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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency published a Notice of Availability for the
Cassini mission Draft Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal Register on October 21,
1994.  The public review and comment period closed on December 20, 1994.  Timely
comments were received from the Federal, state and local government organizations listed in
Table E-1 .

Where no extension of the comment period was requested and granted, untimely
comments were still considered if received before March 3, 1995 (see Table E-2).  As of
March 3, 1995, one letter was received after the comment period closed, and is included in
this Appendix.

This Appendix provides specific responses to the comments received from the Federal,
state and local agencies listed in Tables E-1 and E-2.  Copies of the comment letters are
presented in the following pages.  The relevant issues in each comment letter are marked and
numbered for identification along with the National Aeronautics and Space Administration's
(NASA's) response to each issue.  Where changes in the text were appropriate, such changes
were noted in the comment response.

The comments received from the Federal, state and local government organizations
related to the following issues in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

• environmental impacts on groundwater near the launch site
• cumulative environmental impacts on the stratospheric ozone
• clarification of radiological impacts analyses

Information on these topics is addressed in the following sections of the EIS:

Groundwater impacts near the launch site - The description of the groundwater in the
Cape Canaveral Air Station/Kennedy Space Center regional area is presented in Sections
3.1.5.3 and 3.1.5.4.   In addition, Sections 4.1.2.6 and 4.2.2 discuss the environmental impacts
on the hydrology and water quality from a normal launch.

Cumulative impacts on the atmospheric ozone - The impacts on the upper atmosphere
includes a discussion of the potential cumulative impacts on the ozone layer including those
from other launches.  The discussion is provided in Section 4.1.2.3 of the EIS.

Radiological impact analyses - Sections 4.1.5 through 4.1.8 and Sections 4.2.5 through
4.2.8 discuss the following: the methodologies used in the radiological assessments,
radiological consequences, and risk analyses for the Cassini mission.
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TABLE E-1.  LIST OF COMMENTORS

Commentor
Number

Date of
Comment

Organization Individual Presenting
Comments

1 11/7/94 Brevard County Planning and Zoning Division Peggy Busacca
2 11/10/94 U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services

Centers for Disease Control Kenneth W. Holt
3 12/20/94 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),

Office of Federal Activities Richard E Sanderson

TABLE E-2.  LIST OF COMMENTORS RESPONDING AFTER CLOSE OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Commentor
Number

Date of
Comment

Organization Individual Presenting
Comments

4 12/23/94 State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs Linda Loomis Shelley
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 1: Brevard County Planning and Zoning Division

(Peggy Busacca)

Response to Comment 1A:

Comment Noted.  Thank You.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 2 : U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services,

Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W. Holt)



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 2: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services,

Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W. Holt)
(Continued)

Response to Comment 2A:

The text on page viii has been clarified to note that if such an inadvertent reentry
accident were to occur, the estimated numbers of resulting excess cancer fatalities
would represent about 0.0005 percent of the normally observed cancer fatalities that
would occur within the exposed population of about 5 billion people worldwide.

Response to Comment 2B:

Worldwide cancer incidence is an appropriate statistic to use when discussing
potential exposures from a swingby accident since plutonium could be released in the
upper atmosphere as vapor and/or small particulates. The vapor and/or particulates
could then be transported and distributed worldwide by the wind circulation patterns
in the upper atmosphere.

All releases could have local impacts.  However, ground level releases resulting from
accident scenarios in which plutonium-containing components of the radioisotope
thermoelectric generators (RTGs) hit hard surfaces would be considered to have more
of a local impact than a global (or worldwide) impact.  Such ground-level releases
would not be dispersed by upper atmospheric wind patterns.  Localized low
atmosphere or ground-level wind patterns would dominate the dispersal processes.

Tables C-5, C-6, and C-7 provide the fuel end states predicted for a plutonium release
from an inadvertent reentry during an Earth swingby.  The dominant contributor to
the health effect impacts from both shallow and steep reentries would be from the
vapor end state.  The plutonium dioxide vapor and particulates are predicted to
contribute about 99 percent of the estimated total health effects.  Released at high
altitude, the vapor/particulates would be transported and distributed worldwide by
the wind circulation patterns in the upper atmosphere.  Conversely, Tables C-5, C-6,
and C-7 indicate a lesser health effect impact from ground level releases of plutonium
dioxide, The health effect impact in the exposed population at risk from ground-level
releases would be statistically indistinguishable from the normally observed cancer
fatalities.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 2: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services

Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W. Holt)
(Continued)

Response to Comment 2C:

The contamination resulting from an accident would not last "forever," The dominant
isotope of the fuel, plutonium-238, has a half-life of 87.75 years.  Because of
radioactive decay and accounting for all the plutonium isotopes in the original fuel,
the amount of plutonium remaining (without any mitigation actions) after 100 years
would be 45 percent, after 500 years would be 2 percent, after 1 000 years 0. 13
percent, and after 5,000 years would be 0.08 percent.

Response to Comment 2D:

Comment noted.  Text has been clarified where appropriate.

Response to Comment 2E:
Comment noted.  The probability of occurrence and magnitude of  the consequences
are discussed in detail beginning with Sections 4.1.5 through 4.1.8 and Sections 4.2.5
through 4.2.8 of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The executive summary
provides a synopsis of the analysis and the results obtained.

Response to Comment 2F:

NASA appreciates your comment.  Thank you.

Response to Comment 2G:
A revised table has been included in the EIS.  Please note that the total inventory is
unchanged.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 2: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services

Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W, Holt)
(Continued)

Response to Comment 2H:

Comment noted.  Thank you.

Response to Comment 2I:

The correct verb is "destroy," "Destruct" is a common terminology
employed by the aerospace community and denotes a human action
undertaken to purposely destroy a vehicle, spacecraft, or other component.

Response to Comment 2J:

Table 2-7 indicates that the potential land area contaminated above the
EPA screening level from a Phase 1 accident would be 1.86 x 10 -1 km2

(7.18 x 10-2 Mi2).  The exposed population would not necessarily occupy
the contaminated land area.  The population exposures would occur largely
as a result of airborne transport of released fuel dominated by local wind
patterns.  The estimated population at risk from a Phase 1 accident would
be the population in the vicinity of CCAS, estimated to be 100,000 people.

Footnotes have been added to Tables 2-7 and 2-8 for clarification.  The
radiological consequences are presented for the phase/accident scenario
combination with the largest contribution to the mission risk for the
population in the indicated affected area.  As shown in Tables 4-1 7 and
418, the total probability for a Phase 1/Titan IV (SRMU)/Centaur Fail-To-
Ignite scenario would be 9.1 x 10 -4 with an estimated 3.36 x 10 -4 health
effects.  The product of these two numbers gives the mission risk
contribution of 3.1 X 10 -7 health effects.  With an estimated population of
100,000 exposed to the release, the average individual risk would be 3.1 x
10-1

Response to Comment 2K:

See response to Comment 2B.  The estimated average individual risk is
reported in Table 2-8, as well as in Table 4-18.  Also estimated, and
reported in Section 4.1.8 and Table 4-19, is the average individual risk that
person within the reentry footprint could face if an inadvertent reentry
accident occurred and the footprint was over land,



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No, 2: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services

Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W. Holt)
(Continued)

Response to Comment 2L:

Thank you.  Footnotes have been added to Tables 2-7 and 2-8 for
clarification.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 2: U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services,

Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W. Holt)
(Continued)



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No 3:   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Office of Federal Activities (Richard E. Sanderson)

Response to Comment 3A:

Additional text has been added to Section 4.1.2.3 of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) to reflect the current state-of-the-science of the cumulative
impacts on ozone due to rocket launches.

Response to Comment 3B:

Deluge, noise, fire suppressant and washdown water present after launch
activities are temporarily held in the flame bucket, This water is released to the
percolation ponds only when analytical results indicate that it satisfies permit
criteria (State of Florida drinking water standards).  Therefore, the release of this
water should not adversely impact the groundwater system to any significant
degree.  Updated data from the U.S. Air Force groundwater monitoring wells at
the Titan IV Launch Complexes 40 and 41 have been obtained and are included
in Tables 3-3 and 3-4 of the EIS with updated text presented in Section 4.1.2.6.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 3: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Office of Federal Activities (Richard E. Sanderson)
(Continued)

Response to Comment 3C:

NASA has and will continue to consider use of a pharmacy-style system on a Center-
by-Center basis.  Please note that Cape Canaveral Air Station is managed by Patrick
Air Force Base and is a U.S. Air Force facility.

Response to Comment 3D:

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS has been modified to reflect corrections associated with the
Clean Air Act (CAA) General Conformity Rules.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 4: State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs

(Linda Loomis Shelley)

Response to Comment 4A:

Comment noted.  Thank you.



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 4: State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs

(Linda Loomis Shelley)
(Continued)



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Commentor No. 4: State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs

(Linda Loomis Shelley)
(Continued)



Executive Summary

Chapter 1

Chapter 2

Chapter 3

Chapter 4

Chapter 5

Chapter 6

Chapter 7

Chapter 8

Appendix A

Appendix B

Appendix C

Appendix D

Appendix E


	Cover Page
	APPENDIX E  RESPONSES TO FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS
	Issues within the comments
	Groundwater impacts near the launch site
	Cumulative impacts on the atmospheric ozone
	Radiological impact analyses

	TABLE E-1. LIST OF COMMENTORS
	TABLE E-2. LIST OF COMMENTORS RESPONDING AFTER CLOSE OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
	RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
	1: Brevard County Planning and Zoning Division (Peggy Busacca)
	2 : U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services, Centers for Disease Control (Kenneth W. Holt)
	3: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  Office of Federal Activities (Richard E. Sanderson)
	4: State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs(Linda Loomis Shelley)


	Other Chapters

