by appropriate authorities?

If these improvements are not currently programmed, what is

the likelihood that they would be implemented?

(22) Section 8.3.2.1.3 Docs the Applicant foresee an increase in

either accidents or road maintenance as a result of increased

traffic volumes? With respect to road maintenance, do the

counties and/or state.have load limits for roads?



.

..

-6-

(23) Section 8.3.2.1.5 What is the Applicant's basis for concluding

that no " recreation program will be significantly adversely

affected"? Where is the analysis which indicates that Roane

County's recreational facilities are already in short supply?

(24) Section 8.3.2.1.5 Would the site be visible from nearby

vantage points such as historic sites, areas of recreation, -

or housing developments? Would the containment buildihg .
,,

be visible from such vantage points?

.
-

(25) Appendix-Introduction The Applicant should prepare a table
, 3

similar to Table 8.3-2 but assun;!ng Migration Condition B. ,'
.o,,

(26) Appendix-Introduction In Section 8, Migration Condition A

was indicated as 25%, while this level of migration is defined

as 26% in the Appendix. The Applicar,t should explain this

apparent discrepancy.

(27) Appendix-Table 2.2-8 Project enrollment for Knox County

differs. significantly from data in Table 8.3-2.
i

(28) Appendix-Section 2.4 What is the basis for the Applicant's

conclusion that no expansion of fire protection services

would be necessary during the construction period? Do current

fire protection services meet or exceed guidelines established f

by the national insurance rating organization, the American

Insurance Association?

__
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(29) Appendix-section 2.5 The Applicant's analysis of and conclusion

on the adequacy of water supply facilities does not appear to

take into account population growth between 1981 and 1985.

Considering this increment of growth and the influx of project

related population, would these facilities be adequate?

(30) Appendix-Section 2.6 The comment and question in item (29)
,

applies to this section. ,
,

.

(31) Appendix-Section 2.6 The . mount of solid waste generated by the
.

in-moving population is overstated by a factor of 10 and the
- t

amount of total solid waste handled per day differs from the total ,

figure in Section 8.1.3.3.3. The Applicant sho'uld check these

data and correct as necessary.

(32) Appendix-Section 3.2 In what instances would an " assessment

lag" apply? Who woeld be responsible for an assessment lag if

it did occur?

(33) Appendix-Section 3.2 The Applicant mentions state funds--state

foundation and equalization--in the analysis of local expenditures

and revenues. Do the level of these funds or any other

intergovernmental transfer funds to local jurisdictions change
i

! with changing local revenue levels?

|

{
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(34) Appendix-Section 3.2 The Applicant states that no necessary

education-related capital improvements were identified. Hoever,

Tables 2.2-5 and 2.2-6 indicate that 15 classrooms and 29

classrooms would be needed under Migration Conditions A and B,

respectively. The Applicant should explain this apparent

discrepancy and provide the bases for the conclusion.

.

(35) Appendix-Table 3.2 The table and text are unclear as to whether '

the sales and beverage tax data reflect local collecti'ons (with f _
, ,

a smaller amount being dispersed to the municipalities by

higher levels of government) or the actual, dispersements to local -

government. The Applicant should clarify. Also, by assuming
,

that the project related (in-moving) population have the same .'
.
'- s, )s

per capita income as residents, the Applicant is conservatively

estimating sales tax and beverage tax revenues. Does the Ap-

plicant agree that its estimates of sales and beverage tax

revenues are conservative?

(36) Table 3.1 What are the specific values and assumptions underlying

the data in the column titled, "Inmover-Related Taxable Assessed

Value"? This infonnation should be presented for each housing

type and jurisdiction.
,

(37) Tables 3.3 to 3.12 The Applicant should specify the population
;

|

| figures used for each jurisdiction to derive the general fund

and school fund revenues. How do these numbers differ from those

contained in or underlying Table 8.2-1, 8.3-3, and 8.3'-47 Also,
!

in this series of tables, how were sales taxes apportioned
|

-- (DCO
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(38) Appendix-Table 3.13 In addition to salary, what are the

components of the cost / teacher data?

(39) Appendix-References The Applicant should provide a copy of

citation 8.

.
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