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Docket A.04-02-026 San Onofre STEAM GENERATOR REPLACEMENT

(1) I ask that the statement in the Draft EIS page ES-47 Executive Summary be revised from
“The main benefit of these technologies is that they do not rely on fossil fuel, consume little
water, and generate zero or reduced levels of air pollutants and hazardous wastes” to
become “The main benefit of these technologies is that they do not rely on fossil fuel.”

It is clear that the following sentence recognizes that fact — but the noted sentence is too easily
lifted out of context and misapplied. I attach my complete statement for the record.

(2) Statements of many others in the public hearings focused on the toxic wastes of nuclear
power but ignored the very real fact that the wastes of alternatives may be equally toxic.

I enclose a landmark report of 1980 (Dornsife) showing (page IV.2-17) that for equivalent
lifetime electricity production and due to uranium alone the relative toxicity of solar-thermal
waste is significant, and that of solar-heating is greater and about the same as the uranium mine
tailings and spent fuel after 10,000 years of radioactive decay.

When including the hazardous wastes (page IV.2-16), one sees that the relative toxicity of an
equivalent lifetime electricity production from coal and solar-thermal are similar to that of high-
level waste from the nuclear fuel cycle.

Lest you think this was concocted for an occasion, I include pages 3.36 to 3.38 fromthe U S
Department of Energy 1980 FINAL Environmental Impact Statement on “Management of
Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste” showing that hazard indices (relative toxicity) are
legitimate for informing “about the magnitude of the hazard compared to more familiar
hazards”. Their graph 3.4.1 shows an example for spent fuel compared to mercury ore, lead ore,
and silver ore -- that radioactive decay makes the spent fuel toxicity less than either silver ore or
the original uranium ore after some thousands of years.

I ask that these reports be entered into the proceedings as a reference to Section E.3 No Project
Alternative vs. the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and that official note be taken of
the hazardous nature of the alternatives in Section E.3 No Preject Alternative vs. the
Environmentally Superior Alternative -- Alternative Energy Technologies.
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Statement by Eugene N Cramer 2176 Via Teca San Clemente CA 92673 (949) 498-5773
Public meeting in San Clemente on May 17, 2005 before CPUC Commissioner Geoffrey Brown
Draft EIR Proposed San Onofre Steam Generator Replacement Project Application A.04-02-026

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY TECHNOLOGIES (page ES-47 of the Executive Summary)
”Options for replacement generation include principal renewable and other alternative energy
technologies such as solar thermal, photovoltaics, wind, geothermal, hydropower, fuel cells and
biomass. The main benefit of these technologies is that they do not rely on fossil fuel,
consume little water, and generate zero or reduced levels of air pollutants and hazardous
wastes. However these technologies do create some environmental impacts such as permanent
disturbance or destruction of habitat, visual changes, generation of hazardous wastes, noise
pollution, endangerment of wildlife and fish, poor water quality due sedimentation and turbidity,
change of land uses, and some air emissions.”

COMMENT: This statement noted is misleading when taken out of the context of the following
sentence. I ask that the offending sentence be changed to read, “The main benefit of these
technologies is that they do not rely on fossil fuel.”

This is desirable especially since San Onofre’s use of ocean water does not “consume” the water
being returned to the ocean. Fresh or recycled water used inland is ”consumed” by evaporation --
that is, is no longer available for other uses such as for drinking or for agriculture. As an
example, equivalent combined-cycle power plants would consume 4 billion gallons of drinking
water annually -- enough for 10 million California citizens’ daily gallon of drinking water.

HYDROPOWER has been eliminated from consideration as a Replacement Generation!

SOLAR THERMAL will usually be associated with desert conditions, where a steam turbine
will consume vast quantities of very scarce drinking or agricultural water.

GEO-THERMAL fields commonly decline in production just as do oil fields; geo-steam turbines
consume vast quantities of drinking or agricultural water, and emit radioactive radon gases.

PHOTOVOLTAICS cells’ largest component may be silicon, but the silicon needs to be doped
with another material to create the imbalance of electrons needed for a current flow. These
materials being used and researched include phosphorus, boron, cadmium, zinc, tellurium,
arsenic, indium, and gallium. Some are nasty poisons, and their wastes should be treated as
hazardous. Their toxicity does not decline with time.

BIOMASS uses conventional steam cycle technology, and is usually found where it is cost
effective to dispose of large quantities of agricultural waste. This is where a steam turbine will
compete to consume vast quantities of scarce drinking or agricultural water.

WIND has significant effects on birds flying through the propellers. Not being a reliable source
of steady electricity, wind needs a duplicate-but-different generating capability — which carries a
problem.

I ask that the indicated sentence be changed to read, “The main benefit of these technologies is
that they do not rely on fossil fuel.” end
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3.4 RISK AND RISK PERSPECTIVES

The potential environmental impact of nuclear waste isolation is often judged on the
basis of a variety of risk and/or perceived risk issues. In this Statement, risk is defined
as "probable loss." It is defined as the sum product of the magnitude of losses {the conse-
quences) and the probability that these losses will occur. As defined, it does not dis-
criminate between present or future events or between those of low probability/high magni-
tude and of high probability/Tesser magnitude. Ordinary use of the term risk is not always
consistent with this definition. For example, events of large magnitude, no matter how
improbable, may be termed a large risk simply because of the size of the conseguence.
Similarly, when considerable uncertainty surrounds the estimate of probability or conse-
quence, it might be said that a large risk is present. In both of these cases, the
expected or most probabTe loss may be quite low.

Historically, society has tended to concentrate on minimizing the occurrence of high
consequence events while giving Tittle attention to low consequence events. An example is
the required FAA safety certification of airplanes versus the relatively minor safety
requirements for automobiles (seatbelts, safety glass, etc.). Americans are killed by the
tens of thousands per year in auto accidents and by hundreds in airplanes. Yet it appears
much more attention if not concern 1s given to 100 plane deaths than to 100 auto deaths.
There is justification for placing attention on potential catastrophic events if such events
could affect society's ability to recover from the catastrophic events. However, it is
important to keep in mind that the amount of risk is not the only consideration in society's
assessment of risk. Consideration of the benefit associated with that risk {or why the risk
is being taken) also places the risk in perspective. The risk analyses in this Statement
do not attempt to quantify the benefit associated with the generation of electricity which
results in the production of nuclear waste,

This Statement consfders the societal risk of the predisposal waste management techno-
logies, the risk of operating a repository and the risk of long-term loss of containment or
isolation, Two approaches to analyzing Tong-term risk are presented below: comparative
hazard indices for both radioactive and non-radioactive materials including nuclear wastes,
and the long-term analysis and risks associated with various scenarios for the release of
radionuclides from deep geologic burial to the biosphere (consequence studies).

3.4.1 Hazard Indices

Hazard indices are based on estimates of potential risk of released radionuclides com-
pared to other risks, The hazard indices can show whether the quantities of toxic radioac-
tive waste exceed the toxic quantities of other chemicals and substances routinely handled
in our society. A number of hazard indices have been developed which are useful in varying
degrees in characterizing the risk. They are summarized in Appendix H of Volume 2. Hazard
indices associated with radioactive materials are considered useful to the extent that the
comparisons inform the reader about the magnitude of hazard compared to more familiar
hazards.
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One such hazard index is based on the amount of water required to bring the concentra-
tion of a substance to allowable drinking water standards. In the present case the amount
of water required to bring the guantity of uranium ore (0.2% U308) necessary to make 1 MT
of reactor fuel to drinking water standards {7 x 1072 g/s ) was used as a basic hazard index.
Assuming enrichment of 235U to 3%, about 3,400 MT of ore would be required {95% recovery to
make 1 MT of fuel. The hazard index of natural vranium of this quantity of ore fis
8.7 x 10’ m3. The hazard index of the radionuclides in 1 MT of spent fuel was calculated
based on 10 CFR 20 drinking water standards and summed for various times after the spent
fuel was removed from the reactor. The hazard index for high-level waste from uranium-
plutonium recycle was calculated in a similar way. Division by 8.7 x 107 m3 made the
hazard index relative to 0.2% uranium ore. In addition the hazard index of various ores was
ca]cula&ed relative to the volume of uranium ore equivalent te 1 MT of reactor fuel. These

indices are presented in Table 3.4.1.

TABLE 3.4.1. The Relative Toxicity {Hazard) of Various Ores

Compared to U QOre (0.2%)

Type of Ore Average Ore Rich Ore
Arsenic 1 10
Barium 5 20
Cadmium 28 120
Chromium 170 230
Lead 40 100
Mercury 460 3800
Silver 1 7
Selenium 70 220

The hazard index for spent fuel and high-level waste is shown in Figure 3.4.1,

together with similarly developed hazard indices for ranges of common ores.

As seen in Figure 3.4,1 the hazard index for spent fuel or reprocessing waste from
uranium-plutonium recycle relative to the ingestion toxicity of the volume of 0.2% uranium
ore necessary to produce 1 MT of reactor fuel is on the order of that for rich mercury ores

at about 1 year after removal of the spent fuel,
for average mercury ore at about 80 years.

The hazard index is on the order of that
By 200 years the index is about the same as

average lead ore. By 1500 years the relative hazard index for high-level waste is the same
as the ore from which the fuel was made. For spent fuel the relative hazard index is about
the same as the ore from which it came at about 10,000 years.

It is not suggested that spent fuel or high-level waste are not toxic. They are highly
dangerous if carelessly introduced into the biosphere. It is, however, suggested that where
concern for the toxicity of ore bodies is not great, then spent fuel or high-Tevel waste
should cause no greater concern particularly if placed within multiple-engineered barriers
in geologic formations at least as, if not more, remote from the biosphere than these common

ores.
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FIGURE 3.4.1 Toxicity of Spent Fuel and Reprocessing Waste from Uranium-Plutonium
Recycle Relative to 0.2% Uranium Ore Necessary to Produce 1 MT of
Reactor Fuel

Hazard indices generally neglect major confinement features such as the waste concen-
tration (H111 1977, Lash 1376), release mechanisms and dynamics (de Marsily 1977), and
aspects of the food chain pathways. The hazard indices for the most part do not character-
ize the population exposures associated with conceivable natural and man-induced disruptive
events-~the key aspects of a risk assessment.

3.4.2 Consequence Analysis and Risk Assessment

Consequence analysis is the estimation of the effects of postulated accidental releases
of radionuclides. Risk assessment is the calculation of the consequences of the spectra of
possible accidental releases multiplied by their probabilities and summed to give a total
risk. In this sense, the EIS does not present a complete risk assessment. The technique
for such an assessment is still under development.
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EVALUATING THE HAZARDS OF DISPOSING OF WASTES
FROM ENERY PRODUCTION
William P. Dorngife

Department of Environmental Resources
Bureau of Radiation Protection
P. 0. Box 2063
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
(717) 787-2163

ABSTRACT

Inherent in the production of energy by almost any method
is the generation of waste products, some of which can be
potentially toxic. This paper evaluates the potential toxd.city
of these wastes and the measures which will be necessary to
insure their proper handling and safe disposal. This evaluation
consists of the following:

=l

1. A comparison of the status of recent Federal regula-
tions that will pProbably govern these wastes in
the future.

2. The development of a toxicity index to assess the
potential for groundwater contamination from burial
waste., This index is then used to compare the
potential toxicity of the radiocactive waste from the
nuclear fuel cycle to the hazardous waste from
mejor industries, in order to provide a unique
pPerspective on the relative toxdcity of the
radloactive wastes.

3. A comparison of the potential toxicity of the
wastes from those alternate energy sources which
are currently definable.

4. A comparison of the major features of the proposed
regulations that would govern the disposal of
low-level radioactive waste and hazardous waste.

This analysis shows that the wastes from several definable
energy sources have a potential toxicity that is generally
comparable to the wastes from the nuclear fuel cycle. Never-
theless, it appears as if the regulations for radicactive waste

will in general be more stringent than those for hazardous
waste.

Perceives to be the most hazardous and incapable of solution. This percep-~
tion is baged primarily on the inordinate public fear of radiocactivity
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and the much abused expression that some the radioisotopes take millions

of years to decay to safe levels. This rhetoric has been repeated over
and over by the media and anti~nuclear groups with virtually no perspective
as to relative toxicities and the relative advantages of the possible
solutions. Obviously the Federal government's lack of definitive action
in this area further makes this problem appear unsolvable to the general
public,

On the other hand, the majority of the public and a large portion
of the technical commumity do not realize that almost every other alternate
energy source, including most of the so called "renewables", produce large
quantities of potentially toxic waste. These wastes are produced either
during operation or result from the large scale manufacturing of components.
In almost all cases the toxicity of this waste is due to either heavy metal
or naturally occurring radioisotope contamination, both of which have
essentially infinite lifetimes in terms of their potential toxicity. ﬂ&}/

Wastes from energy production are currently governed by a variety of 4§>ﬂ/
State and Federal regulations which can at best be described as uncoordinated
and somewhat inadequate. Most of these wastes are typically treated as
industrial wastes, with disposal in open areas or landfills, and totally
lack an adequate evaluation or consideration of their potential long-term
hazard. Recently several new Federal laws have been passed and/or
regulations proposed which would govern how potentially toxic waste from
energy production and other sources would be regulated in the future.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) which was enacted
in 1976 requires that EPA develop regulations which will insure the proper
handling and disposal of hazardous waste. Included in the very comprehen-
sive and complex RCRA regulations which were proposed in Decenber 19781
are the potentially toxic wastes which are produced hy most of the alternate
energy sources. These regulations do not apply to those radioisotopes
which are covered under the Atomic Energy Act; and although certain
naturally occurring radioisotopes are included in these regulations, the
authority over uranium mill tailings was given to the NRC by the Uranium
Mill Tailings Act of 1978,

A prime example is the waste from the coal fuel cycle which includes
fly ash, bottom ash, flue gas scrubber sludge, processing and mining wastes.
In the proposed RCRA regulations, 1f these wastes satisfy the threshold
test for toxicity, some would be included as a category of special waste,
called utility waste. Because of the large volumes produced and their
relatively low potential toxicity, they would be excluded from all but the
more general provisions regarding handling and disposal, until additional
information can be made available regarding their potential hazard. The
EPA currently does not expect to have the necessary information to propose
these regulations for special waste until early_19822. Most knowledgable
people feel that these regulations for special waste when proposed will
be much less stringent, primarily for economic reasons, even though they
may satisfy the same criteria as other hazardous waste.

IV| 2-2



\

Another example is solar emergy. Because of the diffuse nature of K?‘ _é
this energy source, large number of collectors are typically required. Y
The manufacturing of these collectors in turn requires large quantities of
primary metals, when compared to the building of the more conventional
energy facilities. In the production of these necessary primary metals
potentially toxic waste is generated, primarily in the smelting and
refining of the ores. In addition, some of these collectors will require
finely finished surfaces which also results in the generation of potentially
toxic waste. It currently appears as if some of this waste will meet
the threshold toxicity test in the proposed RCRA regulations and would
therefore be fully regulated as a hazardous waste.

R

The final RCRA regulations were required by Federal court order to
be issued by December 31, 1979, However, due primarily to the large volume
of public comments received on these proposed regulations and the develop-
ment of new information, major portions will have to be reproposed. This
action will result in the regulations being issued in a plecemeal fashion,
with the first portions not being finalized until April 1980. Aftex
finalization of all the regulations, the timing of which is currently
uncertain, it is estimated that the permitting process for all treatment,
storage and disposal facilities will take between five and tem years.
In the meantime, the EPA feels that the interim standards will greatly
improve the treatment and storage of hazardous waste compared to the
present situation3; whereby they estimate that 90% of the total quantity of
hazardous waste produced is being handled and disposed of in a manner which
may not be adequate to protect public health and the environment.

Radioactive waste from the nuclear fuel cycle will be primarily
governed in the future by both EPA and NRC regulatioms. The EPA is
responsible for develeping generally applicable envirommental criteria and
standards for all types of radioactive waste, while the NRC is responsible
for developing the specific regulations that will be used for site specific
licensing.

The EPA generally applicable criteria for all radioactive waste was
proposed in November 1978.7 After receiving wideranging and very deserving
criticism, the criteria is still wmdergoing internal review by EPA and is
currently not expected to be released for Presidential review and issued
as Federal guidance until late 1980. Meanwhile, the EPA standards for
high-level waste are not expected to be proposed umtil March 1980, while
the low-level waste standards will probably not be available until 1982.

Even though the EPA criteria and standards are required to provide
a basis for other agency regulations, the NRC has recently issued the
proposed regulations for uranium mill tailings” and has also released a
preliminary draft of the proposed regulations for both high and low-level
radicactive waste disposal.’>8 The high-level waste regulations are currently
scheduled for proposal by December 1979, while the low-level waste regula-

tions are scheduled for proposal by September 1980, Since the NRC schedule
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appears to be well ahead of the EPA's, it is hoped that the two agencies
have at least agreed on the basics. Otherwise the standards and regulations

may not be compatible and the whole process would have to begin again.

In the meantime, especially considering the recent problems concerning
the three remaining low-level waste disposal sites, the radiocactive waste
situation is becoming critical to the point whexe it is threatening the
continued operation and the future viability of the nuclear option. This
is true even though, unlike the hazardous waste situation, the radioactive
waste is currently being handled, stored and disposed of in a manner which
is.not posing an imminent threat to public health and the environment.
Furthermore, the proposed regulations for radioactive waste disposal appear
to be much more stringent than those for hazardous waste, even though they are
of comparable potential toxicity. This comparison of potential toxicity
and nonequitable treatment in the proposed regulations will be the subject
of the remainder of this paper.

About a year ago at the Health Physics Society Twelfth Midyear Topical
Symposium, I presented a paper comparing the relative toxicities of
radioactive and hazardous waste.? The methodology used for this comparisom
was not totally uniquelo, but the quantative results were, and have
added a much needed perspective that heretofore has been somewhat lacking.

The methodology used for comparing the toxicity of hazardous and
radioactive waste was that of a toxicity index, which is simply the
quantity of potentially toxic material divided by its permissible concen-
tration. FExpressed another way, this index is simply the volume of water,
in cubic meters, which is required to dilute the total amount of toxic
material to permissible concentrations, assuming it is totally soluable.
It should be noted that this is a very gross measure of hazard because
it does not comsider the potential pathways to man. It is therefore not
necessarily an accurate indication of the uptake by humans of the toxic
material which would be the actual hazard from the waste.

For this comparison the EPA primary drinking water standardsll were
chosen as the appropriate permissible concentrations to use for the
determining of the relative toxicity index for both radicactive and
non-radioactive toxic material. These standards were considered to be
the most appropriate for the following reasons:

1. Since the most feasible method of disposal of toxic waste is
in suitable underground formatioms, the major pathway of
concern is contamination of drinking water. Since the geo-
toxicity of the waste is therefore the most important
consideration, these limits would probably be the first
to be exceeded given a failure of the disposal mechanism.

2. These regulations are the only omes which address both
radioactive and non-radicactive contamination of drinking
water, and therefore the EPA must consider that they provide
equal protection for public health considerations. This
consideration does not necessarily withstand a rigorous
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examination, mainly because the limits for heavy metals are
based on criteria which are vaguely defined. Many know-
ledgeable people, including a National Academy of Sciences'
panell > are of the opinion that some of the heavy metal

limits are probably not as low as they should be to adequately
protect public health. On the other hand, the radioisotope
limits are well defined and are based on a maximum permissible
yearly dose of 4 mrem or a lifetime cancer risk of about 1x10‘6,
which is considered by most to provide adequate public health
protection.

3. The proposed RCRA regulations specify that a waste need not
be considered hazardous unless it can be shown to produce a
leachate which has concentrations of toxic materials which are
ten times these drinking water standards. These standards
therefore directly determine whether the waste from alternate
energy sources must be treated as hazardous.

Using the above defined relative toxicity index, a direct comparison
of the potential toxicity of a typical metric ton of the various types of
radioactive waste and hazardous waste is shown in Figure 1. (This comparison
is taken from my original referenced paper, but is included here to provide
a unique perspective on the toxicity of the nuclear fuel cycle waste which
would otherwise be lacking.)

In order to completely umderstand Figure 1, the following important
points concerning each of the curves should be mentioned.

1. The average toxic heavy metal and Radium-226 concentrations
in a typical metric ton of the earth's crust is shown
to provide a baseline for comparison with natural background
toxic material concentrations.

2. The high~level radwaste and spent fuel fission product potential
toxicities are developed from information in an NRC Teportl3;
while their long-term toxicities, due primarily to transuranics,
are developed by comparing their potential cancer risk to
that of Radium-226. The incgease in the potential toxicity
of spent fuel after about 10 years is due to the ingrowth
of Radium-226 from the decay of Uranium~238.

3. The low-level radwaste potential toxicity is taken from
expected concentrations as given in an NRC report. After
about 200 years, the toxicity has decreased below natural
background; and the stable component, due primarily to
Iodine-129, is about two orders of magnitude less than
the long-term toxicity of a typical metric ton of hazardous
waste. The increase after about 10 Years is again due to
the ingrowth of Radium=226 from the decay of Uranium-238
which is disposed of as a source material.
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4. The potential toxicity of the uranium mill tailings (assumed
to be ore with 0.1% uranium) decreases after about 10" years
because of the decay of the original Radium-226. It then
reaches equilibrium below background due to ingrowth of
the daughter products of uranium, about 5% of which remain
with the tailings.

3, The potential toxicity of a typical metric ton of hazardous
waste is a composite of various EPA-sponsored reports on the
waste from major industries that will probably meet the
threshold toxicity test for hazardous waste. The toxic
heavy metal content accounts for the majority of the long-
term non-decaying portion, while the broker line decaying
portion is due to the highly dangerous chemicals. The
magnitude of the potential toxicity of these chemicals can
currently only be approximated because most are not as yet
included in the primary drinking water standards, except
for a few chlorinated hydrocarbons which are used as
representative. The physical decay processes of these
chemicals are also typically very difficult to define.

S8ince the previous comparison only considers a typical metric tom of
the various wastes, it does mot present a true picture of the total national
waste problem. This can be represented by multiplying the estimated
production rate of the various wastes by their potential toxicity per metric
ton. This perspective of the total potential toxicities of hazardous
and radiocactive waste from all industries for 1977 is shown in Figure 2.
This comparison indicates that because hazardous wastes are produced in
such large quantities compared to radiocactive waste, the long-term
toxicity of the total annual production of these wastes is comparable

to that of speant fuel and several orders of magnitude greater than that of
low-level radwaste.

This concept of a relative toxicity index cam also be used to compare
the potentlally toxic waste which is produced by almost all major energy
sources. Currently the only waste products that can be readily compared
on a quantitatlive basis are those from the coal and nuclear fuel cycles
and solar thermal electric facilities, the technology for which is fairly
well defined and which appears to be typical of the material requirements
of other types of solar emergy facilities. The waste products from the
other renewable energy sources are not easy to quantify because the
technologies themselves are still typically in the conceptual design stage
or the waste products are currently not readily definable.

With this in mind, information on the various types of quantifiable
wastes which are produced during the expected lifetimes of 1000 MWe
equivalent alternate enmergy sources is given in Table 1. These wastes

are then compared graphically by use of the relative toxicity index in
Figure 3.
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Since the previous figure is primarily a comparison of the toxic
heavy metals in the coal and solar waste to the radioisotopes in the
nuclear waste, it may provide an additiomal perspective to compare only
the potential radiotoxicity of the various wastes. This comparison is
shown in Figure 4. The solid curve for coal ash assumes an average coal
concentration of 1.2 ppm uranium, which is typical; while the dotted
curve assumes a uranium concentration of 43 ppmlé4, which appears to be
a reasonable upper bound for eastern coal. The solid curve for solar
thermal electric is due primarily to thé anticipated requirement for about
2x10% MT of copper for this facilityzz, the tailings from which are
reasonably assumed to contain zbout 10 ppm uranium. The dotted curve is
an upper bound for an equivalent solar heating installation using state
of the art copper base flat plate collectors, and assuming as a reasonable3
upper limit 100 ppm average uranium concentration in the copper tailings.

As the previous analysis shows, the hazardous waste from those quanti-
fiable alternate emergy sources are at least as potentially toxic over the
long term as the low-level radioactive waste, and may approach the
potential toxicity of the uranium mill tailings. The spent fuel or
high~level radwaste has a much higher short term relative potential
toxicity, but over the long term (after about 500 years) is comparable
in toxicity to the uranium mill tailings that were generated in producing
this fuel. This fact is generally taken into account in the draft proposed
NRC regulations for high-level tadwaste/ in that extraordinary measures
are specified during handling and by the fact that this waste will require
disposal in deep stable geological formations to assure isolatiom.

The types of waste which are currently the most directly comparable
in terms of treatment by their respective proposed regulations are low-level .
radioactive waste and hazardous waste, since both are specified as requiring
disposal in high-integrity landfills. This comparison of the salient
features of the EPA proposed regulations for hazardous wastel, the EPA
proposed criteria for all radioact%ve wastes® and the NRC draft proposed
regulations for low-level radwaste is shown in Table 2.

A close scrutiny of this tabular comparison of these proposed
regulations generally confirms the notion that the low-level radioactive
waste regulations will be more stringent than those for hazardous waste.
This nonequitable treatment certainly cammot be justified when considering

the previous comparisons of the relative potential toxicities of these
wastes.

It is truly unfortunate that the majority of the public perceives
the disposal of radiocactive waste from the nuclear fuel cycle to be a
totally unique and unparalleled problem. Because in fact, an objective
quantitative comparison of the potential toxicity of radioactive waste
and the hazardous waste from various industries and alternate energy
sources indicate that these wastes are generally comparable. Based on this
and other factors, such as easier traceability and measurability, radio-
active waste may prove to be the more manageable and therefore present
less of a risk to public health and safety than hazardous waste.

Iv.2-7



Even though this fact may be true, it appears as if the regulations
for radioactive waste will be much more stringent than thoge for hazaxrdous
waste. The obvious question becomes whether the various Federal agencies
and interagency programs are properly coordinated to assure that the
public is being equally protected from equal hazards to their health and
the environment. The sclution is obviously not to ease the stringent
requirements that will be necessary for the safe disposal of radioactive
waste. However, if economic or political comsiderations rather than
public health considerations dictate that hazardous waste cannot be
managed as well as radioactive wastes, then the public deserves to be
made aware of this fact.

Radioactive waste disposal has been receiving a disproportionate
share of the criticism and attention and the time has come to recognize
that this is indeed a managesble prcblem. The constant thetoric and
indecision should cease, and we should get on with the very formidable
task of developing and implementing a rational plan for the safe disposal
of radicactive waste.
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TABLE 1
Wastes Generated Qver the Lifetime of Various Equivalent 1000 Mde Alternate Energy Sources

Total Quantity of Waste Total Quantity of Waste
} Produced Over Lifetime (1) Which May be Considered Major Constituents and Typical
Energy Source Type of Waste {Metric Tons) Hazardous (Metric Tons) Concentrations of Toxic Materials
S ‘ ' » sr98 - 7.8 x 10% curtes/MT
Nuclear Spent Fuel {2) 1.05 x 103 1.05 x 10 : Cség; - 1.0 x 105 curies/MT
. Put? - 3.2 x 102 curies/NT
Uranium Tailings (2) 8.16 x 108 8.16 x 10° RaZ28 - 290 yue/MT
. . esB37 | 1.1 curies/mr
Low-Level Radwaste (3) 5.67 x 10 5.67 x 10 sr30 - 2.3 x 10~3 curies/NT
' 1129 - 3,9 x 106 curies/NT
. 6 5 * Cr - 720 ppm
Coal Flyash/bottom ash (4) 2.03 x 10 : 2.03 x 10 As - 480 ppm
Pb - 150 ppm
Serubber Sludge {4) 3.57 x 106 Unknown Trac~ heavy metals
.Coal processing wastes (4) 21.8 x 106 Unknown Trace heavy metals
Solar Primary metals 4.35 x 10° 1.63 x 10° Pb - 8700 ppm
Thermal production (5) Cr - 840 ppm

. ' Cr - 135,000 ppm
Electric Metal Finishing (6) 6.86 x 10° 6.86 x 10° Pb - 8080 ppm

Cd - 7010 ppm

(1) Assumed to be 30 years for all energy sources.
{2) From Ref. 13. Uranium mill tailings are assumed to result from processing ore with 0.1% uranium.
(3} From Ref. 20.

(4) From Ref. 21. Assuming Northern Appalachian coa) which has been washed. Unwashed coal would approximately
double the ash and sludge wastes but eliminate the coal processing wastes.

(5) From Ref. 16 and 22. Assuming an equivalent base-loaded plant in an average U. S. location.

(6) From Ref. 15 and 22. Assuming all collector surfaces require finishing.
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TABLE 2

A Comparison of the Regulations Governing Low-Level Radioactive Waste and Hazardous Waste

Characteristic

"De minimus"
concentrations

Maximum .
concentrations

Waste form

Naturally-qccurring
radiocactivity

Proposed EPA/RCRA Regulations
for Hazardous Waste

A "de minimus" level is defined
such that the leachate must be

10 times the EPA drinking water
standards for a waste to be
considered hazardous, regardless of
the concentration of toxic material
in the waste.

There is no defined maximum
concentration of toxic material
where more stringent requirements
might be necessary to provide
adeguate protection.

Hazardous waste can be dfsposed
of in a liquid form

Waste conggining less than

5 pc/g RaZ26 for solid waste,

less than 50 pc/1 RiZ26 and Ra2%8
for 'I'iqugéi waste or less than

10 uc Ra 6 4n a discrete source
does not meet the thrashold test
for regulation as a hazardous waste.

Proposed EPA Criteria
for A1l Types of Radwaste

This criteria preciudes the
establishment of any general

"de minimus" for the waste

itself and does not even consider
the leachability of the waste
form in determining potential
hazard.

Waste containing diffuse,
naturally-occuring radioactive
material would be considered
radioactive and, therefore,
governed by the regulations if it

Proposed NRC Regulations
for Low~Level Radwaste

A "de minimus" concentration

is not defined or is any

credit given far non-leachability
of the required solid waste forms.

Maximum allowable concentrations
of radioisotopes based on pathway
analysis are specified above which
the waste would not generally be
acceptable for shallow land burial
facilities as defined by these
regulations.

Prior to disposal, all waste must

be in a dry, solid form unless there
is no practicable means for solid-
ificatfon and then it must be assured
that the 1iguid will be completely
contained over the hazardous lifeline
of the waste.

can be shown that greater radiation
exposure can occur through any path-
way compared to if the material had
not been disturbed by human activity.
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Characteristic

Other qualifying
requirements

Burial site
design

Post closure
requirements

" care, consisting of certain

TABLE 2 cont'd

Proposed EPA/RCRA Regulations
for Hazardous Waste

Proposed EPA Criteria
for All Types of Radwaste

Those waste generators which

produce less than 100 Kg/month of
hazardous waste are exempted from

all of the regulations except the
requirement for disposal in permitted
facilities which could include
sanitary landfills.

Generaliy comparable with, but
more detailed than, the LLW
disposal facility design
requirements in the proposed NRC
regulations for LLK. !

After closure, post closure The fundamental goal for
controlling any type of
radioactive waste should be
complete isolation over its
hazardous lifetime. Institu-
tional controls are only
appropriate for the short term
and cannot be relied upon for
Tonger than 100 years,

monitoring and maintenance
operations, must continue for
a period of at least 20 years.
After then no perpetual care
is specitied.

A Comparison of the Regulations Governing Low-level Radiocactive Waste and Hazardous Waste

Proposed NRC Regulations
for Low-Level Radwaste

After closure, a period of at
Teast 5 years of active
observation and maintenance
is required prior to the
termination of the license.

A fund to cover the costs of
100 years of surveillance and
monitoring is regquired after
termination of the license to
provide assurance of perpetual
care by the site owner.
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Figure 1: Relative Toxicity of A Typical Metric Ton of Hazardous
Versus Radioactive Waste
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Figure 3: Relative Toxicity of the Wastes Genmerated Over the Lifetime
of Various Equivalent 1000 MWe Alternative Energy Sources.
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San Onofre EIR Project

From: Sjsiggy@aol.com

Sent:  Tuesday, May 31, 2005 7:11 AM
To: sanonofre@aspeneg.com
Subject: 5 Sjsiggy - E. R. report

Please do not try to extend the nuclear capabilities at San Onofre. We must use a combination of clean, safe low-
cost energy sources instead.

5/31/2005



San Onofre EIR Project

From: mgp [mgp@mariposagrp.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2005 11:24 AM

To: Lyn; Creed; legal@mariposagrp.com; sanonofre@aspeneg.com
Subject: Comment on the EIR for San Onofre

Andrew Barnsdale, Project Manager
CPUC c/o Aspen Environmental Group
sanonofre@aspeneg.com

Dear Mr Barnsdale:

I'm a concerned citizen, retired systems engineer (developed system test
procedures on the GCEP program)

My concerns are: '

e The frequent claim that “cost of waste disposal “ has been factored
into the process. Very interesting! I have heard of no container_that
has met a tenth of NRC’s 300 year minimum integrity requirement let
alone the 1000 year goal. How do you factor in an “unknown cost”? (Tax
pPayers of the future?)

e How do you dispose of material that will remain hazardous virtually
forever with half 1ives of: : '

Uranium Isotopes U238 4.47 billion - U235 700 million - U234 246,000
years - Plutonium 24,390 years

e Considering that the English Channel was formed less than 5,000 years
ago, and a major volcanic eruption occurred adjacent to Yucca Mountain
in the last 10,000 years. where is a place on Earth where one can
confidently predict its stability as a repository for high Tevel radio
active waste?

Edison’s game plan seems like folly compared to San Diego Gas and
Electric’s option of “sustainable communities” fast track, clean, safe,
affordable, small scale , abundant, energy.

The draft EIR seemed inadequate in objectivity with its assessment of
benefits of_the renewable/distributive energy sources, claiming them as
not available 24 hours per day.

strangely the ocean wave energy resources seem to be a power resource
available 24/365. Studies_indicate

32,000Gigawatt hours of electricity. (CA Ocean Wave Energy Assessment,
vol I)

some of these companies have demonstration sites up and running.
AquaEnergy has 30Mw modular units with a demo in washington and BC

Independent Natural Resources Inc San Onofre replacement!

Footprint off shore - A 1,000 megawatt facility would be 1.25 miles by
one mile area in the ocean.

Footprint on shore - Providing a flow through only system with a two
minute buffer time, a tank 375 feet long by 200 feet wide by 125 feet
deep or 70,125,000 galion tank.

Startup costs - The cost to install a 1,000 megawatt site would be
$1,500,000,000.00 * Cost per kilowatt? $1,500.00

Installation time line - INRI system can be installed in sections.
unlike conventional power plants. So from start to producing power would
be six months. The entire system would take about 2 years to install.

1



operational cost per kilowatt. - System produces power at 2.08 cents
(3$0.0208) per Kwh. . :
MTTR of elements of the system. - The service life of the pump's frame
would be the same as an oil platform 25 to 30 years. The buoyancy block
is the only moving part plus the check valves would be replaced on a
wear basis. we would see them lasting at least 7 to 10 years before
replacement.

other companies involved in Ocean Energy Development

*

Blue Energy Canada <http://www.bluenergy.com>
Energetech Australia <http://www.energetech.com.au/>
Float Incorporated <http://www.floatinc.com>

Hydam Technology Ltd <http://www.wave-power.com>
Independent Natural Resources <http://www.inri.us>
Marine Development Associates Inc.
http://www.marinedevelopmentinc.com/ocean_energy.htm>
Ocean Motion International <http://www.oceanmotion.ws>
Ocean Power Delivery Ltd. <http://www.oceanpd.com>
Ocean Wave Energy Company <http://www.owec.com>

OreCoN Ltd. <http://www.orecon.com>

Sea Power International AB <http://www.seapower.se>
S.D.E. Ltd., Sea wWave Power Plants <http://www.sde.co.il>
waveEnergy <http://www.waveenergy.dk> (Denmark)
waveDragon ApS <http://www.wavedragon.net>

waveGen <http://www.wavegen.co.uk>

wavePlane International A/S <http://www.waveplane.com>

S % % sk % ok % % ok XA ¥ ¥ ¥ N %

Perhaps you could enlighten me as to how these various companies listed
by the CEC fail to provide viable replacement or alternative to the
nuclear option? . :

Thanks for your attention
Meredith Gene Pearcy

7538 Royer Ave

Canoga Park, CA 91307
mgp@mariposagrp.com

818 710 8339

cc creedmail@cox.net.



San Onofre EIR Project

From: Marjoriesosa@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2005 11:23 AM

To: sanonofre@aspeneg.com
Cc: lynharris.hicks@cox.net
Subject: EIR

Pléase do not consider nuclear power for San Onofre. It is too expensive and no longer is the best option for
today's energy needs. California is blessed with much sunshine and solar energy should be the option
considered at this time, not nuclear and not natural gas. We need clean air and clean water and less
threatening options for terrorist attack. Please consider solar as the option.

Thank you,

Marjorie B. Sosa

23 Maracay

San Clemente, CA 92672

5/31/2005





