
AN EXAMINATION OF THE REVISED (1 Sept 1968) ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING 
PROGRAM FOR THE MONTICELLO NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT 

The radiation monitoring ~rogram, like the earlier version of 
22 March 1968, suffers from several gross inadequacies which make it 
unsatisfactory for the purpose it is intended to serve. I therefore 
urge its rejection by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. 

Changes from the earlier plan are slight, perhaps the most im
portant being the addition of charcoal filters to monitor the air for 
radioiodine. (However, the milk survey still is too infrequent to 
identify brief periods of high-level radioiodine emission, and no 
contingency plan exists for instituting broader milk surveys should 
the air filters indicate such high-level emissions.) 

Incidentally, the present air-monitoring program indicates that 
the six sites will all be along the Mississippi River, in a NW-SE 
direction. Thus there are no distant stations along the NE-SW axis, 
to check long-distance fallout in these directions. In the case of 
an emergency it would be highly desirable to have such coverage, both 
for the emergency ~eriod and the period of normal operation preceding 
it. 

Almost all of the criticisms made in my examination of the earlier 
program (submitted 9 July 1968) remain unmet in the new program, and 
it therefore still fails to meet the specifications for survey proced
ures in the Guide for Environmental Surveillance Around Nuclear Facil
ities, NF-67-8, Rev. 2, Dec. 1967, and in the ITAC Report #1, Dec. 1966, 
Routine Surveillance of Radioactivity Around Nuclear Facilities. 

A basic failure of both the earlier and later monitoring programs 
is that they take little or no account of the diversity and variability 
of ecological systems; and therefore almost no attention is paid to the 
need for gathering statistically reliable data. For example, it is 
inconceivable that a single soil sample taken once a year can provide 
an adequate index either to background radioactivity or to the influence 
of reactor fallout. Nor can a single 2-lb fish provide a reliable 
sample, for a given season, of radioactive contamination of the food 
chain. (Incidentally, no mention is made of whether the fish is to be 
herbivorous, carnivorous, or omnivorous.) No provision at all is made 
for study of invertebrates, which is highly desirable. The sampling 
of bottom sludge from the river is likewise totally insufficient, and 
may also be inefficient unless the sampling is planned with care (as 
pointed out in my earlier examination). 

Taken together, the deficiencies in survey procedure are such that, if 
the program were submitted to me as a term paper for a course in 
ecology, I would unhesitatingly give it a grade of F. Unfortunately, 
this program is of much greater importance than a paper turned in for 
a course grade: and must be of the highest quality if it is to serve 
its stated purpose. If the Pollution Control Agency is unwilling to 
accept my evaluation, I would urge that the Agency have the program 
evaluated on its ecological merits by one or more competent and dis
interested ecologists (not engineers or health physicists!) from 
outside Minnesota. 

I now turn to the ecological studies proposed in the present 
program (and which were so strikingly absent from the earlier pro
posal). In general these show more evidence of ecological insight. 
However, the following criticisms are offered in the hope that they 
will serve as a basis for improvement. 
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General. This section indicates that the physical condition of 
individuals, and the food habits and reproductive cycles of the larger 
groups {whatever this means} will be studied. No provision seems to 
have been made for such studies in the later and more specific sections 
of the program. 

Invertebrates. The size of sampler and nature of test substrate 
are not specified, but are essential to proper evaluation of the pro
gram. For example, will the test substrate reflect accurately the 
predominant groups in the river sediment? If so, where is the evi
dence? Also, to what level (family, genus, species) is identification 
to be carried out? And has it been established that two sample sites 
upstream provide a statistically reliable estimate in view of the 
diversity and patchiness of river sediments and invertebrate popula
tions? 

Fish. Will a study of responses to winter warming of the river 
water be undertaken? This might be of considerable significance. 

Water guality. Should not studies be made of water quality at 
the sediment/water interface, where heavy algal and invertebrate 
populations are present? Will cross-sectional profiles of chemical 
and physical parameters be measured so that a 3-dimensional pattern 
can be established; or is the program limited to seven surface samples? 
If the latter, the program will be severely inadequate. 

Algae. Should studies of phytoplankton be included? For example, 
what happens to planktonic algae when they enter a warm-water zone of 
heated effluent? 

Following the ecological section, the paragraph on METEOROLOGICAL 
SURVEY does not indicate that any study was made to establish the 
probability of tornado passage over the reactor site. Was such a 
study made, and if so, with what results? 

In conclusion, I would reiterate the point made in my earlier 
submission, that there is no provision for widespread emergency 
monitoring in the case of accidental releases of high-level radio
activity to either air or water. This should be a sine ~ Q2Q of 
an acceptable program, for despite claims by safety engineers and 
environmental health consultants that the risks of a major accident 
are negligible, they have failed to convince the insurance companies, 
who refuse to insure against such risks without government backing 
for by far the largest part of the coverage. 

EGjm 

Respectfully submitted, 

Eville Gorham, M.S., Ph.D., 
24 October, 1968 
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